
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

ENTITLEMENTS DIVISION 
(619) 446-5460 

Project No. 154476 
SCH No. Not Applicable 

SUBJECT: LA JOLLA CANYON: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and VESTING TENTATIVE 
MAP to construct 48 multi-dwelling units within two four-story structures totaling 
approximately 64,128 square feet with an approximately 75,942 square-foot two
level subterranean garage. In addition, associated site improvements (i.e. hardscape 
and landscaping) would also be constructed. The approximately 4.7-acre project 
site is located at 9515 Genesee Avenue in the RM-3-7 Zone (Residential-Multiple 
Unit) of the University Community Plan area. (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 1 of 
Eastgate Village, Map No. 9971). Applicant: La Jolla Canyon Gardens, LLC. 

UPDATE: June 5, 2009. Revisions and/or minor corrections have been made to this 
document when compared to the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. In 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15073.5(c)(4), 
the addition of new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 
modifications does not require recirculation as there are no new impacts and no 
new mitigation identified. An environmental document need only be 
recirculated when there is the identification of new significant environmental 
impacts or the addition of a new mitigation measure required to avoid a 
significant environmental impact. The modifications within the environmental 
document do not affect the environmental analysis or conclusions of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration. All revisions are shown in a strikethrough 
and/or underline format. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study 

II. ENVIRONMENT AL 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: PARKING and 
P ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Subsequent revisions in the project proposal create the 
specific mitigation identified in Section V of this 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 (MMRP): 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permit the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) 
Environmental Designee of the Entitlements Division shall verify that Mitigation 
Measures for p ARKING AND p ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES have been included in 
entirety on the submitted construction documents and contract specifications, and 
included under the heading, "Environmental Mitigation Requirements." In addition, the 
requirements for a Preconstruction Meeting shall be noted on all construction 
documents. 

2. Prior to the commencement of work, a Preconstruction Meeting (Pre-con) shall be 
conducted and include the City of San Diego's Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 
(MMC) Section, Resident Engineer, Building Inspector, Project Consultant (Biologist and 
Paleontologist), Applicant and other parties of interest. 

3. Evidence of compliance with other permitting authorities is required, if applicable. 
Evidence shall include either copies of permits issued, letters of resolution issued by the 
Responsible Agency documenting compliance, or other evidence documenting 
compliance and deemed acceptable by the ADD Environmental Designee. 

PARKING 

Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the applicant shall provide a shared parking 
agreement with the Costa Verde Hotel, LLC, located at 8995 Costa Verde Boulevard (Legal 
Description: Lot 12 of Costa Verde, Map 12045, APN No. 345-210-12-00), for a minimum of 155 
parking spaces. Said agreement shall be in force until the final occupancy permit is issued for 
the La Jolla Canyon project. The applicant shall provide a shuttle service from the La Jolla 
Canyon project site to the Costa Verde Hotel site on a 7 /24/365 basis. 
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P ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Entitlement Division 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 applicableL 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 defined 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. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 
1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records 

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

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning 
expectations and probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or 
grading activities. 

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 
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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 1 lx17) 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 
information such as review of final construction documents which 
indicate conditions such as depth of excavation and/or site graded 
to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil resources, etc., which may 
reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present. 

III. 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 
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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 fossil discoveries shall be at the 
discretion of the PL 

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. 

IV. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 
1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the 

extent and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 
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2. The following procedures shall be followed. 
a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night 
and/or weekend work, The PI shall record the information on the 
CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 8AM on the next business 
day. 

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 shall be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM on the next 
business day 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. 

V. Post Construction 

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report ( even if 

negative), prepared in accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines 
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, Paleontological Recovery Program shall 
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 Museum 
with the Final Monitoring Report. 
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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. 
5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of ali 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 the MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION were distributed to: 

City of San Diego 
Councilmember Lightner, District 1 
Development Services Department 

EAS 
Planning Review 
Transportation 
Engineering Review 
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City of San Diego (continued) 
Landscaping 
DPM 

Community Planning and Community Investment 
Long-Range 

Library, Government Documents (81) 
Central Library (81A) 
University City Branch Library (81JJ) 
City Attorney (MS59) 

Other Organizations and Interested Individuals 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
Curtis Management Company, Inc. ( 479) 
University City Community Planning Group (480) 
The Guardian ( 481) 
UCSD (482) 
UCSD (483) 
MCAS Miramar Air Station (484) 
Marian Bear Natural Park Recreation Council ( 485) 
University City Community Association (486) 
Friends of Rose Canyon ( 487) 
University City Library ( 488) 
La Jolla Village Community Council (489) 
Shute Mihaly & Weinberger LLP (490) 
Chamber of Commerce ( 492) 
John Leppert, Leppert Engineering Corporation, Consultant 
Carol Matson, La Jolla Canyon Gardens, Applicant 

VIL 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. 
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Copies of the draft MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program and any Initial Study material are available in the office of the Entitlements 
Division for review, or for,,ptuehp-se at the cost of reproduction. 

/ ./ 
I\ 

April 7, 2009 
Date of Draft Report 

Development Services Department 
Tune 5, 2009 
Date of Final Report 

Analyst: SHEARER NGUYEN 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION 

P .0. BOX 452001 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92145-2001 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
ATTN ELIZABETH SHEARER-NGUYEN 
1222 FIRST AVENUE MS 501 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101 

11103 
CP&L/154476 
April 14, 2009 

RE: UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN; LA JOLLA CANYON, 9515 GENESEE 
AVENUE, PN 154476, APN 343-140-24 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen, 

This is in response to the public notice of a draft mitigated 
negative declaration of April 7, 2009, which proposes residential 
development within the University Community Planning area. 

On October 2, 2008, the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 
approved the adoption of a revised Marine Corps Air Station {MCAS) 
Miramar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) that is 
consistent with the 2005 MCAS Miramar Air Installations Compatible 
Use Zones (AICUZ) Study. However, since the proposed project was 
submitted to the City of San Diego prior to the adoption of the 
2008 ALUCP, the property will only be subject to new safety, 
height, noise and overflight standards for future development. 

The proposed site is contained within the nMCAS Miramar AICUZ 
Study Area" identified in the 2005 AICUZ Update for MCAS Miramar. 
It has been determined that this project is: 1) within the adopted 
2004 MCAS Miramar ALUCP Airport Influence Area (AIA), 2) outside 
the 60+ dB Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contours, 
3) outside all Accident Potential Zones (APZ), 4) beneath the 
Outer Horizontal Surface of MCAS.Miramar (Federal Aviation 
Regulation Part 77), and 5) beneath and/or near establish fixed 
and rotary-wing flight corridors for aircraft transiting to and 
from MCAS Miramar. 

It has been determined that the proposed project is consistent 
with AICUZ noise and safety compatibility guidelines, and the 
structural heights of the proposed buildings do not appear to 
penetrate the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Part 77 
Conical Surface and/or any Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS) 

1. 

City staff response(s) to the United States Marine Corps, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit comment(s) letter for the La Jolla Canyon, Project No. 154476 

Comment noted. No issues regarding the adequacy and/or accuracy of the environmental 
were identified. 
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11103 
CP&L/154476 
April 14, 2009 

surfaces. However, please note that the FAA is the only agency 
that can officially determine if a structure exceeds an airspace 
surface and/or what impact it would have on air navigation. 

This location will experience noise impacts from the Seawolf, 
Julian and Ground Controlled Approach {GCA) Box Pattern Flight 
Corridors for fixed-wing operations. The site will also 
experience noise impacts from the Beach, Fairways and GCA Box 
Pattern Flight Corridors for helicopter operations. 

Occupants will routinely see and hear military aircraft and 
experience varying degrees of rioise and vibration. Consequently, 
we are recommending full disclosure of noise and visual impacts to 
all initial and subsequent purchasers, lessees, or other potential 
occupants. 

Normal hours of operation at MCAS Miramar are as follows: 

Monday through Thursday 
Friday 

7:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Saturday, Sunday, Holidays 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

MCAS Miramar is a master air station, and as such, can operate 24 
hours per day, 7 days per week. Fiscal and manpower constraints, 
as well as efforts to reduce the noise impacts of our operations 
on the surrounding community, impose the above hours of operation. 
Circumstances frequently arise which require an extension of these 
operating hours. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this land use proposal. 
If we may be of any further assistance, please contact Mr. Juan 
Lias at (858) 577-6603. 

Copy to: 

Community Plans and Liaison Officer 
By direction of the Commanding Officer 

University Community Plarming Group, Chair, Linda Colley 
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, Sandi Sawa 

City staff response(s) to the United States Marine Corps, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit comment(s) letter for the La Jolla Canyon, Project No. 154476 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
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University City Community Planning Group 
4660 La Jolla Village Drive, Suite 1080 

May 14, 2009 

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego 

San Diego, California 92122 

1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Re: La Jolla Canyon Gardens, LLC Draft MND JO: 430749 

Dear Mrs. Shearer-Nguyen: 

The UCPG Planning Group met on May 12, 2009 to review the proposed project and 
We want to thank you for extending our response 

We are emailing our comments to Development Services 
to your office. We reviewed the Draft Mitigated 

Negative Declaration and would like you to include the following three comments 
with responses in the Final document. 

Comment# 1 TRAFFIC/ACCESS 

We are very familiar with the intersection of Genesee Ave and Eastgate Mall and 
know that at several times each day it is congested. We strongly urge the developer 

to study taking access off the Eastgate Mall side of the parcel and to eliminate one 
driveway on Genesee Ave. The project has been designed for all tenants who park 
in the garage to take access off of Genesee Ave. The on grade parking has two 
options, Genesee Ave. and Eastgate Mall. Eastgate Mall has less traffic volume 
than Genesee Ave. and will be a safer street to take the traffic of the new 48 units. 

Comment# 2 TEMPORARY PARKING 

We would like more information regarding the shuttle system and the timing and 
number of shuttles that will be available. We also believe that there is a parking 
requirement for the Costa Verde Project and these additional 155 parking spaces 
may violate the Costa Verde PCD parking requirements. On a daily basis, tenants 
from the neighboring Costa Verde High Rise apartment's park on the proposed lot, 
there are construction trailers, construction equipment and there is parking for 
Trophy's Restaurant. Please advise the community on the proposed shuttle and 
parking plan and the approximate number of months that this plan will be in effect. 

2. 

3. 

City staff response(s) to the University City Community Planning Group 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit comment(s) letter for th<! La Jolla Canyon, Project No. 154476 

'The project is located on Eastgate Mall along the northeast portion of the Urban Node 
pedestrian network indentified in the University Community Plan. In order to create a project 
that implements the goals and objectives for development adjacent to the pedestrian network, 
the project has designed its main entrance along the pedestrian network, has stepped the 
buildings back away from Eastgate Mall, provided required parking below grade and taken 
vehicular access from Genesee Avenue which eliminates new potential vehicular/pedestrian 
conflicts. 

The shuttle would be operated on a headway which meets of the existing residences. In 
addition the, the shuttle would be operating on a schedule of 24 hours per day, 7 days per 
week, for 365 days and would be in force until the final occupancy permit is issued by the City 
as stated in the permit. Staff is unaware of any other joint agreements for the Costa Verde 
High Rise Apartments or with any other entities. As previously stated, the shuttle will operate 
24 hours per day, 7 days per week, for 365 days and would be in force until the final 
occupancy permit is issued by tl1e City as stated in the permit. 
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Comment# 3 WATER USAGE 

The project isn't proposing to be LEED certified and hasn't proposed specific water 
saving features. We are concerned with the lack of future water supplies in the City 
of San Diego. We are suggesting the use oflow flow fixtures (toilet, shower, etc.) 
and water saving appliances (dishwashers, washing machines and other appliances). 

We are also recommending drought tolerant plants and drip irrigation in the landscape 
areas and any other feature that will reduce the use of water. 

If you have further questions, we can provide more detail to you on the above issues. 

~¥ JanayKm~ 
Chair 

4. 

City staff response(s) to the University City Community Planning Group 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit comment(s) letter for the La Jolla Canyon, Project No. 154476 

Although LEED certification is not a requirement of the City's Land Development Code or 
General Plan, the project is proposing, as a project feature, the usage of water conserving 
fixtures for each new dwelling unit. In addition, project satisfies the Landscape Regulations of 
the Land Development Code as well as Council Policy 900-14 for Sustainable Buildings. Most 
of the mature trees on-site including the Street Trees are existing to remain and we would not 
want them removed and replaced with a more droughHolerant tree. These trees have huge 
canopies which provide "Shade over Pavement" satisfying the purpose and intent of the 
Landscape Regulations [LDC 142.0401]. 
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City of San Diego 
Development Services Department 
Entitlements Division 
1222 First A venue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
( 619) 446-6460 

INITIAL STUDY 
Project No. 154476 
SCH No. Not Applicable 

SUBJECT: LA JOLLA CANYON: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and VESTING TENTATIVE 
MAP to construct 48 multi-dwelling units within two four-story structures totaling 
approximately 64,128 square feet with an approximately 75,942 square-foot, two
level subterranean garage. In addition, associated site improvements (i.e. 
hardscape and landscaping) would also be constructed. The approximately 4.7-
acre project site is located at 9515 Genesee Avenue in the RM-3-7 Zone 
(Residential-Multiple Unit) of the University Community Plan area. (LEGAL 
DESCRIPTION: Lot 1 of Eastgate Village, Map No. 9971). Applicant: La Jolla 
Canyon Gardens, LLC. 

UPDATE: June 5, 2009. Revisions and/or minor corrections have been made to this 
document when compared to the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. In 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15073.5(c)(4), 
the addition of new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 
modifications does not require recirculation as there are no new impacts and no 
new mitigation identified. An environmental document need only be 
recirculated when there is the identification of new significant environmental 
impacts or the addition of a new mitigation measure required to avoid a 
significant environmental impact. The modifications within the environmental 
document do not affect the environmental analysis or conclusions of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration. All revisions are shown in a strikethrough 
and/or underline format. 

I. PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES: 

A SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and VESTING TENTATIVE MAP to construct 48 multi
dwelling units within two four-story structures totaling approximately 64,128 square feet with 
an approximately 75,942 square-foot, two-level subterranean garage. In addition, associated 
site improvements (i.e. hardscape and landscaping) would also be constructed (Figure 2). There 
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would be a mixture of one- and two-bedroom units, which would be approximately 760 square 
feet and 1,167 square feet, respectively. 

The elevation plans indicate the use of stucco finish, light green composite board and batten, tan 
composite lap siding, vinyl windows, decorative wrought iron guardrail on balconies, all to 
match with the existing structures on site (Figure 3). The structure vv0uld be approximately 40 
feet in height. 

Approximately 27,501 cubic yards of cut with a maximum depth of 23.3 feet is proposed. The 
project's landscaping has been reviewed by City Landscape staff and would comply with all 
applicable City of San Diego landscape ordinances and standards. Drainage would be directed 
into an appropriate storm drain system designated to carry surface runoff, which has been 
reviewed and accepted by City staff. The project site would be accessed via Genesee A venue 
and Eastgate Mall. The project is required to provide 288 vehicle parking spaces. All required 
parking would be provided on site within a two-level subterranean garage. 

A Site Development Permit (PDP) is being processed in order to allow a deviation to building 
height. The RM-3-7 zone limits the height of buildings to a maximum of 40 feet. Therefore, a 
height deviation would allow the structure to observe a height of 44 feet at the north elevation 
and 42.8 feet at the south elevation. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

The project site is located at the northeast comer of the intersection of Genesee A venue and 
Eastgate Mall, at 9515 Genesee Avenue (Figures 1). The site is currently developed with 157 
multi-dwelling units within six two-story structures comprised of approximately 93,918 total 
square feet, and associated site improvements (i.e. impervious surfaces and landscaping). The 
site is bounded by Genesee Avenue to the west, Fez Street to the north, multi-dwelling 
residential to the east, and Eastgate Mall to the south. 

The development site is designated Medium High Density Residential (30 - 45 dwelling units 
per acre) and is zoned RM-3-7 (Residential-Multi Dwelling) per the University Community 
Plan. The approximately 4.7-acre lot is situated in a neighborhood setting of similar residential 
uses. 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study Checklist. 

IV. DISCUSSION: 

The project files and reports referred to below are available for public review on the Fifth Floor 
of the Development Services Department, Entitlements Division, 1222 First A venue, San Diego, 
California, 92101. 
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DURING THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF THE PROJECT, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT CONSTRUCTION 

COULD POTENTIALLY RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS IN THE FOLLOWING AREA(S). 

PARKING 

Per City of San Diego's Significance Determination Thresholds, a project's shortfall or 
displacement of existing parking would substantially affect the availability of parking in an 
adjacent residential area, including the availability of public parking 

The project as proposed is required to provide 288 parking spaces. Currently, there are 198 
surface parking spaces on site. Construction of the two-multi-dwelling unit structures would 
require removal of existing surface parking, resulting in a temporary loss and/or displacement 
of approximately 155 parking spaces. The applicant is required to provide adequate offsite 
parking serve the existing parking needs of the residences. 

Therefore, a Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), as detailed within Section V of 
the MND would be implemented to minimize short-term parking impacts. With 
implementation of the MMRP potential short-term parking impacts would be reduced to below 
a level of significance. 

P ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

According to the "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area, California, La Mesa, 7112 Minute 
Quadrangle" (Kennedy and Peterson, 1975), the project site is underlain by the Scripps 
Formation, Stadium and Linda Vista Formation§.. With respect to fossil resource potential, both 
the Scripps Stadium and the Linda Vista Formations have high sensitivity levels for 
paleontological resources.! ; virhereas, i\rdath Shale has a moderate sensitivity level for 
paleontological resources. 

The Stadium Formation (the Cypress Canyon Member) consists mainly of non-marine, light 
gray, medium -grained sandstones and reddish and greenish siltstones and mudstones. This 
formation has yielded abundant and diverse assemblages of fossil land mammals. The Lower 
member of the Stadium Conglomerate has sparse marine fossil. 

The Scripps Formation consists of interbedded layers of claystone, siltstone, and sandstone with 
some cobble conglomerate. The formation is entirely of marine origin and ,vas deposited 
during the early middle Eocene. This formation is considered to be potentially fossiliferous 
almost everywhere it occurs. Most if the fossils known from this formation consist of remains 
of marine organisms, including clams, snails, crabs, sharks, rays and bony fishes. However, 
remains of fossil reptiles and land mammals have also been recovered from this formation. 
VVell preserv1ed pieces of the fossil vwod have also been recovered. 
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The Linda Vista Formation represents a marine and/or non-marine terrace deposit of early 
Pleistocene age (approximately .5 -1.5 million years ago). Typical exposures of the formation 
consist of rust-red, coarse-grained, pebbly sandstones ands pebble conglomerates with locally 
common deposits of green claystone. This formation has an average thickness of about 20-30 
feet and is thought to be deposited under fluvial, Aeolian, and shallow nearshore marine 
conditions. These deposits accumulated on a flat, wave-cut platform during a period of 
dropping sea levels. Today these deposits form extensive mesa surfaces characteristic of Otay 
Mesa, San Diego Mesa, Linda Vista, Kearny Mesa, and Mira Mesa. The Linda Vista Formation 
has produced remains of nearshore marine invertebrates including clams, scallops, snails, 
barnacles, and sand dollars, as well as sparse remains of sharks and baleen whales. 

Construction of the project requires approximately 27,501 cubic yards of soil cut with grade cut 
depths of approximately 23.3 feet. According to the City of San Diego's Significance 
Determination Thresholds, over 1,000 cubic yards of grading at depths of greater than 10 feet 
(less than 10 feet if the site has been graded) into formations with a high resource sensitivity 
rating could result in a significant impact to paleontological resources, and mitigation would be 
required. The mitigation program consists of monitoring excavation activities by a qualified 
paleontologist, recovery and curation of any discovered fossils and preparation of a monitoring 
results report. Implementation of the program would reduce any project-related impacts to 
fossil resources to below a level of significance. 

THE FOLLOWING ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE(S) WERE CONSIDERED DURING REVIEW OF THE PROJECT AND 

DETERMINED NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT. 

UTILITIES (WATER) 

Water Supply and Conservation 

Water service to the site is provided by the City of San Diego Water Department. The City 
currently purchases 75 to 90 percent of its water from San Diego County Water Authority 
(SDCW A), a wholesale agency that provides imported water to member agencies. The CW A in 
turn purchases 73 percent of its water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California (Metropolitan). Below is a summary of these water supply sources. In addition, a 
description of events affecting the water supply sources and site-specific historical water usage 
are provided. 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Metropolitan obtains its supplies from local sources, the Colorado River, and the Sacramento -
San Joaquin Delta. Local sources supply approximately 42 percent of the water needs in 
Metropolitan' s service area, while imported sources supply the rest. 
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Metropolitan has a Fourth Priority right to draw 550,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) from the 
Colorado River, as well as a Fifth Priority right to draw an additional 662,000 AFY, if Colorado 
River water supplies exceed California's 4,400,000 AFY entitlement. In addition, Metropolitan 
has entered into numerous agreements that allow it to receive supplies unused by agricultural 
districts for its own use and to store water surplus to immediate needs in groundwater basins 
adjacent to the Colorado River Aqueduct (CR .. A). 

Metropolitan has a contracted right to 2,011,000 AFY of water from the State Water Project 
(SWP). Historically, the SWP has been able to meet all contractors' requests for water, except 
for the drought years of 1977, 1990-92, and 1994. In many years, surplus SWP water (Article 21 
water) has been delivered to the SWP contractors. SWP supplies vary depending on annual 
weather conditions. 

San Diego County Water Authority 
The SDCW A supplies the majority of the water to the western third of San Diego County, which 
includes the project area. Approximately 35 percent of the water delivered by the SDCW A is 
supplied to the Water Department. 

As indicated in the SDCWA's Updated 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), total water 
use in the SDCW A's service area for fiscal year 2005 was 642,152 AFY. This water was supplied 
primarily by imported water, with only 9,649 AFY from local surface waters and 11,479 AFY of 
recycled water (SDCWA 2007). Since 1980, only 5 to 36 percent (24,000 AF to 174,000 AF) of the 
SDCW A's water has been locally supplied. Looking towards the future, the SDCW A has 
aggressively sought to diversify its water supply and aims to increase the usage of recycled 
water. 

The SDCW A's Capital Improvement Program includes projects that would increase delivery 
capacity (to meet future demands), operational flexibility, reliability of the aqueduct system, 
and adequate emergency supplies. Projects include conservation, groundwater supplies, 
recycled water development, desalination (including the Carlsbad Seawater Desalination 
Project), long-term water transfers (including with the Imperial Irrigation District), and 
additional water storage and canal lining projects With the incorporation of these projects 
along with the implementation of metropolitan's Integrated Resources Plan, the Updated 2005 
UWMP concludes that the SDCW A will have sufficient water supplies to serve its member 
agencies under average, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions through the year 2030 
(SDCWA 2007). 

It is noted that the SDCW A has historically purchased more than the 15.8 percent preferential 
right under the Metropolitan Water District Act (Metropolitan Act). In 2005, the SDCW A 
purchased 25 percent of the Metropolitan Water District's water. If the Metropolitan Act is 
enforced (e.g. the other member agencies invoke their preferential rights to water and thereby 
prevent the SDCW A from purchasing its historic amount of water), the SDCW A could be at risk 
for shortages. In response to this potential water supply impact, the Metropolitan Board 
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approved a Shortage Allocation Plan that accomplishes an equitable regional allocation of 
Metropolitan water supplies during times of shortage. This allocation plan will determine the 
member agencies' need for water based on historical use and adjusting for growth and changes 
in local supplies, and then will make an across-the-board allocation based on the declared 
regional shortage of water. Then an additional allocation will be made based on an agency's 
dependence on Metropolitan water, and an additional credit allocation will be given based on 
the amount of conservation savings established by the member agency. In April 2008, the 
Central Basin Municipal Water District, a Metropolitan member agency, filed suit against 
Metropolitan in order to challenge Metropolitan' s Shortage Allocation Plan. This matter is 
continuing. Even if the Metropolitan' s Shortage Allocation Plan was to be overturned, 
however, that would not automatically restrict the SDCW A's ability to purchase water in excess 
of its preferential right. 

City of San Diego Water Department 
The City's Water Department treats and delivers more than 200,000 AFY of water to nearly 1.3 
million residents. While the Water Department imports a majority of its water, it uses three 
local supply sources to meet or offset potable demands: local surface water, conservation, and 
recycled water. In addition to delivering potable water, the City has a recycled water use 
program designed to optimize the use of local water supplies, lessen the reliance on imported 
water, and free up capacity in the potable water system. Recycled water gives the City a 
dependable, year-round, locally produced and controlled water resource. 

In September 2006, the City issued its 2005 UWMP (City UWMP) (City 2006). Like the 
Metropolitan RUWMP and SDCW A Updated UWMP discussed above, the City UWMP 
concludes that the Water Department will have sufficient water supplies to serve the City under 
average, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions through the year 2030 (City 2006). 

The Water Department has recently established requirements for projects located within the 
City's Recycled Water Service Area per San Diego Municipal Code Section 64.0807. The North 
City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) provides reclaimed water to several northern 
communities within the cities of San Diego and Poway for landscaping irrigation and industrial 
use. This facility can treat up to 30 million gallons of wastewater (sewage) per day generated by 
northern communities within the City of San Diego. Currently, there are more than 79 miles of 
reclaimed water distribution pipeline connected to the NCWRP. 

Events Affecting Water Supply 
Several recent events may affect Colorado River and SWP water supplies, including a December 
2007 Record of Decision on the operation of the Colorado River, several federal district court 
decisions regarding the operation of the SWP with respect to the Delta smelt and Delta salmon, 
and developing understanding of the potential for global climate change to impact California 
water supplies. However, the conclusion that there are sufficient water supplies to meet the 
demands within the service area of the Water Department over the required 20-year planning 
horizon has not changed. 
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• Colorado River Supplies: December 2007 Record of Decision and Climate Change: 
In December 2007, Metropolitan' s Board of Directors authorized a series of four agreements 
that allowed for the implementation of federal guidelines for how water shortages are to be 
shared amongst the seven states that rely upon the Colorado River for water supplies. The 
federal o-uidelines embodied in a Record of Decision ROD\ sinned b U.S. Interior 
Secretary Dirk Kempthome on December 13, 2007, established new rules for the 
management of the Colorado River, which: (1) reinforce and protect California's senior 
rights to Colorado River water supplies (and correspondingly, Metropolitan's rights); (2) 
unify the management of Lake Powell and Lake Mead, thereby sharing the risk of drought 
among all stakeholders; and (3) establish new rules for surpluses that reward conservation. 
These important agreements provide certainty to Metropolitan' s and the SDCW A's 
Colorado River water supplies and provide Metropolitan with key storage space for any 
surplus water obtained in the future. 

• SWP Supplies: the Delta Smelt and Delta Salmon Decisions, and Global Climate Change: 
The Natural Resources D~fense Council, et al. v. Kempthorne, et al. (NRDC) case challenged the 
Biological Opinion issued by the USFWS for operations of the SWP and Central Valley 
Project (CVP) with regard to the Delta smelt, a federally- and state-listed threatened fish 
species that inhabits the estuaries of the Bay-Delta region. It was found that the Biological 
Opinion was inadequate and did not have appropriate mitigation. The ultimate conclusion 
was that the Biological Opinion needed to be reissued on September 15, 2008. After an 
extended completion date, the Biological Opinion and Reasonable and Prudent Alternative 
were submitted to the Bureau of Reclamation on December 15, 2008 and are conditionally 
accepted while being reviewed for legal, economical and technological feasibility and 
effectiveness. The BO finds that direct and cumulative effects from operations of the SWP 
and CVP would impact critical habitat and threaten the continued existence of the Delta 
smelt. The RP A recommends strategies for viability of the species which include limits on 
negative flows dependent upon life cycle stages, river conditions and detection of the 
species; an adaptive process to manage outflow and improve habitat during wet seasons; a 
restoration and monitoring plan to restore a minimum 8,000 acres of habitat; and a 
comprehensive monitoring program to evaluate and inform the implementation of the RP A 
(USFWS 2008). The conditional acceptance of the RP A could potentially decrease the water 
supply to Metropolitan, as Metropolitan receives approximately 60 percent of its water 
through the SWP from the Delta. Until the new Biological Opinion and RP A are 
unconditionally accepted, it is unclear how they will affect long-term operations of the SWP 
and CVP systems. At this point, it is also unclear if the Court's Pactfic Coast decision will 
impact long-term operations of the SWP and CVP systems, and if so, how they will be 
affected. Regardless of how the new Biological Opinion may change the operation of the 
CVP and SWP, however, statewide actions to address the underlying issues in the Delta are 
well underway. 
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Restoring the Delta's water delivery capacity is of great import to the Governor and the 
California Legislature. Prior to the Court's decisions, many plans were already underway to 
study and improve the operation of the Delta's water pumps, while also protecting the Delta 
smelt and other endangered fish species. These plans include the Delta Vision Process 
(CRA 2007), Delta Risk Management Strategy (DWR 2006b), Delta Protection Commission's 
Emergency Planning and Response Collaborative Process (2008), CALFED Ecosystem 
Restoration Program Conservation Strategy (2000), CALFED Bay-Delta Program (2009), 
Bay-Delta Conservation Plan (CALFED 2007), and Delta Protection Commission's Land Use 
and Resource Management Plan update process (1995). In addition, Governor 
Schwarzenegger's recent direction to the DWR to take near-term actions to prepare to 
implement solutions for the Delta, including a study of the alternatives available for 
improving the Delta water conveyance system by beginning the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEP A)/CEOA process, to expedite existing programs to protect Delta water 
quality and restore Delta habitat, and to conduct multi-agency Delta disaster planning. 

Metropolitan is similarly focused on the challenges relating to the reliability of the Delta 
water supply. In May 2007, its Board adopted a Delta Action Plan (2007c) to address water 
supply risks in the Delta both for the near-, mid-, and long-term. The near- and mid-term 
actions outlined in the Delta Action Plan are intended to implement measures to reduce 
fishery and earthquake-related risks, such as aggressive monitoring, ecosystem restoration, 
local water supply projects, and emergency preparedness and response plans. The long
term actions are intended to create a global, comprehensive approach to the fundamental 
environmental issues facing the Delta to create a sustainable ecological environment 
through Delta ecosystem restoration, improved water supply conveyance, flood control 
protection, and development of storage facilities. 

Moreover, in response to the NRDC decision, Metropolitan has engaged in planning 
processes that will identify solutions that, when combined with the rest of its supply 
portfolio, will ensure a reliable long-term water supply for its member agencies. In the 
near-term, Metropolitan will continue to rely on the plans and policies outlined in its 
RUWMP and Integrated Water Resource Plan (IRP) to address water supply shortages and 
interruptions (including potential shut downs of SWP pumps) to meet water demands. 
Campaigns for voluntary conservation, curtailment of replenishment water, and 
agricultural water delivery are some of the actions outlined in the RUWMP. If necessary, 
reduction in municipal and industrial water use and mandatory water allocation could be 
implemented, but is unlikely to be in effect in the long-term. 

On a local level, the SDCW A is in the process of minimizing the amount of water it purchases 
from Metropolitan by diversifying its water supply portfolio and pursuing desalination, and the 
Water Department is developing recycled water supplies. 
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These efforts will also be effective in helping to address the potential impacts to SWP water 
supplies caused by global climate change. The 2006 DWR Report explains that climate change 
may impact SWP supplies in several ways, including: (1) changes in snowfall patterns that 
could result in a smaller snowpack in the Sierra Nevada and result in the loss of annual water 
storage in the snowpack; (2) changes in the timing, intensity, and amount of precipitation, 
which could result in flooding and potential drought; (3) long-term changes in watershed 
vegetation and increased incidence of wildfires, which could change intensity and timing of 
runoff; ( 4) sea level rise, which could threaten Delta levees and contribute to saltwater intrusion 
into freshwater areas of the Delta used for water supply delivery; (5) increases in water 
temperatures, which could affect listed and endangered aquatic species and require more 
dedicated water for in-stream uses; and (6) changes in agricultural and urban water demand 
due to higher average temperatures (DWR 2006a). 

At this point, the results for climate models for California precipitation under various GHG 
emissions scenarios are mixed. The models that predict the greatest warming generally also 
predict moderate decreases in total precipitation, while models predicting smaller increases in 
temperature generally predict moderate increases in precipitation. The 2006 DWR Report notes 
that the general tendency of all projections is toward moderately decreased precipitation. 

The predicted range of snowpack loss also is highly dependent on the warming assumptions 
used in the models. Projections range from 5 percent loss in snowpack attributable to a 0.6 
degree Celsius temperature rise, to a 50 percent loss of snowpack attributable to a 2.1 degree 
Celsius temperature rise. Earlier snowmelt and more precipitation falling as rain instead of 
snow will change the operation of existing reservoirs, which often perform dual functions as 
flood control vessels in the winter and water reservoirs through the summer. 

The 2006 DWR Report estimates the extent of climate change impacts to SWP supplies using 
four climate models, each based on a different global GHG scenario. Under the lowest GHG 
emissions scenario (Emissions Scenario Bl, reflecting low global population increase and GHG 
emissions reductions), the general trend would be for weak temperature warming and weak 
precipitation increase in California. For the highest GHG emissions scenario (Emissions 
scenario A2, reflecting large global population growth and business-as-usual GHG emissions), 
the general trend would be for relatively strong warming and modest drying. As might be 
expected, the Bl scenario analysis suggested no significant reduction in no significant reduction 
in runoff in the late spring and summer, and higher delivery capability for SWP contractors at 
the lower end of the delivery spectrum, and roughly equivalent capability at the higher end. 
The A2 scenario analysis suggested a delivery analysis roughly 11.2 percent less than base SWP 
deliveries. 
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Because climate change is a global phenomenon dependent on worldwide GHG emissions 
levels, the ability of the 2006 DWR Report to anticipate water supply impacts is highly 
dependent on how the assumptions are made regarding worldwide action to control and 
reduce GHG emissions. The 2006 DWR Report's results are still preliminary and are considered 
the starting point for analyzing climate change impacts to SWP operations. 

Although wide-spread consensus has developed that warming due to global climate change is 
occurring, and that this warming could affect water supplies from the SWP, the state of the 
science is still insufficient to make long-term projections that conclusively determine how 
climate change will impact SWP water supply. 

The City has measures to address long-term and short-term water challenges. The region's 
water supplies remain impacted by dry conditions around California, with reduced storage in 
key reservoirs and an eight-year drought in the Colorado River basin. The City issued a 
Declaration of Water Emergency along with a Stage 1 - Water Watch - Voluntary Conservation, 
and monitors and reports on the status of conservation levels. It recently adopted an ordinance 
clarifying behavioral restrictions on the use of water where consumer demand reductions are 
required to meet expected supplies, and those restrictions apply to the Project. For example, if a 
Level 2 is declared, the Project would be restricted on landscape irrigation. At Level 3, 
landscape irrigation would be reduced to two assigned days per week Tune through October 
and one assigned day November through May and no new potable water service would be 
provided, nor temporary or permanent meters issued, unless a valid building permit has been 
issued; the project is necessary to protect the public's health, safety or welfare; for fire hydrant 
meters, only upon the return of an old fire hydrant meter; or the applicant for a new meter 
provides an enforceable commitment that the Project's new water demands would be offset 
prior to the provision of new water meter(s). Level 4 would require stopping all landscape 
irrigation at the Project, except for hand held watering of trees and shrubs two days a week; the 
maintenance of landscaping necessary for fire protection and erosion control; and certain other 
essential irrigation. 

The City's Significance Determination Thresholds consistent with State law (Water Code Section 
1090) specifies that any proposed large-scale public or private development project that meets 
or exceeds the following thresholds is required to provide a WSA as part of the environmental 
document for a project: 

• Residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 

• Hotels or motel having more than 500 rooms. 

• Shopping centers or businesses: 

o Employing more than 1,000 people or 

o Having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; 
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• Commercial office buildings: 

o Employing more than 1,000 people or 

o Having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space; 

• Industrial, manufacturing, or processing plants or industrial parks planned to: 

o House more than 1,000 people, 

o Occupying more t.l-ia..-ri 40 acres of land, or 

o Having more than 650,000 square feet of floor space; 

• Mixed use projects that include one or more of the above types of projects; and 

• Any proposed project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater 
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 

In addition, consistent with state law (Government Code Section 66473.7), a Water Supply 
Verification is required for any proposed subdivision greater than 500 dwelling units in any 
area not previously developed. Projects exclusively for low and very low income households 
are not subject to the requirements of a Water Supply Verification. As such, the project is 
proposing 48 units which does not exceed the City's and/or State's thresholds. Therefore the 
project was not required to prepare a Water Supply Assessment nor a Water Supply 
Verification. 

WATER QUALITY 

A Water Quality Technical Report and Drainage Study were prepared by Leppert Engineering 
(June 30, 2008) of which the results and conclusions of the technical report are summarized 
below. 

The project site is within the Miramar Hydrologic Area of the Penasquitos Hydrologic Unit 
(906.40) according to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Hydrologic Basin. According 
to the 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies, the Penasquitos Hydrologic Unit is currently listed 
as an impaired water body. Bodies of water listed under section 303(d) of the 1972 Clean Water 
Act include those that do not meet minimum water quality standards even after point sources 
of pollution have installed the minimum required levels of pollution control technology. 
Mission Bay (area at mouth of Rose Creek only) is an impaired bog of water. The identified 
primary pollutants of concern are eutrophic and lead. 

The development is considered a "Priority" project in accordance with the City's Storm Water 
Requirements Applicability Checklist. As such, demolition, construction, and past construction 
activities require implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize impacts to 
receiving waters. Priority projects are required to incorporate site design source control, and 
treatment control BMPs. The anticipated pollutants of concern include sediment, nutrients, 
oxygen demanding substances, oil and grease, organic compounds, pesticides, and trash/debris. 
Currently the site consists of two runoff basins, that are roughly divided into the northern and 
southern portions of the property. Runoff from the northern basin, Basin A, ends up in the 
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canyon located to the east of the property. The runoff gets to the canyon either directly from 
site discharge or by discharging to Fez Street, where it travels down into the canyon. Runoff 
from the southern basin, Basin B, discharges into either Genesee Avenue or Eastgate Mall, 
where it travels down the gutter where it is intercepted by the inlet at the corner of Genesee 
A venue and Eastgate Mall. 

The project proposes to utilize biofilters and drain inserts. Drainage from the developed 
portion of the project would be collected by two deck drains located north of the proposed 
structure. The runoff would then be conveyed through piping in the overhead of the 
subterranean parking garage, and enter the public drainage system at the inlet at the northeast 
corner of Genesee A venue and Eastgate Mall. The units would allow trash and debris to filter 
out and treat hydrocarbon and grease pollutants through the use of adsorbent materials, 
therefore treating water runoff from parking areas, access roads and landscaped areas. 

In addition, the following source control and site design BMPs would be incorporated into the 
project: outdoor material storage and trash storage areas would be designed to reduce pollution 
introduction; Integrated Pest Management Principles would be employed; utilization of an 
efficient irrigation systems and landscape design; provision of storm water conveyance system 
stenciling and signage; lastly, the design of new building fire sprinklers to enable discharge to 
sanitary sewer. 

Hydrology calculations were prepared and include peak discharge for both current and 
proposed developed site conditions. The project.as proposed would result in a slight increase in 
the peak site drainage. The increase is attributed to the decrease of Time of Concentration 
rather than an increase in impervious surface. Therefore, it can be concluded that the project 
would not have a negative effect on the existing storm drain capacity. 

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 a cumulatively considerable contribution to water quality impacts; 
therefore no mitigation is required. 

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. 
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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: Figure 1: Location Map 
Figure 2: Site Map 
Figure 3: Elevations 
Figure 4: Elevations 
Initial Study Checklist 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

Date: July 30, 2008 

Project No.: 154476 

Name of Project: LA JOLLA CANYON 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: 

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

Yes Maybe 

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

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic 
view from a public viewing area? 
The University Community Plan designates the 
project site as Medium High Residential. In 
addition, no public views and/or scenic 
corridors designated per the plan exist on the 
site. Therefore, the project would not result in 
the obstruction of any designated vista or scenic 
view. All setbacks and height limits would be 
observed. 
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Yes Maybe No 

B. The creation of a negative aesthetic site or project? X 
The multi-dwelling residential structure would 
be com12atible with the surrounding residential 
deveio12ment and is allowed by the community 
12Ian and zoning designation. No such im12acts 
are antici12ated. Refer to I-A and 1-C. 

C. Project bulk1 scale1 materials1 or style which would 
be incompatible with surrounding development? X 
The design of the multi-dwelling residential 
structures would be com12atible with the 
architectural style of the existing structures on 
site an of the local setting. The 12roject would 
not exceed any City height, setback, size or 
grading standards. Building materials 
12ro12osed are com12atible with surrounding 
deveio12ment. 

D. Substantial alteration to the existing character of 
the area? X 
The multi-dwelling residential structures 
would not result in an alteration of the existing 
character of the area. The two building would 
be constructed on a 12arcel currently develo12ed 
with six multi-dwelling units. Refer to 1-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 to12ogra12hy or 
ground relief features would result. 

G. The loss, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic or physical features such 
as a natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock 
outcrop, or hillside with a slope in excess 
of 25 percent? X 
The 12roject site does not contain any uni~ue 
geologic or 12hysical features. 
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H. Substantial light or glare? 
The multi-dwelling residential structures 
would not be expected to cause substantial light 
or glare. All lighting would be required to 
comply with all current lighting regulations. 
No substantial sources of light would be 
generated during project construction, as 
construction activities would occur during 
daylight hours 

I. Substantial shading of other properties? 
The multi-dwelling residential structures 
would not be expected to result in substantial 
shading; the project would be required to 
comply with all height and setback regulations. 
No substantial sources of shading would be 
generated during project construction. 

Yes Maybe No 

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES/ NATURAL RESOURCES/ MINERAL 
RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

A. The loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource ( e.g., sand or gravel) that would be 
of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
There are no such resources located on the 
project site in that the two structures would be 
constructed on a parcel that is currently 
developed. 

B. The conversion of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural use or impairment of the 
agricultural productivity of agricultural land? 
Agricultural land is not present on site or in the 
general site vicinity. The project site is located 
within in an urbanized area. Refer to II-A. 

III. AIR QUALITY - Would the proposal: 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
The multi-dwelling residential structures are 
compatible with underlying zoning and 
community plan designation and would not 
negatively impact air quality. 
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Yes Maybe No 

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

C. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? X 
Refer to III-A. 

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? X 
The multi-dwelling residential structures 
would not be associated with the creation of 
such odors. Refer to III-A. 

E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of Particulate Matter 10 
(dust)? X 
The grading amounts required for 12roject 
im12lementation would not exceed 100 12ounds 
12er da~ of 12articulate matter. It is estimated 
that one graded acre 12roduces 26.4 12ounds of 
12articulate matter. Standard dust abatement 
12ractices would be im12lemented during 
construction. 

E. Alter air movement in the area of the project? 
The multi-dwelling residential structures 
would not have the bulk and scale required to 
cause such im12acts. 

G. Cause a substantial alteration in moisture, or 
temperature, or any change in climate, either locally 
or regionally? 
Refer to III-F. 

IV. BIOLOGY Would proposal result in: 

A. A reduction in the number of any unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of 
plants or animals? 
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Yes Maybe 

B. A substantial change in the diversity of any species of 
animals or plants? X 
No such change in the diversity of any s12ecies 
of animals or 12Iants would occur. Refer to IV-
A. 

C. Tntroduction of invasive Cr\Or"'lOC ,.-,.f r\la..-.-1-c i._..-.-1-,.-,. -I-ho ...1. . .1.1. . .L l.J.t'\...,\,,,,.._L'-,iJ V..l. _t'.L ..Ll\.i.:J lLV l,.J..LL 

area? X 
Refer to IV-A and -B. 

D. Interference with the movement of any resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors? X 
Refer to IV-A and-B. No wildlife corridors are 
on or near the site. 

E. An impact to a sensitive habitat, including, but not 
limited to streamside vegetation, aquatic, riparian, 
oak woodland, coastal sage scrub or chaparral? X 
Refer to IV-A and-B. Site runoff would be 
directed first into a1212ro12riate drains 12rior to 
discharging into the 12ublic drainage system. 

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 
No such resource exists on site. Refer to IV-A 
and-B. 

G. Conflict with the provisions of the City's Multiple 
Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan or other 
approved local, regional or state habitat conservation 
plan? 
The 12roject site is designated for residential 
develo12ment and is not located within or 
adjacent to the Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA). Therefore, the 12roject would not 
conflict with the Multi12le S12ecies Conservation 
Program (MSCP). Refer to IV-A. 

V. ENERGY - Would the proposal: 
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Yes Maybe No 

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or 
energy (e.g. natural gas)? X 
Excessive amounts of fuel would not be 
required during construction of the 12roject. 
The 12roject would not result in the use of 
excessive amounts of fuel, energy, or 12ower. 
Standard residential consum12tion is ex12ected. 

B. Result in the use of excessive amounts of power? X 
Refer to 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 12roject site is assigned a geologic risk 
category of 51 and 53 according to the Cit)!: of 
San Diego Safet):'.: Seismic Stud)!: Ma12s. The 
12roject would be required to utilize 12ro12er 
engineering design and utilization of standard 
construction 12ractices, to be verified at the 
building 12ermit stage, would ensure that the 
12otential for im12acts from regional geologic 
hazards would be less than significant 

B. Result in a substantial increase in wind or water 
erosion of soils, either on or off the site? X 
No such im12acts would be antici12ated with the 
multi-dwelling residential develo12ment. The 
site would be landsca12ed in accordance with 
City requirements and all storm water 
requirements would be met. Refer to VI-A. 

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? X 
Pro12osed 12roject would not be located on such 
a geologic unit or soil ty12e. Refer to VI-A. 

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 
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Yes Maybe No 

A. Alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site? X 
The site is currently develo12ed and no such 
resources exist on site. 

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a 
prehistoric or historic building, structure, object, or 
site? X 
No historic buildings or structures exists onsite. 
Therefore no ad verse or aesthetic to a 
12rehistoric or historic structure would result. 
Refer to VII-A. 

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to an 
architecturally significant building, structure, or 
object? X 
Refer to VII-A and -B. 

D. Any impact to existing religious or sacred uses 
within the potential impact area? X 
No such uses exist on the site. 

E. The disturbance of any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries? X 
Refer to VII-A and -B. 

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

A. Create any known health hazard ( excluding 
mental health)? X 
The multi-dwelling residential structures would 
not be associated with such im12acts. 

B. Expose people or the environment to a significant 
hazard through the routine transport, use or disposal 
of hazardous materials? X 
Refer to VIII-A. 

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 
Refer to VIII-A. 

D. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere 
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with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 
The multi-dwelling 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? 
The multi-dwelling project site is not located on 
a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites. 

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

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

A. An increase in pollutant discharges, including 
down stream sedimentation, to receiving waters 
during or following construction? Consider water 
quality parameters such as temperature dissolved 
oxygen, turbidity and other typical storm water 
pollutants. 
The project would be required to comply with 
all storm water quality standards during and 
after construction and appropriate Best 

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and associated 
increased runoff? 
No significant increase in impervious surfaces 
would occur. However, BMPs would be 

Substantial alteration to on- and drainage 
to changes in runoff flow rates or 

Yes Maybe 
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The multi-dwelling project would not 
substantially increase flow rates or volumes 
and thus, would not adversely affect on- and 
off-site 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)? 
Although the project site is tributary to a body 
of water listed on the State Water Resources 
Board 303(d) impaired water body list., the 
project is required to comply with all storm 
water quality standards during and after 
construction and appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) must be utilized 

E. A potentially significant adverse impact on ground 
water quality? 
No such impact would occur. No areas of 
ponded water ~ould be created. Refer to IX-A. 

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable 
surface or groundwater receiving water quality 
objectives or degradation of beneficial uses? 
Refer to IX-A. 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? 
The multi-dwelling residential structures 
would be built on a site which is designated for 
residential development by the community 
plan and zone designation in an area developed 
with residential structures. 

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

Yes Maybe No 
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C. A conflict with adopted environmental plans, 
including applicable habitat conservation plans 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect for the area? 
Refer to X-A. The project would not conflict with 
City's Multiple Species Conservation Plan (lV[SCP) 
and is not located within or adjacent to the Multi
habitat Planning Area (MHP A). 

D. Physically divide an established community? 
The project site is located in a developed urban 
community and surrounded by similar 
residential development. The project would 
not physically divide an established 
community. 

E. Land uses which are not compatible with aircraft 
accident potential as defined by an adopted Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan ("ALUCP")? 
The project site is not located within the Airport 
Environs Overlay Zone or the Airport 
Approach Overlay Zone. 

XI. NOISE - Would the proposal result in: 

A significant JLL L .... ,_ '- .... ...., .... in the existing ambient noise 
levels? 
The project consists of the construction of two 

B. Exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the 
City's adopted noise ordinance? 
The multi-dwelling project would not expose 

adopted noise standards. The project site is not 
in close proximity to any loud noise producing 
uses. 

Exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed standards 
established in Transportation Element of the 

or an adopted airport Cvmp1.chcu.,ive 
Land Use Plan? 

Yes Maybe 
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XII. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the 
proposal impact a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 
The project site is underlain by the Scripps and 
Lindavista Formations which have a sensitivity 
level of high for paleontological resources. With 
project implementation, grading amounts 
(approximately 27,501 cubic yards) would exceed 
the City's Significance Determination Thresholds 
and could potentially cause a significant impact to 
these resources, Therefore, monitoring is required. 
Refer to the Initial Study 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)? 
The project would construct two rmulti-
d welling residential structures. The 
University Community Pla designates the 
project site as Medium High Residential. 
The multi-dwelling residential structures 
would be built on a site which is designated 
for residential development by the 
community plan and zone designation in an 
area developed with residential structures. 
Therefore, no such impact would result. 

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 
No such displacement would occur. Refer to 
XIII-A. 

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

Yes Maybe No 
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the project result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response ti._1n_es or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

A. Fire protection? 
The project would not affect existing levels of 
public services. 

B. Police protection? 
Refer to XIV-A. 

C. Schools? 
Refer to XIV-A. 

D. Parks or other recreational facilities? 
Refer to XIV-A. 

E. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? 
Refer to XIV-A. 

Yes Maybe 

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES- Would the proposal result in: 

A. Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 
The project would not adversely affect the 
availability of and/or need for new or expanded 

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? 

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

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/ 
community plan allocation? 
The multi-dwelling residential structures are 
consistent with the community plan 
designation and would not result in significant 
traffic generation. Refer to XIII-A. 

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

C. An increased demand for off-site parking? 
All required parking would be provided on site after 
completion of construction of the project,. 

D. Effects on existing parking? 
No such permanent effects would occur. Refer 
to XVI-C and Initial Study Discussion. 

E. Substantial impact upon existing or planned 
transportation systems? 
Project 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? 
Project implementation would not affect existing 
circulation in the project 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)? 
Implementation of the proposed project would not 
increase traffic hazards. The project would comply 
with all applicable engineering standards for 
driveway and street design. 

Yes Maybe No 
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H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs 
supporting alternative transportation models ( e.g., 
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
Refer to 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? 
Adequate services are available to serve site. 

B. Communications systems? 
Refer to XVII-A. 

C. Water? 
Refer to XVII A. 

D. Sewer? 
Refer to XVII-A. 

E. Storm water drainage? 
Refer to XVII-A. 

F. Solid waste disposal? 
Refer to XVII-A. 

XVIII. WATER CONSERVATION - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? 
The project would not result in the use of 
excessive amounts of water. No such impact 
would occur. 

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

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

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

Yes Maybe No 
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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 of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 
Implementation of the paleontological 
resources MMRP would reduce impacts to 
below 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.) 
The project would not result in an impact to 
long term environmental goals. 

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

D. Does the project have environmental effects which 
would cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 
The project would not be associated with such 
impacts. 

Yes Maybe 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

REFERENCES 

I. AESTHETICS/ NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

X City of San Diego General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

Local Coastal Plan. 

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES/ NATURAL RESOURCES/ MINERAL RESOURCES 

X City of San Diego General Plan. 

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

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

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

Site Specific Report: 

III. Am 

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

Specific Report: 

IV. 

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

X Community Plan - Resource Element. 

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

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

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines. 

Site Specific Report: 

V. ENERGY 

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS 

X City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study. 

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

Site Specific Report: 

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

X City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines. 

X City of San Diego Archaeology Library. 

Page 117 



Historical Resources Board List. 

Community Historical Survey: 

Site Specific Report: 

VIII. HUMAN HEAL TH/ PUBLIC SAFETY/ HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

X San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing. 

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division 

FAA Determination 

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

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

Site Specific Report: 

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 

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

X Site Specific Report: 

Water Quality Technical Report for La Jolla Canyon, prepared by Leppert 
Engineering Corporation, June 30, 2008. 

Drainage Study for La Jolla Canyon, prepared by Leppert Engineering Corporation, 
June 30, 2008. 
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X. LAND USE 

X City of San Diego General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

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 General Plan. 

Site Specific Report: 

XII. P ALEONTOLOGICAL 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. 
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Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan 
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4 
Escondido 71/2 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, California," Map Sheet 
29, 1977. 

Site Specific Report: 

XIII. POPULATION/ HOUSING 

City of San Diego General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG. 

Other: 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

City of San Diego General Plan. 

Community Plan. 

City of San Diego General Plan. 

Department of Park and Recreation 

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

Additional Resources: 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

City of San Diego General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

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

San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG. 

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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