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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
1.

Project Title/Project Number:

2.

Lead agency name and address:

MBGC IRRIGATION & ELECTRICAL UPGRADES PROJECT/607150

City of San Diego
Department of Development Services
1222 First Avenue, MS 501
San Diego, CA 92101
3.

Contact person and phone number:

4.

Project location:

Mark Brunette/ (619) 446-5379

The project is located within the Mission Bay Golf Course, at 2702 North Mission Bay Drive, in the
Mission Bay Park Community Planning Area (Council District 2). (See attached vicinity and location
maps).
5.

Project Applicant/Sponsor's name and address:

City of San Diego Public Works Department – Engineering and Capital Projects, Right of Way Design
Division
6.

General Plan designation:

Park, Open Space and Recreation
7.

Zoning:

The proposed project is within the RS-1-7 (Residential-Single Unit) zone.
8.

Description of project (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to, later phases of the project, and
any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation.):

The project includes demolition and minor grading for installation of new drinking fountains,
fencing, turf, irrigation systems, and lighting systems for the existing driving range and practice
green. Electrical service and distribution equipment and other minor course amenities at the
southeastern portion of the golf course will also be provided. The lighting has been designed in
compliance with the energy conservation sustainability goals of the City's Environmental Services
Division.
The light footings will be three feet in diameter and reach a maximum excavation depth of 12 feet.
Perimeter light poles will be 18 inches in diameter and reach a maximum height of 50 feet. These
lights will be installed at 100-foot intervals around the driving range and golf course. The new
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irrigation systems will require trenching to a maximum depth of 36 inches.

The project site is not

included on any Government Code listing of hazardous waste sites.
9: Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project's surroundings:

The project site is an existing public golf course and driving range at the northeastern edge of
Mission Bay Park. The golf course has relatively flat topography and contains ornamental vegetation
consisting of turf grass, trees and shrubs. It is bordered to the north and east by Grand Avenue and
by multi-family and commercial uses on the opposite side of Grand Avenue in the community of
Pacific Beach. North Mission Bay Drive, the unoccupied De Anza mobile home park, and De Anza
Cove Park (Within Mission Bay Park) are situated adjacent to the southern edge of the golf course.
The Mission Bay Little League facility and Pacific Beach Tennis Club are situated west of the golf
course, consisting of four sports fields, eight tennis courts, and a parking lot.
10.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.):

None
11.

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, has consultation begun?
Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public
Resources Code section 21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources
Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.

The Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel and Jamul Indian Village of Kumeyaay Nation Native American
tribes, which are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area, have requested
consultation with the City of San Diego pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21082.3 (c).
However, these tribes were notified of the opportunity to consult with the City of San Diego on the
proposed project and they responded that they do not require consultation for this project.
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
"Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Population/Housing

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Public Services

Air Quality

Hydrology/Water Quality

Recreation

Biological Resources

Land Use/Planning

Transportation/Traffic

Cultural Resources

Mineral Resources

Tribal Cultural Resources
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Geology/Soils

Noise

Utilities/Service System
Mandatory Findings Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.
Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect
in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required.
The proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on
the environment, but at least one effect (a) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
1)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact answer should be explained where it is based
on project specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants,
based on a project-specific screening analysis.)

2)

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3)

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the checklist answers must indicate
whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially
Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or
more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4)

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency
must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses”, as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).
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5)

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or (mitigated) negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief
discussion should identify the following:
a.

Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b.

Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c.

Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures Incorporated”,
describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent
to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6)

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7)

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion. Please note, all reports and documents mentioned in this document are available for
public review in the Entitlements Division on the Fifth Floor of 1222 First Avenue, San Diego.

8)

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

9)

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a.

The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b.

The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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Issue
I)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

AESTHETICS – Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

There is no designated public scenic vista across the existing golf course or on properties
adjacent to the golf course that would be affected by the project. The project involves the
installation of irrigation and power utility lines below grade, the construction of an 11-foot
high utility building, installation of drinking fountains, and the replacement of existing
driving range lighting in the approximately the same location and height as existing lighting.
New low-level lighting (7 feet high maximum) would also be installed near the center of the
driving range. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially alter the visual
appearance of the existing golf course. As such, it would have no impact to public scenic
vistas and no mitigation would be required.
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

See answer to I.a. above. In addition, the project would not damage any existing scenic rock
outcroppings, or historic buildings (Refer to V.a.) as none of these features are located within
the boundaries of the proposed project. Furthermore, the project site is not located near a
state scenic highway.
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

See answer to I.a and I.b. above.
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

The project would replace existing lighting on the perimeter of the existing driving range, but
the new lighting will be placed in the approximately the same location and pole height, and
there will be a reduction in the number of light poles. All new light fixtures will be directed
downward and will contain shielding to prevent light trespass on adjacent properties or
public streets. Proposed new low-level lighting within the interior of the driving range would
not exceed 7 feet above grade so lighting would not be directed off-site. In addition, no
substantial sources of light would be generated during project construction, as construction
activities would occur during daylight hours. The project would also be subject to the City's
Outdoor Lighting Regulations per Municipal Code Section 142.0740. Therefore, there would
be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

II)

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES: In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
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Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. – Would the
project:
a)

Converts Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

The project would occur at an existing public golf course which is not designated for
agricultural use or farmland. In addition, agricultural land is not present in the vicinity of the
project.
b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act Contract?

Refer to II.a.
c)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 1220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

The project would occur at an existing public golf course which is not designated as forest
land. In addition, forest land is not present in the vicinity of the project.
d)

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

Refer to II.c.
e)

Involve other changes in the existing environment,
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The project does not propose a change in land use and would not result in the conversion of
Farmland since no Farmland exists within, or in the vicinity, of the project boundaries.
III. AIR QUALITY – Where available, the significance criteria
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

established by the applicable air quality management or
air pollution control district may be relied on to make the
following determinations - Would the project:
a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

The proposed project involves improvements to utilities and lighting of an existing golf
course that would not involve any future actions that would generate air quality emissions
because of the proposed use (e.g. vehicle miles traveled). However, emissions would occur
during the construction phase of the project and could increase the amount of harmful
pollutants entering the air basin. The emissions would be minimal and would only occur
temporarily during construction. When appropriate, dust suppression methods would be
included as project components. As such, the project would not conflict with the region’s air
quality plan.
b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

Refer to III.b
c)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

As described above, construction operations could temporarily increase the emissions of
dust and other pollutants. However, construction emissions would be temporary and
implementation of Best Management Practices would reduce potential impacts related to
construction activities to below a level of significance. Therefore, the project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standards.

d)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Operation of construction equipment and vehicles could generate odors associated with fuel
combustion. However, these odors would dissipate into the atmosphere upon release and
would only remain temporarily in proximity to the construction equipment and vehicles.
Therefore, the project would not create odors affecting a substantial number of people.
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Have substantial adverse effects, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The project site is an existing public golf course which contains ornamental vegetation and
man-made water features. There is no sensitive upland or wetland habitat present on the
project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect any sensitive
habitat, plant or animal species. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.
b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

Refer to IV.a
c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including but not limited to marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Refer to IV.a.
d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

Refer to IV.a

e)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Refer to IV.a. The project is not located within or adjacent to the Multi-Habitat Planning
Area (MHPA) and is therefore not subject to the MSCP City of San Diego Subarea Plan
MHPA land use agency guidelines.

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

Refer to IV.a and e. The project would not conflict with any local conservation plans including
the MSCP City of San Diego Subarea Plan.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

An existing shed would be demolished as part of the proposed project. However, this
structure was reviewed by qualified City historic review staff who determined that the
structure is not a designated historical structure, nor is it eligible for historic designation. No
other existing structures would be impacted by the project. Therefore, the project would
have no impact on a historical resource as defined in 15064.5 and no mitigation is required.
b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?

A geoarchaeological assessment (GA) was prepared for the entire Mission Bay Golf Course
property (Geoarchaeological Assessment for Sewer & Water GJ 827 dated June 2015 by LSA),
which found no cultural resource material at the golf course. Figure 9 of the GA shows a
recorded archaeological site on the northeast portion of the golf course. However, the GA
concludes that any cultural resources that may be present are covered with artificial fill
material ranging in depth from 5 to 10 feet. The GA recommends archaeological monitoring
only for excavation that may extend below the fill and would be located near the recorded
site.
The GA was reviewed by Myra Herrmann, qualified archaeologist with the City of San Diego
Planning Department, to determine monitoring requirements for the proposed lighting, new
electrical building, new drinking fountains, and underground irrigation and power supply
lines included within the scope of the proposed golf course improvement project. Ms.
Herrmann determined that archaeological monitoring would be necessary for new light
installation along the northerly edge of the driving range because it would require deep
foundations that may extend below the artificial fill. She determination that monitoring
would not be necessary for the remainder of the project due to shallower excavation
requirements and/or a greater distance from the recorded archaeological site.
As recommended by Ms. Herrmann, archaeological and Native American monitoring will be
required during ground disturbing activities associated with the installation of new golf
course driving range poles DR1, DR2, and DR12 through DR15 as shown on Sheet 39986-17D of the DSD review cycle 1 Development Plans (see attached Figure 3). The remainder of
the project does not require monitoring. The required Native American and archaeological
monitoring would reduce potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources to
below a level of significance. This monitoring is included in Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) for this project, which is described in detail under Section V of
the MND.
c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
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The project site is underlain by artificial fill material as indicated by the project’s
geoarchaeological assessment (GA) and the Development Services Department La Jolla
Quadrangle geologic map. Since artificial fill is not a type of sedimentary material (which has
the potential to contain paleontological resources) and has been imported from other
locations, the fill material is unlikely to contain paleontological resources. Therefore, the
project would have a less than significant impact on paleontological resources and no
mitigation is required.
d)

Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

No cemeteries, formal or informal, have been identified on or adjacent to the project site.
While there is a possibility of encountering human remains during subsequent project
construction activities, if remains are found monitoring would be required. In addition, per
CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5), if human remains are discovered during construction,
work would be required to halt in that area and no soil would be exported off-site until a
determination could be made regarding the provenance of the human remains via the
County Coroner and other authorities as required.
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i)
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

According to City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study Maps the project site is in Geologic
Hazard Zone 31 – Liquefaction; High Potential but is not located on or near an
earthquake fault. Therefore, the potential for fault ground rupture at the site is would
be unlikely. In addition, the project would utilize proper engineering design and
standard construction practices in order to ensure that potential impacts in this category
based on regional geologic hazards would remain less than significant. Therefore risks
from rupture of a known earthquake fault would be below a level of significance.
ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

See VI.a.i. above. The project would also be required to utilize proper engineering design
and standard construction practices to ensure that the potential for impacts from
ground shaking would be below a level of significance.
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Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

See VI.a above. The project does not propose any new structures that would be
occupied (an unmanned electrical utility building is proposed) so the risk to people
would be less than significant. In addition, grading and construction associated with the
utility building and light poles would be required to comply with the municipal code
grading and building regulations which would ensure that any potential ground failure
impacts from liquefaction would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
iv)

Landslides?

See VI.a. above. The topography of the project site and surrounding properties is
relatively flat. Therefore, there are no nearby slopes that would be subject to landslides
and potential impacts would be less than significant.
b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

Refer to VI.a. All trenching for irrigation and utility line installation would be backfilled and
all disturbed areas would be revegetated with appropriate non-invasive, low water use
container plants, hydroseed mix, or turf grass to control erosion. Additionally, appropriate
Best Management Practices would be utilized during project construction to prevent soil
erosion. As such, the project would not result in a substantial amount of soil erosion or loss
of topsoil.
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?

Refer to VI.a. In addition, proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction
practices would ensure that the potential impacts would be less than significant.
d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 181-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

Refer to VI.a.
e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?

Refer to VI.a. In addition, no septic or alternative wastewater systems are proposed since
the scope of the project is to construct lighting, drinking fountain, irrigation and power
supply line replacement improvements to an existing golf course which is connected to a
public storm drain system.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:
a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

In December 2015, the City adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) that outlines the actions that
City will undertake to achieve its proportional share of State greenhouse gas (GHG) emission
reductions. The purpose of the Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist (Checklist) is to, in
conjunction with the CAP, provide a streamlined review process for proposed new
development projects that are subject to discretionary review and trigger environmental
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Analysis of GHG emissions and potential climate change impacts from new development is
required under CEQA. The CAP is a plan for the reduction of GHG emissions in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3),
15130(d), and 15183(b), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG emissions
effect may be determined not to be cumulatively considerable if it complies with the
requirements of the CAP.
This Checklist is part of the CAP and contains measures that are required to be implemented
on a project-by-project basis to ensure that the specified emissions targets identified in the
CAP are achieved. Implementation of these measures would ensure that new development
is consistent with the CAP’s assumptions for relevant CAP strategies toward achieving the
identified GHG reduction targets. Projects that are consistent with the CAP as determined
through the use of this Checklist may rely on the CAP for the cumulative impacts analysis of
GHG emissions. Projects that are not consistent with the CAP must prepare a comprehensive
project-specific analysis of GHG emissions, including quantification of existing and projected
GHG emissions and incorporation of the measures in this Checklist to the extent feasible.
Cumulative GHG impacts would be significant for any project that is not consistent with the
CAP.
The project would not result in additional operational greenhouse gas emissions since it
includes replacement of existing lighting, irrigation, and power supply at an existing golf
course and no expansion or intensification of the golf course would occur. Under Step 1 of
the CAP Checklist the proposed project is consistent with the existing General Plan and
Community Plan land use designations, and zoning designations for the project site because
these designations allow for improvements to an existing public golf course which is a
permitted active recreation use in the underlying land use designation of Park Open Space
land use designation and underlying zone. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent
with the growth projections and land use assumptions used in the CAP.

Furthermore, completion of the Step 2 of the CAP Checklist for the project demonstrates
that the applicable CAP strategies for reduction in GHG emissions would be implemented for
the one building within the project scope that would require a building permit or certificate
12
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of occupancy (new electrical utility building).
Therefore, the project has been determined to be consistent with the City of San Diego
Climate Action Plan, would result in a less than significant impact on the environment with
respect to Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and further GHG emissions analysis and mitigation
would not be required.
b)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?

Refer to VII.a.
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the
project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

Construction of the project may require the use of hazardous materials (e.g. fuels, lubricants,
solvents, etc.) which would require proper storage, handling, use and disposal; however,
these conditions would not occur during routine construction of the project. Construction
specifications would include requirements for the contractor regarding where routine
handling or disposal of hazardous materials could occur and what measures to implement in
the event of a spill from equipment. Compliance with contract specifications would ensure
that potential hazards are minimized to below a level of significance.
b)

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?

Construction of the project may have the potential to traverse properties which could
contain Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) cleanup sites, permitted UST’s, or
contaminated sites located within 1,000 feet of the project alignments; however, in the
event that construction activities encounter underground contamination, the contractor
would be required to implement section 803 of the City’s “WHITEBOOK” for “Encountering or
Releasing Hazardous Substances or Petroleum Products” of the City of San Diego Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction which is included in all construction documents
and would ensure the proper handling and disposal of any contaminated soils in accordance
with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations. Compliance with these requirements
would minimize the risk to the public and the environment; therefore, impacts would remain
less than significant.
c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
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Portions of the project are within one-quarter mile of existing schools and would involve
trenching or excavation activities that could result in the release of hazardous emissions if
unanticipated contamination is encountered within the PROW. However, section 803 of the
City’s “WHITEBOOK” to ensure that appropriate protocols are followed pursuant to County
DEH requirements should any hazardous conditions be encountered. As such, impacts
regarding the handling or discovery of hazardous materials, substances or waste within
close proximity of a school would be below a level of significance with implementation of the
measures required pursuant to the contract specifications and County DEH oversight.
d)

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,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

See VIIIa-c above. In addition, the project is not included on a list of hazardous materials
locations according to a review of the State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker
website (http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/).

e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two mile of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

The project is not located within an airport land use plan therefore there would be no
impacts.
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

The project site is not within proximity of a private airstrip.
g)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Construction of the proposed project may temporarily affect traffic circulation within the
project Area of Potential Effect (APE) and its adjoining roads. However, an approved Traffic
Control Plan would be implemented during construction which would allow emergency
plans to be employed. Therefore, the project would not physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
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The proposed project would be located within an existing irrigated and ornamentally
landscaped golf course and there are no wildlands near the project site. Therefore, there
would be no impacts from wildland fires.
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

The project involves improvements to an existing public golf course to include replacement
irrigation lines and emitters, replacement underground power lines, replacement lights, new
drinking fountains, and the construction of a replacement electrical utility building. The
scope of work is not anticipated to generate storm water runoff that is greater than existing
conditions. In addition, the project does not involve any grading that would alter the existing
drainage patterns of the golf course.
Furthermore, potential impacts to existing water quality standards associated with the
proposed project would include minimal short-term construction-related erosion
sedimentation but would not include any long term operational storm water impacts. The
project would be required to comply with the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual and
would have to comply with either a Water Pollution Control Plan or Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan. These plans would prevent or effectively minimize short-term water quality
impacts during construction activities. In addition, the project will comply with all
requirements of the most current Regional Water Quality Control Board municipal storm
water (MS4) permit requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would not violate any
water quality standards or discharge requirements.
b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

The project does not use groundwater, nor would it create new impervious surfaces that
would interfere with groundwater recharge.
c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

Refer to IX.a. In addition, all areas that are trenched would be backfilled to match adjacent
natural grade and all disturbed areas would be re-vegetated with a non-irrigated native
hydroseed mix, turf grass, and/or low water use container plants to minimize soil erosion.
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Thus, the project would result in no siltation or erosion related impacts and no mitigation is
required.
d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner, which would result in flooding on- or offsite?

Refer to IX.c.
e)

Create or contribute runoff water, which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

Refer to IX.a and c. In addition, the project would be required to comply with all local and
regional storm water quality standards during construction using approved Best
Management Practices (BMPs), which would ensure that water quality is not degraded.
f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Refer to IX.a and c. The project would be required to comply with all local and regional
storm water quality standards during construction using approved Best Management
Practices (BMPs), which would ensure that water quality is not degraded.
g)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

The project does not propose any housing.
h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area, structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

The project does not propose any structures that would impede flood flows as the project is
not located within a 100-year flood hazard area.
i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

The proposed project does not include any features that would increase the risk associated
with flooding beyond those of existing conditions.
j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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The proposed project does not include any features that would increase the risk associated
with inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow beyond those of existing conditions.
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

The project would involve lighting, irrigation and power supply replacement improvements
to an existing public golf course and would not introduce new features that could divide an
established community.
b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

The project would involve lighting, irrigation and power supply replacement improvements
to an existing public golf course and would be consistent with all applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project and would not conflict
with any land use plans.
c)

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

Refer to IV. The project site is not within or adjacent to the MHPA preserve area of the City of
San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). No sensitive habitat, plants or
animals are present on site because it is an ornamentally landscaped public golf course.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the MSCP and no mitigation is
required.
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?

The areas around the proposed project are not being used for the recovery of mineral
resources and are not designed by the General Plan or other local, state or federal land use
plan for mineral resources recovery; therefore, the project would not result in the loss of
mineral resources and no mitigation is required.
b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Refer to X.e.
XII. NOISE – Would the project result in:
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Generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

The project would not result in the generation of operational noise levels in excess of
existing standards or existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project.
b)

Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels?

The project would not result in the generation of operational ground borne vibration or
noise levels in excess of existing standards or ambient levels.
c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Refer to XII.a-b
d)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
existing without the project?

The proposed golf course lighting, irrigation, and power supply replacement project would
result in construction noise, but would be temporary in nature; in addition, the project is
required to comply with the San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 5, Article 9.5, (§59.5.0404
Construction Noise). This section specifies that it is unlawful for any person, between the
hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, or on legal holidays (with
exception of Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday), or on Sundays, to erect, construct,
demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure in such a manner as to
create disturbing, excessive or offensive noise. In addition, the project would be required to
conduct any construction activity so as to not cause, at or beyond the property lines of any
property zoned residential, an average sound level greater than 75 decibels during the 12–
hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan,
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport
would the project expose people residing or working
in the area to excessive noise levels?

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan and is not within two miles of a
public airport. The project would not generate operational noise. Therefore, the project
would not expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels and no
mitigation is required.
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working
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in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project:
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 scope does not include the construction of new or extended roads or
infrastructure, or new homes and businesses. The project would replace lighting and
irrigation and power supply lines at an existing public golf course. Therefore, the project
would not induce population growth nor require the construction of new infrastructure.
b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No such displacement would result. There is no existing housing within the boundaries of
the proposed project.
c)

Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No such displacement would result. There is no existing housing or residents within the
boundaries of the project.
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provisions 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 rations, response times
or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
i)
Fire Protection

The project would not result in adverse physical impacts of fire facilities or adversely affect
existing levels of fire services.

ii)

Police Protection

The project would not affect existing levels of police protection service and would not
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require the construction or expansion of a police facility.
iii) Schools

The project would not affect existing levels of public services and would not require the
construction or expansion of a school facility.
v)

Parks

The project would not affect existing levels of public services and would not require the
construction or expansion of a park facility.
vi)

Other public facilities

The project would not affect existing levels of public services; therefore, no new or altered
government facilities would be required.
XV. RECREATION 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
recreational resources.
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?

Refer to XV.a. The project does not propose recreation facilities or require the construction
or expansion of any such facilities.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project?
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

The proposed project would not generate additional vehicle trips or vehicle miles traveled
since it would not expand or intensify the existing golf course use. Construction of the
proposed project may temporarily affect traffic circulation within the project Area of
Potential Effect (APE) and its adjoining roads. However, an approved Traffic Control Plan
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would be implemented during construction such that traffic circulation would not be
substantially impacted. Therefore, the project would not result in any significant permanent
increase in traffic generation or level of service.
b)

Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

The proposed project would not generate additional vehicle trips or vehicle miles traveled
since it would not expand or intensify the existing golf course use. Construction of the
proposed project may temporarily affect traffic circulation within the project Area of
Potential Effect (APE) and its adjoining roads. However, an approved Traffic Control Plan
would be implemented during construction so that existing cumulative or individual levels of
service are minimally impacted. Therefore, the project would not result in any significant
permanent increase in traffic generation or permanent reduction in level of service.
c)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

The project would not result in safety risks or a change to air traffic patterns, increase in
traffic, or a location change, in that all work would occur within the limits of the existing golf
course and would not substantially increase the height of the golf course lighting or intensify
the existing use. Furthermore, the project site is not located near an airport nor is it at a
high grade elevation above sea level. As such, the project would not affect air traffic
patterns or result in a substantial safety risk.
d)

Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

The project would not create a permanent increase in hazards resulting from design
features and would reduce temporary hazards due to construction to a less than significant
level through a Traffic Control Plan. The project does not propose any expansions or change
in the golf course that would affect existing land uses or public or private roads in the area.
e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily affect traffic circulation within the
project Area of Potential Effect (APE) and its adjoining roads. However, an approved Traffic
Control Plan would be implemented during construction such that emergency access would
not be substantially impacted. Therefore, the project would not result in inadequate
emergency access.
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Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

The project may temporarily impact circulation during construction activities relative to
traffic, pedestrians, public transit and bicycles. However, the preparation of a Traffic Control
Plan would ensure that any disruption to these services would not be significant.
XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES- Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is:
a)

Listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical
resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

Refer to Section V.a and b. No tribal cultural resources as defined by Public Resources Code
section 21074 have been identified on the project site. Furthermore, the project site was not
determined to be eligible for listing on either the State or local register of historical
resources. Notification, as required by Public Resources Code section 21074 was provided
to the Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel and the Jamul Indian Village of Kumeyaay Nation on June
1, 2018. On June 4 and 5, 2018, the Native American communities responded to the City that
that they do not require consultation for this project. Therefore, the project will not impact
Tribal Cultural Resources and no mitigation is required.
b)

A resource determined by the
lead agency, in its discretion
and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1.
In applying the criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource
to a California Native American
tribe.

No significant resources pursuant to subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1 have been identified on the project site. Please see discussion in Section V and
XVII.a above.
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XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project:
c) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Construction of the proposed golf course lighting, irrigation and power supply replacement
improvements would not expand the irrigation system and thus, would not generate runoff
that is greater than existing golf course runoff. Therefore, the project would not exceed the
requirements of the Regional Quality Control Board.
d)

Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Construction of the proposed project would replace existing irrigation lines in an existing
golf course and construct three drinking fountains. Therefore, it would not generate
additional runoff and would not affect the capacity of existing water or wastewater systems.
As such, the project would result in no impact on the environment.
e)

Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Construction of the proposed project would replace existing irrigation lines in an existing
golf course and construct three drinking fountains and does not propose or require the
construction substantial new drainage facilities. Therefore, the project would not require
the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities.
f)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

Construction of the proposed project would not increase the demand for water within the
project area.
g)

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provided which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

Refer to XVII.c
h)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

Construction of the project would result in the removal of the existing lighting and irrigation
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and underground power supply lines, but otherwise would likely generate minimal waste.
Project waste would be disposed of in accordance with all applicable local and state
regulations pertaining to solid waste including the permitted capacity of the landfill serving
the project area. Demolition or construction materials which can be recycled shall comply
with the City’s Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance. Operation of the project
would not generate waste and, therefore, would not affect the permitted capacity of the
landfill serving the project area.
i)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulation related to solid waste?

Refer to XVII.f. Any solid waste generated during construction related activities would be
recycled or disposed of in accordance with all applicable local, state and federal regulations.
XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
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?

As stated in the Initial Study Checklist the project would not result in impacts to sensitive
habitat, plant or animal species because none are present on the project site or
immediately adjacent to the boundaries of the project. Furthermore, the project would
result in less than significant impacts on tribal cultural and paleontological resources.
Historical built environmental resources would not be significantly impacted by the
project as stated in the Initial Study. Required archaeological and Native American
monitoring would reduce potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources to
below a level of significance.

b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable futures projects)?

As stated in the Initial Study Checklist, the golf course is not located within or adjacent to the
MHPA. There is no sensitive habitat or MSCP listed species on the project site, therefore, the
project would be consistent with the Subarea Plan. As a result, project implementation
would not result in any individually limited, but cumulatively significant impacts to biological
resources. Based on the project’s consistency with the Climate Action Plan it would not
result in cumulatively considerable environmental impacts relative to greenhouse gas
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emissions.
Furthermore, when considering all potential environmental impacts of the proposed project,
including impacts identified as less than significant in the Initial Study Checklist, together
with the impacts of other present, past and reasonably foreseeable future projects, there
would not be a cumulatively considerable impact on the environment.

c)

Does the project have environmental effects, which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

As evidenced by the Initial Study Checklist, no other substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either indirectly or directly, would occur as a result of project implementation.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
REFERENCES

I.

AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

X

City of San Diego General Plan; City of San Diego Land Development Municipal Code

X

Community Plan.

_

Local Coastal Plan.

II.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES & FOREST 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 Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
Site Specific Report:

III .

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

X

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.
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.

X

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines.
Site Specific Reports:
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V.

CULTURAL RESOURCES (INCLUDES HISTORICAL RESOURCES)

X

City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines.

X

City of San Diego Archaeology Library.

X

Historical Resources Board List.
Community Historical Survey:

X

VI.
X

Site Specific Reports: Geoarchaeological Assessment for Sewer & Water GJ 827 by LSA,
dated June 2015.
GEOLOGY/SOILS
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(s):

VII.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

X
_X__

City of San Diego Climate Action Plan, Adopted 2015
Project Specific: Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist for the Mission Bay Golf Course
Lighting and Irrigation Project (PTS No. 607150), prepared by David Preciado, Estrada Land
Planning.

VIII.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

X

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing,
San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division
FAA Determination

X

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

X

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.
Site Specific Report:

IX.

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

X

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

X

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program - Flood
Boundary and Floodway Map.
Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_lists.html).

X

Site Specific Reports:
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X.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

X

City of San Diego General Plan.

X

Community Plan.

X

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

X

City of San Diego Zoning Maps
FAA Determination

XI.

MINERAL RESOURCES
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:

XII.
X
_ X__

NOISE
Community Plan
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.

X

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

X

City of San Diego General Plan.

__

Site Specific Report:

XIII.
X

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.
Deméré, 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 of the San Diego Metropolitan Area,
California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4 Escondido 7 1/2
Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology Bulletin 200, Sacramento,
1975.
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Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and Otay
Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California," Map Sheet 29, 1977.
Site Specific Report:

XIV.

POPULATION / HOUSING

X

City of San Diego General Plan.

X

Community Plan.
Series 11 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.
Other:

XV.

PUBLIC SERVICES

X

City of San Diego General Plan.

X

Community Plan.

XVI.
X

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES
City of San Diego General Plan.
Community Plan.
Department of Park and Recreation
City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map
Additional Resources:

XVII.

TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION

X

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:

XVIII.
X

UTILITIES
City of San Diego General Plan.
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X

XIX.

Community Plan.

WATER CONSERVATION

X

City of San Diego General Plan.

X

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

30

