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ATTACHMENT 1 
RESOLUTION NO. 2010-6836   

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF IMPERIAL 
BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING REGULAR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT (CP 090023), DESIGN REVIEW (DRC 090024), SITE PLAN REVIEW 
(SPR 090025), AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (SCH# 
2009121003) FOR A 7100 SQUARE FOOT SKATEBOARD PARK AT SPORTS 
PARK, 425 IMPERIAL BEACH BLVD.  MF 1019  

 
APPLICANT: CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH  

 
WHEREAS, on January 20, 2010, the City Council of the City of Imperial Beach held a duly 
advertised public hearing to consider the merits of approving or denying an application for 
Regular Coastal Development Permit (CP 090023), Design Review (DRC 090024), Site Plan 
Review (SPR 090025), and a Mitigated Negative Declaration (EIA 090026/SCH#2009121003)  
for the construction of a 7100 square foot skate park on a city-owned 7.98-acre parcel (APN 
632-400-35-00) at Sports Park, 425 Imperial Beach Boulevard in the Public Facility (PF) Zone.  
The site is legally described as follows:  

 
Parcel 1:  The North 390.00 feet of the West Half of the Southeast Quarter of 
Section 30, Township 18 South, Range 2 West, San Bernardino Base and 
Meridian, in the City of Imperial Beach, County of San Diego, State of California, 
according to United States Government Survey.  Excepting therefrom the West 
960.00 feet thereof.  Also excepting therefrom any and all street openings.   
 
Parcel 2:  The South 515.00 feet of the North 905.00 feet of the East 423.00 feet 
of the West Half of the Southeast Quarter of Section 30, Township 18 South, 
Range 2 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian, in the City of Imperial Beach, 
County of San Diego, State of California, according to United States Government 
Survey; and  
 
WHEREAS, on December 17, 2009, the Design Review Board adopted 

(Bowman/Lopez: 4-0-1) DRB Resolution No. 2009-03 recommending approval of the project 
design; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the project is consistent with the Public Facility 

(PF) designation of the General Plan and is in substantial compliance with Policy D-8 of the 
Design Element of the General Plan/Local Coastal Plan, which promotes project design 
harmonious with nearby uses; and  

 
WHEREAS, this project complies with the requirements of the California Environmental 

Quality (CEQA) as the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was prepared for this project 
and advertised in the IB Eagle and Times for availability during the public review period from 
December 3, 2009 to January 4, 2010; routed through the State Clearinghouse (#2009121003) 
for state agency review from December 2, 2009 to January 4, 2010; distributed to the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the Coastal Commission, and California Department of Parks and 
Recreation requesting comments; and  

 
WHEREAS, this Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the decision-making body’s 

independent judgment and analysis; that the decision-making body has, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15074(b), reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final 
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Mitigated Negative Declaration and the comments received during the public review period; that 
revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the project applicant, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070(b)(1), would avoid the effects or mitigate the 
effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; and that, on the basis of the 
whole record before the decision-making body (including this Mitigated Negative Declaration) 
there is no substantial evidence that the project as proposed, as conditioned, or as revised, will 
have a significant effect on the environment; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City of Imperial Beach, as lead agency, has considered, pursuant to 

Section 21096(b) of Division 13 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of the Public 
Resources Code, and finds that the skateboard park project will not result in a safety hazard or 
noise problem for persons using the Naval Outlying Land Field or for persons residing or 
working in the project area; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council further offers the following findings in support of its decision 

to conditionally approve the project:  
 

SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS: 
 
1. The proposed use does not have a detrimental effect upon the general health, 

welfare, safety and convenience of persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood, and is not detrimental or injurious to the value of property and 
improvements in the neighborhood. 

 
The skateboard park project is proposed in an existing public park (Sports Park).  This 
skate park facility would be located south of the Sports Park Recreation Center, on the 
east half of the basketball court, north of the softball fields, and west of Saint Mary’s 
Episcopal Church.  These nonresidential uses are compatible with each other.  Traffic, 
parking, and noise studies have shown that impacts would not be significant.  
 

2. The proposed use will not adversely affect the General Plan/Local Coastal Plan. 
 

The subject site is zoned Public Facility (PF) and the proposed improvements for the 
skateboard park are consistent with the PF designation.  

 
3. The proposed use is compatible with other existing and proposed uses in the 

neighborhood. 
 

The skateboard park project is proposed in an existing public park (Sports Park) that is 
zoned PF (Public Facility).  This skate park facility would be located south of the Sports 
Park Recreation Center, on the east half of the basketball court, north of the softball 
fields, and west of Saint Mary’s Episcopal Church.  These nonresidential uses are 
compatible with each other.  Traffic, parking, and noise studies have shown that impacts 
would not be significant.  

 
4. The location, site layout and design of the proposed use properly orients the 

proposed structures to streets, driveways, sunlight, wind and other adjacent 
structures and uses in a harmonious manner. 
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The skateboard park project is proposed in an existing public park (Sports Park).  This 
skate park facility would be located south of the Sports Park Recreation Center, on the 
east half of the basketball court, north of the softball fields, and west of Saint Mary’s 
Episcopal Church.  These nonresidential uses are compatible with each other.  Traffic, 
parking, and noise studies have shown that impacts would not be significant.  

 
5. The combination and relationship of one proposed use to another on the site is 

properly integrated. 
 

This finding is not applicable as this project consists of one recreational use, i.e. a 
skateboard park.   

 
6. Access to and parking for the proposed use will not create any undue traffic 

problems. 
 

The skateboard park is proposed to be installed at an existing public park (Sports Park) 
where public access is currently provided.  A parking study was conducted for this 
project and has demonstrated that any parking and traffic impacts would be insignificant. 
 Many of the skate park patrons skate to the facility or are dropped off at the park by 
their parents.   

 
7. The project complies with all applicable provisions of Title 19. 
 

The proposed skateboard park development (which is a public recreational facility) 
conforms to the PF (Public Facility) Zone of the Land Use Element and the Coastal 
Policies of the General Plan/Local Coastal Plan.   
 
19.24.020. Permitted uses.  
The following uses are permitted in the Public Facilities (PF) zone:  

A. Public parks, playgrounds, athletic fields, gardens, tennis courts, swimming 
pools;  

B. Public school facilities;  

C. Civic center facilities;  

D. Public parking facilities;  

E. Buildings and facilities owned or operated by a governmental or quasi-public 
agency;  

F. Public and/or municipal recreation facilities;  

G. Public library;  

H. Public riding and hiking trails. (Ord. 2003-997 § 1 (part), 2003: Ord. 2002-983 
§ 19, 20, 2002; Ord. 94-884, 1994; Ord. 601 § 1 (part), 1983)  

19.24.030. Development standards.  
Any proposed development or use shall be subject to the site plan review process as 
designated in Chapter 19.81 of this title.  Upon completion of all required application 
forms, the Planning Commission shall hold a noticed public hearing.  The site plan 
review process shall determine all applicable setbacks, lot coverage, building height, 
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parking, siting, signs and other standards required to assure compatibility with the 
surrounding lands and uses.  A finding must also be made that the application is in 
conformance with the applicable elements of the City of Imperial Beach General Plan 
and the Coastal Land Use Plan. (Ord. 94-884, 1994; Ord. 601 § 1 (part), 1983)  

 
COASTAL PERMIT FINDINGS: 
 
1. The proposed development conforms to the Certified Local Coastal Plan (LCP) 

including Coastal Land Use Policies. 
 

Shore Processes and Shore Protection  
 
The subject site is situated north of the Tijuana River Estuary and does not front along 
the oceanfront.  The site is not subject to wave action and shore protection is not, 
therefore, required.  

 
Public Access  
 
The subject site is located within a public park where public access exists.  

 
Coastal View Access  
 
The skateboard park project is not a high profile building that would obstruct coastal 
views.  

 
Scenic Views:   
 
The skateboard park project is not a high profile building that would obstruct scenic 
views.  

 
2. For all development seaward of the nearest public highway to the shoreline, the 

proposed development meets standards for public access and recreation of 
Chapter Three of the 1976 Coastal Act and regulations promulgated thereunder. 

 
The subject site is not located seaward of the nearest public highway to the shoreline 
and this finding, therefore, is not applicable.  

 
3.  The proposed development meets the minimum relevant criteria set forth in Title 

19, Zoning.   
 

Refer to Site Plan Review finding No.7.  
 
4. For all development involving the construction of a shoreline protective device, a 

mitigation fee shall be collected which shall be used for beach sand 
replenishment purposes.  The mitigation fee shall be deposited in an interest 
bearing account designated by the Executive Director of the California Coastal 
Commission and the City Manager of Imperial Beach in lieu of providing sand to 
replace the sand and beach area that would be lost due to the impacts of any 
protective structures.  
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The project does not front along the oceanfront and, therefore, does not require a 
shoreline protective device.   

 
The skateboard park project is located in the PF Zone of the LCP and in the Appeal Jurisdiction 
of the California Coastal Commission, as indicated on the Local Coastal Program Post 
Certification and Appeal Jurisdiction Map, and, as such, the coastal development permit (CP 
090023) is subject to appeal to/or by the California Coastal Commission.  
 
DESIGN REVIEW FINDINGS: 
 
1. The project is consistent with the City's Design Review Guidelines. 

 
The design of the project and the landscaping improvements are consistent with the 
City's Design Review Guidelines as per Design Review Compliance checklist attached to 
the approved DRB Resolution 2009-03 and findings contained therein.  It is found that 
the noted exceptions do not rise to a level of significance such that the project would not 
be consistent with the Design Review Guidelines.  

 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that Regular Coastal Development Permit (CP 

090023), Design Review (DRC 090024), Site Plan Review (SPR 090025), and a Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (EIA 090026/SCH#2009121003) including the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the construction of a 7100 square foot skate park on a city-
owned 7.98-acre parcel (APN 632-400-35-00) at Sports Park, 425 Imperial Beach Boulevard in 
the Public Facility (PF) Zone, are hereby approved by the City Council of the City of Imperial 
Beach subject to the following:  
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 
1. The site shall be developed in accordance with the approved site plans on file in the 

Public Works Department, the Community Development Department, and with the 
conditions herein.  

2. Approval of this request shall not waive compliance with any portion of the California 
Building Code and Municipal Code in effect at the time a building permit is issued.  

3. Approval of Regular Coastal Development Permit (CP 090023), Design Review (DRC 
090024), Site Plan Review (SPR 090025), and a Mitigated Negative Declaration (EIA 
090026) for the construction of a 7100 square foot skate park on a 7.98-acre parcel 
(APN 632-400-35-00) at Sports Park, 425 Imperial Beach Boulevard in the Public Facility 
(PF) Zone is valid for one year from the date of final action, to expire on January 20, 
2011 or, if appealed to the Coastal Commission, two years from the date the Coastal 
Commission finds that there is a substantial issue regarding the coastal development 
permit.  Conditions of approval must be satisfied, building permits issued, and 
substantial construction must have commenced prior to January 20, 2011, or a time 
extension is granted by the City Council prior to expiration.  

4. The applicant or applicant's representative shall, pursuant to Section 711.4 of the 
California Fish and Game Code, pay to the San Diego County Clerk $2,010.25 plus a 
$50 County documentary handling fee at the time the Notice of Determination is filed by 
the City, which is required to be filed with the County Clerk within five working days after 
project approval becomes final (Public Resources Code Section 21152).  
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5. Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Contractors are encouraged and construction 
specifications for the project should recommend incorporating the following CARB Early 
Action measures:  

a. Procuring cement from California energy-efficient facilities that have converted to 
a low-carbon fuel-based production in order to reduce CO2 emissions from fuel 
combustion, calcination, and electricity use.   

b. Utilizing blended cement materials such as limestone, fly ash, natural pozzolan 
and/or slag to replace some of the clinker in the production of Portland Cement.  

6. All landscaped areas shall be maintained in a healthy condition, free from weeds, trash, 
and debris.  

7. Hydrology and Water Quality:  The final design for and construction of the skate park 
shall demonstrate that runoff from the facility will be in compliance with the City’s 
updated storm water regulations that are in effect at the time ministerial permits are 
issued and construction starts for the skate park project..   

8. The applicant shall include a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan to prevent 
contamination of storm drains and/or groundwater, in compliance with the Clean Water 
Act, to the Building Division of the Community Development Department, prior to the 
issuance of building permits.  This plan shall be subject to the review and approval of the 
Storm Water Program Manager prior to building permit issuance.  The BMP include but 
are not limited to the following:  

a. Containment of all construction water used in conjunction with the construction 
activities.  Contained construction water is to be properly disposed in accordance 
with federal, state, and city statutes, regulations and ordinances.  Call Hank 
Levien at (619) 628-1369 for requirements.  

b. All recyclable construction waste must be properly recycled and not disposed in a 
landfill. 

c. Water used on site must be prevented from entering the storm drain conveyance 
system (i.e. streets, gutters, alley, storm drain ditches and pipes).  

d. All wastewater resulting from cleaning construction tools and equipment must be 
contained on site and properly disposed in accordance with federal, state, and 
city statutes, regulations and ordinances.  

e. All sediment on the construction site must be contained on the site and is not 
permitted to enter the storm drain conveyance system.  

9. The property owner must institute “Best Management Practices” to prevent 
contamination of storm drains and/or ground water.  These practices include but are not 
limited to:  

♦ Contain all construction water used in conjunction with the construction.  
Contained construction water is to be properly disposed in accordance with 
Federal, State and City statutes, regulations and ordinances.  

♦ All recyclable construction waste must be properly recycled and not disposed in 
the landfill. 

♦ Water used on site must be prevented from entering the storm drain conveyance 
system (i.e. streets, gutters, alley, storm drain ditches, storm drain pipes).  
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♦ All wastewater resulting from cleaning construction tools and equipment must be 
contained on site and properly disposed in accordance with Federal, State, and 
City statutes, regulations, and ordinances.  

♦ Erosion control - All sediment on the construction site must be contained on the 
construction site and not permitted to enter the storm drain conveyance system.  

10. Any disposal/transportation of solid waste / construction waste in roll off containers must 
be contracted through EDCO Disposal Corporation unless the hauling capability exists 
integral to the prime contractor performing the work.  

11. Prior to any work being performed in the public right-of-way, a temporary encroachment 
permit shall be obtained from the Building Division and appropriate fees paid. 

12. For any work to be performed in the right-of-way, submit a traffic control plan for 
approval by Public Works Director a minimum of 5 working days in advance of street 
work.  Traffic control plan is to be per CALTRANS Traffic Manual. 

13. The applicant shall, during construction, store any roll-off bins on the site.  If this is not 
possible, an Encroachment Permit shall be obtained from the Building Division prior to 
the issuance of a building permit, to place any roll-off bins in the public right-of-way.  The 
Encroachment Permit will contain the following conditions: 

A. The roll-off bin shall not contain debris past the rim, and shall be emptied 
regularly to prevent this. 

B. The area around the bin shall be kept free and clear of debris. 

C. The bin shall have reflectors for observation at night. 

14. Prior to commencement of construction, the applicant shall submit plans showing the 
locations, both on and off site that will be used as staging or storage areas for materials 
and equipment during the construction phase of the project.  The staging/storage plan 
shall be subject to review and written approval of the Community Development Director.  

 
Appeal Process under the California Code of Civil Procedure (CCP): The time within which 
judicial review of a City Council decision must be sought is governed by Section 1094.6 of the 
CCP.  A right to appeal a City Council decision is governed by CCP Section 1094.5 and Chapter 
1.18 of the Imperial Beach Municipal Code. 
 
PROTEST PROVISION:  The 90-day period in which any party may file a protest, pursuant to 
Government Code Section 66020, of the fees, dedications or exactions imposed on this 
development project begins on the date of the final decision.  
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Imperial 
Beach at its regular meeting held on the 20th day of January, 2010, by the following roll call vote: 
 
 AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS:  
 NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS:  
 ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS:  
 
 

      
JAMES C. JANNEY, MAYOR  

ATTEST: 
 
 
      
JACQUELINE M. HALD, CMC  
CITY CLERK  
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:  
 
 
      
JAMES P. LOUGH  
CITY ATTORNEY  
 
 
I, City Clerk of the City of Imperial Beach, do hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and exact 
copy of Resolution No. 2010-6836 A Resolution of the City of Imperial Beach approving Regular 
Coastal Development Permit (CP 090023), Design Review (DRC 090024), Site Plan Review 
(SPR 090025), and a Mitigated Negative Declaration ((EIA 090026/SCH#2009121003) for the 
construction of a 7100 square foot skate park on a city-owned 7.98-acre parcel (APN 632-400-
35-00) at Sports Park, 425 Imperial Beach Boulevard in the Public Facility (PF) Zone  
 
 
 
_____________________________ ____________________________  
CITY CLERK DATE  
 

James C. Janney  

Jacqueline M. Hald  

James P. Lough 
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(619) 628-1356  

FAX: (619) 424-4093  
 
 
 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

825 IMPERIAL BEACH BOULEVARD • IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 91932 

 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION  

 
JANUARY 20, 2010  

 
A. PROJECT NAME/PROJECT DESCRIPTION/APPLICANT/PROJECT LOCATION:  
 

Imperial Beach Skateboard Park:  This is a City-initiated application for Coastal 
Development Permit (CP 090023), Design Review (DRC 090024), Site Plan Review 
(SPR 090025), and Environmental Assessment (EIA 090026) for the installation of a 
7100 square foot skateboard park on a city-owned 7.98 acre parcel (APN 632-400-35-
00) at 425 Imperial Beach Blvd (Sports Park) in the Public Facility (PF) Zone.  This 
facility would be located south of the Sports Park Recreation Center, on the east half of 
the basketball court, and west of Saint Mary’s Episcopal Church.  
 
COASTAL PERMIT JURISDICTION:  The project is located in the Appeal Jurisdiction of 
the California Coastal Commission as indicated on the Local Coastal Program Post 
Certification and Appeal Jurisdiction Map and, as such, the coastal development permit 
(CP 090023) is subject to appeal to the California Coastal Commission under Section 
30603(a) of the California Public Resources Code.  

 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS:  
 

Find: that this Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the decision-making body’s 
independent judgment and analysis; that the decision-making body has, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), reviewed and considered the information contained 
in this Mitigated Negative Declaration and the comments received during the public 
review period; that revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by 
the project applicant, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070(b)(1), would avoid the 
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; 
and that, on the basis of the whole record before the decision-making body (including 
this Mitigated Negative Declaration) there is no substantial evidence that the project as 
proposed, as conditioned, or as revised, will have a significant effect on the environment.   
 
This Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is comprised of this document along with the 
Environmental Initial Study, which, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(f) may 
consist of the Environmental Information Form (Appendix H) and the Environmental 
Checklist Form (Appendix G).  This MND considered the potential cumulative impacts of 
the project, and any other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects.   
 
This document is considered a draft until it is adopted by the appropriate City of Imperial 
Beach decision-making body as lead agency.   
 

C. MITIGATION MEASURES:  
 

The City of 
Imperial  
Beach 
 

FINAL 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  
 
1. If feasible, cement for the project is encouraged to be used from the following 

additional early action measures recommended by CARB for cement plants:  
 

Cement (A): Energy Efficiency of California Cement Facilities: This measure is 
recommended as an additional early action. The strategy involves reducing CO2 
emissions from fuel combustion, calcination, and electricity use by converting to 
a low-carbon fuel-based production, decreasing fuel consumption, and improving 
energy efficiency practices and technologies in cement production.  
 
Cement (B): Blended Cements: This measure is recommended as an additional 
early action. The strategy to reduce CO2 emissions involves the addition of 
blending materials such as limestone, fly ash, natural pozzolan and/or slag to 
replace some of the clinker in the production of Portland Cement. Currently, 
ASTM cement specifications allow for replacement of up to 5% clinker with 
limestone.  Most manufacturers could in fact replace up to 4% with limestone. 
Caltrans allows for 2.5% average limestone replacement until testing of the long 
term performance of the concrete is complete. Caltrans currently has over $1 
million in task orders and is devoting considerable staff resources to the 
evaluation of limestone blending in cement. Caltrans also currently has standards 
for using flyash and slag in concrete. Other blending practices will be explored.  

 
Hydrology and Water Quality:  
 
2. The final design for and the construction of the skate park will need to 

demonstrate that runoff from the facility will be in compliance with the City’s 
updated storm water regulations that would be in effect at the time ministerial 
permits are issued and construction starts for the project..   

 
D. ADOPTION:  
 

This Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH#2009121003) was adopted and the afore-
mentioned CEQA findings were made by the Imperial Beach City Council on January 20, 
2010.   
 
 
James Nakagawa, AICP  
Imperial Beach City Planner  

 
Attachments:  

1. Environmental Information Form (Appendix H)  
2. Environmental Initial Study/Checklist Form (Appendix G)  
3. Patronage, Noise, and Parking Study of Oceanside’s Martin Luther King Skate 

Park and Melba Moore Skate Park and of Imperial Beach’s Sports Park October 
15, 2009  

4. Sports Park parking survey November 25, 2009  
5. Comments and responses to comments on the draft MND  
6. Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program  

 



 

City of Imperial Beach Community Development Dept 825 Imperial Beach Blvd, Imperial Beach, CA 91932 Phone 619.628.1356 Fax 619.424.4093  

 ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION FORM  
(CEQA Appendix H)  
(To be completed by Applicant) 

 
If the project cannot initially be determined to be exempted from CEQA, then a $1,000 deposit 
may be required to analyze the environmental information.  If it is determined that a Negative 
Declaration needs to be prepared, an additional $2,000 deposit will be required, and if an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) needs to be prepared, the applicant will be required to submit a 
draft EIR, prepared by a qualified environmental consultant, and an additional $7,000 deposit for 
its review. 
 

Project Address: 425 Imperial Beach Blvd  Assessor’s Parcel #: 632-400-35-00  

Applicant: Public Works Department  Owner: City of Imperial Beach  

Related Permit/Case: MF 1019/CP 090023/DRC 
090024/SPR 090025/EIA 090026  

Zoning/General Plan Designation: PF (Public 
Facility)  

Project Description: 7100 sq ft public skate park in possible 2 phases  Plans attached:   

Proposed use:   Residential  Commercial  Institutional (school, church, etc.)  

# off-street parking spaces proposed  # enclosed ______  # open 91 existing  

# dwelling units: proposed NA  Parcel size: 7.98 acres  

Proposed Building Height: NA  # Stories: NA  

Total Floor Area: NA  Floor Area Ratio (FAR): NA  

Lot Coverage: NA  Average Daily Auto Trips:  

# Employees: facility not to be staffed  Per Shift: NA  

Weekday hrs of operation: dawn to dusk  Weekend hrs of operation: dawn to dusk  

Clients/Customers per day:  Market/service area: Imperial Beach 

Environmental Setting/on-site:  

Describe the project site as it exists before the 
project, including existing uses and structures, 
building heights, topography, vegetation, 
cultural, historical or scenic aspects.  Attach 
photographs. Basketball court and turf area on 
the east side of the existing city-owned Sports 
Park facility.   

Environmental Setting/off-site:  

Describe the surrounding properties, including 
land uses and structures, building heights, 
vegetation, cultural, historical or scenic aspects. 
 Attach photographs of the vicinity.  
North: Recreation Center for Sports Park  
South: Ball fields  
East: city parking lot and alley, church, 
residences  
West: city picnic facilities, playground 
equipment  
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CHECKLIST:  
 

Are the following items applicable to the project or its effects?  Discuss 
below all items checked yes (attach additional sheets as necessary). 

Yes No 

Change in existing features of any bays, tidelands, beaches, or hills, or 
substantial alterations of ground contours. 

  

Change in scenic views or vistas from existing residential areas or public lands 
or roads. 

  

Change in pattern, scale or character of general area of project.   
Significant amounts of solid waste or litter.   
Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes, odors or greenhouse gases in vicinity.   
Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or ground water quality or quantity, or 
alteration of existing drainage patterns. 

  

Substantial change in existing noise or vibration levels in the vicinity.   
Site on filled land or on slope of 10 percent or more.   
Use of disposal of potentially hazardous materials, such as toxic substances, 
flammables or explosives. 

  

Substantial change in demand for municipal services (police, fire, water, 
sewage, etc). 

  

Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, natural gas, 
etc). 

  

Relationship to a larger project or series of projects.   
Significant amounts of impervious surfaces.   
Significant amounts of pollutant discharges.   
Change in any on-site or off-site environmentally sensitive area.   
 
DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: 
There is estimated to be grading in the amount of 25 cubic yards of cut and 493 cubic 
yards of fill with the importation of 468 cubic yards of fill materials. The project will 
consist of 7100 square feet of hard surface for the skate park that will occupy and 
remove about 2500 square feet of an existing basketball court.   
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phase 1  
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CEQA APPENDIX G  
 

Environmental Initial Study/Environmental Checklist Form  
 
NOTE: The following is a sample form and may be tailored to satisfy individual agencies’ needs 
and project circumstances. It may be used to meet the requirements for an initial study when the 
criteria set forth in the CEQA Guidelines have been met. Substantial evidence of potential 
impacts that are not listed on this form must also be considered. The sample questions in this 
form are intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts, and do not necessarily 
represent thresholds of significance.  
 
1. Project title:  Imperial Beach Skateboard Park at Sports Park   

2. Lead agency name and address:  
City of Imperial Beach, 825 Imperial Beach Blvd, Imperial Beach, CA 91932    

3. Contact person and phone number:  
Jim Nakagawa 619-628-1355 and Vicki Madrid 619-424-2214  

4. Project location: Sports Park, 425 Imperial Beach Blvd, Imperial Beach, CA 91932     

5. Project sponsor's name and address:  
Hank Levien, Public Works Director, City of Imperial Beach, 495 10th Street, Imperial 
Beach, CA 91932   

6. General plan designation: Public Facility  7. Zoning: PF  

8. Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to 
later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary 
for its implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)  
7100 square foot public skate park proposed (in possible 2 phases) south of the 
Recreation Center, east of the picnic tables, and north of the ball fields at Sports Park, 
495 Imperial Beach Blvd.  One-half of an existing basketball court and 3 small trees to 
the south will be removed.   

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project's surroundings:  
North: Recreation Center for Sports Park  
South: Ball fields  
East: city parking lot and alley, church, residences  
West: city picnic facilities, playground equipment   

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.)  
none   
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages.  
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forest 
Resources  

Air Quality  

 Biological Resources Cultural Resources  Geology /Soils  

 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions  

Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials  

Hydrology / Water 
Quality  

 Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise  

 Population / Housing  Public Services  Recreation  

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities / Service 
Systems  

Mandatory Findings of 
Significance  

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)  
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation:  
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NOTICE OF EXEMPTION will be prepared.  

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

⌧ I find that 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.  

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and 
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.  

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or 
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation  measures based on the 
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.  

 I find that 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 NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.  
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address site-specific conditions for the project.  
 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.  

 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources 

used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.  
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 

however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that 
are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.  

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and  
 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 

significance 
 

CHECKLIST QUESTIONS:  
Issues:  
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? 

  ⌧  
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

  ⌧  

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

  ⌧  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

  ⌧  

II. AGRICULTURE 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 Dept. of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 the forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in the 
Forest Protocols adopted by the California 
Air Resources Board.  Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

   ⌧ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

   ⌧ 
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) or 
timberland (as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 4526)? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

    

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

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

   ⌧ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   ⌧ 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

   ⌧ 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

   ⌧ 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

    

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

   ⌧ 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, and regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

  ⌧  

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 

   ⌧ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

    

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in '15064.5? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 
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. 

   ⌧ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?    ⌧ 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

   ⌧ 
iv) Landslides?    ⌧ 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

   ⌧ 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as 
a result of the project, and potentially result 
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

   ⌧ 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Chapter 18 of the Uniform Building Code 
(1997), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

   ⌧ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   ⌧ 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- 
Would the project: 

    

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

  ⌧  

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

  ⌧  

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS -- Would the project: 

    

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

   ⌧ 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment? 

   ⌧ 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school? 

   ⌧ 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 



MF1019 Skate Park Environ Checklist - 9 - December 3, 2009  

Z:\Community Development\Master Files\MF 1019 Skate Park @ 425 IB Blvd\MF 1019 Skate Park Environmental 
docs\MF 1019 Skate Park draft MND\MF 1019 Skate Park Initial Study checkilst G 120309.doc 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   ⌧ 

h) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

   ⌧ 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- 
Would the project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements? 

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the surface 
runoff flow rates or volumes in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or off-site 
during or following construction? 

  ⌧  

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

  ⌧  

f) Result in increased impervious surfaces 
and associated increase runoff? 

  ⌧  
g) Tributary to an already impaired water 
body, as listed on the Clean Water Act 

  ⌧  
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Section 303(d) list? If so, could the project 
result in an increase in any pollutant for 
which the water body is already impaired? 

h) Result in discharges into surface waters 
during or following construction, or in 
significant alternation of surface water quality 
including, but not limited to temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, turbidity or typical storm 
water pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, 
pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic 
organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-
demanding substances, and trash)? 

  ⌧  

i) Cause or contribute to an exceedance of 
applicable surface or groundwater receiving 
water quality objectives or degradation of 
beneficial uses? 

  ⌧  

j) Have a potentially significant environmental 
impact on surface water quality, to either 
marine, fresh, or wetland waters? Can the 
project impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian 
habitat? 

  ⌧  

k) Is project tributary to other environmentally 
sensitive areas? If so, can it exacerbate 
already existing sensitive conditions?  

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

m) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

o) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

  ⌧  
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the 
project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

   ⌧ 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 

   ⌧ 
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Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

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

   ⌧ 

d) Conflict with any applicable regional water 
quality plan or Standard Urban Storm Water 
Mitigation Plan? 

  ⌧  

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

    

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

XII. NOISE -- Would the project result in:     

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

  ⌧  

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

  ⌧  

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 

   ⌧ 
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Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

excessive noise levels? 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would 
the project: 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES     

a) Would the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

    

Fire protection?    ⌧ 
Police protection?    ⌧ 
Schools?    ⌧ 
Parks?    ⌧ 
Other public facilities?    ⌧ 

XV. RECREATION --     

a) Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

  ⌧  

b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 

  ⌧  
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Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
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Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

environment? 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would 
the project: 

    

a) Exceed the capacity of the existing 
circulation system, based on an applicable 
measure of effectiveness (as designated in a 
general plan policy, ordinance, etc.), taking 
into account all relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?    ⌧ 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?   ⌧  
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

   ⌧ 

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -
- Would the project: 

    

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 
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Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 
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No 
Impact 

c) 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? 

  ⌧  

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

   ⌧ 

e) Result in a determination by the 
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? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

   ⌧ 

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 
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? 

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 

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

   ⌧ 
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DISCUSSION:  
I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  Some residents to the east might view the replacement 
of some of the park turf with hardscape as adverse.  However, the larger trees on the 
east side will remain to function as a buffer between the skate park and the church 
parking lot and homes.  Part of the basketball court, an existing hardscape, will be 
demolished as a part of the skate park.  The impact on a scenic vista would be less than 
significant.  

Sports 
Park 

9th Street 

Imperial Beach Blvd 

Interstate 5 
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  Three small trees to the south of the project will be 
removed as their roots may threaten the integrity of the skate park.  Their removal would 
be less than significant.   

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is yet another park facility in an active use 
public park and would be compatible with other similar facilities.  The impact to visual 
quality would be less than significant.   

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The 4100 square feet of additional hardscape would 
reflect a little more light than the existing turf.  However, it would not produce the light 
and glare that steel and glass high rise structures would produce that typically give rise 
to glare issues.  Glare impacts from this project would be less than significant.  

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:  
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 

tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The City normally requires the provision of trees for a 
number of projects within the City.  However, on occasion, the City has removed trees if 
their existence appeared to threaten public safety (e.g. tree roots that break up 
sidewalks or branches that trespass on private property) or had an adverse design 
impact.  The impact of removing the three small trees that appear to compromise the 
integrity of the concrete would be less than significant.   

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the project:  
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  It is the view of the State Legislature (as expressed in 
its adoption of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, The California Climate Solutions Act of 2006), that 
global warming poses significant adverse effects to the environment of the state of 
California and the world.  In addition, the global scientific community has expressed very 
high confidence (i.e., at least 90 percent) that global warming is anthropogenic, i.e., 
caused by humans, and that global warming will lead to adverse climate change effects 
around the globe (IPCC 2007).  Therefore, the potential global warming impacts of the 
Skate Park project are evaluated below.  

 
Causes of Climate Change 
Atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs) and clouds within the earth’s atmosphere 
influence the earth’s temperature by absorbing most of the infrared radiation rising from 
the earth’s sunwarmed surface that would otherwise escape into space.  This process is 
commonly known as the Greenhouse Effect.  GHGs and clouds, in turn, radiate some 
heat back to the earth’s surface and some out to space.  The resulting balance between 
incoming solar radiation and outgoing radiation from both the earth’s surface and 
atmosphere keeps the planet habitable.  
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However, anthropogenic (i.e., caused by humans) emissions of GHGs into the 
atmosphere enhance the Greenhouse Effect by absorbing the radiation from other 
atmospheric GHGs that would otherwise escape to space, thereby trapping more 
radiation in the atmosphere and causing temperature to increase.  The human-produced 
GHGs responsible for increasing the Greenhouse Effect and their relative contribution to 
global warming are carbon dioxide (CO2) (53 percent); methane (CH4) (17 percent); 
near-surface ozone O3 (13 percent); nitrous oxide (N2O) (12 percent); and 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) (5 percent).  The most common GHG is CO2, which 
constitutes approximately 84 percent of all GHG emissions in California.  Worldwide, the 
state of California ranks as the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 (the most prevalent 
GHG) and is responsible for approximately 2 percent of the world’s CO2 emissions 
(CEC 2006).  
 
The increasing emissions of these GHGs – primarily associated with the burning of fossil 
fuels (during transport, electricity generation, industry, manufacturing, etc.) and 
deforestation, as well as agricultural activity and solid waste – have led to a trend of 
unnatural warming of the earth’s temperature, which is causing changes in the earth’s 
climate.  This increasing temperature phenomenon is known as global warming and the 
climatic effect is known as climate change or global climate change. 
 
Assembly Bill 32  
The California Legislature has adopted the public policy position that global warming is, 
“a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the 
environment of California” (Health and Safety Code § 38501).  Further, the State 
Legislature has determined that “the potential adverse impacts of global warming include 
the exacerbation of air quality problems, a reduction in the quality and supply of water to 
the state from the Sierra snowpack, a rise in sea levels resulting in the displacement of 
thousands of coastal businesses and residences, damage to marine ecosystems and 
the natural environment, and an increase in the incidences of infectious disease, 
asthma, and other human health-related problems,” and that “[g]lobal warming will have 
detrimental effects on some of California’s largest industries, including agriculture, wine, 
tourism, skiing, recreational and commercial fishing, and forestry …[and] will also 
increase the strain on electricity supplies necessary to meet the demand for summer air 
conditioning in the hottest parts of the State” (Health and Safety Code § 38501).  These 
public policy statements became law with the enactment of AB 32, the “California 
Climate Solutions Act” of 2006, signed into law in September 2006 by Governor Arnold 
Schwarzenegger.  In general, AB 32 directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
to do the following:  

• On or before June 30, 2007, publicly make available a list of discrete early action 
GHG emission reduction measures that can be implemented prior to the adoption 
of the statewide GHG limit and the measures required to achieve compliance 
with the statewide limit;  

• By January 1, 2008, determine the statewide levels of GHG emissions in 1990, 
and adopt a statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to the 1990 level 
(an approximately 25 percent reduction in existing statewide GHG emissions);  

• On or before January 1, 2010, adopt regulations to implement the early action 
GHG emission reduction measures;  
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• On or before January 1, 2011, adopt quantifiable, verifiable and enforceable 
emission reduction measures by regulation that will achieve the statewide GHG 
emissions limit by 2020, to become operative on January 1, 2012 at the latest.  
The emission reduction measures may include direct measures, alternative 
compliance mechanisms, and potential monetary and nonmonetary incentives 
that reduce GHG emissions from any sources or categories of sources that 
CARB finds necessary to achieve the statewide GHG emissions limit; and  

• CARB shall monitor compliance with and enforce any emission reduction 
measure adopted pursuant to AB 32.  

 
AB 32 takes into account the relative contribution of each source or source category to 
protect adverse impacts on small businesses and others by requiring CARB to 
recommend a de minimis threshold of GHG emissions below which emissions reduction 
requirements would not apply.  AB 32 also allows the Governor to adjust the deadlines 
mentioned above for individual regulations or the entire state to the earliest feasible date 
in the event of extraordinary circumstances, catastrophic events, or threat of significant 
economic harm.  
 

 
Executive Order #S-3-05 
Executive Order #S-3-05, signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger on June 1, 2005, 
calls for a reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and for an 80 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions by 2050.  Executive Order #S-3-05 also calls for the 
California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to prepare biennial science 
reports on the potential impact of continued global warming on certain sectors of the 
California economy.  The first of these reports, “Climate Action Team Report to Governor 
Schwarzenegger and the Legislature” (Climate Change report), was published in March 
2006 (CalEPA 2006).  
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The Climate Change report uses a range of emissions scenarios developed by the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to project a series of potential 
warming ranges (i.e., temperature increases) that may occur in California during the 21st 
century: lower warming range (3.0-5.5° F); medium warming range (5.5-8.0° F); and 
higher warming range (8.0- 10.5° F).  The Climate Change report then presents a 
discussion of the effects of future climate change in California for topics such as public 
health, water resources, agriculture, coastal sea level, forests and landscapes, and 
electricity.  The discussion on coastal sea level follows:  
 

California’s coastal observations and global model projections indicate 
that California’s open coast and estuaries will experience increasing sea 
levels during the next century.  These changes could amplify the sea level 
rise which has historically affected much of the coast of California, 
including the Southern California coast, the Central California open coast, 
and the San Francisco Bay and upper estuary.  These trends, quantified 
from a small set of long-duration California tide gages, show rises of 
about 2 mm/year.  They are very similar to trends estimated for global sea 
level.  
 
In addition to long-term trends, sea levels along the California coast 
undergo shorter period variability above or below predicted tide levels.  
Highest sea levels have usually occurred when winter storms and Pacific 
climate disturbances such as El Niño have coincided with high 
astronomical tides.  So far, there is little evidence that the rate of global 
sea level rise has accelerated (the rate of rise at California tide gages has 
actually flattened during the last several years), but climate models 
suggest strongly that this may change.  
 
Global sea level rise is projected to range from 4 to 33 inches during the 
2000 to 2100 period.  This compares to a rate of approximately 7.6 inches 
(19 cm) per century observed at San Francisco and San Diego during the 
last 100 years.  Superimposed on these rising seal [sic] levels will be 
astronomically driven tides, and fluctuations from weather, El Niño and 
other influences, so that, the occurrence of extreme events will increase 
as sea level rises.  
 
The frequency that sea level exceeds a stationary threshold, as projected 
over future decades for locations such as the San Francisco tide gage, 
increases markedly as the mean sea level increases.  Thus, historical 
coastal structure design criteria may be exceeded, the duration of events 
will increase, and these events will become increasingly frequent as sea 
level rise continues.  On the open coast, impacts during these events will 
continue to be exacerbated by high surf from wind, waves, and, in the 
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta of the San Francisco Bay estuary, by 
floods that may further jeopardize levees and other structures.  

 
CARB Early Action Items  
At a meeting in Los Angeles on June 21, 2007, CARB approved a list of measures to 
reduce GHGs as required by AB 32.  Three new GHG-only regulations to meet the 
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narrow legal definition of “discrete early action greenhouse gas reduction measures” in 
Section 38560.5 of the Health and Safety Code were adopted.  These three measures 
consist of (1) the Governor’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard, (2) reduction of refrigerant 
losses from motor vehicle air conditioning maintenance, and (3) increased methane 
capture from landfills.  These actions are estimated to reduce GHG emissions between 
13 and 26 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MMTCO2E) annually by 2020 relative 
to projected levels.  CARB is in the process of developing regulatory proposals to 
implement at least 9 of 44 early action measures that would be made enforceable 
January 1, 2010.  
 
CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan on December 12, 2008 that included 
early action measures that are to be enforceable by January of 2012. The Plan mentions 
that:  
 

California’s Industrial sector includes refineries, cement plants, oil and 
gas production, food processors, and other large industrial sources. This 
sector contributes almost 20 percent of California’s greenhouse gas 
emissions, but the sector’s emissions are not projected to grow 
significantly in the future.  

 
Among the additional early action measures recommended by CARB for cement plants 
include the following:  
 
Cement (A): Energy Efficiency of California Cement Facilities: This measure is 
recommended as an additional early action. The strategy involves reducing CO2 
emissions from fuel combustion, calcination, and electricity use by converting to a low-
carbon fuel-based production, decreasing fuel consumption, and improving energy 
efficiency practices and technologies in cement production.  
 
Cement (B): Blended Cements: This measure is recommended as an additional early 
action. The strategy to reduce CO2 emissions involves the addition of blending materials 
such as limestone, fly ash, natural pozzolan and/or slag to replace some of the clinker in 
the production of Portland Cement. Currently, ASTM cement specifications allow for 
replacement of up to 5% clinker with limestone.  Most manufacturers could in fact 
replace up to 4% with limestone. Caltrans allows for 2.5% average limestone 
replacement until testing of the long term performance of the concrete is complete. 
Caltrans currently has over $1 million in task orders and is devoting considerable staff 
resources to the evaluation of limestone blending in cement. Caltrans also currently has 
standards for using flyash and slag in concrete. Other blending practices will be 
explored.  
 
If feasible, the project will incorporate these measures as a part of the specifications for 
the construction of the project.  The designer and contractor for the Skate Park project 
cite a history of incorporating green construction in its skate parks.  
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Impact Significance Criteria 
The proposed project would have a significant adverse effect on air quality, if it would:  

• Involve design or operational factors that would emit substantial amounts of 
GHGs.  

• Result in increased exposure to an environmental hazard related to potential 
climate changes (e.g., coastal sea level rise and related hazards).  

 
Analysis of Project Impacts  
Emissions of GHGs  
The operation of construction equipment and vehicles would emit GHGs due to 
combustion of fossil fuels, mainly CO2, N2O, and CH4.  The principal GHG that is 
emitted from construction sources is CO2; amounts of N2O and CH4 emitted from 
construction operations are much lower.  The principal post-construction production of 
GHGs would include vehicular emissions, electrical production emissions, and natural 
gas consumption emissions.  
 
Because of uncertainties inherent in climate change scenarios, baseline data for the 
quantitative assessment of GHG emissions for relatively small-scale projects like the 
Skate Park project are not available.  The traffic and parking impacts observed at other 
skate parks indicate that the impacts would not be significant and, therefore, any GHG 
emissions would not be significant.  
 
In sum, the proposed project would not significantly increase GHG emissions relative to 
existing conditions which would not be in conflict with the state’s goal to reduce 
emissions under AB 32.  The proposed Skate Park project would encourage skate 
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boarding as a safer, eco-friendly, alternative mode of transportation that would contribute 
to a reduction, directly or indirectly, however minimally, in emissions of GHGs.  
 
In considering contributions to climate change and GHG emissions, the proposed Skate 
Park project is very minor in scale and size.  Predicted climate change attributable to 
GHG emissions is the result of many decades of production of GHG globally.  In that 
context, the quantities that are attributable to direct and indirect effects of the proposed 
project would not result in a substantial net increase in GHGs.  
 
Coastal Sea Level Rise  
With the City’s low-lying location, the Skate Park project, as would virtually all public and 
private improvements in the City, would be vulnerable to significant sea level rise.  
Specific effects are difficult to gage, however, in view of the high degree of variation 
involved in sea level rise scenarios.  The 2006 Climate Scenarios report, for instance, 
forecasts a range from 4 to 33 inches between 2000 and 2100.  In 2001, an IPCC report 
forecast a similar range from 9 to 88 centimeters (3.5 inches to 34.6 inches) between 
1990 and 2100.  
 
Nonetheless, the uncertainty in sea level rise predictions makes it difficult to predict with 
any accuracy what increased level of protection, if any, would be needed.  Since sea 
level rise would affect not only the entire length of the coastline, but land and 
improvements inland, a more comprehensive analysis and program for shore protection 
to mitigate for the effects of sea level rise would be warranted.  However, such an 
extensive study would be beyond the feasibility and scope of the proposed relatively 
small scale project.   
 
Because of the uncertainty regarding predicted sea level rise and the lack of an 
established program for shore protection that would be needed for future conditions, any 
conclusion about the significance of exposure to an environmental hazard related to 
potential climate changes (e.g. coastal sea level rise and related hazards) would be 
speculative.  Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, the 
discussion is ended with no conclusion as to the significance of the project’s impact.  
 
Mitigation Measures  
Because of the relatively small scale of the proposed project and the design and 
operational features incorporated into the project to directly or indirectly reduce GHG 
emissions, no mitigation for GHG emissions is required.  
 
Because of the uncertainty regarding impacts related to potential climate change such 
as coastal sea level rise and related hazards, no mitigation for potential sea level rise 
effects is recommended.“  

 
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  CARB recommended additional Early Action items that 
could be incorporated into the construction of the project, even though they would not be 
required:  

Cement (A): Energy Efficiency of California Cement Facilities: This measure is 
recommended as an additional early action. The strategy involves reducing CO2 
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emissions from fuel combustion, calcination, and electricity use by converting to a low-
carbon fuel-based production, decreasing fuel consumption, and improving energy 
efficiency practices and technologies in cement production.  
 
Cement (B): Blended Cements: This measure is recommended as an additional early 
action. The strategy to reduce CO2 emissions involves the addition of blending materials 
such as limestone, fly ash, natural pozzolan and/or slag to replace some of the clinker in 
the production of Portland Cement. Currently, ASTM cement specifications allow for 
replacement of up to 5% clinker with limestone.  Most manufacturers could in fact 
replace up to 4% with limestone. Caltrans allows for 2.5% average limestone 
replacement until testing of the long term performance of the concrete is complete. 
Caltrans currently has over $1 million in task orders and is devoting considerable staff 
resources to the evaluation of limestone blending in cement. Caltrans also currently has 
standards for using flyash and slag in concrete. Other blending practices will be 
explored.  

 
Since the City’s studies indicate that many of the users of the skate park would visit the 
facility by using skateboards, this would reduce the vehicle miles travel (VMT) that 
contributes to GHG emissions.  

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:  
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system and/or the differential 
volume between pre-development and post-development conditions will be infiltrated 
into the ground.  

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the surface runoff 
flow rates or volumes in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site during or 
following construction?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system and/or the differential 
volume between pre-development and post-development conditions will be infiltrated 
into the ground. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system and/or the differential 
volume between pre-development and post-development conditions will be infiltrated 
into the ground.  

f) Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increase runoff?  
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Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system and/or the differential 
volume between pre-development and post-development conditions will be infiltrated 
into the ground.  

g) Tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water Act Section 
303(d) list? If so, could the project result in an increase in any pollutant for which the 
water body is already impaired?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system and/or the differential 
volume between pre-development and post-development conditions will be infiltrated 
into the ground.  

h) Result in discharges into surface waters during or following construction, or in significant 
alternation of surface water quality including, but not limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, turbidity or typical storm water pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens, 
petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding 
substances, and trash)?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system and/or the differential 
volume between pre-development and post-development conditions will be infiltrated 
into the ground.  

i) Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater receiving 
water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system and/or the differential 
volume between pre-development and post-development conditions will be infiltrated 
into the ground.  

j) Have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface water quality, to either 
marine, fresh, or wetland waters? Can the project impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian 
habitat?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system (which discharges to 
the Tijuana River Estuary) and/or the differential volume between pre-development and 
post-development conditions will be infiltrated into the ground.  

o) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project and the City would be subject to inundation 
in the event of a tsunami.  An evacuation plan has been developed for such an event.  
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:  
d) Conflict with any applicable regional water quality plan or Standard Urban Storm Water 

Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system (which discharges to 
the Tijuana River Estuary) and/or the differential volume between pre-development and 
post-development conditions will be infiltrated into the ground.   

XII. NOISE -- Would the project result in:  
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established 

in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The City has a noise ordinance (IBMC Chapter 9.32) 
that can be invoked to deal with noise problems.  Construction noise that exceed 75 db 
between 10pm and 7am would be a violation.  The proposed skate park is not to be lit 
and, therefore, night time use is not anticipated.  Noise studies were conducted at the 
Imperial Beach Sports Park where the skate park would be located and at two skate 
parks in Oceanside (studies attached).  Much of the existing ambient noise levels at 
Sports Park were due to softball games, loud talking, and Navy helicopter noise.  Noise 
readings taken at the Oceanside skate parks did not indicate excessive noise levels 
attributable to skateboarding.  The skate park project, therefore, would not result in 
excessive noise levels.  

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The City has a noise ordinance (IBMC Chapter 9.32) 
that can be invoked to deal with noise problems.  Construction noise that exceed 75 db 
between 10pm and 7am would be a violation.  The proposed skate park is not to be lit 
and, therefore, night time use is not anticipated.  Noise studies were conducted at the 
Imperial Beach Sports Park where the skate park would be located and at two skate 
parks in Oceanside (studies attached).  Much of the existing ambient noise levels at 
Sports Park were due to softball games, loud talking, and Navy helicopter noise.  Noise 
readings taken at the Oceanside skate parks did not indicate excessive noise levels 
attributable to skateboarding.  The skate park project, therefore, would not result in 
excessive noise levels.  

XV. RECREATION --  

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 
Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a new facility that would actually remove 
half of an existing basketball court.  Use of the restrooms in the Recreation Center is 
anticipated but would not be to a point where deterioration would occur.   

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed skate park is a small facility that would 
not require the expansion of additional recreational facilities.    
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:  
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  A study of the existing parking facilities at Sports Park 
and parking studies at the Oceanside skate parks were conducted (studies attached).  
Usage of the skate parks ranged from 2 to 12 skateboarders.  Many of them 
skateboarded to the facility without the use of automobiles.  Some were dropped off by 
their parents.  The peak parking usage currently at Sports Park occurs during softball 
season.  The parking impact from skate boarding activities would not be significant.    

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:  
c) 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?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is a priority project and is subject to the 
City’s SUSMP ordinance (IBMC Chapter 8.32).  Any storm water runoff impacts would 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance by ordinance. Storm water will be treated, if 
required, before it is discharged to the existing storm drain system (which discharges to 
the Tijuana River Estuary) and/or the differential volume between pre-development and 
post-development conditions will be infiltrated into the ground.   
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REFERENCES:  
 
City Of Imperial Beach General Plan and Local Coastal Plan, October 19, 1994. 
 
SANDAG. Water Quality Element – Regional Growth Management Strategy. November 1997. 
 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Order No. 2001-01. “Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Discharges of Urban Runoff from the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
Systems (MS4s) Draining the Watersheds of the County of San Diego, the incorporated cities of 
San Diego County, and the San Diego Unified Port District.” February 21, 2001.  
 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region, Order No. R9-2007-0001, 
NPDES NO. CAS0108758, Waste Discharge Requirements For Discharges of Urban Runoff 
From the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) Draining the Watersheds of the 
County of San Diego, the Incorporated Cities of San Diego County, the San Diego Unified Port 
District, and the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, January 24, 2007.   
 
California Air Resources Board, Climate Change Scoping Plan, adopted December 12, 2008  
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ATTACHMENTS 3 & 4 
 

Patronage, Noise, and Parking Study of Oceanside’s Martin Luther King Skate Park and 
Melba Moore Skate Park and of Imperial Beach’s Sports Park October 15, 2009  

Sports Park Parking Survey November 25, 2009  
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(619) 628-1356 
FAX: (619) 429-9770 

 
 
 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

825 IMPERIAL BEACH BOULEVARD • IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 91932 
 

 
JANUARY 20, 2010  

 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR  

IMPERIAL BEACH SKATEBOARD PARK PROJECT (MF 1019)  
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  

 
 
A Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Imperial Beach 
Skateboard Park project (MF 1019) at 425 Imperial Beach Boulevard was released on 
December 3, 2009 advising that the MND was available for public review from December 3, 
2009 to January 4, 2010 and that comments would be received until 5:00 p.m. January 4, 2010.  
The MND was also sent to the State Clearinghouse for review (SCH#2009121003) by state 
agencies from December 2, 2009 to January 4, 2010.   
 
The following letters were received within the comment period::  
 
PRIVATE CITIZENS:  
 
Email dated December 17, 2009 from Buccola Engineering.  
 
FEDERAL AGENCIES:  
 
none  
 
STATE AGENCIES:  
 
A comment letter dated January 4, 2010 from the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) was received on January 6, 2010 after the posted deadline.  The letter notes that the 
NAHC performed a Sacred Lands File search and Native American cultural resources were not 
identified within one-half mile of the area of potential effect.   
 
LOCAL AGENCIES:  
 
Email dated December 15, 2009 from Imperial Beach Public Works Director Hank Levien.   
 
 
To finalize the document, staff has prepared Responses to Comments.  
 
 

The City of 
Imperial  
Beach 
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From: Hank Levien  
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2009 12:52 PM 
To: Jim Nakagawa 
Cc: Greg Wade; Gary Brown; Chris Helmer 
Subject: FW: SUSMP Ordinance 
 
Jim, 
I request that you relook at the opinion that the Skate Park installation is 
a SUSMP project  in view of  the attached draft SUSMP ordinance.  This 
ordinance  is  expected  to be  approved  in  the  January –  February 2010 
time period.  If you will look at the Priority Projects definitions on page 3 
&  4  of  the  ordinance,  you will  note  that  the  SUSMP  criteria  (priority 
project) would not make the Skate Park a priority project.   
 
The  Engineer  for  the  Skate  Park  is  asking  for  $17,000  to  develop  and 
design a project element that treats the Skate Park water runoff.  Then 
there  is  the additional cost  for  the construction and maintenance.   It  is 
my  opinion  that  since  the  ordinance will  be  changed  in  the  next  two 
months,  it  is not  in the best  interest of the City to design a project to a 
standard  that  will  not  be  required  in  two  months.   Thanks  for  your 
consideration on this matter.   
 
Since  the  cost  to  pay  for  the  SUSMP  design  will  be  before  the  City 
Council  tomorrow,  Wednesday,  December  16,  2009,  I  request  you 
earliest determination. 
 
Thanks, Hank 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed skate park is characterized as a hardscape facility 
whose extent in creating additional impervious surfaces would 
qualify it as a “priority project” pursuant to existing storm water 
regulations and would be subject to the City’s Standard Urban 
Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP:  IBMC Chapter 8.32).  
However, the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Regional Board) issued on January 24, 2007, the new municipal 
storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit (Order No. R9-2007-0001, NPDES No. 
CAS0108758) that requires the adoption of a new SUSMP 
ordinance by San Diego local governments (copermittees).   
 
The requirement to implement a program for development 
planning is based on Federal and State Statutes including: 
Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of the 
Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 
(“CZARA”), and the California Water Code.  The Clean Water Act 
amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating 
urban runoff discharges from municipal, industrial, and 
construction activities under the NPDES program.  The municipal 
permit requires the implementation of a Jurisdictional Urban 
Runoff Management Program (JURMP) and the adoption of a 
local SUSMP that incorporates the minimum Low Impact 
Development (LID) and Best Management Practices (BMP) 
requirements developed in the Countywide Model SUSMP 
document.  The City of Imperial Beach will consider the adoption 
of the updated SUSMP ordinance sometime early in 2010.   
 
The proposed SUSMP ordinance makes a change in the 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Larry Rutherford [mailto:Larry@BuccolaEng.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2009 1:34 PM 
To: Hank Levien 
Cc: Jim Nakagawa; Matt Fluegge (E-mail) 
Subject: FW: Imperial Beach Skatepark -  
 
 
Hank,  
 
Pursuant to our conversation last evening, it is my understanding that the City 
of Imperial Beach has now made a determination that the  IB Skateboard 
Park will not be prioritized as a "Priority Project Category" as originally 
indicated by the City.   The City's new interpretation is based on the 
SDRWQB municipal permit order no. R9-2007-0001 section  D.1.d.(2) (g) 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA's).  "All development located within or 
directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an ESA (where discharges from 
the development or redevelopment will enter receiving waters within the 
ESA), which either creates 2,500 square feet of impervious surface on a 
proposed project site or increases the area of imperviousness of a proposed 
project site to 10% or more of its naturally occurring condition. “Directly 
adjacent” means situated within 200 feet of the ESA. “Discharging directly to” 
means outflow from a drainage conveyance system that is composed entirely 
of flows from the subject development or redevelopment site, and not 
commingled with flows from adjacent lands."  
 
You have indicated that the site is within the area of the ESA, and site flows 
do commingle with flows from adjacent lands.   The site will therefore not be 
subject to the design standards set forth within Chapter 8.32. of the City of 
Imperial Beach's, Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).  
Which had it been would have required the City to implement a Hydrology 
Study, Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SWMP) and an Operation and 
Maintenance Plan (O&M).  (These were included  in our previous cost 
proposal to Grindline Inc.)  
 
Regardless of any project's category, all new development projects must 
include control measures to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollutants to 
the maximum extent practibale.  These are to include: (1) Implementation of 

definition of:  
 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).  All 
development located within or directly adjacent to 
or discharging directly to an ESA (where 
discharges from the development or 
redevelopment will enter receiving waters within 
the ESA), which either creates 2,500 square feet 
of impervious surface on a proposed project site 
or increases the area of imperviousness of a 
proposed project site to 10% or more of its 
naturally occurring condition.  “Directly adjacent” 
means situated within 200 feet of the ESA.  
“Discharging directly to” means outflow from a 
drainage conveyance system that is composed 
entirely of flows from the subject development or 
redevelopment site, and not commingled with 
flows from adjacent lands.  

 
This change would declassify the proposed skate park facility as a 
“priority development project” and, therefore, would not subject 
the project to SUSMP regulations.  The final design for the skate 
park will need to demonstrate that runoff from the facility will be in 
compliance with the City’s updated storm water regulations that 
are in effect at the time ministerial permits are issued and 
construction starts for the skate park project.  
 
The mitigation measure addressing storm water issues will be 
changed to accommodate compliance with any new storm water 
regulations that are in effect at the time permits are issued and 
construction starts for the project.  
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some source control BMP's (2) Inclusion of some LID features such as 
maximizing infiltration through sand filters and (3) Compliance with 
requirements for construction-phase control for sediment and other pollutants. 
 
As you requested we will implement a design to maximize infiltration by 
means of a trench type sand filters on the site... We will provide a scope of 
work and proposed cost itemization for the design to Grindline Inc. for their 
presentation to the City.  
 
If the above is not correct per my understanding of our conversation, please 
call me.  
 
 
Larry Rutherford 
BUCCOLA ENGINEERING, Inc. 
3142 Vista Way, Suite 301 
Oceanside, CA 92056 
       (760) 721-2000 
Fax (760) 721-2046 
larry@buccolaeng.com 
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A comment letter dated January 4, 2010 from the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was received on January 
6, 2010 after the posted deadline.  The letter notes that the NAHC 
performed a Sacred Lands File search and Native American 
cultural resources were not identified within one-half mile of the 
area of potential effect.  No mitigation measures would be 
required.  
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 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

825 IMPERIAL BEACH BOULEVARD • IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 91932 
 

 
 

 
 
 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) FOR  
THE IMPERIAL BEACH SKATEBOARD PARK PROJECT (MF 1019) AT  

425 IMPERIAL BEACH BOULEVARD  
 
 
A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Imperial Beach Skateboard Park project (MF 
1019) was prepared and released for public review from December 3, 2009 to January 4, 2010.  
It was also routed through the State Clearinghouse (#2009121003) for state agency review from 
December 2, 2009 to January 4, 2010 and distributed to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Coastal Commission, and the California Department of Parks and Recreation.   
 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15074(d) requires that the lead 
agency adopt a program for reporting on or monitoring the changes which it has either required 
in the project or made a condition of approval to mitigate or avoid significant environmental 
effects.   
 
The attached Mitigation Monitoring Checklist provides a mechanism for monitoring the 
mitigation measures in compliance with the MND.  This checklist is organized by categories of 
environmental impacts (e.g. greenhouse gas emissions, and hydrology and water quality).  
Potential impacts identified in the MND are summarized for each impact area and the required 
mitigation measures are listed.  The checklist identifies the implementation schedule, who is 
responsible for implementing the measure, monitoring mechanism, and required monitoring and 
reporting frequency.   
 
 
ADOPTION:  
 
This Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program was adopted as a component of Resolution No. 
2010-6836 by the Imperial Beach City Council on January 20, 2010.   

 
 
__________________________ 
James Nakagawa, AICP  
Imperial Beach City Planner  
 

 
 
 

The City of 
Imperial  
Beach 
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Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions:  
 
1. Contractors are encouraged and construction specifications 

for the project should recommend incorporating the following 
CARB Early Action measures:  

a. Procuring cement from California energy-efficient 
facilities that have converted to a low-carbon fuel-based 
production in order to reduce CO2 emissions from fuel 
combustion, calcination, and electricity use.   

b. Utilizing blended cement materials such as limestone, fly 
ash, natural pozzolan and/or slag to replace some of the 
clinker in the production of Portland Cement..  

Hydrology and Water Quality:  
2. The final design for and construction of the skate park shall 

demonstrate that runoff from the facility will be in compliance 
with the City’s updated storm water regulations that are in 
effect at the time ministerial permits are issued and 
construction starts for the skate park project..  
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 AECOM 
1420 Kettner Boulevard  
Suite 500 
San Diego, CA  92101 
www.aecom.com 

619.233.1454   tel 
619.233.0952   fax 

November 23, 2009 
 
Mr. Gregory Wade, Director 
Community Development Department 
City of Imperial Beach 
825 Imperial Beach Blvd. 
Imperial Beach, CA 91932 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Wade, 
Re:  Imperial Beach Commercial Zoning Review Project 
 Scope of Work for Amendment to Contract Dated February 28, 2007 
 
The City Council approved an amendment to EDAW AECOM’s scope and budget on 
October 7, 2009, for an additional fee of $50,000. As a follow up to that action, and direction 
from more recent council meetings, we have developed a scope and cost breakdown for the 
amendment, and are requesting an amendment to the EDAW AECOM contract dated 
February 28, 2007 and amended June 23, 2009.  
 
The scope identified in this agreement will replace the existing scope of work, as the existing 
budget allocations have been spent to date. Services under this agreement will be related to 
the tasks identified below, not-to-exceed the prior approved amount of $50,000. 
Approximately $3,200 of this budget has been spent to-date, including items described in 
Scope Task 1. 
 
Scope Tasks 
 

1. The AECOM team will attend up to 4 City Council Meetings to discuss details of 
Working Paper #2, and receive direction on future outreach efforts, if necessary. 
(Note 1st Council Meeting was held on November 19, 2009.) 

2. City staff will provide a memo, for public distribution, on the City Council’s direction 
regarding Working Paper #2 and proposed recommendations. 

3. Up to two members of the AECOM team will conduct a full day of stakeholder 
outreach with City staff. This day may include multiple individual meetings with key 
stakeholder groups to discuss the City Council’s direction and any outstanding 
concerns. The day may end with a community meeting to discuss the revised council 
approach. 

4. AECOM will summarize the outreach effort in a brief memo to City Staff. 

5. City staff will meet with City Council Members and Mayor to discuss memo and 
outreach efforts. 

ATTACHMENT 1



 
 
 
Mr. Gregory Wade, Director 
Community Development Department 
November 24, 2009 
Page 2 
 
 

6. AECOM will attend a City Council Meeting with City Staff to receive direction on 
finalizing zoning recommendations.  

7. AECOM will refine and finalize the zoning recommendations provided in Working 
Paper #2, to be distributed for Public Review. 

8. AECOM will attend a City Council meeting, where the Council will review the Revised 
Draft Amendment Package prior to distribution for public review. 

Budget Approximations 

The following budget has been estimated to provide general cost assumptions. AECOM 
may adjust the breakdown, without exceeding the total fee, if project needs change: 

1. Attendance at up to 6 Council Meetings =  $19,330 

2. Outreach: One day of stakeholder meetings with evening community meeting = 
$7,990 

3. Document Revisions = $14,680 

4. Team Sub-consultants Budget = $5,000 

5. Expenses = $3,000 for travel and workshop materials. 

General Assumptions 

• All meetings will be attended by one to two members of the AECOM team, as the 
budget permits. The outreach meetings will be attended by up to two AECOM team 
members. The community meeting will be attended by one senior member of the 
AECOM team. 

• Attendance at, and preparation for, hearings is not included in this proposal. 

• City staff will responsible for logistics related to the stakeholder meetings and 
community meeting, including scheduling, advertisements and noticing, facility 
arrangements, set-up, and refreshments. 

• Scope of specific outreach effort may be modified after subsequent City Council 
Meetings, within the same level of effort. The assumptions included in item 3, identify 
a maximum effort, in the interest of efficiency and cost savings to the City. 
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Thank you for considering this request and please call me with any questions. You can 
confirm your agreement to this amendment by signing this letter and returning it to us. 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Joan Isaacson      Bobbette Biddulph 
Project Director     Principal 
 
 
My signature below confirms our agreement to the Scope of Work for the approved Budget 
Amendment for Imperial Beach Commercial Zoning Review Project and authorizes EDAW to 
proceed. 
 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Mr. Gregory Wade, Director 
Community Development Department 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Date 
 
 
Imperial Beach Amendment Nov_09 
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