City of
San Diego

PLANNING
DEPARTMENT

ubutdally,

Environmental & Resource
Analysis Division FINAL

619-235-5200 MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project No. 356059
SCH# 2015051023

SUBJECT: Black Mountain Access Road Repair: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) to
remove existing concrete headwalls and detention basins, and install a below grade 36-inch
drainage pipe and revegetated downstream energy dissipater. Erosion from overflow of the Black
Mountain Reservoirs has created an incised gully along the western branch of the Black
Mountain Access Road and threatens to expose three San Diego County Water Authority (CWA)
underground 108-inch aqueducts located approximately 15 feet below grade. After installation
of the 36-inch drainage pipe is complete, all previously eroded areas would be re-contoured and
restored with a native upland restoration plant palette, Staging and access would remain on
urban/developed habitats within the existing access road when practicable; however, unavoidable
temporary impacts to native vegetation would occur during construction in order to safely access
all areas within the construction footprint. The revegetated energy dissipater consists of the proposed
rock channel and vegetation that will be planted within channel. The contract drawings show an energy
dissipater (SDRSD D-41) that is separate from and will be installed next to and upstream from the rock
channel. City of San Diego Public Utilities Department employees will maintain the proposed energy
dissipater (SDRSD D-41) as of part of normal preventative maintenance for utility operation.

Update 12/18/2014:

Minor revisions have been made to the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) which
are shown in a strikeout and underlined format. In accordance with California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 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 measures identified. The mitigation
measures for biological resources impacts have been revised per comments received from
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 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.

APPLICANT: City of San Diego — Public Utilities Department
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PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located directly southeast of the intersection of Black
Mountain Road and Carmel Valley Road and occupies the approximate center of
Assessor’s Parcel Number 312-292-04, which is owned by the City of San Diego and is
located in the Black Mountain Open Space Park on the Black Mountain Access Road. The
project lies predominantly inside the City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA).

[.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
[I. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.
[II. DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study, which determined that the proposed
project could have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): Biological

Resources.
IV. DOCUMENTATION:

The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Determination.
V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS — PART 1
Plan Check Phase (prior to permit issuance)

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed (NTP) for a subdivision, or any
construction permits, such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or beginning any
construction related activity on-site, the Development Services Department (DSD)
Director’s Environmental Designee (ED) shall review and approve all Construction
Documents (CD), (plans, specification, details, etc.) to ensure the MMRP
requirements are incorporated into the design.

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that apply ONLY
to the construction phases of this project are included VERBATIM, under the
heading, “ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.”

3. These notes must be shown within the first three (3) sheets of the construction
documents in the format specified for engineering construction document templates
as shown on the City website:

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml

4, The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the
“Environmental/Mitigation Requirements” notes are provided.

B. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART II
Post Plan Check (After permit issuance/Prior to start of construction)
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PRE CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED TEN (10) WORKING
DAYS PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THIS PROJECT. The
CITY PROJECT MANAGER (PM) of the Public Utilities Department is
responsible to arrange and perform this meeting by contacting the City staff from
MITIGATION MONITORING COORDINATION (MMC). Attendees must also
include the PM, MMC and the following monitors:

Qualified Biologist

Note: Failure of all responsible Permit Holder’s representatives and
consultants to attend shall require an additional meeting with all parties
present.
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CONTACT INFORMATION:
a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the PM at the Public Utilities
Department (858) 292-6300

b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, it is also
required to call the PM and MMC at 858-627-3360

. MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project, Project Tracking System (PTS) 356059,

shall conform to the mitigation requirements contained in the associated
Environmental Document and implemented to the satisfaction of the DSD’s ED and
MMC. The requirements may not be reduced or changed but may be annotated (i.c.
to explain when and how compliance is being met and location of verifying proof,
etc.). Additional clarifying information may also be added to other relevant plan
sheets and/or specifications as appropriate (i.e., specific locations, times of
monitoring, methodology, etc

Note:

The PM must alert MMC if there are any discrepancies in the plans or notes,
or any changes due to field conditions. All conflicts must be approved by MMC
BEFORE the work is performed.

. OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence that any other agency

requirements or permits have been obtained or are in process shall be submitted to
the MMC for review and acceptance prior to the beginning of work or within one
week of the Permit Holder obtaining documentation of those permits or
requirements. Evidence shall include copies of permits, letters of resolution or other
documentation issued by the responsible agency:.

1602 Fish & Game Code Streambed Alteration Agreement
Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit
Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit

. MONITORING EXHIBITS: The Qualified Biologist shall submit, to MMC, a

monitoring exhibit on an 11x17 reduction of the appropriate biological site plan,
marked to clearly show the specific areas including the LIMIT OF WORK, scope
of that discipline’s work, and notes indicating when in the construction schedule
that work will be performed. When necessary for clarification, a detailed
methodology of how the work will be performed shall be included.

. OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The PM/Owner’s representative
shall submit all required documentation, verification letters, and requests for all
associated inspections to MMC for approval per the following schedule:
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Document Submittal/Inspection Checklist

Issue Area Document submittal Associated Inspection/Approvals/Note
General Monitor Qualification Letter Prior to Construction

General Monitoring Exhibit Prior to Construction

Biology Gnatcatcher Survey Report Prior to Construction

Biology General Bird Nesting Survey Prior to Construction

Biology Monitoring Reports During/Post Construction

Biology Final MMRP Final MMRP Inspection

SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS:

B. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE PROTECTION

| & Prior to Construction

A. Mitigation Verification - Prior to the start of construction, notice of which

will be provided by the PM, the DSD Environmental Designee (ED) shall
verify that the following conditions have occurred to mitigate direct impacts
to 0.19 acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat and 0.038 acre of non-
wetland waters of the U.S./Streambed:

1. The applicant shall allocate 0.19 acre of upland credits at the Canyon
View Mitigation Project. The total allocation of 0.19 acres of upland
credits would satisfy the required mitigation ratio of 1:1 for Diegan coastal
sage scrub.

2. The applicant shall allocate 0.038 acre of non-wetland waters of the
U.S./Streambed credits at the Rose Canyon Mitigation Project. Total
allocation of 0.038 acre of non-wetland waters/Streambed credits would
satisfy the required mitigation ratio of 1:1 for non-wetland waters of the
U.S./Streambed.

Biologist Verification -The owner/permittee shall provide a letter to the
City’s Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) section stating that a
Project Biologist (Qualified Biologist) as defined in the City of San Diego’s
Biological Guidelines (2012), has been retained to implement the project’s
biological monitoring program. The letter shall include the names and contact
information of all persons involved in the biological monitoring of the project.

Preconstruction Meeting - The Qualified Biologist shall attend the
preconstruction meeting, discuss the project’s biological monitoring program,
and arrange to perform any follow up mitigation measures and reporting
including site-specific monitoring, restoration or revegetation, and additional
fauna/flora surveys/salvage.



Page 6 of 13

D. Biological Documents - The Qualified Biologist shall submit all required
documentation to MMC verifying that any special mitigation reports including
but not limited to, maps, plans, surveys, survey timelines, or buffers are
completed or scheduled per City Biology Guidelines, Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP), Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance
(ESL), project permit conditions; California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA); endangered species acts (ESAs); and/or other local, state or federal
requirements.

E. BCME -The Qualified Biologist shall present a Biological Construction
Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit (BCME) which includes the biological
documents in D. above. In addition, include; restoration/revegetation plans,
plant salvage/relocation requirements (e.g., coastal cactus wren plant salvage,
burrowing owl exclusions, etc.), avian or other wildlife surveys/survey
schedules (including general avian nesting and USFWS protocol), timing of
surveys, wetland buffers, avian construction avoidance areas/noise buffers/
barriers, other impact avoidance areas, and any subsequent requirements
determined by the Qualified Biologist and the City ADD/MMC. The BCME
shall include a site plan, written and graphic depiction of the project’s
biological mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule. The BCME shall
be approved by MMC and referenced in the construction documents.

F. Avian Protection Requirements - 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 | 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 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 pre-construction 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/bufters, 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 for review and 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.

G. Resource Delineation - Prior to construction activities, the Qualified
Biologist shall supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or
equivalent along the limits of disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological
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habitats and verify compliance with any other project conditions as shown on
the BCME. This phase shall include flagging plant specimens and delimiting
buffers to protect sensitive biological resources (e.g., habitats/flora & fauna
species, including nesting birds) during construction. Appropriate steps/care
should be taken to minimize attraction of nest predators to the site.

. Education —Prior to commencement of construction activities, the Qualified

Biologist shall meet with the owner/permittee or designee and the construction
crew and conduct an on-site educational session regarding the need to avoid
impacts outside of the approved construction area and to protect sensitive
flora and fauna (e.g., explain the avian and wetland bufters, flag system for
removal of invasive species or retention of sensitive plants, and clarify
acceptable access routes/methods and staging areas, etc.).

During Construction

A. Monitoring- All construction (including access/staging areas) shall be

restricted to areas previously identified, proposed for development/staging, or
previously disturbed as shown on “Exhibit A” and/or the BCME. The
Qualified Biologist shall monitor construction activities as needed to ensure
that construction activities do not encroach into biologically sensitive areas, or
cause other similar damage, and that the work plan has been amended to
accommodate any sensitive species located during the pre-construction
surveys, Wildlife ladders for reptiles and small mammals as appropriate will
be provided as a measure to prevent entrapment of these species in the

construction trenches. In addition, the Qualified Biologist shall document field
activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR shall be e-
mailed to MMC on the 1™ day of monitoring, the 1* week of each month, the
last day of monitoring, and immediately in the case of any undocumented
condition or discovery.

. Subsequent Resource Identification - The Qualified Biologist shall note/act

to prevent any new disturbances to habitat, flora, and/or fauna onsite (e.g.,
flag plant specimens for avoidance during access, etc). If active nests or other
previously unknown sensitive resources are detected, all project activities that
directly impact the resource shall be delayed until species specific local, state
or federal regulations have been determined and applied by the Qualified
Biologist.

. See MSCP SUBAREA PLAN -LAND USE ADJACENCY GUIDELINES

below for requirements on the Coastal California Gnatcatcher.

Post Construction Measures

A. In the event that impacts exceed previously allowed amounts, additional

impacts shall be mitigated in accordance with City Biology Guidelines, ESL
and MSCP, State CEQA, and other applicable local, state and federal law,
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The Qualified Biologist shall submit a final BCME/report to the satisfaction
of the City ADD/MMC within 30 days of construction completion.

C. MSCP SUBAREA PLAN -LAND USE ADJACENCY GUIDELINES

L. Prior to issuance of any construction permit or notice to proceed, DSD/ LDR,
and/or MSCP staff shall verify the Applicant has accurately represented the
project’s design in or on the Construction Documents (CD’s/CD’s consist of
Construction Plan Sets for Private Projects and Contract Specifications for Public
Projects) are in conformance with the associated discretionary permit conditions
and Exhibit “A”, and also the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program
(MSCP) Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.
The applicant shall provide an implementing plan and include references on/in
CD’s of the following:

A. Grading/Land Development/MHPA Boundaries - MHPA boundaries on-
site and adjacent properties shall be delineated 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
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
into the ecosystems of the MHPA.

C. 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.”
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E. Invasives- No invasive non-native plant species shall be introduced into areas
within or adjacent to the MHPA.

F. 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
species, construction noise that exceeds the maximum levels allowed shall be
avoided during the breeding seasons for the following: California Gnatcatcher
(3/1-8/15). If construction is proposed during the breeding season for the
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,

When applicable (i.e., habitat is occupied or if presence of the covered species
is assumed), adequate noise reduction measures shall be incorporated as
follows:

COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER (Federally Threatened)

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit (FOR PUBLIC UTILITY PROJECTS:
prior to the preconstruction meeting), the City Manager (or appointed designee)
shall verify that the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the
following project requirements regarding the coastal California gnatcatcher are
shown on the construction plans:

NO CLEARING, GRUBBING, GRADING, OR OTHER CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES SHALL OCCUR BETWEEN MARCH 1 AND AUGUST 15, THE
BREEDING SEASON OF THE COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER,
UNTIL THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS HAVE BEEN MET TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE CITY MANAGER:

A. QUALIFIED BIOLOGIST (POSSESSING A VALID ENDANGERED
SPECIES ACT SECTION 10(a)(1)(A) RECOVERY PERMIT) SHALL
SURVEY THOSE HABITAT AREAS WITHIN THE MHPA THAT
WOULD BE SUBJECT TO CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS
EXCEEDING 60 DECIBELS [dB(A)] HOURLY AVERAGE FOR THE
PRESENCE OF THE COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER.
SURVEYS FOR THE COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER SHALL
BE CONDUCTED PURSUANT TO THE PROTOCOL SURVEY
GUIDELINES ESTABLISHED BY THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE WITHIN THE BREEDING SEASON PRIOR TO THE
COMMENCEMENT OF ANY CONSTRUCTION. IF GNATCATCHERS
ARE PRESENT, THEN THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE
MET:



[.

[L.

111

Page 10 of 13

BETWEEN MARCH 1 AND AUGUST 15, NO CLEARING,
GRUBBING, OR GRADING OF OCCUPIED GNATCATCHER
HABITAT SHALL BE PERMITTED. AREAS RESTRICTED FROM
SUCH ACTIVITIES SHALL BE STAKED OR FENCED UNDER THE
SUPERVISION OF A QUALIFIED BIOLOGIST; AND

BETWEEN MARCH | AND AUGUST 15, NO CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES SHALL OCCUR WITHIN ANY PORTION OF THE SITE
WHERE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WOULD RESULT IN NOISE
LEVELS EXCEEDING 60 dB (A) HOURLY AVERAGE AT THE
EDGE OF OCCUPIED GNATCATCHER HABITAT. AN ANALYSIS
SHOWING THAT NOISE GENERATED BY CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES WOULD NOT EXCEED 60 dB (A) HOURLY AVERAGE
AT THE EDGE OF OCCUPIED HABITAT MUST BE COMPLETED
BY A QUALIFIED ACOUSTICIAN (POSSESSING CURRENT NOISE
ENGINEER LICENSE OR REGISTRATION WITH MONITORING
NOISE LEVEL EXPERIENCE WITH LISTED ANIMAL SPECIES)
AND APPROVED BY THE CITY MANAGER AT LEAST TWO
WEEKS PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES. PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES DURING THE BREEDING SEASON,
AREAS RESTRICTED FROM SUCH ACTIVITIES SHALL BE
STAKED OR FENCED UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF A
QUALIFIED BIOLOGIST; OR

AT LEAST TWO WEEKS PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES, UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A
QUALIFIED ACOUSTICIAN, NOISE ATTENUATION MEASURES
(e.g., BERMS, WALLS) SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED TO ENSURE
THAT NOISE LEVELS RESULTING FROM CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES WILL NOT EXCEED 60 dB(A) HOURLY AVERAGE AT
THE EDGE OF HABITAT OCCUPIED BY THE COASTAL
CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER. CONCURRENT WITH THE
COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND THE
CONSTRUCTION OF NECESSARY NOISE ATTENUATION
FACILITIES, NOISE MONITORING* SHALL BE CONDUCTED AT
THE EDGE OF THE OCCUPIED HABITAT AREA TO ENSURE
THAT NOISE LEVELS DO NOT EXCEED 60 dB (A) HOURLY
AVERAGE. IF THE NOISE ATTENUATION TECHNIQUES
IMPLEMENTED ARE DETERMINED TO BE INADEQUATE BY THE
QUALIFIED ACOUSTICIAN OR BIOLOGIST, THEN THE
ASSOCIATED CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES SHALL CEASE
UNTIL SUCH TIME THAT ADEQUATE NOISE ATTENUATION IS
ACHIEVED OR UNTIL THE END OF THE BREEDING SEASON
(AUGUST 16).
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* Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice
weekly on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction
activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained
below 60 dB (A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds
60 dB (A) hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in
consultation with the biologist and the City Manager, as necessary, to reduce
noise levels to below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it
already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly average. Such measures may include, but are
not limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the
simultaneous use of equipment.

B. IF COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHERS ARE NOT DETECTED
DURING THE PROTOCOL SURVEY, THE QUALIFIED BIOLOGIST
SHALL SUBMIT SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TO THE CITY MANAGER
AND APPLICABLE RESOURCE AGENCIES WHICH DEMONSTRATES
WHETHER OR NOT MITIGATION MEASURES SUCH AS NOISE
WALLS ARE NECESSARY BETWEEN MARCH | AND AUGUST 15 AS
FOLLOWS:

[. [F THIS EVIDENCE INDICATES THE POTENTIAL IS HIGH FOR
COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER TO BE PRESENT BASED
ON HISTORICAL RECORDS OR SITE CONDITIONS, THEN
CONDITION A.IIl SHALL BE ADHERED TO AS SPECIFIED
ABOVE.

1. [F THIS EVIDENCE CONCLUDES THAT NO IMPACTS TO THIS
SPECIES ARE ANTICIPATED, NO MITIGATION MEASURES
WOULD BE NECESSARY.

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:
Dratt copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:

United States Government
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (16)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)
State of California
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (32A)
Regional Water Quality Control Board (44)
State Clearinghouse (46)
City of San Diego
Mayor’s Office (MS 11A)
Council Member Kersey, District 5
City Attorney (MS 56A)
Shannon Thomas (MS 93C)
Public Utilities Department
Dirk Smith (MS 901A)



Other

Eric Rubalcava (MS 901A)
Planning Department
Rebecca Malone
Myra Herrmann
Jeff Harkness (MS 413)
Jeanne Krosch (MS 413)
Historical Resources Board (MS 87)
Development Services Department
Helene Deisher (MS 301)
Joseph Stanco Jr. (MS 501)
Jack Canning (MS 501)
Park and Recreation Department
Laura Ball
Library Dept.-Gov. Documents MS 17 (81)
Rancho Penasquitos Branch Library (§1BB)

Black Mountain Ranch—Subarea [ (226C)
Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Jim Peugh (167A)

California Native Plant Society (170)
Endangered Habitat League (182 and 182A)
Carmen Lucas (206)

Clint Linton (215b)

Ron Christman (215)

Louie Guassac (215A)

Frank Brown (216)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

San Diego County Archaeological Society (218)
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Society (225)
Native American Distribution (225 A-S)
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
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VI.  RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() No comments were received during the public input period.

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

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

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Miti gatiou, Monitoring and Reporting
Program and any Initial Study material are available in the office of the Planning Department for
review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

{%% MMMWW’“\ May 5, 2015

Myra ferfmann, Senior Planner Date of Draft Report
Planning Department

Aug. 5, 2015
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Rebecca Malone

Figure 1- Location Map
Figure 2- Project Site Plan
Initial Study Checklist
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RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS

Cudivee U nmmniten

May 13 2=

Bobeccs Malone

Pk £y ob Sand [hiega
Prevelopuien Ser s Ucnler
E227 First Avenee M 3y
S Diego, UA 92401

Rer Back Monnmin Access Hoad Kepair Progect No, 186150
Dicar Ma, Mahuwe

Tlus Tetter v wrinen o beehodi of the Bincon Band ol Lovsedo dims,  Vhank you for TR A1 100
sl conmmients an e Black Sountam Aceess Rood Bepn Project No, 363089, Raneon 1s submiiig
Hhese cotmments eameeniiing viur poogects potential impacton | usefio adtuiml mesonees

F e B Fand hits concaims for the nngacus o histore amd el sesonrees and the Goding aof items
b st et cubiral vitue thiat coubd e sstarbed or destzaved und nne comadered calurally sigint e
to the Lutselir peopte. This i 1o itonn yine vour sdeniifiod Tosation s s withis the Tugsciio

Albuy al Larvory, We nevommmiend thay v locate s ibe il the popeat are o ceceive ditection
o Bt bamalle any tnaadvertent findings acoonling o ther custos sl Inulitions

W yoss woonddd like anbvomiation om trits wathan your propeed anes, please comiaes the Nanv e Ametican
Meritage Commission and they will sssiss with o referel

Thaak o fom the opprtunity to protect sed preserve o eultuead asseis

Sineerely,

ftose D
L haimman
Wimeom Culiure Commnies

Al iy
LRI TR

Vs Maszeni
B e

Stephaie Spencet

Vicr Chammaim

Meve Stallings [T o
[RTSTIRT REE R TR

B-1

RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS (MAY 13, 2015)

Comment noted. All culturally affiliated tribal groups in the San Diego
County area and other members of the Native American community (as
noted on the public notice distribution list) were sent a copy of the public
notice for the Draft MND in accordance with the provisions of CEQA,
the City’s General Plan, and the Land Development Code, CEQA
Implementation Procedures. This was the only letter received from any
tribal group.
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ﬁ San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
-
>
=
= Kd Environmental Review Comimitiee
* o
", ©
€, 17 May 2015
%og) o i
Te Ms. Rebecea Malone
Development Services Depaniment
City of Sar: Dicye
1222 First Avenuc., Mail Stution 501
Sun Diego, Californiz 92101
Subject: Draft Mitigated Negaiive Declaration

Black Mountain Access Road Reguir Project
Project No, 336059

[ear Ms. Malone:

1 have reviewed the subject DMND sn belinll of this eomnmittee of the San Diege County
Archicologicnl Society.

Based on the infonmation cutained in the initial stody and DMND, we agree that the
project is nnfikely to have signilicant impacts on cultural resources, and that cultural
s miligatn ATLS are nol necessary.

SDCAS appreciates being afforded the opporinity to review and comment upon this
project’s enviranmental documnents.

Sincerely,

T prae =
Juirdes W, Ruoyle, Jr., Clisiepgers
“nvitonmental Review Cominitiee
et BDCAS Presudem
Tile

PO BoxB11068  SanDwego, CA 92138-1106  (858) 538-0935

C-1

SAN DIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY, INC. (MAY 17,2015)

Comment acknowledged.
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Sune ol Calfomia — Natra! Becowices Agancy
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDUFE
South Ceast Regian

BN e Rosd

San Dego, SA 22130

(358) 4074701

e wilithli oo o

Juna 5, 2015

Ms, Rabaocsa Balite, Environmental Planner
City al Son Dwya

Disvelopmem Servees Cantor

1222 Fust Avenug, Mail Staton 501

San Dwgo, Cobfornia 92101

Submet:  Commants on tha Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biack Mountain
Access Road Repair Projoct, City of San Diego. San Diego County, Calitornia
(Projact No. 356059; SCH #2015051023)

Dear Ms Malane

The Carorne Department of Fsh and Wildile | Degrament) has reviewes the dealt Biligaten
Nagativa Daclaration (MND) dated May &8, 2015, tor tha Black Mountam Accass Read Repai
Project. The commeants provided heren am bassd an mfermation providad in the draft MND
and nesociated documents (including the Bintogical Letter Repan for the Black Mountain Acoiss
Rood Repon projet, prepared by Merkel & Assocmtos, Inc, duted August 26, 2014), uur
knowiedge of sersilve and declimng vagetation communilios n the Ciy of San Diege, o our
participation in regional consenation planning effons

Tha tallowing and have hean prep pursuant to the Department &
authority os Trustize Agency wilh jurisdiction aver i affecied by the project
{Cadlornis Environmental Quatity Act [CEQA] Guklelines § 1535%0) and pursunnt 10 our authetity
as 0 Responsible Agency undar CEQA Gindaknes Section 15381 over Ihose aspicts uf he
mroposaod project that coma under tha purview of the Colifornia Endangored Speoies Act (Fish
and Game Coda §205C et seq ), Fish end Game Code Sechion 1800 et seq.. and uiher sectinns
of the Fish and Game Code. The Dey ilao inksters the Natiral Community
Cansananon Planmng (NCCP) pragram, 4 Califorme reg Trintuitand pannng
Progan Yhe(hwdﬂmﬂmn(ﬁymmmleshmmnmmbymmmnmgis
apnrovisd Mul ation Program (MSCP} Subaron Plan (SAP)

The proposed project consists of repaiing an incisad guily Inal was craata as a rasull of 3
wilier rulense from the Black Mountan Resevoir Tha project is located southeast of tho
interaechion of Black Mountain Road and Carmel Valley Road within ihe City's Black Mauntain
Open Space Preserve. The maonly of the project ana is dosigratisd as Mull-Habitat Plonong
Araa (MHPA ), as defingd in tha City's MSCP SAP The associated erdsan waithin the gully
thruntens 1 exposa three San Diego County Water Authbonty (CWA) undergraund T08-inch
agueduct pmnlnnra Tha resmmwn wlthe affested arei wolld consist of removing exsting
concrele | and f basins, 1ol o below grade 35-inch dramage pips
and rvegetation ol an energy dissip Thresa tionflang cover types (Dlegan coastal
sape b, nun-natve vegatation, and wmmuamp warg identifiad 10 be potentially
impactad by the constrection aativity, Upon complating the installaten of the 3G-nch denage
prpe. afl previously soden araas would be racontaurad and restarad with native plant spaces.
According the projact dascnption. the magrity of the work aclivity would oocue within an esting
CWA utillly easemant

Conserving California's 1Elfe Since 1870

D-1

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (JUNE 5, 2015)

Comment noted,
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My, Rebuci Malone

City ol San Diego

Junc &, 2015
Pnge 20t 4

The Department oflers (e folowing comments and rasommandalinns o assist e Gily in

Auniting, minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-reloteg impacts o biologicil retounas,
and to ensure that the project s consistent wilh ongmng engronal hubital eansariation planning
effarts.

1 Based on ihe project cescrphon and assocuted ligures, the location of the 36-inch dramage
pitre outfall is not clear nor s it evdant whather modification 1o tha energy dissipator is
necessary a1 the pulfsll location. According 10 the project dascriniion. 2 “revegatiled
downstraam energy dissipaler” is proposed, whareas ailin the body af the mitial shaty. a
raferoncn 10 “canstniction of tha erergy dissip " get. We wd the projact
desenotion be revised i the final MND to clarnily this ssue. The imitial siody shoukd phovica

tal discusson with a ¢ gending figure il 13 the lacation and amount of
cermanienl impacts stiould the projct include & new enkrgy dissipator (inCludng anmy
cofrespanding mitigation obl for direct ) Additionally, The privec descriplion
shiuig melude information on whaber thare are any obligations 1o mamiain the dissipalur or
Ol samipaiients of 1he project

[

The: Binlomcal Letlar Repont (BLR) wWemilns that projec) construction would resull in
lemparary and permanent dircet impasts of 019 acre of disturbed Dingan conatal sage
Aordb from implementatian of the lack Mauntaln Accass Road Repair Project. Nelther the
BLR nor initinl study includes an explanation tor the dislingtion betwean temparary and

o P or whather this is in accordonce with the standards defined in the Citv's
Bwlogy Gurdelines. The BLR should inaude additional discussien ta distinguish betwaen
tempornry and parmanent direct impacts,

3, The SLR stales thal an evaluation of the ¢ wal for tlora speckes was contuctod
anit 2 complata listing of sensitivee piant speoas that werp detoctad or avawnled for the
potential to occwr on sz is Incibded n Appe 5 Wa pled 1o review Appoendic §

however the altachmant thal was provided was enlitled Black Molnian Access Road Repar
Project Mitigation Assigminen! and toes nol contuin any sensitive glant species informakion,
Please provioe the Dapanment wilh a copy of Ihe senslive plant specizs (hat couk!
polentiatly vocur wilhin the project lootorinl 28 dentified in the BLR. This informotion should
be prepared in accordance with the Gily's Bioloqy Guidelines and includsad i Wechnizal
appandicas of tha final kiND

The Mitigatian, Manitaring, and Reparting Program {MMRP) language cites the apphcant
shill allocate 0.19 acre of uplingd vegetalion credins at the Camyun View Miligation site
Please proyide further guidance (including suppoding docirments) demenstraling when this
mitigalion siteé was spprovad by the City's M5CP Program.  Pleasa ensuro the information
assuciaiad with this mitigation site finchuding dabited credits) s cared forward a5 a
iscugsion llem the City's annual MSCP repont

D-2

D-3

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FIS11 AND WILDLIFE, CONT.

The 36-inch drainage pipe is shown on the contract drawings for the
proposed project as well as the energy dissipater and rock channel. The
permanent impact area contains the energy dissipater and the rock
channel, while the temporary impact area contains the 36-inch drainage
pipe. The permanent impact area also contains a headwall next to and
upstream of the 36-inch drainage pipe. These impact areas are also
shown on Figure 3A of the Biological Letter Report.

The comment also mentions it is not evident whether modification to the
energy dissipater is necessary at the outfall location. The energy
dissipater is being proposed where one did not exist before unless the
comment is referring to the existing rock that was placed just upstream
of the proposed energy dissipater. The existing rock is not functioning to
adequately dissipate upstream storm flows; therefore, energy dissipater
(SDRSD D-41) is proposed based on current engineering standards to
adequately dissipate the storm flows.

The project description in the Biological Letter Report is revised as
follows in this response to comment: The revegetated energy dissipater
consists of the proposed rock channel and vegetation that will be planted
within the channel. The contract drawings show an energy dissipater
(SDRSD D-41) that is separate from znd will be installed next to and
upstream from the rock channel. This Final MND and Initial Study have
also been revised to make this clarification. The rock channel and energy
dissipater were both part of the impact analysis in the Biological Letter
Report so no new impacts will occur related to this clarification.

City of San Diego Public Utilities Department employees will maintain
the proposed energy dissipater as of part of normal preventative
maintenance for utility operation.

Figure 3A shows the distinction between the temporary and permanent
impacts. To make this clear the Biological Letter Report is revised as
follows in this response to comment: The area outside the existing non-
vegetated channel (shown in blue on Figure 3A) and designated as
permanent in red hatch in Figure 3A that consists of the rock channel and
energy dissipater (SDRSD D-41) is the permanent impact to Diegan
coastal sage scrub. All the other areas outlined in red in Figure 3A are
considered temporary. That is the areas upstream of the rock channel and
energy dissipater and the access path north of the rock channel.

RTC-6




M. Rebecca Malong
City uf San Diego
June 5, 2015

Poge 3ol 4

5 The initial siudy checriis! {Bioligical Resourcns) Ll P 1o

i
|

P

| and fill of 0 h s and hagins
{requiring 0.038 acre of millgetion), Welksnd craalion s being proposed 21 s 1:1 ra00 within
the Publc Utdties Rose Canyon Mitigation sie. The MMRP language mcludes i conditio
for e project apohcant 10 provide evid ol p from sthar responsibie agencies,

the obiig vioe d creation (including anticipated ratio) aited n the nilial

sludy was nol camed fonward inlo the MMRP language. We recommend the MMIRE he

stroambed (0.03 acre) rom ing

revised 1o nclude [he wetlang creation and pormitling abligations antified o be ntial
shudy

The BLR's discussion af polentml impacts (0 spscial S1atus Speckss Stales = armnge-
throated whiptait may oceur in the patches of Diegan coastal scrub habitat and the
unwvegetaied ereinage ncated within the proposed project work area” Adddinnsily, tha BLR
rentifies a fist of olher commen amphifsans and reptiles Bl could pocur within (he stixty
ared

W nalieve thal (hers s 6 poleniol lor speces-spacihe impacls 10 the orange-liodles
whiptall (Aspdogeetin fyporythea) ltom eanstruction actions associated with additiznal
trenching/grading, stoekpiling of il refilling of guilied amps. and moving vehicles along the
corngor during eonstruclion and inspections  Therefore. a more lnfgetau nnugamn siratagy

should B adopled 1o addiess pal L ta the orange-th

miligation moasures 1o address impacts o this spanies (n‘lonu wilh ather repties anu lrllalt
mammals occurring in the area) snould include iologs 1) Suang LT
Arindlies and ensunng that all frerches or escavations are coversd al all times ool when
baing actively utihzed Il trenches or euave:mnscnm be uwured esctusion fencing (le .
silt fenca) shall be installed and taned ans, m ondeEr (o
pravent erirapment of wildiite (Le.. reptiles 2ng small o Open renches, or olher
Excavalions that could entrup widiite, should be inspected by a qualified t:iologlst ala
mirimum of thres limes par day and mmetdiataly balors backiiling, Aninspaction undér &l
yehitles and equipment sheuld be condusted for the presence of wildlite prior 1o moving If
wiliffife (5 obiserved, no vehicles or eguipment shoukd be moved untl the animal has
voluntanty left or is rel by B bialagist with the prate qualifi and pemil
awtharity.

The BLR s discussion aullining the g proposal a 25-month perlormance
standarm. According bo Ine City's Biology G . 8 Seyear q tme-line {or until
Ihe 57 past pedormance/surcess clena is mat) s woizally reaured  Absent further
expanalion (o suppeft tha 25-manh pardormance siandan, we stiggest the linal MND
adhare 10 the Syes performance crleda (wilth tha aptien o reduca mamiionng imes shouid
sutenss critena ba met). Furhamare, the detalls of the conceptual revegetallon plan wea
Tt 1o a single figure (e, Flgue 4) The genernl outline o revegutation plars (per T
Ciy's Blology Guinelines) nchides considerably mare detalls han whal wak pravidad i
Flgure 4. For example, gualilalive end quantitalive monituning are typically inahidend sl
thes conceptual plan. The Depanment rec wis Ihal @ revagalation plan adhienng o the
City's Dinltayy Surdelines bo praparad lor the ormpect

D-4
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D-6

D-7

D-8

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE, CONT.

The Biological Letter Report has been revised to address this comment.
Appendix 6 — Occurrence or Potential of Special Status Species on the
Project Site was added.

The mitigation site was approved by the City when they approved the
conceptual mitigation plan dated February 12, 2009. Planning
Environmental Staff and MCSP approved the debited eredit for this
project at the mitigation site when they finished their review period that
allowed the issuance of the Draft MND for public review.

The MMRP has been revised to include the wetland creation and
permitting obligations that that have been identified in the Initial Study.

Monitoring protocol for sensitive habitat is covered in the Biological
Letter Report and for sensitive species in the Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND). The biological monitor will be on-site during
construction and will have the discretion based on current site conditions
of how many monitoring visits are necessary to ensure compliance with
the MND. The City in consultation with Merkel and Associates will
provide wildlife ladders appropriate for reptiles and small mammals as a
measure to prevent entrapment of these species.

The City’s mitigation obligation is discussed in the Biological Letier
Report, Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the Initial Study. The
mitigation will occur off-site at two separate locations where the 5-year
monitoring and maintenance performance/success criteria are required;
therefore, the City is only obligated to mect the 25-month performance
standard to restore those areas that were impacted on-site. The
Temporary Erosion Control and Planting Plan on page C-9 of the
Contract Drawings provide additional detail for the proposed on-site
revegetation.

RTC-7
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Ms. Rebocios Malone
Cily of San Dieqgo
dJune 52015

Page 4 of 4

W apprecine (e gppuniunity 10 commant on the dratl MND for the project and 1o assist the
City in further manvimizing and mibgating project imgpacts to biological resources. Il you hove
quashion or comments ragarding this letor, g condact Paul SChlUNGCP at edher (858)
637-5510 or via e-mail at Paul Schitiibwildiife.ca goy

Sincerely,

" 3
¢ 1w % “f,

Gall K. Sevrans

Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region

ec: State Cleannghouse. Sacramenlio
Davd Zoutendyk, U.S. Fish and Wildiite Service. Carlsbad

D-9

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE, CONT.

Comment noted.
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disturbed habitat
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

Project Title/Project number: 356059/Black Mountain Access Road Repair Project

Lead agency name and address; City of San Diego, Planning Department, 1222 First Avenue.
MS 501, San Diego, CA 92101

Contact person and phone number: Rebecca Malone, Associate Planner, 619-446-5371

Project location: The project area is located directly southeast of the intersection of Black
Mountain Road and Carmel Valley Road and occupies the approximate center of Assessor’s
Parcel Number 312-292-04, which is owned by the City of San Diego and is located in the
Black Mountain Open Space Park on the Black Mountain Access Road. The project lies
predominantly inside the City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA).

Project Applicant/Sponsor's name and address: City of San Diego Public Utilities Department,
9192 Topaz Way, San Diego, CA 92123, Contact: Dirk Smith, (858) 614-5722.

General Plan designation: Open Space

Zoning: AR-1-1

Description of project: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) to remove existing concrete
headwalls and detention basins, and install a below grade 36-inch drainage pipe and
revegetated downstream energy dissipater. Erosion from overflow of the Black Mountain
Reservoirs has created an incised gully along the western branch of the Black Mountain Access
Road and threatens to expose three San Diego County Water Authority (CWA) underground
108-inch aqueducts located approximately 15 feet below grade. After installation of the 36-
inch drainage pipe is complete, all previously eroded areas would be re-contoured and restored
with a native upland restoration plant palette. Staging and access would remain on
urban/developed habitats within the existing access road when practicable; however,
unavoidable temporary impacts to native vegetation would occur during construction in order
to safely access all areas within the construction footprint. The revegetated energy dissipater
consists of the proposed rock channel and vegetation that will be planted within channel. The
contract drawings show an energy dissipater (SDRSD D-41) that is separate from and will be
installed next to and upstream from the rock channel. City of San Diego Public Utilities
Department employees will maintain the proposed energy dissipater (SDRSD D-41) as of
part of normal preventative maintenance for utility operation. The City has quantified
expected impacts associated with excavation, grading, staging, and access.

All work would occur within public open Space. the-publicrisht-ofawvay-ROW)H. Active work

hours would occur during the daytime Monday through Saturday. Friday. The project would
comply with the requirements described in tllc Standar u’ Spec f;‘.fmnun.s )‘m Pnhhc Works
(’omn m‘nrm —aﬁd@rd-r#nma—geﬁm' : HRSPOFH : tfie




10.

Surrounding land uses and setting: The proposed project location lies within City Park and
Recreation Department managed land in the Black Mountain Open Space Park within the
MHPA. The majority of the proposed repair work occurs within an existing CWA easement
that includes three 108-inch aqueducts located approximately 15 feet below grade. The
proposed headwall located on the eastern edge of the project, in addition to the energy
dissipater and downstream rock-lined channel located on the west edge of the project, are
located outside of the CWA easement. The CWA easement and associated infrastructure is
located within and/or surrounded by the greater Black Mountain Open Space Park, which
encompasses nearly 2,352 acres of both natural and developed recreational areas. Trails within
the park are used primarily for walking, hiking, and cycling. The park is surrounded by the
communities of Rancho Penasquitos to the west and Carmel Mountain to the east. The project
lies predominately inside the City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Program
(MSCP) Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA).

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement.): U.S. Army Corps of Engineers & the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (dredge or fill in Waters of the U.S.), & the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (Streambed Alteration).

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

L]

L]
]
X
]
[

Aesthetics ] Greenhouse Gas ] Population/Housing
Emissions

Agriculture and [l  Hazards & Hazardous Materials[ |  Public Services

Forestry Resources

Air Quality [ 1  Hydrology/Water Quality []  Recreation

Biological Resources [ ] Land Use/Planning []  Transportation/Traffic

Cultural Resources L] Mineral Resources ] Utilities/Service

System
Geology/Soils L] Noise X Mandatory Findings

Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[

The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

35 ]



1)

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,

The proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact™ or “potentially significant
unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (a) has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (b) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
(MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have
been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required.

Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant No Impact

a)

b)

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

AESTHETICS — Would the project;

Have a substantial adverse effect on a

scenic vista? D D D @

The project components are proposed underground or at ground level. No designated scenic vistas
have been located on the project site and project components would not have the potential to impact
existing views. No impact would result.

Substantially damage scenic

resources, including but not limited

to, trees, rock outcroppings, and

historic buildings within a state L N a3 X
scenic highway?

See l.a. No direct impacts to scenic resources would occur and project implementation would not
result in impacts to these resources. The project site is not located within a state scenic highway. No
impact would result.

Substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site ] ] [] X
and its surroundings?



1))

Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant ~ No Impact

d)

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
The project area would be revegetated per a detailed revegetation plan once the pipe installation and
the construction of the energy dissipater are complete. As such, the project would not substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. No impact would
result.

Create a new source of substantial

light or glare that would adversely

affect day or nighttime views in the o o u X
area?

The project would utilize construction materials that are not highly reflective. Additionally, the
project work would occur mostly underground or at level with the ground, and once completed, a
revegetation plan would be implemented. As such, project implementation would not create a new
source of light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. No impact
would result.

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. — Would
the project:

a)

b)

Converts Prime Farmland, Unique

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide

Importance (Farmland), as shown on

the maps prepared pursuant to the [=] ] ] X
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring

Program of the California Resources

Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The project site is not classified as farmland by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP). Similarly, land surrounding the project is not in agricultural production and is not
classified as farmland by the FMMP. Therefore, the project would not result in the conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural uses. No impact would result.

Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act ] ] [] X
Contract?
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Potentially  Significant  Less Than
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Please see I1.a. No impact would result.

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

The project site is not zoned as forest land, and no forest land exists on -site. Therefore, the project
would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land. No impact would result.

d) Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non- [] iE| ] X

forest use?
See Il.c. No impact would result.

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

The project would not involve changes in the existing environment, and thus, would not impact
farmland or forestland. No impact would result.

1L AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied on to make the following determinations -
Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct

implementation of the applicable L] ] X ]
air quality plan?

The project would not generate a substantial amount of emissions as a result of the proposed use
(e.g., vehicle miles traveled, etc.). The project proposes to remove existing concrete headwalls
and detention basins, and install a below grade 36-inch drainage pipe and revegetated
downstream energy dissipater, all of which would have negligible emissions during operations,
An increase in emissions would occur during construction; however, this increase would be
temporary and minimal and would not conflict with implementation of the applicable air quality

n
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plan. During grading activities, dust suppression methods would be included. Impacts would be
less than significant.

Violate any air quality standard or

contribute substantially to an -
existing or projected air quality L] L] X []
violation?

Please see Ill.a. The project would not generate a substantial amount of emissions as a result of
the proposed use. The project would remove existing concrete headwalls and detention basins,
and install a below grade 36-inch drainage pipe and revegetated downstream energy dissipater,
all of which would have negligible emissions during operations. An increase in emissions would
occur during construction; however, this increase would be temporary and minimal. This
increase in emissions would not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to any
air quality violations. Impacts would be less than significant.

Result in a cumulatively

considerable net increase of any

criteria pollutant for which the

project region is non-attainment

under an applicable federal or [] (=] X ]
state ambient air quality standard

(including releasing emissions

which exceed quantitative

thresholds for ozone precursors)?

As described above, construction operations could temporarily increase the emissions of dust and
other pollutants; however, construction emissions would be temporary and implementation of
Best Management Practices (BMPs) would reduce temporary dust impacts. Additionally, the
scope and nature of the project would not result in an increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMTs) and associated emissions. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project is non-attainment in the
region under applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant ] ] X< fi=]

concentrations?

The project site is located within open space with Black Mountain Road to the west, Carmel
Valley Road to the north, two water reservoirs to the east, and residential uses to the south. The
project would not emit substantial pollutant concentrations to these receptors. The project
proposes to remove existing concrete headwalls and detention basins, and install a below grade
36-inch drainage pipe and revegetated downstream energy dissipater, all of which would have

6
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negligible emissions during operations. As such, project implementation would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of pollution. Impacts would be less than
significant.

e) Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of [] (] X []
people?

The project would not create objectionable odors as it is a road repair project. The operation of
construction equipment and vehicles could generate odors associated with fuel combustion;
however, these odors would dissipate into the atmosphere upon release. Therefore, the project
would not create substantial amounts of objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people. Impacts would be less than significant.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Have substantial adverse effects,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species
in local or regional plans, o > o [
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

In order to assess potential impacts associated with the project, a bielogical-assessment
biological letter report was prepared (Merkel & Associates, August 26, 2014). A qualified
Consulting Biologist surveyed the project site on July 12, 2012 and again on April 5, 2013. The
biological assessment is available for review at the offices of the Planning Department.

The assessment included surveys, vegetation mapping and review of satellite imagery. All plant
and animal observations were noted, along with general site conditions. Plant identifications
were either resolved in the field or were later determined through verification of voucher
specimens. Wildlife species within the study area, which included areas outside the impact areas,
were identified by direct observation or identification of their songs and calls, tracks, scat, and
burrows.

Direct impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub (0.19 acre), non-native vegetation (0.02 acre),
disturbed land (0.01 acre), and an unvegetated streambed (0.038 acre) would result from
implementation of this project. Staging, access, the removal of the existing concrete headwalls
and detention basins, and installation of a below grade 36" drainage pipe would result in
temporary impacts to habitat when vegetation is cleared for construction-related activities.

~]
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Construction of the energy dissipater and the installation of natural rock required to stabilize the
current highly erosive drainage downstream of the dissipater would also result in permanent
impacts. The area outside the existing non-vegetated channel (shown in blue on Figure 3A of the
Biological Letter Report) and designated as permanent in red hatch in Figure 3A that consists of the

rock channel and energy dissipater (SDRSD D-41) is the permanent impact to Diegan coastal sage
scrub. All the other areas outlined in red in Figure 3A are considered temporary. That is the areas

upstream of the rock channel and energy dissipater and the access path north of the rock channel.

The project is designed to minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources and limit the
amount of ground disturbance necessary. Complete avoidance of sensitive resources is not
possible and impacts would occur to Diegan coastal sage scrub, and a streambed.

According to the City of San Diego’s Significance Determination Guidelines under CEQA, the
direct impacts that would occur to 0.19-acre of disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat are
significant and would require mitigation because the impact exceeds the threshold of 0.1-acre.
No mitigation is required for Tier IV habitats (non-native vegetation, disturbed land). Mitigation
for all sensitive upland impacts would occur in the form of upland restoration at a 11 ratio
within Public Utilities” Canyon View Mitigation Project, located within Penasquitos Canyon.

Wildlife ladders for reptiles and small mammals as appropriate will be provided as a measure
to prevent entrapment of these species in the construction trenches.

Impacts to 0.038-acre of non-wetland waters of the U.S./Streambed resulting from the fill and
removal of existing headwalls and detention basins that would be replaced with below-grade
drainage piping would require 0.038-acre of mitigation. Off-site mitigation in the form of
wetland creation would occur within the Pefasquitos watershed to mitigate for temporary and
permanent impacts to jurisdictional resources. The anticipated wetland creation at a 1:1 ratio
would occur within Public Utilities’ Rose Canyon Mitigation Project.

Mitigation for the project would be completely satisfied off site, as described above. On-site
habitat revegetation would be implemented post construction for erosion control and to provide
habitat functions and values equivalent to what existed prior to temporary impacts. Erosion
control devices such as straw wattles and hydroseed would be installed following construction.
Native seed and container plants appropriate for the location would be installed to restore native
habitats to previous functions. When implemented, the on-site habitat revegetation plan would
be maintained for 25-months per the City of San Diego Municipal Code. Impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Have a substantial adverse effect

on any riparian habitat or other

community identified in local or [] X [] []
regional plans, policies, and

regulations or by the California
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Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

See I'V.a. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Have a substantial adverse effect

on federally protected wetlands as

defined by Section 404 of the

Clean Water Act (including but —

not limited to marsh, vernal pool, ] X U []
coastal, etc.) through direct

removal, filling, hydrological

interruption, or other means?

See IV.a. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Interfere substantially with the [] [] X []
movement of any native resident

or migratory fish or wildlife

species or with established native

resident or migratory wildlife

corridors, or impede the use of

native wildlife nursery sites?

The biological assessment identifies the project as within the Black Mountain Open Space

Reserve, which serves as a wildlife corridor. Wildlife corridors are important elements of viable
habitat protection allowing for movement of animals and maintenance of genetic diversity. The
project’s impact areas are small, and the temporary impacts would be revegetated; therefore, the
project would not significantly impact wildlife corridors. Impacts would be less than significant.

Conflict with any local policies or L] ] ] X
ordinances protecting biological

resources, such as a tree

preservation policy or ordinance?

The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No impact would result.

Conflict with the provisions of an ] ] ] X
adopted Habitat Conservation

Plan, Natural Community

Conservation Plan, or other

approved local, regional, or state

9
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habitat conservation plan?

The project site lies within the boundaries of the City of San Diego Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan. As a part of the MSCP, MHPA areas are
designated to preserve sensitive habitats, plants, and wildlife that are vital to sustain the unique
biodiversity of the San Diego region. The City’s MHPA is mapped both on and adjacent to the
project site.

Due to the presence of the MHPA, the project would be required to comply with the MHPA
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines (Section 1.4.3) of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan in order to
ensure that the project would not result in any indirect impacts to the MHPA. Per the MSCP,
potential indirect effects from drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, invasives, and brush
management from project construction and operation must not adversely affect the MHPA. Refer
to Land Use Section X.c. for further details.

The project as designed would not conflict with the goals, policies and objectives of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No impact would result.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse ] [] X ]
change in the significance of an
historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

The purpose and intent of the Historical Resources Regulations of the Land Development Code
(Chapterli4, Division 3, and Article 2) is to protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore the
historical resources of San Diego. The regulations apply to all proposed development within the
City of San Diego when historical resources are present on the premises. CEQA requires that
before approving discretionary projects, the Lead Agency must identify and examine the
significant adverse environmental effects, which may result from that project. A project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource may have a
significant effect on the environment (Sections 15064.5(b) and 21084.1). A substantial adverse
change is defined as demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration activities, which would
impair historical significance (Sections 15064.5(b) (1)). Any historical resource listed in, or
eligible to be listed in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), including
archaeological resources, is considered to be historically or culturally significant.

A Cultural Resources Technical Report entitled, “Negative Cultural Survey Report Form
(Appendix D) for the Black Mountain Access Road Repair Project, San Diego, California™
(ASM Aftiliates, March 2014) was conducted for the project. The archaeological survey did not
identify any cultural resources within the project’s parcel.

10
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According to the Cultural Resources Survey Reports, no further consideration of cultural
resources appears to be warranted in connection with the project. The portion of the project area
within the limits of the repair is unlikely to contain surface deposits of prehistoric or historic
resources due to deposition of colluvial and alluvial sources related to Black Mountain and
associated reservoirs. In addition, no recommendation was received from the Native American
Monitor concerning further work or monitoring.

The project area crosses the easement for a portion of the San Diego CWA 130-ft wide aqueduct
easement. The CWA easement includes three pipeline alignments: Pipeline 3, a 69-in. welded
steel pipeline (WSP); Pipeline 4, a 96-in. pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe (PCCP); and
Pipeline 5, a 108-in. WSP. Pipeline 3 was constructed between 1957 and 1960, and Pipeline 4
was constructed between 1968 and 1971 as part of the Second San Diego Aqueduct. The First
San Diego Aqueduct (not in project area) has been evaluated by the Army Corps of Engineers
and recommended eligible to the NRHP. The Second San Diego Aqueduct would likely be
eligible as well. The pipelines are located between 5 and 12 feet below proposed ground
disturbance. Consequently, the proposed project would not result in impacts to historical
resources. Since no direct impacts to the resource are anticipated, construction monitoring and/or
historical evaluation for the resource are not recommended. Impacts would be less than
significant,

Cause a substantial adverse L] ] X ]
change in the significance of an

archaeological resource pursuant

to §15064.5?

See V.a. Impacts would be less than significant.

Directly or indirectly destroy a ] [] 4 []
unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature?

The construction area consists of Metasedimentary and Metavolcanic (Mzu) or Santiago Peak
Volcanics and may also consist of Diorite Undivided (Kd) under the designation of the
Peninsular Ranges Batholith. Under the Santiago Peak Volcanics designation, Metasedimentary
has a moderate paleontological resources sensitivity, while Metavolcanic is not considered a
sensitive geologic feature. The Peninsular Ranges Batholith also is not considered a sensitive
paleontological resource. The project requires approximately 750 cubic yards of excavation o a
depth of 6.5 feet. The City's Paleontological Guidelines identify a threshold of 2,000 cubic yards
of excavation to a depth of10 feet for moderate sensitivity formations. Because the project would
not exceed this threshold, monitoring is not required, and therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

Disturb any human remains, [] ] X []
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?
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No buried human remains are known to exist within the project site. However, in the event that
remains are encountered during construction, all work is required to stop, and a coroner called to
assess any such findings in accordance with the City Greenbook standards and California state
law. Compliance with City procedure detailed in the City Greenbook would assure that impacts
are reduced to below a level of significance.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by
the State Geologist for the
area or based on other
substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication
42.

The City of San Diego Seismic Safety Maps do not indicate a fault in or near the project
area. The project would utilize proper engineering design and standard construction practices
in order to ensure that potential impacts in this category based on regional geologic hazards
would remain less than significant.

1i) Strong seismic ground
shaking?
See VL.a.i.

iii) Seismic-related ground

failure, including
liquefaction?

See VlLa.i.

[ ] X L]
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iv) Landslides? ] ] ]
See Vl.a.i
Result in substantial soil erosion or 0] N = O]

d)

the loss of topsoil?

The project includes the removal of the existing concrete headwalls and detention basins, and
installation of a below grade 36-inch drainage pipe and revegetated downstream energy dissipater.
Erosion control Best Management Practices (BMPs) as outlined in the Biological Assessment and
the Contract documents developed for this project would be implemented to make sure no sediment
leaves the work areas during construction. In addition, implementation of the Temporary Erosion
Control and Planting Plan developed for the project outlines the seeding/planting measures that
would be conducted to promote re-growth of native plants, protect soils, and prevent erosion.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil

that is unstable, or that would become

unstable as a result of the project, and ] ] 5 ]
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

The City of San Diego Seismic Safety Maps indicate the project is located in Hazard Category 53,
which is defined as level or sloping terrain, unfavorable geological structure, low to moderate risk.
Even though the project is located is in an unfavorable geological structure area it is low to moderate
risk for the potential to result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse. Furthermore, the project would utilize proper engineering design and standard
construction practices in order to ensure that potential impacts in this category based on regional
geologic hazards would remain less than significant,

Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the

Uniform Building Code (1994), [] -1 ] X
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

The project is located on San Miguel-Exchequer rocky silt loams, which is not characterized as being
expansive. In addition, please see VLa.i. No impact would result.

Have soils incapable of adequately

supporting the use of septic tanks or ] ] ] X
alternative waste water disposal
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systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste
water?

The project does not propose any septic tanks or alternative waste disposal methods. No impact
would result.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project:

Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may

have a significant impact on the L] L] X ]

environment?

The City of San Diego is utilizing the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
(CAPCOA) report “CEQA and Climate Change” (CAPCOA 2009) to determine whether a GHG
analysis would be required for submitted projects. The CAPCOA report references a 900 metric ton
guideline as a conservative threshold for requiring further analysis and possible mitigation. This
emission level is based on the amount of vehicle trips, the typical energy and water use associated
with projects, and other factors.

Based upon the scope of work, limited temporary construction and limited automobile trips, the
project would not generate any substantial Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. The emissions would
be minimal and would fall under the 900 metric ton screening criteria. The project would not cause
any significant increase in GHG emissions and no mitigation is required. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Contlict with an applicable plan,

policy, or regulation adopted for the ] ] X ]
purpose of reducing the emissions of

greenhouse gases?

See Vll.a. The project would not conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations related to
greenhouse gases. Impacts would be less than significant.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the project:

Create a significant hazard to the

public or the environment through H H X ]
routine transport, use, or disposal of

hazardous materials?

The project when completed would not involve the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
During construction all equipment and vehicles would be checked for fluid leaks while working in
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the project area. Any leaks would be cleaned and any contaminated soils would be removed from
the project area and disposed of following the City’s Hazardous Materials Management Program.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Create a significant hazard to the

public or the environment through

reasonably foreseeable upset and ] ] X 5
accident conditions involving the

release of hazardous materials into

the environment?

See VIILa. No foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
are anticipated for the project. Impacts would be less than significant.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle

hazardous or acutely hazardous

materials, substances, or waste within Eil ] [] X
one-quarter mile of an existing or

proposed school?

See VIILa. In addition, no schools are located within a one-quarter mile of the proposed project. No
impact would result.

Be located on a site which is included

on a list of hazardous materials sites

compiled pursuant to Government

Code Section 65962.5 and, as a ] L] L] X
result, would it create a significant

hazard to the public or the

environment?

The proposed project area is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites and therefore
implementation of the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment, No
impact would result.

For a project located within an airport

land use plan or, where such a plan

has not been adopted, within two mile

of a public airport or public use L] ] [] X
airport, would the project result in a

safety hazard for people residing or

working in the project area?

There is not a public airport or a public use airport within two miles of the project. No impact would
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result,
For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people L] = ] X
residing or working in the project
area?

g)

h)

IX.

The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact would result.

Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted (] O] ] 5
emergency response plan or =
emergency evacuation plan?

The project includes the removal of the existing concrete headwalls and detention basins, and
installation of a below grade 36-inch drainage pipe and revegetated downstream energy dissipater.
The project would not interfere with any emergency response or evacuation plans. No impact would
result.

Expose people or structures to a

significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving wildland fires, including

where wildlands are adjacent to o O 2 o
urbanized areas or where residences

are intermixed with wildlands?

Invasive species colonizing the project area could alter the conditions for wildfire. To prevent this,
all impacted areas would be revegetated following construction using native species compatible with
the surrounding habitat. Monitoring and management of the revegetation areas would occur for 25
months following implementation to ensure survival of the native plants following success criteria
identified in the habitat revegetation plan, and to prevent the establishment of non-native invasive
species. Impacts would be less than significant.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:

Violate any water quality standards or H ] X O]
waste discharge requirements?

A Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) would be prepared as part of the project that outlines storm
water BMPs required for the proposed project. Prior to construction, storm water BMPs per the
WPCP would be installed to prevent sediment from leaving the work areas. These BMPs would be
checked regularly and monitored for efficacy; therefore, the project would not violate any existing
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water quality standards or discharge requirements while the project is under construction.

Once construction is completed the project would have a beneficial effect on water quality from that
of the existing condition by channeling storm water through a pipe and into an energy dissipater.
These facilities would be designed to prevent erosion of the access road and the exposure of County
Water Authority transmission pipelines. Without the project, the project site would likely erode and
result in sediment that would pollute the stream. With the proposed project, impacts would be less
than significant.

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

The project does not propose the use of groundwater nor would it impact groundwater during
grading activities. Furthermore, the project would not introduce new impervious surfaces that could
interfere with groundwater recharge. Therefore, the project would not deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. No impact would result.

Substantially alter the existing

drainage pattern of the site or area,

including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, in a [] [] (=] 4
manner, which would result in

substantial erosion or siltation on- or

off-site?

Storm water BMPs would be implemented pursuant to the Water Pollution Control Plan that is
required for this project to prevent erosion or siltation. The project area would be revegetated and
would not substantially alter any existing drainage patterns. These facilities would be designed to
prevent erosion of the access road and the exposure of County Water Authority transmission
pipelines. The project would be designed to improve the existing drainage of the site, but would not
substantially alter the existing pattern. No impact would result,

Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area, ] [] []

including through the alteration of the
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course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner,
which would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

Please see [X.c. and [X.e..

Create or contribute runoff water,

which would exceed the capacity of

existing or planned storm water

drainage systems or provide i ]
substantial additional sources of

polluted runoft?

O

<

The project is designed to direct runoff water through a pipe, into an energy dissipater, and over a
rock-lined channel that drains into a storm water culvert under Black Mountain Road. The design of
these facilities took into account the capacity of the culvert. Additionally, these facilities are
designed to prevent erosion of the access road and exposure of the County Water Authority
transmission pipelines. Without the project, the project site would continue to erode and result in
sediment that would become polluted runoff. The project would not create or contribute to runoff
water, but would improve the site’s ability to convey existing runoff amounts. Impacts would be less
than significant.

Otherwise substantially degrade -
water quality? [ L] L] X

See [X.a. through IX.e. No impact would result.

Place housing within a 100-year flood

hazard area as mapped on a federal

Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood [ ] L] [] X
Insurance Rate Map or other flood

hazard delineation map?

The project does not propose any habitable structures. No impact would result.
Place within a 100-year flood hazard
area, structures that would impede or ] [] ] X

redirect flood flows?

The project does not propose any permanent structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that
would impede or redirect flood flows. No impact would result.
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Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including (] ] ] X
flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

See IX.e. The project would not result in the exposure of people or structures to floods as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam. The project site is not downstream from either a levee or dam. As
such, no impact would occur.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow? U L] L X

The project would not include any new features that would increase the risk associated with seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow beyond those of the existing conditions. No impact would result.

LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:

Physically divide an established (] N ] <

community?

The project includes the repair ol a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of
County Water Authority pipelines. The project site is located in an open space preserve and would
not physically divide an established community. No impact would result.

Conflict with any applicable land use

plan, policy, or regulation of an

agency with jurisdiction over the

project (including but not limited to

the general plan, specific plan, local [] ] X A
coastal program, or zoning ordinance)

adopted for the purpose of avoiding

or mitigating an environmental

effect?

The project includes the repair of existing public infrastructure and is consistent with the policies,
goals, and recommendations of the General Plan and the Black Mountain Ranch Subarea Plan.
Therefore it would not be in conflict with any land use planning document for the community. The
project is subject to the City’s environmental regulations through the Site Development Permit
process. As such, this Initial Study is being prepared to address all environmental effects for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating those effects. In addition, due to disturbance to a streambed the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and California Department
of Fish and Wildlife are involved under the Section 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, and Section
1600 of the State Fish and Game Code. The project would not conflict with these regulations.



XL

Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant No Impact

c)

b)

XII.

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
Impacts would be less than significant.

Conflict with any applicable habitat

conservation plan or natural ] [] X ]

community conservation plan?

The project is located mostly within the MultiHabitat Planning Area (MHPA) of the City’s Multiple
Species Conservation Program (MSCP). As specified in the MSCP Subarea Plan, existing utility
lines, including maintenance access paths and drainage improvements, are considered a compatible
use within the MHPA. Thus, the project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan. Impacts would be less than significant.

MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project?

Result in the loss of availability of a

known mineral resource that would

be of value to the region and the o O L] X
residents of the state?

The areas surrounding the project are not being used for the recovery of mineral resources; therefore,
the project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource. No impact would
result.

Result in the loss of availability of a

locally important mineral resource

recovery site delineated on a local ] [] ] X
general plan, specific plan or other

land use plan?

The project would not result in the loss of the availability of a locally important mineral resource.
There are no existing quarries within close proximity to the site. The project site and the surrounding
area are not zoned for mineral resources. As such, project implementation would not result in the
loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource. No impact would result.

NOISE — Would the project result in:

Exposure of persons to, or generation

of, noise levels in excess of standards

established in the local general plan ] ] L] X
or noise ordinance, or applicable

standards of other agencies?
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant ~ No Impact

b)

d)

e)

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
The project includes the removal of the existing concrete headwalls and detention basins, and
installation of a below grade 36-inch drainage pipe and revegetated downstream energy dissipater.
The project would not result in a permanent substantial increase in the existing noise environment.
No impact would result.

Exposure of persons to, or generation
of, excessive ground borne vibration ] L] & X
or ground borne noise levels?

The project would not generate excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise, and
therefore, would not result in people being exposed to excessive ground borne vibration or noise
levels. No impact would result.

A substantial permanent increase in

ambient noise levels in the project ] ] W X
vicinity above levels existing without

the project?

The project would not permanently generate noise, so the noise conditions that exist today would be
the same as with the project. No impact would result.

A substantial temporary or periodic

increase in ambient noise levels in the ] ] X ]
project vicinity above existing

without the project?

A temporary increase in noise would occur from the operation of construction equipment at the
project site; however, this is not considered a substantial increase. The project area is approximately
450 feet from the nearest residence. This distance combined with the ambient vehicle noise from
Black Mountain Road means the construction noise would not be substantial to the nearby
residences. [f construction is scheduled between February and August and active nests of listed
species are detected within 300 feet of the project limits, noise reduction measures would be
necessary. A biological monitor would be on-site during construction-related activities to ensure
compliance with all applicable environmental regulations, Impacts would be less than significant.

For a project located within an airport

land use plan, or, where such a plan

has not been adopted, within two

miles of a public airport or public use I ] [] X
airport would the project expose

people residing or working in the area

to excessive noise levels?

No public airports or public use airports are within two miles of the project. No impact would



Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
result.
For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in ] ] = X
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

XIII.

a)

b)

XIV.

The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore, people residing or
working in the area of the project would not be exposed to excessive airport noise from a private
airstrip. No impact would result.

POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:

Induce substantial population growth

in an area, either directly (for

example, by proposing new homes

and businesses) or indirectly (for u u u X
example, through extension of roads

or other infrastructure)?

The project does not propose any residential structures. The project includes repair to a service
access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County Water Authority pipelines. No impact
would result.

Displace substantial numbers of

existing housing, necessitating the

construction of replacement housing L] L] N X
elsewhere?

Project implementation would not displace any housing., Therefore, the construction of housing
elsewhere would not be necessitated. No impact would result.

Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the construction =] [] [] X
of replacement housing elsewhere?

See XIILb. No impact would result.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated
with the provisions of new or



XV.

Issue

physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
rations, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

i) Fire Protection

Less Than

Potentially  Significant  Less Than
Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

1] 5] ]

No Impact

X

The repair of a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County Water
Authority pipelines would not require any new or altered fire protection services. No impact

would result.

i1) Police Protection

L] L] [l

X

The repair of a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County Water
Authority pipelines would not require any new or altered police protection services. No impact

would result.

iii) Schools

] L] L]

X

The project would not result in the need to physically alter any schools. Additionally, the
project would not include construction of future housing or induce growth that could increase
demand for schools in the area. No impact would result.

v) Parks

L] 5 L]

X

The project would not physically alter any parks or create new housing. The project, also,
would not create demand for new parks or other recreational facilities. No impact would result.

vi) Other public facilities

L] [ [

X

The project would not result in the increased demand for electricity, gas, or other public
facilities. This project includes the repair of a service access road to prevent future erosion to it
and the exposure of County Water Authority pipelines, and would not impact any other public

facilities. No impact would result.

RECREATION —

a) Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities

[



Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant No Impact

b)

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

The project would not result in the construction of residential units and would therefore not result in
an increase in demand for recreational facilities. No impact would result.

Does the project include recreational

facilities or require the construction

or expansion of recreational facilities, | [=] ] X
which might have an adverse physical

effect on the environment?

See XV.a. The project includes the removal of the existing concrete headwalls and detention
basins, and installation of a below grade 36-inch drainage pipe and revegetated downstream
energy dissipater. It would not negatively affect a recreational facility nor require expansion of
such facilities. No impact would result.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC — Would the project?

a)

b)

Conflict with an applicable plan,

ordinance or policy establishing

measures of effectiveness for the

performance of the circulation

system, taking into account all modes

of transportation including mass ] ] 5 ]
transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Repair of a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County Water Authority
pipelines would not conflict with any transportation or traffic plans or ordinances.

Construction materials would only be delivered between 9:00 AM and 1:00 PM to avoid traffic
from local school(s) drop-off and pick-up times, per the request of the Black Mountain Ranch
Community Planning Group. Impacts would be less than significant.

Conflict with an applicable

congestion management program, 57

including, but not limited to level of L L L
service standards and travel demand



Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant No Impact

d)

f)

XVIL

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated
roads or highways?

See XVI.a. Impacts would be less than significant.

Result in a change in air traffic

patterns, including either an increase

in traffic levels or a change in izl ] Pl X
location that results in substantial

safety risks?

Repair of a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County Water Authority
pipelines would not result in a change in air traffic patterns. No impact would result.

Substantially increase hazards due to

a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or

dangerous intersections) or ] ] ] X
incompatible uses (e.g., farm

equipment)?

Repair of a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County Water Authority
pipelines would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. No
impact would result.

Result in inadequate emergency
et [] L] [] X

Adequate emergency access would be maintained throughout construction. No impact would
result.

Contflict with adopted policies, plans,

or programs regarding public transit,

bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or [] [] ] X
otherwise decrease the performance

or safety of such facilities?

The project would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such

facilities. No impact would result,

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:

(g
wm



a)

Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control [] o O X
Board?

b)

d)

e)

See IX.a. The project would not produce wastewater, and thus, would not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements of the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board. No impact would
result.

Require or result in the construction

of new water or wastewater treatment

facilities or expansion of existing ] ] O] <
facilities, the construction of which

could cause significant environmental

effects?

The project is to repair a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County
Water Authority pipelines. The project would not generate population growth, and thus, would not
result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of
existing facilities. No impact would result.

Require or result in the construction

of new storm water drainage facilities

or expansion of existing facilities, the [] []
construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

X

[]

See XVILb. The project would not result in a substantial change to the on-site drainage pattern.
Runoff volume generated from the completed project would not be significantly different from the
existing runoff volume; and therefore, the project would not require or result in construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities based on a significant increase
in run-off volume. Impacts would be less than significant.

Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from

existing entitlements and resources, O] O] ] 5]
or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

The project is to repair a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County
Water Authority pipelines, and therefore, the availability of water is not a factor in the
implementation of the project.

Result in a determination by the ] L] L] X
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant No Impact

f)

g)

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

The project is to repair a service access road to prevent future erosion and exposure of County
Water Authority pipelines, and therefore, treatment capacity is not a factor in the implementation of
the project. No impact would result.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient

permitted capacity to accommodate

the project’s solid waste disposal o o 2 u
needs?

Construction of the project would likely generate minimal waste. This waste would be disposed of
in conformance with all applicable local and state regulations pertaining to solid waste including
permitting capacity of the landfill serving the project area. Operation of the project would not
generate waste and, therefore, would not affect the permitted capacity of the landfill serving the
project area. Impacts would be less than significant.

Comply with federal, state, and local

statutes and regulation related to solid [] [] X ]
waste?

See XVILf. Any solid waste generated during construction related activities would be recycled or
disposed of in accordance with all applicable local, state and federal regulations. Impacts would be
less than significant.

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —

a)

Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal ] X 1= []
community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?



Less Than
Potentially  Significant  Less Than

Issue Significant with Significant No Impact

b)

c)

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

A biological assessment was prepared for the project dated August 26, 2014, The report identified
sensitive biological resources on the site, which include Diegan coastal sage scrub and a streambed.
The remainder of the site consists of non-native vegetation and disturbed land. Project
implementation would impact each of these habitats: 0.19 acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub and
0.038 acre of streambed. Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub would be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio by
allocation of credit at the Canyon View Mitigation Project. Impacts to streambed would be
mitigated at a 1:1 ratio by allocation of credit at the Rose Canyon Mitigation Project. No mitigation
is required for non-native vegetation or disturbed land. A Conceptual Revegetation Plan has been
prepared in accordance with the City’s Land Development Code; the Temporary Erosion Control
and Planting Plan that is part of the Contract Drawings would be implemented once construction is
complete to revegetate the impacted areas. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

Does the project have impacts that are

individually limited, but cumulatively

considerable? (“Cumulatively

considerable” means that the

incremental effects of a project are

considerable when viewed in L] L] & L]
connection with the effects of past

projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable

futures projects)?

When viewed in connection with the effects of other projects in the area the project may result in
minimal dust and GHGs during the construction process; however, these emissions would be
relatively minor and would not be considerable. As discussed above, with the exception of
biological resources, it has been determined that the project would have no impacts, or impacts
would be less than significant. Other impacts associated with the proposed project, including
emissions, noise, and traffic generated by construction activities, would be temporary, largely
localized to the project site itself, and less than significant. Given the temporary nature of the
proposed project in both its implementation and impacts, any contribution it would have to a
cumulatively considerable impact on the environment is considered less than significant.

Does the project have environmental

effects, which will cause substantial (] u O] X
adverse effects on human beings,

either directly or indirectly?

As stated previously, potentially significant impacts have been identified for Biological Resources.
The project is consistent with the planning objectives of the community in which it is located.
Mitigation has been included in Section V of this MND to reduce impacts to below a level of
significance. As such, project implementation would not result in substantial adverse impact to



Issue

human beings. No impact would result.

Less Than

Potentially  Significant  Less Than
Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

No Impact
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II1.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

REFERENCES

AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER
City of San Diego General Plan.
Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES & FOREST RESOURCES

City of San Diego General Plan.

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

California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)

Site Specific Report:

AIR QUALITY

California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990.
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD.

Site Specific Report:

BioLoGy

City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan, 1997
City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal
Pools" Maps, 1996.

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multi-Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1997.

Community Plan - Resource Element.

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

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines.
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Site Specific Report:_Biological Letter Report, Black Mountain Access Road Repair
Project, Merkel & Associates, August 26, 2014.

CULTURAL RESOURCES (INCLUDES HISTORICAL RESOURCES)
City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines.

City of San Diego Archaeology Library.

Historical Resources Board List.

Community Historical Survey:

Site Specific Report: Negative Cultural Survey Report Form (Appendix D) for the Black
Mountain Access Road Repair Project, San Diego, California (ASM Affiliates, March 2014).

GEOLOGY/SOILS

City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II,
December 1973 and Part [11, 1975,

Site Specific Report:

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Site Specific Report:

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division

FAA Determination

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

Site Specific Report:

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

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

Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, http:/www.swicb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d lists.html).

Site Specific Report:



LAND USE AND PLANNING

City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan. Black Mountain Ranch Community Plan
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan:

City of San Diego Zoning Maps

FAA Determination

MINERAL RESOURCES

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

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps.
California Geological Survey - SMARA Mineral Land Classification Maps.

Site Specific Report:

NOISE

Community Plan

San Diego International Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.

MCAS Miramar ACLUP

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.

Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic
Volumes.

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

City of San Diego General Plan.

Site Specific Report:

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.

Deméré, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San Diego,"

Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996.

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area,
California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4 Escondido 7 1/2
Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology Bulletin 200, Sacramento,

1975.




X1V,

XVIL
X
X

XVIIIL
X
X

Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and Otay

Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California," Map Sheet 29, 1977.

Site Specific Report:

POPULATION / HOUSING

City of San Diego General Plan,
Community Plan.

Series 11 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.
Other:

PUBLIC SERVICES
City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan.

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan.

Department of Park and Recreation

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map

Additional Resources:

TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION

City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan.

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

Site Specific Report:

UTILITIES
City of San Diego General Plan.
Community Plan.

Site Specific Report:



XIX.

WATER CONSERVATION
City of San Diego General Plan.

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

Magazine.

Site Specific Report:
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