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SUBJECT: OCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE: GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT, COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE,OCEAN BEACH PUBLIC
FACILITY FINANCING PLAN, REZONE, and LOCAL COASTAL PLAN
AMENDMENT. The proposed project is an update to the Ocean Beach
Community Plan (OBCPU). The project is designed to revise the Community
Plan text with respect to organization and content for consistency with the
General Plan and to adopt the Ocean Beach Public Facilities Financing Plan. The
Draft Community Plan Update does not propose any changes to land use
designations but would correct inconsistencies between existing land use
designations and underlying zoning. In addition the project would amend the
Local Coastal Program (LCP).

The OBCPU would rezone 99 parcels (approximately 21 acres) from RS-1-7 to
RM -1-1. The existing zone allows for single dwelling unit (du) density of 9/du
per acre for a maximum build out of approximately 189 units. The proposed
Community Plan Update would change the zoning to allow up to 15/du per acre
and would result in the maximum build out of approximately 315 units, or a net
increase of 126 dwelling units. However, based upon land use assumptions used
to calculate the development which could be reasonably anticipated it was
determined that the rezone could result in an increase of 62 units. The Rezone
would allow Ocean Beach to maintain its predominantly residential character
while correcting an inconsistency between existing zoning and the land use
designation. The OBCPU is not proposing to construct dwelling units as a result
of the Rezone. The proposed OBCPU area is entirely within the Coastal Overlay
Zone, and is therefore subject to the California Coastal Act, which is implemented
by the Local Coastal Program.

Applicant: City of San Diego Planning, Neighborhood and Economic Department



UPDATE 4/29/2014

Revisions have been made to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR), when
compared to the Draft EIR to address comments received during public review. These
revisions are indicated by strikeout and underline format. Correction of typographical
errors, minor edits and other non-substantive revisions have been made throughout the
document are not shown in the strikeout and underline format. A copy of the Final EIR
showing all revisions will be available for inspection in the office of the Development
Services Department upon request.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15073.5 (C)(4), the
addition of new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modification
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
identification of new significant environmental impact or the addition of a new mitigation
measure required to avoid a significant environmental impact.

CONCLUSIONS:

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City has prepared the
following Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to inform public agency decision-makers and the public of
significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented,
identify possible way to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to
the project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121). The evaluation of environmental issue areas
in this Program EIR concludes that the proposed project could result in significant and
unavoidable direct and cumulative impacts related to Transportation/Circulation/Parking.
Significant but mitigable direct and/or cumulative impacts to Land Use (MHPA), Biological
Resources, Historical Resources (Archaeology and Built Environment) and Paleontological
Resources would result from implementation of the proposed project.

It is further demonstrated in the attached EIR that the project would not result in a significant
environmental effect in the following areas: Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character,
Agricultural and Forest Resources, Air Quality and Odor, Energy, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Human Health and Public Safety, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral
Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services and Facilities, Public Utilities,
and Geologic Conditions.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND PROGRAM:

A series of mitigation measures relative to Land Use, Transportation Circulation,
Biological Resources, Historical Resources, and Paleontological Resources are identified
within each issue area discussion in Section 5.0, of the EIR to reduce environmental impacts.
The mitigation measures are also fully contained in Section 10.0, Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, of the EIR.



ALTERNATIVES:
No Project (Existing Community Plan) Alternative

Compared to the proposed OBCPU, the No Project (Existing Community Plan) Alternative
would not provide the same level of beneficial effect related to land use, air quality,
neighborhood character, human health/public safety/hazardous materials, hydrology/water
quality, energy use, noise, geology, public services and facilities, public utilities, population and
housing and GHG emissions. Impacts associated with transportation/circulation and parking, and
paleontology would be similar to the OBCPU. With implementation of the No Project (Existing
Community Plan) Alternative only impacts to Biological Resources and Historical Resources
would be lessened.

While the adopted plan would realize minor reductions in some issue areas due to current zoning,
the No Project (Existing Community Plan) Alternative would not meet all of the proposed
OBCPU’s objectives. This alternative would not correct the inconsistencies between existing
land uses and the Community Plan. In addition, the Ocean Beach Public Facilities Financing
Plan would not be adopted. By not adopting the elements within the OBCPU, the goals and
objectives of the project would not be met. As discussed above most impact issue areas under the
existing plan would be increased which is due to the Current Plan’s inability to take advantage of
the current General Plan and proposed OBCPU.

Reduced Project (No Rezone) Alternative

The Reduced Project (No Rezone) Alternative would not result in additional significant impacts
beyond those previously disclosed for the proposed OBCPU. Impacts to Transportation/
Circulation/Parking, Air Quality, GHG emissions, Noise, Historical Resources, and Public
Utilities would be incrementally less with the reduction in overall density of development.

However, The Reduced Project (No Rezone) Alternative would not meet all of the proposed
OBCPU’s objectives. This alternative would not achieve the same level of compliance with the
General Plan as the proposed OBCPU because it would not correct the inconsistency between
existing zoning and the land use designation. Fewer residential units could also reduce the
number and size of much needed dwelling units available in the community.

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

Individuals, organizations, and agencies that received a copy or notice of the draft PEIR and
were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency is provided below. Copies of the draft
PEIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical appendices may be
reviewed in the office of the Development Services Department, or purchased for the cost of
reproduction.



RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() No comments were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the
environmental report. No response is necessary and the letters are attached at the
end of the EIR.

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were received
during the public input period. The letters and responses follow.

Copies of the Draft PEIR, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, and any technical
appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Entitlements Division, or purchased for the cost
of reproduction.
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DISTRIBUTION:

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies received a copy or notice of the draft
Program EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency:

U.S. Government
Environmental Protection Agency (19)
Fish & Wildlife Service (23)
Army Corps of Engineers (26)

State of California
State Clearinghouse (46A)
Caltrans Planning, District 11 (31)
Department of Fish & Wildlife (32)
Integrated Waste Management Board (35)
CAL EPA (37A)
Department of Toxic Substance Control (39)
Department of Parks & Recreation (40)
Office of Historic Preservation (41)
Resources Agency (43)
Regional Water Quality Control, Region 9 (44)
Air Resources Board (49)
Native American Heritage Commission (56)
California Energy Commission (59)

County of San Diego
Department of Environmental Health (75)

City of San Diego

Mayor’s Office (91)
Councilmember Lightner, District 1 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Faulconer, District 2 (MS 10A)
Council President Gloria, District 3 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Cole, District 4 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Kersey, District 5 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Zapf, District 6 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Sherman, District 7 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Alvarez, District 8 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Emerald, District 9 (MS 10A)
Development Services Department

Cathy Winterrowd (MS 501)

Ann Gonsalves (MS 501)

James Quinn (MS 501)

George Ghossain (MS 413)

Kristy Forburger (MS 413)

Robin Shifflet (MS 413)

Tony Kempton (MS 413)

Chris Larson (MS 501)

Theresa Millette (MS 413)
Clement Brown (MS 1900)
Lisa Wood (1102A)
Library Department — Gov’t Documents (81)
Real Estate Assets Department (85)



Linda Marabian (MS 608)

Kerry Santoro (MS 908A)

Water Review Leonard Wilson (901)
Wastewater Review (86B)

Historical Resources Board (87)

Wetland Advisory Board (91A/MS 908A)
General Services Department (92)

Oscar Galvez III (606F)

Office of the City Attorney, Corrine Neuffer (59)
Ocean Beach Branch Library (81V)

Ruth Kolb (MS 1900)

Warren Lovell

Larry Trame (MS 604)

Other Individuals or Groups
Ocean Beach Planning Board (367)
Ocean Beach Town Council (367A)
Peninsula Community Planning Board (390)
SANDAG (108)
San Diego Transit (112)
San Diego Gas & Electric (114)
MTS (115)
San Diego Unified School District (125)
San Diego City Schools (132)
Chambers Group
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165)
Neighborhood Canyon Creek & Park Groups (165A)
San Diego Natural History Museum (166)
San Diego Audubon Society (167/167A)
Environmental Health Coalition (169)
California Native Plant Society (170)
San Diego Baykeeper (173)
Citizen’s Coordinate for Century III (179)
Endangered Habitats League (182/182A)
Carmen Lucas (206)
South Coastal Information Center (210)
San Diego Historical Society (211)
San Diego Archaeological Center (212)
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)
Ron Christman (215)
Louie Guassac (215A)
Clint Linton (215B)
Frank Brown (216)
San Diego County Archaeological Society (218)
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)
Native American Distribution — Public Notice + Map (225A-S)
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians
Campo Band of Mission Indians
Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office
Inaja Band of Mission Indians
Jamul Band of Mission Indians
La Posta Band of Mission Indians
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians



Sycuan Band of Mission Indians

Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians

Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians

Santa Ysabel Band of Dieguefio Indians

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians

Pala Band of Mission Indians

Pauma Band of Mission Indians

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians

Rincon Band of Luiseno Mission Indians

Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation
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LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES
THAT COMMENTED ON THE
DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)

The Draft Program EIR was circulated for a 45-day review period, from October 4, 2013 until
November 19, 2013. The following is a listing of the names and addresses of public agencies,
special interest groups, organizations, and individuals that commented during the public review

period.

LETTER

DESIGNATION NAME ADDRESS DATE
FEDERAL AGENCIES z
A K'ri;yDept' ofthe 1 5900 L.a Place Court, Suite Becember 2. 2013
. 100 Carlsbad, CA 92008 ’
Corps of Engineers 4
. 2177 Salk Ave., Ste 250
B U.S. Fish and Carlsbad, CA 92008 November 19, 2013
Wildlife Service
STATE AGENCIES : ,
C State Clearinghouse 1400 10™ Street November 19, 2013
Sacramento, CA 95812
California 4050 Taylor Street November 13, 2013
Department of San Diego, CA 92110
D !
Transportation
(Caltrans)
E Department of Fish 3883 Ruffin Road, San November 18, 2013
and Wildlife Service | Diego, CA 92123
SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS/ORGANIZATIONS/INDIVIDUALS
F Friends of Famosa Box 87280 San Diego, CA November 16, 2013
Slough 92138
G Rincon Band of 1 W. Tribal Road, Valley October 22, 2013
Luiseno Indians Center, 92082 California
San Diego County P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, | October 13, 2013
H Archaeological CA 92138
Society, Inc.
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A DA permit is required for:

) Structares or Work in or affisting "navigahle waiers of the Unfted States™ (U.8.) pursgant

10 Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, Examples include, but zre not fimied to

the follnwing catesories:

N Sgwﬂﬂgggumgmﬁa navigation, artificiel reef ar
island, and eny strachres to be pleced under or over 2 navigable wates and
b. dredging, éredes disposal, filling and excavation.

2) A DA pemit is also roquired for the dscharge of dredged or &l material futo, fnchuding
any redeposit of dredged material ofber then Incidental fallback witkdn, "waters of the Thted
mﬁﬂﬂﬁ&ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂmﬁmmﬂn&»&ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬁa Section 404 of the Clean Water
Actof 1972. Exemrples incld, but are not Frvited io the following activiies:
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US DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Al Comment aoted. The Qcean Beach Commumity Plan Update (OBCPU]) is not proposing amy

work that would affect navigable waers and @ B4 penmit would not be required.
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Gifching, channelzing and other excavation acivities that would have fhe effect of desiroying or
degrading waters of the U.S.;
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other vehicle for the prrpose of dnmping the material fnto ocean weters pursuant to Section 103
of the Marine Protection, Research nd Saactuaries Act of 1972, -

An application for 2 DA permit Is availahle o our website: . -
g&iﬂéﬁ%%&&&&é&ggmﬁmﬁamw ¥ you have any
questions, pleass contact me 2 760-602-4834 or via e-mafl gt Shenti A Santulli@usace.army.mil.

) Please refer to this Jefter and SPL-2013-00733-SAS fn your reply.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecologicat Services
Carlsbed Fish and Wildlife Office The ficst two pages of this comment letter provide an fmtroduction to the enclosure which is
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250

Carisbad, Caltformia 92008 ﬂ found on page 3 of their letter. -
1 Mv In Reply Refer To: ’ .
FWS-SDG-14B0034-14TADG40

US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR FISH AND WILDLIEE SERVICE

NOV 152013

M. Jeffrey Szymanski

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, Californiz 92101

Subject  Comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the Ocean,
Beach Commumity Plan Update (Project No. 30330/308424:/ SCH No. 20465 1076)

Dear Mr. Szymanski:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlifi: Service (Service) hes reviewed the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (DPEIR) dated October 4, 2013 for the for the Ocean Beach Community Plan
Update (CPU} in the City of San Diego (City), California. The comeents and recommendations
provided herein are based on: the information provided in the DPEIR, CPU, aud the Biological
Tectnical Report, Ocean Beach Conmumity Plan Update Programimatic Ervironmental Impact
Report, prepared by Chambers Group, Ine., dated January 19, 2012; our knowledge of sensitive
and declining vegetation communities in the region; our participation in the Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP); and the Citys MSCP Subarea Plan (SAP).

The primary concemn znd mandate of the Service is the protection of fish and wildlife resourees
and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory birds,
anadromous fish. and threatered and endanscred animals and plants occurring in the United
States. The Service is also responsible for administering the Federal Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended (16 U.8.C. 1531 et seq.), includine habiat conservation plans {HCP)
developed under section 10(z)() of the Act.- The City participates in the Service’s HCP Program
by implementine its SAP.

The CPU is bounded by the San Diego River on the north, the Pacific Geean on the west, Adair
Street on the south, and Froude and West Point Loma Boulevard or the east. The CPU falls :
oder the City®s MSCP SAP and also under the Coastal Overlay Zone. Portions of the CPU are
located within the multiple habitat plannine arex (MHPA, or preserve) nchuding the San Diego
River charme¥’s south bauk, coastal beach at Dog Beach, and Famosa Slough. The majority of

the CPU is developed with low and medhm density residential nses,

The proposed project is an update to the Quc.mon copsistency with the City’s General Plan and to
adopt the Ocean Beach Public Facilities Fipancing Plan. The CPU does nat propose any changes
1o Yand use designations but would correct inconsistencies between existing land use designations

OCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN GPDATE RTC4 . Crry OF SAN DIEGD
FINAL PROGRAM ETR APRIL 2014



M. Jefftey Szymanski (FWS-SDG-14B0034-14TA0040) 2 |

and noderlying zoning. I addition the project would amend the Local Coastal Program cy
by replacing awﬁ existing Commumity Plan with the proposed CPU. US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The CPU wonld rezone 99 parcels (approximately 21 acres} from RS-1-7 to RM -1-1 which This page has been intentionally left blank.
would allow for 2 net increase of 126 dwelling unirs. However, the rezone is anticipated to result

in 2n increase of only 62 dwelling units.  The CPU is not proposiag to construct units as 2 result

of the rezone and the redeveloprent is not anticipated at this time because the existing areas are

currently developed. In addition, the CPU proposes to use 20.65 arres of Famosa Slough, Dog

Beach, and several urban parks as park equivalencies to help saristy a 42 2-acre community

popuiation-based park need. X

We have concems regarding potential impacts to sensitive biological resources zt Dog Beach and
‘Famosa Slough and consistency with the City’s SAP. Our specific comments ox the DPEIR and
CPU are enclosed. We appreciate the opportugity to comment on the DPEIR and CPU, Ifyou
have questions or comments regarding this letter, please comtrct Patrick Gower of the Service at

T60-431-9440.
Sincerely,
Dih PR o
We.ﬂm A. Goebel
Assistant Feld Supervisor
Enclosure

ec: .
Paul Schlitt, California Department of Fish and Wildlife

OCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE RIC-5 Ciry OF SAN BEGO
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ENCLOSURE

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Comments and Recommendations on the Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the

Ocean Beach Community Plan Update (CPU) Project.

We offer the following comments and Tecommendations to assist Em Q@ in avoiding, .
minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-related impacts to biological resources, and to
ensure consistency with the City’s SAP:

Bl

B4

The San Diego River Park Master Plan cited in DPEIR Section 4.1.2 (Existing Land Use
Plans and Development Regulations), has not been reviewed and approved by the .
Service. We recommend the City forward the latest version of the plan to the Service for
review to ensure consistency with the City’s SAP;

In the final PEIR, the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines Eoﬁmna in the DPEIR
(page 4.1-18) should be revised to match those found within the City’s SAP;

The final PEIR should summarize how the Dog Beach and Famosa Slough equivalencies
are consistent with the Mission Bay Mastet Plan, Famosa Slough Enhancement Plan and
Table RE-4 from the City’s General Plan;

The California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni, torn) is a covered species in the
City’s SAP and Dog Beach is a tern nesting site. The conditions of 8<an.@ for the least
tern in the City’s SAP state that “Area specific management directive must include
protection of nesting sites from human disturbance during reproductive mmwmowu E&.mzoa
control and specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to this species.
Consistent with these requirements, we have developed management directives to protect
tern nesting at Dog Beach nesting with the City’s Park and Recreation Department,
Therefore, no impacts to tern nesting should occur from activities included in the CPU;

The final PEIR and CPU should identify Dog Beach as a least tern nesting site. In
addition, the final PEIR should evaluate: potential impacts to least tern nesting at Dog
Beach from proposed projects in the CPU including additional benches, _.EmNm area,
lighting, landscaping and a retaining wall with an accessible pathway to m.uoanwmm m.,a ,
community recreational use; and how these activities will be consistent with the City’s
SAP and the management directives for least tern nesting;

The CPU should include a figure of the Ocean Beach Plan area showing locations of
sensitive resources, vegetation comniunities, MHPA, parks and preserves and the
proposed park equivalency areas;

Mitigation measure Bio 2 should be revised to include the western snowy plover
(Charadrius nivosus nivosus, plover) and tern, specifically breeding season restrictions

US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

B1 The Draft EIR for the San Diego River Park Master Plan was distributed to the US Fish and
Wildlife Service during the time of the public review of the draft EIR and the City did not
receive comments from the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The Master Plan was adopted and the
EIR was certified by the City Council in May 2013. The SDRP Master Plan can be obtained on
the city’s website under the Planning Department — Park Planning web page.
(http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/parkplanning/index.shtml)

B2 The MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines language on page 4.1-18 of the Final PEIR is
taken verbatim from MSCP Sub-Area Plan (SAP).

B3 The Mission Bay Park Master Plan, (2002), boundaries as shown on page 5 and page 7 of the
Land Use Map does not include the Dog Park area in the planning area of the Master Plan. Dog
Beach is within Ocean Beach Resource-based park. The Ocean Beach Community Plan update
has identified Dog Beach as a future population-based park equivalency and future neighborhood
park amenities will be provided within the developed area of Dog Beach and will not encroach
into undeveloped areas. The Famosa Slough Enhancement Plan (1993) provides
recommendations for the northern and southern area of the Slough. The northern area is within
the boundaries of the Ocean Beach community plan area. The Ocean Beach Community Plan has
identificd the existing trail as a future population-based park equivalency and future
neighborhood park amenities will be provided within the developed area of the Slough. The park
amenities will provide an accessible trail where the current trail is now to meet Federal
regulations for access. Benches and interpretive signs will be provided in along the trail in areas
shown as disturbed in the Famosa Slough Enhancement Plan. Fencing will be provided where
needed to protect the sensitive habitat. All of these future improvements are consistent with
Section 6.0 of the EIR, Proposed Enhancement Plan and Section 8 of the EIR. All future park
equivalencies will be designed through community input.

B4 Comment noted. Language has been added to Section 4.3.1 that acknowledges that California
terns are known to nest within areas of Dog Beach. Please see section 10.3 of the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). Table 4.3-10 contains the management directives
for the least terns and Bio-4 has mitigation language that would specifically reduce impacts to
California least terns. Recommendations from the Conservation and Recreation elements from
the OBCPU support the management directives protecting terns by encouraging the outreach and
public education regarding sensitive natural resources at Dog Beach.

OCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE RTC-6 CITY OF SAN DIEGO
FINAL PROGRAM EIR APRIL 2014



ENCLOSURE .

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Comments and Recommendations on the Notice of

Preparation of a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the

Weo

Ocean Beach Cormmunity Plan Update (CPU) Project.

ffer the following comments and recommendations to assist the City in avoiding,

minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-related impacts to biological resources, and to
ensure consistency with the City’s SAP:

B 1. The San Diego River Park Measter Plan cited in DPEIR Section 4.1.2 (Existing Land Use

Da.

B4,

Plans and Development Regulations), has not been reviewed and approved by the
Service. We recommend the City forward the latest version of the plan to the Service for
review to ensure consistency with the City’s SAP;

In the final PEIR, the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines provided in the DPEIR
(page 4.1-18) should be revised to match those found within the City’s SAP;

. The final PEIR should summarize how the Dog Beach and Famosa w.Fﬁmw equivalencies
are consistent with the Mission Bay Master Plan, Famosa Slough Enhanceraent Plan and

Table RE4 from the City’s General Plag;

The California lcast tern (Sternula antillarum browni, tern) is a covered species in the
City’s SAP and Dog Beach Is a tern pesting site. The conditions of coverage for the least
temn in the City’s SAP state that “Area specific management directive must include
protection of nesting sites from human disturbance during reproductive season, predator
contro} and specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to this species.
Consistent with these requirements, we have developed management directives to protect
tern nesting at Dog Beach nesting with the City*s Park and Recreation Department.
Therefore, no impacts to tern nesting should ocetr from activities included in the CPU;

The final PEIR and CPU should identify Dog Beach as a least tern nesting site. In
addition, the final PEIR should evaluate: potentiel impacts to least tem nesting at Dog
Beach from proposed projects in the CPU including 4dditional benches, plaza area,
lighting, landscaping and a retaining wall with an accessible pathway to increase the
community recreational use; and how these activities will be consistent with the City’s
SAP and the management directives for least tem nesiing;

. The CPU should include a figure of the Ocean Beach Plan area showing locations of
sensitive resources, vegeiation communities, MHPA, parks and preserves and the
proposed park equivalency areas;

. Mitigation measure Bio 2 should be revised to include the western snowy plover
(Charadrius nivosus nivosus, plover) and tern, specifically breeding season restrictions

US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE continued

B5 Please see Figure 7-1 of the OBCPU which identifies the coastal parks, open space and
coastal resources. Also, please see Figure 6-2 that identifies the park equivalency areas.

B6 Please see BIO-4. The MMRP contains mitigation language that specifically addresses the
western snowy plover and the California Least Tern.

OCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE RTC-7 Crry OF SaN DIEGO
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M. Jeffrey Szymansk] (FWS-SDG-14B0034-14TA0040)

Enclosure, Page 2

and monitoring for these species. The plover and temn breeding seasons are March I to
September 15, and April 1 to September 15, respectively;

- The DPEIR Page 4.12-5 includes improvement of approximately of 1,200 linear feet of

trail in Famosa Slough including benches, interpretive/educational signs, fencing to
control access and protect the natural resources, and native, drought tolerant landscaping
within a 20 foot wide corridor that will impact 0.55 acres. Famosa Slough is preserved in
the MHPA. and we have concerns that the proposed trail improvement may lessen the
buffer from adjacent development and cause other indirect impacts to the slough. The
proposed improvements to the trail should be consistent with Section 1.5.2 of the SAP,
including a maximum frall width of 4 feet;

. We recommend the City include in the final PEIR and CPU the recomnmendations found

in the Biological Technical Report (BTR) Section 5.51 (Conservation Element)
including: the restriction of human use in ‘areas where suitable plover and tern nesting
habitat oceurs, constructing strategically placed and seasonally closed hiking/biking paths
fo protect potential nesting areas and enhancing potential breeding areas to encourage
wintering residents to remain and breed. Specifically in Section 6 (Discussion and
Conclusion) the BTR included recommendations such as: within the Dog Beach area,
placing a fence around existing dunes and marsh that will exclude unleashed dogs from
entering; and designating one trail through sensitive areas with one entry and one exit;
continue the removal of non-native species within Famosa Slough ;and native plant
buffers should be developed in order to separate heavily invaded areas outside Famosa
Slough from habitats within Famosa Slough including planting a buffer between the
freeway and marsh and strengthening the existing buffer between the apartments to the
east and the marsh.

US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE continued

B7 Comment noted. The OBCPU is not proposiag to construct or implement trail improvement
projects. However, in the future project level biological assessments will be required as trail
improvement projects are submitted for approval. The question of an apprepriate buffer to
sensitive resources will be addressed within the biological assessment project review will ensure
that the management directives of the SAP are adhered to.

B8 For the purposes of CEQA review the BTR. analyzed potential irnpacts resulting from the
project and then provided mitigation that would reduce the impacts to below a level of
significance. The recommendations referenced in comment B8 were above and beyond what is
required by CEQA. The Planning Department are considering the comments but currently the
OBCFU does not include those specific recommendations.

Restriction to coastal and slough resources to the public through trail closures could resultina
conflict with Local Coastal Program which encourages public access to these natural resources.
However, although not required by the MSCP, City of San Diego Park and Recreation
Department annually puts up orange construction fencing during the tern breeding season to keep
dogs out of the arca where terns nest/have nested in the Dog Beach area.
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§ State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit g.
Edmemd G. Brown Jr. “Kea Alex
. Govemor Director
Novermber 19, 2013
Jeifrey Smapemsid
City of San Disgo

-+ 1222 Fist Averme, MS-501

C}

Szn Diego, CA 92181

Subject= Qoean Bearh Comumunity Plan Updste
SCH#: 2011071082

Dear Jeffrey Szymanski-

Aﬂnwﬂoﬂﬁggﬁuvuﬁnﬂﬂ&bﬂwmwsuﬂg&ﬂmﬁmmna&ﬂmqnnqmnﬂ. On
ﬁgggggvguoﬁnﬁﬁwgﬁwgﬁﬂ&ﬁmmﬁnﬁﬁﬁﬁg
seviewed your dosument. The review pariod cosed-on Novemgber 18, 2013, and the comuments fom the
responding agency {te5) is (are) endlosed. I this 1 packege is not in order, pleass notify the State

. Clearinghouse fmmedizicly. Eﬂmmammﬂemﬁwm&nﬂumﬁ?&mwwﬁﬁggﬁwnﬁnwﬂwnm&nﬂ
. comespoadence so thet we may respond promptly.

Plezse note that Section 21104(c) of the Californix Prblic Resoureas Code states thats

“A responsible or other public 2gepoy shall ooty meke substzntive comments regarding fhose
mnmd.wmﬂgﬁwﬂmgaﬁ&nwﬂdénﬁﬂduom%omﬁngﬁéﬁn
required to be carried out ar approved by the acency. Those comments shall be stmported by
specific docimmentaion® - . - .

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final enviromments] document. Shonld you need
Hﬂoggﬂngﬂmgowﬁngoﬂuggﬂdnunoﬁﬂwbnﬁmnzuﬁnowﬂﬂmun

e irectly.
EmnﬁnmﬂﬁggwumﬁnwsggmnnﬂﬂuﬁnwﬁwQﬂ&@bﬁnﬂ&wﬂﬂaﬂuwnﬁmﬁ
&afi v i o the Califormia Eavironmental Quality Act. Please coutact the

mﬁwﬂﬂ.gm»ﬁﬂ& .E.m.nomu i yon have any questions regarding the environmentzl review

procass, .
Stacerely, .
Pl o

Scoit Morgan

: Enclosures

ccz Resourees Agency

1400 TENTH STEEET PO, BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 55812-3044
TEL (9165 4450613  PAX {316) 8282018 www.opr.cagor

CALIFORNIA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
C1 Comment noted.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

BISTRICT I

B e RECEIVED

wivw.doLea. sov m&m«, 1g Nm.mw
. November 13, 2015 SIAIE CLEARIN .
ber 13, 201 LEARING HosE 11558
s PM VAR
. Ocean Beach Commumity Plan Update
Draft PEIR, SCH#2011071082
City of San Diego Q,m\ﬁ,me/@
129 First Averme, MS-501  ° . \ M
San Diegp, CA 92101 ¢
Dear Mr. Szyranski:

The Califomis Depariment of Transpomation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to-comment .

on the Draft Programmasic Envirormente! Impact Report (PEIR) for the Ocean Beach = $
Comnmrisyr Plan Update (CPU) published on Octobes 4, 2013, and spectiically Agpendix B: the

.M.nm...mn.mhﬂuﬂ mmeW {T18) dated April 2043, The Oeean Beach Commumity is bormded on the i

aorth by the San Diego River, on the west by the Pacific Ocesn, on the east and south by the
mﬂugwﬁaﬂﬁgmﬁpnﬂmﬁ “The Staie Mighwgy serting Ovesn Beach is Iterstara 8§ ©

8.

Caltraps would Fke m spbmit the following somments:

Orcean Beack CPU Diraft PEIR_ Avmendix B: Traffic Irgpact Stode
PagesBE-1 -E2 ofthe TIS etize the defermination that:

. guﬂmgﬂgu&ﬁwgomﬁﬁgg&n be expected o heve a significent teffic

Imapact 2t the following inteciiors:
L. Sunsst CHiS Boulevard/I-§.[Westbomnd (WBY] offramn .
2. Sunset Cliff Boulevard/I-8 [Bastbound (EBY omramp

mpects at infersections o, 1 [and)2... are expected fo'be sigrifioant ity dueto the
z in traffic associzndiwith reziopsl growth in the San Tisgo aveq__ . Development
profect review would address significarice o impacts onz project-level basis. Therefore,

- Tenspestation fmpacts at Suoset CBSs Boulevard/Tnterstate §(1-8) mmps will rematn

sigrificent aud wumitigated. Additionally, San Diego Association of Govemments
(SANDAG) in coordination with Calivans is carrently administering the proposed -8
Carridor projfect which will assess aset of identifed operetional improvements between
Susset Cliffe/Nmitz area to the west and College Avenue/SDSY area to the east
meloding, tmt aot linsited to, inferchange and ramp micdifications that are key
components of the firture improvement sirategy of I-8 Corridor. As pert of fhis analysis,

Clteony wnproves webilly geress Californiz™

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Hwnm.ﬂnvmwnomﬁmgguanﬂﬂoeﬂﬁmnmuﬁcann@bsﬂwnooﬂﬁgﬁﬁod&nmg
Caltraps. -
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M. Jefey Seyrmands
November 13, 2013
2

agcess allematives ot 18 and Sunset CHEIGmi corddor should be evatuated for
¢ ol & Fhet will et 2 trevel sffoiench that focation 35 .

onnwm%mgg s I8 comider m&&n A5 aresult, the Proposed Plaw’s
mwummﬂu»ﬂmmmngﬁ muwngnnmgm.ﬁa&ng Signitffeanzand

Enplementationof fhe Proposed Plen woald bave no significant impact to the seqment of

Imerstzte 8 between Sumser iR Boulevarthard West Mission Bay Drive, Therefore, mo

Where feasitle, Cattrars endieavers thetany divect and curnilative impacts to the State highway
System be-elimingted Egﬂmswgdnwﬂggdﬁgﬁﬁg

- Bavioumens] Quality Act (CEQA) and National Bnviranmeata) Policy et CREPA) standards,

intersections anf inierchanges wheve the agenfies have joimfarisdiction, Tttuct R —
Trprovement projects.for the Ocean Beach Commmmity Plan pdate Fiuancing Plan. .

Ocean Beach CPIY

“Calirars imgraves sabllty asruss Cadyaraia™

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION continned

D1 Comment nioted. The City will continne to oooamuuunﬂmnuggﬁg

éodﬁnmﬁﬁgggwﬂ Swﬂmﬂwoﬂ.‘uwowﬁ.wnnm&nmau..

D2 Comment noted. The City1s committed to provide safe; functional, interconnected and gamtic

modal iramsportation systems.

D3 Comitnent noted.

OCEAN gnoég UrpATE RTC-1t CITY OF SANDIEGO
FINAL FROGRAM IR . APRIL. 2014




Mz Jefrey Szymands ) . CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION continmed
November 13, 2013
Page3 This page has been Joft intemtfonafly blank.

e &gﬂﬁmgﬁgp&w@g@ﬁgg&gﬂﬁlﬁs

keve any-guestions, please cumtzet Comnary Cepeda, ofthe Public Transportatian/Grant
Admivistation Bremch, af (515) 688-6003 or comneny ceveda@idot.ea gov,

Sincerely,
HbﬂowugOﬂP Chief

- Devalopinent Review Branch
¢ Swe Clearinghouse
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PSSR DEPARTMENT OF FISTAND WILDLIES
RS South CoastRegion

. \,xmswumumn
ey wmwgmmn.. CA 52123 Meaz

m

(858) 467-4201 : 0w {19 .:W —

- Z. P & A..W,IMQAN - e e D et -

San'Diegs; THifomis 92101 -

. Subject: 'Commenis-on the Draft Program Environmentai Impact Reportior the Ocean

Beach Conwmnnnity Plan Update, City 05 San Diego, San Diege 0015@.“ California -

{Project No. 306424; SCH $2014671082)

18, 2012), oultmiwiedge of LefisTive ant dedining vegataion EpiTTiLnites irihs Ciy v San
Diego, arel ourperticipation fn'regiinal cinservation pidring efors,

The following stztements and comments have been prepared pursuant 1o the Depériment's
authorily as Trustee Agendywith jurisd@icfion over natiralresourcss affecisd by the project
{Califomia Environimenmal Qualily Act TCEQA Gukielines §15386) and pumsyantto aur-guthoriy
as a Responsiile Ageticy uficer CEQA Scifsliriss Scclibh 15387 over Hitse ashetis vithe
and Game Tdtis §P0 shseq) Fidhand Gaine Code Seeffon 1606t as., and otfier secions
of the Fish and Same Code. The Dzpariraent also adniitisfers.the Natura) Commurity
Consenvation-Plannirig (NCCP). program; 2 Calfom ﬁmf%nmmgmm,uﬂ wlantitg
program. The Chy 3 San Disgo (Cly) parlicipsies i 1o NCUP program by implementing is

The propesed pitjed is an updss o the-Ctear Beach Comammiy Plan (OBCEU) with ths goat
1o define the-lorpazinge visior g compreherisiva policy Tramsioricfor-haw The commurity of
Ocezn Beach could develop over e next 20030 years. Tha planis designgd to revise the
Communtity Plan text with respect to organizafion 2nd content for cansisiangy with the City's
General Plan and to atopt the Ofsan Beach Pubiic Facliies Fifiencig Plan. The bodndzades
of e CommUtiy(epproximetsly one square mille-in Sizs) dre-defited by s SznDlego.River.on
the north, the Pacific Ocean on the west, Adzir Streét on e south, and Froue ard West Point
Loma Beulevard on the egst. According to the draft PEIR, the majority of Ocean Beach Is
developed with low and firediurh densfly resideriiial uses. The ORCPU would inclide fezoning
of 99 part=ls [approximately 21 acres) from RS-1-7 o Ri-1-1. ‘Commendidl uses.ocoupy
approximataly seven percént of the cammunity and corsist of smalkscale retall est=blishments
located in three speciic districts. There i no indusirial developmsnt in Ocean Beach. The
Tollowing habifats ane larid types were Ksnified with the OBGPU planming rer basitiiés,
cozistat dunes/oredunes, coastal sage sorub, freshwater marsh, southern.coastal blisfF sorub,

Corserving Catifornia’s WiidBfe Since 1870

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EISH AND ‘WILDLIFE (Department)
Emﬂnmﬁomﬁwgﬂﬂﬂgwggog DO FESPOIISES aTe Necessary.
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M. deffery Szymansid
City-ofSan Diego
Novernber 18, 2013
Page.2 of 8

southem coastal salt marsh, wetlands, floed channels and disturbed/developed lands. Atthe

- - -Northeastern-limit-ofthe-community-is the tidally infiuenced-

River Flood -Conirol chaniel bordering the slough-and ‘the:community ori the nofth. The
Famosa Slough and the San Diego channel and south river bank are located within. fie City’s

Multi-Habitat Planning-Area (MHPg).

The Department offers the following commerits and recommendationse.assistihe Gity in
avoiding, minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-related impacts.io;biological resources,
and o ensure thatthe project.is consistent with ongoing regional hapitat conservation planning

efforts.

Impacts to Marire Fish and Wildiife -

a.

b.

. . feplerishments an;

lowing recommendations:

Feasible best thanagement strategies to avoid, minimize, rmonitor, and restore these
habitats listed in fiems 1 and 2 shodld b filly ched and implemented to offset
unavoidable impagcts prior to construction. The Department should:review and approve’
all such strafegies and plaris. Thess measures should be camied forward into all :
planning-related documerts associated withi the OBGPU.

The final PEIR shé

. speciés discussed i ifeim 1.and'2 dbove. D

i _;”n;wwvmiﬁm‘omﬂ»nomncimzﬂw:ocﬁ vm.mnmnpwﬁ,\ adldressed

didarite atid minimization measures, bést management practices, andfor

compansztian for lost or degraded habitat function,

. Naturally sloped (heterogeneous) sandy beaciles.with kelp wrack and coastal sirand

habitats are important Tor stabiizing. arid naintgining the beach ecosystem bindiversity
and pepulations of invertebrates that provide the forage base of fish and wildlife. These

Famosa Slough with:theSan:Biego---

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (Department) continued

El Comment acknowledged. It should be noted that the approval of the OBCPU and certification
of the PEIR would not constitute approval of any project level activities such as a beach sand
replenishment project. All firture projects that would be located within or adjacent to sensitive
biological areas including beaches and the Famosa Slough would be subject to future
discretionary review and compliance with the Land Development Code (Environmentally
Sensitive Lands), Biological Guidelines, Marine Protected Area (MPA) and the MSCP SAP
would be required. Adherence to these regulations as well as all applicable local, state, and
federal regulations would ensure that significant impacts to bielogical resources would not oceur.

It should also be noted that the areas of the rezone completely surrounded by development
which lack sensitive biological resources. .

E2 Asdescribed in Section 3.0 of the PEIR. the project is designed to revise the Community Plan
text with respect to organization and content for consistency with the General Plan and to adopt
the Ocean Beach Public Facilitics Financing Plan. The approval of the OBCPU and certification
of the PEIR would not consfitute approval of any project level activities. Conservatively the
OBCPU would add 126 uriits to the Ocean Beach community and more realistically the mumber
would only be 62. Over the build out of the community any changes based upon population
growth resulting from the OBCPU would be nominal and would not significantly impact the
land-sea food-web, ,

E3a The Conservation Element of the OBCPU contains recommendations that encourage open
space preservation, coastal resource Pprotection, water resource management, biological diversity
wetlands and environmental education. The recommendations from the plan contain the
strategies that would seek to avoid, minimize, monitor and restore sensitive habitats, In addition,
the Land Use element includes a recommendation that the City maintain existing Open Space
and to collaborate with the wildlife agencies so that there would be an opportunity for the -
Department to be a part of the planning process.

E3b The MMRP for the PEIR contains mitigation measure Bio-I which includes the requirement
that all projects that could potentially impact biological resources Prepare a site-specific
biclegical assessment under a separate CEQA review. Many of the beach replenishment projects
are outside of the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego; however, if one of these replenishment
Projects required a permit from the City a separate CEQA review would be required.

E3c Please see BIO-1 which includes language that requires that project level activities minimize
or eliminate direct impacts on sensitive plant and wildlife species.

E3d Please see response E3b, many of the beach replenishment projects do not fall under the
Jurisdiction of the City. Where the City does have jurisdiction there are envirommental
protections built into the process that ensures that impacts to biological resources would not
occur. Both Section 4.3.1 of the PEIR and the Biological Technical Report (BTR) includes a
discussion regarding intertidal sandy beach zone, kelp wrack and coastal strand habitats,

OCEAN BEACH.COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE RTC-14 CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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Mr. Jeffery Szymanski
City of San Diego
MNovemnber 18, 2013
Page 3-0f 6

habitats.are also critical as naturai spawning habitat .and.for incubating eggs deposited
o ~hy-the-California:grunion:(Leuresthes-tenuis) - The:intettidalsandy-beachzore i kelp
“wrack-and/coastal strand:habitats shouid:be discussed inithe’ BTR andthe'final PEIR

‘thesfindFPEIR:

Potenlial impacts:toMarine :ProtectediAreas and:Focus Araas

£ 4. Marine:Protecied-Area: (MPA)regiilations.insouthern: California:wentirito éffectin. January
2012. One'MPA, Famosa-Slough SMGA, is located within the OBCPU planning area.

itha:Famosa:Slough SMCA, ‘habitat
restoration;Maifitenance:dredging-and-operatic maintenance:of -artificial structures is
dllowed:pursuaritto.any required-federal, state.and localipermits, oras otherwise: atithotized
by the ‘Departmént. CE

The important marine:habitat:areas:of focus:shou!

ES clude the Dog Beach sandy beach
zones including upper coastal-strand areas as:well:as néarshore:reefs, seagrass'bads,
algae, m:‘a.,sam__uoo_m.“ - 1

T 8. The'MPA and focus arearecommendations includs:

a. “The Famosa.Slough:SMCGA:shouild:besidentified-and-addressed:in  the fingl:PEIR.
Theremoval;-destruction;:or-degradation:of any-habitats withinan MPA is likely to
jeopardize:theseffectivenessioiihe MPA: Theréfore,-adverse impacts-to‘habitats
within:the-MPA:shiguldibe:minimized: : : - :

b.. ;Any avoidance, minimization and-compensatory: mitigation plans for an'MPA shauld
bereviewed-aridiapproved:by the:Maring‘Regisn-ofthe Department, =

n.>,:mox:.oi_mammam.i.gﬂ_ﬁ:mm,m.a:ub,oE._mmzo:mm:oca‘cmU8<_ama<§2:_5mm:m_
PEIR: : -

d. Pertaining to the focus areas in ifem 5, the Deparimentencourages developing-best
management practices: that would preserve, enhance and/or restore marine habitats
-and the associated marine commtnities: “Thess Tecommendations: shatild be camied
forward-inte all.planning-related documents ‘associated with the: OBCPUY.

Consistency with-Existing:Regional:Conservatian Plans

£.7. A-portion of the'MHPA Land-Use:Adjacency Guidelines that was provided in the draft PEIR
(page 4.1-18) does not:-match tothe spetific language:provided in the City's MSCP SAP.
The final PEIR 'should:provide each Land lUsé Adjacency: Guideline-condition verbatim:to
those provided within the MSCP SAP. Furthermore, some of the applicable Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines that are within the City's MSCP SAP-were not carfied forward into the
Mitigation, Monitering; and Reporting Measure LU-1. For example, conditishs to-addrdss
toxics and long-term noise impacts from commercial devalopitient or recreational argas in

ity to the MHPA shouid be provided in the final PEIR.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (Department) continued

E4 Comment noted.

E5 Comment noted.

E6a A discussion of the Famosa Slough SMCA will be added to Section 4.3.2 of the Final PEIR.

E6b Comment noted. If a future project located within Famosa Slough resulted in impacts to
wetlands the project’s applicant would be required to consult with the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife Service prior to the approval of the project. Any other impacts to sensitive
biological resources would be disclosed within the CEQA document. 1he Department would be
sent a copy of the draft CEQA  document for their input during public review. Therefore, the
Department would have the opportunity to provide comments regarding avoidance, minimization
and compensatory mitigation.

E6c Please see comment E6a, an acknowledgement of SMCA obligations will be provided in the
final PEIR.

E6d Comment noted.

E7 .Zﬁmm:o: Measure LU-1 has been updated to include all pertinent Land Use Adjacency
Guideline mitigation including toxics and noise. The MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines
language on page 4.1-18 of the Final PEIR is taken verbatim from the MSCP Sub-Area Plan
(SAP).
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FINAL PROGRAM EIR APRIL 2014



Mr. Jeffery Szymanski
City of San Diego
November 18, 2013
Page 4 of 6

v 8. H:m‘Umnmnaw:ﬂm:mmmﬂm”Mrm#mononﬁmzﬂzmnr@_.m@EmMoQ.:.mEmEoﬁx&wwo:mmmoz%
(provided:on;page 4.3-17), the final PEIR:shou d-reference:the:pertinent:sections: of the
City's- Environmentally Sensitive: l-ands Regulatiens (e.g.; SDMC;:Section 1430141 (b) (1)~
(&) which:specifies:coordinating with dhe:Department;priorito-any:public:hearing:fora
-development-propesal—This-include equiring project-app icants-to-solicitiinput-fromthe
Department-on impact avoidance, minimiza on, mitigation:and buffer reguiremerits,
inciuding the need for upland transitional habitat {per:8DMC, Séction 143:0441(h) (1)+(5)).

Biological impacts, Associated: Mi ationMeasure, .andMitigation/Requiremerits

o >8@3vmz%;m..%m,mmSmSm_.,mmnoa3m_._amﬂ._o:m.n:mw‘mﬂmﬁas.ama.Em":m:h:m(m,_qm e.,
section.55:1:Conservation:Element)or: the:Californi H_mmmﬂ63‘.nmwmaEmwm::.\\mwcssxoi:o
-and western snowy plover:(Charadriys.alexandrines Nivosus),viesuggestcitingthe MSCP
‘Conditions of :Coverage provisions:for ea species. The:Cond onsof Boverage:identifies
that Area Specific Management Directives must include protection of nesting:sitesifrom
human disturbance during the reproductive season, predator conirol, and 'specific measures
to: pratect.against-deirimental edge-effects tothissspecios. dngident fakei(during the .«
breedingseason) asseciatedwith-maintenance/remaval of:dikes/levees; beach .
maintenance/enhaneement is not authorized exceptas specifically-approved-on.a case=by-
case basis by.the Wildlife Agencies (co ectively, U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service and
Califomia Depariment of Figh and Wildlife). The Department:is available to.provide further
guidance ondeveloping appropriate management measures within affecied beach areas for
each species. Additionally, we suggestthat the-enhancement quidslines:that:are cited for
California least.tern in the;FinaliMission Bay:Park:Natural Resource Managemerit Plan
thin the:OBCRU planning area,” Thesplan
es that one person once a weekfor:sixteer. 8) weekssshould:be
provided to aid agencies in monitoring least tem nesting sites during the least:tern breeding
season. The draft. PE(R acknowleddes ihat the.OBCRLisintendsd to furt ler express
General Plan.palicies n.the:proposed. OBCR area‘throughithe nSSﬂo:mbw.m:m-mvmo
recommendations that implement citywide godls and policies, address community needs
and.guide zoning;.therefore:we believe.thatit isiimperative:that the*OBCRU(both
Conservation Element and Land Use Element) include not only each of the Reviewer
Recommendations prescribed in section 5.5 the BTR, but also'include the Department’s
provisions referenced above.

£ 10, The greatest threats tb.the fight-footed clapperrail (Rallus longirostris levipes) have been
degradation-and destruction.of habitat. ~Given-ihe limited-availability: of supporting: habitat for
the light-footed clapperrail within the OBCPU planning area, we stiggest providing revisions
o Section 5.5.1 of the BTR to include stronger conservation measures i upport.of the
species. This includes acknowiedging the limiited extent of sa

marsh habitat and that those
remaining.rail- popuitations. ars isolated from:each other-and:endiorhave low dispersal rates,
followed by providing stewardship actions.in stich areas ‘as-predator. control, restoration, and
protection of remaining coastal salt marsh: habitats with:the ©GBCPU planning area.

i 11.Mitigation Measure w_O-w‘,mMmNmm_:: areas where development that-could potentially impact
sensitive avian species through grading and clezring activities, the following mitigation
measure-shall be implemented:

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (Department) continued

E8 The following discussion has been added to Section 4.3.2 of the Final PEIR: “Furthermore as
part of the wetland deviation process applicants whose projects would result in adverse impacts
to wetland resources would be required to consult with the Wildlife Agencies prior to a project
hearing. The applicant would be required to solicit input on impact avoidance, minimization,
mitigation and buffer requirements, including the need for upland transitional habitat.”

E9 Please see Tables 4.3-9 and 4.3-10 which list the area specific management directives from
MSCP for covered plants and animals. The management directives, as documented in Table 4.3-
10, includes that nesting sites must be protected from human disturbance during the reproductive
season and that specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to least terns,

The City has acknowledged that least terns do nest in and around Dog Beach; however, there is
no nexus fo require the inclusion of the enhancement guidelines from the Mission Bay Park
Natural Resource Management Plan to be carried over into OBCPU Program EIR. Mitigation
measures to reduce impacts to least terns to below a level of significance have been included in
BIO-4. The comment from the Department does not indicate that a si gnificant impact will occur
as a result of the project only that the community plan should provide site-specific
recommendations within Conservation Element and Land Use Element.

E10 Please see Table 4.3-10. The condition of coverage indicates that active management of
wetlands to ensure a healthy tidal saltmarsh environment, and specific measures to protect
against edge effects to the Light-footed clapper rail. The OBCPU supports the conditions of
coverage through several recommendations of Recreation Element as follows:

6.2.3  Protect Ocean Beach Park and Famosa Slough from overuse by keeping the active
recreational uses at the larger resource-based park, such as Ocean Beach Park, and the
passive recreational uses at the smaller parks, such as Famosa Slough,

6.2.4  Provide interpretive signs (which do not block views) at Ocean Beach Park and Famosa
Slough to alert users of sensitive habitats and cultural habitats by educating them on the
unique natural and historic qualities of these areas.

Also mitigation measure BIO-4 includes specific language that would reduce potential impacts to
Light footed Clapper Rail to below a level of significance. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the CEQA document; however, all comments will be reviewed by planning staff to
determine if modifications to the community plan will be required. However, for the purposes of
the existing BTR that document was approved by staff and no changes will be made.

E11 Mitigation measure Bio-3 has been updated in part to address concerns of the Department in
regards to mitigation for avian species.
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Mr. Jeffaly Szymanski -
City of San Dizgo
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (Department) continned

E1z Comment noted. wagmgggéwnm&oma Mitigation Bio-4:
. hﬂmﬁgﬁﬁmﬂgw State Fully Protected Species under Fish and Game Code Section
3511
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©. 14.:Sectiom:3:5.3 of the:BTR:shoul

Mr. Jeffery Szymanski
City of San Diego
November 18, 2013
Page 6 of 8

13. Table-4.3.2 should be amended to recognize the California-brown pelican. (Pefecanus
- -—Oceidentalis:calfornicus)y:as-a:fi E.Eoﬁﬂma,.,ga‘.c:awnmmms..m:awm.mamv,,nucum,‘_mwmi -
Similarly, that designation applies to thetightfooted clapper

Adentify:salt:marsh:bird's beaks(Chiorepyron:maritimum ssp.
‘maritimum); Otay Mesa mint(Rogogyne-nudiuscula)yand-Califerniasast tern-as CESA~
listed 'species. .

We appreciatethe opportunity:to-comment:on the-draft PEIR for th projectiand to-assist:the
City in further minimizing-and mitigating projectimpactsito:biolag! esources. ‘Ifsyouhave
question-or commignts:regarding this:lefter; please contact-eitherPaul SchiitNGCP at(858)
637-8510 or via-e-mail at'Pal e:ca.gov..or Loni:Adams/Maring at{(858). 527-3985
orvia:e-mail-atL:oniA : . :

Sincerely,

D . o

David-A. Mayer

Senior-Environmental Scientist (Supervisory)
South:Coast Region

ec: . State Glearinghouse, Sacramento
David Zoutendyk, U:S. Fish.and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad
Therese Bradford, U.S. Army Corps-of:Engineers, Carlsbad

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (Department) continued

E 13 Comment noted. Table 4.3-2 of the Final PEIR will be updated to indicate that the
California brown pelican and the light-footed clapper rail are fully protected birds.

E 14 Comment noted. Tables 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 will be updated to indicate that salt marsh bird’s
beak, Otay Mesa mint and California least tern as CESA listed species.
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A Calfiffornia Non-Profit Corporaion Box 87280, San Diego, GA 92138-7280

" FRIENDS OF FAMOSA SLOUGH o

November 18, 2013

Cily of San Diega Development Services Center
1222 Firsf Avenue, §MS 501
San Diego, CA 82101

Via emell: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov
SUBJECT: Comments on Ogean Beach Community Plan Update and DEIR, 10 No.: 21002568

Dear Mr. Szymanski: .
The Friends of Famosa Slough are concsmed with the gecuracy and the adequacy of
he subject document. We urge that these issues be resolved in the final version

CCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE

In ssveral locafions e Plan is misleading about what poriion of the Sloughisinthe
Ocean Beach Community. ﬂaﬁmgggﬂnw_mugmﬂ&ﬁﬁmmgnm&on
makers. As the maps in the Plan show, the Famasa Channel, which nims fom West Point
Loma Boulevard tn the Freeway is in the OR Commumity.

Fi - ~nm2=mv§5mug§.unﬁ5mn5m§amm_ncna Isin OB, Page73 discusses fhe
portion of the Slough north of West Point Lomez which is ot covered by this Community Plan,

FL - Figure RE 9 shows the farge Famosa Stough sign with the Slough in the background. But that
* &m:nnanﬁﬂﬂm:?&mumnwmaﬁmmﬁ%&mnon:%%&Eﬁv%nrnﬁm:nmasonﬁ
the OF planning district.

F3 - Figure RE 8 wes taken some fime prier 1o 2008 and shows a field of non-nafive vegetafion in
the background. That sign is now sumounded with native vegetaiion from a malor restorafion
projec.  Most of that large Tield ofweeds has bean restored fo wetiand and shatiow water
habRat This document should include curment and relevant information.

<5 The Plan propeses 2 varisty of strest irees, including Mesican Fan Palms, along West

Peint Loma Boutevard, gﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁmwﬁmﬁﬁ&»ﬂ&@mvﬁ@:ﬂﬁﬂuﬂmﬁmﬁ
costly. We urge fhat Iist be revised to Enﬁmg.wnmﬁmﬂsamu&ﬂﬂﬂaﬁmm&mm_gg
mam@mﬁnhmﬁnnﬂwﬁﬁsaamumm_ong Eﬁﬂ&oﬂﬂﬁﬂo@g%ﬁ&wmﬁﬁﬁ
this area. wﬁmmgﬁnmﬂm:&ﬂﬂ@o?wagmnmg. Mexdcan elderberry, ete, should be

FRIENDS OF FAMOSA SLOUGH

FI —F5 These comments do not address the adequacy of the CEQA document; however, all
gégﬁ&g&wﬁﬁmﬁﬂm%ﬂgmmﬂb&mﬁgsﬁn8§
plan will be required.

‘OCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN £IPDATE RTC-18 CITY OF SaN DIEGO
FINALPROGRAM EIR, ’ APRIL2014
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considered for the portion near the Siough. They are not as lofty as the trees mentioned, but
provide significant farage, refuge, and nesting value for native wiidltfe.

ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT REPORT

The EIR and Plan mention adding a 1200 foot trail to the San Diego River Bike Path.
This programmatic EIR provides absolutely no information about the impacts that would result
from such a path. The 1200 feet only gets to the Loma Riviera storm drain channel and not to
the River. The path would have te be extended another 400 feat or so fo get to the |-8 freeway.
This wouid probably require filling about 0.18 acres of wetland. The EIR must include such
information. .

The Plan and EIR propose a park equivalency of 0.55 acres along this trail. The path is
already flat and much of the 0.55 acres already contains native vegetation. The EIR provides
no information or analysis of the impact of converting this trail to park standards. The trail
needs to be very porous to protect water quality and very stable to prevent erosion and to
reduce maintenance needs. There should be no lighting along the trail to protect the wildlife that
use it from noctumal predators. [f its use is significantly Increased, a railing should be installed
to discourage visitors from going down into the sensitive wetland aress. This year two pair of
clapper rails lived in this portion of the Slough and chicks were seen in the area. The DPEIR
did not address the potential impact of the project related to any of these issues. The resources
were identified in Appendix C, but no real analysis of the retationship between the resources
and the project were provided

About 200 feet of that traif are part of a mifigaticn project and SDG&E has a right-of-way
to use the trail to maintain their transmission lines along the existing 1200 feet. The EIR does
not méntion ejther and what impacts they might have on the project er on the park equivalency
status.

In Bio4, the EIR mentioned that if noise levels are too high during the construction of the
trail, the City could apply for a Take Authorization from the Fish and Wildlife Service. This
request would be absolutely inappropriate. The Cily needs to schedule the work outside of
nesting seasons or modify projects fo protect sensitive wildlife and not seek a Take Permit
That seems to be the opposite of what is required by CEQA.

CONCLUSION

The mitigation measures in the EIR are Just cut-and-paste mitigation measures, with liffle
retaffonship to this project.  The portions of Famosa Slough and the San Diego River that are
included in the OB pianning area are valuable habitats and must be carefully protected. The
Biological Technical Report provides a lot of information about the resources, but the EIR fails
to identify the actual impacts the project would have on these resources and the mifigation that
would be provided fo offset those impacts. It clearly does not meet the minimum requirements
of CEQA and must be improved.

Sincerely,

e

James A. Peugh
Chairman, Board of Directors

FRIENDS OF FAMOSA SLOUGH continued

F-6 The 1200 foot irail to the San Diego River Bike Path while mentioned in the OBCPU is not
included as a project within the plan or the PEIR. In addition the trail is not identified in the
Ocean Beach Public Facility Financing Plan and is not a project that would likely be constructed
in the very near future. As memtioned in E2 the approval of the OBCPU and certification of the
PEIR would not constitute approval of any project level activities. The PEIR analysis of impacts
to bielogical resources Is not based on site~specific ground-level surveys for any specific project,
and no project-specific analysis is conducted in this PEIR. There is not enough detailed footprint
definition for any such projects to accomplish a meaningful and comprehensive analysis. As
necessitated by the community wide study area, potential impacts are identified at a more
generalized level.

Furthermore, the level of detail in the EIR corresponds o the level of specificity of the OBCPU,
which is the subject of the EIR. This is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15146(b), which states that an EIR on 2 project siich as the adoption of a local general plan “nced
nat be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.”

As described in response E3b the MMRP for the EIR contains mitigation measure BIO-! which
includes the requirement that all projects that could potentially impact biological resources
prepare a site-specific biological assessment under a separate CEQA review. Therefore, any such
future trail construction would require its own separate CEQA review and biological technical
report.

F7 Please see response F-6.

F8 Please see response F-6.

F9 BIO 4 has been revised to include a note stating light footed clapper rail is a State Fully
Protected Species under Fish and GAME Code Section 3511. However, in the highly unlikely
event it would be necessary, take authority is allowed under the Federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA). Avoidance of impact during the breeding season is included in the MMRP.

F10 Please see response F6. Additionally the preparation of this PEIR to address the OBCPU is
censistent with applicablée environmental protection laws. The document was prepared as a
PEIR pursuant to Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, because the OBCPU is 2
community comprehensive program that will includes a series of subsequent actions, that can be
characterized as one large project that relate to a plan to govern the conduct of 2 continuing
program. The purpese of this envirenmental document is to examine the entire OBCPU and not
individual segments at a project level. The impacts associated with the OBCPU have been
described and analyzed as required by a PEIR.

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
APRIL 2014
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RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS

Culture Committee

I W. Tribal Road - Valley Cente :
(760) 297-2622 or-(760) 297-2635 & Fax:{760) 207-2530

©

er, California 92082 -

October 22, 2013

The City of San Diego

Development Services Depariment

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Ocean Beach Community Plan Update, Project NO. 308424/SCH No. 2011071082

Dear Jeffrey Szymansl,

This letter is written on behalf of the Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians. Thank you for m.himum us

to submit comments on the Ocean Beach Community Plan Update, Project NO. 308424/SCH
No. 2011071 082. Rincon is submitting these comments concerning your Project’s potential
impact on Luisefio cultural resources.

@.. ’ The Rincon Band has concerns for impacts to historic and eultural resources and findings of

significant cultural value that could be disturbed or destroyed and are considered culturally
significant to the Luisefio people. This is to inform you, your identified location is not within the
Luisefio Aboriginal Territory. In fact, your project falls within the boundaries of the Kumeyaay
Aboriginal Territory. We recommend that you locate a Tribe within the project area to receive
direction on how to handle any inadvertent findings according to their traditions and customs.
Also, we recommend a Native American Monitor be present during any and all ground
disturbances.

(-2 fyou would like information on Tribes within your project area, please contact the Native

American Heritage Commission and they will assist with a referral. If for some reasoxn you are
unable to locate an interested tribe please notify us and we will be happy to assist you in the
matter. We also request you update your contzct information for Rincon and send any future
letters and correspondence to the Rincon Tribal Chairman and the Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer in the Cultural Resource Center, | W. Tribal Road, Valley Center, CA 92082 (760} 297-
2635.

Thank you for this opportunity to protect and preserve our cultural assets.
Sincerel
Y

ose Duro
Rincon Culture Committee Chairman

Bo Mazzetti Stepharie Spencer Steve Stallings Laurie E. Gonzalez Frank Mazzetd I
Tribal Chairman Vice Chairwoman Council Member Council Member Council Member

RINCON BAND OF LUISENTO INDIANS

G1 Comment noted. The draft PEIR was sent to the Kumeyaay groups in the area. Please see
Section V of the Initial Study. Previous investigations at the project site were conducted and
based upon the results of these investigations archaeological monitoring was not required.
However, if any of the local Kumeyaay groups were to request their presence during
construction activities the request would be accommodated. Mitigation measure His-! includes
the requirement that Native American participation is included throughout the process of the
evaluation of archacological resources and is included in the General Plan.

G2 Cornment noted.

OCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE RTC-21 Crry oF SAN DIEGO
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Environmental Review Committee

" San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
{

: :
a
%, oy 13 October 2013
o o
‘ogieat
To: Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski

Development Services Department
City of San Diego

1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, Cakifornia 92101

Subject: Draft Program Environments] Impact Report
Ocean Beach Community Plan Update
Project No. 308424

Dear Mr. Szymanski:

I have reviewed the historical resources aspects of the subject DPEIR on behalf of this
committee of the San Diego County Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the DPEIR, we have the following comments:

H 1. Inabout the middle of page 4.4-23, reference is made to the "San Diego Archaeology

s
8]

Center". The correct name is San Diego Archaeological Center.

. On page 4.4-24 of the DPEIR, the sentence beginning "Resources found to be non-
significant..." needs to be revised to make it clear that any collections resulting from
"survey and/or assessment" are to be curated. Such collections and their analysis
have, in fact, mitigated the impacts to such sites.

+ 3. Mitigation measure HIST-2 in the DPEIR (page 4.4-27) includes "f. Removing

I

industrial pollution at the source of production." It is not clear what the intent of this
statement actually is. Please clarify.

4. Other than the above, we concur in En.w%mnﬂ analysis and mitigation measures as
proposed.

P.0.Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106  (858) 538-0935

. SANDIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLIGCAL SOCIETY, INC

HI The correction to the name will be included in the final PEIR.

H2 In accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, non-significant resource types
are defined as isolates, sparse lithic scatters, isolated bedrock milling stations, and shellfish
processing stations. Resources found to be non-significant at the survey level do not require any
further action beyond documentation in a report prepared in accordance with the Historical
Resources Guidelines. Curation is not required for these resource types because they are not
classified as “collections” and are generaily limited to one isolated artifact, contain a rinimal
amount lithics and no subsurface component (in the case of sparse lithic scatters) or have mo
associated surface or subsurface components. All other phases of archaeological evaluation
which result in the recovery of artifacts will Tequire curation in accordance with the General Plan
and City Historical resources Guidelines.

H3 This measure was taken directly from the adopted City of San Diego Historical Resources
Guidelines. The measure was intended to provide additional protection for historical buildings or
structures located adjacént to industrial areas where exhaust or ash from such uses could have an
adverse effect on exterior character defining features of a historical building. While the intent of
this measure has good merit, the City .H.noommemm that it would be difficult at best to require an”
adjacent use to stop such activity, unless of course the industrial pellution affecting the adjacent
resource is illegal, at which point the appropriate regulatory agency would be contacted io
address any violations. With respect to the OBCPU, the City has determined that this measure is
not applicable. The City will consider removing this measure from the Historical Resources
Guidelines during  future update process.

H4 OonEﬁE,. noted.

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
APRIL 2014
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SDCAS appreciates being inchuded in the City's environmental review procass for this

project.
SAN DIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLIGCAL SOCIETY, INC eontinued
Sincerely,
o ; This page has been Ief infentionally blank.
MWQ W. Royle, Ir., Chat
Environmental Review Commitiee

File

OCEAN BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE RTC-23 Crry oF SaNDIeco
- FINAL PROGRAM EIR. : . APRIL 2014
P.Q. Box 81106 © San Diego, CA 92138-1106 » (858) 5380935




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This summary provides a brief synopsis of the Ocean Beach Community Plan Update (OBCPU)
project description, the results of the environmental analysis, and project alternatives considered
in this Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). The summary does not contain the
extensive background and analysis contained in the PEIR. Therefore, the reader should review
the entire Program EIR to fully understand the project and its environmental consequences.

This document has been prepared as a PEIR pursuant to Section 15168 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, and it represents the independent judgment of the City as Lead Agency (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15050).

ES-1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is an update to the Ocean Beach Community Plan. The OBCPU is designed
to revise the Community Plan text with respect to organization and content for consistency with
the General Plan and to adopt the Ocean Beach Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP). The
OBCPU does not propose any changes to land use designations but would correct inconsistencies
between existing land use designations and underlying zoning. In addition the project would
amend the Local Coastal Program (LCP).

The OBCPU would rezone 99 parcels (approximately 21 acres) from RS-1-7 to RM -1-1. The
existing zone allows for single dwelling unit (du) density of 9/du’s per acre for a maximum build
out of approximately 189 units over the 21 acres (Figure 3-1). The OBCPU would change the
zoning to allow up to 15/du’s per acre and would result in the maximum build out of
approximately 315 units over the 21 acres, or a theoretical net increase of 126 dwelling units. as
indicated in the Notice of Preparation (NOP). However, subsequent analysis has determined that
build out is constrained by existing structures that would not be reasonably expected to redevelop
over the life of the OBCPU. The determination of what would be reasonably expected to

redevelop was based on an analysis of existing trends in the community, an evaluation of
whether the proposed zoning would allow for a considerable increase of intensity over the
existing use, and other factors such as the change in required parking from the existing to current

requirements. Therefore, the OBCPU buildout could reasonably result in a net increase of 62
dwelling units over what the existing plan anticipates. This net increase was assumed to be the
land use intensity associated with the plan update and was the basis for analysis of environmental

impacts.

For the OBCPU traffic impact study, the land use assumptions and the average daily traffic
(ADT) volumes for the Buildout scenario along the roadway and freeway segments studied were
generated from the City of San Diego’s future vear travel forecast, dated January 26, 2011. This

ES-1



forecast is a SANDAG Series 11 forecast that includes buildout land uses of the proposed
OBCPU and incorporates land use, population, and employment data in the San Diego region in
Year 2030. At buildout, the rezone of the 99 parcels under the Proposed Plan is estimated to
generate an additional 620 ADT compared to the Adopted Community Plan projected buildout.

The Rezene—rezoning of the 99 parcels would allow Ocean Beach to maintain its predominantly

residential character while correcting an inconsistency between existing zoning and the land use
designation. The OBCPU is not proposing to construct dwelling units as a result of the rezoning
and the redevelopment within these areas is not anticipated at this time because the areas are
currently developed.

In summary the OBCPU sets out a long-range vision and comprehensive policy framework for
how the community of Ocean Beach could develop and maintain the qualities that define Ocean
Beach over the next 20 to 30 years. The OBCPU provides policy direction for future
development and has been guided by the City of Villages growth strategy and citywide policy
direction contained within the City of San Diego’s General Plan (2008).

ES-2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The PEIR contains an environmental analysis of the potential impacts associated with
implementation of the OBCPU. The issues that are addressed in detail in the PEIR are Land
Use, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, Biological Resources, Historical Resources, Air
Quality, Noise, Paleontological Resources, Geologic Conditions, Visual Effects and Oder,
Neighborhood Character, Public Utilities, Public Services and Facilities, Greenhouse Gasses, and
Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials. The analysis concluded that significant, direct
and/or cumulative impacts could occur to Land Use, Transportation/Circulation and Parking,
Biological Resources, Historical Resources and Paleontological Resources. All potentially
significant impacts are expected to be reduced to below a level of significance by proposed
mitigation measures with the exception of Transportation/Circulation

Based on initial environmental review of the OBCPU, the City has determined that the proposed
project would not have the potential to cause significant adverse effects in the following areas:
Agricultural and Forest Resources, Mineral Resources and Population and Housing.

Table ES-1, Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation, at the end of this section summarizes the
OBCPU’s potentially significant environmental impacts and proposed mitigation measures by
issue, as analyzed in Sections 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, and 7.0, Cumulative Effects,
of this PEIR. The last column of this table indicates whether the impact is expected to be
reduced to below a level of significance after implementation of proposed mitigation measures.

ES-2



ES-3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives to the proposed OBCPU Update are evaluated in Section 9.0, Alternatives, of this
PEIR in terms of their ability to meet most of the objectives of the proposed project, and
eliminate or further reduce significant environmental effects of the project. In addition, the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the inclusion of a No Project
Alternative. The alternatives considered in this PEIR include the following and are briefly
summarized below:

No Project (Existing Community Plan) Alternative
Reduced Project (No Rezone) Alternative

The No Project (Adopted Community Plan) Alternative would retain the 1975 Precise Plan that
currently exists and would not implement the rezone of 99 parcels (approximately 21 acres) as
discussed in Section 3. The OB Precise Plan was originally established as a program for
preserving and enhancing the community of Ocean Beach. However, the No Project (Adopted
Community Plan) Alternative would not implement the City of Villages concept of the General
Plan and Strategic Framework Element to the same extent as the OBCPU and would only reduce
impacts to Biological Resources and Historical Resources. Impacts would be greater in the
following categories: Land Use; Air Quality and Oder; Noise; Geologic Conditions; Hydrology
and Water Quality; Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character; Public Services and Facilities;
Greenhouse Gases and Human Health and Public Safety. Impacts to Transportation/Circulation
and Parking would remain significant and unmitigated.

Although the No Project (Existing Community Plan) Alternative would not conflict with adopted
land use plans, policies, or ordinances, it would not provide the same level of land use benefits as
the proposed OBCPU and would also result in the continued inconsistency between zoning and
land use designations of the 99 parcels . Implementation of this alternative would not achieve the
goals of the City of Villages strategy to the same extent as the OBCPU as further described in
Sections 9.3 and 9.4

Reduced Project (No Rezone) Alternative

The Reduced Project (No Rezone) Alternative would not result in additional significant impacts
beyond those previously disclosed for the OBCPU. Impacts to
Transportation/Circulation/Parking, Air Quality, GHG emissions, Noise, Historical Resources,
Public Utilities, would be incrementally less with the reduction in overall density of
development.

ES-3



However, the Reduced Project (No Rezone) Alternative would not meet all of the proposed
OBCPU’s objectives. This alternative would not achieve the same level of compliance with the
General Plan as the proposed OBCPU because it would not correct the inconsistency between
existing zoning and the land use designation. As with the proposed OBCPU, the Reduced Project
Alternative would also replace the existing adopted community plan and would implement the
goals and recommendations for the 8 proposed OBCPU elements addressing Land Use;
Mobility; Urban Design; Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation;, Conservation;
Noise; and Historic Preservation. However, this alternative would not implement the rezone to
99 parcels (approximately 21 acres) Fewer residential units could also reduce the number and
size of much needed dwelling units available in the community.

ES-4  AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

The City prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP), dated July 26, 2011, and distributed it to the
public including all responsible and trustee agencies, members of the general public and
governmental agencies, including the State Clearinghouse. Comment letters received on the NOP
are in Appendix A of this Program EIR along with copies of the NOP, City of San Diego scoping
letter, and NOP distribution list. In addition, a scoping meeting was held on August 9, 2011 to
inform the public about the project and collect written comments.

Input and comments received on the content of this PEIR during the scoping meeting include
concerns regarding increased traffic and density, impacts upon public infrastructure; and concern
that development would be allowed to exceed the 30 foot height restriction. It should be noted
that the OBCPU would not allow any increase to the 30 foot height restriction. Oral and written
comments received by the City during the scoping process have been taken into consideration
during preparation of this PEIR.

ES-4



Table ES-1

PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES AFTER
MITIGATION
Land Use
Would the proposed | LU-1: For all projects adjacent to the MHPA, the development shall conform to Less than
project conflict with the | all applicable MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP Subarea Plan. | significant (direct
environmental goals, | In particular, lighting, drainage, landscaping, grading, access, and noise must not | and cumulative)

objectives or guidelines of
a  General
Community Plan or other
applicable land use plans?

Plan or

adversely affect the MHPA.
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Table ES-1
PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

A. Grading/Land Development/MHPA Boundaries - MHPA boundaries on-

site and adjacent properties shall be delinecated on the CDs. DSD Planning
and/or MSCP staff shall ensure that all grading is included within the
development footprint, specifically manufactured slopes, disturbance, and
development within or adjacent to the MHPA. For projects within or adjacent
to the MHPA, all manufactured slopes associated with site development shall
be included within the development footprint.

B. Drainage - All new and proposed parking lots and developed areas in and
adjacent to the MHPA shall be designed so they do not drain directly into the

ES-6




Table ES-1
PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

MHPA. All developed and paved areas must prevent the release of toxins,

chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant materials prior to release by

incorporating the use of filtration devices, planted swales and/or planted
detention/desiltation basins, or other approved permanent methods  that are
designed to minimize negative impacts, such as excessive water and toxins
intothe ecosystems of the MHPA.

Toxics/Project Staging Areas/Equipment Storage - Projects that use

chemicals or generate by-products such as pesticides, herbicides, and animal

waste, and other substances that are potentially toxic or impactive to native

habitats/flora/fauna (including water) shall incorporate measures to reduce
impacts caused by the application and/or drainage of such materials into the
MHPA. No trash, oil, parking, or other construction/development-related

material/activities shall be allowed outside any approved construction
limits. Where  applicable, this requirement shall incorporated into leases

on publicly-owned property when applications for renewal occur. Provide a
note in/on the CD’s that states: “All construction related activity that may

have potential for leakage or intrusion shall be monitored by the Qualified

Biologist/Owners Representative or Resident Engineer to ensure there is no
impact to the MHPA.”
Lighting - Lighting within or adjacent to the MHPA shall be directed

away/shielded from the MHPA and be subject to City Outdoor Lighting
Regulations per LDC Section 142.0740.
Barriers - New development within or adjacent to the MHPA shall be
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required to provide barriers (e.g., non-invasive vegetation: rocks/boulders:6-

foot high, vinyl-coated chain link or equivalent fences/walls: and/or signage)

along the MHPA boundaries to direct public access to appropriate locations,
reduce domestic animal predation, protect wildlife in the preserve, and
provide adequate noise reduction where needed.

Invasives- No invasive non-native plant species shall be introduced into areas

within or adjacent to the MHPA.
Brush Management —New development adjacent to the MHPA shall be set

back from the MHPA to provide required Brush Management Zone 1 arca on
the building pad outside of the MHPA. Zone 2 may be located within the
MHPA provided the Zone 2 management will be the responsibility of an
HOA or other private entity except where narrow wildlife corridors require it
to be located outside of the MHPA. Brush management zones will not be
greater in size than currently required by the City’s regulations, the amount of

woody vegetation clearing shall not exceed 50 percent of the vegetation
existing when the initial clearing is done and vegetation clearing shall be
prohibited within native coastal sage scrub and chaparral habitats from March
1-August 15 except where the City ADD/MMC has documented the thinning
would be consist with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. Existing and approved
projects are subject to current requirements of Municipal Code Section
142.0412.

Noise - Due to the site's location adjacent to or within the MHPA where the

Qualified Biologist has identified potential nesting habitat for listed avian
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species, construction noise that exceeds the maximum levels allowed shall be
avoided during the breeding seasons. If construction is proposed during the
breeding season for the sensitive species, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
protocol surveys shall be required in order to determine species
presence/absence. If protocol surveys are not conducted in suitable habitat
during the breeding season for the aforementioned listed species, presence
shall be assumed with implementation of noise attenuation and biological
monitoring.
Transportation/Circulation and Parking
Would the proposed Trans-1: Add a 2nd South Bound Right Turn lane by widening and removing Potentially
OBCPU increase the approximately 5 parking spaces along the north side of W Point Loma Blvd. Significant
number of intersections, Trans-2: Install a 2" East Bound and West Bound left turn lane by widening the (direct and
road, or freeway segments | south side of W Point Loma Blvd. cumulative)

at LOS E or F on the
planned transportation
network?

Trans-3: Signalize the intersection Bacon St @ W Point Loma Blvd.
Trans-4: Reclassify and widen to a 6-lane primary arterial, from Sunset Cliffs
Blvd to W Point Loma Blvd.
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Biological Resources
A substantial adverse BI10O-1: To reduce potentially significant impacts that would cause a reduction in Less than

impact, either directly or
through habitat
modifications, on any
species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in
the MSCP or other local
or regional plans, policies
or regulations, or by the
California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS)?

the number of unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of
plants or animals, if present all future projects within the OBCPU area shall be
analyzed in accordance with the CEQA Significance Thresholds, which require
that site-specific biological resources surveys be conducted in accordance with
City of San Diego Biology Guidelines. The locations of any sensitive plant
species, including listed, rare, and narrow endemic species, as well as the potential
for occurrence of any listed or rare wildlife species shall be recorded and
presented in a biological resources report. Based upon the habitat focused
presence/absence surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the biology
guidelines and applicable resource agency survey protocols to determine the
potential for impacts resulting from the project on these species. Engineering
design specifications based on project-level grading and site plans shall be
incorporated into the project design to minimize or eliminate direct impacts on
sensitive plant and wildlife species consistent with the ESA, MBTA, Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act, CESA, MSCP Subarea Plan, and ESL Regulations.

BIO 2: Prior to the issuance of any authorization to proceed, the City of San
Diego (or appointed designee) shall verify that the MHPA boundaries and the
following project requirements regarding the coastal California gnatcatcher, least
Bell’s vireo, and southwestern willow flycatcher are shown on the grading and

significant (direct
and cumulative)
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building permit plans:

No clearing, grubbing, grading or other construction activities shall occur between
March 1 and August 15, the breeding season of the coastal California gnatcatcher;
between March 15 and September 15, the breeding season of the least Bell’s vireo;
and between May 1 and September 1, the breeding season of the southwestern
willow flycatcher, until the following requirements have been met to the
satisfaction of the City of San Diego.

A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section
10(a)(1)(A) Recovery Permit) shall survey habitat areas (only within the MHPA
for gnatcatchers) that would be subject to the construction noise levels exceeding
60 decibels [dB(A)] hourly average for the presence of the coastal California
gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo, and the southwestern willow flycatcher. Surveys
for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines
established by the USFWS within the breeding season prior to the commencement
of construction. If the coastal California gnatcatchers, least Bell’s vireo, and/or the
southwestern willow flycatcher are present, then the following conditions must be
met:

a. Between March 1 and August 15 for occupied gnatcatcher habitat, between
March 15 and August 15 for occupied least Bell’s vireo habitat, and
between May 1 and September 1 for occupied southwestern willow
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flycatcher habitat, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied habitat
shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or
fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist;

AND
b. Between March 1 and August 15 for occupied gnatcatcher habitat, between

March 15 and August 15 for occupied least Bell’s vireo habitat, and
between May 1 and September 1 for occupied southwestern willow
flycatcher habitat, no construction activities shall occur within any portion
of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels
exceeding 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of the occupied habitat. An
analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would not
exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be
completed by a qualified acoustician (possessing a current noise engineer
license or registration with monitoring noise level experience with listed
animal species) and approved by the City of San Diego at least two weeks
prior to the commencement of construction activities;

OR

At least two weeks prior to the commencement of clearing, grubbing,
grading and/or any construction activities, under the direction of a qualified
acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) shall be
implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction
activities will not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of habitat
occupied by the aforementioned avian species.
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Concurrent with the commencement of construction activities and the construction
of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring shall be conducted at the
edge of the occupied habitat area to ensure that noise levels do not exceed 60
dB(A) hourly average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented are
determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician or biologist, then the
associated construction activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise
attenuation is achieved or until the end of the appropriate breeding season.

Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice
weekly on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction
activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained
below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds
60 dB(A) hourly average.

If not, other measures shall be implemented in consultation with the biologist and
the City of San Diego, as necessary, to reduce noise levels to below 60 dB(A)
hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly
average. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, limitations on the
placement of construction equipment and the simultaneous use of equipment.

If the aforementioned avian species are not detected during the protocol survey,
the qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the ERM and applicable
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resource agencies which demonstrate whether or not mitigation measures such as
noise walls are necessary during the applicable breeding seasons of March 1 and
August 15, March 15 and September 15, and May 1 and September 1, as follows:
1. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for the aforementioned avian
species to be present based on historical records or site conditions, then
Condition 1-b or 1-c shall be adhered to as specified above.
2. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to the species are anticipated, no
new mitigation measures are necessary.
If construction begins prior to the completion of the protocol avian surveys, then
the Development Services Department shall assume that the appropriate avian
species are present and all necessary protection and mitigation measures shall be
required as described in Conditions] a, b, and ¢, above.

BI1O-3: In areas where development that could potentially impact sensitive avian
species through grading and clearing activities the following mitigation measure
shall be implemented:
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To avoid any direct impacts to raptors and/or any native/migratory birds,
removal of habitat that supports active nests in the proposed area of
disturbance should occur outside of the breeding season for these species
(February 1 to September 15). If removal of habitat in the proposed area of
disturbance must occur during the breeding season, the Qualified Biologist
shall conduct a pre-construction survey to determine the presence or absence of
nesting birds on the proposed area of disturbance. The pre-construction
(precon) survey shall be conducted within 10 calendar days prior to the start of
construction activities (including removal of vegetation). The applicant shall
submit the results of the precon survey to City DSD for review and approval
prior to initiating any construction activities. If nesting birds are detected, a
letter report or mitigation plan in conformance with the City’s Biology
Guidelines and applicable State and Federal Law (i.e. appropriate follow up
surveys, monitoring schedules, construction and noise barriers/buffers, etc.)
shall be prepared and include proposed measures to be implemented to ensure
that take of birds or eggs or disturbance of breeding activities is avoided. The
report or mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City DSD for review and
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A substantial adverse
impact on any Tier I
Habitats, Tier II
Habitats, Tier IITA
Habitats, or Tier 11IB
Habitats as identified in
the Biology Guidelines
of the Land
Development manual or
other sensitive natural
community identified in
local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or
by the CDFG or

approval and implemented to the satisfaction of the City. The City’s MMC
Section or RE, and Biologist shall verify and approve that all measures
identified in the report or mitigation plan are in place prior to and/or during
construction. If nesting birds are not detected during the precon survey, no
further mitigation is required.

B10O-4: The following mitigation measure shall be implemented for development
within or adjacent to the Famosa Slough Wildlife Refuge or any potential habitat
for the federally endangered Light Footed Clapper Rail, California Least Tern, and
Western snowy plover.

e Prior to the issuance of any authorization to proceed, the City’s ERM (or
appointed designee), A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered
Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(A) Recovery Permit) shall survey habitat areas
that would be subject to the construction noise levels exceeding 60 decibels
[dB(A)] hourly average for the presence of Light Footed Clapper Rail,
California Least Tern (a State Fully Protected Species under Fish and Game
Code Section 3511), and Western snowy plover. Surveys for this species

shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by
the USFWS within the breeding season prior to the commencement of
construction.

1. If the aforementioned avian species are detected during the protocol
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USFWS? survey, the applicant shall obtain take authorization through the USFWS

A substantial adverse
impact on wetlands

and provide evidence that permitting has been issued to the ERM prior
to commencement of construction related activities.

2. If the aforementioned avian species are not detected during the protocol
survey, the qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the
ERM and USFWS that species are not present in a proposed project
area.

BIO-5: The following measure is currently applied to projects that affect
biological resources. As future projects are reviewed under CEQA, additional
specificity may be required with respect to mitigation measures identified below.
These measures may be updated periodically in response to changes in federal and
state laws and new/improved scientific methods.

* Development projects shall be designed to minimize or eliminate impacts to
natural habitats and known sensitive resources consistent with the City’s
Biology Guidelines, MSCP Subarea Plan, and the ESL ordinance.

* Biological mitigation for upland impacts shall be in accordance with the
City’s Biology Guidelines, Table 3.3.4 as illustrated in Table 4.3-7. Prior to
the commencement of any construction-related activity onsite (including
earthwork and fencing) and/or the preconstruction meeting, mitigation for
direct impacts to Tier I, Tier II, Tier IIIA, and Tier IIIB shall be assured to
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(including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool,
riparian, etc.) through
direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption,
or other means?

the satisfaction of the Development Services Department Environmental
Review Manager (ERM) through preservation of upland habitats in
conformance with the City’s Biology Guidelines, MSCP, and ESL
Regulations. Mitigation for upland habitats may include onsite preservation,
onsite enhancement/restoration; payment into the Habitat Acquisition Fund;
acquisition/dedication of habitat inside or outside the MHPA; or other
mitigation as approved by the ERM, MSCP staff, and the City’s Parks and
Recreation Department.

Development projects shall provide for continued wildlife movement
through wildlife corridors as identified in the MSCP Subarea Plan or as
identified through project-level analysis. Mitigation may include, but is not
limited to, provision of appropriately-sized bridges, culverts, or other
openings to allow wildlife movement.”

For all Tier I impacts, the mitigation could (1) occur within the MHPA portion of
Tier I (in Tier) or (2) occur outside the MHPA within the affected habitat type (in-

For impacts to Tier II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats, the mitigation could (1) occur
within the MHPA portion of Tiers I through III (out-of-kind) or (2) occur outside
the MHPA within the affected habitat type (in-kind)

BIO-6: As part of the project-specific environmental review pursuant, all
unavoidable wetlands impacts (both temporary and permanent) would need to be
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analyzed; and mitigation would be required in accordance with Table 2a of the
Biology Guidelines (June 2012), see Table 4.3-8 in the PEIR. Proposed mitigation
shall be based on the impacted type of wetland habitat and must prevent any net
loss of wetland functions and values of the impacted wetland.

The following provides operational definitions of the four types of activities that
constitute wetland mitigation under the ESL regulations: Wetland Creation,
Wetland Restoration, Wetland Enhancement, and Wetland Acquisition.

Wetland creation is an activity that results in the formation of new wetlands in an
upland area. An example is excavation of uplands adjacent to existing wetlands
and the establishment of native wetland vegetation.

Wetland restoration is an activity that re-establishes the habitat functions of a
former wetland. An example is the excavation of agricultural fill from historic
wetlands and the re-establishment of native wetland vegetation.

Wetland enhancement is an activity that improves the self-sustaining habitat
functions of an existing wetland. An example is removal of exotic species from
existing riparian habitat.

Wetland acquisition is an activity resulting in wetland habitat being bought or
obtained through the purchase of offsite credits and may be considered in
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combination with any of the three mitigation activities above.

Wetland enhancement and wetland acquisition focus on the preservation or the
improvement of existing wetland habitat and function and do not result in an
increase in wetland area; therefore, a net loss of wetland may result. As such,
acquisition and/or enhancement of existing wetlands may be considered as partial
mitigation only for any balance of the remaining mitigation requirement after
restoration or creation if wetland acreage is provided at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio.
For permanent wetland impacts that are unavoidable and minimized to the
maximum extent feasible, mitigation must consist of creation of new, in-kind
habitat to the fullest extent possible and at the appropriate ratios. In addition,
unavoidable impacts to wetlands located within the Coastal Overlay Zone must be
mitigated onsite, if feasible. If onsite mitigation is not feasible, then at least a
portion of the mitigation must occur within the same watershed. All mitigation for
unavoidable wetland impacts within the Coastal Overlay Zone must occur within
the Coastal Overlay Zone.

The City’s Biology Guidelines and MSCP Subarea Plan require that impacts to
wetlands, including vernal pools, shall be avoided and that a sufficient wetland
buffer shall be maintained, as appropriate, to protect resource functions/values.
For vernal pools, this includes avoidance of the watershed necessary for the
continued viability of the ponding area. Where wetland impacts are unavoidable,
(determined case-by-case), they shall be minimized to the maximum extent
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practicable and fully mitigated for per the Biology Guidelines. The biology report
shall include an analysis of onsite wetlands (including City, state, and federal
jurisdiction analysis) and, if present, include project alternatives that
fully/substantially avoid wetland impacts. Detailed evidence supporting why there
is no feasible, less environmentally damaging location or alternative to avoid any
impacts must be provided for City staff review, as well as a mitigation plan that
specifically identifies how the project is to compensate for any unavoidable
impacts. A conceptual mitigation program (which includes identification of the
mitigation site) must be approved by the City staff prior to the release of the draft
environmental document. Avoidance is the first requirement; mitigation can only
be used for impacts clearly demonstrated to be unavoidable. Disturbance to native
vegetation shall be limited to the extent practicable, revegetation with native plants
shall occur where appropriate, and construction staging areas shall be located in
previously disturbed areas.

BIO-7: Prior to the commencement of any construction-related activities on site
for projects impacting wetland habitat (including earthwork and fencing) the
applicant shall provide evidence of the following to the ADD ED prior to any
construction activity:
Compliance with USACE Section 404 nationwide permit;
Compliance with the RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certification;
and Compliance with the CDFG Section 1601/1603 Streambed Alteration
Agreement.
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES
Would implementation of | HIST-1:  Prior to issuance of any permit that could directly affect an | Less than

the proposed OBCPU
result in adverse physical
or aesthetic effects to
prehistoric, historic, or
architecturally significant
buildings, structures,
objects, or sites?

archaeological resource or resources associated with prehistoric Native
American activities, the City shall require the following steps be taken to
determine: (1) the presence of archaeological resources and (2) the
appropriate mitigation for any significant resources that may be impacted
by a development activity.

Initial Determination: The environmental analyst shall determine the likelihood
for the project site to contain historical resources by reviewing site photographs
and existing historic information (e.g., Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the
Archaeological Map Book, and the California Historical Resources Inventory
System) and conducting a site visit. If there is any evidence that the site contains
archaeological resources, then an evaluation consistent with the City of San
Diego’s Historical Resources Guidelines shall be required. All individuals

conducting any phase of the archaeological evaluation program must meet
professional qualifications in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources
Guidelines.

Step 1: Based on the results of the Initial Determination, if there is evidence that
the site contains archeological resources, preparation of an evaluation report is
required. The evaluation report could generally include background research, field
survey, archeological testing, and analysis. Before actual field reconnaissance

significant (direct
and cumulative)
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would occur, background research is required that includes a record search at the
South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) at San Diego State University and the
San Diego Museum of Man. A review of the Sacred Lands File maintained by the
NAHC must also be conducted at this time. Information about existing
archaeological collections shall also be obtained from the San Diego
Archaeological Center and any tribal repositories or museums.

Once the background research is complete a field reconnaissance must be
conducted by individuals whose qualifications meet City standards. Consultants
are encouraged to employ innovative survey techniques when conducting
enhanced reconnaissance including, but not limited to, remote sensing, ground
penetrating radar, and other soil resistivity techniques as determined on a case-by-
case basis. Native American participation is required for field surveys when there
is likelihood that the project site contains prehistoric archaeological resources or
traditional cultural properties. If through background research and field surveys
historical resources are identified, then an evaluation of significance must be
performed by a qualified archaeologist.

Step 2: Once a resource has been identified, a significance determination must be
made. It should be noted that tribal representatives and/or Native American
monitors will be involved in making recommendations regarding the significance
of prehistoric archaeological sites during this phase of the process. The testing
program may require reevaluation of the proposed project in consultation with the
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Native American representative, which could result in a combination of project
redesign to avoid and/or preserve significant resources, as well as mitigation in the
form of data recovery and monitoring (as recommended by the qualified
archaeologist and Native American representative). An archaeological testing
program will be required that includes evaluating the horizontal and vertical
dimensions of a site, the chronological placement, site function, artifact/ecofact
density and variability, presence/absence of subsurface features, and research
potential. A thorough discussion of testing methodologies including surface and
subsurface investigations can be found in the City of San Diego’s Historical
Resources Guidelines.

The results from the testing program will be evaluated against the Significance
Thresholds found in the Historical Resources Guidelines and in accordance with
the provisions outlined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. If
significant historical resources are identified within a project’s Area of Potential
Effect (APE), the site may be eligible for local designation. At this time, the final
testing report must be submitted to Historical Resources Board staff for eligibility
determination and possible designation. An agreement on the appropriate form of
mitigation is required prior to distribution of a draft environmental document. If
no significant resources are found, and site conditions are such that there is no
potential for further discoveries, then no further action is required. Resources
found to be non-significant as a result of a survey and/or assessment will require
no further work beyond documentation of the resources on the appropriate DPR
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site forms and inclusion of results in the survey and/or assessment report. If no
significant resources are found but results of the initial evaluation and testing
phase indicate there is still a potential for resources to be present in portions of the
property that could not be tested, then mitigation monitoring is required.

Step 3: Preferred mitigation for archeological resources is to avoid the resource
through project redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all prudent
and feasible measures to minimize harm shall be taken. For archaeological
resources where preservation is not an option, a Research Design and Data
Recovery Program (RDDRP) is required or is required to follow alternate
treatment recommendations by the Most Likely Descendant (MLD), which
includes a Collections Management Plan for review and approval. The data
recovery program shall be based on a written research design and is subject to the
provisions as outlined in CEQA Section 21083.2. If the archaeological site is an
historical resource, then the limits on mitigation provided under Section 21083.2
shall not apply, and treatment in accordance with Guidelines Section 15162.4 and
21084.1 is required. The data recovery program must be reviewed and approved
by the City’s Environmental Analyst prior to draft CEQA document distribution.
Archaeological monitoring shall be required during building demolition and/or
construction grading when significant resources are known or suspected to be
present on a site, but cannot be recovered prior to grading due to obstructions such
as, but not limited to, existing development or dense vegetation.
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A Native American observer must be retained for all subsurface investigations,
including geotechnical testing and other ground disturbing activities whenever a
Native American Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) or any archaeological site
located on City property, or within the APE of a City project, would be impacted.
In the event that human remains are encountered during data recovery and/or a
monitoring program, the provisions of PRC Section 5097 must be followed.
These provisions would be outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program included in the environmental document. The Native American monitor
shall be consulted during the preparation of the written report, at which time they
may express concerns about the treatment of sensitive resources. If the Native
American community requests participation of an observer for subsurface
investigations on private property, the request shall be honored.

Step 4: Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared in
conformance with the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP)
"Archaeological Resource Management Reports (ARMR): Recommended
Contents and Format" (see Appendix C of the Historical Resources Guidelines),
which will be used by Environmental Analysis Section staff in the review of
archaeological resource reports. Consultants must ensure that archaeological
resource reports are prepared consistent with this checklist. This requirement will
standardize the content and format of all archaeological technical reports
submitted to the City. A confidential appendix must be submitted (under separate
cover), along with historical resource reports for archaeological sites and TCPs,
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containing the confidential resource maps and records search information gathered
during the background study. In addition, a Collections Management Plan shall
be prepared for projects that result in a substantial collection of artifacts, which
must address the management and research goals of the project, the types of
materials to be collected and curated based on a sampling strategy that is
acceptable to the City of San Diego. Appendix D (Historical Resources Report
Form) shall be used when no archaeological resources were identified within the
project boundaries.

Step 5: For Archaeological Resources: All cultural materials, including original
maps, field notes, non-burial related artifacts, catalog information and final reports
recovered during public and/or private development projects must be permanently
curated with an appropriate institution, one which has the proper facilities and
staffing for insuring research access to the collections consistent with state and
federal standards. In the event that a prehistoric and/or historical deposit is
encountered during construction monitoring, a Collections Management Plan
would be required in accordance with the project MMRP. The disposition of
human remains and burial-related artifacts that cannot be avoided or are
inadvertently discovered is governed by state (i.e., AB 2641 and California Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act [NAGPRA]) and federal (i.e.,
federal NAGPRA) law, and must be treated in a dignified and culturally
appropriate manner with respect for the deceased individual(s) and their
descendants. Any human bones and associated grave goods of Native American
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origin shall be turned over to the appropriate Native American group for
repatriation.

Arrangements for long-term curation must be established between the
applicant/property owner and the consultant prior to the initiation of the field
reconnaissance, and must be included in the archaeological survey, testing, and/or
data recovery report submitted to the City for review and approval. Curation must
be accomplished in accordance with the California State Historic Resources
Commission’s Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collections (dated
May 7, 1993) and, if federal funding is involved, Part 36, Section 79 of the Code
of Federal Regulations. Additional information regarding curation is provided in
Section II of the Historical Resources Guidelines.

Prior to issuance of any permit for a future development project implemented in
accordance with the OBCPU that would directly or indirectly affect a
building/structure in excess of 45 years of age, the City shall determine whe