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In response to comments received during public review, minor revisions and clarifications
have been made to the document which do not change the conclusions of the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) regarding the project’s potential environmental impacts
and required mitigation. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, minor revisions and
clarifications to the document — which are shown in strikeeut/underline format — do not
represent “significant new information” and therefore, recirculation of the Draft PEIR is not
warranted. No new significant environmental impacts would occur from these modifications,
and similarly, no substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts would occur.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project includes amendments to the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) to
implement the Complete Communities: Housing Solutions (Housing Program). Future
development projects that provide affordable housing and provide or contribute toward
neighborhood-serving improvements would be allowed additional square footage and building
height, which would allow for additional units beyond what is otherwise allowed in the
respective base zone, Planned District Ordinance, or Community Plan. Existing height
restrictions in the Coastal Zone in addition to height restrictions in proximity to airports would
continue to apply. Additionally, projects that qualify for participation in the Housing Program
could be approved through a ministerial process, with-eertain-exeeptiens-unless site-specific
conditions warrant a discretionary approval.

In exchange for additional density, building square footage and height, the Housing Program
would require all projects to provide new community-serving infrastructure improvements
through either payment of a fee into a Neighborhood Enhancement Fund or by accommodating
a public promenade that meets specified standards including minimum street frontage

requirements.

The following link includes additional information on the Housing Program:
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/completecommunities/housingsolutions
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The proposed project also includes amendments to the City’s SDMC and Land Development
Manual (LDM) to implement the Complete Communities: Mobility Choices (Mobility Choices
Program) and support adoption of a new CEQA significance threshold for transportation that
implements Senate Bill 743 (SB 743). It also includes the adoption of a fee to mitigate vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) impacts from new development. The purpose of the Mobility Choices
Program is to implement Senate Bill-743(SB 743) by ensuring that new development mitigates
transportation impacts based on VMT impaets—to the extent feasible, while incentivizing

development within the City’s transit-prierity-areas{TFPAs)-and urban areas (Mobility Zones 1,
2, and 3). that-will be supperted-byan-The Mobility Choices Program will support investments

in active transportation and transit infrastructure — in the areas where that infrastructure is
needed most — where the most reductions in overall vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas
emissions reductions can be realized.

The Mobility Choices Program would apply citywide to anv new development for which a
building permit is issued except for:

e Residential development with 10 or fewer dwelling units; or

e Anynon-residential development less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; or

o Residential development that includes at least 20 percent affordable housing as defined
in SDMC Section 143.0730 for the provision of amenities requirement; or

e Public projects; or

o Development within one-quarter mile of existing passenger rail; or

o Development located in Downtown.

For development within Mobility Zone 4 (within more suburban areas outside of the urban
core), payment of a Mobility Choices Fee would be required. The Mobility Choices Fee would be
used to fund active transportation and VMT reducing infrastructure projects in Mobility Zone
1, 2, and 3. Consistent with SB 743’s mandate to reduce VMT, the Mobility Choices Fee would
be used in areas that have the greatest capacity to realize VMT reductions within the City. Deed
restricted affordable housing within Mobility Zone 4 that meets specified criteria would be
exempt from payment of the Mobility Choices Fee.

The following link includes additional information on the Mobility Choices Program:
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/mobility/mobilitychoices

PROJECT LOCATION:

The City is located within San Diego County in the southwestern corner of California. San Diego
County is bordered by Riverside County to the north, Orange County at the northwest corner,
Imperial County to the east, the Republic of Mexico to the south, and the Pacific Ocean on the
west. The applicable project areas for the Housing Program include zones within TPAs that
allow for multi-family residential development. The location of TPAs are based on the adopted
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan. TPAs
are defined in SB 743 and established in Section 21099 of the California Public Resources Code,
which states: “Transit priority area” means “an area within one-half mile of a major transit
stop that is existing or planned.” “Major Transit Stop,” is defined as, “a site containing an
existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the
intersection of two or more major bus routes each having a frequency of service of 15 minutes
or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.”

Page 2 of 12


about:blank

The proposed Mobility Choices Program would apply citywide to new development, subject to
certain exceptions. Physical impacts associated with the construction of active transportation
infrastructure and amenities resulting from 1mplementat10n of the program would occur
within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. DewA A

areas: These improvements would largely occur w1th1n ex1st1ng road rlghts of way or W1th1n
the development footprint of future development projects.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

The purpose of this document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public of the
significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project.

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has
prepared the following Braft Final PEIR in accordance with CEQA. The analysis conducted
identified that the proposed project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the
areas of Air Quality (Conflicts with Air Quality Plans, Air Quality Standards, and Sensitive
Receptors); Biological Resources (Sensitive Species, Sensitive Habitats, and Wetlands);
Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources (Historic Buildings, Structures,
Objects or Sites; Prehistoric or Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacred Sites, and Human
Remains; and Tribal Cultural Resources); Hydrology/Water Quality (Flooding and Drainage
Patterns); Noise (Noise Levels, and Groundborne Vibration); Public Services and Facilities
(Public Facilities, Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood Parks and Recreational Facilities,
and Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities); Transportation (Vehicle Miles
Traveled); Public Utilities and Infrastructure (Water Supply, and Utilities); Wildfire (Wildfire,
Pollutants from Wildfire, Infrastructure, and Flooding or Landslides); and Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character (Scenic Vistas or Views, Neighborhood Character, Distinctive or
Landmark Trees, and Landform Alteration). All other impacts analyzed in this Praft Final
PEIR were found to be less than or not significant.

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego's Planning Department and is based
on the City's independent analysis and determinations made pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 128.0103(a) and (b) of the San Diego
Municipal Code.
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() No comments were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the
draft environmental document. No response is necessary and the letters are
incorporated herein.

(X)  Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental
document were received during the public input period. The letters and responses
are incorporated herein.

December 13, 2019
Date of Draft Report

May 5, 2020
Date of Final Report

(¢

Aly uto, [ié’puty Director
Planning Department

Analyst: Oscar Galvez, Senior Planner, Planning Department
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PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals received a copy or notice of the Draft
PEIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency. Copies of the Draft PEIR and
any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Planning Department, or
purchased for the cost of reproduction.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Federal Aviation Administration (1)

U.S. Department of Transportation (2)

U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development (7)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Los Angeles District (26)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Caltrans District 11 (31)

California Department of Fish & Wildlife (32)
California Environmental Protection Agency (37A)
Housing & Community Development Department (38)
Department of Toxic Substances Control

California Natural Resources Agency (43)

California Regional Water Quality Control Board (44)
Department of Water Resources (45)

State Clearinghouse (46)

State Clearinghouse/Delicia Wynn (46A)

California Coastal Commission (47/48)

California Transportation Commission (51)
California Department of Transportation (51A/51B)
State Water Resources Control Board (55)

Native American Heritage Commission (56)

Office of Planning and Research (57)

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

Air Pollution Control District (65)

Department of Planning and Development Services (68)
County Water Authority (73)

Department of Environmental Health (75)

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Office of the Mayor (91)

Council President Pro Tem Bry, District 1
Councilmember Campbell, District 2
Councilmember Ward, District 3
Councilmember Montgomery, District 4
Councilmember Kersey, District 5
Councilmember Cate, District 6
Councilmember Sherman, District 7
Councilmember Moreno, District 8
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Council President Gémez, District 9
Erik Caldwell, Deputy Chief Operating Officer, Office of the Mayor
Brad Richter, Deputy Director, Urban Division, Office of the COO

Office of the City Attorney
Corrine Neuffer, Deputy City Attorney

Planning Department

Mike Hansen, Director

Tom Tomlinson, Assistant Director

Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director

Laura Black, Deputy Director

Heidi Vonblum, Program Manager

Brian Schoenfisch, Program Manager

Tait Galloway, Program Manager

Kelley Stanco, Development Project Manager
Kristen Forburger, Development Project Manager
Samir Hajjiri, Senior Traffic Engineer
Maureen Gardiner, Senior Traffic Engineer
Oscar Galvez, Senior Planner

Vickie White, Senior Planner

Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner

Jordan Moore, Assistant Associate Planner
Elena Pascual, Associate Planner

Development Services Department
Elyse Lowe, Director

Gary Geiler, Deputy Director
Raynard Abalos, Program Manager
Anna McPherson, Program Manager

Fire-Rescue Department
Larry Trame, Assistant Fire Marshal

Police Department
Eddie Wallin, Police Officer II

Real Estate Assets Department
Cybele Thompson, Director

Libraries

Library Department-Gov. Documents (81)
Central Library (81A)

Balboa Branch Library (81B)

Beckwourth Branch Library (81C)

Benjamin Branch Library (81D)

Carmel Mountain Ranch Branch (81E)
Carmel Valley Ranch Branch (81F)

City Heights/Weingart Branch Library (81G)
Clairemont Branch Library (81H)
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College-Rolando Branch Library (81I)
Kensington-Normal Heights Branch Library (81K)
LaJolla/Riford Branch Library (81L)

Linda Vista Branch Library (81M)

Logan Heights Branch Library (81N)

Malcolm X Library & Performing Arts Center (810)
Mira Mesa Branch Library (81P)

Mission Hills Branch Library (81Q)

Mission Valley Branch Library (81R)

North Clairemont Branch Library (81S)

North Park Branch Library (81T)

Oak Park Branch Library (81U)

Ocean Beach Branch Library (81V)

Otay Mesa-Nestor Branch Library (81W)
Pacific Beach/Taylor Branch Library (81X)
Paradise Hills Branch Library (81Y)

Point Loma/Hervey Branch Library (81Z)
Rancho Bernardo Branch Library (81AA)
Rancho Penasquitos Branch Library (81BB)
READ/San Diego (81CC)

San Carlos Branch Library (81DD)

San Ysidro Branch Library (81EE)

Scripps Miramar Rancho Branch Library (81FF)
Serra Mesa Branch Library (81GG)

Skyline Hills Branch Library (81HH)
Tierrasanta Branch Library (81II)

University Community Branch Library (81]])
North University Branch Library (81J]])
University Heights Branch Library (81KK)
Malcolm A. Love Library (457)

City Advisory Boards or Committees
Historical Resources Board (87)

San Diego Housing Commission (88)
Parks and Recreation Board (89)

OTHER CITY GOVERNMENTS
City of Chula Vista (94)
City of Coronado (95)

City of Del Mar (96)

City of El Cajon (97)

City of Escondido (98)

City of Imperial Beach (99)
City of La Mesa (100)

City of Lemon Grove (101)
City of National City (102)
City of Poway (103)

City of Santee (104)

City of Solana Beach (105)
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OTHER AGENCIES

San Diego Association of Governments (108)

San Diego Unified Port District (109)

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110)
Metropolitan Transit System (112/115)

San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

San Dieguito River Park JPA (116)

SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Chula Vista School District (118)

Del Mar Union School District (119)
Grossmont Union High School District (120)
La Mesa-Spring Valley School District (121)
Lemon Grove School District (122)

National School District (123)

Poway Unified School District (124)

San Dieguito Union High School District (126)
San Ysidro School District (127)

Santee School District (128)

Solana Beach School District (129)

South Bay Unified School District (130)
Sweetwater Union High School District (131)
San Diego Unified School District (132A/132B)
San Diego Community College District (133)

COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUPS, ASSOCIATIONS, BOARDS, AND COMMITTEES
Community Planning Committee (194)

Balboa Park Committee (226A)

Black Mountain Ranch-Subarea I (226C)

Otay Mesa-Nestor Planning Committee (228)

Otay Mesa Planning Committee (235)

Barrio Logan Planning Group (240)

Downtown Community Planning Group

Clairemont Mesa Planning Committee (248)

Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee (259)

Serra Mesa Planning Committee (263A)

Kearney Mesa Community Planning Group (265)

Linda Vista Community Planning Committee (267)

La Jolla Community Planning Association (275)

City Heights Area Planning Committee (287)
Kensington-Talmadge Planning Committee (290)
Normal Heights Community Planning Committee (291)
Eastern Area Planning Committee (302)
Midway/Pacific Highway Community Planning Group (307)
Mira Mesa Community Planning Committee (310)
Mission Bay Park Committee (320)

Mission Beach Precise Planning Board (325)

Mission Valley Planning Group (331)
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Navajo Community Planners, Inc. (336)

Carmel Valley Community Planning Board (350)

Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board (361)
North Park Planning Committee (363)

Ocean Beach Planning Board (367)

0ld Town Community Planning Board (368)

Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee (375)
Pacific Highlands Ranch-Subarea III (377A)

Rancho Pefasquitos Planning Board (380)
Peninsula Community Planning Board (390)
Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board (400)
Sabre Springs Community Planning Group (406B)
San Pasqual-Lake Hodges Planning Group (426)
San Ysidro Planning and Development Group (433)
Scripps Miramar Ranch Planning Group (437)
Miramar Ranch North Planning Committee (439)
Skyline Paradise Hills Planning Committee (443)
Torrey Hills Community Planning Board (444A)
Southeastern San Diego Planning Committee (449)
Encanto Neighborhoods Community Planning Group (449A)
College Area Community Planning Board (456)
Tierrasanta Community Council (462)

Torrey Highlands — Subarea IV (467)

Torrey Pines Community Planning Board (469)
University City Community Planning Group (480)
Uptown Planners (498)

TOWN/COMMUNITY COUNCILS

Town Council Presidents Association (197)
Barrio Station, Inc. (241)

Downtown Community Council (243)
Harborview Community Council (245)
Clairemont Town Council (257)

Serra Mesa Community Council (264)

La Jolla Town Council (273)

Rolando Community Council (288)

Oak Park Community Council (298)

Darnell Community Council (306)

Mission Valley Community Council (328C)

San Carlos Area Council (338)

Carmel Mountain Ranch Community Council (344)
Ocean Beach Town Council, Inc. (367A)

Pacific Beach Town Council (374)

Rancho Pefasquitos Town Council (383)

Rancho Bernardo Community Council, Inc. (398)
San Dieguito Planning Group (412)

United Border Community Town Council (434)
Murphy Canyon Community Council (463)

Page 9 of 12



HISTORICAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND TRIBAL GROUPS
Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Historical Society (211)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

Save Our Heritage Organization (214)

Ron Chrisman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council (216)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc. (218)
Native American Heritage Commission

Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

NATIVE AMERICAN DISTRIBUTION

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)

Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)

Inaja Band of Mission Indians (225D)

Jamul Indian Village (225E)

La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)

Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)

Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)

Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225])

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K)

Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel (225L)

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)

Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)

Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (225Q)

San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians (225R)

Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225S)

OTHER INTERESTED AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS
Daily Transcript (135)

San Diego Union-Tribune City Desk (140)

San Diego County Apartment Association (152)
San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157)
Building Industry Association (158)

San Diego River Park Foundation (163)

San Diego River Coalition (164)

Sierra Club San Diego Chapter (165)

San Diego Canyonlands (165A)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Jim Peugh (167A)
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San Diego River Conservancy (168)

Environmental Health Coalition (169)

California Native Plant Society, San Diego Chapter (170)
San Diego Coastkeeper, Matt O'Malley (173)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179)

Endangered Habitat League (182)

Endangered Habitat League (182A)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (189)

League of Women Voters (192)

National City Chamber of Commerce (200)

Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment
Alliance San Diego

Allied Gardens/Grantville Community Council

Bayside Community Center

Bayview Community Development Corporation

Casa Familiar

Castle Neighborhood Association

Catholic Charities San Diego

Center on Policy Initiatives

Chelsea Investment Corp

Circulate SD

City Heights Community Development Corporation
Community Housing Works

Community Organizer

County of San Diego Department of Housing and Community Development
CSA SD County

EDC

Episcopal Community Services

Father Joe's Villages

Grow San Diego

Housing the Next 1 Million

Housing You Matters

Interfaith Shelter Network

Jewish Family Services San Diego

Legal Aid Society of SD

LGBT Center

Local Initiatives Support Corporation

London Moeder Advisors

MAAC Project

Malick Infill Development

Mexican American Business & Professional Association
Mid-City CAN

Nile Sisters Development Initiative

Park to Bay - Designer

PATH San Diego

Point Loma Nazarene University

Rick Engineering

Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER)
San Diego Housing Federation
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San Diego Organizing Project

SD Building and Construction Trades Council
SD Community Land Trust

SD County Building Trades Council Family Housing Corporation
SD Regional EDC

SD Urban Land Institute

SDSU

South County EDC

Southern California Rental Housing Association
St Paul's Senior Services

The American Legion

The Chicano Federation

The San Diego Foundation

UCSD Planning

Urban Collaborative Project

USD Real Estate

YIMBY Democrats
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0.0 Summary of Edits to Draft PEIR

Chapter 0.0
Summary of Edits to Draft PEIR

Minor revisions to the Draft PEIR were made in strike-out/underline format since public review. The
revisions reflect minor changes to the ordinances since public review and clarifications in the PEIR
that do not affect its analysis or conclusions. PEIR changes are also summarized below.

0.1 Mobility Zones

The naming conventions for Mobility Zones were modified in the Mobility Choices Ordinance. As a
result, references to Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 were updated as
described in Table 0-1. Specifically, what was referred to as TPA in the Mobility Choices Ordinance is
now referred to as Mobility Zone 1; what was referred to as Mobility Zone 1 is now referred to as
Mobility Zone 2; what was referred to as Mobility Zone 2 is now referred to as Mobility Zone 3; and
what was referred to as Mobility Zone 3 is now referred to as Mobility Zone 4. Figures 3-3 and 3-4
were also updated accordingly.

Table 0-1

Mobility Zone Naming Convention Changes
Draft PEIR Final PEIR

TPA: Areas within SANDAG-defined TPAs with | Mobility Zone 1: Downtown Community
refinements to remove areas with barriers to | Planning Area.

transit service access due to a canyon, freeway,
or other large immovable barrier.

Mobility Zone 1: Areas within the Downtown | Mobility Zone 2: Any parcel that falls wholly or
Community Plan Area. partially within an area defined as a transit
priority area.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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0.0 Summary of Edits to Draft PEIR

Table 0-1

Mobility Zone Naming
Draft PEIR

Convention Changes
Final PEIR

Mobility Zone 2: Areas outside of TPAs within
communities that have an aggregated VMT of
85 percent of the regional average or less for
either household per capita VMT or VMT per
employee.

Mobility Zone 3: Community planning area
boundary with a VMT efficiency that is at 85
percent or less of the regional average for
either resident VMT per capita or employee
VMT per employee, as determined by the City
Manager.

Mobility Zone 3: Areas not located within a
TPA or Mobility Zones 1 or 2

Mobility Zone 4: Any area not located within
Mobility Zone 1, 2, or 3.

0.2

Housing Program Acreages

The Final PEIR incorporates minor updates to the Housing Program acreages into Tables 2-1, 3-2,
4-1, and 4.13-1. These changes were a result of data cleanup to remove some duplicate polygons
and other minor data errors. Additionally, Figure 3-2 and Figures 4.1-1 through 4.15-2 were updated
to reflect minor updates to the Housing Program areas.

0.3 VMT Thresholds

The Final PEIR includes clarifying language regarding the VMT threshold. The language clarifies that
in order to implement SB 743, the Mobility Choices Program includes the adoption of a new CEQA
significance threshold for transportation. Refer to Sections S.2.2, S.3, 3.5.2, 3.5.2.1, 3.5.2.2, 4.13.3,

4.13.4,and 4.13.5.1.

0.4

Minor Editorial Revisions

Minor grammatical changes and clarifications were made in the Final PEIR.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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Complete Communities:
Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Letters of Comment and Responses

Letters of comment to the Draft PEIR were received from the following agencies, organizations, and
individuals. Several comment letters received during the Draft PEIR public review period contained
accepted revisions that resulted in changes to the Final EIR text. These changes to the text are
indicated by strike-out (deleted) and underline (inserted) markings. The letters of comment and
responses follow.

A StAte ClEANNENOUSE....c.iviieieirertet ettt s b st s e s bbb e e s b e s b e s esessesbe b enaesessees RTC-2
B California Department of TranSPOrtatioN......cocverereeririerererete ettt e RTC-3
C DAL, WalTRI .ttt ettt b bbbt et b ettt b e bt et be b e RTC-6
D Delano and Delano on behalf of Uptown UNited .........ccvvevinieiriinineneieneneneeseseniesseeseennes RTC-19
E Environmental Health Coalition ........cc.ecvviviniinieinininiceeneneeese bbb snes RTC-31
F Hecht-Solberg on behalf of Alexandria Real EState.......ccccocvevevinineecinineceeieneseseeee e RTC-34
G Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board.......cccciveieevieninenenieneneseeieseseseesse e sveenns RTC-36
H Viejas Band of KUMeEYaay INAianS .......covecviririiiiininiieesenenietse s seevessessessesessessens RTC-42

RTC-1



LETTER RESPONSE

Letter A

STATE OF CALIFORNIA g‘:&
3

Governor's Office of Planning and Research a
%\',, !

i State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit o ca
Gavin Newsom _ Kate Gordon
Governor Director

March 13, 2020

Oscar Galvez

San Diego, City of

9485 Aero Drive, MS 413
San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program
SCH#: 2019060003

Dear Oscar Galvez:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the A-1 Comment noted .
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on 3/12/2020, and the comments from the responding
agency (ies) is (are) available on the CEQA database for your retrieval and use. If this comment package is
not in order, please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number in future correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the ageney. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

Check the CE

document: https-f{cggnet.ugr e, govﬂﬂl'}ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂl Should you need more mfurmallmrl or clarification

of the comments, we recommend that you contact the commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for

draft envir 1 d to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 4450613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review
process

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

ce: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL 1-918-445-0613  state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov  WWW.0pr.ca.gov

RTC-2




B-1

LETTER RESPONSE
Letter B
STATE OF CALIF CY Gavin Newsom, Govemnor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11
4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-240
SAN DIEGO, CA 92110 Making Conservalion
PHOME (619) 688-3137 a Caiifornia Way of Lifa.
FAX (619) 688-4299
T7Y 711
www.dot.ca.gov
January 27, 2020
11-SD-VAR
PM VAR
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices
DEIR/SCH#20190460003

Oscar Galvez

Senior Planner

City of San Diego

9485 Aero Drive.,, M.S. 413
San Diego, CA, 92123

Dear Mr.Galvez:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmental review process for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices located
near Interstates 5, 8, 15, 805, and State Routes 94, 905, 52, 54, 56, 75, 125, 163.
The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient
transportation system to enhance California’s economy and livability. The Local
Development-Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews land use
projects and plans to ensure consistency with our mission and state planning
priorities.

Caltrans has the following comments:

Complete Streets and Mobility Network

Caltrans views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve
safety, access and mobility for all travelers in California and recognizes bicycle,
pedestrian and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation system.
Caltrans supports improved transit accommodation through the provision of
Park and Ride facilities, improved bicycle and pedestrian access and safety
improvements, signal prioritization for transit, bus on shoulders, ramp
improvements, or other enhancements that promotes a complete and
integrated transportation system. Early coordination with Caltrans, in locations
that may affect both Caltrans and the City of San Diego or other lead agency,
is encouraged.

" Provide o snfe. fi, imtey d aveel efficient svlenm
ip enhance Colifarnin's ecomany and flivabitite ™

B-1

B-2

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

B-4

Mr. Oscar Galvez
January 27, 2020
Page 2

To reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve Cdlifornia’s Climate Change
target, Caltrans is implementing Complete Streets and Climate Change policies
into State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) projects to
meet multi-modal mobility needs. Calfrans looks forward fo working with the City
to evaluate potential Complete Streets projects.

Land Use and Smart Growth

Caltrans recognizes there is a strong link between transportation and land use.
Development can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State
transportation facilities. In particular, the pattern of land use can affect both
local vehicle miles fraveled and the number of trips. Caltrans supports
collaboration with local agencies to work towards a safe, functional,
interconnected, multi-modal fransportation system integrated through
applicable “smart growth" type land use planning and policies.

The City should continue fo coordinate with Calirans to implement necessary
improvements at intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint
jurisdiction, as well as coordinate with Caltrans as development proceeds and
funds become available to ensure that the capacity of on-/off-ramps is
adequate.

Mitigation

Caltrans endeavors that any direct and cumulative impacts to the State
Highway System be eliminated or reduced to a level of insignificance pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) standards.

Mitigation measures to State facilities should be included in TIS/TIA. Mitigation
identified in the traffic study, subsequent environmental documents, and
mitigation monitoring reports, should be coordinated with Caltrans to identify
and implement the appropriate mitigation. This includes the actual
implementation and collection of any “fair share” monies, as well as the
appropriate timing of the mitigation. Mitigation improvements should be
compatible with Caltrans concepfs.

'Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”

B-3

B-4

Comment noted. The City will continue to coordinate with Caltrans
to implement necessary improvements at intersections and
interchanges where agencies have joint jurisdiction, and coordinate
on on-/off-ramp capacity needs.

The evaluation of potential impacts associated with traffic reflect
the programmatic analysis for the proposed project, consistency
with Senate Bill 743, and the most recent CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G. Specifically, PEIR Section 4.13.4 (issue 2) analyzes whether the
proposed project would meet VMT standards set by SANDAG.
Overall, although the proposed project is anticipated to result in the
implementation of infrastructure improvements and a more
efficient land use pattern that could result in per capita VMT
reductions, at a programmatic level, impacts are determined to be
significant and unavoidable because it is unknown at this level of
review whether future improvements would be implemented at the
time a future development project's VMT impacts could occur, and
whether those impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant
level. A Statement of Overriding Considerations and Findings would
be required by the City upon adoption of the proposed project.

A project-specific Traffic Impact Study was not completed for the
project due to the speculative nature of potential development
under these Ordinances. Additionally, the analysis was based on a
VMT threshold of significance for transportation impacts. The City
will continue to coordinate with Caltrans to identify a mechanism to
ensure collection of fair share monies and implementation of
mitigation for Caltrans facilities.
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Mr. Oscar Galvez
January 27, 2020
Page 3

Right-of-Way

Any work performed within Caltrans’ Right-of-Way (R/W) will require
discretionary review and approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will
be required for any work within the Caltrans’ R/W prior to construction. As part
of the encroachment permit process, the applicant must provide an approved
final environmental document including the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) determination addressing any environmental impacts within the
Calirans’ R/W, and any corresponding technical studies.

If you have any questions, please contact Kimberly Dodson, of the Caltrans
Development Review Branch, at (619) 688-2510 or by e-mail sent to
Kimberly. Dodson@dot.ca.gov

Sincerely,
M%/CE EATQH, Branch Chief
Local Development and Intergovernmental Review

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and fivability”

B-5

Comment noted.
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Letter C

PEIR for the so-called “Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and

Mobility Choices™ Plan: Comments and Recommendations
Walter J. Deal
San Diego, CA

It is clearly a futile effort to comment on or make recommendations for the so-called “Complete Communities™
Plan and its Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) with the expectation such comments and
recommendations will be seriously considered. Actions which would have made the Plan less detrimental to the
environment and to the quality of life of the People of San Diego were well-known to and disregarded long ago by
the Housing Industry and its allies in City Government. The fix is in.

All one can do is to tell the truth as one sees it, in hopes that the legal process, as opposed to the political process,
will deal with facts, protecting the environment, and protecting the best interests and the quality of life of the People
of San Diego, rather than have the first priority be the profits of the Housing Industry. One can even hope that some
of the recommendations in this document will eventually be adopted, to the benefit of the environment and the
quality of life of the People of San Diego.

Terminology: In these comments, the so-called and devoid-of- ing term “Complete Cq ities™ Plan (in a
complete community, housing would be close to workplaces, shopping areas, ete. — hardly an integral requirement
of the “Complete Communities™ sham) will be referred to as the HIGAS (pronounced “high gas”™), where HIGAS
is the Housing Industry Government Alliance Scheme. HIGA is made up of the Housing Industry (well-connected
and “generous” developers and major property owners, especially owners of upzonable properties, who typically
live in wealthy enclaves and even in other countries) and its allies (instead of “allies,” it's tempting to use the
possibly-more-accurate terms “agents” or “puppets,” but I'll forbear) in City Government.

In this de rec dations for ch in the PEIR are in bold type. City Code Sections, proposed
Code Sections, and excerpts from the PEIR are italicized: some are also bolded for emphasis.

Contents:

A. Historical Background (which puts into perspective the origins and forces driving the HIGAS)

B. Comments on the HIGAS (which gives perspective on the proposed City Code Sections which are
addressed in the PEIR, and also gives background to false or misleading statements in the PEIR)

C. The HIGAS PEIR: Comments and Recommendations

A. Historical Background

The historical seedier sides of San Diego City Government are not directly admitted, although they are on display,
in the HIGAS and its PEIR. However, the historical background of corrupt and/or incompetent decision-making
by the San Diego City Government does inform analysis of its decisions in the language and priorities of the HIGAS.
Just a few snippets:

1. “Enron by the Sea™ where San Diego came close to bankruptey because of its pension fund debacle, which
mainly benefitted high-level City employees.

2. The most amusing snippet: City Couneil members receiving bribes and other favors from owners of strip clubs
they were in bed with (actually, they were more likely to have been in bed with the employvees, rather than the
owners, of the strip clubs).

3. Qualcomm/SDCCU stadium redevelopment. The land occupied by the stadium could reasonably be valued at
about $500 million when prepared for development (more than 100 acres of prime real estate). An additional $1

1

C1

C-2

The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. This
introductory comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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billion or so could go into buildings, etc., giving on the order of $1% billion in value subject to property taxes — a
BIG boost to the City’s budget.

City officials and their developer cronies first sought to hoodwink the People of San Diego into approving a plan
that would pay the City pennies on the dollar for the land — the “Soccer City™ plan, or “Sucker City™ as it came to
be known, When it became clear that that would be too much for even San Diego voters to fall for, the developers
and City officials went to a back-up plan in league with SDSU. This plan, eventually approved by voters, will sell
the land to SDSU at a bargain-basement cost; and the land can be used for both educational and development
purposes.  (It7s still being sorted out what will happen with the property tax revenues the City is forgoing as a lost
opportunity cost.) Presumably, SDSU officials decided that half a loaf was better than none.

In terms of development of the property, developers clearly are still calling the shots. Just one example: The
obvious best use of housing on the site would be housing reserved mainly for students, faculty, and staff who
generally are of low to moderate income. With the new campus facilities nearby and the main campus a short
trolley ride away, this could be a real Complete Community.

The reality is that, according to current news reports, 10% (1) of the housing on the site will be affordable. The
other 90% can be whatever the developers want — most likely so-called “market-rate” (i.e., luxury) housing. The
idea of requiring, say, 75% of the housing to be reserved for and affordable for students, faculty, and staff is a clear
non-starter in the eves of developers, their allies in City Government, and SDSU officials. It will be interesting to
see if discovery in the inevitable lawsuit against this project discloses how SDSU officials were “persuaded” to
have the possibility of 90% of the housing in the project be out of the reach of its students and most faculty and
staff,

This brings us to the main point of the Historical Background section:

4. The constant throughout the years has been role of the Housing Industry as the puppet master of San Diego City
Government.  The HIGA has given San Diego jobs separated from housing with consequent long commutes, class
and racial segregation in housing, traffic congestion, deteriorating and unrepaired roads, inadequate infrastructure
(water, sewer, parks, fire and police protection, and on and on), and a multi-billion dollar backlog of infrastructure
needs, The ultimate goal of the HIGA, of course, is to turn San Diego into a quarter-scale Los Angeles.

In short, the City Government has looked, and continues to look, first to the wants and the profits of the Housing
Industry, not to the environment or the needs and quality of life of the People of San Diego. The HIGAS with its
PEIR is just another example of City Government genuflecting to the Housing Industry, rather than making the
needs and the quality of life of the People of San Diego the first priority.

B. Comments on the HIGAS

1. The priority of the HIGAS: free rein and maximum profits

The HIGAS obviously was written by the Housing Industry and its allies in City Government. The thrust is to allow
the Housing Industry essentially free rein in any of the areas covered by the HIGAS, with the goal of maximizing
profits for the Housing Industry. Are there any requirements for more-than-token amounts of affordable housing,
Jjobs close to housing, mitigation of the adverse effects of such developments, and on and on? Of course not, There
are only incentives if the Housing Industry caleulates that profits are maximized by, for example, additional
affordable housing. Protections for the People of San Diego? You must be kidding.

2. A writing sample:

In the regulations for the HIGAS, proposed City Code Section §143.1010(d) states:
$143. 1010 Incentives in Exchange for Transit Priovity Area Housing and Infrastructure Amenities

The majority of this comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR. The PEIR does identify potential impacts of
the project and how both existing regulations and the proposed
development regulations would minimize adverse effects. Although
a number of regulations would apply to minimize adverse effects of
the project, many impacts were found to be significant and
unavoidable. Regarding a requirement to provide affordable
housing, the Complete Communities: Housing Solutions Program
(Housing Program) will require applicants to provide a written
agreement to provide affordable dwelling units, entered into by the
applicant and the San Diego Housing Commission and secured by a
deed of trust. The ordinance identifies minimum affordability
requirements, including requirements based on income level.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR. The error in the ordinance reference has
been corrected.
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An applicant proposing development that is consistent with the criterig in Section 143.1002 shall be entitled to the

Jollowing incentives:

() Waiver of the following regulations of any applicable overlay zone, with the exception of the Coastal Height
Limit Overlay Zone, the Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone, the Airport Approach Overlay Zone, the
Airport Environs Overlay Zone, and overlay zones specified in Section 143.1002(h)(4): [Emphasis added]

This sounds as though there will be protections for overlay zone areas deseribed in Section 143.1002(b)4),
presumably some other existing overlay zones. Now look at the actual proposed Section 143.1002(b)(4), which
slates:

1431002 When the Complete C ities Housing Solwions Regulations Apply

(b) The following tvpes of development are not eligible to request the application of the regulations in this Division:

(4) Develo that proj to utilize the density bonus provided in Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 7
(Affordable Housing Regulations).
Development projects must choose whether to ntilize the Affordable I

Communities Housing Solutions Regulations and may not utilize both. |Emphasis added]

fati or the Ci /i

'

In other words. no such overlay zone protections at all. The proposed section which says something about overlay
zones has no mention of actual overlay zones!

[Various Code Sections and proposed Code Sections discuss the coastal and airport overlay zones, which are
currently protected by voter-approved statutes and (presumably) by federal regulations for airports — at least, until
the Housing Industry gets its way and the Coastal Zone overlay zone is rescinded. To see what HIGA has planned,
see the Editor’s Note at the beginning of the proposed Code Sections for the HIGAS: This Division, as adopted by
O-XXXXX N. 8, will not apply within the Coastal Overlay Zone until the California Coastal Commission
unconditionally certifies it as a Local Coastal Program Amendment.] [Emphasis added)

That is, when the Housing Industry and its allies in City Government wrote the HIGAS (and probably had Housing
Industry attorneys vet every word that could apply to them), they were bending over backwards (if that’s the right
direction) to word the document carefully to protect the profits and interests of the Housing Industry, but couldn’t
be bothered to get straight whatever protection might have been intended to be put in Section 143.1002(b)(4) if,
indeed, any protections were intended. [Note: 1 cheerfully recognize that there may bee typos and other misteaks
in this dockumint. However, 1 don’t have a large staff to review, proofread, and vet the document, as the City does.|

3. The HIGAS stifles potential innovative housing solutions.
The HIGAS Section §143.015(a)(2) states:

(A} The affordable dwelling units shall be designated wnits fully integraied inio the development and be comparable
in hedroom miv, design and overall quality of construction to the market-rate dwelling umits in the development, as
determined by the San Diego Housing Commission, except that the affordable dwelling units shall not be required
o exceed three bedrooms per dwelling unit. The square footage and interior features of the affordable wnits shall
he good quality and consistent with curvent building standards for new housing in the City of San Diego.

That is, the affordable dwelling units are to be cookie-cutter duplicates of other units in the development. Just one
example of how this requirement might stifle innovation: Many young people are accustomed to shared housing
(the mini-dorms hated by nearby families and loved by investors) as college students or as young adults. One
possibility for a development would be, say, floors in a multi-story building consisting of several (say. 4-6) studio-
size units (a bedroom and a bath) with a common large kitchen and living area. Such a housing arrangement might
be very attractive to young people, and would be much less expensive to build than a set of conventional apartments,
and hence more affordable to young people. No way can this happen under the HIGAS.

C-5

C-6

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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It is not known whether innovative housing solutions were stifled by the HIGAS because of demands by the Housing
Industry or just normal bureaucratic inability to think outside the proverbial box.

4. Affordable housing — smoke and mirrors

The HIGAS appears to require 10% of the housing units be “affordable” to households with incomes less than
$100,000 per year §143.1015(a)1)(A) [see the Note below for a brief discussion of income levels and
requirements]. However, the close-to-uninterpretable clause “excluding any additional dwelling wnits allowed
under a floor area ratio bonus...” (a clause undoubtedly inserted by the Housing Industry and/or its allies in City
Government) indicates the percentage may be even lower. That is, the HIGAS will allow 90% or more of the
housing units to be affordable only to households with incomes over $100,000 per year.

[Mote on income levels. The Housing Commission gives the 2019 area median income (AMI) in 2019 as $86,300.
A City website gives a lower figure, but without attribution or date. It can be assumed that City officials will
interpret the numbers in the most favorable way for the Housing Industry: that is, as high as possible. The HIGAS
requires 10% of the dwelling units to be affordable to low-income households (except for not counting floor area
ratio bonus units as mentioned above). It also requires 10% of the dwelling units to be affordable to households to
households with incomes below 120% of AMI, which using the 2019 Housing Commission figures is $103,560.
ALL of such units could easily be targeted to households with incomes in the £100,000-$103,000 range. There is
absolutely no requirement that dwelling units be affordable to households between, say, 60% of AMI and 100% of
AML]

I the goal of HIGAS were to provide affordable housing, especially in Transit Priority Areas, decrease greenhouse
eas emissions, and lower traffic congestion, it"s obvious what should have been done: Require, say, 75% of such
dwelling units to be affordable to households with incomes below the AMIL.  Lower-income residents would
obviously be more likely to use public transit than six-figure-income people who will live in the “market rate™
dwellings that can make up 90% or more of the dwelling units.

Will HIGAS have any significant effect on the shortage of affordable housing if 10%, or even 20%, of dwelling
units are reserved for low-income or moderate-income residents? Of course not. [Parenthetically, City officials
like to use the word “crisis™ to describe the housing shortage as they attempt to run roughshod over the quality of
life of the People of San Diego. 1 won’t use that term. How can a situation that has continued for at least a decade
be a “crisis™?]

5. Affordable Housing? Do the Math

Notes:

1. 1 won't bother with considering prices for dwelling units that will be sold. Affordability depends very greatly
on interest rates, ete., and it’s almost impossible to do meaningful caleulations,

2. The Housing Industry could, of course, offer dwelling units at less than the maximum rates allowable under the
proposed regulations. The Housing Industry would be equally likely to offer annual free Hawaiian vacations, passes
to Sea World, ete. to renters.

§143.1002 When the Complete Communities Housing Solwtions Regulations Apply

Selected portions:

(a)(1)(C) (C) The affordable dwelling units may be provided through either of the following means:

(i) A portion of the total dwelling units in the development being reserved for very low income, low income,
median income, or moderate-income households in accordance with Section 143.1004; or

§143.1015 Required Provision of Affordable Dwelling Units

(1) Provides a minimum number of affordable dwelling wnits in accordance with all of the following:

(A) Ten (10) percent of the dwelling units within the development, excluding any additional dwelling wnits allowed
under a floor area ratio bonus, shall be constructed at the following affordability levels:

4

As described in PEIR Section 3.5.1.1, the Housing Program includes
affordable housing requirements for every income level. The
commenter’s views are noted; however, this comment does not
suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

The comment includes a number of citations from the Housing
Program and opinions about the program. Regarding a requirement
to provide affordable housing, the Housing Program will require
applicants to provide a written agreement to provide affordable
dwelling units, entered into by the applicant and the San Diego
Housing Commission and secured by a deed of trust. The
commenter’s opinions are noted; however, this comment does not
suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.
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i) Rental dwelling units shall be made available for rent by very low income households or low income households
af a cost, including an allowance for wilities, that does not exceed 30 percent of 60 percent of the area median
income, as adjusied for household size.

(B) An additional ten (10) percent of the dwelling wnits within the development, excluding any additional dwelling
units allowed wunder the floor area ratio bonus shall be affordable o households whose income does not exceed 120
percent of the area median income, as adjusted for household size,

(i) Rental dwelling units shall be made available for rent by very low income households or low income households
at a cost, including an allowance for wtilities, that does not exceed 30 percent of 120 percent of the area median
income, as adjusted for household size.

Math and Comments:

(1) Section 143.1004 is mentioned in the proposed code sections above. | haven’t been able to find such a Section
anywhere in the proposed Regulations or City Municipal Code (77).

(2) The 2019 AMI is $86,300 [see Note on income levels above], or about $7,190 per month, and probably will be
higher by the time these Regulations become effective. If one uses a different AMIL, the absolute dollar figures
change. However, the percent of monthly income for housing costs for the so called “Complete Communities™ (see
below: 30% or more for very low income households, and 45%-72% for low income) don’t change.

In the City’s definition of terms:
Very low income means incomes below 50% of the AML, that is, below about $3,595 per month.
Low income means between 50% and 80% of AMI, or between about $3,595 and $5,750 per month.

The two sections (i) above say that the dwelling units available to very low income households will be at a cost in
2019 dollars not more than about $1,295 per month (30% of 60% of the AMI), so such households would have
monthly housing costs greater than or equal to 30% of their monthly income. The dwelling units available to low
income households will be at a cost not more than about $2,590 per month (30% of 120% of the AMI), so such
households would have monthly housing costs between about 45% and 72% of monthly income. 1 won’t bother
with the ludicrous possibility of very low income households trying to afford $2,595 per month housing cost, even
though such dwelling units will be “available™ to them.

In short, the so-called “affordability™ stipulations won’t make much affordable housing available.

(3) Note the careful wording: The regulations mention “A portion of the total dwelling units in the development
being reserved for... in accordance with Section 143.1004” — a Section that apparently doesn’t exist.

Then in the details the language switches to “Rental dwelling units shall be made available for rent....” “Available
for” is very different from “reserved for.” A Rolls Royce is available for me to buy; that doesn’t mean one is
reserved for me to buy at a price [ can afford. The Housing Industry was very clever in its bait (“reserved for™) and
switch (“shall be available for™).

In short, developers and rental agents can make dwelling units “available™ to anyone, including very low income
and low income households. If these households can’t afford the housing cost (30% or more of the income of very
low income households, or 45%-72% of the monthly income for low income residents), then the dwelling units can
be rented to someone who can.

An additional factor is that, if the rental rates are low relative to other local rental rates, the developers and rental
agents can demand extra fees to make up the difference — price-gouging that’s very hard to police.
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C-12

C. The HIGAS PEIR: Comments and Recommendations

1. “Significant and unavoidable” — your mother would wash your mouth out with soap!

A word search indicates that the term “significant and unavoidable™ appears 110 times in the HIGAS PEIR. The
term “unavoidable™ is obviously a falsehood. Essentially all of the significant adverse effects would have been
avoided if options had been chosen by HIGA which were more environmentally sound and did not degrade the
quality of life of the People of San Diego. It is recommended that in the PEIR the falsehood “significant and
unavoidable™ be replaced by the more accurate and truthful term “significant, intended, and unwarranted.”

2. Affordable housing? Get real.

[PEIR] Section 3.5.1.1 Affordable Requirements

The Housing Program requires development to provide new affordable housing units. ... Participation in the
Housing Program requires construction of a minimum number of dwelling units be [sic] affordable to very low-
income, low-income, median-income, or moderate-income households.

In view of the comments above [4. Affordable housing — smoke and mirrors and 5. Affordable housing? Do the
math] that show the purported affordable housing requirements are either a sham or a token (take your choice of
term):

It is recommended that this paragraph be worded more truthfully as, “The Housing Program requires
development to provide a token number of new so-called “affordable™ h 2 units, with h 2 costs likely
to be 30% or more of household income for very low income households, and between about 45% and 72%
of household income for low income households....” That is, there is no requirement for more than a token
number of affordable housing units, and even these aren’t required to be affordable (in any reasonable definition of
the term). Providing more than a token number of affordable housing units, or making them actually be affordable,
is an option for developers and property owners, not a requirement,

3. Environment and Quality of Life Issues

As noted above, the all-too-clear purpose of the HIGAS and its PEIR is to protect the interests and maximize the
profits of the Housing Industry, with short shrift given to the environment and to the quality of life of the People of
San Diego. The HIGAS will increase greenhouse gas emissions, increase traffic congestion, increase demands on
already-inadequate infrastructure, and move San Diego closer to its destiny as a quarter-scale Los Angeles. The
most important statement, amid hundreds of pages of filler, is Section 7.1 which states:

7.1 Significant and Unavoidable fmpacts

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2(c). any significant
unavoidable impacts of a project, including those un;mn that can be mitigated, ?mr not reduced to below a level
of significance despite the applicant’s willingness to impls all feasible miti; es, must be identified
in the Program Environmenial Impact Report (PEIR).

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices (proposed project), would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts related to air quality; biological resources; historical, archaeological, and tribal
cultural resources; hydrology/water quality; noise; public services and facilities; transportation; public utilities
and infrastructure; wildfire; and visual effects and neighborhood character. |Emphasis added]

The significance of impacts and availability of any feasible mitigation measures is summarized in the Executive
Swmmmary Table 5-1. Where feasible, the proposed ordinance has incorporated fanguage that would reduce
potentially significant impacts: however, the following issue areas would remain significant and inavoidable:
[Following in the PEIR is an extensive summary list of the significant, intended, and unwarranted adverse
effects.]

6

The phrase “significant and unavoidable” is a term used in a CEQA
document to express that after an impact is determined to be
significant, there is no feasible mitigation available that would
reduce the impact to less than significant levels. This is an
acceptable finding under CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15091(a)(3)). The purpose of CEQA is to fully disclose all potential
impacts from a project.

See response to comment C-8. Comment noted. This comment
does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

The objectives of the project are listed in PEIR Section 3.3. Potential
impacts associated with GHG are analyzed in PEIR Section 4.6. As
discussed therein, the proposed project would be consistent with
the General Plan's City of Villages strategy, and the City’s Climate
Action Plan (CAP) by incentivizing high-density multi-family housing
development within TPAs. As the proposed project is intended to
support citywide GHG emissions reduction targets under the CAP
through implementation of GHG efficient land use strategies,
impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant.

With respect to increasing traffic, potential impacts associated with
transportation are analyzed in PEIR Section 4.13. The evaluation of
potential transportation impacts associated with transportation
reflects the programmatic analysis for the proposed project,
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C-11 (cont.)

consistency with Senate Bill 743, and the most recent CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G. Specifically, PEIR Section 4.13.4 (Issue 2)
analyzes whether the proposed project would meet VMT standards
set by SANDAG. Overall, although the proposed project is
anticipated to result in the implementation of infrastructure
improvements that could result in per capita VMT reductions, at a
programmatic level, impacts are determined to be significant and
unavoidable because it is unknown at this level of review whether
future improvements would be implemented at the time a future
development project's VMT impacts could occur and whether those
impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. A
Statement of Overriding Considerations will be considered by the
City prior to approval of the proposed project.

The proposed project Housing Program and Mobility Choices
Program includes public infrastructure requirements that would
provide for additional transportation infrastructure and amenities
to support reductions in individual automobile use, thereby
reducing demands on roadways.

The majority of this comment reiterates the language as it appears
in PEIR Section 7.1. References in the FPEIR text to Table S-1 have
been revised to refer to Table ES-1, for consistency with the table.
This is not a substantive revision and does not affect the adequacy
of the PEIR.
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C-15

Comments:

(a) Presumably “Executive Summary Table S-17 refers to Table ES-1. The Housing Industry and its allies in City
Government should have been as careful with their wording and proofreading as they were to make sure the wording
of the HIGAS protects the interests of the Housing Industry. It is recommended that the PEIR be carefully
proofread and vetted for all topics, not just those which protect the interests of the Housing Industry.

(b) One might comment on the Significant, Intended, and Unwarranted Impacts in Section 7.1 However, the listing
of these by its advocates (the Housing Industry and its allies in the City Government) is more damning than anything
an outsider could say.

() The HIGAS alludes to the “applicant’s willingness to impl all feasible mitigation measures™ and “Where
feasible, the proposed ordinance has incorporated language that would reduce potentially significant impacts.”
Utter nonsense, Unless, of course, “feasible™ means “can be implememed without reducing pmﬁts of the Housing
Industry.” Mitigation is notably absent from the HIGAS.

It is recommended that the PEIR state in Section 7.1: In this context, *feasible”™ means “will not reduce the
options available to or the profits of developers and property owners, especially owners of upzonable
properties in arcas to which these Regulations apply.”

That is, the HIGAS was chosen by and for the Housing Industry and its allies in City Government in spite of superior
alternatives which might not have been as profitable for the Housing Industry.

It is recommended that, at the least, the PEIR should spell out the reasons why the HIGAS did not include
provisions which are both environmentally superior and more attuned to the interests, needs, and quality of
life of the People of San Diego.

One speculates that the Housing Industry and its allies in the City Government were unable to give reasons without
failing the Pinocchio Test.

As noted above, one option which would decrease traffic congestion, decrease greenhouse gas emissions, increase
use of mass transit, and have fewer adverse effects on the quality of life of the People of San Diego would be to
require beyond-token amounts of affordable housing, say, 75% in Transit Priority Areas.
Another more-than-feasible mitigation measure that would decrease traffic congestion, decrease greenhouse gas
emissions, increase use of mass transit, and have fewer adverse effects on the quality of life of the People of San
Diego is at the end of this discussion (see the paragraph beginning, “A final thought...”).

4. “So sue us! We can spend your own money to fight you!™

The HIGAS PEIR is clearly an open invitation to lawsuits about the City’s dereliction of its duty to the environment
and to the quality of life of the People of San Diego. In a way, it is surprising that the City Attorney’s office did
not tell City officials that the HIGAS would be an open invitation to lawsuits and would be impossible to defend or
Jjustify in court. One possibility is that the HIGAS could be considered to be a full employment, make-work project
for City attorneys and outside counsel.

Two recommendations are appropriate here:

1. The HIGAS and its PEIR should be completely rethought and rewritten to protect the environment and
the quality of life of the People of San Diego, rather than to protect the options available to and the profits of
the Housing Industry, and thereby make lawsuits against the HIGAS and its EIR unnecessary. (Lots of luck
with that!)

2. A Chapter 11.0 be added to the PEIR, to read along the lines of:

Chapter 11.0 Legal Defense

The so-called “Complete C ities” Plan, Regulations, and EIR are likely to be so deficient, so
detrimental to the environment, and so detrimental to the quality of life of the People of San Diego that it is

7

C-13

C-14

The PEIR relies on the definition of feasibility as it appears in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15364: “Feasibility” means capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors.

Alternatives to the proposed project are analyzed in PEIR Chapter 8.
These alternatives include the No Project Alternative, Limited
Transit Priority Area Alternative, and the Incentives Available
Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative. These alternatives
represent a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6 and, as highlighted in Chapter 8, were
selected in consideration of the following factors:

e The extent to which the alternative would feasibly accomplish
most or all of the basic objectives of the proposed project;

e  The extent to which the alternative would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the identified significant environmental effects of
the proposed project.

e The feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure,
general plan consistency, and consistency with other applicable
plans and regulatory limitations;

e The appropriateness of the alternative in contributing to a
“reasonable range” of alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice; and

e The requirement of the CEQA Guidelines to consider a “no
project” alternative, and to identify an “environmentally
superior” alternative in addition to the no project alternative
(Section 15126.6[€)).

While there may be other possible alternatives, CEQA does not
require all possible options to be evaluated.
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highly probable that lawsuits against them defended by the City of San Diego will be successful, at
considerable cost (potentially in the tens of millions of dollars) to the taxpayers of San Diego for litigation by
the City Attorney, outside counsel, and both judgments and legal fees for plaintiffs likely to be awarded by a
court. C tly, legal defi of such a Plan, Regulations, and EIR is to be undertaken, not by the City
of San Diego, but by members of the Housing Industry, who are the only entities who will significantly benefit
and, more important, profit by enactment of the Plan and its Regulations,

The HIGAS and its PEIR makes a mockery of Community Planning Groups and existing protections such as
Overlay Zones, a clear invitation to litigation.

(a) First, there is likely to be litigation because the City Government, in its headlong rush to approve the HIGAS,
is failing to follow well-established procedures with respeet to community input in the planning process, including
taking seriously input from Community Planning Groups. Incompatibility with existing Community Plans and
Overlay Zones is obviously subject to litigation.

(b) Here's a specific example of likely litigation, which comes from the HIGAS de facto rescission of Community
Plans and Overlay Zones. There are roughly 200 homes in the Bay Park neighborhood with views over Mission
Bay and/or the Pacific Ocean, with protection of such views a long-established City priority through the Clairemont
Mesa Height Limitation Overlay Zone, and recently incorporated in the Morena Corridor Specific Plan approved
by the City Council. A reasonable estimate is that the value of a typical one of these homes will be lowered by
approximately $100,000 by de facto rescission of the Overlay Zone and building of high rises along Morena Blvd.
Such an action may well be regarded as a taking (inverse condemnation) by the City. Claims and an eventual
lawsuit against the City for this action could be on the order of $20 million or even more {at a minimum, 200 homes
at $100,000). The amounts could be even larger i the dim.::wury process finds that the HIGAS was corruptly
approved. Attorneys have advised that there are a number of complex legal issues involved with such potential
claims and lawsuits, so it is likely to be a drawn-outl process. It should be noted that the homes which will be
affected are typically well over $1 million in value, with the owners having incomes well into six figures, so the
owners will well be able to afford the costs of extensive litigation.

The City has a long history of inviting litigation, paying fees for both City attorneys and probably “grateful and
generous” outside counsel, and paying large settlements as well as legal costs in preference to trimming trees
properly, repairing streets and sidewalks, etc. Presumably the City’s position with respect to the HIGAS is that the
City can hire unlimited numbers of attorneys at the expense of the People of San Diego to, in effect, fight against
the interests of the People of San Diego who are paying the bills for the attorneys, with the expectation that the
opponents of the HIGAS will run out of money. This may well happen. All one can hope is that a legal
determination will be made that the HIGAS was developed corruptly as well as incompetently, that City officials
will be sanctioned for their complicity, and that the opponents will be awarded both compensatory and punitive
damages as well as legal fees. One can dream.

A final thought: Just one environmentally superior very, very feasible alternative. There has been much to-do
about the City’s decision that on-site parking need not be provided in developments close to transit hubs, a decision
which is also incorporated in the HIGAS. This decision clearly was made to maximize the profits of the Housing
Industry, not to increase use of mass transit. It is generally accepted that 20%-25% of the expected residents in
such developments will use mass transit; the others will be fighting their way onto already-congested freeways and
surface streets, adding to pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. Well-to-do residents of “market rate” dwellings
are especially unlikely to mix with the rabble on mass transit. Also, the vehicles belonging to the residents of such
developments will be parked overnight on nearby streets, competing for curb space with established residents and
cluttering residential neighborhoods. But not having to provide on-site parking will be a financial boon for the
Housing Industry — parking places are an expensive use of space.

C-15
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The PEIR has been prepared consistent with the rules and
requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. Data is
presented in a way to provide an understandable and objective
assessment of project impacts. The purpose of the PEIR is to
disclose potential impacts of the project to the public. Consistent
with CEQA Guidelines, potential impacts are identified, including
whether impacts may be significant and unavoidable. Refer to PEIR
Section 4.1.4 (Issues 1 and 3) regarding consistency with applicable
plans and regulations. For more information regarding public
outreach, please visit the Complete Communities Initiative website
at https://www.completecommunitiessd.org/.

With respect to parking, the proposed project does not modify
existing parking regulations. Furthermore, parking availability is not
an issue subject to CEQA analysis. High density residential
development near high-quality transit is a focus of the City General
Plan City of Villages strategy, the City's CAP, and is consistent with
SANDAG strategies identified in The Regional Plan. Placing high
density near transit would encourage increased transit use and
potential reductions in individual automobile use. The intention of
the project is to support and encourage transit ridership, and
increased bicycling and walking within the project areas. The project
requires new development within the project areas to install
mobility improvements for pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
amenities, and to foster increased safety for all forms of
transportation.
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What else could have been done? Simple and obvious, with three parts.

(1) Have any plans for such development include zone parking, with residents of such developments precluded from
overnight street parking close to their residences.

(2) Have a stipulation that residents of such developments cannot regularly use vehicles in excess of the parking
places allotted (or rented to them), with eviction or severe fines as a penalty.

(3) Require rental agreements for such developments to include all-access rapid transit passes for their residents.

There are housing developments in other states with similar stipulations. Why wasn’t such a simple and obvious
solution part of the HIGAS? The reason is also simple and obvious. Such parking restrictions would make the
developments less attractive to typical prospective tenants or buyers who believe that a requirement for living in
California is that there must be a minimum of one vehicle per driver in a household; and providing transit passes
would add to the costs of the Housing Industry. That is, such stipulations would potentially lower the profits of the
Housing Industry, making them a non-starter for the City Government. In San Diego, the song “Whatever Lola
wants, Lola gets...” becomes “Whatever the Housing Industry wants, the Housing Industry gets....” And the beat
2oes on.

C-17

The commenter's suggestions relating to parking regulations are
noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the PEIR. Refer to response to comment C-16.
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Attachment to Letter C

MayorPlanEIRComments

Walter J. Deal
2252 Frankfort St.
San Diego, CA 92110

The attached document gives my comments and recommendations for the PEIR on the
so-called “Complete Communities” plan.

Moderate income means any household whose income exceeds 80 percent but does not
exceed 120 percent of the median income as adjusted for houschold size as defined by the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for the San Diego Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Arca.

Low income means any household whose income exceeds 50 percent but does not exceed
80 percent of the median income as adjusted for household size as defined by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development for the San Diego Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area.

Very low income means any household whose income does not exceed 50 percent of
median income as adjusted for household size as defined by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development for the San Diego Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area.

Affordable Housing? — Do the Math
Notes:

1. T won’t bother with considering prices for dwelling units that will be sold. Affordability
depends very greatly on interest rates, etc., and it’s almost impossible to do meaningful
calculations.

2. The Housing Industry could, of course, offer dwelling units at less than the maximum
rates allowable under the proposed regulations. They could also offer annual free Hawaiian
vacations to renters.

$143.1002 When the Complete Communities Housing Solutions Regulations Apply

Selected portions:
10

C-18

The attachment to the comment letter discusses affordable housing
calculations and does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR. See responses to comments C-3 and C-7.
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(a)(1)(C) (C) The affordable dwelling units may be provided through either of the
Jfollowing means:

(i) A portion of the total dwelling units in the development being reserved for very low
income, low income, median income, or moderate-income households in accordance with
Section 143.1004; or

§143.1015 Required Provision of Affordable Dwelling Units

(1) Provides a minimum number of affordable dwelling units in accordance with all of the

Jollowing:

(A) Ten (10} percent of the dwelling units within the development, excluding any additional
dwelling units allowed under a floor area ratio bonus, shall be constructed at the following

affordability levels:

(i) Rental dwelling units shall be made available for rent by very low income households
or low income households at a cost, including an allowance for utilities, that does not
exceed 30 percent of 60 percent of the area median income, as adjusted for household size.

(B) An additional ten (10) percent of the dwelling units within the development, excluding
any additional dwelling units allowed under the floor area ratio bonus shall be affordable
to households whose income does not exceed 120 percent of the area median income, as
adjusted for household size.

(i) Rental dwelling units shall be made available for rent by very low income households
or low income households at a cost, including an allowance for utilities, that does not
exceed 30 percent of 120 percent of the area median income, as adjusted for household
size.

Math and Comments:

1. Section 143.1004 is mentioned in the proposed code sections above. I haven’t been
able to find such a Section anywhere in the proposed Regulations (?7).

2. Asnoted previously, the 2019 AMI is $86,300, or about $7,190 per month, and probably
will be higher by the time these Regulations become effective. If one uses a different AMI,
the absolute dollar figures change. However, the percent of monthly income for housing
costs for the so called “Complete Communities” (see below: 30% or more for very low
income households, and 45%-72% for low income) don’t change.

In the City’s definition of terms:

Very low income means incomes below 50% of the AMI, that is, below about $3,595 per
month.

11
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Low income means between 50% and 80% of AMI, or between about $3,595 and $5,750
per month.

The two sections (i) above say that the dwelling units available to very low income
households will be at a cost in 2019 dollars not more than about $1,295 per month (30%
of 60% of the AMI), so such households would have monthly housing costs greater than
or equal to 30% of their monthly income. The dwelling units available to low income
households will be at a cost not more than about $2,590 per month (30% of 120% of the
AMI), so such households would have monthly housing costs between about 45% and 72%
of monthly income. I won’t bother with the ludicrous possibility of very low income
households trying to afford $2,595 per month housing cost, even though such dwelling
units will be “available” to them.

In short, the so-called “affordability” stipulations won’t make much affordable housing
available.

3. Note the careful wording: The regulations mention *A portion of the total dwelling
units in the development being reserved for... in accordance with Section 143.1004” — a
Section that apparently doesn’t exist.

Then in the details the language switches to “Rental dwelling units shall be made available
for.” “Available for rent” is very different from “reserved for rent.” A Rolls Royce is
available for me to buy; that doesn’t mean one is reserved for me to buy at a price I can
afford. The Housing Industry was very clever in its bait (“reserved for”) and switch (“shall
be available for").

In short, developers and rental agents can make dwelling units “available” to anyone,
including very low income and low income households. If these households can’t afford
the housing cost (30% or more of the income of very low income households, or 45%-72%
of the monthly income for low income residents), then the dwelling units can be rented to
someone who can.

An additional factor is that, if the rental rates are low relative to other local rental rates, the
developers and rental agents can demand extra fees to make up the difference — price-
gouging that’s very hard to police.

12
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DELANO & DELANO

March 12, 2020
Vid E-MAIL

Oscar Galvez
Environmental Planner
City of San Diego

9485 Acro Drive, MS 413
San Diego, CA 92123

Re:  Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Draft EIR
Dear City of San Diego:

This letter is submitted on behalf of Uptown United, a community organization, in
connection with the proposed Complete Communities Program (“Program”) and related
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”).

I Introduction

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™), Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 -
21177, must be interpreted “so as to afford the fullest possible protection to the
environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” Friends of
Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal. App. 3d 247, 259. If an EIR fails to
provide agency decision-makers and the public with all relevant information regarding a
project that is necessary for informed decision-making and informed public participation,
the EIR is legally deficient and the agency’s decision must be set aside. Kings County
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 712. An EIR is “aptly
described as the *heart of CEQA™; its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible
officials of the environmental consequences before they are made. Laurel Heights
Improvement Assoc. v, University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392.

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.” CEQA Guidelines § 15151.
A sufficient EIR demonstrates “adequacy, completeness and a good-faith effort at full
disclosure.” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Commiitee v. Board of Port
Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355 (quoting Rio Vista Farm Bureau
Center v. City of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 368).
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D-1

The commenter’s referenced citations to the CEQA Guidelines are
noted.
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D-3

D-4

D-5

D-6

D-7

D-8

City of San Diego
March 12, 2020
Page 2 of 7

1. The DEIR’s Discussion of Project Impacts is Deficient

Remarkably, the EIR fails to apply the City’s own CEQA Significance
Determination Thresholds (“City CEQA Thresholds™), which are attached hereto and
hereby incorporated by reference. Those thresholds identify several relevant criteria for
consideration of environmental impacts, which the EIR ignores. For example:

1. The EIR fails to address potential impacts to air quality by assessing whether
the activity would exceed 100 pounds per day of Particulate Matter or result in
substantial alteration of air movement. City CEQA Thresholds at 6; see EIR at
4.2-11,

The EIR fails to address potential impacts to biological resources by assessing

whether the activity could introduce land use within an area adjacent to

MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects or introduce invasive species

of plants into a natural open space area. City CEQA Thresholds at 20; see EIR

at 4.3-21.

3. The EIR fails to address potential impacts to land use by assessing whether
the activity would “conflict with the environmental goals, objectives and
recommendations of the community plan in which it is located” or physically
divide an established community. City CEQA Thresholds at 45; see EIR at
4.1-9,

4. The EIR fails to address potential noise impacts by assessing whether the
activity will cause impacts to sensitive wildlife, City CEQA Thresholds at 53;
see EIR at 4,10-16. ;

5, The EIR fails to address potential impacts to public services by assessing
whether the activity would:

a. “conflict with the community plan in terms of the number, size, and
location of public service facilities.” City CEQA Thresholds at 60; see
EIR at 4.12-5.

b. “provide for adequate SDFD access ....” [d.

c. “substantially affect Police or Fire-Rescue response times.” /d.

d. Comply with the General Plan’s guidelines and standards for libraries.
City CEQA Thresholds at 61 — 62; see EIR at 4.12-5.

e. Comply with the General Plan’s guidelines and standards for parks and
recreation resources. City CEQA Thresholds at 62; see EIR at 4.12-5,

6. The EIR fails to address potential impacts to transportation, circulation or
parking by assessing whether the activity would:

a. result in any intersection, roadway segment, or freeway segment to
operate at LOS E or F. City CEQA Thresholds at 72; see EIR at 4.13-
13.

b. result in any ramp meter location having delays above 15 minutes. /d.

¢. “result in the construction of a roadway which is inconsistent with the
General Plan and/or a community plan.” Id.

d. *“result in a substantial restriction in access to publicly or privately

owned land.” Id.

[

D-2

D-3

The City has identified appropriate thresholds of significance based
on the programmatic scope of the environmental document and
has provided an adequate level of analysis and disclosure of
potential impacts, as further discussed in the responses that follow.

See response to comment D-2. The screening level of 100 pounds of
particulate matter is identified in PEIR Table 4.2-4, which identifies
the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) trigger levels
that determine when a new or modified stationary source would
require an air quality analysis. These trigger levels are used by the
City in its CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San
Diego 2016) as one of the considerations when determining the
potential significance of air quality impacts for projects within the
City. However, these thresholds are only appropriate for a project-
level analysis and not a program-level analysis of build-out of all the
project areas. These project level thresholds are used in the
evaluation of hypothetical projects (see PEIR Section 4.2.5 Issue 2)
which represents an analysis of the potential impacts that could
occur from development allowed under the Complete Communities:
Housing Solutions Program (Housing Program). Although both
hypothetical scenarios detailed in the PEIR would result in less than
significant emission impacts, the PEIR concludes under Threshold 2
(Would the proposed project 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?) that although future individual projects (as
depicted in the hypothetical scenarios) could be below emission
standards (i.e., 100 pounds of particulate matter), the exact number
and timing of individual development projects and infrastructure
improvements that could occur as a result of implementation of the
proposed project are unknown at the program level. Therefore, it is
disclosed that construction-related air quality impacts resulting
from the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable.

A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be considered by
the City upon approval of the proposed project.
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See response to comment D-2. Whether the proposed project
would result in a conflict with the provisions of the MHPA is
analyzed in PEIR Section 4.3.4 (Issue 5). As analyzed in PEIR Section
4.3.4 (Issue 5), no conflicts between the proposed project and the
City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan
were identified. Pursuant to the City's Environmentally Sensitive
Lands (ESL) Regulations, future developments that occur adjacent to
the City's Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) lands and/or the
Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP) preserve areas
would be required to comply with the City's MSCP Subarea Plan
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and/or the VPHCP's Avoidance and
Minimization Measures. Although a portion of the project areas are
located within the MHPA, implementation of the City's ESL
Regulations during future subsequent project-level project review
would ensure the application of the MHPA Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines. Therefore, impacts related to consistency with the MSCP
Subarea Plan/MHPA adjacency would be less than significant.

See response to comment D-2. As the project areas are located in
Community Plans throughout the City, the evaluation of plan
consistency defers to consistency with the General Plan, which
serves as the overarching planning document in the City. All
community plans within the City are required to be consistent with
the General Plan. Please see PEIR Section 4.1.4, Issue 1 and
Appendix B, General Plan Policies Consistent with Complete
Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices for
discussion of General Plan consistency. In addition, the
development potential associated with the proposed project would
be consistent with overall densities evaluated in recent community
plan updates (CPUs) and would be consistent with the land use
analysis from recent CPU environmental impact reports (EIRs). With
respect to whether the project would physically divide an existing
community, the proposed project is intended to incentivize housing
construction, affordability, and supply to achieve planned
residential buildout throughout the City (see PEIR Section 3.1).
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D-7

D-8

D-5 (cont.)

Housing developed under the Housing Program would only occur
within TPAs that are currently zoned to allow multi-family housing.
Infrastructure improvements would occur within existing
development footprints or within existing public rights-of-way. Thus,
the proposed project would not physically divide a community, but
rather allow the development of additional housing within a
community.

The MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines are incorporated into
applicable permit conditions during the development review phase
of a proposed project. These guidelines address noise as it relates
to wildlife within and adjacent to the MHPA. See response to
comment D-4.

See response to comment D-2. As discussed throughout PEIR
Section 4.12, the location and need for potential future facilities,
including fire, police, libraries, and parks/recreation cannot be
determined at this program level of analysis. Therefore, potential
environmental impacts associated with construction of public
service facilities are determined to be significant and unavoidable.
A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be considered by
the City upon approval of the proposed project.

See response to comment D-2. The evaluation of potential impacts
associated with traffic reflect the programmatic analysis for the
proposed project, consistency with Senate Bill 743, and the most
recent CEQA Guidelines Appendix G which refers to VMT rather than
level of service. Congestion, delay, and parking are no longer issues
to be evaluated in CEQA documents. The project would not
adversely affect accessibility to public facilities as a purpose of the
project is to support improvements to multi-modal transportation
options including pedestrian, bicycle and transit accessibility.
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City of San Diego
March 12, 2020
Page 3 of 7

e. “substantially affect the availability of parking in an adjacent
residential area.” City CEQA Thresholds at 73; see EIR at 4.1 3-13.
f. “severely impede the accessibility of a public facility.” /d.

.  The DEIR’s Discussion of Mitigation and Alternatives is Deficient

CEQA contains a “substantive mandate” that agencies refrain from approving a
project with significant environmental effects if “there are feasible alternatives or
mitigation measures™ that can substantially lessen or avoid those effects. Mountain Lion
Foundation v. Fish and Game Comm. (1997) 16 Cal.4™ 105, 134; Pub. Res. Code §
21002. It “requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant
adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can
substantially lessen such effects.” Sierra Club v. Gilray (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41.
The DEIR is required to consider and the City is required to adopt feasible mitigation
and alternatives that can lessen or avoid the significant Project impacts. City of Marina
v. Board of Trustees of the California State Univ. (2006) 2006 39 Cal.4™ 341, 360; see
also CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b).

A, The EIR’s Discussion of Mitigation is Insufficient

The EIR acknowledges significant impacts to “air quality; biological resources;
historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources; hydrology and water quality;
noise; public services and facilities; transportation and circulation; public utilities and
infrastructure; wildfire; and visual effects and neighborhood character.” EIR at 8-1. Yet
the EIR fails to adequately discuss or consider feasible mitigation to address any of
these several significant impacts. See id. at 7-1 to 2. This failure is repeated several
times. For example:

1. In discussing air quality impacts, the EIR acknowledges: (1) direct and
cumulative impacts associated with conflicts with air quality plans; (2) direet
and cumulative impacts to air quality standards; and (3) direct impacts
associated with carbon monoxide hot spots. EIR at 4.2-14, 17 & 19. It states:
“No additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what is included in the
proposed project have been identified.” /d. at 4.2-29.

2. In discussing impacts to biological resources, the EIR states: “impacts to
sensitive habitats associated with potential future discretionary development
under the Housing Program would be significant.” /d. at 4.3-23. It also
states: “impacts [to wetlands] associated with potential future discretionary
development ... would be potentially significant.” Id. at 4.3-25. Yet there is
no discussion of any potential mitigation.

3. In discussing impacts to historical, archacological, and tribal cultural
resources, the EIR states: “potential impacts to individual resources could
occur where implementation of the proposed project would result in
increased development potential, resulting in a significant impact to historic
buildings, structures, or sites.” Id. at 4.8-29. It also states: “potential impacts

D-9

The commenter’s referenced citations to the CEQA Guidelines are
noted.

As stated in the comment, the PEIR finds a number of significant
and unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed project (see
Table ES-1). “Significant and unavoidable” are impacts that are
significant and there is no feasible mitigation available that would
reduce the impact to less than significant levels. See CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3). Where appropriate, the proposed
ordinances have incorporated development regulations that would
serve to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts to the
extent feasible. Additionally, the environmental analysis discusses
how various existing regulations would apply to minimize
potentially significant impacts. With respect to each identified issue
area, impacts at the program level would remain significant and
unavoidable because at this level of review, the exact location,
orientation, number, and timing of individual development projects
and infrastructure improvements that could occur as a result of
implementation of the proposed project are unknown. Therefore,
no feasible mitigation can be identified at this time.
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to prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, sacred sites, and human

remains would be significant.” /d. at 4.8-31. And it states: “impacts to tribal

cultural resources ... would remain significant.” /d. at 4.8-32. Yet there is no
discussion of any potential mitigation.

4. In discussing impacts to hydrology and water quality, the EIR states:
“riverine flooding impacts ... [and the] potential risk of mudflow ... would
be significant and unavoidable.” /d. at 4.9-26. Yet there is no discussion of
any potential mitigation.

5. In discussing noise impacts, the EIR states: “potential ambient noise impacts
{0 existing noise sensitive land uses would be significant.” Jd. at 4.10-18. It
also states: “exterior noise exposure due to traffic-related noise impacts
would be significant.” Id. at 4.10-19. It states: “the proposed project could
result in multi-family development in proximity to rail noise ... [and]
impacts would ... be significant.” /d. at 4.10-20. It asserts that impacts
associated with non-compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance would be
significant. /d. And it states: “Because noise levels due to construction in
high-density areas could exceed the standards in the [Municipal Code],
impacts would be potentially significant.” /d. at 4.10-21. Yet there is no
discussion of any potential mitigation.

6. In discussing impacts to public services and facilities, the EIR acknowledges
impacts in all three areas: (1) direct and cumulative impacts to police
protection, fire rescue services, schools, libraries, and parks and recreation;
(2) direct and cumulative impacts associated with the deterioration of
existing neighborhood parks and recreation facilities; and (3) direct and
cumulative impacts associated with the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities. Jd. at 4.12-9 to 10. Yet it asserts: “No mitigation has
been identified at this program level of analysis.” /d. at 4.12-10.

7. In discussing impacts to transportation and circulation, the EIR states: “VMT
impacts associated with development under the Housing Program located in
less efficient VMT areas would be significant and unavoidable.” Jd. at 4.13-
26. Yet there is no discussion of any potential mitigation.

8. In discussing impacts to public utilities and infrastructure, the EIR states:
“direct and cumulative impacts related to the availability of water supplies
based on existing projections could be significant due to the potential for
increased density not considered in the water supply planning documents.”
Id. at 4.14-20. Tt also states: “both direct and cumulative impacts associated
with construction of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and
communication systems could be significant.” /d. Yet there is no discussion
of any potential mitigation.

9. In discussing wildfire impacts, the EIR states: “the increase in the number of
residents located within areas of risk of wildland fires could increase the
exposure of people and structures to wildfires and impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.” Jd. at 4.15-16. It also states: “impacts related
to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire would be significant and
unavoidable.” Jd. at 4.15-17. Tt states: “potential temporary or ongoing
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impacts to the environment due to the installation or maintenance of
infrastructure would be significant and unavoidable.” /d. And it states:
“hased on the potentially significant flooding risk ... related to development
downstream of a provisionally accredited levy in Mission Valley, potential
risks to flooding would also be significant and unavoidable.” /d. Yet there is
no discussion of any potential mitigation.

10. In discussing impacts to visual effects and neighborhood character, the EIR
states: “impacts associated with scenic vistas and viewsheds would be
significant and unavoidable.” Id. at 4.16-9. Tt also states: “impacts associated
with neighborhood character would be significant and unavoidable.” /d. It
states: “impacts associated with the loss of any distinctive or landmark trees
or any stand of mature trees would be significant and unavoidable.” /d. And
it states: “future development under the Housing Program could result in
substantial landform alteration,” which would lead to significant and
unavoidable impacts. Jd. Yet there is no discussion of any potential
mitigation.

The failure to discuss or consider feasible mitigation measures is particularly
striking in light of the fact that the City has adopted mitigation measures when
developing other program and plan documents. For example, the City adopted
mitigation, monitoring, and reporting programs (“MMRP”) associated with adoption of
both the Downtown Community Plan and the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. Attached
are copies of the MMRP's for both, which are hereby incorporated by reference. While
neither completely eliminates significant impacts in each of the issue areas, both ;
MMRP’s identify several feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts in
some of the very areas the EIR here claims will remain significant and unavoidable. For
example:

1. The Downtown Community Plan MMRP provides:

a. Mitigation Measure AQ-B.1-1 to address air quality impacts
associated with dust and construction equipment.

b. Mitigation Measures HIST-A.1-1, HIST-A.1-2, and HIST-A.1-3 to
address impacts to historic resources.

¢. Mitigation Measure HIST-B.1-1 to address impacts to archaeological
TESOUrces.

d. Mitigation Measures NOI-B.1-1 and NOI-B.2-1 to address noise
impacts to noise-sensitive uses, Mitigation Measures NOI-C.1-1 and
NOI-D.1-1 to address noise impacts associated with traffic, and
Mitigation Measure LU-B.4-1 to address noise impacts associated
with rail noise.

e. Mitigation Mcasures TRF-A.1.1-1, TRF-A.1.1-2, and TRF-A.2.2-1
to address traffic impacts.

2. The Morena Corridor Specific Plan MMRP provides:

a. Mitigation Measures TRANS 6.2-8 and TRANS 6.2-9 to address

traffic improvements.

The development that would be authorized under the Housing
Program would be approved with a ministerial building permit,
without further discretionary review in most cases, unless other
regulations such as the presence of ESL, requires a discretionary
permit. Because future development that is approved with a
ministerial building permit would not be subject to additional CEQA
review, feasible mitigation measures in the form of additional
regulations within the proposed project were identified and
included. Additionally, where certain requirements were part of an
existing regulation, those regulations were cited in the PEIR analysis
as a means to reduce significant impacts. Mitigation measures
referenced in the comment related to air quality and historic
resources are both required through existing regulation. Thus,
mitigation measures are not required to ensure their
implementation. See for example, Section 4.2.2.3b for details of
SDAPCD rules that would apply to all future development. Impacts
to historic resources are addressed through application of the City's
land development code, implementation of Historical Resources
Regulations and Guidelines, in addition to development regulations
identified in the proposed ordinance (refer to PEIR Section 4.8.4).

Regarding noise impacts, the PEIR analysis contained in Section
4.2.4 identifies the various regulations that would result in
reduction in potential noise impacts. For example, the California
Building Code would require future projects to demonstrate
compliance with the relevant interior noise standards through
submission and approval of a Title 24 Compliance Report. The
analysis additionally addresses the potential for impacts to occur,
similar to what was analyzed in recent CPU EIRs. For each of these
impact areas, the analysis conservatively concludes that impacts
would be significant and unavoidable due to the lack of project
specific development details available to ensure impacts would be
less than significant in all cases.
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D-11 (cont.)

The referenced mitigation measures regarding traffic are related to
impacts based on level of service (congestion and delay), that are no
longer the appropriate threshold of significance under CEQA. The
PEIR evaluated transportation impacts based on VMT in accordance
with the updated CEQA Guidelines and Senate Bill 743.
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b. Mitigation Measure NOISE 6.3-1 to address noise impacts during
construction activities.

¢. Mitigation Measure AQ 6.4-1 to address the plan’s conflict with air
quality plans and Mitigation Measure AQ 6.4-2 to address the plan’s
operational emissions.

d. Mitigation Measure HIST 6.5-1 to address impacts to historic
sources.

e. Mitigation Measure HIST 6.5-2 to address impacts to archaeological
and tribal cultural resources.

Additionally, it is remarkable the EIR acknowledges several General Plan
standards (e.g., standards associated with public services and facilities, see EIR at 4.12-
9 to 10), yet it fails to include as mitigation requirements that future projects
implemented pursuant to the Program comply with such standards.

It is also remarkable there are standards in other planning documents, such as
community plans, yet the EIR fails to include as mitigation requirements that future
projects implemented pursuant to the Program comply with such standards.

In each instance, the City’s claims “of infeasibility [are not] supported by
substantial evidence,” particularly since the EIR fails even to discuss or consider possible
mitigation. County of San Diego v. Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College Dist.
(2006) 141 Cal. App.4™ 86, 100 (citing Pub. Res. Code § 21081.5; CEQA Guidelines §
15091(b}).

B. The EIR’s Discussion of Alternatives is Insufficient

“Under CEQA, the public agency bears the burden of demonstrating that,
notwithstanding a project’s impact on the environment, the agency’s approval of the
proposed project followed meaningful consideration of alternatives.” Pesticide Action
Network v. California Dept. of Pesticide Regulation (2017) 16 Cal.App.5™ 224, 247. As
noted above, the FIR identifies several significant impacts. Yet it fails entirely to
consider and analyze alternatives that would actually reduce or eliminate those impacts.
“Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a
project may have on the environment [}, the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede
to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b) (emphasis added).

The EIR does identify what it claims is an environmentally superior alternative —
the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative 2A. EIR at 8-41. However, the EIR
acknowledges this alternative would hardly reduce any significant impacts in relation to
the Program’s impacts; in faet, it “would not eliminate any significant impacts of the
proposed project.” Id.

As shown in PEIR Table 4.1-1, future development under the
proposed project would be consistent with all relevant elements of
the City's General Plan. With respect to public facilities in general
and parks and recreational facilities, see response to comment D-7.

See response to comment D-5.

See responses to comments D-10 and D-11.

The commenter’s referenced citations to the CEQA Guidelines are
noted. Alternatives to the proposed project are analyzed in PEIR
Chapter 8. These alternatives include the No Project Alternative,
Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative, and the Incentives Available
Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative, and represent a
reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6.

As detailed in PEIR Section 8.2.3, while the significant and
unavoidable impacts related to air quality; historical, archaeological,
and tribal cultural resources; hydrology and water quality; wildfire;
and visual effects and neighborhood character would not be
completely avoided, they would be reduced compared to the
proposed project (see also Table 8-1 in the PEIR).
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Furthermore, the Program and its objectives are defined too narrowly, thereby
resulting in a narrowing of the consideration of alternatives to the Program. City of
Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1455.

IV.  The DEIR Should be Recirculated

The DEIR is sufficiently lacking that the only way to fix these issues is to revise it
and recirculate an adequate report.

V. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, Uptown United urges you to reject the Program and
EIR as drafied. Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.

Sincerely,

Eémi%euﬂo

Enc.: 1. Downtown Community Plan MMRP
2. Morena Corridor Specific Plan MMRP
3. City of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds

D-17

D-18

The program objectives (as stated in PEIR Chapters 3 and 8) were
developed by the City and are compliant with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15124(b). The Guidelines require that a project description
contain a statement of objectives sought by the proposed project
and that the statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project. The purpose of the proposed program is to
provide a vehicle for the City to address housing needs reflected in
multiple planning documents and to implement the City's General
Plan and CAP. The objectives address those purposes, and also
address City infrastructure and supporting environmental policy
objectives including the construction of pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit-oriented communities.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, a lead agency is
required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is
added to the EIR after public notice. “Significant new information”
requiring recirculation include, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the
project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be
implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted
that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure
considerably different from others previously analyzed would
clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project's proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate
and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and
comment were precluded. (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(a)). Moreover, recirculation is not required where the
new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies
or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)).

RTC-28




LETTER RESPONSE

D-18 (cont.)
The revisions to the PEIR (shown in track changes throughout the
document) includes very limited changes and corrections that
supplements and clarifies the project and existing analysis and
conclusions. Therefore, recirculation is not required.

D-19 The commenter's opposition to the approval of the project is noted.
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Letter E

ENVIRONMENTAL ‘ A0 S ; : .
m TRV 2727 HOOVER AVE, SUITE 202 | NATIONAL CITY Ch. 91950 | (619)474-0220 | ENVIRONNENTALHEALTH %6

March 11, 2020

Oscar Galvez 111

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123
ralverosandiego.gov

Subject: City of San Diego's Complete Communities: Housing Solutions/Mebility Choices Draft
PEIR

Dear Mr. Galvez,

Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) is a 40-year-old environmental justice organization. EHC
builds grassroots campaigns to confront the unjust consequences of toxic pollution, discriminatory
land use, and unsustainable energy policies. Through leader development, organizing and
advocacy, EHC improves the health of children, families, neighborhoods and the natural
environment in the San Diego/Tijuana region.

The Complete Communities (Project) Draft PEIR’s Housing Solutions is lacking in clarity and
data. As such, it is difficult for the EHC to form a position on this Project and to understand what
the potential impacts might be (e.g., gentrification, land use incompatibilities etc), particularly for
environmental justice communities that historically have been most impacted by poor land use
decisions.  EHC requests that the City address the questions and comments below and consider
recirculating the Draft PEIR.

1. There are currently State/City density bonuses/incentives that would apply to affordable
housing projects within the Project area. Describe the relationship between existing
State/City affordable housing density bonuses/incentives and this Project. Clarify and
caleulate what the ultimate/maximum buildout of affordable housing units would be under
existing State/City affordable density bonusesf/incentives and contrast those numbers
against the Project by community planning group area. This analysis will be critical in
understanding, quantifying, and evaluating the Project’s ability to provide additional
affordable housing.

EMPOWERING PEOPLE. ORGANIZING COMMUNITIES. ACHIEVING JUSTICE.

EMPODERANDD A LA GENTE. ORGANIZANDO LAS COMUNIDADES. LOGRANDO LA JUSTICIA.

E-1

E-2

Introductory comment is noted. Responses to individual comments
follow. As further detailed in the responses that follow, the PEIR
presented adequate information about the project and disclosure
of potential impacts. Recirculation of the PEIR is not required.

The City's existing Affordable Housing Density Bonus Regulations,
which implements the state density bonus regulations, is applicable
to all residential development of five or more units. In contrast, the
proposed Housing Program would provide incentives only for multi-
family housing development that includes an affordable component
located within zones that allow multi-family development and that
are located within a TPA. Proposed affordable housing
developments have the option to use incentives from either the
Affordable Housing Density Bonus Regulations or the Complete
Communities: Housing Solutions (Housing Program) ordinance,
where applicable, but may not use both programs. Calculation of
anticipated buildout of potential affordable housing units under the
Housing Program was not undertaken as this would be considered
speculative in nature. It is not known what individual sites will be
developed or redeveloped. However, the City under its Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), has targets for development of
affordable units. The Housing Program is intended to provide the
necessary regulatory changes to help the City achieve the housing
affordability targets of the City's RHNA. Refer to PEIR Section 3.2.3
for additional discussion of the City's RHNA and housing
affordability targets.
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E-5

E-6

E-7

2. Section 4.0 states that “For project areas located within community plan areas that have
not undergone recent comprehensive updates, or approximately 54 percent of the project
areas, it is assumed for purpose of this environmental analysis that densities allowed with
adoption of the Housing Program could exceed development assumptions used in the
environmental analysis completed for those community plans.” List out the community
planning areas that have not undergone a “recent comprehensive update”. Explain the
rational to only allowing greater densities in older community plans. How would the
Project affect future community plan updates in terms of allowing greater densities?

3. Section 3.6 states that “Future development under the Housing Program would be
processed with a ministerial review unless site-specific conditions such as impacts to
Environmentally Sensitive Lands or historical resources or a Coastal Development Permit
warrant a discretionary approval.” Would City staff make this determination as to what
warrants “site-specific conditions™? What is the process if the community disagrees with
staff’s assessment of “site-specific conditions™? Is there an appeal process, for instance?
For example, would it be permissible to allow an affordable housing project to be located
next to an existing industrial use or other large source of pollution through a ministerial
review if there aren’t any ESLs, historical resources, and/or required CDPs?

4. Figures 3-2 through 3-4 need to be parcel based and recreated by community plan area at
a larger scale. These figures are not legible enough to understand if a particular parcel is
affected ornot. Please include the zoning maps and land use policy maps for all community
plans affected along with the same layers/data displayed in Figures 3-2 through 3-4.

5. Are there specific requirements pertaining to the various categories of affordability? In
other words, would it be possible to only produce moderate-income housing and still
qualify?

Thank you for your time and consideration. I can be reached directly at 619-474-0220 x 104 and/or
via email dannys@environmentalhealth.org should you have any questions regarding my
comments.

Sincerely,

Danny Serrano. AICP

Campaign Director

(¥ e

Mike Hansen, Planning Director, City of San Diego

Brian Shoenfisch, Program Manager, City of San Diego

Mark Steele, Barrio Logan Community Planning Group Chair
Russ Connelly, City Heights Community Planning Group Chair

E-3

Refer to Section 4.0, Table 4-1 of the PEIR for a list of communities
with a recent community plan update (CPU). The Housing Program
would apply (and associated potential density increases) applies
citywide to all areas within TPAs that are within a zone that allows
multi-family development, regardless of the community plan. The
discussion of recent CPUs with a recent update is provided because
in those communities, densities were reevaluated using current
policies and the existing density allowances adopted with the
respective CPU EIRs are not likely to be exceeded. In communities
without a recent CPU, the project could result in densities in excess
of what was evaluated in those CPU EIRs. Refer to PEIR Section 4.0
for further discussion related to this topic.

The site-specific conditions that would trigger discretionary review
are detailed in the City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)
Regulations (San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] Chapter 14, Article 3,
Division 1). Refer to PEIR Section 4.3.2.3c for discussion of how the
ESL Regulations would apply to future projects.

All development projects with the potential to affect historical

resources, such as designated historical resources, historical
buildings, landscapes, objects, and structures; important
archaeological sites; tribal cultural resources; and traditional

cultural properties are subject to the City's Historical Resources
Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2) and Historical
Resources Guidelines. Refer to PEIR Section 4.8.4 for a discussion of
how the Historical Resources Regulations and Historical Resources
Guidelines would apply to future projects.

With regards to Coastal Development Permits, determinations
would be made in accordance with the City's Land Development
Code.
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E-6

E-7

Comment noted. The information contained in Chapter 3.0 of the
PEIR contains adequate information about the applicability of the
various components of the project to allow disclosure of potential
impacts.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of
the PEIR. For specific details of the affordability requirements of the
project, refer to the complete text of the proposed Complete
Communities: Housing Solutions ordinance.

Comment noted.
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Letter F

lI=HechtSolberg

RICHARD A. SCHULMAN
E-Mail: rschulmangihechtsolberg.com

March 12, 2020

Via Electronic Mail Only
PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov

Oscar Galvez
Environmental Planner
Planning Department

9485 Aero Drive, MS 413
San Diego, California 92123

Re:  Complete Communities Program Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Galvez:

This firm represents Alexandria Real Estate Equities, Inc. (“ARE”). ARE develops and owns
scientific research projects that provide employment for thousands of San Diegans. We appreciate the
City’s extension of the time to comment on the Complete Communities Program Environmental F-2
Impact Report (“PEIR”). The PEIR itself is a thorough analysis whose authors deserve praise. Our
concerns relate to the interaction between the PEIR and the underlying program documents. Our
comments will address the drafts of the program documents that are available on line as of the
morning of March 10, 2020.

First, the PEIR’s transportation impact analysis is premised on the assumption that future
development will generate vehicle miles traveled (*VMTs") based on where each project will be built;
for example, development in areas that, according to SANDAG’s maps, currently have higher-than-
average VMTs will themselves generate higher-than-average VMTs. SANDAG’s maps are valuable
for understanding existing conditions, but their value in predicting the character of development is
very dubious, especially given the volume of state and local regulations that will reduce the VMTs
and greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions of future development.

Thus, it is essential that individual projects be allowed to show that they will not cause
significant VMT impacts. Allowing individualized analyses of future projects is consistent with the
concept of a “program™ EIR, but despite some helpful hints, neither the proposed regulations nor the
PEIR clearly allow it now. This could be accomplished simply by adding to the Transportation Study
Manual a sentence such as, “Nothing herein precludes individual projects from demonstrating, based
on substantial evidence, that they will generate fewer vehicle miles traveled.” Although this change
would oceur in one of the underlying regulations, it would avoid an uncertainty in the PEIR’s analysis
of the impacts of those regulations.

Second, the exemptions from the proposed ordinance are inconsistent, which renders
uncertain the PEIR’s analysis of the program’s potential environmental impacts and mitigation.
Section 143.1102(a)(6) exempts all industrial uses from the ordinance. However, subdivisions (b) and

Hecht Solberg Robinson Goldberg & Bogley P Atfornays af Law
One America Plaza 600 West Broadway  Eighth Floor  San Diego, CA 92101 T: 619.239.3444  F: 619232.6828  hechhsolberg.com

Introductory comment is noted.

Comment noted. The SANDAG VMT maps are a regionally available
tool to predict VMT per capita and employee by location. While
there will be variation in VMT per capita and employee depending
on a particular land use, this regional tool provides an estimate of
average VMT per capita and employee that is based on the best
available data. As discussed in PEIR Section 4.13.4 (Issue 2),
although the proposed project is anticipated to result in the
implementation of infrastructure improvements and a more
efficient land use pattern that could result in per capita VMT
reductions, at a programmatic level, impacts are determined to be
significant and unavoidable because it is unknown at this level of
review whether future improvements would be implemented at the
time a future development project's VMT impacts could occur, and
whether those impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant
level.

The ordinance is not intended to apply to industrial development.
This has been clarified in the ordinance and the PEIR analysis is
adequate without revision.
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(¢) of Section 143.1103 purport to apply to (and impose a fee on) “all” development within the
specified Mobility Zones; they only recognize exceptions created by themselves, i.e., by subdivisions
(b) and (c) of §143.1103. Thus, scientific research (industrial) projects might or might not be exempt,
an uncertainty which affects the adequacy of the PEIR’s environmental analysis.

Our understanding is that the City intended to exempt all of the development in the broad
exemption (in §143.1102) and that the narrower clauses (in §143.1103) were simply not written
clearly. Thus, a simple fix would delete the introductory clauses from Section 143.1103(b) and (c)
and replace them with, “Unless exempt by this Division ...” Again, although this change would occur
in one of the underlying regulations, it would avoid uncertainty in the action that the PEIR analyzes.

These two concerns combine in the context of the proposed fee program. The fee program
does not currently exist, which renders it unreliable as mitigation. Even more important from a
practical perspective, our understanding of the numbers is that a VMT mitigation fee for Mobility
Zone 4 would make every project there economically infeasible. Failing to clearly authorize
individualized analyses, especially if the fee were required of every industrial project, would eliminate
thousands of jobs without providing any corresponding environmental benefit.

Finally, the PEIR assumes that VMTs will be the only authotized metric to analyze
transportation impacts. However, the governing statute (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21099), which
overrides any conflicting regulation, allows cities to consider other standards pursuant to “local
general plan policies, zoning codes, conditions of approval, thresholds, or any other planning
requirements pursuant to the police power or any other authority.” Several of the City’s governing
documents, such as the Mira Mesa, Rancho Penasquitos, and College Area community plans, seek
solutions for traffic problems based on congestion; they either use the word “congestion” or seek
intersection improvements to reduce congestion and delay.

The City’s proposed new significance threshold preserves an obligation to satisfy other
regulations, so it does not expressly eliminate such non-VMT metrics. If the City intends to eliminate
all non-VMT metrics, we suggest that the program documents and PEIR say so clearly, for example
by saying that, “VMT is the sole measure of transportation and related impacts such as consistency
with plans that address transportation.” Again, this would avoid uncertainty in the PEIR’s discussion
of the regulations whose impacts it analyzes.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
Very truly yours,

S

Richard A. Schulman
HECHT SOLBERG ROBINSON GOLDBERG & BAGLEY LLP

RAS:cas

075043-55 4846-6808-6199 v.2
cc: Client

F-4

F-6

This has been clarified in the ordinance and the PEIR analysis is
adequate without revision.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR. Findings and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations will also be adopted by the City Council, prior to
approval of the project. With regard to compliance with the
regulations for industrial projects referenced by the commenter, the
project proposes exemptions for industrial development within
Mobility Zone 4. Additionally, compliance with the Mobility Choices
regulations would be mitigation to the extent feasible, and the PEIR
is intended to cover such projects.

The City thresholds have been updated consistent with Senate Bill
743, and the most recent CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.
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Letter G

Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board

12463 Rancho Bernardo Road #523, San Diego, CA 92128
www.rbplanningboard.com

March 10, 2020

Oscar Galvez, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego, Planning Department

9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov (Complete Communities Draft PEIR)

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for Complete
Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices San Diego, California

Dear Mr. Galvez:

On February 20, 2020, the Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board (Planning Board)
reviewed the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for Complete Communities
and identified the following concerns related to the adequacy and accuracy of the information
provide in the Draft PEIR. The Planning Board approved a motion by a vote of 9-0-0 to forward
the following comments and concerns related to the Draft PEIR. We respectfully request that the
City inform the Planning Board when the responses to comments are completed.

Project Description

1. The project description in the draft PEIR does not provide adequate information regarding
the various proposals, making it difficult to understand the extent of the impacts to the
environment that would occur as a result of implementing the “complete communities”
program. The term affordable housing units is not defined, and the description of
neighborhood-serving infrastructure improvements is lacking the details necessary to
understand how the Mobility Choices Program will result in reductions in citywide per capita
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), particularly in suburban communities with minimal transit
options.

2. What specifically is intended to occur in Mobility Choice Program Improvement Areas and
why do they extend outside the TPA areas?

[S%]

We concur that developing housing near transit will reduce VMT for those who live in a TPA
if they can get to work, shop, and recreate using transit, but this is not currently possible in
many of the TPAs throughout the City due to limited service routes and schedules. The draft
PEIR does not acknowledge such difference throughout the City.

G-1

G-2

Introductory comment is noted.

The PEIR has been prepared consistent with the rules and
requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. Data is
presented in a way to provide an understandable and objective
assessment of project impacts. The project description provides
an explanation of all of the project's component parts including
the Complete Communities: Housing Solutions, referred to as
the “Housing Program” and the Complete Communities: Mobility
Choices, referred to as the “Mobility Choices Program.”
Specifically, PEIR Section 3.5.1 provides a detailed description of
the Housing Program including a discussion of the affordable
housing requirements (Section 3.5.1.1), ordinance incentives
(Section 3.5.1.2), and requirements for public infrastructure
improvements (Section 3.5.1.3).

The purpose of Complete Communities: Housing Solutions
ordinance is to provide an alternative incentive program for
development within Transit Priority Areas that provide housing
for very low income, low income, median income, and/or
moderate income households.

With  respect to neighborhood-serving infrastructure
improvements, PEIR Section 3.5.2.2 includes a list of 27
examples of such public improvements. A comprehensive list of
transportation infrastructure and amenities that could be
implemented are listed in the proposed Appendix S of the City's
Land Development Manual (LDM).

As discussed in PEIR Section 4.13.4, the Mobility Choice Program
is intended to support reductions in Citywide VMT per capita
through improvements to transportation infrastructure and
amenities throughout Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. A portion of
Rancho Bernardo is identified as a TPA in proximity to a high-
quality transit stop. By providing more infrastructure and
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G-3

G-4

G-2 d. (cont.)

improvements for pedestrian, bicycle, and transit users, these
modes would be encouraged and ridership could increase.
Improvements could include active transportation amenities
such as those listed in PEIR Section 3.5.2.2 and as listed in the
proposed Appendix S of the LDM.

The Mobility Choices Program Improvement Areas are areas where
transportation infrastructure and amenities could be installed to
encourage pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use. It is only within
these areas new transportation infrastructure would be focused,
and where physical impacts associated with the construction of
active transportation infrastructure and amenities resulting from
implementation of the program would occur. In other words these
are the areas where new transportation infrastructure would be
focused. The Mobility Choices Program Improvement Areas extend
outside the TPAs because transportation amenities are needed
beyond TPAs in order to support multi-modal connections into TPAs
from surrounding areas. The intent is to increase the use of high
quality transit by users both within and surrounding TPAs.

The Housing Program is intended to incentivize and support new
housing within the City's TPAs and the Mobility Choice Program
would provide on-site transportation amenities that support transit
and active transportation modes within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3.
Although different areas throughout the City have differing levels of
service routes and available transit, future projects would serve to
enhance local transit opportunities through neighborhood-serving
infrastructure improvements. See also response to comment G-3.
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4. Page 3-6 states: “The proposed project areas are generally developed, urbanized areas with
access to high-quality transit. The approximately 20,538 acres of the Housing Program
project areas are located within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) throughout the City.” This
statement implies that all TPA provide similar transit opportunities, however, this is not the
case. As a result, increasing density in areas where adequate transit is not available to serve
the needs of new development will only increase VMT with no mitigation provided to
address traffic congestion and the associated impacts to air quality.

5. Table 3-2 requires additional explanation. Where are the 78 areas within Rancho Bernardo

that are considered Housing Program Eligible Areas and the 394 areas identified for Mobility

Choices Program Improvements?

6. The footnote for Table 3-2 states: “Actual improvements would be limited to existing road
rights-of-way and within the development footprint of future development projects.” How
will VMT be substantively reduced by only making these limited improvements? Although
page 3-19 provides addition information and a list of improvements that would encourage

people to walk and ride bikes in denser areas where work, play, and commercial needs are all

located in proximity to housing, this is not the case in all areas of the city. The project
description should acknowledge these differences throughout the City.

7. Figure 3-2 Area D identifies as a “housing program eligible area” a large area in Bernardo
Heights that is already fully developed with multiple family units. The project description
does not include any discussion of eliminating existing development to achieve the goals of

the Mobility Choices Program. Based on the information provided in the project description,

we do not understand why this area is included for consideration. Please expand the
discussion in the Final PEIR to address the potential displacement of existing residents.

Transportation Analysis

1. An explanation is required to support the conclusion that the proposal will not conflict with
adopted transportation plans. Funds are being moved around to address specific areas of the
City, leaving other areas with little or no funding for transportation improvements.

2. The PEIR does not adequately address the increases in traffic volumes on the regional
transportation system that will occur as a result of increased densities in areas that may be
identified as TPAs, but do not have adequate access to transit to meet the transportation

needs of existing and future residents. Additionally, there is no analysis of the impacts to the
transportation system of providing additional housing without also ensuring adequate nearby
job opportunities, recreational facilities, and food and other shopping needs that are required

to minimize total VMT.

3. The feeder bus system in Rancho Bernardo and other “suburban™ areas is essentially non-
existent, so additional units in these areas are likely to increase, rather than reduce, total
VMT. The PEIR does not provide adequate analysis of the short- and long-term effects to
existing transportation facilities of the Mobility Choices Program in communities where

G-5

G-6

G-7

See response to comment G-4 regarding neighborhood-serving
transit opportunities. As discussed in PEIR Section 4.13.4, the
proposed project is anticipated to result in the implementation of
infrastructure improvements that could result in per capita VMT
reductions. At a programmatic level, traffic impacts are determined
to be significant and unavoidable because it is unknown at this level
of review whether future improvements would be implemented
prior to a future development project's VMT impacts. Findings and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations would be considered by the
City prior to approval of the proposed project.

The area within Rancho Bernardo identified as a Housing Program
Eligible Area covers the area zoned for multi-family use that is
within an existing TPA. This area is shown on Figure 3-2, Area D. The
Mobility Choices Program Improvement Area within Rancho
Bernardo is labeled as Mobility Zone 2, which includes all areas
wholly or partially within a TPA. Refer to Figure 3-4 for a location of
the Mobility Choices Program Improvement Areas. The Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas and the Housing Program
Eligible Areas within Rancho Bernardo are both located within a
TPA; however, the Housing Program Eligible Areas are smaller than
the Mobility Choices Improvement Areas because the Housing
Program areas only are only applicable to parcels with zoning that
allows multi-family housing.

It is correct that improvements associated with the Mobility Choices
Program would occur within the development footprint of private
property and within existing public rights-of-way within the Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas (see PEIR Section 4.13.1.1).
Reductions in VMT are anticipated from both the Mobility Choices
Program improvements in addition to the incentives provided by
the Housing Program to develop housing within TPAs. Both these
aspects of the project are intended to support and encourage multi-
modal transportation within the project areas.
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The Housing Program Eligible Areas within Rancho Bernardo are
shown in Figure 3-2 Area D. The eligible project areas for the
Housing Program include zones within TPAs that allow for multi-
family residential development. As noted in the comment, the area
may include existing development. The proposed project only
specifies where future development consistent with the Housing
Program would be allowed to occur should all development
regulations and requirements be met. The potential for
redevelopment is discussed throughout the PEIR. For example, PEIR
Section 3.5.1.1 discusses the requirement in the Housing Program
for redevelopment projects to replace existing affordable units that
are removed as part of the development. An additional
acknowledgement of the potential for redevelopment to occur
under the Housing Program was added to Section 3.5.1 of the Final
PEIR. The Housing Solutions ordinance has a requirement for the
provision of existing affordable units.

The proposed project's consistency with the City’s transportation
policies is analyzed in PEIR Section 4.13.4 (Issue 1). As discussed
therein, the proposed project would improve pedestrian, bicycle,
and transit facilities and foster increased safety for all alternative
modes by facilitating the development of high density multi-family
residential land uses close to existing transit areas. Specifically, the
proposed project would incentivize higher density housing within
TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 and would support reductions
in Citywide VMT per capita through improvements to transportation
infrastructure and amenities within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3.
These goals are consistent with and supportive of the City's General
Plan, Climate Action Plan (CAP), and San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan, because the proposed project supports high
densities within proximity to transit.

Comment regarding funds does not address the adequacy or
completeness of the Draft PEIR. Comment noted. However,
development impact fees would be continued to be required prior
to issuance of any building permit in accordance with San Diego
Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 142.0640.
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The evaluation of potential impacts associated with traffic reflect
the programmatic analysis for the proposed project, consistency
with Senate Bill 743, and the most recent CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G which refers to VMT rather than Level of Service (LOS).
Specifically, PEIR Section 4.13.4 (Issue 2) analyzes whether the
proposed project would meet VMT standards set by SANDAG.
Further, as discussed in Chapter 4, the densities supported by the
proposed project would be consistent with the densities and
associated buildout traffic analysis completed for project areas
located within communities that have had a recent community plan
update (CPU). While it is assumed that densities allowed with
adoption of the Housing Program could exceed development
assumptions for communities without a recently updated
community plan, this is a conservative assumption as overall
housing production numbers are well below targets needed to meet
RHNA goals, as discussed in PEIR Section 3.2.3. Overall, although
the proposed project is anticipated to result in the implementation
of infrastructure improvements that could result in per capita VMT
reductions, at a programmatic level of analysis, impacts are
determined to be significant and unavoidable because it is unknown
at this level of review whether future improvements would be
implemented at the time a future development project's VMT
impacts could occur, and whether those impacts would be mitigated
to a less than significant level. Findings and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations would be considered by the City prior to
approval of the proposed project.

Rancho Bernardo is supported by a high-frequency bus line that
qualifies a portion of the community to be designated as a TPA by
SANDAG. The timing of infrastructure improvements relative to
increased density is discussed in the analysis reflected in the
conclusions disclosed in PEIR Section 4.13.4. See also response to
comment G-10.
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accessibility to regional transit options is limited.

4. The PEIR analysis of the effects to total VMT throughout the City associated with reducing
and in some cases eliminating DIF requirements in exchange for improvements related to
pedestrian access and bicycle facilities is inadequate and should be expanded, as these
improvements will do little to address the much larger transportation needs of the region.

Land Use

1. An explanation is required to support the conclusion that the proposal will not conflict with
existing community plans. Moving DIF funds away from some communities in order to
support increased densities in others, as well as reducing/eliminating park standards is likely
to result in conflicts with the proposals/recommendations presented in many community
plans. The PEIR should acknowledge these conflicts.

Conclusion

The deficiencies in the City’s current transportation system must be acknowledged in the PEIR
and reasonable solutions for reducing VMTs must be identified, otherwise, the goals of the
Climate Action Plan will not be achieved. Limiting mobility improvements to existing road
rights-of-way, wider sidewalks, and bicycle repair spots will not sufficiently reduce VMT.
Complete communities require that employment, commercial, and adequate recreational
opportunities are located in proximity to residential development. Increasing density without
considering all of the needs of the future residents will necessarily result in increased VMT. Not
everyone can walk or ride a bike to address their daily needs, so to increase housing densities and
also reduce VMT, the Mobility Choices Program must address funding for measures, such as
providing feeder buses to serve major transportation hubs, that will effectively accommodate the
transportation needs of all residents within the City.

The Planning Board appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the Draft PEIR.

Sincerely,

Robin Raufman

Robin Kaufman, Chair
Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board

cc:  Councilmember Mark Kersey, District 5

Refer to response to comment G-9.

Refer to response to comment G-9.

CEQA no longer requires transportation analysis to focus on
deficiencies in the transportation system as it relates to congestion
and level of service. The appropriate threshold of significance
related to transportation is VMT. The proposed project's purpose is
to reduce VMT throughout the City through the allowance of higher
density residential uses in close proximity to transit and through
funding infrastructure improvements to support multi-modal
transportation. This is consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan
which identifies GHG reduction strategies focusing on energy- and
water-efficient buildings; clean and renewable energy; bicycling,
walking, transit, and land use; zero waste (gas and waste
management); and climate resiliency (see PEIR Section 4.6.2.3(c)).
The proposed project would support reductions in GHG emissions
attributable to vehicle sources as future residents near transit
would be more likely to rely on transit and active modes of
transportation.
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H-1 As detailed in Section 4.8.4 of the PEIR, the City distributed a Notice

Letter H of Preparation for the PEIR to all culturally affiliated Native

American tribes, organizations, and individuals and included

From: Ray Teran notification to all tribal groups in San Diego County. Consultation

= o began in August 2019 and concluded in October 2019. The

b Complete Communtles consultation process involved a review of the project scope and
ate: Monday, February 24, 2020 2:51:28 PM

Attachments:  maeDOLing analysis, along with review of the draft sensitivity maps for the

In reviewing the above referenced project the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians (“Viejas”) would like
to comment at this time.

The project area may contain many sacred sites to the Kumeyaay people. We request that these
sacred sites be avoided with adequate buffer zones.

Additionally, Viejas is requesting, as appropriate, the following:

. All NEPA/CEQA/NAGPRA laws be followed
. Immediately contact Viejas on any changes or inadvertent discoveries.

Please call Ernest Pingleton at 619-653-2314 or email, epingleton@vigjas-nsn.gov, for scheduling.
Thank you.

Ray Teran
Viejas Tribal Government
Grant Writer / Administrator
619-659-2312

rteran@viejas-nsn.gov

proposed project (see Figure 4.8-1 in the PEIR).

As detailed in the PEIR, Section 4.8.4, proposed project areas that
were identified to have tribal cultural resource sensitivity by Native
American Tribes were taken into account in the development of
Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps for the project areas (refer to
Figure 4.8-1 in the PEIR). During review of future projects
(ministerial and discretionary), the City will review these Historical
Resources Sensitivity Maps to determine the potential for tribal
cultural resources to be impacted. Implementation of the Historical
Resources Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines requires
site-specific cultural surveys where warranted and implementation
of measures to avoid or minimize impacts to the extent feasible. In
accordance with this review, the City would ensure all federal, state,
and local applicable regulations referenced in the comment are
followed and appropriate tribes would be notified of any
inadvertent discoveries. The PEIR concludes that while existing
regulations would provide for the protection of tribal cultural
resources, it is not possible to ensure the successful preservation of
all tribal cultural resources. Therefore, potential impacts to tribal
cultural resources are considered significant and unavoidable.
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Attachment 1 to Letter D

Appendix A

FEIR Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program for the
Downtown Community Plan

Adopted March 14, 2006 by
Redevelopment Agency Resolution R-301264

Revised April 23, 2010 by )
Redevelopment Agency Resolution R-385760

Revised June 21, 2016 by
San Diego City Council Resolution R-310562

RTC-43




vr-014

Impact(s)

Significant

Mitigation Measure(s)

AIR QUALITY (AQ)

Impact
AQ-B.1

Dust and construction equipment engine emissions generated during grading and demolition
would impact local and regional air quality. (Direct and Cumulative)

ta

Mitigation Measure AQ-B,1-1: Prior to approval of a Grading or Demalition Permit, the Ci
shall confirm that the following conditions have been applied, as appropriate:

o

Exposed soil areas shall be watered twice per day. On windy days or when fugitive dust
can be obzerved leaving the development site, additional applications of water shall be
applied as necessary to prevent visible dust plumes from leaving the development site.
‘When wind velocities arve forecast to exceed 25 mph, all ground disturbing activities shall
be halted until winds that are forecast to abate below this thresheld.

Dust suppression techniques shall be implemented including, but not limited to, the
following:

a. Portions of the construction site to remain inactive longer than a period of three
months shall be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown or otherwize stabilized
in a manner acceptable to Civie San Diego,

b, On-site access points shall be paved as soon as feasible or watered periodically or
otherwise stabilized.

c. Material transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to
prevent exeessive amounts of dust.

d. The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or exeavation operations shall
be minimized at all times.

Vehicles on the construction site shall travel at speeds lesz than 15 mph.

Material stockpiles subject to wind erozion during construction activities, which will not
be utilized within three days, shall be covered with plastic, an alternative cover deemed
equivalent to plastic, or sprayed with a nontoxic chemical stabilizer.

‘Where vehicles leave the construction site and enter adjacent public streets, the streets
shall be swept daily or washed down at the end of the work day to remove soil tracked
onto the paved surface. Any visible track-out extending for more than fifty (50) feet from
the access point shall be swept or washed within thirty (30) minutes of deposition.

Priar to
Demeolition er
Grading Permit
(Design)

Developer

City

431131
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Significant
Impact(s)

Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation

Time Frame | Responsibility |

All diesel-powered vehicles and equipment shall be properly operated and maintained.

All diesel-y red vehicles and gasoline-p red equipment shall be turned off when not
in use for more than five minutes, as required by state law.

The construction centractor shall utilize electric or natural gas-powered equipment in lieu
of gasoline or diesel-powered engines, where feaszible.

As much as possible, the construction contractor shall time the eonstruction activities so
as not to interfere with peak hour traffie. In order to minimize obstruction of through
traffic lanes adjacent to the site, a flag-person shall be retained to maintain safety
adjacent to existing roadways, if necessary,

. The construction contractor shall support and encourage ridesharing and transit

incentives for the construction crew.

. Low VOU coatings shall be used as required by SDAPCD Rule 67. Spray equipment with

high transfer efficiency, such as the high volume-low pressure spray method, or manual
coatings application 2uch az paint brush hand roller, trowel, spatula, dauber, rag, or
sponge, shall be used to reduee VOC emissions, where feasible,

. If construction equipment powered by alternative fuel sources (liquefied natural

gasicompressed natural gas) is available at comparable cost, the developer shall specify
that such equipment be used during all construction activities on the development site.

. The developer shall requirve the use of particulate filters on diesel construetion equipment

if use of such filters iz demonstrated to be cost-competitive for use on this development.

. During demolition activities, safety measurves as required by City/County/State for

removal of toxie or hazardous materials shall be utilized.

5. Rubble piles shall be maintained in a damp state to minimize dust generation.

. During finish work, low-VOC paints and efficient transfer svatems shall be utilized, to the

extent possible,

. If alternative-fueled andlor particulate filter-equipped construction equipment is not

feasible, construction equipment shall use the newest, least-polluting equipment,
whenever possible. During finish work, low-VOC paints and efficient transfer systems
shall be utilized, to the extent possible.

Verification
Responsibility
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Impact(s)

Significant

HisTorICAL RESOURCES (HIST)

Impact
HIST-A.1

Future development in Downtown could impact significant architectural structures.
(Direct and Cumulative)

Mitigation Measure HIST-A.1-1: For construetion or development permits that may impact
potentially historical vesources which arve 45 years of age or clder and which have not been
evaluated for local, state and federal historie significance, a site specific survey shall be
required in accordance with the Historical Resources Regulations in the LDC. Based on the
survey and the best information available, City Staff to the Historical Resourees Board (HRB)
shall determine whether historical resources exist, whether potential historical resource(s)
isfare eligible for designation as designated historical resource(s) by the HREB, and the precise
location of the resource(s). The identified historieal resouree(s) may be nominated for HRB
designation as a result of the survey pursuant to Chapter 12, Article 3, Division 2, Designation
of Historical Resouree procedures, of the LDC.

All applications for construction and development permits where historieal resources are
present on the site shall be evaluated by City Staff to the HRB pursuant to Chapter 14,
Article 3, Division 2, Historical Rezourcez Regulations of the LDC.

1. National Register-Listed/Eligible, California Register-Listed/Eligible Resources:
Resourees listed in or formally determined eligible for the National Register or California
Register and resources identified as contributing within a National or California Register
District, shall be retained onsite and any improvements, renovation, rehabilitation and/or
adaptive reuse of the property shall ensure its preservation and be consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995) and
the associated Guidelines.

(=]

San Diego Register-Listed Resources: Resources listed in the San Diege Register of
Historieal Resources, or determined to be a contributor to a San Diego Register District,
shall, whenever possible, be retained on-site. Partial retention, relocation, or demolition of
a resource shall only be permitted according to Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2,
Historieal Resources Regulations of the LDC.

Prior to
Development.
Permit (Design)
Prior to
Demolition,
Grading, andfor
Building Permit
(Design)

Prior to
Certificate of
Oceupancy
(Implementation)

Developer

Civic San
Diego /City

431131
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Significant
Impact(s)

Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation

Time Frame | Responsibility |

Mitigation Measure HIST-A.1-2: If the potential exists for direct andfor indirect impacts to
retained or reloeated designated andior potential historical resources (“historical resources”),
the following measures shall be implemented in ecordination with a Development Services
Department dezignee andfor City Staff to the HRB (*City Staff”) in accordance with Chapter
14, Article 3, Division 2, Historical Resources Regulations of the LDC.

1. Prior to Permit Issuance
A, Construction Plan Check

1 Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but
not limited to, the first Grading Permit Building Permits,but prior to the first
Preconstruction (Precon) Meeting, whichever is applicable, City Staff shall
verify that the requirements for historical monitoring during demolition
andfor stabilization have been noted on the appropriate construction
documents,

(a) Stabilization work eannot begin until a Precon Meeting has been held at
least one week prior to issuance of appropriate permits.

(b) Physical description, including the year and type of historical resource,
and extent of stabilization shall be noted on the plans.

B. Submittal of Treatment Flan for Retained Historical Resources

1. Prior to NTP for any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first
Grading Permit and Building Permits, but prior to the first Precon Meeting,
whichever iz applicable, the Applicant shall submit a Treatment Plan to City
Staff for review and approval in accordance in accordance with the Secretary of
the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historie Properties (1995) and the
associated Guidelines. The Treatment Flan shall include measures for
protecting any historical resources, as defined in the LDC, during construction
related activities (e.g., removal of non-historic features, demolition of adjacent
structures, subsurface structural support, ete.). The Treatment Plan shall be
shown as notes on all construction documents (i.e., Grading andior Building
Plans).

Verification
Responsibility

431131
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Impact(s)

Implementation

Time Frame Responsibility

C. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to City Staff

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to City Staff identifving the
Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of all persons involved
in this MMRP (ie, Architectural Historian, Historie Architeet andior
Historian), as defined in the City of San Diego HRG.

]

City Staff will provide a letter to the applicant confirming that the
qualificaticns of the PI and all persons invelved in the historical monitoring of
the project meet the qualification standards established by the HRG,

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from City Staff
for any personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

II.  Prior to Start of Construction
A, Documentation Program (DP)

1. Prior to the first Precon Meetling andfor issuanee of any construction permit,
the DP zhall be submitted to City Stafl for veview and approval and shall
include the following:

(a) Photo Documentation

(1) Decumentation shall include professional quality photo documentation
of the historical rescurce(s) prior to any construction that may cause
direct and/or indirect impacts to the resource(s) with 36mm black and
white photographs, 486 standard format, taken of all four elevations and
close-ups of select architectural elements, such az, but not limited to,
rooffwall junctions, window treatments, and decorative hardware.
Photographs shall be of archival quality and easily vepredueible,

(2) Xerox copies or CD of the photographs shall be submitted for archival
storage with the City of San Diego HRB and the Civie San Diego Project
file. Omne set of original photographs and negatives shall be submitted
for archival storage with the California Room of the City of San Diego
Public Library, the San Diego Historical Society and/or other relative
historical society or group(s).

Verification
Responsibility

431131
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Impact(s)

a

Implementation

Time Frame

(h) Required drawings

(1) Measured drawings of the building's exterior elevations depicting
existing conditions or other velevant features shall be produced from
T led, accurate ts. If portions of the building are not
aceessible for measurement, or cannot be reproduced from historic
asources, they should not be drawn, but clearly labeled as not aceessible.
Dirawings produced in ink on translucent material or archivally stable
material (blueline drawings) are acceptable). Standard drawing sizes
are 19 by 24 inches or 24 by 36 inches, standard seale iz 1/4 inch = 1
foot.

{2) One set of measured drawings shall be submitted for archival storage
with the City of San Diego HRB, the Civic San Diego Project file, the
SBouth Coastal Information Center, the California Room of the City of
San Diego Public Library, the San Diego Historical Society and/or other
historical society or group(s).

Prior to the first Precon Meeting, City Staff shall verify that the DP has been
approved.

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

Prior to beginning any work that may impact any historical resource(s) which isfare
subject to this MMRP, the Applicant shall arvange a Precon Meeting that shall
include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) andfor Grading Contractor, Resident
Engineer (RE), Historical Monitor(z), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and
City Staff. The qualified Historian andior Architectural Historian zhall attend any
gradinglexcavation related Precon Meetings to make comments andlor suggestions
concerning the Historieal Monitoring program with the Construction Manager
andfor Grading Contractor,

(a) If the Pl is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Preeon Meeting with City Staff, the PI, RE, CM or Bl, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Historical Menitoring Plan

(a) Prior to the start of any work that is subject to an Historical Monitoring Plan,

Responsibility

Verification
Responsibility
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Time Frame | Responsibility |

the PI shall submit an Historical Monitoring Flan which describez how the
monitoring would be accomplished for approval by City Staff. The Historical
Menitoring Plan shall include an Historical Monitoring Exhibit (HME) based on
the appropriate construetion documents (redueed to 11x17 inches) to City Staff
identifving the areas to be monitored including the delineation of
gradingfexcavation limits,

the PI shall also submit a construction schedule
dicating when and where monitoring will ocour.

(k) Prior to the start of any work
to City Staff through the RI

(¢) The Pl may submit a detailed letter to City Staff prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be bazed on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indieate site conditions such as underpinning,
shoring andlor extensive excavation which could result in impacts to, andior
reduce impaets to the on-site or adjacent historical resource.

Implementation of Approved Treatment Plan for Historical Resources

Implementation of the approved Treatment Plan for the protection of historical
rezourcez within the project site may not begin prior to the completion of the
Documentation Program as defined above,

The qualified Historical Monitor(z) shall attend weekly jobsite meetings and be on-
site daily during the stabilization phase for any retained or adjacent historical
resource to photo decument the Treatment Plan process.

The qualified Historical Monitor(s) shall document activity via the Consultant Site
Vizit Record (CSVER). The CSVR's ghall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day
and last day (Netification of Monitoring Completion) of the Treatment Plan process
and in the case of ANY unanticipated incidents, The RE shall forward copies to City
Staff,

Prior to the start of any construction related activities, the applieant shall provide
verification to City Staff that all historvieal vesources on-site have been adequately
atabilized in accordance with the approved Treatment Plan. This may include a site
vigit with City Staff, the CM, RE or BI, but may also be accomplizhed through
submittal of the draft Treatment Plan photo documentation report.

Verification
Responsibility

431131
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City Staff will provide written verification to the RE or BI after the site visit or
upon approval of draft Treatment Plan veport indicating that construction related
activities can proceed.

During Construction

Qualified Historical Monitor(s) Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/
Trenching

The Qualified Historieal Monitor{s) shall be present full-time during
grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to
historical resources as identified on the HME. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and City Staff of changes to any
construction activities.

The Qualified Historical Monitor(s) shall doeument field activity via the CSVR.
The CSVR's shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the
last day of monitoring, menthly (Notifieation of Monitoring Completion), and in
the case of ANY incidents involving the historical resource, The RE shall
forward copies to City Stalf,

The PI may submit a detailed letter to City Stafl during construction requesting
a modification to the monitoring program when a field condition arises which
could effect the historical resource being retained om-site or adjacent to the
eonstruction site.

. Notification Process

In the event of damage to a historical resource retained on-site or adjacent to the
project site, the Qualified Historical Monitor(s) shall divect the contractor to
temporarily divert construction activities in the avea of historical resource and
immediately notify the RE or BL, as appropriate, and the PI (unlessz Monitor is
the PI).

The PI shall immediately notify City Staff by phone of the incident, and shall
also submit written documentation to City Staff within 24 hours by fax or email
with photos of the resource in context, if possible.

Time Frame Responsibility | Responsibility
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C. Determination/Evaluation of Impacts to a Historieal Resource
1. The PI shall evaluate the incident relative to the historical resouree.

(a) The PI shall immediately notify City Staff by phone to discuss the incident
and shall also submit a letter to City Staff indicating whether additional
mitigation is required.

(b) If impacts to the histovieal resource are significant, the PI shall submit a
proposal for City Staff review and written approval in accordance with
Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2, Historical Resources Regulations of the
LDC and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties (1995) and the associated Guidelines. Divect andior
indirect impacts to historical resources from construction activities must be
mitigated before work will be allowed to resume.

ic

If impacts to the historieal resource are not considered significant, the PIL
shall submit a letter to City Staff indicating that the ineident will be
documented in the Final Monitoring Report, The letter shall also indicate
that that no further work is required.

Night Work
A, If night andfor weekend work is included in the contract

1. When night andior weekend work is ineluded in the contract package, the extent
and timing shall be presented and discuszed at the Precon Meeting.

2. The following procedures shall be followed.
(a) No ImpactsiIncidents

In the event that no historical resources were impacted during night andior
weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit
to City Staff via fax by 8 a.m. of the next business day.

(b

Potentially Significant Impacta

If the PI determines that a potentially significant impact has oceurrved to a
historical resource, the procedures detailed under Section III - During

Time Frame Responsibility | Responsibility
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C.

Construction shall be followed,

(c) The PI shall immediately contact City Staff, or by 8 a.m. of the next
husiness day to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section I11-B,
unlezs other specific arrangements have been made.

If night and/or weekend work becomes neceszary during the course of constructio

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a
minimum of 24 hours before the work is to begin.

2. The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify City Staff immediately.

All other procedures deseribed above shall apply, as appropriate.

Post Construction

A

Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Drafi Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in aecordance with the Historical Rescurces Guidelines (HRG) and
Appendices which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases
of the Historical Monitoring Plan {with appropriate graphics) to City Staff for
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring.

(a) The preconstruction Treatment Plan and Documentation Plan (photos and
meazured drawings) and Historical Commemorative Program, if applicable,
ahall be included andfor incorporated into the Draft Monitoring Report.

(b) The PI shall be responsible for updating (on the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any
existing site forms to document the partial andior eomplete demolition of the
resource. Updated forms shall be submitted to the South Coastal
Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report.

2. City Staff zhall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report.

3. The PI shall submit revizsed Draft Monitoring Report to City Staff for approval.

Verification
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4. City Staff shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.

5. City Staff shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft
Monitoring Report submittals and approvals.

B. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the
RE or Bl as appropriate, and one copy to City Stafl (even if negative), within 90
days after notification from City Staff that the draft report has been approved.

2. The RE shall, in no ease, izsue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy
of the approved Final Monitoring Report from City Staff.

Verification
Responsibility

Mitigation Measure HIST-A.1-3: If a designated or potential historical resource (“historical
resource”) as defined in the LDC would be demolished, the following measure shall be
implemented in accordance with Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2, Historieal Resources
Regulations of the LDC.

I. Prior to Issuance of a Demolition Permit

A. A DP shall be submitted to City Staff to the HRE ("City Staffl") for review and approval
and shall include the following:

1. Photo Decumentation

(a) Documentation shall include professional quality photo decumentation of the
structure prior to demolition with 35 millimeter black and white photographs,
4x6 inch standard format, taken of all four elevations and close-ups of select
architectural elementz, such as, but not limited to, rooffwall junctions, window
treatments, decorative hardware, Photographs shall be of archival quality and
easily reproducible,

(b)  Xerox copies or CD of the photographs shall be submitted for archival storage
with the City of San Diego HRB and the Civie San Diego Project file. One set of
original photographs and negatives shall be submitted for archival storage
with the California Room of the City of San Diego Public Library, the San
Diego Historical Society andfor other velative historieal society or group(s),

431131
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2. Required drawings
(a) Measured drawings of the building’s exterior elevations depicting existing
conditions or other relevant features shall be produced from recorded, accurate
measurements. I portions of the building are not accessible for measurement,
or cannot be reproduced from historic sources, they should not be drawn, but
clearly labeled as not accessible. Drawings produced in ink on translucent
material or archivally stable material (blueline drawings are aceeptable).
Standard drawing sizes arve 19 by 24 inches or 24 by 36 inches, standard scale
is 1/4 inch = 1 foot.
(b}  One set of measured drawings shall be submitted for archival storage with the
City of San Diego HREB, the Civie San Diego Project file, the South Coastal
Information Center, the California Room of the City of San Diego Public
Library, the San Diege Historical Society and/or other historical society or
group(s).
B. Prior to the fivst Precon Meeting City Staff shall verify that the DP has been approved.
C. In addition to the Documentation Program, the Applicant shall comply with any other
cenditions contained in the Site Development Permit pursuant to Chapter 14, Article 3,
Division 2, Historical Resources Regulations of the LDC.
Impact |Development in Downtown could impact significant buried archaeological resources, (Direct
HIST-B.1 | and Cumulative)
Mitigation Measure HIST-B.1-1: If the potential exists for direct and/or indirect impacts to | Prior to Developer City Staff
significant buried archaeological resources, the following measures shall be implemented in | Demolition or
coordination with a Development Services Department designee andior City Stall to the HRB | Grading Permit
(“City Staff”) in aceordance with Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2, Historical Resources | (Design)
Regulations of the LDC. Prior to issuance of any permit that eould divectly affect an Ptiorts
archaeological rescurce, City Staff shall assure that all elements of the MMREFP are performed Ceorti
B g ; L7 : Ry 5 . ertificate of
in accordance with all applicable City regulations and guidelines by an Archaeologist meeting o .
the qualificationz specified in Appendix B of the San Diego LDC, Historical Hesources S
Guidelines. City Staff zhall also vrequire that the following atepa be taken to determine: the (Implementation)
presence of archaeological resources and (2) the appropriate mitigation for any significant
resources which may be impacted by a development activity. Sites may include residential and
commercial properties, privies, trash pits, building foundations, and industrial features
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representing the contributions of people from diverse socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds.
Sites may also include resources associated with pre-historic Native American activities.
Archeological resources which alse meet the definition of historical resources or unigue
archaeological rezources under CEQA or the SDMC shall be treated in accordance with the
following evaluation procedures and applicable mitigation program:

Step 1-Initial Evaluation

An initial evaluation for the potential of significant subsurface archaeclogical resourees shall
be prepared to the satisfaction of City Staff as part of an Environmental Secondary Study for
any activity which invalves excavation or building demolition. The initial evaluation shall be
guided by an appropriate level vesearch design in accordance with the City's LDC, Historical
Resourees Guidelines, The person completing the initial review shall meet the gualification
requirements as set forth in the Historical Resources Guidelines and shall be approved by City
Staff. The initial evaluation shall consist , at a minimum, of a review of the following historical
sources: The 1876 Bird's Eye View of San Diego, all Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps,
appropriate City directoriez and maps that identify historical properties or archaeclogical sites,
and a records search at the South Coastal Information Center for archaeological resources
loeated within the property boundaries. Historical and existing land uses shall also be
reviewed to assess the potential presence of significant prehistoric and historic archaeclogical
resources. The person completing the initial review shall also consult with and consider input
from local individuals and groups with expertize in the hiztorical resources of the San Diego
area. These experts may include the University of California, San Diego State University, San
Diego Museum of Man, Save Our Heritage Organization, local historical and archaeclogical
groups, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), designated community planning
groups, and other individuals or groups that may have specific knowledge of the area.
Consultation with these or other individuals and groups shall occur as early as possible in the
evaluation process.

When the initial evaluation indicates that important archaeclogieal sites may be present on a
project site but their presence cannot be confirmed prior to construction or demolition due to
obstructions or spatially limited testing and data recovery, the applicant shall prepave and
implement an archaeological monitoring program as a condition of development approval to the
satisfaction of City Staff. If the NAHC Sacred Lands File search is positive for Native
American resources within the project site, then additional evaluation must include
participation of a local Native American consultant in accordance with CEQA Sections
15064.5(d), 15126.4(b)(3) and Public Rezourees Code Section 21083.2.

Verification
Responsibility
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No further action is required if the initial evaluation demonstrates there is no potential for
subsurface resources. The results of this re: h shall be ized in the Secondary Study.

Step 2-Testing

A testing program is required if the initial evaluation demonstrates that theve is a potential for
subsurface resources. The testing program shall be conducted during the hazardous materials
remediation or following the removal of any structure or surface covering which may be
underlain by potential rescurces. The removal ef these structures shall be conducted in a
manner which minimizes disturbance of underlying soil. This shall entail a separate phase of
investigations from any mitigation monitoring during construction,

The testing program shall be performed by a qualified Historical Archaeologist meeting the
qualifications specified in Appendix B of the San Diego LDC, HRG. The Historical
Archaeologist must be approved by City Staff prior to commencement. Before commencing the
teating, a treatment plan shall be submitted for City Staff approval that reviews the initial
evaluation results and includes a research design. The research design shall be prepared in
accordance with the City's HRG and include a discussion of field methods, research questions
against which dizcoveriez shall be evaluated for significance, colleetion strategy, laboratory and
analytical approaches, and curation arrangements. All tasks shall be in conformity with best
practices in the field of historic urban archaeology.

A recommended approach for historic urban sites is at a minimum fills and debris along
interior lot lines or other areas indicated on Sanborn maps.

Security measures such as a locked fence or surveillance shall be taken to prevent looting or
vandalism of archaeological resources as soon as demolition iz complete or paved surfaces are
removed. These meagures shall be maintained during archaeclogical field investigations. It is
recommended that exposed features be covered with steel plates or fill dirt when not being
investigated,

The results of the testing phase shall be submitted in writing to City Staff and shall include
the research design, testing results, significance evaluation, and recommendations for further
treatment. Final determination of significance shall be made in consultation with City Staff ,
and with the Native Ameriean community, if the finds are prehistorie. If no significant
resources are found and site conditions are such that there is no potential for further
discoveries, then no further action is required. If no significant resources are found but results
of the initial evaluation and testing phase indicates there is still a potential for resources to be
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present in portions of the property that could not be tested, then mitigation monitoring is
required and shall be conducted in aceordance with the provisions set forth in Step 4 -
Monitoring. If significant resources are discovered during the testing program, then data
recovery in accordance with Step 3 shall be undertaken prior to construction. If the existence or
probable likelihood of Native American human remains or associated grave goods area
discovered through the testing program, the Qualified Archaeologist shall stop work in the
area, notify the City Building Inspector, City stafl, and immediately implement the proeedures
set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and the California PRC Section 5097.98 for
dizeovery of human remains. This procedure is further detailed in the Mitigation, Monitoring
and Reperting Program (Step 4). City Staff must concur with evaluation results before the next
steps can proceed.

Step 3-Data Recovery

For any site determined to be significant, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program shall
be prepared in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, approved by City
Staff, and carried out to mitigate impacts before any activity is conducted which could
potentially disturb signifi resources. The arch logiat shall notify City Staff of the date
upon which data recovery will commence ten (10) working days in advance,

All cultural materials eolleeted shall be cl d, catal 1 and permanently curated with an
appropriate institution, Native American burial resources shall be treated in the manner
agreed to by the Native American reprezentative or be reinterred on the site in an area not
subject to further dizturbance in accordance with CEQA section 15164.5 and the Public
Resourees Code section 5097.98, All artifacts shall be analyzed to identify function and
chronology as they relate to the history of the area. Faunal material shall be identified as to
species and specialty studies shall be completed, az appropriate. All newly discovered
archaeological sites shall be recorded with the South Coaztal Information Center at San Diego
State University. Any human bones and associated grave goods of Native American origin
encountered during Step 2-Testing, shall, upon consultation, be turned over to the appropriate
Native American representative(s) for treatment in aceordance with state regulations as
further outlined under Step 4-Monitoring (Section IV, Dizcovery of Human Remains).

A draft Data Recovery Report shall be submitted to City Stafl’ within twelve months of the
commencement of the data recovery. Data Recovery Reports shall deseribe the research design
or questions, historic context of the finds, field results, analysiz of artifacts, and conclusions.

ropriate figures, maps and tables shall accompany the text. The report shall also include a
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catalogue of all finds and a description of curation arrangements at an approved facility, and a
general statement indicating the dispesition of any human remains encountered during the
data recovery effort (please note that the location of rveinternment andfor repatriation is
confidential and not subject to public disclesure in accordance with state law). Finalization of
draft reports shall be subject to City Staff review.,

Step 4 — Monitoring

If no significant resources are encountered, but results of the initial evaluation and testing
phase indicates there is still a potential for resources to be present in portions of the property
that could not be tested, then mitigation monitering is required and shall be conducted in
accordance with the following provizsions and components:

1. Prior to Permit Issuance
A, Construetion Plan Check

1. Prior to NTP for any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first
Grading Permit, Demolition Permits and Building Permits, but prior to the first
Precon Meeting, whichever is applicable, City Staff shall verify that the
requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American monitoring,
where the project may impact Native American resources, have been noted on the
appropriate construction documents,

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to City Staff

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to City Staff identifying the PI
for the project and the names of all persons involved in the archaeclogical
monitoring program, as defined in the City of San Diego HRG. If applicable,
individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program must have
completed the 40-hour Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Responsze
training with certification decumentation.

2. City Staff will provide a letter to the applicant confirming that the qualifications of
the PI and all persons involved in the archacological monitoring of the project meet
the qualifications established in the HRG,

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from City
Stafl for any personnel changes associated with the monitoring program,

Verification
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II. Prior to Start of Construction

A, Verification of Records Search

The PI shall provide verification to City Staff that a site-specific records search
(1/4 mile vadius) has been completed. Verification includes, but 18 not limited to a
copy of a confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, or, il the
zearch was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was
completed.

The letter shall introduce any pertinent infermation concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching andfor grading activities,

The PI may submit a detailed letter to City Staff requesting a reduction to the 1/4
mile radius.

B. PI 8hall Attend Precon Meetings

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arvange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American consultant/monitor
(where Native American resources may be impacted), CM andfor Grading
Contractor, RE, the Native American representative(s) (where Native American
resources may be impacted), BI, if appropriate, and City Staff. The qualified
Archaeologist and the Native American consultant/monitor shall attend any
gradinglexcavation related Precon Mectings to make comments and/or suggestions
concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the Construction Manager
andfor Grading Contractor,

(a) If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule
a focused Precon Meeting with City Staff, the PI, RE, CM or B, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires menitoring.

Archaeological Monitoring Plan (AMP)

{a) Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an
Archaeological Monitoring Plan (with verification that the AMP has been
reviewed and approved by the Native American eonsultant/monitor when
Native American rescurces may be impacted) which deseribes how the
monitering would be accomplished for approval by City Stafl and the Native

American monitor. The AMP shall include an Archaeological Monitoring
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(b

{c

(d)

Exhibit {AME) based on the appropriate construction documents (reduced to
11 by 17 inches) to City Staff identifving the areas to be monitored including
the delineation of grading/excavation limits.

The AME shall be based on the results of a site-speeific records zearvch as well
as information regarding existing known =cil conditions (native or formation).

Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule
to City Staff through the RE indieating when and where monitoring will oceur.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to City Staff prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modifieation to the monitoring program, This
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indieate site conditions such as depth of
exeavation and/or site graded to bedrock, ete., which may reduce or increaze
the potential for rescurces to be present.

III.  During Construction

A. Monitor(z) Shall be Present During Grading/Exeavation/Trenching

1.

133

The Archaeological monitor shall be pr t full-time during all 20il disturbing
and gradinglexcavation ftrenching activities which could vesult in impacts to
archaeclogical resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager
iz responsible for notifving the RE, Pl and City Staff of changes to any
construction activities.

The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their
presence during soil disturbing and gradinglexcavation/trenching activities
based on the AME, and provide that information to the Pl and City Staff. If
prehistorie resources are encountered during the Native American consultant/
moniter's abzence, work shall stop and the Discovery Notification Processes
detailed in Sections IILEB-C, and IVA-D shall commenee.

The archeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document
field activity via the CSVR. The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE
the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of
Menitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall
forward copies to City Staff.
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4. The PI may submit a detailed letter to City Staff during construction
requesting a modification to the monitoring program when a field condition
such as modern disturbance post-dating the previous pradingftrenching
activities, presence of foszil formations, or when native soils are encountered
that may reduce or increase the potential for vesources to be present.

B. Dizcovery Notification Process

1. In the event of a v, the Arcl ical Moniter shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to,
digging, trenching, excavating, or grading activities in the area of diseovery and in
the area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resourcez and immediately
notify the RE or BI, as appropriate.

2, The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor iz the PI) of the
discovery.

3. The PI ghall immediately notify City Staff by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to City Stalf within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

4. No zoil ghall be exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the
significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are
encountered.

C. Determination of Significance

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American
resources are discovered, shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

If Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in Section IV below,

{a) The PI shall immediately notify City Staff by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to City Staff indicating whether
additional mitigation is required.

(b) If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data
Recovery Program which has been veviewed by the Native American
consultant/monitor when applicable, and obtain written approval from City
Staff and the Native American representative(s), if applicable. Impacts to
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significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

{c

If the resouree is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to City Staff
indicating that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the
Final Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further
work is required.

IV, Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be exported
off-site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the human
remains; and the following procedures set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California
Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall
be undertaken:

A, Notification

Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or Bl as appropriate, City Staff, and
the PL, if the Monitor iz not qualified as a PL. City Staff will notify the appropriate
Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section of the Development
Services Department to assist with the discovery process.

The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in
person or via telephone,

B. Isolate discovery site

L

Work zhall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby
area reasomably suspected to overlay adjacent human remaing until a
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI
concerning the provenance of the remains.

The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a
field examination to determine the provenance,
If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with

input from the PL if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American
origin,
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If Human Remains are determined to be Native American

=

=]

The Medical Examiner will notify the NAHC within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the
Medical Examiner can make this call.

NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most
Likely Dezcendent (MLD) and provide contact information.

The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner
has completed eoordination, to begin the consultation process in accordance with
CEQA Section 15064.5(e) and the California Public Resources and Health & Safety
Codes,

The MLID will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or
representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity, of the human
remains and assocciated grave goods,

Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the
MLD and the PI, and if:

(a) The NAHC iz unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a
recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by the Commission; OR;

(b) The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and mediation in aceordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to

provide measures acceptable to the landowner, THEN,

e} In ovder to protect these sites, the Landeowner shall do one or more of the
following:

(1) Record the site with the NAHC;
(2) Hecord an open space or eonservation easement on the site;

(3) Record a decument with the County.

. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains during a ground

dizturbing land development activity, the landowner may agree that additional
conferral with descendants is necessary to consider culturally appropriate
treatment of multiple Native American human remains. Culturally appropriate
treatment of such a discovery may be ascertained from review of the site utilizing
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cultural and archaeological standards, Where the parties are unable to agree on the
appropriate treatment measures the human remains and buried with Native
American human remains shall be reinterred with appropriate dignity, pursuant to
Section 5.c., above.

D. If Human Remains are not Native American

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era
context of the burial.

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI
and City staff (PRC 5097.98),

. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and
conveyed to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The de on for internment
of the human remains shall be made in consultation with City Staff, the
applicant/landowner and the San Diego Muzeum of Man.

V. Night and/or Weekend Work

A. I night andfor work is included in the contract

1. When night andfor weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent
and timing =hall be presented and discussed at the Precon Meeting,

2, The following procedures shall be followed.
(a) No Discoveries

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night andior
weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to
City Staff via fax by 8 am of the next business day.

(b} Discoveries

All dise ies shall be g 1 and documented using the existing
proeedures detailed in Sections III - During Construetion, and IV - Discovery
of Human Remains. Dizcovery of human remainz shall always be treated as a
significant discovery,
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B. Ifnight and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the eourze of construction

2

C.  All ather procedures deseribed above shall apply, as appropriate,
VI. Post Construction
A, Submittal of Deaft Monitoring Report

(c)

(d

. The Construction Manager zhall notify the RE, or BL, as apprepriate, a minimum of
24 hours before the work is to begin,

The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify City Staff immediately.

The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)
prepared in accordance with the HRG and Appendices which describes the results,
analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Archaeclogical Monitoring Program
{with appropriate graphics) to City Staff, for review and approval within 90 days
following the completion of monitoring,

(a)

(b}

Potentially Significant Discoveries

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made,
the procedures detailed under Section Il - During Construction and IV-
Dizeovery of Human Remains shall be followed.

The PI shall immediately contaet City Stafl, or by 8 am of the next business
day to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section 11L-B, unless
cther specific arrangements have been made.

For significant archacological resources encountered during menitoring, the
Arch logical Data R v Program shall be included in the Draft
Momitoring Report.

Recording sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation

The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation formsz-DPR 523 A/B) any
significant or potentially =zignificant resourcez encountered during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's Historical
Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal
Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report,

Verification
Responsibility
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Significant
Impact(s)

Implementation

Time Frame Responsibility

City Staff shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report.

The PI shall submit vevised Draft Monitoring Report to City Staff for approval.
City Staff shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.

City Staff shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft
Monitoring Report submittals and approvals.

Handling of Artifacts and Submittal of Collections Management Plan, if applicable

The P1 shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued.

The PI shall be responzible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify
funetion and chronclogy as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal
material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as
appropriate,

The PI shall submit a Collections Management Plan to City Staff for review and
approval for any projeet which results in a substantial collection of historical
artifacts.

Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification

The PI shall be responszible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the
aurvey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with
an appropriate institution, This shall be completed in consultation with City Staff

and the Native American reg ntative, as applicabl

The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the euration institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and City Staif.

When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification from the
Native American eonsultant/monitor indicating that Native American resources
were treated in accordance with state law andfor applicable agreements. If the
resources were reinterved, verification shall be provided to show what protective
measures were taken to ensure no further disturbance in accordance with seetion
IV - Dizcovery of Human Remains, subsection 5.(d).

Verification
Responsibility
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Implementation

Permit (Design)
Prior to
Certificate of

Ocoupancy
(Implementation)

Significant Verification
Impact(s) Mitigation Measure(s) Time Frame Responsibility | Responsibility
D. Final Monitoring Report(s)
1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE or
Bl as appropriate, and one copy to City Staff {even if negative), within 90 days
after notification from City Staff that the draft report has been approved.
2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from—City Staff which includez the
Acceptance Verification from the curation institution.
Laxp Use (LND)
Impact |MNoise generated by major ballpark events could cawse interior noise levels in noise-sensitive
LU-B.1 |uses (e.g. residential and hotels) within four blocks of the ballpark to exceed the 45 dB{A) limit
mandated by Title 24 of the California Code. (Direct)
Implementation of the noize attenuation measures requirved by Mitigation Meazure NOI-B.2-1 | Prior to Building Developer Civic San
would reduce interior noise levels to 45 dB (A) CNEL and reduce potential impacts to below a | Permit (Design) DiegolCity
level of significance. .
Prior to
Certificate of
Ocoupancy
(Implementation)
Impact |Noise generated by I-5 and highly traveled grid streets could cause noise levels in
LU-B.2 |nocise-sensitive uses not governed by Title 24 to exceed 45 dBIA). (Direct)
Mitigation Measures NOIL-B.1-1 and NOIL-C.1.1, as dezcribed below. Prior to Building Developer Civie San

Diega/City
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Implementation

light sensitive use within a two-block radius of Petco Park, the applicant shall provide a
lighting study that demonstrates to the satisfaction of Civic San Diego that habitable rooms
would be equipped with light attenuation measures which would allow cecupants te reduce
night-time light levels to 2.0 foot-candles or less,

Pormit (Design)

Prior
Certificate of
Oceupancy
(Implementation)

Significant Verification
Impact(s) Mitigation Measure(s) Time Frame Responsibility | Responsibility
Impaect | Noise levels in Downtown areas within the 65 CNEL contour of SDIA eould exceed 45 dB{A) for
LU-B.3 | noise sensitive uses not covered by Title 24. (Direct)

Mitigation Measurez NOI-B.1-1, as deseribed below. Prior to Building Developer Civic San
Permit (Design) DiegolCity
Prior to
Certificate of
Occupancy
(Implementation)
Impaet |Noise generated by train horns, engines and wheels as well as bells at crossing gates would
LU-B.4 | significantly disrupt sleep of residents aleng the railroad tracks, (Direct)
Mitigation Measure LU-B.4-1: Prior to approval of a Building Permit which would expose | Prior to Building Developer City
habitable rooms to disruptive railroad neise, an acoustical analysis shall be performed. The | Permit (Design)
analysis shall determine the expected extericr and interior noise levels related to railroad .
iy’ E 3 5 : 3 : .| Prior to
activity. As feasible, noise attenuation measures shall be identified which would reduce noise Certificate of
levels to 45 dB{A) CNEL or less in habitable rooms. Recommended measures shall be UiZul]Jl::cf‘a
incorporated into building plans before approval of a Building Permit. (Emplementation)
Impaet |Ballpark lighting would interrupt zleep in residences and hotels within two blocks of the
LU-B.5 |ballpark. (Direct)
Mitigation Measure LU-B.5.1: Prior to approval of a Building Permit which would result in a | Prior to Building Developer Civic San

Diega/City
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Significant
Impact(s) Mitigation Measure(s)
NoisE (NOT)
Impaet |Noise generated by -5 and highly traveled grid streets could cause interior noise levels in
NOI-B.1 |noise-sensitive uses (exclusive of residential and hotel uses) to exceed 45 dB(A). (Direct)
Mitigation Measure NOI-B.1-1: Prior to approval of a Building Permit for any residential, | Prior to Building Developer Civie San
hospital, or hotel within 475 feet of the centerline of Interstate 5 or adjacent to a roadway | Permit (Design) Diega/City
carrying more than 7,000 ADT, an acoustical analyziz shall be performed to confirm that Prior
architectural or other design features are included which would assure that noise levels within Tiox ta
habitable rooms would not exceed 45 dB(A) CNEL, Sﬁ‘mﬁmw of
ceupancy
(Implementation)
Impaet |Noise generated by major ballpark events could cause interior noise levels in noise-sensitive
NOI-B.2 |uzes (e.g. rezidential and hotels) within four blocks of the ballpark to exceed the 45 dB{A) limit
mandated by Title 24 of the California Code, (Direct)
Mitigation Measure NOI-B.2-1: Prior to approval of a Building Permit for any noise- | Prior to Building Developer City
sensitive land uses within four blocks of Peteo Park, an acoustical analysis shall be performed. | Permit (Design)
The analysis shall confirm that architectural or other design features are included in the Prior to Cortificat
design which would assure that noise levels within habitable rooms would not exceed 45 dB(A) e
CNEL. of Decupancy )
(Implementation)
Impaet | Exterior required cutdoor open space in residential could experience traffic noise levels in
NOI-C.1 |excess of 65 dB(A) CNEL. (Direet)
Mitigation Measure NOI-C.1-1: Prior to app 1 of a Development Permit for any | Prior to Developer City
residential development within 475 feet of the centerline of Interstate 5 or adjacent to a | Deve nt
roadway carryving morve than 7,000 ADT, an acoustical analysis shall be performed to | Permit (Design)
determine if any required outdoor open space areas would be exposed to noise levels in excess Prioe 1o Cortifioat
of 65 dB(A) CNEL. Provided noize attenuation would not interfere with the primary purpose or fOu n oL e
design intent of the exterior use, measures shall be included in building plan, to the extent arUeHipAne,
feasible. (Implementation)

431131

ISNOJS3Y



L£-D1Y

Implementation

Significant Verification
Impact(s) Mitigation Measure(s) Time Frame Responsibility | Responsibility
Impact |Recreation areas within public parks and plazas may experience traffic noise levels in excess
NOI-D.1 |65 dB(A) CNEL. (Direct)
Mitigation Measure NOI-D.1-1: Prior to approval of a Development Permit for any public | Prior to Civie San City
park or plaza within 475 feet of the centerline of Interstate 5 or adjacent to a roadway carrying | Development Diegol
more than 7,000 ADT, an acoustical analysis shall be performed to determine if any recreation | Permit (Design) Developer
areas would be exposed to noise levels in excess of 65 dB(A) CNEL. Provided noise attenuation Prior to Certificate
would not interfere with the intended recreational use or park design intent, measures shall be £ Occ =
included, to the extent feasible. Bt A8
([Implementation)
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (PAL)
Impaet | Excavation in geologic formations with a moderate to high potential for paleontological
PAL-A.1 | rezources could have an significant impact on these rezoureces, if present. (Direct)

Mitigation Measure PAL-A.1-1: In the event the Secondary Study indicates the potential for
significant paleontological resources, the following measures shall be implemented as
determined appropriate by Civie San Diego.

L Prior to Permit Issuance
A, Censtruction Plan Check

1. Prior to NTP for any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first
Grading Permit, Democlition Permitz and Building Permits, but prior to the first
preconstruction meeting, whichever is applicable, Centre City Development
Corporation Civic San Diego shall verify that the requirements for paleontological
monitoring have been noted on the appropriate construction documents,

B.  Letters of Qualification have been submitted to Civie San Diego

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Civie San Diego identifving the
FI for the projeet and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological
monitoring program, az defined in the City of San Diege Palecntology Guidelines.

2. Civic San Diego will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the gualifications
of the PI and all persons invelved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from Civie San Diego
for any | lch iated with the monitoring progeam.

431131
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Significant
Impact(s)

Time Frame

II. Prior to Start of Construction
Verification of Records Search

A

B.

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

The letter shall intreduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching andior grading activities.

PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

1.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, CM and/or Grading Contractor, RE, BI,
if appropriate, and Civic San Diego. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any
gradinglexcavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions
concerning the paleontologieal monitoring program with the Construction Manager
and/or Grading Contractor.

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with Civic San Diego, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if

appropriate, prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.
Ldentify Areas to be Monitored

a.  Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the P1 shall submit a
Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on  the appropriate
congtruction documents (reduced to 11 by 17 inches) to Civic San Diego
identifying the aveas to be monitored including the delineation of
gradinglexeavation limits, The PME shall be based on the results of a site
specific records search as well as information regarding existing known soil
conditions (native or formation).

When Monitoring Will Occur

a. _ Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a eonstruction schedule

Implementation

Responsibility

Verification
Responsibility

431131

ISNOJS3Y



€L-D1d

Significant
Impact(s)

Implementation

Time Frame

to Civic San Diego through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will
ooccur.

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to Civic San Diego prior to the start of
work or during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring
program, Thiz request shall be based on relevant information such as review of
final construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of
excavation andfor site graded to bedrock. presence or absence of fossil
resources, ete., which may reduee or inerease the potential for resourees to be
present.

1IL During Construction
A Monitor Shall be Pregent During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during gradinglexcavationftrenching
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is responsible
for notifying the RE, PI, and Civic San Diego of changes to any construetion
activities,

2. The monitor shall document field activity via the CSVER. The CEVR's shall be faxed
by the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring,
monthly (Notifieation of Monitoring Ceompletion), and in the case of any
discoveries, The RE shall forward copies to Civie San Diego.

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to Civic San Diego during construction
requesting a modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as
trenching activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed,
and/or when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase
the potential for resources to be present.

B. Discovery Notification Process

1. In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and immediately
notify the RE or Bl as appropriate.

Responsibility

Verification
Responsibility
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Significant
Impact(s)

Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation

Time Frame | Responsibility |

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

3. The PI shall immediately notify Civie San Diego by phone of the discovery, and
zhall also submit written documentation to Civie San Diego within 24 hours by fax
or email with photoz of the rezource in context, if posaible.

C.  Determination of Significance
1. The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

a. The PI shall immediately notify Civie San Diego by phone to dizcuss
significance determination and shall also submit a letter to Civic San Diego
indicating whether additional mitigation iz required. The determination of
significance for fossil discoveries shall be at the diseretion of the PL.

b, If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery
Program and obtain written approval from Civic San Diego. Impacts to
significant rezources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

¢, If resouree is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shall notify the RE, or BI
as appropri that a non-significant disecovery has been made. The
Paleontologizt shall continue to monitor the area without notifieation to Civie
San Diego unless a zsignificant resource is encountered,

d. The PI shall submit a letter to Civie San Diego indicating that fossil resources
will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The
letter shall also indicate that no further work is required.

IV. Night Work
A, If night work is included in the contract

1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall
be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

Verification
Responsibility
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Significant
Impact(s)

Implementation

Time Frame Responsibility

2. The following procedures shall be followed.
a. No Discoveries

(1)In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The P1
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to Civic San Diego via
fax by 9 a.m. the following morning, if possible.

b, Discoveries

(1All diseoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections 111 - During Construction.

¢.  Potentially Significant Dizcoveries

(1)If the PI determines that a potentially significant diseovery has been made,
the procedures detailed under Section IIT - During Construction shall be
followed.

d. The PI shall immediately contact Civie San Diego, or by 8§ a.m. the following
morning to report and discuss the findings as indieated in Section 111-B, unless
other specific arrangements have been made,

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the EE, or BlL, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin,

2. The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify Civie San Diego immediately.
C.  All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.
V. Post Construection
A, Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusionz of all phases of the
Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to Civie San Diego
for review and approval within 90 days following the eompletion of monitoring,

a. For significant paleontological resources encounteved during monitoring, the

Verification
Responsibility
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Significant
Impact(s)

=

Implementation

Time Frame

Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring
Report.

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum

(1) The PI shall be vesponsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the
Paleontological Monitoring  Program in  accordance with the City's
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.

Civic San Diego shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or,
for preparation of the Final Report.

The P1 shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to Ci
approval.

San Diego for

Civic San Diego zhall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.

Civic San Diego shall notify the RE or Bl, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft
Monitoring Report submittals and approvals.

Handling of Fozsil Remains

1

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the area;
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that speeialty studies are
completed, as appropriate

Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification

|

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all foesil remains assoeiated with the
monitoring for this project ave permanently curated with an appropriate
institution.

The PI shall include the Aceeptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and Civie San Diego.

Responsibility

Verification
Responsibility
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Implementation

ability of the grid street system to accommodate traffic within Downtown. In addition to
identifying roadway intersections or segments which may need immediate attention, the
evaluation shall identify roadways which may warrant. interim observation prior to the next 5-
vear evaluation, The need for roadway improvements shall be based upon deterioration to LOS
F, policies in the Mobility Plan, andior other standards established by Civie San Diego, in
cooperation with the City Engineer. In completing these studies, the potential improvements
identified in Section 6.0 of the traffic study for the Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan and
Section 4.2.3.3 of the SEIR will be reviewed to determine whether these or other actions are
required to improve traffic flow along affected roadway corridors. Specific improvements from
Section 4.2.3.3 include:

Mitigation Measures that Fully Reduces Impact

I-5 northbound off-ramp/Brant Street and Hawthorn Street — Signalization would be required at
this intersection to mitigate direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.
Based upon the MUTCD, this intersection would meet the “Peak Hour” warrant.

Second Avenue and Cedar Street - Signalization would be required at this intersection to
mitigate direct project impaets. A traffie signal warrant was condueted. Based upon the
MUTCD, this intersection would meet the “Peak Hour” warrant.

Fourth Avenue and Beech Street — Convert on-street parking to a travel lane on Fourth Avenue
between Cedar Street and Ash Street during the AM peak hour.

Significant Verification
Impact(s) Mitigation Measure(s) Time Frame Responsibility | Responsibility
D. Final Monitoring Report(s)
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to Civic San Diego
(even if negative), within 90 days after notification from Civic San Diego that the
draft report has been approved.
2. The RE shall, in no case, izsue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Menitoring Report from Civie San Diego which includes the
Acceptance Verification from the euration institution.
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION (TRF)
Impact | Increased traffic on grid streets from Downtown development would result in unaceeptable
TRF-A.1.1 | levels of service on specific roadway intersections and/or segments within downtown. (Direct)
Mitigation Measure TRF-A.1.1-1: At five-year intervals, commencing upon adoption of the | Every five years Civie San Civie San
Downtown Community Plan, Civic San Diego shall conduct a downtown-wide evaluation of the Diego/City Diego/City

431131
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Significant
Impact(s)

ETAN

Implementation

Time Frame | Responsibility |

First Avenue and A Street — Remove on-street parking on the north side of A Street between
First and Front avenues as necessary to provide an east bound left turn lane.

17th Street and B Street — Signalization would be required at this intersection to mitigate direct
project impacts, A traffic signal warrant was conducted, Based wpon the MUTCD, this
intersection would meet the “Peak Howr” warcant,

16th Street and E Street — Remove on-street parking on the east side of 16th Street south of E
Street as necessary to provide a northbound right-turn lane.

Eleventh Avenue and G Street — Convert on-street parking to a travel lane on G Street between
11th Avenue and 17th Street during the PM peak hour.

Park Boulevard and G Street — Convert on-street parking to a travel lane on G Street between
11th Avenue and 17th Street during the PM peak hour.

16th Street and Island Avenue - Signalization would be required at this intersection to mitigate
direct project impaets. A traffie signal warrant was conducted. Based upon the MUTCD, this
intersection would meet the “Peak Hour” warrant.

19th Street and oJ Street — Restripe the northbound left-turn lane into a northbound left-turn
and through shared lane.

Logan Avenue and I-5 southbound offramp - Signalization would be requived at this
intersection to igate divect projeet impacts, A traffic signal warrant was conducted. Baszed
upon the MUTCD, this intersection would meet the “Peak Hour” warrant.

Mitigation Measures that Partially R Impact

Front Street and Beech Street - Convert on-street parking to a travel lane on Front Street
between Cedar Street and Ash Street during the PM peak hour,

15th Street and F Street - Signalization would be required at this intersection to mitigate divect
project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted. Based upon the MUTCD, this
intersection would meet the “Peak Hour” warrant.

13th Street and G Street - Convert on-street parking to a travel lane on G Street between
11th Avenue and 17th Street during the PM peak hour.

14th Street and G Street - Convert on-street parking to a travel lane on G Street between
11th Avenue and 17th Street during the PM peak hour.

16th Street and G Street - Convert on-street parking to a_travel lane on G Street between 11th

Verification
Responsibility
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Impact(s)

Mitigation Measure(s)

Time Frame

Avenue and 1Tth Street during the PM peak hour.

17th Street and G Street - Signalization and convert on-street parking to a travel lane on G
Street between 11th Avenue and 17th Street during the PM peak hour, A traffic signal warrant
was conducted, Based upon the MUTCD, this intersection would meet the “Peak Hour” warrant,

Fellowing the completion of each five-year monitoring event, Civic San Diego shall incorporate
needed roadway improvements into the City of San Diego CIP or identify another
implementation strategy.

In order to determine if the roadway improvements included in the curvent five.vear CIP, or
the equivalent, are sufficient to accommodate developments, a traffic study would be required
for large projects. The threshold to be used for determining the need for a traffic study shall
reflect the traffic volume threshold used in the Congestion Management Program. The
Congestion Management Program stipulates that any activity foreeasted to generate 2,400 or
more daily trips (200 or more equivalent peak hour trips).

Implementation

Responsibility

Verification
Responsibility

Mitigation Measure TRF-A.1.1-2: Prior to approval of any development which would
generate a sufficient number of trips to qualify as a large project under the Congestion
Management Program (i.e. more than 2,400 daily trips, or 200 trips during a peak hour period),
a traffic atudy shall be completed. The traffic study =hall be prepared in accordance with City's
Traffic Impact Study Manual, If the traffic study indicates that roadways substantially
affected by the project would eperate at LOS F with the addition of project traffic, the traffic
study ghall identify improvements to grid street segments andfor intersections consiztent with
the Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan which would be required within the next five years to
achieve an acceptable LOS or reduce congestion, to the extent feasible, If the needed
improvements are already included in the City of San Diego's CIP, or the equivalent, no
further action shall be required. If any of the required improvements are not included in the
CIP, or not expected within five years of project eompletion, the City of San Diego shall amend
the CIP, within one year of project approval, to include the required improvements and assure
that they will be implemented within five years of project completion. At Civie San Diego's
diseretion, the developer may be assessed a pro-rated share of the cost of improvements as a
condition of project approval.

Prior to
Development
Permit (Design)

Developer

Civie San
DiegalCity

Impact
TRF-A.1.2

Increased traffic from Downtown development on certain streets surrounding Downtown would
result in an unacceptable level of service, (Direct and Cumulative)

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRF-A.1.1-1 would alzo reduce impacts on surrounding

Every five years

Civie San

Civie San

431131
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Implementation

Caltrans to determine the potential effects associated with elimination of the off-ramp and the
conversion of Cedar Street from one- to two-way. The report shall also identify rcadway
modifications that would minimize potential impacts on local surface streets and I-5.

Cedar Street
off-ramp (Design/
Implementation)

Significant Verification
Impact(s) Mitigation Measure(s) Time Frame Responsibility
roadways but not necessarily below a level of significance, DiegolCity
Impact |Elimination of Cedar St. off-ramp would impact other freeway ramps by redirecting traffic to
TRF- other off ramps serving downtown. (Direct)
A2l
Mitigation Measure TRF A.2.2-1: Prior to elimination of the Cedar Street off-ramp from I-5, | Prior to Civic San Civie San
a traffic study shall be done by Civie San Diege in consultation with the City of San Diego and | elimination of Diego/City Diego/City
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RESPONSE

Attachment 2 to Letter D

MU.CC.00618
PRA.MU.CITY. 000618

Marena Corridor Specific Plan Final PEIR

EXHIBIT C
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 582608
SCH NO. 2016101021

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is designed to ensure compliance with
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 during implementation of mitigation measures. The MMRP for
the Morena Corridor Specific Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) is under the
jurisdiction of the City. This MMRP identifies at a minimum: the department responsible for the
monitoring, what is to be monitored, how the monitoring shall be accomplished, the monitoring and
reparting schedule, and completion requirements. A record of the MMRP will be maintained at the
offices of the City of San Diego (City) Planning Department, which is currently located at 9485 Aero
Drive, San Diego, CA 92123, All mitigation measures contained in the Final PEIR No. 582608/SCH No.
2016101021 shall be made conditions of approval of the project as may be further described below.

Page C-3
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MU.CC.00819
PRA.MU.CITY. 000619
Monitoring,
Enforcement,
Potential Timeframe of and Reporting
Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation ibility

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

s,

Y
I-5 NB and SB from
Grand Avenue/Garnet
Avenue to Old Town
Avenue

TRANS 6.2-8: The SANDAG San Diego Forward 2050 Revenue
Constrained Network includes operational improvements
and the construction of managed lanes along this segment.
These improvements are anticipated to be implemented by
the year 2050.

Specific Plan buildout will
occur over the planning
horizon and traffic
improvements (mitigation)
will be prioritized and
implemented based upon
need and ability to secure
full funding,

Caltrans/DSD

1-8 EB from Morena
Boulevard and Hotel
Circle

TRANS 6.2-9: The SANDAG San Diego Forward 2050 Revenue
Constrained Network includes operational improvements
along this segment. These improvements are anticipated to
be implemented by the year 2050.

Specific Plan buildout will
occur over the planning
horizon and traffic
improvements {mitigation)
will be prioritized and
implemented based upon
need and ability to secure
full funding.

Caltrans/DSD

Ramp Meters

-5 NBOn-
Ramp/Clairemont
Drive

TRANS 6.2-10: The City of San Diego shall coordinate with
Caltrans to address ramp capacity at impacted on-ramp
locations. Improvements could include additional lanes,
interchange reconfigurations, Transportation Demand
Management (TDM), etc.; however, specific capacity
improvements are still undetermined, as these are future
improvements must be defined more over time.
Furthermore, implementation of freeway improvements in a
timely manner is beyond the full control of the City since

Specific Plan buildout will
occur over the planning
horizon and traffic
improvements (mitigation)
will be prioritized and
implemented based upon
need and ability to secure
full funding.

Caltrans/DSD
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Caltrans has approval autherity over freeway improvements.
Additionally, the proposed project includes a variety of
transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities that may help to
reduce single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel, which can help
improve ramp capacity.

World Drive/Tecolote
Road

I-5 5B On-Ramp/Sea | TRANS 6.2-10, as described above.

Specific Plan buildout will
occur over the planning
horizon and traffic
improvements {mitigation)
will be prioritized and
implemented based upon
need and ability to secure
full funding.

Caltrans/DSD

the Specific Plan
would potentially

adjacent properties
and could expose
sensitive land uses to
significant noise
levels.

.

Clty standards when standard construction noise control
measures are enforced at the project site and when the
generate short term | duration of the noise-generating construction period is
noise levels in excess | limited to one construction season (typically one year) or
of 75 dB(A) Leq at less.

Construction activities shall be limited to the hours
between 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. Construction is not
allowed on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04
of the San Diege Municipal Code, with exception of

Columbus Day and Washington's Birthday, or on

NOISE

Construction INOISE 6.3-1: At the project-level, future development Mitigation will be DsD
activities related to projects will be required to incorporate feasible mitigation implemented as future
implementationof | measures. Typically, noise can be reduced to comply with projects develop.

Page C-5
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Sundays. (Consistent with Section 59.5.0404 of the
San Diego Municipal Code).

Equip all internal combustion engine-driven
equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that are
in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

Locate stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g.,
compressors) as far as possible from adjacent
residential receivers.

Acoustically shield stationary equipment located near
residential receivers with temporary noise barriers.

Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary
noise sources where technology exists.

The contractor shall prepare a detailed construction
plan identifying the schedule for major noise-
generating construction activities. The construction
plan shall identify a procedure for coordination with
adjacent residential land uses so that construction
activities can be scheduled to minimize noise
disturbance.

Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who would be
responsible for responding to any complaints about
construction noise. The disturbance coordinator will
determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad
muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable
measures be implemented to correct the problem.

Page C-6
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emissions associated
with build-out of the
Specific Plan would
be greater than the
anticipated
operational
emissions associated
with buildout of the
adopted Community
Plans and accounted
for in the RAQS. Thus,
the Specific Plan
would conflict with
implementation of
the RAQS and would
have a potentially
significant impact on
regional air quality.

Monitoring,
Enforcement,
Potential Timeframe of and Reporting
Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation ponsibility
AIR QUALITY
Operational AQ 6.4-1 Within six months of the certification of the Final Within six menths of the City Planning

Program Environmental Impact Report, the City shall provide
a revised land use map for the Specific Plan area to SANDAG
to ensure that any revisions to the population and
employment projections used by the San Diego APCD in
updating the RAQS and the SIP will accurately reflect
anticipated growth due to the proposed Specific Plan.

Operational
emissions associated
with build-out of the
Specific Plan would
be greater for all
pollutants when
compared to the
adopted land uses

and the assumptions

AQ 6.4-2 For future individual discretionary development
projects that would exceed daily operational emissions
thresholds established by the City of San Diego, the City shall
require the incorporation of appropriate mitigation to reduce
such impacts. Examples of potential measures include the
following:

» Installation of electric vehicle charging stations;

certification of the Final Department
PEIR.
Mitigation will be DsD

implemented as future
projects develop

Page C-7
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the Specific Plan
could result in an
alteration of a historic
building, structure,
object, or site where
an increase in density
is proposed beyond
the adopted
Community Plan and
current Zoning or
where mobility
improvements/road
extensions could
require demolition of
structures.

Prior to issuance of any permit for a development project
implemented in accordance with the project that would
directly or indirectly affect a building/structure in excess of
45 years of age, the City shall determine whether the affected
building/structure is historically significant. The evaluation of
historic architectural resources shall be based on criteria
such as age, location, context, association with an important
person or event, uniqueness, or structural integrity, as
indicated in the Historical Resources Guidelines.

Preferred mitigation for historic buildings or structures shall
be to avoid the resource through project redesign. If the
resource cannot be entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible
measures to minimize harm to the resource shall be taken.

implemented as future
projects develop.

Monitoring,
Enforcement,
Potential Timeframe of and Reporting
Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation ibility
used to develop the « Improvement of walkability design and pedestrian
RAQS; thus, overall network;
buil ot gfithe s Increasing transit accessibility and frequency by
Specific Plan area . 3 : .
% incorporating Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes included
would ,reS“", b ,a‘ in the SANDAG Regional Plan;
potentially significant
operational « Limiting parking supply and unbundling parking
emissions impact, costs; and
= Lowering parking supply below Institute of Traffic
Engineers rates and separating parking costs from
property costs,
HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Implementation of HIST 6.5-1: Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects Mitigation will be DsD
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Depending upon project impacts, measures shall include, but
are not limited to:

s Preparing a historic resource management plan;

= Adding new construction that is compatible in size,
scale, materials, color, and workmanship to the
historical resource (such additions, whether portions
of existing buildings or additions to historic districts,
shall be clearly distinguishable from historic fabric);

= Repairing damage according to the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation;

« Screening incompatible new construction from view
through the use of berms, walls, and landscaping in
keeping with the historic period and character of the
resource; and

« Shielding historic properties from noise generators
through the use of sound walls, double glazing, and
air conditioning.

Specific types of historical resource reports, outlined in
Section |1l of the Historical Resources Guidelines, are
required to document the methods to be used to determine
the presence or absence of historical resources, to identify
potential impacts from a project, and to evaluate the
significance of any historical resources identified. If
potentially significant impacts to an identified historical
resource are identified, these reports will also recommend
appropriate mitigation to reduce the impacts to below a level

Page C-9
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of significance, where pessible. If required, mitigation
programs can also be included in the report.
Implementation of HIST 6.5-2: Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources Mitigation will be DsSD

the Specific Plan
could adversely
impact prehistoric or
historic
archaeological
resources, sacred
sites and human
remains during
construction.

Prior to issuance of any permit for a future development
project implemented in accordance with the project that
could directly affect an archaeological or tribal cultural
resource, the City shall require that the following steps be
taken to determine (1) the presence of archaeological or
tribal cultural resources and (2) the appropriate mitigation
for any significant resources which may be impacted by a
development activity. Sites may include, but are not limited
to, residential and commercial properties, privies, trash pits,
building foundations, and industrial features representing
the contributions of people from diverse socio-econamic and
ethnic backgrounds. Sites may also include resources
associated with prehistoric Native American activities.

Initial Determination

The environmental analyst will determine the likelihood for
the project site to contain historical resources by reviewing
site photographs and existing historic information (e.g.,
Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the Archaeological Map
Book, and the City's “Historical Inventory of Important
Architects, Structures, and People in San Diego”) and may
conduct a site visit, as needed. If there is any evidence that
the site contains archaeological or tribal cultural resources,
then an archaeological evaluation consistent with the City
Guidelines would be required. All individuals conducting any

implemented as future
projects develop.
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phase of the archaeological evaluation program must meet
professional qualifications in accordance with the City
Guidelines.

step 1

Based on the results of the Initial Determination, if there is
evidence that the site contains a historical resource,
preparation of a historic evaluation is required. The
evaluation report would generally include background
research, field survey, archaeological testing, and analysis.
Before actual field reconnaissance would occur, background
research is required, which includes a records search at the
SCIC at San Diego State University. Site records from the San
Diego Museumn of Man are now included in the data provided
by the SCIC; however, in some instances, supplemental
research at the Museum of Man may be required. A review of
the Sacred Lands File maintained by the NAHC must also be
conducted at this time. Information about existing
archaeological collections should also be obtained from the
San Diego Archaeological Center and any tribal repositories
or museums.

In addition to the records searches mentioned above,
background information may include, but is not limited to,
examining primary sources of historical information (e.g.,
deeds and wills), secondary sources (e.g., local histories and
genealogies), Sanborn Fire Maps, and historic cartographic
and aerial photograph sources; reviewing previous
archaeological research in similar areas, models that predict
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site distribution, and archaeological, architectural, and
historical site inventory files; and conducting informant
interviews. The results of the background information would
be included in the evaluation report.

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

Step 2

Where a recorded archaeological site or Tribal Cultural
Resource {as defined in the PRC) is identified, the City would
be required to initiate consultation with identified California
Indian tribes pursuant to the provisions in PRC Sections
21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2., in accordance with Assembly Bill
52. It should be noted that during the consultation process,
tribal representative(s) will be directly involved in making

Page C-12
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recommendations regarding the significance of a tribal
cultural resource that also could be a prehistoric
archaeological site. A testing program may be recommended,
which requires reevaluation of the project in consultation
with the Native American representative, which could result
in a combination of project redesign to avoid and/or preserve
significant resources as well as mitigation in the form of data
recovery and monitoring (as recommended by the qualified
archaeologist and Native American representative). The
archaeological testing program, if required, shall include
evaluating the horizontal and vertical dimensions of a site,
the chronological placement, site function, artifact/ecofact
density and variability, presence/absence of subsurface
features, and research potential. A thorough discussion of
testing methodologies, including surface and subsurface
investigations, can be found in the City Guidelines. Results of
the consultation process will determine the nature and
extent of any additional archaeological evaluation or changes
to the proposed project.

The results from the testing program shall be evaluated
against the Significance Thresholds found in the Guidelines. If
significant histerical resources are identified within the Area
of Potential Effects, the site may be eligible for local
designation. However, this process would not proceed until
such time that the tribal consultation has been concluded
and an agreement is reached (or not reached) regarding
significance of the resource and appropriate mitigation
measures are identified. When appropriate, the final testing
report must be submitted to Historical Resources Board staff
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for eligibility determination and possible designation. An
agreement on the appropriate form of mitigation is required
prior to distribution of a draft environmental document. If no
significant resources are found, and site conditions are such
that there is no potential for further discoveries, then no
further action is required. Resources found to be non-
significant as a result of a survey and/or assessment will
require no further work beyond documentation of the
resources on the appropriate Department of Parks and
Recreation site forms and inclusion of results in the survey
and/or assessment report. If no significant resources are
found, but results of the initial evaluation and testing phase
indicate there is still a potential for resources to be presentin
portions of the property that could not be tested, then
mitigation monitoring is required.

Step 3

Preferred mitigation for historical resources is to avoid the
resource through project redesign. If the resource cannot be
entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible measures to
minimize harm shall be taken. For archaeological resources
where preservation is not an option, a Research Design and
Data Recovery Program is required, which includes a
Collections Management Plan for review and approval. When
tribal cultural resources are present and cannot be avoided,
appropriate and feasible mitigation will be determined
through the tribal consultation process and incorperated into
the overall data recovery program, where applicable, or
project specific mitigation measures will be incorporated into
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the project. The data recovery program shall be based ona
written research design and is subject to the provisions as
outlined in CEQA Section 21083.2. The data recovery
program must be reviewed and approved by the Citys
Environmental Analyst prior to distribution of a draft CEQA
document and shall include the results of the tribal
consultation process. Archaeological monitoring may be
required during building demolition and/or construction
grading when significant resources are known or suspected
to be present on a site, but cannot be recovered prior to
grading due to obstructions such as, but not limited to,
existing development or dense vegetation.

A Native American observer must be retained for all
subsurface investigations, including geotechnical testing and
other ground-disturbing activities, whenever a Native
American tribal cultural resource or any archaeological site
located on City property or within the Area of Potential
Effects of a City project would be impacted. In the event that
human remains are encountered during data recovery
and/or a monitoring program, the provisions of PRC Section
5097 must be followed. In the event that human remains are
discovered during project grading, work shall halt in that area
and the procedures set forth in the California PRC (Section
50987.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5),
and in the federal, state, and local regulations described
above shall be undertaken. These provisions will be outlined
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program included
in a subsequent project specific environmental document.
The Native American monitor shall be consulted during the
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reparation of the written report, at which time they may
express concerns about the treatment of sensitive resources.
If the Native American community requests participation of
an observer for subsurface investigations on private
property, the request shall be honored.

Step 4

Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be
prepared by qualified professionals as determined by the
criteria set forth in Appendix B of the Guidelines. The
discipline shall be tailored to the resource under evaluation.
In cases involving complex resources, such as traditional
cultural properties, rural landscape districts, sites involving a
combination of prehistoric and historic archaeology, or
historic districts, a team of experts will be necessary for a
complete evaluation.

Specific types of historical resource reports are required to
document the methods (see Section 11l of the Guidelines)
used to determine the presence or absence of historical
resources; to identify the potential impacts from proposed
development and evaluate the significance of any identified
historical resources; to document the appropriate curation of
archaeological collections (e.g., collected materials and the
associated records); in the case of potentially significant
impacts to historical resources, to recommend appropriate
mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts to below
a level of significance; and to document the results of
mitigation and monitoring programs, if required.
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Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be
prepared in conformance with the California Office of
Historic Preservation "Archaeological Resource Management
Reports: Recommended Contents and Format” (see Appendix
C of the Guidelines), which will be used by environmental
staff in the review of archaeclogical resource reports.
Consultants must ensure that archaeological resource
reports are prepared consistent with this checklist. This
requirement will standardize the content and format of all
archaeological technical reports submitted to the City. A
confidential appendix must be submitted (under separate
cover) along with historical resources reports for
archaeological sites and tribal cultural resources containing
the confidential resource maps and records search
information gathered during the background study. In
addition, a collections management plan shall be prepared
for projects that result in a substantial collection of artifacts
and must address the management and research goals of
the project and the types of materials to be collected and
curated based on a sampling strategy that is acceptable to
the City. Appendix D (Historical Resources Report Form) may
be used when no archaeological resources were identified
within the project boundaries.

Step 5

For Archaeological Resources: All cultural materials, including
original maps, field notes, non-burial related artifacts, catalog
information, and final reports recovered during public and/or
private development projects must be permanently curated
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with an appropriate institution, one that has the proper
facilities and staffing for ensuring research access to the
collections consistent with state and federal standards,
unless otherwise determined during the tribal consultation
process. In the event that a prehistoric and/or historic
deposit is encountered during construction monitoring, a
collections management plan would be required in
accordance with the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program. The disposition of human remains and
burial-related artifacts that cannot be avoided or are
inadvertently discovered is governed by state (i.e., Assembly
Bill 2641 [Coto] and California Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001 [Health and Safety
Code 8010-8011]) and federal (i.e,, Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act [U.S. Code 3001-3013]) law,
and must be treated in a dignified and culturally appropriate
manner with respect for the deceased individual(s) and their
descendants. Any human bones and associated grave goods
of Native American origin shall be turned over to the
appropriate Native American group for repatriation.

Arrangements for long-term curation of all recovered
artifacts must be established between the applicant/property
owner and the consultant prior to the initiation of the field
reconnaissance. When tribal cultural resources are present,
or nonburial related artifacts associated with tribal cultural
resources are suspected to be recovered, the treatment and
disposition of such resources will be determined during the
tribal consultation process. This information must then be
included in the archaeological survey, testing, and/or data
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Timeframe of
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and Reporting
ibility

recovery report submitted to the City for review and
approval. Curation must be accomplished in accordance with
the California State Historic Resources Commission’s
Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collection
(dated May 7, 1993) and, if federal funding is involved, Title
36 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 79. Additional
information regarding curation is provided in Section Il of the
Guidelines.

Implementation of
the Specific Plan
could adversely
impact tribal cultural
resources.

HIST 6.5-2, as described above

Mitigation will be
implemented as future
projects develop.

DsD
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California Environmental Quality Act

Significance Determination
Thresholds

City of San Diego

JULY 2016*

“Note: Planning Department stafT periodically revises sections of
the thresholds in response to CEQA case law, and changes in
federal, state, and local regulations. Staff also periodically
provides updated information and clarification and direction for
environmental analysts.

RTC-98




LETTER

RESPONSE

REVISION HISTORY

Date

Comments

January 1991

Prior revision

January 1994

Prior revision

May 1999 Prior revision
April 2001 Prior revision
Eebraary April 2004
Updated
demesluly 2004
August 2006 Strikeout/Underline
removed;
minor edits

January 2007

New Traffic Threshold
implemented: minor edits

January 2011

Minor edits to Health and Safety,

Paleontology and Public Services
and Utilities (Solid Waste
Generation/Disposal) sections

July 2016

Addition of Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Threshold

RTC-99




LETTER

RESPONSE

TABLE OF CONTENTS

REVISION HISTORY wucansnranaiinmimyissmms i ii

Table of Contents
Acronyms
I. INTRODUCTION...
11, ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Al

SwmEo!

CZEFA-TEZOTMOOW)

AGRICULTURAL RE “OIJR(I S 4
AIR QUALITY and ODOR .. [
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 19
GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS 26
GROWTH INDUCEMENT

HEALTH AND SAFETY .....

HISTORICAL RESOURCES 36
HYDROLOGY 43
LAND USE 45
MINERAL RESOURCES ..o s 47
NS v sien s vansin s s onsaini oo s s ns o s s T 4 A4 e G MR 49
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 56
PUBLIC SERVICES and FACILITIES 59
PUBLIC UTTLITIES oo s ssssssssssiess 63
TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION and PARKING.......cooovuecisninninans 71
0.1. TRAFFIC/PARKING 74
VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER......covvveeee 7]
WATER QUALITY 79
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ciuisonmumnnmsonsansssnssmunnansstsss i sanss e sasssoss i iassers 82
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 84
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 85

RTC-100




LETTER RESPONSE

ACRONYMS

Ambient Air Quality Standards
Assembly Bill
Average Daily Traffic
Airport Approach Overlay Zone
Airport Environs Overlay Zone
Air Pollution Control District
Area of Potential Effects
. Adr Quality Impact Assessment

AQMD . Air Quality Management District
BDR Building Development Review Division
BMP Best Managy it Practice
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards
CAP Climate Action Plan
CARB California Air Resources Board
CCR Code of California Regulations
CEQ United States Council on Environmental Quality

California Environmental Quality Act
CFR United States Code of Federal Regulations
CGS California Geologic Survey
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
CLUP Comprehensive Land Use Plan
Cco Carbon Monoxide
CUP Conditional Use Permit
dB decibel
DM et e A County Department of Environmental Health
DsD Development Services Department
EAS Environmental Analysis Section
EDU Equivalent Dwelling Unit
EIR Environmental Impact Report
EMF Electric and Magnetic Fields
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
ESD Environmental Services Department
ESL Environmentally Sensitive Lands
FAA...... Federal Aviation Administration
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FPF Flood Plain Fringe
FW Flood Way
GHG Greenhouse Gas
Gl Geologic investigation
GR Geologic Report
HAZMAT hazardous materials
HUD U.S, Department of Housing and Urban Development
LDC Land Development Code

RTC-101




LETTER

RESPONSE

LEA Local Enforcement Agency
LoV s e T B s S A N Land Development Review
LOS Level of Service
MHPA Multi-Habitat Planning Area
MRZ Mineral Resource Zone
MSCP Multiple Species Conservation Program
pg/m? microgram per cubic meter
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NOx Oxides of Nitrogen
OHP Office of Historic Preservation
O3 Ozone
ppm parts per million
PMg Respirable Particulate Matter
PM 25 Fine Particulate Matter
REDL civvviconsaminssrmssmminsvansncmsisssrosnsss Regional Economic and Demographic Mapping System
ROG Reactive Organic Gases
RPO Resource Protection Ordinance (outdated)
R s s i e e e i b e s Runway Protection Zone
RTK Right to Know
RTIP Regional Transportation Improvement Program
RTP Regional Transportation Plan
RWQCRB Regional Water Quality Control Board
SFHA Special Flood Hazard Area
SDG&E San Diego Gas and Electric Company
SANDAG San Diego Regional Association of Governments
SMARA ....... Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
SIP State Implementation Plan
SOx Oxides of Sulfur
SR Soils Report
SUSMP Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Icm Transportation Control Measures
TLV Threshold Limit Value
voC Volatile Organic Compounds

RTC-102




LETTER

RESPONSE

I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of these Significance Determination Thresholds (also known as Guidelines) is to
assist City of San Diego staff, project proponenis, and the public in determining whether, based
on substantial evidence, a project may have a significant effect on the environment under Section
21082.2 of the California Environmental Quality Act' (CEQA). and therefore the environmental
impact requires mitigation. They are not intended to be stand alone policies and are to be used in
conjunction with commonly accepted professional standards, judgments, and practices. These
guidelines should be updated when necessary in response to changes in CEQA, case law, and
refinement of recognized scientific analysis of impact thresholds. The City of San Diego has
been using these thresholds since 1991 and has provided regular updates. Section 15064.7 of the
CEQA Guidelines encourages public agencies to develop and publish such analytical tools.
These Thresholds include information on 19 environmental issues as listed in, and to be used in
conjunction with, the Initial Study Checklist. They provide technical guidance in evaluating the
potential significance of a project’s environmental impact and provide a consistent and objective
basis for determining the level of impacts. They also recognize that the level of impacts depend
upon a multitude of factors such as project setting, design, construction, etc.

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment calls for
careful judgment on the part of the agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific
and factual data. An ironclad definition of a significant impact is not possible because the
significance of an activity may vary with the setting. For example, an activity which is not
significant in an urban area may be significant in a rural area (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064).

According to CEQA Statutes at Section 21082.2:

(a) The lead agency shall determine whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record.

(b) The existence of public controversy over the environmental effects of a project shall not
require the preparation of an environmental impact report if there is no substantial
evidence in light of the whole record before the agency that the project may have a
significant effect on the environment.

(c) Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly in
accurale or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute
to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment. is not substantial evidence.
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts,
and expert opinion supported by facts,

! State of California Public Resources Code, Division 13, http://www. leginfo.ca.gov/calaw. html
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(d) If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead agency, that a
project may have a significant effect on the environment, an environmental impact report
shall be prepared.

(e) Statements in an environmental impact report and comments with respect to an
environmental impact report shall not be deemed determinative of whether the project
may have a significant effect on the environment.

This key decision as to whether a project may have a significant effect must be based on
substantial evidence in the record. Section 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines defines "substantial
evidence" as:

(a) Substantial evidence as used in these guidelines means enough relevant information and
reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a
conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair
argument can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment
is to be determined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument,
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or
inaccurate, or evidence of social or cconomic impacts which do not contribute to, or are
not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial
evidence.

(b) Substantial evidence shall include facts. reasonable assumptions predicted upon facts, and
expert opinion supported by facts

In most instances, the evidence in the record provides a clear link to the decision to prepare an
EIR, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Negative Declaration. However, according to the
CEQA Guidelines in marginal cases where it is not clear whether there is substantial evidence
that a project would have a significant effect on the environment, the Lead Agency is guided by
Section 15064 (7(g) of the CEQA Guidelines:

“After application of the principals set forth above in Section 15064(f). and in marginal cases
where it is not clear whether there is substantial evidence that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall be guided by the following
pringipal: If there is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts over the
significance of an effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall treat the effect as
significant and shall prepare an EIR.”

USE OF REGULATORY STANDARDS AS THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

In October 2002, the California Court of Appeal for the Third District issued a decision in the
case Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency, Case No. C)38844
(10/28/02). Among other decisions, the court invalidated CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h),
which required lead agencies to rely on adopted environmental standards to determine
significance. The Court held that Section 15064(h) conflicted with CEQAs standard for
determining whether to prepare an EIR whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of
substantial evidence that a project may have a significant environmental impact.

2
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In general, the Significance Determination Thresholds may be used to determine a
projeet’s potential impacts, but analysts are cautioned to remember that in some cases
there may be substantial evidence of significant impact even when a project does not exceed
the threshold.

e
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Il. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

A, AGRICULTURAL RESOURC

A significant impact on agricultural resources may result from a project which involves the
conversion of Prime Farmland*, Unique Farmland**, or Farmland of Statewide Importance***
(as defined by the State of California on its Important Farmlands Map) to non-agricultural use.
In San Diego. such land is generally located in portions of the undeveloped northern and
southernmost areas of the City.

*  Prime Farmland is land with the best combination of physical and chemical features for the production of agricultural crops,
It includes:

= All land which qualifies for a rating as Class | or 11 on the United States Depaniment of Agriculture (USDA) Natural
Resources Conservation Service ( former| Soil Conservation ice) Land Use Capability classifications. The
Capability classification indicates the suitability of soils for most kinds of crops. Groupings are made according to the
limitation of the soils when used to grow crops and the risk of damage to soils when they are used in agriculture Soils
are grouped in 1 classes, from 1 through VI with Group [ having the highest rating.

«  Land which qualifics for a rating of 80 to 104 on the Storie Index. The Storie Index expresses numerically (based on a
100=point scale) the relative degree of suitability, or value of a s0il for general intensive agriculture, Profile
characteristics, soil surface texture, slope, and other factors such as drainage and salinity are considered in the Index
rating.

*  Land which supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and which has an annual carrying capacity
equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre, as defined by the USDA.

*  Land planted with fruit or nut bearing trees, vines, bushes, or erops that have a non-bearing period of less than five
years and which will nermally retumn, during the commercial bearing peried on an annual basis, from the production of

I 1 agricultural plant production, not less than $200 per acre,

= Land which has returned from the production of unprocessed agriculiural plant products at an annual gross value of not

Iess than $200 per acre for three of the previows five years,

**  LUnigue Farmland is land of lesser quality soils used for the production of the state’s leading agricultural cash crops.
**#*Farmland of Statewide Importance is land with a good combination of physical and chemical features for the production of
agricultural crops.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
potential significance to Agricultural Resources:

Would the proposal result in:

1. Conversion of a substantial amount of 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?

2. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or Williamson Act contract?

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

In evaluating the potential for a significant agricultural resources impacts, analysts should
consult the Soil Survey, San Diego Area, Part I1I (USDA 1973) to determine the Storie Index
rating and Capability Group of the soils on the project site. Other resources include the State of
California Important Farmlands Map and Environmental Impact Reports prepared for subarea
plans and community plan updates, Some of these documents contain maps identifying the
various categories of farmland.

The determination of substantial amount cannot be based on any one numerical criterion (i.e.,
one acre), but rather on the economic viability of the arca proposed to be converted. Another
factor to be considered is the location of the area proposed for conversion. If the site itself is too
small to be economically viable, would the proposed use affect the surrounding operations? For
instance, the installation of a small housing complex on a formerly agricultural site may preclude
or limit future pesticide spraying activities in an adjacent area with the potential to support food
crops.

For purposes of defining significant agricultural resources and identifying impacts, it should be
noted that the economic viability of a site is based on the characteristics that allow agricultural
operations that can make a profit — not on a comparison of agricultural activities with other types
of uses that may be more profitable.
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B. AIR QUALITY and ODOR

Impact analysis for air quality should ensure that current air quality regulatory compliance
attainment status is not adversely affected by stationary sources of emission, including CO
hotspots, from new development. Table A-1 shows San Diego is designated “non-attainment™ for
ozone and particulate matter.? The CEQA review should include measures to reduce project-
related ozone and particulate matter emissions to ensure that new developments do not contribute
to San Diego’s non-attainment status for these pollutants.

Table A-1
SAN MEGO ATTAINMENT DESIGNATIONS
Antai Starus
Pollutant State Federal
Carbon M ide Attai Attai
Lead Attai A
Nitrogen Dioxide Antai A
Ozone Non-Attainment Attainment for 1-hr; not 8-hr,
PMo Non-Attai Unclassified
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment
Sulfates Aftainment no federal standard
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified no federal standard
Visibility Unclassified no federal standard

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
potential significance to Air Quality:

Would the proposal result in:

1. A conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

2. A violation of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
Exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Creating objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (See C-1)
Exceeding 100 pounds per day of Particulate Matter (PM)(dust)?
Substantial alteration of air movement in the area of the projeet?

- T

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

These air quality significance thresholds are based primarily on regulatory thresholds. However,
use of regulatory standards as the sole threshold for significance [former CEQA section

* Source: San Diego Air Pollution Control District 9SDAPCD). 2001 Annual Report.
hitp://www.sdaped.co.san-diego.caus/annual/ ANNUAL.PDF. Designation for PM 2.5 and the 3-hour ozone
standard were pending at time of this revision,

* Attainment for |-hr.standard was promulgated by the US EPA on July 28, 2003; On 4/04 San Diego was
classified as i for 8-hr. dard .
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15064(h)] was struck from CEQA pursuant to Communities For A Better Environment v.
California Resources Agency, Case No. CO38844 (10/28/02). The former guideline specified
that if a change in the environment is not a significant effect if the change complies with a
regulatory standard found in a statute. ordinance, rule. or regulation. The court held that
Guideline 15064(h) conflicted with CEQA’s standard for determining whether to prepare an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). An agency must prepare an EIR whenever it can be fairly
argued on the basis of substantial evidence that a project may have a significant environmental
impact. The court reasoned that Guideline 15064(h) might be construed to allow an agency to
avoid preparing an EIR by deeming an impact insignificant based upon compliance with an
adopted regulatory standard, even if other substantial evidence supported a fair argument that a
significant impact could oceur.

Given the October 2002 ruling, reliance on the SDAPCD regulatory standards in Table | can no
longer be used as the sole determinant of significance. The SDAPCD thresholds are provided in
this document as a guideline to be considered on a case-by-case basis with other substantial
evidence in light of the whole record to determine if the project may have a significant air quality
impact. “Other substantial evidence™ may include factors such as the proximity of sensitive
receptors as discussed below.

The following Air Quality Thresholds are arranged in three parts beginning with the broadest,
and narrowing to the most specific. Use of these should be applied as a sereening tool to see
where the project aligns along a sliding scale of potential significance. If sensitive receptors
are involved, the more restrictive of the guideli hould be lied

Pr

General Thresholds
A project may have a significant air quality environmental impact if it could:
a. Conflict with or obstruet implementation of the applicable air quality plan

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

=]

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

d. Expose sensitive receptors* to substantial pollutant concentrations including air toxics
such as diesel particulates. ... As adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management
Distriet (SCAQMD) in their CEQA Air Quality handbook?® (Chapter 4). a sensitive receptor is
a person in the population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to exposure to
an air contaminant than is the population at large. Sensitive receptors (and the facilities that

* Consider sensitive receptors in locations such as day care centers, schools, retirement homes, and
hospitals or medical patients in residential homes close to major roadways or stationary sources, which could be
impacted by air pollutants.

* hup:/fwww.aqmd.gov/ceqahdbk html
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house them) in proximity to localized CO sources, toxic air contaminants or odors are of
particular concern. Examples include:

Long-Term Health Care Facilities
Rehabilitation Centers

Convalescent Centers

Retirement Homes

Residences — such as medical patients in homes
Schools
Playground
Child Care Centers
Athletic Facilities

Methodology: The public involvement process of CEQA should be used to help determine the
conditions of the existing environment to make a reasonable determination if sensitive
receptors are present. The environmental planner should make a field visit as appropriate as
part of the environmental initial study which should include specifie analysis for sensitive
receptors. Using visual survey data and resources such as maps and signs or other identifying
features, the planner should specifically look for the following locations/conditions:

Medical patients at:

Adult/senior day care

Senior citizen centers/facilities/retirement homes
Hospitals/convalescent homes/long-term health care facilities
Acute care/walk-in ambulatory care clinics

Rehabilitation centers

Elderly persons/athletes/students/children at:

Public parks/playgrounds

Long-term care/assisted living facilities
Churches

Schools

Child care centers/homes

Athletic fields

Mote: It is not always possible to know if a sensitive receptor exists adjacent to a project site.
For example, a sensitive receptor may exist in a residential site such as an elderly patient living
at home requiring in-home care, or a person with asthma, or a person with a compromised
immune system. Applicants are not required to conduet door-to-door surveys to determine
whether medical patients reside in private dwellings.

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people; or

f. Release substantial quantities of air contaminants beyond the boundaries of the premises
upon which the stationary source emitting the contaminants is located.®

“ San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7, “Off-Site Development Impact
Regulations™ paragraph 142.0710, “Air Comaminant Regulations.”

8
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Federally-supported transportation projects must demonstrate conformity with the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) (“transportation conformity™) to ensure that new transportation
projects would not jeopardize air quality in non-attainment areas. The SIP is the federally
approved regional air quality strategy to attain and/or maintain health standards. The
conformity requirement applies only to federal non-attai tand at /maint
areas. Further discussion of transportation conformity is provided in item 4 below.

Projects that include stationary sources with impacts that may be significant under these
general thresholds may also need an Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) to be prepared
in accordance with SDAPCD Rule 20.2.7

Note: The APCD applies the AQIA requirement for air quality permitting purposes to
stationary sources of emissions. The SDAPCD did not establish these general air
quality thresholds specifically for CEQA purposes or to assess mobile source
emissions.

SDAPCD Thresholds

The SDAPCD provides criteria in Regulation 11, Rule 20.2, Table 20-2-1, “AQIA Trigger
Levels.” Apply these thresholds as a screening criteria for potential impact significance for
stationary sources. If sensitive receptors are involved, or if the potential exists for a
significantly cumulative air quality impact, apply the more restrictive Ambient Air Quality

Standard (AAQS) threshold from Table A-3.

Table A-2
SAN DIEGO AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT POLLUTANT THRESHOLDS
FOR STATIONARY SOURCES
EMISSION RATE
POLLUTANT Lbvhr Thvedery o yr

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 350 100
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 25 250 40
Particulate Matter (PM o) - 100 15
Oxides of Sulfur (S0x) & 25 250 40
Lead and Lead Compounds © - 32 0.6
Particulate Matter, 2.5 microns (PMzsh - - -
Volatile Organic Compounds - 13700 15

(VOO )Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) :

d. Source: SDAPCD Rule 1501, 20.2(d)(2)
e San Diego Air Basin has been in attainment of SOx standard due to sulfur-free natural gas for electricity generation and
lack of heavy industrial/manufacturing uses in the region,

7 SDAPCD Regulation 11, Rule 20.2 (d) (2). http://www.sdaped.co.san-diego.ca.us/rules/randr.htm
For help, contact the SDAPCD at (858) 650-4700 or the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Compliance
Assistance Program at [-800-468-1786.
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f Lead emissions have steadily declined due to catalytic converters and increased use of lead-free gasoline. San Diego is
no longer required o monitor for lead,

& VOU threshold based on SCAQMD levels per South Coast Air Quality Management District SDAPCD (%/01) and the
Monterey Bay APCD (MBAPCD) which has similar federal and state attainment status as San Diego.

State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) Thresholds

Apply AAQS as the threshold where accepted methodology exists when the project involves
a sensitive receptor or if the potential exists for a significant cumulative air quality impact.®
AAQS are established by the regulators to protect even the most sensitive individuals. The
federal EPA standard is the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The more
restrictive state standard is the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) as
defined by the CARB. Apply current CAAQS. Both sets of standards (as of March 2003)
are shown in Table A-3 below.®

Mote: applying the significance criteria in Table A-3 requires a more rigorous analysis to determine if the
hreshold would be ded. Comy aided air quality modeling would likely be required to reach this
determination. Modeling regional or local concentrations of criteria pollutants from mobile sources is practical
only for CO: there are no state recommended models for assessing regional ozone concentrations or local PM g
concentration from mobile sources,

Table A-3
NATIONAL AND STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
Pollitaiié Av]e:f:ng California Standards Federal Standards
Cancentration Merthod Primary Secondary Method
{ houe ?’é‘i'“ Pl:"‘.? 0.12 ppm
{180 pg/m* Ultraviolet (235 pgim?y Same as Ultraviolet
Ozone (0s) h 008 ppm Primary Photomeiry
8 hour - (157 pg/m’)
Respirable 24 hour SOpg/m?* 150pg/m*
Particulate Gravimetrs
Matter Annual 5 or Beta =
(PMue) Al::r\mclic 20pg/nv Attenuation Spg/m* Inertial
. - Separation and
S Gravimetrie
Fine 24 hour no separate state standard 65ug/m’ Prinary Analysis
Particulate
Mp::‘" Annual ey
(PMes) Arithmetic iravimetric .
Mean 12pg/m? or Beta 15pg/m*
Attenuation
Carbon 8 hour 2.0 ppem Non- 9.0 ppm — Non-Dispersive
Monoxide (10 mg/m?) Dispersive (10 mg/m’) Infrared
h/aag; 1s.htm
2 http:/fwww.arb.ca.gov: h/aaq js.htm
10
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Averaging California Standards Federal Standards
Pollutant Time
Concentration Method Primary Secondary Methed
(CO) Infrared 35 Phatometry
20 ppm
1 hour @ “E'r"‘“} Photometry | (40 mg/m?)
. Annual 0.053 ppm . Gas Phase
Nitrogen Arithmetic - Gas Phase (100pg/m?) Samees p -t
Dioxide Mean Chiil- ! Primary Chemi-
N0 Junineseense Standard Juninescense
1 hour 0.25 ppom (470pg/m’) -
«30Cay 1.5 ng/m’ - - High volume
Lead average Atamic Sampler and
Calend Absorption . Sarnc as "““"'i.“
alendar - 1.5 pg/m* Primary Absorption
Quarter Standard
Annual 0.030 ppm
A';t:'j::'it' - (80ug/m’) -
¢
Spectrophoto-
Sulfur I 0.14 ppm oty
Dioxide 2 hour | 004 ppm (10502 | Unravioler | (365u/m?) - wetry (Pararo-
Fluorescence S ine
(502 Method)
- - 0.5 ppm
3 hour (1300pg/m’}
1 hour 0.25 ppm (655pgm’) - -
Extinetion coeflicient of 0.23 per
Visibility kilometer—visibility of ten miles or
Itedu:in'g 8 hour more due to particles when relative
Particulates humidity is less than 70%. Method:
Beta Attenuation and Transmittance
through Filter Tape.
I Mo federal standards
Chroma-
Sulfates 24 hour 25 pg/m* tography
Hydrogen Ultraviolet
Sulfide (H:5) 1 hour 0.03 ppm (42pg/m’) Fluorescence
Vinyl Gas Chroma-
Chloride 24 hour 0.01 ppm (26pg/m*) tography

Table footnotes:

Data from April 2004 from CARB. Apply current AAQS:
http:/www.arb.ca goviresearch/aags/caags/caags. htm. See also SDAPCD Rule 20,1 {Table 20.1-7). Refer to the
CARB web site for use of this table

" On June 20, 2002, the CARB apy 1 stafl™s dation to revise the PM 10 annual average standard
1o 20 pg/m 3 and to establish an annual average standard for PM2.5 of 12 pg/m3 . On June 5, 2003, the Office of
Administrative Law app d the di for the lations for the State Ambient Air Quality Standards for

particulate matter (PM) and sulfates. Information regarding these revisions can be found at:
hutpe/fwww.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/std-rs/std-rs.him.
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4. Transportation Conformity with State Implementation Plan (SIP)

Federally-supported transportation projects must demonstrate conformity with the State
Implementation Plan SIP (“transportation conformity™) to ensure that new transportation
projects would not jeopardize air quality in non-attainment areas. The San Diego Regional
Association of Governments (SANDAG) demonstrates conformity for projects in the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Therefore, projects identified in the March 2003
SANDAG 2030" Regional Transportation Plan demonstrate transportation conformity. The
San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Regional Air Quality Strategy is the
San Diego element of the SIP. Note that Transportation Control Measures are not a part of
the RAQS. Note that federally-supported non-transportation projects must align with the
general conformity requirement.

5. CO Hotspot Screening

The environmental review should also consider the localized health effect of carbon
monoxide (CO). Although the San Diego Air Basin is currently an attainment area for CO,
exhaust emissions can potentially cause a direct, localized “hotspot”™ impact at or near the
proposed development. The primary source of this pollutant for the San Diego Air Basin in
2001 was mobile sources (mostly on-road passenger vehicles).! CO is a product of
incomplete combustion of fossil fuel; unlike ozone, CO is emitted directly out of a vehicle
exhaust pipe at a congested major roadway intersection with sensitive receptors nearby, and
where vehicles are either idling or moving at a stop-and-go pace.

CO Hotspot screening should follow current accepted protocol by the California Air
Resources Board and/or the San Diego County Air Pollution control District. For example,
the EMFAC" computer model may be appropriate for estimating vehicle emissions.
Effective June 30, 2003, new CO studies must use EMFAC (short for “Emission Factor™)
which is capable of estimating current and forecast emissions for vehicles for gas, diesel, or
electric vehicles. The air quality analyst should select the most appropriate methodology in
consultation with City of San Diego staff.

If quantitative evaluation is necessary, the computer model CALINE-4 (or equivalent) using
the most recent CO emission factors should be applied.

Significance Determination Examples
The following are only examples of projects or actions that might trigger these levels. They
are not to be applied as significance determination thresholds but are for sereening

purposes only.

1. 950 Single-Family Units/9,500 Average Daily Trips (ADT)

" hitp:/iwww.sandag.org/
"' Data from http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac01/almanac01.htm
12 hitp:fiwww dot.ca.govihg/env/airclemfac. him

12
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In areas of the City of San Diego where traffic flow is not below (worse than) Level of
Service (LOS) C and where development is not located within 100 feet of a congested
freeway, significant cumulative air quality impacts could result from the development of 950
or more single-family units. Using URBEMIS 2003 %, the estimated 9.500 ADT generated
by 950 units would result in the following emissions.

*  NO. -~ 133 pounds per day in summer: 234 pounds per day in winter: 180 pounds per day annual average:
*  RONG - 126 pounds per day in summer; 141 pounds per day in winter; 141 pounds per day annual average:
& 0 - 1,580 pounds per day in summer; 1,738 pounds per day in winter; 1,633 pounds per day annual average.

In this example, the significance thresholds would be exceeded for ROG and CO,

Multi-family, commercial, industrial, or institutional development resulting in 9,500
ADT or more could also result in impacts requiring mitigation.

500 Single-Family Units/5,000 ADT

Additional CO consideration should be given for wood-burning fireplaces. If the 500 homes

contain wood-burning fireplaces, and these fireplaces were used on an average of 50 days per
year, and each fireplace burned one-eighth of a cord of firewood per year, 615 pounds of CO

would be emitted each year or 12 pounds of CO per day in winter.

LOS Degradation for Roads

If a proposed development causes a six-lane road to deteriorate to LOS E or worse, the
resulting longer queuing at the traffic signals could cause a localized significant air quality
impact. A site specific CO hotspot analysis should be performed to determine if health
standards are potentially violated and to identify any affected sensitive receptor,

If a proposed development causes a six-lane road to drop to LOS F, the resultant extended
wait at the signalized intersections could cause a significant air quality impact. A site-
specific CO hotspot sereening and/or analysis should be performed to determine if health
standards are potentially violated and to identify any affected sensitive receptor.

If a proposed development causes a four-lane road to drop to LOS E or worse, the extended
wait at the signalized intersection could cause a significant air quality impact. A site specific
CO hotspot sereening and/or analysis should be performed to determine if health standards
are potentially violated and to identify any affected sensitive receptor.

I a proposed development is within 400 feet of a sensitive receptor and the LOS is worse than
D, a site-specific CO hotspot analysis should be performed to determine if health standards are
potentially exceeded and to determine the level of adverse effect on the receptors.

100 Pounds per Day PM,. (Airborne Dust) Criteria
San Diego is non-attainment for PM,.. While it is true that windborne particulate matter

from other areas sometimes contributes to the non-attainment status, particular emphasis
should be placed on identifying potential PM,, emissions and specifying mitigation/control

17 Use current URBEMISmodel
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measures to be used during project construction activities. Construction grading and
demolition dust accounts for 30% of all PMcemissions in the San Diego Air Basin. Road
dust (both paved and unpaved roads) from sources such as vehicle tire wear on paved roads,
accounts for 47% of all PM,, emissions.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993)
estimate of PM,, emissions from site grading is 26.4 pounds per graded acre: roughly 100
pounds of PM,, is generated by grading 4.0 acres per day. The estimate is for use as a
sereening tool to help determine if the 100 pounds of dust would be exceeded.

1t should be noted that daily watering of the site prior to/during grading reduces the dust
emissions by 50%; a second daily watering reduces the dust emissions by 75%. Another
acceptable control has been to phase the grading such that the area to be graded each day is
kept below the 100 pounds per day threshold.

Alternatively. a project would not result in a significant impact if specified dust controls are
included on the project plans such that visible dust plumes would be retained within the
property lines. Dust controls would include not only watering, but other measures such as the
preventing of trackout, paving of unpaved roads, covering or treating stockpiles, ete., with
the extent of controls varying with the size of the project.

Another major source of airborne dust is caused by vehicle travel on paved roads; it is
estimated that one pound of airborne dust is produced for each 2,100 of vehicle miles
traveled At an average trip length of nine miles per ADT and ten ADTs per single family
home, a new development of 2,300 units would cause 100 pounds of airborne dust; likewise
any new development causing or attracting 23K ADTs would result in 100 pounds of
airborne dust.

Dust is also associated with demolition of existing structures. Evaluation of projects should
consider potential for dust generation from demolition. Asbestos containing materials may be
present in the structure to be demolished. Notice is required to be provided by the project
applicant to the SDAPCD (APCD) prior to demolition. The website and address for San
Diego APCD are as follows:

httpe/fwww.sdaped.co.san diego.ca.us/permits/asbestos.html
San Diego APCD
Compliance Div., Asbestos Section
9150 Chesapeake Drive
San Diego, CA 92123 (858) 650-4554
5. Stationary Sources

Consider potential impacts from existing stationary sources. For new stationary
(“non-vehicular”) sources, contact the SDAPCD."™  Instruct the applicant to complete

" If a project includes a new or modified stationary air source, refer the applicant o the SDAPCD for permilting help:
{B58) 650-4700 or at hitp:/fwww, sdaped.co,san-dicgo.ca.us/,
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DSD form DS-3163, “Hazardous Materials Questionnaire.” See DSD Info Bulletin 116" for
more information. This bulletin has a sign-off block for SDAPCD to review potential air
contaminants from non-vehicular sources. Remember that a permitted sources does not
necessarily mean that the source is not “significant” under CEQA.'" A project with a
permitted stationary source may make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic
impacts or may have potential for localized health/air quality impacts.

Air Quality Cumulative Impacts Data Sources

The following data sources should be reviewed to help make a determination of potential
significance and/or for cumulative impacts assessment.

1. Site-specific emission data from the SDAPCD is available on-line at:
htip:/fwww sdaped.co.san diego.ca.us/gloxics/Project1/SourceEmissions. him,
This database includes a cancer risk estimator index, A score between 1 and 100
generally means that the facility will be required to conduct a Health Risk Assessment.

2. The CARB provides an on-line air quality forecaster at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/app inv/fi 1t html
The web-based tool will provide an estimate of emissions in the following categories:
total organic gases, reactive organic gases, ROG, CO, NOX2, SOX2, PMI10, and PM25.

3. To evaluate emissions from stationary sources in an area (for example, by Zip Code), or
to support a Hotspot screening, the California Air Resources Board provides an on-line
facility query tool:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/facinfo/facinfo.php

4, Hotspot analysis -The SDAPCD has also evaluated potential Hotspot issues for
San Diego County in its report, “2001 Air Toxies “Hot Spots™ Program Report for
San Diego County™(October 2002):
hitp://www.sdaped.co.san diego.ca.us/gtoxics/toxics_reports.himl
5. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Envirofacts on-line database provides
environmental information from a variety of EPA databases:

hutp:/fwww.epa.govienviro/index_java.html

Note: Cumulative regional air quality impacts cannot be mitigated at the project level.

¥ s www ins.shuml

vices/industry/i

1% s of regulatory dards as a threshold for signi [former CEQA section 1 506(h)]was struck from CEQA
pursuant 1o O ities For A Better Envie v. Californic R Agency, Case No. CO3BR44 (10/28/02).
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ODOR

Projects that involve offensive odors may be a nuisance to neighboring uses, including
businesses, residences, sensitive receptors, and public areas. For example, heavy industrial
projects and livestock farming operations with the potential to expose sensitive receptors to
objectionable odors could be deemed to have a significant impact. Significant odor impacts on
residential areas and sensitive receptors warrant close scrutiny. Considerable attention should
also be given to other land uses where people congregate such as recreational areas, work sites,
and commercial areas. Analysis of potential odor impacts should be conducted for sources of
odorous emissions, and receptors located near odorous sources.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTION

The following are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
potential significance from Odor:

Would the proposal result in:
1. Creating objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Determining the significance of potential odor impacts should be based on what is known about
the quantity of the odor compound(s) that would result from the project’s proposed use(s). the
types of neighboring uses potentially affected. the distance(s) between the project’s point
source(s) and the neighboring uses such as sensitive receptors, and the resultant concentration(s)
at the receptors. A more detailed odor analysis may be required to fully evaluate and determine
significance of the potential impacts if the proposed project would result in objectionable odors
to nearby sensitive receptors.

For a project proposing placement of sensitive receptors near an existing odor source, a
significant odor impact will be identified if the project site is closer to the odor source than any
existing sensitive receptor where there has been more than one confirmed or three confirmed
complaints per year (averaged over a three week period) about the odor source.

For projects proposing placement of sensitive receptors near a source of odors where there is
currently no nearby existing receptors, the determination of significance should be based on the
distance and frequency at which odor complaints from the public have occurred in the vicinity of
a similar odor source at another location.

The San Diego Municipal Code also addresses odor impacts at Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7
paragraph 142.0710, “Air Contaminant Regulations” which states:

Air contaminants including smoke, charred paper, dust, soot, grime, carbon, noxious acids,
toxic fumes, gases, odors, and particulate matter, or any emissions that endanger human
health, cause damage to vegetation or property. or cause soiling shall not be permitted to
emanate beyond the boundaries of the premises upon which the use emitting the
contaminants is located.
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If a proposed project is determined to result in significant odor problems, mitigation measures
should be identified. For some projects such as restaurants, add-on controls or process changes,
such as carbon absorption, or other filtration may reduce emissions to below a level of
significance.

For City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Department (MW WD) projects, the “Odor
Control Design Guidelines™ are applied to ensure sewer odor impacts are minimized.”” The
following table may also be used as a guide (not necessarily as CEQA-significant threshold
levels) to estimate concentration at which a chemical odor may become recognizable. Note that
different organizations have different threshold levels. The environmental analyst should
determine which standard to apply based on project-specific conditions such as proximity to
sensitive receptors. Odor impacts may have a significant impact unless mitigated. If values are
not listed for a particular chemical, lookup tables are available at various websites through most
Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) applications, or the EPA Envirofacts database:
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/html/emei/chemref/index.html

Table A-4
ODOR GUIDELINES ®
Odor Threshold (ppm) Threshold
Pollutant Limit Value
CHRIS ™ AAR©@ AIHA @ (TLV) (ppm)
Acetaldehyde 0.21 0.01-0.031 0.0028-1000 25
Acetone 100 0.66-320 0.037-0.15 750
(::I‘:‘:i‘r’:)‘l‘;) a7 0.037-20 0.043-53 25
Benzene 47 0.16-320 0.78-160 10
Carbon monoxide odorless Odorless Odorless 25
Carbon tetrachloride =10 15-50 1.6-706 5
Chlorine 3.5 0.02-3.5 0.021-3.4 0.5
Cumene 1.2 - 0.0051-1.3 50
Cyclohexane - 0.41 0.52-784 300
Dicyelopentadiene 0.003 0.002 0.003-0.011 5
Ethyl benzene 140 0.25-2.3 0.092-0.60 100
n-Hexane - - 65-248 50
Hydrogen sulfide 0.0047 0.13 0.001 —1.3% 10

17 City of San Diego MMWD Program Guidelines for Design Consultants. Appendix D, Chapter D30,
“Odor Control Design Guidelines.” December 1996
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Odor Threshold (ppm) Threshold
Pollutant Limit Value
CHRIS ™ AAR AIHA @ (TLV) (ppm}
Methy! ethyl ketone 10 11-27 0.25-85 200
Naphthalene - 0.3-0.9 0.0095-0.64 10
Phenol 0.05 - 0.0045-1 5
Phosgene 0.5 0.125-1 0.12-5.7 0.1
Phospine 014 0.02 0.01-5 0.3
Styrene monomer 0.148 0.02-0.47 0.0047-61 50
Sulfur dioxide 3 3 0.33-5 2
Toluene 0.17 0.17-40 0.021-69 50
Vinyl chloride 260 260-25.000 - 5
o,m.p-Xylene 0.05 0.2-4 0.081-5.4 100
Table notes:
a “Working with Toxic and Odor Thresholds,” CAMEO Today newsletter, March/April 1997

issue ; (revised August 2001). National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).
Computer-Aided Management of Emergency Operations (CAMEOY).

http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/cameo/dr_aloha/odor/odor.html

b Chemical Hazards Response Information System (CHRIS) Manual. U.S. Coast Guard.

http://www.chrismanual.com/

¢ Bureau of Explosives, American Association of Railroads (AAR). 1996. Emergency Action
Guides. Washington, DC: http://www.aar.org

d. American Industrial Hygiene Association (AIHA). 1989. Odor Thresholds for Chemicals
with Established Occupational Health Standards. Akron, OH: ATHA. (This document can
be ordered from the AIHA website, www.aiha.org.).

N According to the MWWD Odor Control Design G

ideli odor

plaints are not

typically generated if ambient concentrations of odorous compounds are less than 5 odor
units (five times the odor recognition threshold). Applying this multiplier to the AIHA

odor recognition threshold indicates that complaints would not be expected for hydrogen
sulfide concentrations that are less than 0.0005 ppm.
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C.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Sensitive biological resources are defined by the City of San Diego Municipal Code as:

Lands that have been included in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) as identified
in the City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan
(City of San Diego. 1997);

Wetlands (as defined by the Municipal Code, Section 113.0103);

Lands outside the MHPA that contain Tier | Habitats, Tier II Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats,
or Tier 11IB Habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines (July 2002 or current edition)
of the Land Development manual;

Lands supporting species or subspecies listed as rare, endangered, or threatened;

Lands containing habitats with narrow endemic species as listed in the Biology
Guidelines of the Land Development manual; and

Lands containing habitats of covered species as listed in the Biology Guidelines of the
Land Development manual.

For projects within the City of San Diego or carried out by the City of San Diego which may
affect sensitive biological resources, potential impacts to such sensitive biological resources must
be assessed. The following criteria and information are provided for guidance during this
process.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
potential significance to Biological Resources:

Would the proposal result in:

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

A substantial adverse impact on any Tier | Habitats, Tier 11 Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats,
or Tier 111B Habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development
manual or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations. or by the CDFG or USFWS?

A substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, riparian, ete.) through direct removal, filling. hydrological interruption, or other
means?

Interfering substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
including linkages identified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
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5. A conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the surrounding region?

6. Introducing land use within an arca adjacent to the MHPA that would result in adverse
edge effects?

7. A conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources?
8. An introduction of invasive species of plants into a natural open space area?
SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Impacts to biological resources are assessed by City staff through the CEQA review process, and
through review of the project’s consistency with the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)
regulations, the Biology Guidelines (July 2002) and with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. Before
a determination of the significance of an impact can be made, the presence and nature of the
biological resources must be established.

The following two steps summarize the procedure for collecting the necessary information.
STEP 1:

Determine the extent of biological resources and values present on the site. The analyst needs to
visit the site and review existing biological information (e.g. MSCP vegetation maps). If there is

any evidence that the site supports or recently supported biological resources, significant
biological resources (see clarification in Step 2), a survey or letter report is necessary,

A factor in making this determination is whether or not the site has been illegally graded or grubbed.

In some cases it is appropriate to consider the biological values on the site before a disturbance such
as grading or fire. In general, if the site has been legally graded or grubbed and/or is characterized
by ruderal species, is not included in the City’s MHPA, and does not support wetlands or Tier 1, 11
or 111 habitat, it probably does not support significant biological resources.

Note: The presence of trash and debris on a site does not indicate a lack of biological habitat.
In addition, lack of vegetation due to fire, clearing of vegetation for brush management (Zone 2
is impact neutral), unauthorized off-road vehicle use or other uses also does not preclude the
presence of potential habitat.

An affirmative answer to any of the following questions indicates that significant biological
resources MAY be present:

a. The site has been identified as part of the MHPA by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan.

b. The site supports or could support (e.g. in different seasons/rainfall conditions, etc.) Tier
L IL or IITA & B vegetation communities (such as grassland, chaparral, coastal sage
serub, ete.). The CEQA determination of significant impacts may be based on what was

on the site (e.g. if illegal grading or vegetation removal occurred, ete.), as appropriate.
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¢. The site contains, or comes within 100 feet of a natural or-manufactured drainage
(determine whether it is veg 1 with wetland vegetation). The site occurs within the
100-year flood plain established by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) or the Flood Plain Fringe (FPF)/ Flood Way (FW) zones.

d. The site does not support a vegetation community identified in Table 2 or 3 (Tier I, 11,
HIA or 11IB) of the Biology Guidelines (July 2002); however, wildlife species listed as
threatened or endangered or other protected species may use the site (e.g. California least
terns on dredge spoil, wildlife using agricultural land as a wildlife corridor, ete.).

STEP 2:

Based on Step 1, if significant biological resources are present. then a survey to determine the
nature and extent of the biological resources on the site is warranted (See Guidelines for
Conducting Biology Surveys, revised 2002). The survey should identify which biological
resources are present on the site and its immediately surrounding area, and the number and extent
of each type. As appropriate and when relevant to the biological resources found on site, the
survey should also discuss the nature and quality of the biological resources in the immediate
vicinity of the project site.

The significance and/or sensitivity of the resource can be determined at this stage, however, a
resource may be more vulnerable to some kinds of development than to others. Sensitivity
and/or significance of impacts is, therefore, more appropriately considered in the context of the
proposed project, as discussed below.

Biology Significance Determination
1. Direct Impacts

The direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of a project must be analyzed for significance.
The first step in making the determination is to identify the nature of the impact, and the
extent, and degree of direct impacts to biological resources. A direct impact is a physical
change in the environment which is caused by and immediately related to the project. An
example of a direct physical change in the environment is the removal of vegetation due to
brushing, grubbing, grading, trenching, and excavating.

In order to determine the extent of impacts, the acreage of each habitat type to be lost should
be quantified. If an upland, categorize the land into one of the four Tier categories (I -IV),
which are listed on Table 3 of the Biology Guidelines (July 2002). If a natural wetland,
categorize as indicated on Table 2 of the Biology Guidelines (July 2002). In addition, the
boundaries of the MHPA should be determined and any proposed encroachment should be
quantified. Where possible, the extent or number of individuals of sensitive, threatened, rare,
or endangered species to be taken or harassed should also be quantified. In order to
determine the degree of the impact, fragmentation of habitat, loss of foraging area for
sensitive species, and other factors should be considered.

The City’s permit to “take’ covered species under the MSCP is based on the concept that
90% of lands within the MHPA will be preserved. Any encroachment into the MHPA (in
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excess of the allowable encroachment by a project) would be considered significant and
require a boundary adjustment which would include a habitat equivalency assessment to

ensure that what will be added to the MHPA is at least equivalent to what would be removed.

In addition, lands containing Tier I, I1, 11la and I1Ib [(see Table 3 of City's Biology
Guidelines (July 2002)] and all wetlands [see Table 2 of City’s Biology Guidelines

(July 2002)] are considered sensitive and declining habitats. As such, impacts to these
resources may be considered significant. Lands designated as Tier IV are not considered to
have significant habitat value and impacts would not be considered significant.

Impacts to individual sensitive species, outside of any impacts to habitat, may also be
considered significant based upon the rarity and extent of impacts. Impacts to state or
federally listed species and all narrow endemics [see the City’s Biology Guidelines (July
2002)] should be considered significant. Certain species covered by the MSCP [see page 26
of the Biology Guidelines (July 2002)] and other species not covered by the MSCP, may be
considered significant on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration all pertinent
information regarding distribution, rarity, and the level of habitat conservation afforded by
the MSCP.

Notes:

(a) Total upland impacts (Tiers I- [1IB) less than 0.1 acre are not considered significant and
do not require mitigation. See Section 3 (Cumulative Impacts) relative to native
erasslands.

(b) Impacts to non-native grasslands totaling less than 1.0 acres which are completely
surrounded by existing urban developments are not considered significant and do not
require mitigation. Examples may include urban infill lots.

(c) Total wetland impacts less than 0.01 acre are not considered significant and do not
require mitigation. THIS DOES NOT APPLY TO VERNAL POOLS or wetlands within

the Coastal Zone.

(d) Brush management Zone 2 thinning activities, while having the potential to adversely

affect biological resources, are not considered potentially significant inside the MHPA or,

to the extent that non-covered species are not impacted, outside the MHPA, because of
the implementation of the MSCP. Brush management Zone 2 thinning outside the
MHPA which affects non-covered species is potentially significant. Brush management
not condueted in accordance with brush management regulations, regardless of where it
is located, is also potentially significant.

(d) Mitigation is not required for impacts to non-native grassland habitat when impacted for
the purpose of wetland or other native habitat creation.

(e) Habitat mitigation is not required for impacts to manufactured slopes or areas that have
been planted with native species for the purpose of erosion control. For example, in order
to qualify for this exception, substantiation of previous permits and mitigation must be
provided,
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2,

Moise mitigation, however may be required for significant noise impacts to certain avian
species during their breeding season depending upon the location of the slope (such as
adjacent to an MHPA) and what birds may be present in the area such as the California
gnatcatcher, least Bell's vireo, southern willow flycatcher, least tern, cactus wren,
tricolored blackbird, or western snowy plover. If these avian species (except for the
California gnatcatcher) are present, then mitigation will be required if construction or
operational noise levels would exceed 60 db(A), or the existing ambient noise level if
already above 60dB(A) during the breeding season. For California gnatcatcher habitat
within the MHPA and occupied, construction or operational noise levels exceeding 60
dB(A) (or exceeding the existing ambient noise level if already above 60 dB(A)) during
the breeding season is considered significant. There are no restrictions for the
gnatcaicher outside the MHPA anytime of the year.

In addition, inside the MHPA, impact avoidance areas are required for Cooper’s hawk, northern
harrier, golden eagle, burrowing owl, and southwestern pond turtle. See Biology Guidelines,
Section II, A. 2 & 4. and Section 9.12 of the Implementing Agreement.

Removal/control of non-native plants is not considered to constitute a significant habitat
impact for which compensatory habitat acquisition, preservation, or creation for the area
impacted is required. Mitigation for indirect impacts such as erosion control or off-site
infestation by non-native species may be needed.

Indirect Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15064(d) provides the following guidance regarding identification of
direct versus indirect impacts:

In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency shall
consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project and

reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may be caused by
the project.

a.

An indirect impact is a physical change in the environment which is not immediately
related to the project, but which is caused indirectly by the project. If a direct impact in
turn causes another physical change in the environment, then the secondary changes is an
indirect impact. For example, the dust from heavy equipment that would result from
grading for a sewage treatment plant could settle on nearby vegetation and interfere with
photosynthetic processes; and the construction equipment noise levels could interrupt
reproductive behavior within adjacent sensitive avian breeding habitats during the
breeding season.

An indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably
foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project. A change which is speculative or
unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable.

Depending on the circumstances, indirect impacts of a project may be as significant as the
direct impacts of the project. In general, however, indirect impacts are easier to mitigate than
direct ones, Some impacts may be considered indirect impacts in some circumstances and
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direct impacts under other circumstances. Indirect impacts include but are not limited to, the
following impacts:

The introduction of urban meso-predators into a biological system:

The introduction of urban runoff into a biological system;

The introduction of invasive exotic plant species into a biological system;

Noise and lighting impacts (note: consider both construction/demolition and operational

phases of the project); and

e. Alteration of a dynamic portion of a system, such as stream flow characteristics or fire
cycles: and

f.  loss of a wetland buffer that includes no environmentally sensitive lands.

aewe

Cumulative Impacts

The MSCP was designed to compensate for the regional loss of biological resources
throughout the region. Projects that conform with the MSCP as specified by the Subarea
Plan. and implementing ordinances. (i.¢. July 2002 Biology Guidelines and ESL Regulations)
are not expected to result in a significant cumulative impact for those biological resources
adequately covered by the MSCP. These resources include the vegetation communities
identified as Tier I through IV (see City’s July 2002 Biology Guidelines, and the MSCP
covered species list (see Appendix A of the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan).

All direct impacts to vernal pools are significant and cumulatively significant. Impacts to
vernal pools may be mitigated in accordance with the criteria in the Biology Guidelines.

Direct impacts to perennial native grasslands that are greater than 0.1 acre are significant and
cumulatively significant. Direct impacts to this habitat type arc mitigated via Tier I per
Biology Guidelines. Cumulative impacts may be mitigated only via creation at a 1:1
ratio or greater with the feasibility of creation to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

Impacts to species covered by the MSCP (see Appendix A of MSCP Subarea Plan) would
not generally be considered cumulatively significant, provided the project is in full
compliance with the MSCP and its implementing regulations. Impacts to state- or federally-
listed species not covered by the MSCP may be considered cumulatively significant. Each
situation will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

It is expected that many other sensitive species not analyzed for coverage under the MSCP
will be adequately conserved through the MSCP’s habitat-based mitigation plan. A rare
circumstance may arise, however, where impacts to a particular species may still result in a
cumulatively significant impact. The project-level biological survey report would identify
those species and describe why a cumulative impact still exists in light of the habitat level of
protection provided by the MSCP. Depending on the size of the impact, the salt marsh daisy
(Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri) found in salt pannes) and the little mouse tail (Myosurus
minimus) found in vernal pools) would be examples of non-covered species that might be
considered rare enough to conclude cumulatively significant impacts.
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WEB SITES FOR REFERENCED DOCUMENTS

Biology Survey Guidelines:
http:/fwww.sandiego.gov/msep/pdf/biosurvey . pdf

Biology Guidelines:
http:/fwww.sandiego.gov/mscp/pdi/biolog.pdf

MSCP Subarea Plan:
http:/fwww.sandiego.govimsep/pdfisubarea.pdf

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations:
httpe/iclerkdoc.sannet.gov/legtrain/me/MuniCode Chapter 14/Chl14Art03Division01

25

RTC-127




LETTER

RESPONSE

D. GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS

Geologic conditions exist within certain areas of the City of San Diego which have the potential
to pose serious problems when land is developed. Unstable slopes, slide prone soils, and faults
occur in many parts of the City. Seismically liquefiable areas exist near the bays and rivers. The
Geologic Hazard maps which are part of the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study indicate
where adverse geological conditions exist which will require some level of evaluation by a
geologist, an engineer, or both.

Table F-1 describes which type of geologic report is required for specific zones identified on the
Seismic Safety Study. Depending on the nature of the proposed projeet, the requirements can be
waived in portions of zone 53 where the topography is flat, or where an evaluation by a City
geologist determines that the geologic impact to the project is negligible. * In areas considered at
high risk for liquefaction, the report can be deferred to the Building Development Review (BDR)
Division until the Building Permit stage if no environmentally sensitive resources are likely to be
impacted. Studies for potentially active faults may also be deferred to BDR based on an
evaluation by a City stafl geologist. Soil investigations may also be deferred if no sensitive
environmental resources would be affected by the findings of the report.

* Note: All project grading components, including offsite improvements such as roads,
must be included in the analysis. Therefore, for those project components where BDR
would not typically review, approve and require compliance with geotechnical report

rec ions (i.e., areas outside the building pad), the analysis must be done during
the discretionary stage of project review.

Table F-1
GEOTECHNICAL STUDY REQUIREMENTS
(City of San Diego Information Bulletin 515)

Hazard Category| Group I| Group 11 | Group Il | Group IV | Group V [Group VI |Group VII

11, 13, 21, 31, 41 Gl Gl Gl Gl Gl Gl SR
12, 22-27, 42-47 GR Gl GR Gl GR GR* SR
a2
.'1'.'455' (3i& :.34 GR* SR & GR* GR* GR* - - SR
i in hilly terrain)
51, 52, 55,
(53 & 54 GR* SR* - - - - SR
if flat terrain)
Table F-1 notes:
Gl= Geotechnical Investigation
GR = Geotechnical Reconnaissance
SR = Soil Report
26
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GEOLOGIC HAZARD CATEGORIES (from The City of San Diego’s Seismic Safety Study, 1995 Edition)
Fault Zones:

11 active, Alquist-Priclo Earthquake Fault Zone

12 potentially active: inactive, presumed inactive or activity unknown
13 downtown special fault zone

Landslides:

21 confirmed, known, or highly suspected

22 possible or conjectured

Slide-Prone Formations:

23 Friars: neutral or favorable geologic structure

24 Friars: unfavorable geologic structure

25 Ardath: neutral or favorable geologic structure

26 Ardath: unfavorable geologic structure

27 Oray, Sweetwater and others

Liquefaction:

31 high potential — shallow groundwater, major drainages. hydraulic fills

32 low ial - f1 ing g i . minor drai

Coastal Bluffs

41 2 Iy ble: num. landslides, high steep bluffs, severe erosion, unfavorable geol. structure
42 generally unstable: unfavorable bedding planes, high erosion

43 generally unstable: unfavorable jointing, local high erosion

44 moderately stable: mostly stable formations, local high erosion

45 moderately stable: some minor landslides, minor erosion

46 moderately stable: some unfavorable geologic structure, minor or no erosion

47 generally stable: favorable geologic structure, minor or no erosion, no landslides

48 generally stable: broad beach areas, developed harbor

Other Terrain

51 level mesas — underlain by terrace deposits and bedrock: nominal risk

52 other level areas, gently sloping to steep terrain, favorable geologic structure, low risk
53 level or sloping terrain, unfavorable geologic structure, low to moderate risk

54 steeply sloping terrain, unfavorable or fault controlled geologic structure, moderate risk
55 modified terrain (graded sites): nominal risk

* Reports in these categories will not be routed to LDR Geology staff for review: the report will be accepted
“as is" unless the reviewing sections have questions. A condition will be included that final geological review
will occur in BDR prior to issuance of a building permit,
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Building Type/ Land Use Group

(Group I: Tentative and Vesting Tentative Maps: Subdivision Maps, Lot Splits
(Group 11: Grading Permits
Group I Neighborhood Development Permit (NDP), Site Development

Permits (SDP) for Environmentally Sensitive Lands, or Coastal
Development Permits (CDP)

Group [V: Planned Development Permit (PDF)

(Group V: Conditional Use Permit (CUP)

(Group VI: Map Waivers

Group VII: Grading Permits for underground storage and removal and/or soil
remediation

"Geologic Report” refers to the Geologic Investigation or Geologic Reconnaissance as
designated by Table F 1 and defined in the City’s "Technical Guidelines for Geotechnical
Reports. (October 1988)" Please refer to these guidelines for the requirements of a Geologic
Report

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following Initial Study Checklist questions are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist, and
provide guidance to determine potential significance for geologic conditions?

Would the proposal:

1. Expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides,
ground failure, or similar hazards?

2. Result in a substantial increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the site?

3. 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?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

EAS stafl should work closely with LDR-Geology to determine if a project would have
significant impacts and if mitigation is necessary. This should be determined on a case-by-case
basis. Typically, standard construction practices recommended in a geologic report would not be
mitigation.
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E. GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Growth inducement is not clearly defined in CEQA as are other issues. It is usually associated
with those projects that foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly which results in the construction of major and new
infrastructure facilities. Also a change in land use policy. or projects that provide economic
stimulus such as industrial or commercial uses may induce growth as discussed below.

Accelerated growth may further strain existing community facilities or encourage activities that
could significantly affect the surrounding environment. The impacts of growth inducement are
associated with other issues such as the effects on biological or historical resources, traffic, air
quality, public services, etc.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

Would the proposal:

1. Induce substantial population growth in an area, (for example, by proposing new homes
and commercial or industrial businesses beyond the land use density/intensity envisioned
in the community plan)?

2. Substantially alter the planned location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the
population of an area?

3. Include extensions of roads or other infrastructure not assumed in the community plan or
adopted Capital Improvements Project list, when such infrastructue exceeds the needs of
the project and could accommodate future developments?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

A two step analysis needs to be done. The first step is to determine if the project is growth
inducing. This includes projects that foster economic growth or population, or construct a new
water or sewer line where none previously existed. If this is the case. then this must be analyzed
(Step two) in the appropriate issue area.

If the project requires an EIR, Growth Inducement is a mandatory section. The EIR must
analyze the consequences of growth; for instance, existing infrastructure may not be able to
accommodate a major subdivision, industrial complex. or commercial center and the project may
require new facilities that in turn result in impacts. According to Section 15126.2 (d) of the
CEQA Guidelines, “It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial,
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.” In general, the analysis must avoid
speculation and focus on probable growth patterns or projections. Conclusions must also be
presented that determines whether this impact is significant and/or unavoidable, and provide for
mitigation or avoidance.
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F.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

The following issue areas are discussed in these significance criteria guidelines:

[

+ Hazardous Materials/Public Safety
* Human Health
+  Brush Management

Hazardous Materials/Public Safety

As residential redevelopment and new residential construction occurs in or near areas
historically used for industry, agriculture, commeree, solid waste (e.g. landfills, former
landfill sites, or fuel storage) contaminated soils and groundwater can be found. As part of
the environmental review process, steps must be taken to disclose and address the safe
removal, disposal and/or remediation of hazardous materials. There are federal, state and
local government requirements that must be incorporated into projects which address these
issues. Affected facilities would range in scope from establishments specifically designed to
handle hazardous/toxic materials (e.g., waste treatment facilities) to underground tanks
associated with automotive service stations. In addition there are other public safety issues
associated with development proposals in proximity to airports. in flood-prone areas, and in
areas susceptible to brush fires.

For non-residential projects, instruct the applicant to complete Development Services
Department (DSD) form DS-3163, "Hazardous Materials Questionnaire." See City of San
Diego Information Bulletin 116 for more information.

Human Health

Human health issues address health hazards (both known and perceived), such as exposure to
disease-carrying vectors; contamination due to sewage spills; proximity to electromagnetic
fields (EMF) associated with electric transmission lines and communications faeilities: and
uses in proximity to former or active underground storage tank sites; fuel-storage tank farms,
sewage treatment plants, or areas where toxic chemicals may be stored.

A Vector Control

The County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health (DEH) regulates vector
control. A vector is any insect or other arthropod, rodent, or other animal of public health
significance capable of causing human discomfort and injury, or capable of harboring or
transmitting the causative agents of human disease. Projects constructing ponds, or other
potential vector habitat should consult with DEH to determine mitigation measures to
minimize vector impacts,

B. Electromagnetic Fields (EMF)
Studies of the potential for adverse public health effects of EMF are inconclusive, A

statement or conclusion of impacts would be speculative. In accordance with CEQA
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Section 15145, the known information about EMF is summarized and no conclusion of
significance is reached.

The California Department of Health Services (DHS), California Electric and Magnetic Fields
Program provides information regarding known possible health effects from EMF created by the
use of electricity. DHS references the National EMF Research and Public Information
Dissemination (RAPID) Program, established by Congress as part of the Energy Policy Act of
1992, which has published its findings concluding evidence of the risk of cancer from EMF
around power lines is weak. The report recognizes that EMF exposure "cannot be recognized as
entirely safe" but "believes that the probability that EMF exposure is truly a health hazard is
currently small” with "marginal scientific support that exposure to this agent is causing any
degree of harm.” The report concludes that efforts to reduce exposure to EMF should continue.

C. Radio Frequency (RF) and Wireless Communication Facilities

On February 8. 1996, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 was signed into law. Section 740
of the Act states as follows: “No state or local government or instrumentality thereof may
regulate the placement, construction, and modification of wireless service facilities on the
basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent that such
facilities comply with the commission’s regulations concerning such emissions.”

Communications antennas emit varying levels of radio frequency (RF) energy. RF emissions
are regulated by the Federal Government. Refer to www.fee.gov for more information,
Below a certain threshold of RF power there is virtually no danger at any distance or
direction from the transmitting antenna. Above that threshold, the installation is generally
designed to ensure that the areas in which people are likely to be found are exposed to a
minimum and safe level of RF energy. The American National Standards Institute (ANSI),
and the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) have established the standard
for safe exposure levels of RF energy for wireless facilities. RF emission levels are usually
expressed and measured as a “power density™ or flux which is described in terms of power
per unit area, This is the power which flows outward from the transmitter and passes though
a given area. The intensity of radiation diminishes exponentially at greater distances from the
sources and the exposure, even within the “beam,” at sufficient distance presents no
exposure danger. The accepted standard for safe exposure to RF energy from the proposed
type of facility is 580 microwatts per square centimeter (nW/em2). The exposure level
associated with most cellular facilities is about 0.01% of the accepted standard, or 5.8
uWiem2 at 50 feet, which is well below the established safety level. If antennas would be
placed in conjunction with other existing antennae at the same location, Federal
Communication Commission (FCC) rules require the total exposure from all facilities to fall
within the guideline limits.

As part of the development review process for wircless communication facilities, the City
requires that wireless carriers submit a certified cumulative RF report demonstrating
compliance with the FCC standards. Refer to City of San Diego Information Bulletin No.
536. (wwwsandicgo.gov/development-services/industry/pdf/infobulletin/ib536.pdf)
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D. Schools

CEQA provides guidance on health and safety impacts for school facilities at Statute
Sections 21151.2, 21151.4, 21151.8 and Guideline Section 15186. State-funded schools
must also address school siting criteria of Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations,
Division 1, Ch 13, Sub Chapter 1, and "School Facilities Construction,”

The citing of facilities which may emit hazardous or acutely hazardous materials or may
handle acutely hazardous materials with a quarter of a mile of a school may result in a
significant impact.

CEQA Statute Section 21151.4 states:

An environmental impact report shall not be certified or a negative declaration shall not be
approved for any project involving the construction or alteration of a facility withina 1/4 of a
mile of a school which might reasonably be anticipated to emit hazardous or acutely hazardous
air emission, or that would handle acutely hazardous material or a mixture containing acutely
hazardous material in a quantity equal to or greater than the state threshold quantity specified
pursuant to subdivision (i) of Section 25532 of the Health and Safety Code, that may pose a
health or safety hazard to persons who would attend or would be employed at the school, unless
both of the following occur:

(1) The lead agency preparing the environmental impact report or negative declaration
has consulted with the school district having jurisdiction regarding the potential
impact of the project on the school.

(2) The school district has been given written notification of the project not less than 30
days prior to the proposed approval of the environmental impact report or negative
declaration.

Brush Management

A specialized public safety issue arises in cases where the brush management'® requirements
cannot be met. An example is a residential lot abutting a publicly-owned open space area,
where brush removal, trimming or thinning may be precluded. Another example is a
situation where a reduction in the brush management requirements is allowed through
alternative compliance. In such cases, the Fire Chief may modify the requirements of brush
management on a case-by-case basis. The approval of the Fire Chief must be given in these
circumstances in order to avoid a significant public safety impact. See Municipal Code
Section 142.0412 (i-j). The environmental analyst should work with DSD-Landscaping Staff
and the Fire Chief to ensure the requirements are met. Ensure brush management activities
are coordinated with MSCP staff where there may be potential impacts to MHPA lands.

15 hugp:www.sandiego. gov/T 1 inspections/brush.shiml
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INITIAL STUDY QUESTIONS

The following Initial Study Checklist questions are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and
provide guidance to determine the potential significance of Health and Safety issues:

Waould the proposal:

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

2. Result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school?

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

4. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 63962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard
to the public or environment?

5. Expose people to toxic substances, such as pesticides and herbicides, some of which have
long-lasting ability, applied to the soil during previous agricultural uses?

6. Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a designated airport influence
area?

7. Resultin a safety hazard for people residing or working within two miles of a private
airstrip or a private airport or heliport facility that is not covered by an adopted Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

1.

Projects which propose the handling, storage and treatment of hazardous materials, e.g.. a
Hazardous Waste Facility, falling under Municipal Code Section 141.1001 Hazardous Waste
Research Facilities and Section 141.1002” must prepare a risk assessment in conformance
with the Tanner Act. The Hazardous Materials Management Division of the County of

San Diego Department of Environmental Health (DEH) determines if projects are subject to
Tanner Act provisions.

For non-residential projects. instruct the applicant to complete Development Services
Department form DS-3163, "Hazardous Materials Questionnaire." Refer to City of San
Diego Information Bulletin 116 for more information.

www sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/pdf/infobulletin/ib1 16.pdf

Note: Please include the following in the environmental document as applicable: Existing
and recently enacted legislation to protect the public from any potential impacts from the use

of hazardous materials. This legislation includes the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the
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Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, and the Toxie
Substances Control Act.

At the local level the City Fire Department screens inventories of substances and inspects
sites every 12 months: the County Health Department screens inventories, inspects facilities
every 15 months and reviews the hazardous Materials Business Plan, and the County Air
Pollution Control District evaluates projects for possible toxic emissions and issues permits
45 NeCcessary.

2. Project sites on or near known contamination sources may result in a significant impact.
Sources of this information are:

a. San Diego County Environmental Assessment Case Listing.
http:/fwww.sdeounty.ca.gov/deh/hazmat/ust.himl|

b. State Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
http:/fwww.dtse.ca.gov/database/index.cfin

¢. Other possible sources - Sanborn maps, Fire Department records, topographic/existing
conditions surveys.

d. Site-specific emission data from the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD)
http:/fwww.sdaped.org/index.html
e.  State Water Resources Control Board: http://www.geotracker.swreb.ca.gov

3. Project sites that meet one or more of the following eriteria may result in a significant impact.
a. Located within 1,000 feet of a known contamination site.

b. Located within 2,000 feet of a known “border zone property™ (also known as a
“Superfund” site) or a hazardous waste property subject to corrective action pursuant to

the Health and Safety Code.

¢. DEH site file closed. These cases are especially important where excavation (e.g.,
sewer/water pipeline projects, below grade parking, basements) is involved. DEH often
closes a listing when there is no longer danger to the existing use on the property. Where
a change in use is proposed DEH should be consulted. Excavation, which would disturb
contaminated soils, potentially resulting in the migration of hazardous substances (e.g..
along utility trench lines), would require consultation by the applicant and analyst with
DEH. The applicant may be required to obtain a concurrence letter from DEH
subsequent to participation in the Voluntary Assistance Program (VAP). Information
regarding the County of San Diego VAP can be found on the internet at:
http:/fwww.sdeounty.ca.gov/deh/water/sam_voluntary assistance program.html.

d. Located in Centre City San Diego, Barrio Logan or other areas known or suspected to
contain contamination sites (Check with DEH).
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e.

Located on or near an active or former landfill. Hazards associated with methane gas
migration and leachates should be considered. Consult with the Local Enforcement
Agency (LEA) for assistance.

Properties historically developed with industrial or commercial uses which involved
dewatering (the removal of groundwater during excavation), in conjunction with major
excavation in an area with high groundwater (such as downtown).

Where dewatering is involved, prior to issuance of any permit that would allow
excavation which requires dewatering, a plan for disposal of the dewatering effluent and
a permit, if needed, from the Regional Water Quality Control Board or the Industrial
Waste Division of MWWD, shall be provided to LDR by the applicant. A Dewatering
Discharge Permit (NPDES No. CA 1018804) shall be obtained for the removal and
disposal of groundwater (if necessary) encountered during construction. Discharge under
this permit will require compliance with a number of physical, chemical, and thermal
parameters (as applicable), along with pertinent site-specific conditions, pursuant to
direction from the RWQCB. Wells, including test wells, and soil percolation tests are not
considered dewatering activities.

Projects located in a designated airport influence area and where the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) has reached a determination of "hazard" through FAA Form 7460-
1, "Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration” as required by FAA regulations in the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 14 §77.13. Note: if the FAA determines the
project would be considered a hazard, a Site Development Permit (SDP) in accordance
with Process 5 would be required for Council approval in accordance with the Municipal
Code §126.0502(e).

Inconsistency with an Airport’s Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) could be a
significant impact.

For a project within the boundaries of a comprehensive airport land use plan, orifa
comprehensive land use plan has not been adopted for a project within two nautical miles
of a public airport or public use airport, CEQA Section 21096 and CEQA State
Guidelines Section 15154 requires that the lead agency consider whether the project
would result in a safety hazard or noise problem for persons using the airport or for
persons residing or working in the project area in order to adopt a negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration.

Located on a site presently or previously used for agricultural purposes. Pesticides are
routinely used during agricultural operations. Pesticides do not degrade easily; therefore,
a soils assessment may be required. Contact the San Diego County Department of
Environmental Health Site Assessment and Mitigation Program for guidance regarding
each project site.
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G. HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Historical resources include all properties (historic, archaeological. landscapes. traditional, etc.)
eligible or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, as well as those that may
be significant pursuant to state and local laws and registration programs such as the California
Register of Historical Resources or the City of San Diego Historical Resources Register.

“Historical resource”™ means site improvements, buildings, structures, historic districts signs,
features (including significant trees or other landscaping), places, place names, interior elements
and fixtures designated in conjunction with a property, or other objects of historical
archaeological, scientific. educational, cultural. architectural, aesthetic, or traditional significance
to the citizens of the City and the region. They include buildings, structures, objects,
archaeological sites, districts or landscapes possessing physical evidence of human activities that
are typically over 45 years old, regardless of whether they have been altered or continue to be
used. Historical resources also include traditional cultural properties.

The following definitions are based, for the most part, on the California Office of Historic
Preservation’s (OHP) “Instructions for Recording Historical Resources™ and are used to
categorize different types of historical resources when they are recorded.

A “building™ is a construction created principally to shelter any form of human activity (e.g., a
house, barn, church, hotel or similar construction). The term building may also be used to refer
to a historically and functionally related unit, such as a courthouse and jail or a house and barn.

The term “structure™ is used to distinguish buildings from those functional constructions usually
made for purposes other than creating human shelter. Constructed by humans, structures include
large scale engineering projects such as water control systems (e.g. dams, reservoirs, aqueducts,
water towers, ete.) or transportation systems (e.g., railroads, bridges. roads, trails, etc.), as well as
mine shafls, kilns, ovens, light-houses, radio telescopes, ete.

The term *object”™ is used to distinguish buildings and structures from those constructions that
are primarily artistic in nature or are relatively small in scale and simply constructed. Although
it may be moveable, by nature or design, an object is associated with a specific setting or
environment (i.e. sculpture, monuments, boundary markers, statuary and fountains, etc.).

An “archaeological site™ is the location of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic occupation
or activity. or a building or structure (whether standing. ruined or vanished) where the location
itself possesses historical, cultural or archaeological value regardless of the value of any existing
structure, Archaeological sites which consist of fewer than three associated artifacts and/or
ecofacts within a 40 square meter area are commonly called isolates.

A “district” possesses a significant concentration, linkage or continuity of archaeological sites,
buildings, structures, objects, and/or landscapes united historically or aesthetically by plan or
physical development. In addition, districts may include a variety of resources as listed above.

A “landscape™ may be classified as cultural, designed or rural. A cultural landscape is a
geographical arca which has been used by people; shaped or modified by human activity,
occupation or intervention:” or is imbued with significant value in the belief system of a culture or
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society. A designed landscape is consciously laid out by a professional designer according to
academic or professional standards, theories or philosophies of landscaped architecture; or by an
amateur using a recognized style or tradition. It may have a historical association with a
significant person, trend or event in landscape gardening or landscape architecture, or a significant
relationship to the theory or practice of landscape architecture. A rural historic landscape is a
geographic area that historically has been used by people, or shaped or modified by human
activity, occupancy or intervention. It is usually a district possessing a significant concentration,
linkage, or continuity of land use, vegetation, buildings, structures, roads, waterways and natural
features. In this concentration, it provides a distinet sense of time and place.

A “traditional cultural property” is a locale which has been, and often continues to be of
religious, mythological, cultural, economic and/or social importance to an identifiable ethnic
group. This includes sacred area where religious ceremonies have been or currently are
practiced or which are central to a group’s origins as a people. Also included are areas where
plants or other materials have been or currently are gathered for food, medicine or other
economic purposes. These kinds of traditional cultural properties may not possess physical
evidence of human activities. Traditional cultural properties also include neighborhoods which
have been modified over time by ethnic or folk group use in such a way that the physical and
cultural manifestations of the ethnic or folk culture are still distinguishable today. Cultural
expressions shared within familial, ethnic, occupational, or regional groups include but are not
limited to: technical skill, language. music, oral history. ritual. pageantry, and handicraft
traditions which are learned orally, by limitation or in performance, and are generally maintained
without benefit of formal instruction or institutional direction. Physical features may include:
distinctive landscape and settlement patterns, architectural topologies, materials and methods of
construction, and ornamental detailing.

It is important to note, that the different kinds of historical resources described above may not be
mutually exclusive. Historic buildings, structures and/or objects are frequently associated with
archaeological sites. Similarly, archaeological sites may also comprise traditional cultural
properties for the Native American community.

1. Impacts

The impact assessment is based on the Area of Potential Effect (APE) which includes the
area of both the direct and indirect impacts of a proposed project on a historical resource.

The potential for cumulative impacts to historical resources must also be assessed for
significance. In order to identify the extent and degree of the impacts. the APE must be
established on the proposed project site plan or map. Once the boundaries of the APE have
been defined and the resources have been evaluated for significance, the project impacts will
be addressed by the City manager based on the project design. If a historical resource is not
significant, both the resource and the effect on it must be noted in the Initial Study on the
EIR, but will not be considered further in the CEQA process.
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=

Direct Impacts

All components of a development must be considered in evaluating potential impacts to
historical resources. Direct impacts generally result from activities that will cause damage to
or have an adverse effect on the resource, such as but not limited to

Grading
Road construction

Excavation for sewer and water pipelines and appurtenances
Staging areas

Access roads

Demolition, grading and excavation activities

e Deterioration due to neglect

LI I

*  Alteration or repair of a historie structure

+ Inappropriate and/or unauthorized repair

e New addition

+ Relocation from original site

+ [solation of a historic resource from its setting, when the setting contributes to its
significance

*  Soil Stockpiling

Construction of trails in open space
« Increased awareness or exposure of resource

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts are included within the APE. In the built environment, indirect impacts
include the introduction of visual, audible or atmospheric effect that are out of character with
the historic property or alter its setting, when the setting contributes to the property’s
significance. Examples include, but are not limited to, the construction of a large scale
building, structure, object, or public works project that has the potential to cast shadow
patterns on the historie property, intrude into its view shed, generate substantial noise, or
substantially increase air pollution or wind patterns. Increases in air pollution can result in
adverse effects to historically designated buildings (chimney soot, dust, debris, etc.).
Increased wind patterns can result in adverse effects to an archaeological site if. through
removal of vegetation or structure, the wind exposes the site or feature that was previously
protected from the wind. Conversely, an adverse effect could occur from blocking a natural
wind pattern at a sacred site where the wind is integral to the ritual or experience.

For archaeological resources and traditional cultural properties, indirect impacts are often the
result of increased public accessibility to resources not otherwise subject to impacts which
may result in an increased potential for vandalism and site destruction. Placing sites into
open space does not always mean that there will not be the potential for indirect impacts to
the resource. Therefore resources placed into open space need to be evaluated for indirect
impacts,
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4. Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects
taking place over a period of time. According to the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines
{April 2001), the loss of a historical resource database due to mitigation by data recovery
may be considered a cumulative impact. In the built environment, cumulative impacts most
often occur to districts, where several minor changes to contributing properties, their
landscaping. or to their setting over time could result in a significant loss of integrity to the
district as a whole.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
potential significance to Historical Resources.

Will the proposal result in:

1. Analteration, including the adverse physical or aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of
a prehistoric or historic building (ineluding an architecturally significant building),
structure, or object or site?

Any impaet to existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area?

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

W

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Federal, state and local criteria have been established for the determination of historical resource
significance. The Historical Resources Regulations of the Land Development Code pertain only
to historical resources that meet the definitions contained in Chapter 11, Article 3, Division 1 of
the Code and may differ from the definition of historical resources in these Guidelines and from
a determination of significance under CEQA, as provided below.

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

The National Register criteria, contained in National Register Bulletin 16 (U.S. Department of the
Interior 1986:1), state that: The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology,
engineering and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects that posses
integrity of location, design, setting. materials, workmanship, feeling and association, and;

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history: or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction;
or that represent the work of a master: or that possess high artistic values; or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual

distinction; or
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D. That has vielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

Criteria Considerations Exceptions: Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical
figures, properties owned by religious institutions or used for religious purposes. structures that
have been moved from their original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties
primarily commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved significance within the
past 50 years will not be considered eligible for the National Register. However, such properties
will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within the
following categories:

A, A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinetion
or historical importance; or

B. A building or structure removed from its original location but which is significant
primarily for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly
associated with a historic person or event; or

C. A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance, if there is no other
appropriate site or building directly associated with his or her productive life; or

D. A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves of persons of transcendent
importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic
evenls; or

E. A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and
presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other
building or structure with the same association has survived; or

F. A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value
has invested it with its own historical significance; or

G. A property achieving significance within the past 50 years, if it is of exceptional
importance.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

For the purposes of CEQA, a significant historic resource is one which qualifies for the
California Register of Historical Resources or is listed in a local historic register or deemed
significant in a historical resource survey, as provided under Section 5024.1(g) of the Public
Resources Code. A resource that is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historic resources.
or not deemed significant in a historical resource survey may nonetheless be historically
significant for purposes of CEQA.

The City’s determination of significance of impacts on historical and unique archacological

resources is based on the eriteria found in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. For
additional information, see the City"s Historical Resources Guidelines.
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN

Significance criteria as outlined in the Progress Guide and General Plan reflect a broad definition
of historical, architectural and cultural importance; a perspective of local. rather than state or
national significance; and the belicf that all aspects of history are potentially of equal
importance.

CITY OF SAN DIEGO HISTORICAL RESOURCES REGISTER

Any improvement, building, structure, sign. interior element and fixture, site, place, district, area
or object may be designated as historic by the City of S8an Diego Historical Resources Board if it
meets any of the following criteria:

A. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s, a communily’s or a neighborhood’s
historical, archaeological, cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, engineering,
landscaping, or architectural development;

B. Is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national history;

C. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction or is a
valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship:

D). Is representative of the notable work of a master builder, designer, architect, engineer,
landscape architect. interior designer, artist or craftsman:

E. Is listed on or has been determined eligible by the National Park Service for listing on the
Mational Register of Historic Places or is listed or has been determined eligible by the
California OHP for listing on the State Register of Historical Resources; or

F. Is a finite group of resources related to one another in a clearly distinguishable way; or is a
geographically definable area or neighborhood containing improvements which have a
special character, historical interest or aesthetic value: or which represent one or more
architectural periods or styles in the history and development of the City.

CITY OF SAN DIEGO CEQA SIGNIFICANCE

As stated above, if a resource is not listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California
Register, not included in a local register., or not deemed significant in a historical resource
survey, it may nonetheless be historically significant. The significance of an historical resource
is based on the potential for the resource to meet one or more of the criteria presented above,
including the potential to address important research questions as documented in a site specific
technical report prepared as part of the environmental review process. Research priorities for the
prehistoric, ethnohistoric and historic periods of San Diego history are discussed in Appendix A
(San Diego History) to the City's “Historical Resources Guidelines™ and should be used in the
determination of historical significance. As a baseline, the City of San Diego has established the
following criteria to be used in the determination of significance under CEQA.
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An archaeological site must consist of at least three associated artifacts/ecofacts (within a 40
square meter area) or a single feature. Archaeological sites containing only a surface component
are generally considered not significant, unless demonstrated otherwise. (Testing is required to
document the absence of subsurface deposit.) Such site types may include isolated finds,
bedrock milling stations, sparse lithic scatters, and shellfish processing stations. All other
archaeological sites are considered potentially significant. The determination of significance is
based on a number of factors specific to a particular site, including site size. type and integrity:
presence or absence of a subsurface deposit, soil stratigraphy, features, diagnostics, and datable
material; artifact and ecofact density; assemblage complexity; cultural affiliation; association
with an important person or event; and ethnic importance.

The determination of significance for historic buildings, structures, objects and landscapes is
based on age, location, context, association with an important person or event, uniqueness, and
integrity.

A site will be considered to possess ethnic significance if it is associated with a burial or
cemetery: religious, social or traditional activities of a discrete ethnic population: an important
person or event as defined by a diserete ethnic population; or the belief system of a discrete
ethnic population.

NON-SIGNIFICANT RESOURCE TYPES

Isolates consist of less than three artifacts/ecofacts within a 40 square meter area. Sparse Lithic
Scatters are identified and evaluated based on criteria from the OHP’s “California

Archaeological Resource Identification and Data Acquisition Program: Sparse Lithic Scatters”
(February 1988). Isolated Bedrock Milling Stations are defined as having no associated site
within a 40 meter radius and lacking a subsurface component. Shellfish Processing Sites are
defined as containing a minimal amount of lithics (i.e. less than five or six) and no subsurface
deposit.™

Historic buildings, structures, objects and landscapes are generally not significant if they are less
than 45 vears old. A non-significant building or structure located within an historic district is by
definition not significant.

Resources found to be non-significant as the result of a survey and assessment will require no
further work beyond documentation of the resources (including site records) and inclusion in the
survey and assessment report.

"% If it can be determined by the Principal Investigator that the minimal amount of materials from different
classes of lithies on-site represents a significant resource hased on their potential to address important research
questions, then the resource would no longer fall under the category “non-significant resource type.”
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H. HYDROLOGY

Hydrology is defined as the science dealing with the properties, distribution, and circulation of
surface water, ground water and atmospheric water. The quantity of water which flows in a creek
or river is calculated based on historic climactic conditions combined with the watershed
characteristics. The slope and shape of the watershed, soil properties. recharge area. and relief
features are watershed characteristics which influence the quantity of surface flows.

As land is developed, impervious area is increased, thereby increasing runoff. The increased
volume of water in a drainage way may have short-lived, but rather dramatic, impacts during
storm events. The potentially adverse impacts include, but are not limited to, property damage
and disturbance of wildlife habitat.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following Initial Study Checklist questions are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist, and
provide guidance to determine potential significance for impacts in Hydrology:

Would the proposal result in:

1. A substantial increase in impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff?

2. Substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates
or volumes?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

1. 1fa project would result in increased flooding on- or off-site there may be significant impacts
on upstream or downstream properties and to environmental resources.

Significant impacts may result if the project would impose flood hazards on other properties
or if the project proposes to develop wholly or partially within the 100-year floodplain
identified in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps. Compliance with
Council Policy 600-14 may provide evidence that an impact is not significant or is mitigated.
Paolicy 600-14 prohibits development within areas of special flood hazard except under
certain circumstances. The policy requires approval by the floodplain administrator before
construction, development or alteration begins within any area of special flood hazard.

2. If a project would result in decreased aquifer recharge there may be significant impacts on
hydrologic conditions and well-water supplies because the area available for aquifer recharge
is reduced. When a subsurface water source fails to be recharged by rainfall, its volume will
be reduced. Reduced groundwater elevation can affect landholders who are dependent on
well water, vegetation, and surface water replenishment. In addition, if a project would result
in extraction of water from an aquifer, impacts on hydrologic conditions would be significant
if there would be a net deficit in the aquifer volume or a reduction in the local groundwater
table.

Projects which would create over 1.0 acres of impermeable hardscape in areas utilizing well-
water and projects which would install groundwater extraction wells may result in significant

impacts. Analysts should contact the Regional Water Quality Control Board for guidance in
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evaluating this type of impact, as the threshold amount of new impermeable surface may
vary from case to case.

For commercial or multi-residential projects (a single-family residence is excluded) using
groundwater as a source of water supply, the project applicant must address potential impacts
to the neighboring wetlands or other developments(as applicable) in the area that rely on
groundwater to assure that there is a sustainable groundwater supply for the proposed project.
Otherwise, a significant and unmitigated impact could occur and an EIR could be required.
Alternatively, the project would need to provide for municipal water.

If a project would grade, clear, or grub more than 1.0 acre of land, especially into slopes over
a25% grade, and would drain into a sensitive water body or stream there may be significant
impacts on stream hydrology if uncontrolled runoff results in erosion and subsequent
sedimentation of downstream water bodies.

If a project would result in modifications to existing drainage patterns there may be
significant impacts on environmental resources such as biological communities and
archaeological resources.

Projects where drainage patterns are influenced such that existing vegetation would decline
because long- or short-term, soil-plant-water relationships would no longer meet habitat
requirements. A project would generally have a significant hydrologic impact on biological
resources if the project would result in a degradation in the function and value of the existing
habitat or if the project would alter the habitat type.

Projects which would result in substantial changes to stream-flow velocities or quantities
may result in a significant impact (to be determined on a case by case basis; streambed
characteristics will affect determination). Refer to the project’s hydrology study, if any, for
the analysis of this issue.

There may be significant impacts on downstream properties and/or environmental resources
if drainage patterns are changed. Projects which, when identified in a drainage study would
cause adverse impacts on downstream properties or environmental resources as a result of a
change in the drainage pattern would result in a significant impact. Refer to the project’s
hydrology study for the analysis of this issue.

Hydrology References:

FEMA Maps: Maps can be accessed at the FEMA website at www.FEMA.org. Click on the
FEMA Flood Map Store, then click on Map Search. Use the free “how-to” guidelines and be
aware a “plus sign” icon may be shown next to the view button if any map revisions (LOMRs)
have occurred. Click on the plus sign to review the map revisions.
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I LAND USE

In accordance with state planning and zoning law, the City of San Diego has adopted a Progress
Guide and General Plan which provides a comprehensive long-term plan for the development of
the City. The City is in the process of updating the General Plan and has recently adopted the
Strategic Framework Element (City of Villages) as part of this update. Consistency with the
Strategic Framework Element should be discussed and evaluated as appropriate in environmental
documents.

In addition, the City has adopted community and specific/precise plans which provide growth
development goals and guidelines for the various communities and subareas. These plans
include land use elements and also may include design, resource mar t and enviro
elements or goals. The City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan also contains guidelines for
development within and adjacent to the MHPA.

The project should be assessed for consistency with any of the adopted plans and regulations
(City of San Diego Municipal Code) which govern the region and the particular site. An
inconsistency with a plan is not by itself a significant environmental impact; the inconsistency
would have to relate to an environmental issue to be considered significant under CEQA.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following Initial Study Checklist questions are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist, and
provide guidance to determine potential significance for Land Use:

Would the proposal:

1. Require a deviation or variance, and the deviation or variance would in turn result in a
physical impact on the environment?

2. Result in a conflict with the environmental goals, objectives and recommendations of the
community plan in which it is located?

Led

Conflict with the provisions of the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarea Plan or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan?

4. Physically divide an established community?

5. Result in land uses which are not compatible with an adopted airport Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP)?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
The following may be considered significant land use impacts:
1. Inconsistency/conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a

community or general plan,
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. Inconsistency/conflict with an adopted land use designation or intensity and indirect or
secondary environmental impacts occur (for example. development of a designated school or
park site with a more intensive land use could result in traffic impacts).

. Substantial incompatibility with an adopted plan. For example: a rock crusher in a residential
area would result in land use conflicts related to environmental consequences (i.e. noise), and
environmental impacts would result. As a general rule, projects that are consistent with the
zoning and compatible with surrounding uses should not result in land use impacts.

. Development or conversion of general plan or community plan designated open space or
prime farmland® to a more intensive land use.

. Incompatible uses as defined in an airport land use plan or inconsistency with an airport's
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) as adopted by the Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC) to the extent that the inconsistency is based on valid data. CEQA, Section 21096
and 15154 requires this land use/health and safety analysis. For additional information,
consult the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook,? or the applicable
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP):

+  Brown Field (adopted September 21, 1981)

*  Montgomery Field (adopted July 27, 1984)

*  MCAS Miramar (adopted September 28, 1990, amended September 25, 1992)
* Lindbergh Field (adopted February 28, 1992, amended April 22, 1994)

. Inconsistency/conflict with adopted environmental plans for an area. For example, a use
incompatible with MSCP for development within the MHPA would fall into this category.

. Significantly increase the base flood elevation for upstream properties, or construct in a
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) or floodplain/wetland buffer zone.

20 http://www.consrv.ca.gov/DLRP/fmmp/pubs/soils/sandiego.pdf
2! hitp://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/documents/ALUPHComplete-7-02rev.pdf
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J. MINERAL RESOURCES

A project could cause a potentially significant impact to mineral resources if it resulted in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state. An impact could also result from the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site identified in a general plan, specific plan, or other land
use plan.

For the purpose of CEQA analysis, "mineral resources” refers to aggregate resources. Aggregate
consists of sand, gravel, and crushed rock. Aggregate provides bulk and strength in construction
materials such as portland cement concrete and asphaltic concrete. Blocks of granite rock are
quarried for decorative rock, monuments, and surface plaster. Large irregular blocks of stone are
quarried for use as riprap. Decomposed granite is taken from pits for use as a base under road
pavements and cold-mixed asphaltic pavement.

In accordance with guidelines established by the State Mining and Geology Board, mineral
deposits in western San Diego County have been classified into Mineral Resources Zones
(MRZs) as follows:

MRZI : areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral
deposits are present or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for
their presence;

MRZ2: areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral
deposits are present or where it is judged that a high likelihood for their
presence exists;

MRZ 3:  areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be
evaluated from available data;

MRZ 4:  areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any
other MRZ.

Note: The State Mining and Geology Board maps may be purchased by visiting the
following web site:

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/mlc/SMARA _pubs_2001.pdf
INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
potential significance to mineral resources:

Would the proposal result in:

I. The loss of availability of a significant mineral resource (e.g. sand or gravel) as identified
the Open File Report 96-04, Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials
in the Western San Diego County Production — Consumption Region, 1996, Department
of Conservation, California Department of Geological Survey (located in the EAS
library)?
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SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

In analyzing the potential for impacts to mineral resources, staff should consult the Open File
Report 96-04, Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the Western
San Diego County Production — Consumption Region, 1996, Department of Conservation,
California Department of Geological Survey, located in the EAS library. The analyst should
answer the following questions:

Is the project site located in the MRZ 2 classification area?
A "yes" answer does not automatically mean that a significant impact should be
identified. Additional factors should be considered, using questions 2 through 4.

Is the site large enough to allow economically feasible aggregate mining operations?
It is unlikely that a site smaller than 10 acres in size could accommodate economically
feasible operations. However, Geology Section staftf should be consulted, as more
information will be required to make a determination.

If the site is too small for an economically feasible mineral resource extraction
operation, would its development with the proposed use preclude a mining
operation adj t to or surr ding the site?

For example, in the drawing below, assume that properties A, B, and C are all within the
MRZ 2 classification, and property B is too small to support a mining operation. 1f a
residential development were built on property B, it could preclude or substantially
interfere with development of a mineral resource extraction project or projects on
properties A and C, which are large enough to support economically feasible mineral
resource extraction. A significant impact should likely be identified for the residential
proposal on property B.
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4. Is the site currently being mined?
If an economically feasible mineral extraction operation is the site's current use, and the
site is not exhausted, a different use of the site would likely result in a significant impact
on the availability of a locally important mineral recovery site.

K. NOISE

Moise is defined as unwanted or objectionable sound. Noise levels compatible with a person’s
life, health and enjoyment of property are regulated by Local, State, and Federal regulations,
including the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, City Noise Abatement and
Control Ordinance, California Noise Insulation Standards (Title 24), the State Public Utilities
Code regulating airports, and other regulations. A direct and/or indirect noise impact should be
evaluated in relation to applicable City standards. particularly. the City of San Diego Progress
Guide and General Plan (Transportation Element). The following significance thresholds are in
accordance with the City’s Progress Guide and General Plan (Transportation Element) Land Use
Compatibility with Annual Community Noise Equivalent Levels (CNEL).

Measurement of sound involves three variables, (1) magnitude: (2) frequency: and (3) duration.
Moise levels in the City of San Diego are expressed and compared as dB (A) CNEL.

Definitions

The following definitions shall have the same meaning as defined in the Section 59.5.0102 of the
City of San Diego Municipal Code:

A-Weighting

As in decibel A-weighting (dB [A]). Represents the frequency characteristics of the average
human ear for various sound intensities. An A-Weight sound filters out lower frequencies, and
provides a good indicator of the annoyance potential of a noise.

Average Sound Level

A sound level typical of the sound levels at a certain place during a given period of time,
averaged by the general rule of combination for sound levels, said general rule being set forth in
American National Standard Specifications for Sound Level Meters 1.4-1971. Average sound
level is also called equivalent continuous sound level. (Leg)

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)

An average sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained afier addition of five (5) decibels to
sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.. and after addition of ten (10) decibels
to sound levels in the night before 7:00 a.m. and afier 10:00 p.m.

CNEL recognizes that noise annoyance is related to duration, how often the noise is present, how
long it persists, and when it occurs.

Decibel (dB)
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A unit measure of sound (noise) level.

Just as feet is used to measure distances, decibels are used to measure sound (noise) levels. The

decibel is defined as 10 times the common logarithm of the ratio of two amounts of sound power.

The human ear can hear sounds from less than 10 dB to over 100 dB (sounds which are 100,000
times greater that the faintest sounds). Table K-1 shows the approximate relationship between
sound level changes and peoples judgment of the relative loudness of the change.

Table K-1
RELATIVE LOUDNESS

Sound Level Change Acoustic Energy Change Relative Loudness
0dB 0 Reference Point
3dB 50% Perceptible Change
10 dB 90 %% Twice as Loud
20dB 99 % Four Times as Loud
30dB 99,9 % Eight Times as Loud
40 dB 99.99 % Sixteen Times as Loud

Source: Miller 1989 pg. 16

Noise Level
The same as sound level. The terms may be used interchangeably.

Sound Level
In decibels. that quantity measured with a sound level meter as defined herein, by use of the “A”
frequency weighting and “fast” time averaging unless some other time averaging is specified.

Sound Level Meter

An instrument for the measurement of sound, including a microphone, an amplifier, an
attenuator, networks at least for standardized frequency weighting A, and an indicating
instrument having at least the standardized dynamic characteristic “fast,” as specified in
American National Standard Specification for Sound Level Meters S1. 4-1971 or its successor.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following questions are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and are used to provide
guidance to determine potential significant impacts related to Noise:

Would the project:
1. Result or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels?

2. Exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the City's adopted noise ordinance or
are incompatible with Table K-47
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3. Exposure of people to current or future transportation noise levels which exceed
standards established in the Transportation Element of the General Plan or an adopted
airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan?

4. Result in land uses which are not compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined by an
adopted airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP)?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

1. Interior and Exterior Noise Impacts from Traffic Generated Noise (Table K-2 below provides
the general thresholds of significance for uses affected by traffic noise.)

Table K-2
TRAFFIC NOISE SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
(db(A) CNEL)
Structure or Proposed Use I';'E;é‘;r Il':thcrli]?r General Indication of Potential
that would be impacted by P seable Significance
Traffic Noise Space
Single-family detached 45dB 65 Db
- Development Structure or outdoor useable area®
st e e Services is < 50 feet from the center of the
M"#f"g ?lr:fslyaic,h;?‘l:'lﬁgg'es' Department closest (outside) lane on a street
mmgls pi‘]rk‘s) ::om;alescc:rit (DSD) 65dB with existing or future ADTs >
* 4 ensures 500 >
homes. 45 dB pursuant to
Title 24
Structure or outdoor usable area is
Offices, Churches, Business, na 70 dB < 50 feet from the center of the
Professional Uses ! closest lane on a street with existing
or future ADTs > 20,000
Structure or outdoor usable area is
: r . < 50 feet from the center of the
Commercial, Retail, Industrial @ e
g & 2 n/a 75 dB closest lane on a street with existing
Outdoor Speetator Sports Uses Py
ADTs > 40.000

Source: 1) City of San Dicgo Acoustical Report Guidelines (December 2003) and 2) City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan
(Transportation Element)

22 If a project is currently at or exceeds the significance thresholds for traffic noise described above and noise levels
would result in less than a 3 dB increase, then the impact is not considered significant.

# Exterior usable areas do not include r
the required usable open space calculation for mul

dential front yards or balconies, unless the areas such as balconies are part of
family units.

2* Traffic counts are available from

. San Dicgo Regional Association of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Economic Development Information
. System (REDI): http://cart.sandag.cog.ca.us/REDI/
. SANDAG Traffic Forecast Information Center: http://pele.sandag.org/trfic.html
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2.

HUD-Funded projects and Noise

If a project is receiving U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
funding. noise analysis and mitigation must be in accordance with the HUD Noise
Guidebook® Minimum attenuation requi are prescribed in Title 24 of the Code of
Federal Regulations™ (24 CFR 51.104(a)) which are the HUD Environmental Criteria and
Standards.

Airport Noise Impacts

If the project is proposed within the Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEOY) as defined in
Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 3 of the San Diego Municipal Code, the potential exterior
noise impacts from aircraft noise would not constitute a significant environmental impact.

However, interior noise impacts will be regulated by the requirement for residential
development within the AEOZ to reduce interior noise levels attributable to airport noise to
45 dB Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). Interior noise levels for new
construction of multi-family units are addressed by the Building Development Review
Division (BDR) of the City’s Development Services Department (DSD) and do not need to
be mitigated through conditions in the environment report, but the BDR requirements should
be noted. BDR requires additional insulation and upgraded building materials so that interior
noise levels do 'not exceed 45 dB(A) CNEL. The requirements for an acoustical testing are
defined in the City of San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 3,
§132.0308, “Acoustical Testing of Interior Noise Levels.”

Requirements for noise studies are found in the Municipal Code at Chapter 13, Article 2,
Division 3, §132.0308. This section of the municipal code applies to “development™ as
defined at, § 113.0103 to include “constructing, reconstructing, converting, establishing,
altering. maintaining, relocating, demolishing. using. or enlarging any building. structure,
improvement, lot, or premises.”

Remodels and additions to single-family and multi-family residences subject to airport noise
levels above 65 dB (A) CNEL ordinarily would not be considered a significant issue and a
noise study would not be required for the purposes of CEQA analysis. However, new
construction of hospitals, schools, day care centers, or other sensitive uses subject to airport
noise levels in excess of 65 dB(A) CNEL would be considered a significant issue and a noise
study would be required that could recommend measures to mitigate potential noise impacts
to a level below significance. Table K-3 below addresses the general impacts from airport
noise thresholds.

* hetp:/iwww.hud.govioffices/cpd/energyenviron/envi r ces/gui noise/index.cfim
2 hittp:/'www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/cfr-table-search.html#page |
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Table K-3
IMPACTS FROM AIRPORT NOISE

Structure or Proposed Use
that would be impacted by Regulation
Airport Noise

Exterior noise is one factor in determining land use compatibility.
Structure within an AEQZ See Table K-4 and the applicable Comprehensive Land Use Plan
(CLUP).,

Building Development Review Division (BDR) of Development
Services Department (DSD) ensures 45 dB interior noise levels.
Discuss Airport noise impact & BDR requirements (insulation and
upgraded building materials to ensure 45 dB(A) CNEL) in
environmental document See also § 132.0309 Requirement for
Avigation Easement

Mew Single Family and Multi-family

Moise study & mitigation not required for airport noise > 65
dB(A) CNEL. See also § 132.0309 Requirement for Avigation
Remodels and additions to existing Easement. For development within the 60 dB CNEL contour of

single and multi-family Lindbergh Field the applicant must demonstrate that indoor noise
levels that are attributable to airport operations shall not exceed 45
dB. Refer to § 132.0306 of the Municipal Code.

Noise study and mitigation required for airport noise = 65 dB(A)
CNEL. Seealso § 132.0309 Requirement for Avigation
Easement.

New construction of hospital
day care centers or other se

4. Noise from Adjacent Stationary Uses (Noise Generators)

A project which would generate noise levels at the property line which exceed the City’s
Moise Ordinance Standards is considered potentially significant (such as potentially a
carwash or projects operating generators or noisy equipment).

If a non-residential use, such as a commercial, industrial or school use, is proposed to abut an
existing residential use, the decibel level at the property line should be the arithmetic mean of
the decibel levels allowed for each use as set forth in Section 59.5.0401 of the Municipal
Code. Although the noise level above could be consistent with the City’s Noise Ordinance
Standards, a noise level above 65 dB (A) CNEL at the residential property line could be
considered a significant environmental impact.

1. Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife

Moise mitigation may be required for significant noise impacts to certain avian species during their
breeding season, depending upon the location of the project such as in or adjacent to an MHPA,
whether or not the project is occupied by the California gnatcatcher, least Bell's vireo, southern
willow flyeatcher, least tern, cactus wren, tricolored blackbird or western snowy plover, and
whether or not noise levels from the project. including construction during the breeding season of
these species would exceed 60dB(A) or existing ambient noise level if above 60dB(A). In
addition, please note that significant noise impacts to the California gnatcatcher are only analyzed
if the project is within an MHPA: there are no restrictions for the gnatcatcher outside the MHPA
any time of year. Please see Biological Resources Section, Step 2, Note (f).
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6.

Temporary Construction Noise

Temporary construction noise which exceeds 75 dB (A) Leg at a sensitive receptor would be
considered significant. Construction noise levels measured at or beyond the property lines of
any property zoned residential shall not exceed an average sound level greater than 75-
decibles (dB) during the 12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. In addition, construction
activity is prohibited between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the
following day, or on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego Municipal
Code, with exception of Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays, that
would create disturbing, excessive, or offensive noise unless a permit has been applied for
and granted beforehand by the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator, in conformance
with San Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404.

Additionally, where temporary construction noise would substantially interfere with normal
business communication, or affect sensitive receptors, such as day care facilities, a
significant noise impact may be identified.

Moise/Land Use Compatibility

Noise is one factor to be considered in determining whether a land use is compatible. Land
use compatibility noise factors are presented in Table K-4. Compatible land uses are shaded.
Incompatible land uses are unshaded. The transition zone between compatible and
incompatible should be evaluated by the environmental planner to determine whether the use
would be acceptable based on all available information and the extent to which the noise
from the proposed project would affect the surrounding uses.
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Table K-4

City of San Diego Noise Land Use Compatibility Chart

Annual Community Noise
Equivalent Level in Decibels

Land Use 50 55 60 65 70 75
1 Outdoor amphitheaters
2 Schools, libraries
3 Nature preserves, wildlife preserves
4 Residential single-family, multi-family, mobile homes, transient housing
5 Retirement homes, intermediate care facilities, convalescent homes
6 Hospitals
7 Parks, playgrounds
8 Office buildings, business and professional
9 Auditoriums, concert halls, indoor arenas, churches
10 Riding stables, water recreation facilities
1 outdoor spectator sports, golf courses
12 livestock farming, animal breeding
13 Commercial-retail, shopping centers, restaurants, movie theaters
14 Commercial-wholesale, industrial manufacturing, utilities
15 Agriculture (except livestock), extractive industry, farming
16 | Cemeteries

RTC-157




LETTER

RESPONSE

L. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Paleontology is the science dealing with the study of prehistoric life preserved as fossils in
geologic deposits. As such, paleontology informs society about the history of life, about ancient
ecosystems, environments, and climates, and about the origin and evolution of species and
patterns and possible causes of extinction.

Fossils (paleontological resources) are the remains and/or traces of prehistoric life and represent
an important and nonrenewable natural resource. Fossil remains such as bones, teeth, shells, and
wood are found in the geologic deposits (sedimentary rock formations) within which they were
originally buried. For planning purposes, paleontological resources can be thought of as
including not only actual fossil remains, but also the localities where those fossils are collected,
and the geologic deposits/formations/rock units containing the localities.

Because fossils are buried in sedimentary rock layers (strata), they are vulnerable to destructive
processes of both natural weathering and erosion as well as manmade earthmoving operations.
Impacts to paleontological resources may oceur during grading activities associated with project
construction, especially for large-scale excavations (e.g.. residential housing tracts and new
roadway projects) and possibly in urban redevelopment projects where excavation (e.g., for
subsurface parking structures) would be done in previously undisturbed geologic
deposits/formations/rock units. Where the potential for paleontological impacts exists,
mitigation usually involves on-site paleontological monitoring of excavation activities so that
exposed fossils may be recovered.

INITIAL STUDY QUESTIONS

The following Initial Study Checklist question is from the City’s Initial Study Checklist, and
provides guidance to determine potential significance for impacts to Paleontological Resources:

Would the project:
1. Require over 1,000 cubic yards of excavation in a high resource potential geologic
deposit/formation/rock unit?

2. Require over 2,000 cubic yards of excavation in a moderate resource potential
geologic deposit/formation/rock unit?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

1. Determine the geologic deposit/formation/rock unit underlying a project area. 1f there are
sedimentary rocks such as those found in the coastal areas, they usually contain fossils. If
there are granitic or volcanic rocks such as those found in the inland areas (Mission Gorge,
etc), they usually will not contain fossils.

2. See Paleontological Determination Matrix.

Note: Significant impacts to paleontological resources are most often mitigated by the
implementation of a monitoring program. The monitoring program is carried out under the

56

RTC-158




LETTER

RESPONSE

supervision of a qualified paleontologist and includes attendance at preconstruction meetings
as well as onsite inspections of active excavations. If well-preserved fossils are discovered.
measures are implemented to retrieve, adequately preserve, and curate the resources, The
qualified paleontologist must also submit a monitoring results report to MMC staff.

MNote: Staff uses the geologic maps by Kennedy (1975), Kennedy and Tan (1977) and Kennedy
and Tan (2008) to determine which geologic deposits/formations/ rock units underlie a project
site. These maps are available through the California Geological Survey and some local

libraries.

PALEONTOLOGICAL MONITORING DETERMINATION MATRIX

Geological Deposit/Formation/Rock Unit

Potential Fossil Localities

Sensitivity Rating

Alluvium (Qsw, Qal, or Qls) All communities where this unit occurs Low
Ardath Shale (Ta) All communities where this unit occurs High
Bay Point/Marine Terrace (Qbp) ' All communities where unit eccurs High
Cabrillo Formation (Kes) All communities where unit occurs Moderate

Delmar Formation (Td)

All communities where unit eccurs

Friars Formation (T1)

All communities where unit eccurs

Granite/Plutonic (Kgh

All communities where unit occurs

Lindavista Formation ((}n, (lh)?

B. All other arcas

A. High
B. Moderate

fi Formation (KIy

A, Black Mountain Ranch/Lusardi Canyon
Poway/Rancho Santa Fe
B. All other arcas

A. High
5. Moderate

sion Valley Formation (Tmv)

All communities where unit occurs

High

Mt. Soledad Formation (Tm, Tmss, Tmsc)

A. Rose Canyon
B. All other areas where this unit occurs

A. High
3. Moderate

B. All other areas

nay Formation (To) All communities where unit occurs High
Point Loma Formation (Kp) All communities where unit oecurs High
Pomerado Conglomerate {Tp) A, Seripps Ranch High

River /Stream Terrace Deposits (Qt)

A. South Eastern/Chollas Valley/Fairbanks
Ranch/Skyline/Paradise Hills'Otay Mesa,
Mestor/San Ysidro

B. All other areas

A, Moderate

B. Low

San Dicgo Formation (Crsd)

All communities where this unit occurs.

High

Santiage Peak Voleanics (Jsp)
A Metasedimentary
B. Metavoleanic

A, Black Mountain Ranch/La Jolla Valley,
Fairbanks Ranch/Mira Mesa/Pefasquitos
B. All other areas

A, Moderate

B, Zero
Seripps Formation ( Tsd) All communities where this unit occurs High
Stadium Conglomerate (Tst) All communities where this unit occurs High

Sweetwater Formation

All communities where this unit occurs
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Torrey Sandstone (TF) A, Black Mountain Ranch/Carmel Valley A. High
B. All other arcas B. Low
Sensitivity Rating Grading Thresholds for Required Monitoring
High = 1004 cubic yards and 10 feett deep
Moderate 2000 cubic vards and 10 feet+ deep

Zero-Low = Monitoring Not Required

Broadly correlative with Qop 1-8 of Kennedy and Tan (2008) new mapping nomenclature,
*— Broadly correlative with Qvop 1-13 of Kennedy and Tan (2008) new mapping nomenelature.

Notes:2=Monitoring is always required when grading on a fossil recovery site or near a fossil recovery site in the same geologic
deposit/formation/ rock unit as the project as indicated on the Kennedy Maps.
e _Monitoring may be required for shallow gradi <10ft) when a site has previously been graded and/or
th 1 i i wre present at the surfice.

1 geologic deposits ‘rock uni

22 Monitoring is not required when grading documented or undocumented artificial fill.
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M.  PUBLIC SERVICES and FACILITIES

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines asks whether a project would result in substantial adverse
physical impacts from the construction or alteration of governmental facilities needed to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the
public services. Thus, this and other CEQA guidelines indicate that the Lead Agency should
focus the evaluation of impacts on the physical effects of constructing or altering public
facilities.

However, the guidelines also discuss health and safety issues that can result from the
introduction of people to hazardous or overcrowded situations as significant impacts:

Section 15063(d). Mandatory Findings of Significance states, "The environmental effects of
a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly.”

Section 15126.2 (a) specifically addresses the need to disclose potential significant effecis to
public services and states, “An EIR shall identifv and focus on the significant environmental
effects of the proposed project ... Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the
environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the
short-term and long-term effects. The discussion should include relevant specifics of the
area, the resonrces involved, physical changes, alterations to ecological systems, and
changes induced in population distribution, population concentration, the human use of the
land (including commercial and residential development), health and safety problems caused
by physical changes, and other aspects of the resource base such as water, historical
resources, scenic quality, and public services, The EIR shall also analyze any significant
environmental effects the project might cause by bringing development and people into the
area affected. For example, an EIR on a subdivision astride an active fault line should
identify as a significant effect the seismic hazard to future occupants of the subdivision. The
subdivision would have the effect of attracting people 1o the location and exposing them to
the hazards found there.

The number, location, and size of public facilities such as fire and police stations, public schools,
libraries, parks, and other governmental services and facilities should be identified at the
community plan level. The City of San Diego Planning Department should coordinate with the
appropriate departments in making these determinations. The facilities financing and
development impact fees should also be anticipated at this time.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following questions are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist. They provide guidance to
determine potential significance of the physical effects of constructing and/or altering Public
Services, including the development of Parks and Recreational Resources:

Would the proposal:

1. Have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in any
of the following areas:
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Police protection Parks or other recreational facilities
Fire/Life Safety protection Maintenance of public facilities, including roads
Libraries Schools

If s0, the focus of the analysis should be on the physical impacts of constructing the
public service facilities.

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
FPublic Services

The analyst should evaluate the significance of a project’s impacts related to construction of’
public service facilities as follows:

a. Does the project conflict with the community plan in terms of the number, size, and
location of public service facilities?

b. If so, are there direct impacts from construction of proposed new public service facilities
needed to serve the project? (See also Section E. Growth Inducement.)

1. Police and Fire-rescue services

For police and fire-rescue services, the following should also be considered and referred to the
Police and/or Fire-Rescue Departments if the project exceeds the threshold of 75 dwelling units
or 100,000 square feet of non-residential construction.

c. Isthe project located in a brush fire hazard area, hillside, or an area with inadequate fire
hydrant services or street access? (Also see Section F. Health and Safety).

d. Does the project involve the use, manufacture or storage of toxic, readily-combustible, or
otherwise hazardous materials? (Also see Section F. Health and Safety).

e. Would the project’s location provide for adequate SDFD access as determined by Fire
and Life Safety staff to be in conformance with the California Fire Code and Fire and
Hazard Prevention Services Policy A-00-17

f. Would the project substantially affect Police or Fire-Rescue response times (i.e.. increase
the existing response times in the project area)?

For question “c-f, the Police and/or Fire Departments will review the project to determine
whether it would substantially affect these issue areas as well as following response times:

Police: Priority 1 call goal by neighborhood from current budget

Fire-Rescue: 5 minutes from the time the alarm is received to arrival of the first engine at the
seene of the incident (1 minute chute + 4 minute travel) and 9 minute response
time (1 minute chute + 8 minute travel) for initial full alarm assignment (3
engines and | truck).
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The affected department(s) should advise the analyst of whether the effect is due to a lack of
facilities, traffic congestion, or a lack of personnel or equipment.

Large and small developers are required to fund construction of new facilities with Developer
Impact Facilities (DIFs) and Facility Benefit Assessment Districts (FBAs) as conditions of
project approvals to address capital costs of Police and Fire-Rescue services.

At the present time, significant response time deficiencies due to a lack of personnel or
equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory approval by the City Council of the
affected department’s budget proposal for operations within the affected area because developers
cannot be required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make budgetary decisions
regarding such funding.

The Environmental Setting section of the environmental document should identify the stations
that provide services to the project site, and should include the response times to the project site.

Public Facilities
1. Schools

Senate Bill (SB) 50 was enacted on August 27, 1998. The bill authorized a $9.2 billion K-12
school and higher education bond to be presented to the voters of California. The state bond
measure, known as the *Class Size Reduction Kindergarten - University Public Education
Facilities Bond Act of 1998, was approved by the voters on November 3. 1998,

SB 50 significantly revised developer fee and mitigation procedures for school facilities as
set forth in Government Code Section 65996. The legislation holds that the statutory fees are
the exclusive means of considering and mitigating school impaets. It does not just limit the
mitigation that may be required -- it limits the scope of the review and the findings to be
adopted for school impacts. Once the statutory fee is paid, the impact would be mitigated
because of the provision that the statutory fees constitute full and complete mitigation.

What this means is that the City is legally prohibited from imposing any mitigation related to
school facilities, because the applicants are required by state law to pay school facilities fees.

Environmental documents for larger residential projects should include information provided
by the appropriate school districts about the existing conditions and capacities, but should
conclude that the impacts are mitigated through the implementation of SB 50. However,
project permits can include a measure requiring verification that the statutory fees have been
paid prior to the issuance of any notice to proceed with project grading or construction.

2. Libraries
The General Plan establishes guidelines and standards for branch libraries. Ideally, branch
libraries should serve a resident population of 30,000 and may be established when a service

area, which is expected to grow to 30,000 residents within 20 years of library construction,
has a minimum population of 18,000 to 20,000. Branches should be located in areas of
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intense human activity, with a 2.0-mile maximum service area, where trips can be combined
with other daily trips.

The City of San Diego is also part of a county-wide cooperative relationship known as the
Serra Cooperative Library System. This system allows residents of the City of San Diego
and San Diego County to use the facilities of public libraries.

The Environmental Setting section of environmental documents for medium to large
residential projects should identify the location of the nearest branch libraries and the
distance of each from the project site. For those projects located on or near the limits of the
City of San Diego, the Serra Cooperative Library facilities should also be identified. The
provision of adequate libraries is a planning and facilities issue, and project applicants are
required to make fair share contributions to the public facilities.

Parks and Recreational Resources

The City’s General Plan provides the following guidelines for population-based parks:

a. Neighborhood parks and facilities should serve a resident population of between 3,500
and 5,000 within an approximately half-mile radius. The facility should be five (5) acres

in size when located next to an elementary school and 10 acres when the facility must
stand alone.

b. Community parks and recreation centers should serve a resident population of between
18,000 and 25,000 within an approximately 1%:-mile radius. The facility should be 13
acres in size when located adjacent to a junior high school and 20 acres when the facility
must stand alone.

The General Plan guidelines for resource-based park are as follows:

a. Resource-based parks should provide approximately 15 to 17 acres per 1,000 residents
City-wide. It is important to note that resource-based parks are identified with an area of
outstanding scenic, natural, or cultural interest. However, portions of these parks may
serve as a community park.

The City’s Park and Recreation Department and Planning Department are part of the multi-
disciplinary review team for development projects. They are responsible for determining
whether there would be a park deficiency within the community planning areas. As with
libraries, the provision of parks is a planning and facilities issue, so the Environmental
Setting section of the document should discuss the development’s effect on any park
deficiencies in the area, but should not conclude that such effects are CEQA impacts.
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N. PUBLIC UTILITIES

In view of the continued growth experienced within the City of San Diego, it is the City’s goal to
ensure that public utilities will be made available on an equitable basis, without jeopardizing
human health and safety.

The group of public utilities, as discussed in this section consist of:

+  Electrical Power and Natural Gas (Energy) (In evaluating a project’s effects on energy
conservation in the preparation of Environmental Impact Reports, staff and consultants
are directed to Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines.)

+  Solar Energy

+ Communication Systems

+  Solid Waste Generation / Disposal

+  Water and Sewer

*  Water Conservation

Utility providers are typically a combination of City. quasi-public agencies, and privately owned
companies and corporations.

The utility providers, in coordination with State and Federal agencies that regulate their activities
(CPUC, CAISO, FERC, ete.), identify significant shortages and associated impacts to existing
and planned utilities that may be created by projects proposed within their service areas. Each
utility provider establishes its own threshold criteria for utility capacity and service expansion.

As briefly discussed below, the extension, expansion, rerouting, and construction of new public
and private utility needs are generally addressed on a project-by-project basis. With one
exception (energy conservation), the analysis of impacts related to public and private
utilities should focus on the physical impacts associated with their installation. Such
physical impacts should be addressed in their respective impact areas (e.g.. biological,
archacological, paleontological resources, etc.). In EIRs, it may be appropriate to consider the
growth inducement potential of large utility projects: however, this discussion should be
contained in the Growth Inducement section.

The following guidance should be considered in determining whether the utility work could have
significant environmental impacts.

Would the removal, construction, and’'or relocation of the wtility:
+  Be compatible with existing and adjacent land uses?
+ Change drainage or affect water quality/runoff?
+  Affect air quality?
+  Affect biological resources including habitat? Consider access road locations.
+  Have a negative aesthetic effect? Visual simulations might be necessary.
+ Impact historical resources?
+ Increase noise levels to sensitive receptors?
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIS

"QUESTIONS

The following are taken from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance on
potential significance for the following Public Utilities issues:

Would the proposal:
1. Result in a need for new systems, or require substantial alterations to existing utilities. the
construction of which would create physical impacts?

Natural gas Water Sewer
Communication systems Solid waste disposal

Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or energy (e.g. natural gas)?
Result in the use of excessive amounts of power?

Use of excessive amounts of water?

Landscaping which is predominantly non-drought resistant vegetation?

W b

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
1. Electrical Power and Natural Gas (Energy)

Electrical power and natural gas service is commonly provided by the San Diego Gas and
Electric Company (SDG&E) throughout the San Diego metropolitan arca. Power and gas
requirements for upcoming development projects are handled on a case-by-case basis, and
SDG&E consults with developers to incorporate energy saving devices into project design,
where feasible.

Forecasting future electric power and natural gas consumption demand is performed on a
continual basis by SDG&E. In situations where projects with large power loads are planned,
these new large power loads are considered together with other existing or anticipated future
loads in the project vicinity, and electrical substations are upgraded or new substations are
built if the capacities of existing substations are exceeded. Direct impacts to electrical and
natural gas facilities are addressed and mitigated by SDG&E at the time incoming
development projects oceur and are not typically evaluated by City stafT,

An overall finding that the project would not have a significant environmental effect is not
adequate for SDG&E to plan and implement an electric transmission or substation project in
accordance with the permitting requirements of the California Public Utilities Commission’s
General Order 131-D. For SDG&E to be able to comply with GO 131-D and CEQA when
its facilities are a component of a larger development project, the environmental document
must make a separate finding that the proposed removal and/or construction or relocation of
SDG&E's electric facilities as part of the larger project does not have the potential for
significant effect on the environment. For additional information, contact SDG&E at (858)
637-3708.
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2. Solar Energy

With respect to solar energy, projects that would result in substantial shading of roofs as to
preclude future installation of solar systems may be considered to have significant
environmental impacts.

3. Communication Systems

Communications system(s) for telephone, large-scale computer systems, and cable television,
are serviced by utility providers such as SBC, AT&T, IBM. and other independent cable
companies. Communication system needs for incoming projects are serviced by these utility
providers on an as-needed basis.

SBC (formerly Pacific Bell) is mandated by the State Public Utilities Code to provide
telephone service wherever it is requested throughout the State of California. SBC, therefore,
must provide ongoing telephone service and plan for continual extensions of fiber optic lines.
Forecasting future service demand is performed by computerized statistical modeling based
on land use patterns, zoning, and other growth indicators. When possible, SBC engineers
contact developers regarding future development plans early on in a project’s conceptual
planning stages, to establish upcoming service demand. For line extensions through remote
areas to new development projects, a minimal hook-up fee is charged to the developer.

4. Solid Waste Generation/Disposal

The California Public Resources Code requires each city in the state to divert at least 50%
percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling,
composting, and transformation. The City has enacted codes and policies aimed at helping
the City to achieve this diversion level, including the Refuse and Recyclable Materials
Storage Regulations (Municipal Code Chapter 14, Article 2 Division 8), Recycling
Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 6, Article 6, Division 7), and the Construction and
Demolition (C & D) Debris Deposit Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 6, Article 6,
Division 6). Projections indicate that diversion rates achieved by these regulations and
ordinances alone will not be sufficient to achieve the 50% diversion level. To compound the
problem, the City’s Miramar Landfill is projected to close before 2016, making efforts that
preserve landfill space especially important.

The following solid waste thresholds discuss the level at which compliance with
regulations/ordinances is not sufficient, and therefore the inclusion of solid waste
considerations in the review and preparation of environmental documents is necessary to
address project construction, demolition, and ongoing waste generation. The Waste
Management Plan would assure that the overall waste produced is reduced sufficiently to
comply with waste reduction targets established in the Public Resources Code.

INITIAL STUDY QUESTION

1. Would the proposed project have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
solid waste facilities?
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SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Construction/demolition/renovation projects meeting or exceeding the following thresholds
are considered to have potentially significant solid waste impact based on solid waste
generation estimates and require the preparation of a waste management plan:

Cumudative Impacts

Projects that include the construction, demolition, and/or renovation of 40,000 square feet
or more of building space may generate approximately 60 tons of waste or more, and are
considered to have cumulative impacts on solid waste facilities.

While all projects are required to comply with the City’s waste management
ordinances, cumulative impacts are mitigated by the implementation of a project-
specific Waste Management Plan which reduces solid waste impacts to below a level
of significance.

Direct Impacts

Projects that include the construction, demolition, or renovation of 1,000,000 square feet
or more of building space may generate approximately 1,500 tons of waste or more and
are considered to have direct impacts on solid waste facilities.

Direct impacts result from the generation of large amounts of waste which stresses
existing facilities. Waste management planning is based on a steady rate of waste
generation and doesn’t assume increased waste generation due to growth.

While all projects are required to comply with the City’s waste management
ordinances, direct and cumulative impacts are mitigated by the impl ion of
project-specific Waste Management Plans which may reduce solid waste impacts to
below a level of significance.

For projects over 1,000,000 square feet, a significant direct and cumulative solid
waste impact would result if the compliance with the City’s ordinances and the Waste
Management Plan fail to reduce the impacts of such projects to below a level of
significance and/or if a Waste Management Plan for the project is not prepared and
conceptually approved by the Environmental Services Department prior to
distribution of the draft environmental document for public review.

LEED Projects Exceeding the Significance Thresholds

Projects that intend certification as LEED Silver or better would include LEED
measures as part of their waste management plan. This would demonstrate
implementation of sustainability measures intended to assure minimal project
“environmental footprint,” including mitigating the types of impacts caused by waste
generation.
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Public Projects

1. Public projects are required to adhere to City of San Diego Administrative
Regulations and project specifications that require that the overall waste produced is
reduced sufficiently to comply with waste reduction targets established in the Public
Resources Code. Furthermore, Council Policy 900-14 requires City projects to
achieve the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED Silver standard for all new
buildings and major renovations over 5,000 feet.

Projects complying with the City of San Diego Administrative Regulations are not
required to prepare a Waste Management Plan.

=]

These thresholds are consistent with the General Plan policies and the General Plan PEIR
mitigation including PF-1.2. “Maximize waste reduction and diversion™ and CE-A.2 “Reduce
waste by improving management and recycling programs.”

Be aware that some existing Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) may impose other

+  Redevelopment Agency Projects

The City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency has enacted more stringent thresholds for
solid waste impacts in some of its EIRs. If the project is located in a Redevelopment District,
consult the applicable EIR to determine the significance threshold and/or mitigation
measures. For example, the North Park Redevelopment Project Final EIR (SCH 93-121105)
sets a threshold of 10,000 square feet of construction, demolition, or remodeling and requires
mitigation to prepare a Waste Management Plan if this threshold is met.

WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

If the project would exceed the significance threshold for solid waste generation, a Waste
Management Plan must be prepared by the applicant, conceptually approved by the
Environmental Services Department (ESD) and discussed in the environmental document.
The Plan must be implemented by the applicant and address the demolition. construction, and
occupancy phases of the project as applicable to include the following:

a. A timeline for each of the three main phases of the project (demolition, construction,
and occupancy).

b. Tons of waste anticipated to be generated (demolition, construction, and occupancy).

¢. Type of waste to be generated (demolition, construction, and occupancy).

d. Describe how the project will reduce the generation of construction and demolition
(C & D) debris

e. Describe how the C & D materials will be reused on-site

. Include the name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities where
recyclables and waste will be taken if not reused on-site

g. Describe how the C&D waste will be source separated if a mixed C&D facility is not
used for recyeling

h. Describe how the waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to
subcontractors
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i.  Describe how a "buy recycled” program for green construction products, including
mulch and compost will be incorporated into the project.

i Describe how the Refuse and Recyelable Materials Storage Regulations (LDC
Chapter 14, Article 2 Division 8) will be incorporated into design of building's waste
storage area

k. Describe how compliance with the Recyeling Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 6,
Article 6, Division 7) will be incorporated in the operational phase

I.  Describe any International Standards of Operation (ISO)', or other certification, if
any.

{ I " .
150 certification means there has been o commitment to reduce ongoing waste,

Water and Sewer

Potable water (fresh water) and sewer requirements for incoming development projects are
administered by the City Water and Metropolitan Wastewater Departments. Water and
sewer demand is handled on a project-by-project basis, where developers are now required to
submit water and sewer studies using the measurement of equivalent dwelling units (EDUs).
The incorporation of water conservation devices into project designs are encouraged or
required, such as the use of low-flush toilets, low-flow faucets, and timers on lawn sprinklers.

In projects with over 30 EDUs, a dual feed water pipeline system is required in case one of
the pipelines fails. This is necessary to ensure continual water service to the project and
adequate water pressure for fire protection. Also, since July of 1989, all development
projeets are required to install an additional water pipeline reserved for reclaimed water.

Water and sewer trunk lines are continually monitored in the field to determine remaining
levels of capacity. The Engineering Division plans its capital improvement projects several
years prior to pipelines actually reaching capacity. It is also the Engineering Division’s belief
that both the water and sewer system will be able to accommodate future growth.

For projects potentially affecting water and/or sewer lines, the California Department of
Health Services Drinking Water Field Operations Branch requires notification if the
separation between potable water and sewer or recyeled water at any point is less than ten
feet horizontal or one foot vertical. A minimum six inch vertical separation is required to be
maintained between utilities. Potentially significant impacts could result if these separation
distances are not maintained. The focus of the analysis should be on the construction of
water and sewer facilities.

Senate Bills 610 and 221

For certain types of large projects (see list below), Senate Bill 610 requires that the
environmental document prepared for each project contain a discussion regarding the
availability of water to meet the projected water demands of the project for a 20-year
planning horizon, including single and multiple dry years. Senate Bill 221 requires the
decisionmaker to make a finding that the project’s water demands for the planning horizon
will be met before approving a Tentative Map.
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The types of projects subject to Senate Bills 610 and 221 are the following:

P

Residential developments of more than 500 units;

b. Shopping centers or businesses employing more than 1,000 people or having more
than 500,000 square feet of floor space;

¢. Commercial office buildings employing more than 1,000 people or having more than
250.000 square feet of floor space;

d. Hotels or motels having more than 500 rooms;

e. Industrial, manufacturing, or processing plants or industrial parks planned to house
more than 1,000 people or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor space:

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

a. Projects that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the

amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.

For each of the types of projects listed above, the analyst should send a memo to the
Principal Water Resource Specialist at the Water Department, giving the project details and
requesting that the water availability analysis be done. The Water Department will
coordinate with the County Water Authority, and will provide the analyst with the
information needed for the environmental document.

Water Conservation

San Diego’s arid climate and the fact that the majority of the region’s water is imported,
results in a limited water supply and availability. The drought cycles have resulted in a water
conservation program throughout the City and region. According to San Diego Municipal
Code Section 147.04, all buildings. prior to a change in ownership, are required to be
certified as having water-conserving plumbing fixtures in place. All residential, commercial,
and industrial water customers who receive water from the City of San Diego Water
Department are affected by this Ordinance.

In terms of water conservation, the following factors should be considered (list is not
inclusive) in determining baseline impacts on water conservation:

A significant impact may result if the following occurs:

1. The project would use excessive amounts of potable water. For example, a golf
course use or certain industrial uses result in substantial water usage compared o
most other uses. Projects should be encouraged to use reclaimed water whenever
possible. See Item 7 below and subitems (b) and (g) in previous discussion regarding
Senate Bills 610 and 221,

=]

A project proposes predominantly non-drought resistant landscaping and excessive
water usage for irrigation and other purposes. See Section 142.0401 regarding the use
of drought-tolerant landscaping.

7. Recycled Water Reuse
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Recyeled water use is regulated by Ordinance 0-17327 (“*Mandatory Reuse Ordinance™)
adopted by the City Council on July 24, 1989. This Ordinance specifies that “recycled
water shall be used within the City where feasible and consistent with the legal
requirements, preservation of public health, safety, and welfare, and the environment.”
Compliance with this Ordinance for new development is made a condition of tentative
maps, land use permits, ete. based on the project’s location within an existing or proposed
recycled water service area. In addition, the City Water Department is proposing
additional retrofit eriteria in conjunction with the Public Utilities Advisory Commission.
Compliance with the Mandatory Reuse Ordinance is assured via permit conditions and
therefore no significance thresholds for CEQA analysis is required. The physical
placement of any reuse lines would be analyzed for impacts as part of the normal
discretionary process,
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0. TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION and PARKING

Note: This section is to be applied for projects deemed complete on or after January 1,
2007. For projects d d complete prior to J. v 1, 2007, the following Section
0.1. on Page 73 is to be applied.

Project-related traffic impacts are one of the most commonly identified environmental impacts
under the CEQA. Traffic operations and safety impacts are addressed in this section. Other
environmental impacts associated with project- related traffic and transportation infrastructure
improvements (e.g.. air quality, noise, biology) are addressed in the applicable sections of this
manual which pertain to such issues.

Direct traffic impacts are those projected to occur at the time a proposed development becomes
operational, including other developments not presently operational but which are anticipated to
be operational at that time (near term).

Cumulative traffic impacts are those projected to occur at some point after a proposed
development becomes operational, such as during subsequent phases of a project and when
additional proposed developments in the area become operational (short-term cumulative) or
when the affected community plan area reaches full planned build out (long-term cumulative).

It is possible that a project’s near term (direct) impacts may be reduced in the long term, as
future projects develop and provide additional roadway improvements (for instance, through
implementation of traffic phasing plans). In such a case, the project may have direct impacts but
not contribute considerably to a cumulative impact.

For intersections and roadway segments affected by a project, level of service (LOS) D or better
is considered acceptable under both direct and cumulative conditions.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following are taken from the City’s Initial Study Checklist. They provide guidance on
determining the potential significance of impacts to transportation, circulation systems, and
parkings

Would the proposal result in:

1. Traffic generation in excess of specific community plan allocation?

2. An increase in projected traffic which is substantial (see table on following page) in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system?
Addition of a substantial amount of traffic to a congested freeway segment, interchange.
or ramp as shown in the table on the next page?
An increased demand for off-site parking?
Effects on existing parking?
Substantial impact upon existing or planned transportation systems?
Substantial alterations to present circulation movements including effects on existing
public access to beaches, parks. or other open space areas?

s

e A

71

RTC-173




LETTER

RESPONSE

8. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed,
non-standard design feature (e.g., poor sight distance or driveway onto an access-
restricted roadway)?

9. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation
models (e.g.. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

The following thresholds have been established o determine significant traffic impacts:

1. If any intersection, roadway segment, or freeway segment affected by a project would
operate at LOS E or F under either direct or cumulative conditions, the impact would be

significant if the project exceeds the thresholds shown in the table below.

2. Atany ramp meter location with delays above 15 minutes, the impact would be significant if
the project exceeds the thresholds shown in the table below.

3. Ifa project would add a substantial amount of traffic to a congested freeway segment,
interchange, or ramp, the impact may be significant.

4. Addition of a substantial amount of traffic to a cc d freeway

g interchange, or
ramp as shown in the table below?

5. If a project would increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians due to
proposed non-standard design features (e.g., poor sight distance, proposed driveway onto an
access-restricted roadway), the impact would be significant. Note: analysts should refer
readers to a discussion of this issue in the Health and Safety section of the environmental
document,

5. Ifaproject would result in the construction of a roadway which is inconsistent with the
General Plan and/or a community plan, the impact would be significant if the proposed
roadway would not properly align with other existing or planned roadways.

6. Ifa project would result in a substantial restriction in access to publicly or privately owned
land. the impact would be significant.

Allowable Change Due To Project Impact **
Level of Service Freeways I‘Im::::l{ Intersections \I]::emril:l
with Project * - = Selering
vic Speed Vi Speed Delay Delay
(mmph, [ (sec.) (i)
E
(or ramp meter delays 0.010 1.0 0.02 L0 20 20
above |5 min.)
F
{or ramp meter delays 0.005 0.5 0.01 0.5 1.0 1.0
above 15 min.)

Note 1: The allowable increase in delay at a ramp meter with more than 15 minutes delay and freeway LOSE is 2
minutes,

RTC-174




LETTER

RESPONSE

Note 2: The allowable increase in delay at a ramp meter with more than 15 minutes delay and freeway LOS F is 1
minute.

* All LOS measurements are based upon Highway Capacity Manual procedures for peak-hour conditions,
However, V/C ratios for roadway seg are esti d on an ADT/24-hour traffic volume basis (using
Table 2 of the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual. The acceptable LOS for freeways, roadways, and
intersections is generally “D7 (*C™ for undeveloped locations). For metered freeway ramps, LOS does not
apply. However, ramp meter delays above 15 minutes are considered excessive.

i 1f a proposed project’s traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are
determined to be significant, The project applicant shall then identify feasible improvements (within the
Traffic Impact Study) that will restore/and maintain the traffic facility at an acceptable LOS, If the LOS
with the proposed project becomes unacceptable (see above * note), or if the project adds a significant
amount of peak-hour trips to cause any traffic queues to exceed on- or off-ramp storage capacities, the
project applicant shall be responsible for mitigating the project’s direct significant and/or cumulatively
considerable traffic impacts.

KEY: Delay Average control delay per vehicle measured in seconds for intersections, or minutes for ramp
meters
LOS Level of Service
Speed Speed measured in miles per hour
viC = Volume to Capacity ratio
PARKING

Parking requirements vary by land use and location and are dictated by the City of San Diego
Municipal Code and adopted by the City Council policies.

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Non-compliance with the City’s parking ordinance does not necessarily constitute a significant
environmental impact. However, it can lead to a decrease in the availability of existing public
parking in the vicinity of the project. Generally, if a project is deficient by more than ten percent
of the required amount of parking and at least one of the following criteria applies. then a
significant impact may result:

1. The project’s parking shortfall or displacement of existing parking would substantially
affect the availability of parking in an adjacent residential area, including the availability
of public parking.

2

The parking deficiency would severely impede the accessibility of a public facility, such
as a park or beach.
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O.1. TRAFFIC/PARKING

Note: This section is to be applied to projects 1 com prior to January 1, 2007.

Traffic:

Direct traffic impacts are those projected to occur at the time a proposed development becomes
operational. The calculations include other operating projects and those not yet operational but
which are anticipated to be operational when the proposed project goes into effect.

Cumulative traffic impacts are those projected to occur at some point after a proposed
development becomes operational, such as during subsequent phases of a project or when
additional proposed developments in the area become operational (short-term cumulative) or
when affected community plan areas reach full planned buildout (long-term cumulative).

For intersections and roadway segments affected by a project, level of service (LOS) D or better
is considered acceptable under both direct and cumulative conditions. However, for
undeveloped locations, the goal is to achieve LOS C.

Significance Thresholds

1. If any intersection or roadway segment affected by a project would operate at LOS E or F
under either direct or cumulative conditions, the impact would be significant if the project
exceeds the following allowable increases in delay or intersection capacity utilization for
affected intersections or volume-to-capacity ratio or speed for affected roadway

segments:
Allowable Increase Due to Project Impacts*®
Level of Service Intersections Eusd way
with Project =~
Delay (sec.) ICU (V/C) vic :;: e
o
) 2 0.02 0.02 1
¥ 2 0.02 0.02 1
Motes
* If a proposed project’s traffic impacts exceed the values shown in the table, then the impacts are
deemed “significant.” The project applicant shall identify “feasible mitigations™ to achieve LOS
D or better.
* The acceptable level of service fard for roadways and i ions in San Diego is LOS D,
However, for undeveloped locations, the goal is to achieve LOS C,
Key:
Delay = Average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds
ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization
VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ration (capacity at level of service E should be used, as specified in Table 1

of the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual)
Speed = Arterial speed measured in miles per hour
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P. VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

Making the determination of a significant impact on visual quality is highly subjective.
Identifying how a proposed development would fit or blend with the existing scale and character
of the surrounding developed and natural environment is the key to determining significance. A
project may meet all of its height, bulk, scale and zoning requirements and still have a significant
visual impact on the environment if it is not in character with the surrounding development and
natural landforms.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The following are from the City’s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
potential significance for impacts to Visual Quality and Neighborhood Character.

Would the proposal result in:

1. A substantial obstruction of any vista or scenic view from a public viewing area as
identified in the community plan?
2. The ereation of a negative aesthetic site or project?

Project bulk, scale, materials, or style which would be incompatible with surrounding

development?

4. Substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area, such as could occur
with the construction of a subdivision in a previously undeveloped area? Note: for
substantial alteration to occur, new development would have to be of a size, scale. or
design that would markedly contrast with the character of the surrounding area.

5. The loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or stand of mature trees as identified in
the community plan? (Normally, the removal of non-native trees within a wetland as part
of a restoration project would not be considered significant).

6. Substantial change in the existing landform?

7. Substantial light or glare which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime view in the
area?

ek

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
1. Views

Projects that would block public views from designated open space areas, roads, or parks or
to significant visual landmarks or scenic vistas (Pacific Ocean, downtown skyline,
mountains, canyons, waterways) may result in a significant impact. To meet this significance
threshold, one or more of the following conditions must apply:

a. The project would substantially block a view through a designated public view corridor
as shown in an adopted community plan, the General Plan, or the Local Coastal Program.
Minor view blockages would not be considered to meet this condition. In order to
determine whether this condition has been met, consider the level of effort required by
the viewer to retain the view:

b. The project would cause substantial view blockage from a public viewing area of a public
resource (such as the ocean) that is considered significant by the applicable community

75

RTC-177




LETTER

RESPONSE

]

plan. Unless the project is moderate to large in scale, condition “¢” would typically have
to be met for view blockage to be considered substantial;

¢. The project exceeds the allowed height or bulk regulations, and this excess results ina
substantial view blockage from a public viewing area;

d. The project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for development,
which will ultimately cause “extensive” view blockage. (Cumulative effects are usually
considered significant for a community plan analysis, but not necessarily for individual
projects. Project level mitigation should be identified at the community plan level).
View blockage would be considered “extensive” when the overall scenic quality of a
visual resource is changed: for example. from an essentially natural view to a largely
manufactured appearance.

Note: Views from private property are not protected by CEQA or the City of San Diego.
Meighborhood Character/ Architecture:

Projects that severely contrast with the surrounding neighborhood character. To meet this
significance threshold. one or more of the following conditions must apply:

a. The project exceeds the allowable height or bulk regulations and the height and bulk of
the existing patterns of development in the vicinity of the project by a substantial margin.

b. The project would have an architectural style or use building materials in stark contrast to
adjacent development where the adjacent development follows a single or common
architectural theme (e.g.. Gaslamp Quarter, Old Town).

¢. The project would result in the physical loss, isolation or degradation of a community
identification symbol or landmark (e.g.. a stand of trees, coastal bluff, historic landmark)
which is identified in the General Plan, applicable community plan or local coastal
program.

d. The project is located in a highly visible area (e.g.. on a canyon edge, hilltop or adjacent
to an interstate highway) and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development
or natural topography through excessive height, bulk, signage, or architectural
projections.

e. The project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for development or
changing the overall character of the area (e.g., rural to urban, single-family to multi-
family). As with views, cumulative neighborhood character effects are usually
considered significant for a community plan analysis, but not necessarily for individual
projects. Project level mitigation should be identified at the community plan level.
Analysts should also evaluate the potential for a project to initiate a cumulative effect by
building structures that substantially differ from the character of the vicinity through
height, bulk, scale. type of use, ete.. when it is reasonably foreseeable that other such
changes in neighborhood character will follow.
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3.

Land Form Alteration

Grading

Projects that significantly alter the natural landform. To meet this significance threshold,
typically the following conditions must apply:

a.

The project would alter more than 2,000 cubic yards of earth per graded acre by either
excavation or fill. Grading of a smaller amount may still be considered significant in
highly scenic or environmentally sensitive areas. Excavation for garages and basements
are typically not held to this threshold. In addition, one or more of the following
conditions (1-3) must apply to meet this significance threshold.

1)

3)

4

—

The project would disturb steep hillsides in excess of the encroachment allowances of
the Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations (LDC Chapter 14, Article 3,
Division 1). In evaluating this issue, environmental staff should consult with permit
stafl,

The project would create manufactured slopes higher than ten feet or Steeper than 2:1
(50 percent).

The project would result in a change in elevation of steep hillsides as defined by the
SDMC Section 113.0103 from existing grade to proposed grade of more than five feet
by either excavation or fill. unless the area over which excavation or fill would
exceed five feet is only at isolated points on the site. (A continuous elevation change
of five feet may be noticeable in relation to surrounding areas. In addition, such a
change may require retaining walls and other features to stabilize slopes, potentially
resulting in a manufactured appearance.)

The project design includes mass terracing of natural slopes with cut or fill slopes in
order to construct flat-pad structures. (This item moved from “Development
Features™ section below.)

However, the above conditions may not be considered significant if one or more of the
following apply:

b

L4
—

=)

The grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and contours, that
the proposed landforms will very closely imitate the existing on-site landform and/or
the undisturbed, pre-existing surrounding neighborhood landforms. This may be
achieved through “naturalized” variable slopes.

The grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and contours, that
the proposed slopes follow the natural existing landform and at no point vary
substantially from the natural landform elevations.

The proposed excavation or fill is necessary to permit installation of alternative
design features such as step-down or detached buildings, non-typical roadway or
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parking lot designs, and alternative retaining wall designs which reduce the project’s
overall grading requirements.

4. Development Features

Projects that have a negative visual appearance. To meet this significance threshold, one or
more of the following conditions must apply:

a. The project would create a disorganized appearance and would substantially conflict with
City codes (e.g.. a sign plan which proposes extensive signage beyond the City’s sign
ordinance allowance).

b. The project significantly conflicts with the height, bulk, or coverage regulations of the
zone and does not provide architectural interest (e.g., a tilt-up concrete building with no
offsets or varying window treatment).

¢. The project includes erib, retaining or noise walls greater than six feet in height and 50
feet in length with minimal landscape screening or berming where the walls would be
visible to the public.

d. The project is large and would result in an exceeding monotonous visual environment
(e.g.. a large subdivision in which all the units are virtually identical).

e. The project includes a shoreline protection device in a scenic, high public use area, unless
the adjacent bluff areas are similarly protected.

These conditions may become more significant for projects which are highly visible from
designated open spaces, roads, parks, or significant visual landmarks. The significance
threshold may be lower for such projects. Refer to the project’s applicable community plan
and the Urban Design Element of the City’s Progress Guide and General Plan for more
information on visual quality.

5. Light/Glare

Projects that would emit or reflect a significant amount of light and glare. To meet this
significance threshold, one or more of the following must apply:

a. The project would be moderate to large in scale, more than 50 percent of any single
elevation of a building’s exterior is built with a material with a light reflectivity greater
than 30 percent (see LDC Section 142.07330(a)). and the project is adjacent to a major
public roadway or public area.

b. The project would shed substantial light onto adjacent, light-sensitive property or land
use, or would emit a substantial amount of ambient light into the nighttime sky. Uses
considered sensitive to nighttime light include, but are not limited to, residential, some
commercial and industrial uses, and natural areas.
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Q. WATER QUALITY

Water quality is affected by sedimentation caused by erosion, by runoff carrying contaminants,
and by direct discharge of pollutants (point-source pollution). As land is developed, the new
impervious surfaces send an increased volume of runoff containing oils, heavy metals,
pesticides, fertilizers and other contaminants (non-point source pollution) into adjacent
watersheds.

Degradation of water quality impacts human health, as well as wildlife systems. Sedimentation
can cause impediments to stream flow, creating dams and ultimately stagnant pools. In addition,
oxygen availability is affected by sedimentation and degradation of water quality. Available
oxygen significantly influences aquatic and riparian habitats. Fertilizers can create algal bloom
and lead to eutrophication. Eutrophication occurs when waters become rich in mineral and
organic nutrients resulting in a proliferation of plant life, especially algae This, in turn, reduces
the dissolved oxygen content in the water and often causes the reduction of biodiversity of the
habitat. The ultimate result is negative alteration of the habitat.

The Municipal Storm Water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit
(Municipal Permit), issued on February 21, 2001 to the City of San Diego by the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board). requires the development and
implementation of storm water pollution best management practices (BMPs), both during
construction and in projects’ permanent designs, to reduce pollutants discharged from the project
site, to the maximum extent practicable. To address pollutants that may be generated from the
new development once the site is in use, the Municipal Permit further requires that the City
implement a series of permanent BMPs described in the Model Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan or SUSMP (pronounced “sue-sump™) which is contained in the City’s Storm
Water Standards manual and was approved by the Regional Board on June 12, 2002. The City’s
Storm Water Standards manual is intended to provide information on how to comply with all of
the City’s permanent and construction storm water BMP requirements, including the Model
SUSMP, for private and public development projects in the City of San Diego.

Compliance with the Water Quality Standards is assured through permit conditions provided by
LDR Engineering. Adherence to the City’s Stormwater Standards is considered to preclude
water quality impacts unless substantial evidence supports a fair argument that a significant
impact will still occur.

*  The Storm Water Manual is available online at:
http://www.sannet.gov/developmentservices/news/pdf/stormwatermanual.pdf

+  The Storm Water Requirements Applicability Checklist is available online at:
http://www.sannet.gov/development services/news/pdf/ds 5601stormwtr.pdf

«  Other state stormwater requirements are available online at:
http://www.sannet.gov/development services/news/strmwirpermit.shtml
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WATER QUALITY SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

1.

[ ]

For every project upon formal project submittal, the applicant must complete and submit the
Storm Water Requirements Applicability Checklist in order to determine the project's storm
water Best Management Practices (BMPs) requirements during construction and post
construction.

If the project requires treatment control BMPs, as per the Storm Water Applicability
Checklist, the applicant must submit a Water Quality Technical Report consistent with the
City of San Diego's Storm Water Standards. The report must include, but not be limited to,
BMP maintenance schedules and the responsible party for future maintenance and associated
costs. The report must also address water quality by describing the type of pollutants which
would be generated during construction and post construction, as well as identifying
pollutants to be captured and treated by the proposed BMPs,

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE REFERENCE

1.

It the project discharges into receiving waters within Environmentally Sensitive Lands or
waterbodies listed on the Regional Water Quality Control Board 303(d) Impaired Water
Body List: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/303dupdate.html, and the potential exists for significant
impacts to biological resources, the biological report and the environmental document should
discuss the BMPs to be implemented in order to preclude impacts to biological resources.
Analysts should note that this potential impact should be addressed in the Biological
Resources section of environmental documents.

. Adverse water quality effects could include:

a. stream channelization/hardscaping which may affect water quality by reducing vegetation
which shades and cools the water; and

b. channel lining which can decrease biological assimilation by increasing flow velocities
and/or reducing permeability and adsorption potential (including bacteriological
assimilation).

GROUNDWATER

1:

If the project would result in the creation of ponded water not related to water quality
treatment devices (i.e. detention basins) analysis of groundwater conditions associated with
the proposed project may be warranted. A similar analysis may be required if a private
sewage disposal system is proposed. Conversely, if the utilization of groundwater resources
potentially impacts wetlands or surface flow, or adjacent project(s) dependent on existing
groundwater resources, a full hydrogeologic analysis of the proposed development and
attendant impacts must be performed.

Note: Projects located within the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Restoration and Enhancement
Fee Boundaries (See Figure 2 of the City’s Coastal Development Information Guide,
November 1988) are required to pay a fee to the Los Penasquitos Lagoon Enhancement fund.
In addition, the projects are required to comply with City Clerk Document No. 00-1 7068,
which requires the implementation of certain erosion and siltation control measures during
construction for projects draining into Los Pefiasquitos or San Dieguito Lagoon. The
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requirements, however, do not provide post-construction erosion and pollution controls.
Additional mitigation would usually be required in conjunction with the Los Pefiasquitos
Lagoon requirements,

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Compliance with the Water Quality Standards is assured through permit conditions provided by
LDR Engineering for private projects. For public projects compliance is the responsibility of the
particular department implementing the project. Adherence to the City’s Stormwater Standards is
the Water Quality threshold.

If it is determined that BMPs are to be used to protect another specific environmental resource
(biological resources, etc.) and these BMPs are above what is required for the project to achieve
compliance with the City’s Water Quality Standards, the BMPs should be regarded as mitigation
measures. The BMPs should be discussed and included as mitigation in the environmental
document under the heading of the resource they are meant to protect.

For example, a silt fence around oak trees to avoid siltation of the roots is a biological mitigation
measure which should be addressed in the biological resources discussion area of the
environmental document.
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R. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Section 15130 (a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states: “As defined in Section 15355, a
cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the
project evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) together with other projects causing
related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project
evaluated in the EIR.”

Section 15355 defines cumulative impacts as follows:

“Cumulative impacts™ refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together,
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate
projects.

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past. present
and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.

Discussion of Contributions To Cumulative Impacts

In October 2002, the California Court of Appeal for the Third District issued a decision in the
case Communities For A Better Environment v, California Resources Agency, Case No.
CO38844 (10/28/02). Among other decisions, the court invalidated the State CEQA Guidelines
at 15064(i)(4) and 15130(a)(4) regarding de minimis contributions to cumulative impacts. Under
the now invalidated Guideline, an agency could determine that the incremental impacts of a
project were not cumulatively considerable when they would make only a "de minimis"
contribution to a significant cumulative effect.

However. the court found that "A lead agency may determine that a project's incremental
contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the project will comply
with the requirements in a previously approved plan or mitigation program which provides
specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem. . . ." Since
many projects could conceivably contribute to a significant cumulative effect, it is important to
consider the incremental effect and determine measures to substantially lessen the cumulative
impacts to below a level of significance. The court suggested that the greater the cumulative
environmental problem, the lower the threshold should be for determining the significance of a
project’s contribution to that cumulative problem.

Identification of Future Cumulative Projects
The same court case referenced above also invalidated Section 15130(b)(1)(B)2. CEQA requires
an agency to consider how a project’s impacts will cumulate with the impacts of past, present,

and probably future projects. This Guideline provided that probable future projects could be
limited to certain categories of projects: projects with a pending application for approval;
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projects included in adopted agency plans: project anticipated as later phases of previously-
approved project: “or” public agency projects for which money has been budgeted. However.
the court found that to the extent this section might be read disjunctively to allow a lead agency
to include only one category of projects in its list of probably future projects, it invalidated this
section.

For additional reference on how to consider cumulative impacts, see the report prepared by the
United States Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). "Considering Cumulative Effects under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)."

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

CEQA requires a discussion of cumulative impacts when they are significant. The determination
of cumulative significance calls for reasonable effort to discover and disclose other related
projects. The direct and indirect impacts of each related project need to be identified and looked
at comprehensively. CEQA provides various alternative methods to achieve an adequate
discussion of cumulative impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 noting the repealed
sections of 15064(i)(4) and 15130(a)(4)). Some of the sections of this report provide significance
determination criteria for cumulative impacts under individual issue areas (e.g. biology. air
quality, traffic). However, in general the following rule of thumb should apply for determining
significant cumulative impacts:

1. If there are known documented existing significant impacts ocecurring in a community,
additional increments would exacerbate the impact (e.g. an overloaded transportation
system).

2. If a community plan and/or precise plan identifies cumulative impacts in the community
wide EIR, individual projects which contribute significantly to the community wide impacts
would be considered cumulatively significant.

3. A large scale project (usually regional in nature) for which direct impacts are mitigated by
the collective number of individual impacts results in a cumulative impact.
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S,

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

CEQA sets forth the three mandatory findings of significance listed below. That is, a potential
impact must be considered significant if a Lead Agency determines that any of the mandatory
findings of significance apply, and an EIR must be prepared.

INITIAL STUDY QUESTIONS:

1.

]

Does the project have the potential to substantially 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 an endangered, rare or threatened
species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

Does the project have possible environmental effects which are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable™ means that the incremental effects
of an individual 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)?

Does the project have environmental effects of a project which would cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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T.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15183.5(b). 15064(h)(3), and 15130(d), the City may
determine that a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG effect is not
cumulatively considerable if the project complies with the requirements of a previously adopted
GHG emission reduction plan. CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5(b)(10(A-F) specifically
provides that a GHG emissions reduction plan should:

AL

B.

E.

F.

Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified time
period, resulting from activities within a defined geographic area;

Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively
considerable:

. Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or

categories of actions anticipated within the geographic area:

. Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, that

substantial evidence demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis, would
collectively achieve the specified emissions level;

Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress toward achieving the level and to
require amendment if the plan is not achieving specified levels; and

Be adopted in a public process following environmental review.

An environmental document that relies on a GHG emissions reduction plan for a cumulative
impacts analysis must identify those requirements specified in the plan that apply to the project,
and if those requirements are not otherwise binding and enforceable, incorporate those

requirements as mitigation measures applicable to the project. CEQA Guidelines §15183.5(b)(2).

The City’s Climate Action Plan was adopted by the City Council on December 15, 2015, The
Climate Action Plan quantifies existing GHG emissions as well as projected emissions for the
years 2020, 2030, and 2035 resulting from activities within the City’s jurisdiction. The Climate
Action Plan also identifies City target emissions levels, below which the Citywide GHG impacts
would be less than significant. The Climate Action Plan and the accompanying certified Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) also identify and analyze the GHG emissions that would
result from the business as usual scenario for the years 2020, 2030, and 2035, The Climate

Action Plan includes a monitoring and reporting program to ensure its progress toward achieving

the specified GHG emissions reductions, and specifies 17 actions that if implemented, would
achieve the specified GHG emissions reductions targets. The Climate Action Plan was adopted
in a public process following certification of the FEIR. Subsequent to the adoption of the CAP,
the City has also established additional specific that if impl ted on a project-by-
project basis. would further ensure that the City as a whole achieves the specified GHG
emissions reduction targets in the Climate Action Plan.

The CAP has been developed in response to State legislation and policies that are aimed at
reducing California’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. This includes Executive Order S-3-05,
which established the 2050 statewide GHG reduction target of 80 percent below 1990 levels,
Executive Order B-30-15, which established the 2030 statewide GHG reduction target of 40
percent below 1990 levels, and Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32),
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which tasked the California Air Resources Board (CARB) with creating the Climate Change
Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) to establish a 2020 interim target and to provide a path for local
governments to contribute their fair share of the GHG emission reductions necessary to achieve
the target. Consistent with AB 32 and the CARB Scoping Plan, the CAP sets a GHG target for
2020 equivalent to 15 percent below the City’s 2010 baseline emissions to ensure that it meets its
proportional share of the 2020 AB 32 reductions. For 2035, the CAP sets a GHG target
equivalent to a 50 percent reduction from baseline emissions to ensure it is on the trajectory
toward achieving its proportional share of the 2050 state target identified in Executive Order S-3-
05. The 2035 target also ensures that the City would be consistent with the 2030 state target
identified in Executive Order B-30-15. Since CARB has not provided guidance on a specific
reduction target for local governments to use for 2030 and 2050, it was determined that a 50
percent reduction from baseline emissions by 2035 would ensure that the City achieved a
proportional share of the statewide GHG reductions. In terms of consistency with Executive
Orders S-3-05 and B-30-135, the Climate Action Plan’s 2035 target provides a conservative target
toward achieving the statewide reductions. If CARB provides new guidance on how cities should
address the 2030 targets, the City will adjust the CAP accordingly.

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Would the Project:

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

2) Conflict with the City’s Climate Action Plan or another applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

The method for determining significance depends on whether the action requires plan- or policy-
level or project-level environmental analysis.

1. For plan- and policy-level environmental documents, the Planning Department has
prepared a Memorandum, Climate Action Plan Consistency for Plan- and Policy-Level
Documents. to provide guidance on significance determination as it relates to all five
strategies of the CAP.

2. For project-level environmental documents, significance is determined through the CAP
Consistency Checklist. See also the CAP Consistency Checklist Technical Support
Documentation.
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Executive Summary

S.1 Project Location and Setting

The City of San Diego (City) covers 342.5 square miles and stretches nearly 40 miles from north to
south. There are 93 miles of shorelines including bays, lagoons, and the Pacific Ocean. Elevations
mostly range from sea level to 600 feet above sea level. High points include Mt. Soledad in La Jolla
and Cowles Mountain in the eastern part of the City which is nearly 1,600 feet high (City of San Diego
General Plan 2008).

The proposed project includes amendments to the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) and Land
Development Manual (LDM) to adopt two new ordinances, collectively referred to as Complete
Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices (proposed project). Within the Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is referred to as the
“Housing Program” while Complete Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to as “Mobility
Choices Program.” The proposed project areas are generally developed, urbanized areas with
access to high-quality transit. The approximately 20,538 acres of the Housing Program project areas
are located within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) throughout the City. Areas where improvements
under the Mobility Choices Program could be implemented covers approximately 83,218 acres and
are inclusive of Housing Program project areas. Refer to Figure 3-2 for Housing Program eligible
areas and Figure 3-4 for Mobility Choices Program improvement areas.

S.2 Project Description

S.2.1 Complete Communities: Housing Solutions

The proposed project includes amendments to the Land Development Code (LDC) to implement the
Housing Program. Future development projects that provide affordable housing and provide or
contribute toward neighborhood-serving improvements would be allowed additional square footage
and building height, which would allow for additional units beyond what is otherwise allowed in the
respective base zone, Planned District Ordinance (PDO), or Community Plan. Existing height
restrictions in the Coastal Zone in addition to height restrictions in proximity to airports would
continue to apply. Additionally, projects that qualify for participation in the Housing Program could
be approved through a ministerial process, unless site-specific conditions warrant a discretionary

approval.

As discussed in Section 3.5.1, in exchange for additional density, building square footage, and
height, the Housing Program would require all projects to provide new community-serving
infrastructure improvements through either payment of a fee into a Neighborhood Enhancement

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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Fund or by accommodating a public promenade that meets specified standards including minimum
street frontage requirements.

S.2.2 Complete Communities: Mobility Choices

The proposed project includes amendments to the City’s LDC and Land Development Manual (LDM)
to implement the Mobility Choices Program_and support adoption of a new California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) significance threshold for transportation that implements Senate Bill (SB) 743.
The purpose of the Mobility Choices Program is to implement SB 743 by ensuring that new
development mitigates transportation impacts based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to the extent
feasible, while incentivizeing development within the City's TRAs-and-urban areas (Mobility Zones 1,
2, and 32). The Mobility Choices Program will -that-will-be-supported-by-an investments in active
transportation and transit infrastructure - in the areas where that infrastructure is needed most -
where the most reductions in overall vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions reductions can be realized.

The Mobility Choices Program would apply citywide to any new development for which a building
permit is issued except for:

e Residential development with 10 or fewer dwelling units; or

e Any non-residential development less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; or

e Residential development that includes at least 20 percent affordable housing as defined in
SDMC Section 143.0730 for the provision of amenities requirement; or

e Public projects; or

e Development within one-quarter mile of existing passenger rail; or

e Development located in Downtown.

For development within Mobility Zone 4 (within more suburban areas outside of the urban core),
payment of a Mobility Choices Fee would be required. The Mobility Choices Fee would be used to
fund active transportation and VMT reducing infrastructure projects in Mobility Zone 1, 2, and 3.
Consistent with SB 743's mandate to reduce VMT, the Mobility Choices Fee would be used in areas
that have the greatest capacity to realize VMT reductions within the City. Deed restricted affordable
housing within Mobility Zone 4 that meets specified criteria would be exempt from payment of the
Mobility Choices Fee.

S.3 Project Objectives

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15124(b), the
following basic project objectives have been identified:

e Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City's diverse
housing needs;

e Incentivize new construction of all types of multi-family housing, with an emphasis on
affordable housing units;

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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e Implement the City's General Plan to achieve planned residential buildout and meet the
City's Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) targets;

e Implement the City's Climate Action Plan to achieve greenhouse gas reductions through a
reduction in vehicle miles traveled, and increased active transportation mode shares within
TPAs _(for the Housing Program) and urban areas- (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32);

e Incentivize the production of multi-family residential development within TPAs_(for the
Housing Program) and urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32) to reduce the amount of
vehicular miles driven in the City;

e Plan for infrastructure that reduces trips and trip length instead of planning for
infrastructure that accommodates additional vehicular traffic, in accordance with Senate
Bill 743; and

e Provide public infrastructure that supports a pedestrian-, bike-, and transit-friendly
environment to achieve vibrant, active, healthy, and livable communities within TPAs (for the
Housing Program) and urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32).

S.4 Areas of Controversy

Section 15123(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an environmental impact report address
issues to be resolved, including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate
significant impacts. With regard to the proposed project, the major issues to be resolved include
decisions by the lead agency as to:

1. Whether this PEIR adequately describes the environmental impacts of the proposed project.

2. Whether the benefits of the proposed project override the environmental impacts that
cannot be feasibly avoided or mitigated to a level of insignificance.

3. Whether there are any alternatives to the proposed project that would substantially lessen
any of the significant impacts of the proposed project and achieve most of the basic project
objectives.

In accordance with Section 15123(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the PEIR summary must identify
areas of controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public.

Prior to preparation of the PEIR, the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed for comment from
June 5, 2019 to July 5, 2019. Agency letters and public comments received in response to the NOP
included requests to address existing conditions, cultural and historical resources, traffic and
transportation, tribal cultural resources, health and safety, aesthetics, land use, hydrology and water
quality, public services and facilities, and other general considerations for implementation of the
proposed project. A number of concerns were raised related to the potential for increased height
and density of development and the associated effects on community character and views,
particularly within the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan area.
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S.5 Project Alternatives

To fully evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed project, CEQA mandates that
alternatives to the proposed project be analyzed. Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines
requires the discussion of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project” and the evaluation of the
comparative merits of the alternatives. The alternatives discussion is intended to “focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any
significant effects of the project,” even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives.

Project alternatives are evaluated in further detail in Chapter 8, Alternatives. The evaluations analyze
the ability of each alternative to further reduce or avoid the significant environmental effects of the
proposed project. Each major issue area included in the impact analysis of this PEIR has been given
consideration in the alternatives analysis. This PEIR evaluates three alternatives to the project:
Alternative 1: No Project Alternative, Alternative 2: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative, and
Alternative 3: Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative.

S.5.1 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed ordinances would not be adopted and growth would
continue to occur in accordance with the adopted General Plan and applicable Community Plans
without the proposed project incentives for development within TPAs (for the Housing Program) and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32_(for the Mobility Choices Program). Development would continue to
occur through site-specific rezoning and community plan amendment actions, rather than through a
comprehensively planned approach that incentivizes development within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1,
2, and 32 and ensures multi-modal transportation improvements are constructed within
appropriate areas. Affordable housing development and development within TPAs and Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32 would not be incentivized by the proposed project. Without the proposed project,
it is anticipated that new multi-family housing would continue to occur throughout the City, rather
than being focused within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32, since there would be fewer
incentives to develop multi-family housing in these areas. It is also anticipated that the planned
densities needed to accommodate the region's housing and provide the required levels of
affordability would not occur.

S.5.2 Alternative 2: Limited Transit Priority Area
Alternative

S.5.2.1 Alternative 2A Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative -
within one-quarter mile of major transit stop

Under this alternative, the project areas eligible for participation in the Housing Program would be
reduced compared to the proposed project. The incentives provided for the provision of multi-family
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residential development would not be available in all of the City's TPAs; rather, the incentives would
only be available in areas within TPA that are located within the one-quarter mile of a major transit
stop that is existing or planned, if the planned major transit stop is scheduled to be completed
within the SANDAG Regional Transportation Improvement Program. The incentives would continue
to be available within zones that allow for multi-family residential development. It is anticipated that
the planned densities incentivized under this alternative would be somewhat reduced due to the
reduced geographical area where the program would apply. Thus, the alternative would likely
achieve less units than the proposed project and would not achieve the same level of housing
needed to accommodate the region’s housing needs. Under this alternative, the Housing Program
incentives would be available in approximately 6 percent of the City's land, compared to
approximately 11 percent under the proposed project. Under this alternative, the Mobility Choices
program would be the same as the proposed project.

S.5.2.2 Alternative 2B: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative -
within one-quarter mile of trolley station

Under this alternative, the project areas eligible for participation in the Housing Program would be
reduced compared to the proposed project and would be further reduced compared to
Alternative 2A. The incentives provided for the provision of multi-family residential development
would not be available in all of the City's TPAs; rather, the incentives would only be available in areas
within TPAs that are located within the one-quarter mile of a major trolley station that is existing or
planned, if the planned trolley station is scheduled to be completed within the San Diego Association
of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Improvement Program. The incentives would
continue to be available only within zones that allow for multi-family residential development. It is
anticipated that the planned densities incentivized under this alternative would be somewhat
reduced due to the reduced geographical area where the program would apply. Thus, the
alternative would likely achieve less units than the proposed project and would not achieve the
same level of housing needed to accommodate the region’'s housing needs. Under this alternative,
the Housing Program incentives would be available in approximately 2 percent of the City’s land,
compared to approximately 11 percent under the proposed project. Under this alternative, the
Mobility Choices program would be the same as the proposed project.

S.5.2.3 Alternative 3: Incentives Available Citywide Except Height
Incentive Alternative

Under this alterative, the Housing Program height incentive would not be available, but all the other
development incentives under the Housing Program would be available Citywide - inside TPAs as
well as outside of TPAs - in zones that allow for multi-family residential development. Thus, under
this alternative, multi-family housing would be incentivized Citywide, rather than focused within
TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Additionally, active transportation infrastructure investments
under both the Housing and Mobility Choices Programs would be spread out Citywide rather than
being focused within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Under this alternative, all development
would participate in the Mobility Choices Program in the same manner as projects within TPAs and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Under this alternative, it is anticipated that housing needed to
accommodate the region’'s housing needs would be developed in various areas throughout the City,
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and would not be concentrated within the TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32, as under the
proposed project. It is anticipated that fewer residential units would be developed since the amount
of dwelling units allowed would be limited due to a reduced height limit.

S.6 Summary of Environmental Impacts and
Significance Conclusions

| Table ES-1 summarizes the conclusions of the environmental analysis of this PEIR. Impacts are
identified as significant or less than significant. As detailed within Chapter 4.0, the project is
designed to be self-mitigating to the extent feasible through application of existing regulations in
addition to application of design features incorporated into the proposed project.
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Table ES-1
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts

which are not compatible with an
adopted ALUCP?

because development allowed by the Housing Program would continue
to be limited by airport land use compatibility policies and regulations.
Until the policies of the San Diego International Airport (SDIA) and Naval
Outlying Landing Field (NOLF) Imperial Beach ALUCPs are incorporated
into the City's Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone (ALUCOZ),
future multi-family development within TPAs located within SDIA or
NOLF Imperial Beach Airport Influence Area (AIA) Review Area 1 will be
subject to Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review of the
development's consistency with ALUCP policies for all compatibility

Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion

4.1 Land Use

Issue 1 Would implementation of the The proposed project is consistent with the City’s overarching policy Less than
proposed project cause a significant and regulatory documents including the General Plan and SDMC. Significant
environmental impact due to a Additionally, the proposed project would help achieve consistency with
conflict with any land use plan, the Regional Plan. As the proposed project would be consistent with
policy, or regulation adopted for the applicable environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of the General
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an Plan and other applicable plans and regulations, impacts would be less
environmental effect? than significant. However, refer to 4.3, Biological Resources, for

potentially significant and unavoidable secondary impacts that could
result from implementation of the project.

Issue 2 Would implementation of the The project areas do not contain land designated as Prime Farmland. Less than
proposed project lead to the The proposed project does not include development or redesignation Significant
development or conversion of of open space; therefore, there would be no impacts associated with
General Plan or community plan the development or conversion of General Plan- or Community Plan-
designated open space or prime designated Open Space or Prime Farmland, and the impacts would,
farmland to a more intensive land therefore, be less than significant.
use, resulting in a physical division
of the community?

Issue 3 Would implementation or the Implementation of the proposed project would not result in impacts Less than
proposed project result in land uses associated with existing Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs), | Significant
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Table ES-1
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts

Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion
factors; projects within AIA Review Area 2 for these airports will be
subject to review against overflight and airspace protection policies and
may require Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) notification (if the
proposed development project maximum height exceeds the FAA's Part
77 Notification Surface) and/or recordation of an avigation easement
and/or overflight notification; and projects within AIA Review Area 1 for
SDIA will also be subject to the City's Airport Approach Overlay Zone
and Airport Environs Overlay Zone, which provides supplemental
regulations for property surrounding SDIA. After incorporation of the
policies of the SDIA and NOLF Imperial Beach ALUCPs into the ALUCOZ,
development allowed by the proposed project will be subject to the
requirements of the ALUCOZ.

Future development allowed under the proposed project within the
AlAs for Brown Field, Montgomery Field, and MCAS Miramar will be
subject to the regulations of the ALUCOZ, which implements the
policies of the applicable ALUCPs regarding noise, safety, airspace
protection, and aircraft overflight. As a result, the proposed project
would not result in land uses that are incompatible with an adopted
ALUCP. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

4.2 Air Quality
Issue 1 Would the proposed project conflict Significant air quality impacts (direct and cumulative) would occur in Significant and
with or obstruct the implementation regards to conflictsing with air quality plans. Approval of the proposed Unavoidable
of the applicable air quality plan? project would not specifically permit the construction of an individual
project, as no specific developments are currently proposed. The
proposed project would allow future multi-family residential
development projects within TPAs to be approved ministerially. No
additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what is proposed in the
proposed project are available to address the significant impacts.
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Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion
Issue 2 Would the proposed project resultin | Significant air quality impacts (direct and cumulative, construction and Significant and
a cumulatively considerable net operation) would occur in regards to violation of any air quality Unavoidable
increase of any criteria pollutant for standard. Approval of the proposed project would not specifically
which the project region is non- permit the construction of an individual project, as no specific
attainment under an applicable developments are currently proposed. The proposed project would
federal or state ambient air quality allow future multi-family residential development projects within TPAs
standard? to be approved ministerially. No additional feasible mitigation
measures beyond what is proposed in the proposed project are
available to address the significant impacts.
Issue 3 Would the proposed project expose Significant air quality impacts (carbon monoxide hot spots, mobile Significant and
sensitive receptors to substantial source emissions, direct) would occur in regards to the exposure of Unavoidable

pollutant concentrations? sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration, including
toxins. Approval of the proposed project would not specifically permit
the construction of an individual project, as no specific developments
are currently proposed. The proposed project would allow future multi-
family residential development projects within TPAs to be approved
ministerially. No additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what is
proposed in the proposed project are available to address the
significant impacts.

Issue 4 Would the proposed project result in Facilities that generate objectionable odors typically include wastewater | Less than

other emissions (such as those treatments plants, landfills, and paint/coating operations (e.g., auto Significant
leading to odors) adversely affecting body shops), among others. The proposed project Housing-Program
a substantial number of people? would facilitate the development of high-density multi-family residential

development, as well as associated infrastructure improvements. These
uses are not expected to result in objectionable odors. Impacts would
be less than significant.
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Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion

4.3 Biological Resources
Issue 1 Would the proposed project resultin | Implementation of the proposed project would affect primarily Significant and

a substantial adverse impact, either developed areas. However, sensitive species could be present within Unavoidable

directly or through habitat the project areas. Pursuant to the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)

modifications, on any species Regulations, ministerial projects would be reviewed for the presence of

identified as a candidate, sensitive, ESL. If the development area is determined to support ESL, the project

or special status species in the would not be processed ministerially and would instead be required to

Multiple Species Conservation undergo a discretionary permit process in accordance with ESL

Program (MSCP) or other local or Regulations, the City's Biology Guidelines, and the provisions of the

regional plans, policies or MSCP. Development under the Housing Program on sites with ESL that

regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) or (United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

are processed with a Site Development Permit could result in significant
impacts to sensitive habitats. While the discretionary review process
would generally ensure impacts would be mitigated to less than
significant, it cannot be ensured at this program level of review whether
all impacts could be fully mitigated. Thus, impacts associated with
potential future discretionary development under the Housing Program
would be significant.

The ESL Regulations require that any project located adjacent to Multi-
Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) or Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan
(VPHCP) comply with Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and Avoidance
and Minimization Measures (respectively), which would ensure
potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitats and wildlife species
within MHPA and VPHCP would be avoided. Thus, with implementation
of existing regulatory protections for biological resources, impacts to
sensitive species resulting from future ministerial development within
the project areas would be less than significant. However, impacts
associated with potential future discretionary development under the
proposed project would be significant.
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Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion
Issue 2 Would the proposed project result in Implementation of the proposed project could impact sensitive Significant and
a substantial adverse impact on any habitats. Pursuant to the ESL Regulations, ministerial projects would be | Unavoidable

Tier | Habitats, Tier Il Habitats,

Tier IllA Habitats, or Tier IlIB Habitats
as identified in the Biology
Guidelines of the Land Development
Manual or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations,
or by the CDFW or USFWS?

reviewed for the presence of ESL. If the development area is
determined to support ESL, the project would not be processed
ministerially and would instead be required to undergo a discretionary
permit process in accordance with ESL Regulations, the City's Biology
Guidelines, and the provisions of the MSCP and VPHCP. Thus, with
implementation of existing regulatory protections for biological
resources, impacts to sensitive habitats resulting from future
ministerial development within the project areas would be less than
significant. However, where ESL and a discretionary review process is
required, it cannot be ensured that all impacts can be fully mitigated at
a program level of analysis. Impacts associated with potential future
discretionary development under the proposed project would be
significant.

Issue 3 Would the proposed project result in

a substantial adverse impact on
wetlands (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, riparian, etc.)
through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other
means?

Implementation of the proposed project would not likely impact
wetlands, as areas where this habitat occurs would remain within open
space and/or the MHPA. However, like other ESL, should wetland
habitat be identified through project intake screening, it would not be
processed ministerially, but would undergo a discretionary permit
process in accordance with City and wildlife agency regulatory
requirements. For projects with wetlands, while the discretionary
review process would generally ensure impacts would be mitigated to
less than significant, it cannot be ensured at this program level of
review whether all impacts could be fully mitigated. With
implementation of existing regulatory protections for biological
resources, impacts to wetlands resulting from future ministerial
development within the project areas would be less than significant.
However, impacts associated with potential future discretionary

Significant and
Unavoidable
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Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion
development under the proposed project would be potentially
significant.

Issue 4 Would the proposed project result in Impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be avoided Less than
interfering substantially with the through compliance with the MSCP and compliance with protections Significant
movement of any native resident or afforded to MHPA and MHPA-adjacent lands. Thus, through adherence
migratory fish or wildlife species or to the existing regulatory framework in place, potential impacts to
with established native resident or wildlife corridor and nursery sites would be less than significant.
migratory wildlife corridors,
including linkages identified in the
MSCP Subarea Plan, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Issue 5 Would the proposed project result in Project areas located within MHPA and VPHCP preserve lands would be | Less than
a conflict with the provisions of an subject to the ESL Regulations which would ensure no conflicts would Significant
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, occur in relation to the MSCP Subarea Plan or VPHCP. Additionally,

Natural Conservation Community development adjacent to MHPA and VPHCP preserve lands would be
Plan, or other approved local, subject to the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines in MSCP Subarea Plan
regional, or State habitat Section 1.4.3 and Avoidance and Minimization Measures in VPHCP
conservation plan, either within the Section 5.2.1. Thus, impacts related to conflicts with the MSCP Subarea
MSCP plan area orin the Plan and VPHCP would be less than significant.

surrounding region?

Issue 6 Would the proposed project result in The proposed project would be consistent with ESL Regulations. No Less than
a conflict with any local policies or conflicts with the MSCP Subarea Plan and/or VPHCP were identified. Significant
ordinances protecting biological Impacts related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting
resources? biological resources would be less than significant.
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Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts

substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving rupture of a known
earthquake fault, strong seismic
ground shaking, seismic-related
ground failure, including
liquefaction, or landslides?

because future development would be required to occur in accordance
with the SDMC and California Building Code (CBC). This regulatory
framework includes a requirement for site-specific geologic
investigations to identify potential geologic hazards or concerns that
would need to be addressed during grading and/or construction of a
specific development project. Adherence to the SDMC grading
regulations and construction requirements and implementation of the
City's geotechnical study requirements would preclude significant
impacts related to seismic hazards. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant.

Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion

4.4 Energy

Issue 1 Would the proposed project result in Long-term implementation of the proposed project would not create a Less than
a potentially significant land use pattern that would result in a wasteful, inefficient, or Significant
environmental impact due to the unnecessary use of energy. Impacts would be less than significant.
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources
during project construction or
operation?

Issue 2 Would the proposed project conflict Future projects would be subject to existing building and energy code Less than
with or obstruct a state or local plan regulations in place at the time in which they are implemented. Impacts | Significant
for renewable energy or energy would be less than significant.
efficiency?

4.5 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Issue 1 Would the proposed project expose Implementation of the proposed project would not have direct or Less than
people or structures to potential indirect significant environmental impacts in regard to seismic hazards | Significant
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Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion

Issue 2 Would the proposed project result in Implementation of the proposed project would result in less than Less than
substantial soil erosion or the loss of | significant impacts related to erosion and loss of topsoil. SDMC Significant
topsoil? regulations prohibit sediment and pollutants from leaving the worksite

and require the property owner to implement and maintain temporary
and permanent erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution control
measures. Conformance to mandated City grading requirements would
ensure that proposed grading and construction operations would avoid
significant soil erosion impacts. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant.

Issue 3 Would the proposed project be Implementation of the proposed project would not result in impacts Less than
located on a geologic unit or soil related to landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or Significant
that is unstable, or that would collapse. Future development within the project areas would be
become unstable as a result of the required to be constructed in accordance with the SDMC and CBC, and
project, and potentially result in on- would be required to implement any recommendations of the site-
or off-site landslide, lateral specific geotechnical report. Thus, impacts would be less than
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, significant.
or collapse?

Issue 4 Would the proposed project be The SDMC requires soils analysis prior to issuance of a building permit. | Less than
located on expansive soil, as defined Based on the soils report findings, if expansive soils are found at a Significant
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform particular project site within the project areas, that project site would
Building Code (1994), creating need to comply with the both CBC and SDMC requirements.
substantial direct or indirect risks to Compliance with existing regulations would ensure that impacts
life or property? associated with expansive soils are reduced to less than significant.
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hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

(BMPs) would be applied to ensure that regulated hazardous materials
are handled and disposed of properly, and that no hazards would result
during long-term operation of the project. Hazardous materials and
waste would be managed and used in accordance with all applicable
federal, state, and local laws and regulations. Therefore, the project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion

4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Issue 1 Would the proposed project The Housing Program would be consistent with the General Plan’s City Less than
generate greenhouse gas emissions, of Villages strategy, and the City’'s CAP promoting the placement of new | Significant
either directly or indirectly, that may development within TPAs and other smart growth areas. The proposed
have a significant impact on the project is intended to support the City in achieving CAP goals by
environment? supporting and incentivizing future development that will reduce GHG

emissions, primarily through reductions in VMT. The proposed project
would support the City in obtaining citywide GHG emissions reduction
targets under the CAP. Impacts related to GHG emissions would be less
than significant.

Issue 2 Would the proposed project conflict Future development under the proposed project would be consistent Less than
with the City’s Climate Action Plan or with state plans, SANDAG's San Diego Forward, the City's General Plan, Significant
another applicable plan, policy, or and Climate Action Plan. Impacts associated with applicable GHG
regulation adopted for the purpose emission reduction plans would be less than significant.
of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

4.7 Health and Safety

Issue 1 Would implementation of the Although small amounts of hazardous materials may be used for Less than
proposed project create a significant cleaning and maintenance, standard best management practices Significant
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Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion

Issue 2 Would implementation of the The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or Less than
proposed project create a significant environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident Significant
hazard to the public or the conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment through reasonably environment. Impacts would be less than significant.
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment?

Issue 3 Would implementation of the The project areas are located throughout the City and may be located Less than
proposed project emit hazardous within proximity to schools. The land uses that would be developed per | Significant
emissions or handle hazardous or the proposed project are not anticipated to result in hazardous
acutely hazardous materials, emissions or exposure to acutely hazardous materials. In accordance
substances, or waste within one- with City, state, and federal requirements, any new development that
quarter mile of an existing or involves contaminated property would necessitate the clean-up and/or
proposed school? remediation of the property in accordance with applicable

requirements and regulations. No construction would be permitted to
occur at a contaminated site until a “no further action” clearance letter
from the County of San Diego’s Department of Environmental Health
(DEH), or similar determination is issued by the San Diego Fire
Department (SDFD), California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or other
responsible agency. Therefore, impacts to schools would be less than
significant.
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Impact

Results of Impact Analysis

Impact
Conclusion

Issue 4 Would the proposed project be
located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code 865962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment?

Implementation of the proposed project would be in accordance with
local City, County, State, and federal requirements, and any new
development that involves contaminated property would necessitate
the clean-up and/or remediation of the property in accordance with
applicable requirements and regulations. No construction would be
permitted at such locations until a “no further action” clearance letter
from the County's DEH, or a similar determination is issued by the
SDFD, DTSC, RWQCB, or other responsible agency. Therefore, impacts
related to hazardous materials sites and health hazards would be less
than significant.

Less than
Significant

Issue 5 Would implementation of the
proposed project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or
working in project areas 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?

Implementation of the proposed project would be consistent with
adopted ALUCPs as future development would be required to show
compatibility with the requirements of the ALUCPs, the SDMC, and
associated FAA requirements. Impacts related to aircraft related
hazards would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant
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implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

for public protection, and identifies major interstates and highways
within San Diego County that could be used as primary routes for
evacuation. Additionally, the County of San Diego Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP), provides methods to help minimize
damage caused by natural and man-made disasters. The City and the
OES of San Diego County continue to coordinate to update the MJHMP
as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors change
to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than
significant. Therefore, impacts related to emergency evacuation and
response plans would be less than significant.

Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion
Issue 6 Would implementation of the The San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan (County of San Diego | Less than
proposed project impair 2018) identifies a broad range of potential hazards and a response plan | Significant

4.8 Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources

Issue 1 Would implementation of the
proposed project result in an
alteration, including the adverse

(including an architecturally
significant building), structure,
object, or site?

physical or aesthetic effects and/or
the destruction of a historic building

While the LDC provides for the regulation and protection of
designated and potential historical resources, it is impossible to
ensure the successful preservation of all historic built environment
resources, objects, and sites within the project areas. Thus, potential
impacts to historic resources would be considered significant.

Significant and
Unavoidable
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Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion

Issue 2 Would implementation of the While existing regulations and the LDC would provide for the regulation | Significant and
proposed project resultin a and protection of archaeological resources and human remains, it is Unavoidable
substantial adverse change in the impossible to ensure the successful preservation of all archaeological
significance of a prehistoric or resources. Therefore, potential impacts to archaeological resources and
historic archaeological resource, a human remains are considered significant.
religious or sacred use site, or the
disturbance of any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Issue 3 Would implementation of the While existing regulations including the San Diego Historical Resources | Significant and
proposed project resultin a Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines would provide for the Unavoidable
substantial adverse change in the protection of tribal cultural resources and would minimize potential
significance of a tribal cultural impacts, it is not possible to ensure the successful preservation of all
resource, defined in PRC Section tribal cultural resources. Therefore, potential impacts to tribal cultural
21074 as either a site, feature, place, resources are considered significant.

cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of
the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the
CRHR, orin a local register of
historical resources as defined in
PRC Section 5020.1(k); or,

2. Aresource determined by the
lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial
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evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of PRC Section
5024.17? In applying the criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC
Section 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California
Native American tribe.

4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality
Issue 1 Would the proposed project resultin | All development occurring within the project areas would be subjectto | Significant and

flooding due to an increase in drainage and floodplain regulations in the SDMC, and would be Unavoidable
impervious surfaces or changes in required to adhere to the City's Drainage Design Manual, ESL

absorption rates, drainage patterns, Regulations protecting floodplains, Federal Emergency Management

or the rate of surface runoff? Agency (FEMA) standards, and the City’s Storm Water Standards

Manual. Thus, impacts related to changes in runoff patterns associated
with future development would be less than significant.

Potential riverine flooding impacts would largely be avoided through
compliance with ESL regulations; however, at a program level of analysis
it cannot be ensured that every future project would fully mitigate
potential flooding impacts, resulting in a significant and unavoidable
impact. Additionally, for project areas protected by the provisionally
accredited levy in Mission Valley, impacts would be significant.

Impacts associated with flooding due to a seiche or dam inundation
would be less than significant, due to the lack of seiche hazards within
the project areas, and based on applicable regulatory requirements and
protections associated with development downstream of dames.
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Impacts related to tsunami inundation would be significant and
unavoidable due to the potential for increased development densities
occurring within areas subject to tsunami inundation. Future
development is anticipated to incorporate adequate design measures
to protect development areas from potential mudflow and debris that
could follow a fire event; however, areas with potential risk of mudflow
cannot be determined at this programmatic level of review and impacts
would be significant.

Issue 2 Would the proposed project result in New development occurring within the project areas would be required | Less than

a substantial increase in pollutant to implement Low Impact Development (LID) and storm water BMPs Significant
discharge to receiving waters and into the design of future projects within the project areas to address

increase discharge of identified the potential for transport of pollutants of concern through either

pollutants to an already impaired retention or filtration, consistent with the requirements of the

water body? Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit for the San Diego

region and the City's Storm Water Standards Manual. Implementation
of LID design and storm water BMPs would reduce the amount of
pollutants transported from the project areas to receiving waters. Thus,
with compliance with the existing regulatory framework addressing
protection of water quality, impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3 Would the proposed project deplete Storm water regulations that encourage infiltration of storm water Less than
groundwater supplies, degrade runoff and protection of water quality would protect the quality of Significant
groundwater quality, or interfere groundwater resources and support infiltration where appropriate.
with groundwater recharge? Impacts would be less than significant.
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4.10 Noise
Issue 1 Would implementation of the a. General Ambient Noise Levels Significant and

proposed project result in the Ambient noise levels in the project areas would increase as a result of | Unavoidable

generation of a substantial implementation of the proposed project. The increase in ambient noise

temporary or permanentincrease in | |evels associated with additional potential density within the project

ambient noise levels in the vicinity of | areas could expose existing and future noise-sensitive receptors to a

the project in excess of standards significant noise impact. The Housing Program includes design

established in the local generalplan | requirements to attenuate noise levels in outdoor usable open space

or noise ordinance, or applicable areas through project design. While compliance with the design

standards of other agencies? requirements would reduce potential impacts to existing and future

noise sensitive land uses, future ambient noise levels could
nevertheless exceed the City's significance threshold. Therefore,
impacts would be significant.

b. Traffic-related Noise Levels

Interior noise standards of 45 A-weighted decibels Community Noise
Equivalent Level [dB(A) CNEL] for residential uses and 50 dB(A) for
nonresidential uses will be achieved through compliance with Title 24
requirements during the building permit review. However, future
development within the project areas could result in the exposure of
residents to exterior noise levels which exceed the City's significance
thresholds. Recent Community Plan Update EIR analysis shows noise
levels in the project areas are dominated by vehicle traffic exceeding
allowable levels. While design requirements associated with the
proposed ordinance would reduce potential impacts to existing and
future noise sensitive land uses, future ambient noise levels could
nevertheless exceed the City's significance threshold. Therefore,
impacts would be significant.
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c. Rail Noise

City rail and trolley lines pass through the project areas. New
development located adjacent to rail operations could expose residents
to noise levels that exceed noise standards. Therefore, at this
programmatic level of review, impacts associated with rail noise would
be significant.

d. Noise Ordinance Compliance

The project areas would contain residential and commercial interfaces.
Mixed-use areas where residential uses are located in proximity to
commercial sites could expose sensitive receptors to noise above
allowable levels. While it is not anticipated that stationary sources
associated with multi-family residential land uses located within TPAs
would result in noise exceeding property line limits, at a programmatic
level of review it cannot be verified. The City’s Noise Ordinance property
line standards would apply to any future development processed under
the proposed ordinances. Although enforcement mechanisms for the
violation of noise regulations in the Noise Abatement and Control
Ordinance would provide for the correction of potential noise
exceedances, impacts could remain potentially significant.

e. Temporary Construction Noise Levels

Construction activities related to implementation of the proposed
project would potentially generate short-term noise levels in excess of
75 dB(A) hourly equivalent sound level (L¢) at adjacent properties.
While the City regulates noise associated with construction equipment
and activities through enforcement of its noise ordinance standards
(e.g., days of the week and hours of operation), impacts associated with
construction noise would be remain potentially significant.
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1,000 cubic yards of excavation in a
high resource potential geologic
deposit/formation/rock unit or over
2,000 cubic yards of excavation in a
moderate resource potential
geologic deposit/formation/rock
unit?

development, would require paleontological monitoring to ensure that
potential paleontological resources impacts resulting from future
grading activities would be less than significant.

Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion

Issue 2 Would implementation of the Groundborne vibration impacts could occur as a result of trolley and Significant and
proposed project cause the train operations where development is located in proximity to a rail Unavoidable
generation of excessive line. The specific location and orientation of future development is
groundborne vibration or unknown at this time. Due to the anticipated proximity of future multi-
groundborne noise levels? family residential development near rail lines, impacts would be

significant.

Issue 3 Would the proposed project be Portions of the project areas are located within ALUCP identified noise Less than
located within the vicinity of a contours. However, the proposed project does not propose a change to | Significant
private airstrip or an airport land any existing land use designation and future multi-family residential
use plan or, where such a plan has development allowed under the proposed ordinance would be
not been adopted, within two miles consistent with existing Community Plan allowed land uses and
of a public airport or public use associated ALUC consistency determinations. However-dDuring the
airport, would the project expose building permit process for proposed projects, overflight notification
people residing or working in the requirements would apply. -Therefore, impacts would be less than
project area to excessive noise significant.
levels?

4.11 Paleontological Resources

Issue 1 Would the proposed project result in Implementation of the General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Less than
development that requires over Resources, as required by the SDMC and applicable to all new Significant
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4.12 Public Services and Facilities
Issue 1 Would the proposed project Housing incentivized by the proposed project would result in the need Significant and

promote growth patterns resulting for additional police, school, parks and recreation, and fire-rescue Unavoidable

in the need for and/or provision of facilities. Additionally, transportation infrastructure and amenities

new or physically altered public constructed under the Mobility Choices Program could result in

facilities (including police, fire- environmental impacts. As the location and need for potential future

rescue, schools, libraries, or parks or | facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific

other recreational facilities), the impacts may occur associated with future construction of such facilities.

construction of which could cause Thus, as it cannot be ensured all impacts associated with the

significant environmental impacts in construction of potential future facilities would be mitigated to less

order to maintain service ratios, than significant, impacts would be significant.

response times, or other

performance objectives?
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Issue 2 Would implementation of the i proposed-project-could-resuitd Significant and
proposed project increase the use of Unavoidable
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would -
occur or be accelerated? unaveidable:implementation of the proposed project could result in an

increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities. While the development of future
recreational amenities under the proposed Housing Program could
offset the potential increased use of existing recreational facilities, it is
unknown where these future improvements will be located, what
impacts could result from providing these facilities, and to what extent
these future facilities will be able to accommodate increases in demand
for recreational facilities. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts
would be mitigated to a less than significant level, impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.

Issue 3 Does the proposed project include While regulations in existence at that time would address potential Significant and
recreational facilities or require the environmental impacts related to the construction and operation of Unavoidable
construction or expansion of future recreational facilities, it is unknown where specific future
recreational facilities which might developments would be located and what environmental impacts may
have an adverse physical effect on be associated with providing these facilities. As it cannot be ensured
the environment? that all impacts associated with the construction and operation of

potential future parks and recreational facilities would be mitigated to
less than significant, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
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ordinance or policy addressing the
transportation system, including
transit, roadways, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

modalities by facilitating the development of high density multi-family
residential land uses close to existing transit areas. Additionally, the
Mobility Choices Program would further support multi-modal
opportunities within urban areas consistent with City policies. Thus,
impacts related to conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation would be less than significant.

Impact
Impact Results of Impact Analysis Conclusion
4.13 Transportation
Issue 1 Would the proposed project conflict Overall, the proposed project would support improved pedestrian, Less than
with an adopted program, plan, bicycle and transit facilities and foster increased safety for all alternative | Significant

Issue 2 Would the proposed project be
located within an area on the
SANDAG VMT screening maps
estimated to generate resident VMT
per capita greater than 85 percent
of the base year regional average?
For mixed-use projects with a
commercial component, would the
project be located within an area on
SANDAG VMT screening maps
estimated to generate resident VMT
per capita and/or employee VMT per
employee greater than 85 percent of
the base year regional average?

While VMT related impacts in the majority of the Housing Program project
areas would result in less than significant impacts where development is
located in VMT efficient areas (at or below 85 percent of the regional
average), impacts in less efficient VMT per capita areas (greater than 85
percent of the regional average) would remain significant and unavoidable.
Although development under the Housing Program combined with
improvements resulting from the Mobility Choices Program are anticipated
to result in the implementation of infrastructure improvements that could
result in reductions in per capita VMT, at a program level, it cannot be
determined whether those improvements would sufficiently reduce
potentially significant VMT impacts to below the threshold of significance.
The Mobility Choices Program would provide for additional transportation
infrastructure and amenities that would support reductions in per capita
VMT. Thus, the Mobility Choices Program would not be associated with
significant VMT related impacts, and impacts would be less than significant.
VMT impacts associated with development under the Housing Program
located in less efficient VMT areas would be significant.

Significant and
Unavoidable
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Issue 3 Would the proposed project Any proposed improvements to roadways or amenities such as bicycle Less than
substantially increase hazards due facilities would undergo review and approval by the City Engineer. Significant
to a geometric design features (e.g., Adherence to City standards, including the City's Street Design Manual,
sharp curves or dangerous would ensure that a substantial increase in hazards or incompatible
intersections) or incompatible use uses would not occur as a result of the proposed project. The proposed
(e.g., farm equipment))? project does not include any requirements that would result in a

substantial increase in hazards due to design features or incompatible
uses. Impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 4 Would the proposed project result in Future development allowed under the proposed ordinances would be | Less than

inadequate emergency access? required to comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to | Significant
emergency access and would be forwarded to the City Fire Marshall to
ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore, impacts related to
emergency access would be less than significant.

4.14 Public Utilities and Infrastructure

Issue 1 Would the proposed project use According to Water Supply Assessments prepared for recent CPUs, Significant and
excessive amounts of water beyond water demand would not increase within project areas located in Unavoidable
projected available supplies? communities with a recent CPU. Within project areas that do not have a

recent comprehensive CPU, it is possible that densities could be
authorized in excess of what would have been considered in the latest
water supply planning document. Thus, at this programmatic level of
review, direct and cumulative impacts related to the availability of water
supplies based on existing projections would be significant.

Issue 2 Would the proposed project Mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, | Significant and
promote growth patterns resulting and operation of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and Unavoidable
in the need for and/or provision of communications systems infrastructure would likely minimize
new or physically altered utilities, significant environmental impacts associated with the future
the construction of which could construction of and/or improvements to utility infrastructure. However,
cause significant environmental at this programmatic level of review and without the benefit of project-
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impacts in order to maintain service specific development plans, both direct and cumulative impacts
ratios, or other performance associated with the construction of storm water, water distribution,
objectives? wastewater, and communication systems would be significant.

Issue 3 Would the proposed project result in Future development within the project areas would generate solid Less than
impacts related to solid waste waste through demolition/construction and ongoing operations, which | Significant
management, including the need for | would increase the amount of solid waste generated within the region.
construction of new solid waste However, future projects would be required to comply with City
infrastructure including organics regulations regarding solid waste that are intended to divert solid waste
management, materials recovery from the Miramar Landfill to preserve capacity. Compliance with
facilities, and/or landfills; or resultin existing regulations requiring waste diversion would help preserve solid
development that would not waste capacity. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste would
promote the achievement of a be less than significant.

75 percent target for waste
diversion and recycling as required
under AB 341 and the City's Climate
Action Plan?
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4.15 Wildfire

Issue 1 Would the proposed project expose The proposed project would incentivize the development of multi- Significant and
people or structures, either directly family residential units within TPAs; however, it would not change the Unavoidable
or indirectly, to a significant risk of allowable land uses within the project areas. The Housing Program
loss, injury or death involving would not expand the locations where multi-family residential
wildland fires? development could occur, and thus would not result in new residential

areas being exposed to potential wildfire risk. However, due to the
allowance for additional height and floor area ratio (FAR), development
under the Housing Program could result in additional residents in
certain locations compared to what would be allowed without the
Housing Program. Future development under the Housing Program
would be required to comply with the City’s Fire Code, Building
Regulations, and Brush Management Regulations which would ensure
that people and structures are protected from potential wildland fire
hazards. While implementation of and adherence to this regulatory
framework would reduce potential wildfire impacts, the increase in the
number of residents located within areas at risk of wildland fires could
increase the exposure of people and structures to wildfires and impacts
would be significant.

Issue 2 Due to slope, prevailing winds, and At a programmatic level of environmental review, site-specific factors Significant and
other factors, would the proposed such as slope and prevailing winds cannot be determined; however, Unavoidable
project exacerbate wildfire risks, and due to the allowance for additional height and FAR, development under
thereby expose project occupants to the Housing Program could result in additional residents in certain
pollutant concentrations from a locations compared to what would be allowed without the Housing
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread Program. These additional residents could be exposed to pollutants
of a wildfire? associated with wildfire. Therefore, impacts related to pollutant

concentrations from a wildfire would be significant.
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Issue 3 Would the proposed project require Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be focused within | Significant and
the installation or maintenance of existing urban areas and would be required to comply with all Unavoidable

associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may result in temporary
or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

applicable City standards; thus, associated utility and infrastructure
improvements are not likely to exacerbate fire risk. However, at this
programmatic level of review, potential temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment due to the installation or maintenance of
infrastructure would be significant.

Issue 4 Would the proposed project expose

people or structures to significant
risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides,
as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

While the proposed project areas could be subject to risks associated
with downstream flooding or landslides, the existing regulatory
framework related to flooding and geologic hazards would minimize
potential risks. However, based on the potentially significant flooding
risk identified in Section 4.9.1 related to development downstream of a
provisionally accredited levy in Mission Valley, potential risks related to
flooding would also be significant.

Significant and
Unavoidable

4.16 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

Issue 1 Would the proposed project result in

a substantial obstruction of a vista
or scenic view from a public viewing
area?

Future development under the Housing Program that is located outside
of coastal zone could adversely impact public scenic vistas or views due
to height incentives that would allow for structure height in excess of
existing base zone or PDO regulations. Thus, at this programmatic level
of review, and without project-specific development plans, impacts
associated with scenic vistas and viewsheds would be significant.

Significant and
Unavoidable
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Issue 2 Would the proposed project resultin | The Housing Program would allow for additional building square Significant and
a substantial adverse alteration (e.g., | footage and height beyond the allowance in the applicable base zone or | Unavoidable
bulk, scale, materials, or style) to the PDO, depending on the amount of affordable units that are provided.
existing or planned (adopted) With implementation of the proposed regulations, the design of new
character of the area? development would be required to incorporate features that enhance

neighborhood character and minimize adverse impacts associated with
increased bulk, scale and height. Building materials, style, and
architectural features would be reviewed to ensure the character of
development meets required development standards. Notwithstanding
these requirements, at this programmatic level of review, and without
project-specific development plans, impacts associated with
neighborhood character would be significant.

Issue 3 Would the proposed project resultin | At this programmatic level of review, and without project-specific Significant and
the loss of any distinctive or development plans, impacts associated with the loss of any distinctive Unavoidable
landmark tree(s), or stand of mature or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be significant.
trees?

Issue 4 Would the proposed project resultin | While existing protections are in place to preserve the City's canyons Significant and
a substantial change in the existing and steep slopes, specific development proposals and grading Unavoidable
landform? quantities are not known at this time. It is possible that future

development under the proposed project could result in substantial
landform alteration. Even with future discretionary review for projects
that impact ESL defined steep slopes, impacts would be significant.

Issue 5 Would the proposed project create Required compliance with the LDC would ensure impacts relative to Less than
substantial light or glare which lighting and glare would be less than significant. Significant
would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area?
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Chapter 1.0
Introduction

This draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for Complete Communities: Housing
Solutions and Mobility Choices (proposed project) has been prepared by the City of San Diego (City)
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statute and Guidelines (Public
Resources Code [PRC], Section 21000 et seq. and the California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14,
Section 15000, et seq.) and in accordance with the City's CEQA Significance Determination
Thresholds (2016). Within the PEIR, Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is referred to as the
“Housing Program” while Complete Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to as “Mobility
Choices Program.”

The proposed project analyzed in this PEIR is a set of proposed amendments to the Land
Development Code (LDC) and Land Development Manual (LDM) that would incentivize housing
construction, affordability, and supply to achieve planned densities in the City's General Plan and
Community Plans and the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) goals; reduce citywide
per capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT); and provide for the construction of or funding to support the

completion of active transportation infrastructure within the City's transit-priority-areas{FPAs)and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32.

1.1 Purpose of the Environmental Impact Report

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, the purpose of this PEIR is to provide public
agency decision-makers and members of the public with detailed information about the potential
significant environmental effects of the proposed project, possible ways to minimize its significant
effects, and reasonable alternatives that would reduce or avoid any identified significant effects. The
PEIR includes recommended mitigation measures, which, when implemented, would lessen project
impacts and provide the City, the lead agency as defined in Article 4 of the CEQA Guidelines
(Sections 15050 through 15051), with ways to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects of the
proposed project on the environment, whenever feasible. Alternatives to the proposed project are
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presented to evaluate alternative land use scenarios, policies, and/or regulations that would further
reduce or avoid significant impacts associated with the proposed project.

1.2 Type of EIR

This document is a PEIR, as defined in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A PEIR is prepared for
a series of actions that are characterized as one large project through reasons of geography, similar
rules or regulations, or where individual activities will occur under the same regulatory process with
similar environmental impacts that can be mitigated in similar ways. Because the proposed project
would result in the development of multi-family residential units with neighborhood-serving
infrastructure, and active transportation infrastructure projects being processed under the same
regulatory processes as defined in the proposed ordinances, a PEIR is appropriate.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a PEIR may serve as the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for subsequent activities or implementing actions, provided it contemplates and
adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts of those subsequent projects. If, in
examining future actions for development within the proposed project areas, the City finds no new
effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required other than those analyzed
and/or required in this PEIR, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope covered by
this PEIR and no new environmental documentation would be required. If additional analysis is
required, it can be streamlined by tiering from this PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15152, 15153, 15162, 15163, 15164, 15168, and 15183 (e.g., through preparation of a
Consistency Determination, Mitigated Negative Declaration, Addendum, or Supplemental or
Subsequent EIR).

1.3 Legal Authority

1.3.1 Lead Agency

The lead agency is “the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or
approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the environment” (CEQA Guidelines
§ 15050). The City of San Diego, as the lead agency, has the principal responsibility for approval of
the proposed project.

1.3.2 Responsible and Trustee Agencies

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Future projects resulting from the proposed
project may affect facilities within the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Although the proposed project does
not include construction permits, Caltrans approval would be required for any encroachments or
future construction of facilities in a Caltrans right-of-way.

California Coastal Commission. The proposed ordinances would affect land within the Coastal
Zone. Within the Coastal Zone, there are several categories of land associated with different types of
permit authority. The City has the authority to issue Coastal Development Permits for areas of the
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Coastal Zone where the Coastal Commission has certified the Local Coastal Program (LCP) land use
plan and related implementation program in the form of code regulations. This constitutes a
majority of the area within the Coastal Zone and these areas are known as “Coastal Commission
certified areas.” As the proposed code amendments would affect the certified LCP implementation
program in the form of amended municipal code regulations, Coastal Commission approval will be
required to authorize the amendments in coastal areas.

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The RWQCB regulates water quality
through the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 certification process and oversees the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), Permit No. CAS0109266, which consists of
wastewater discharge requirements. No permits from the RWQCB are required at this time;
however, future individual development projects consistent with the proposed ordinances may
require review and/or permits in the future.

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (Airport Authority). The Airport Authority operates
the airports and oversees implementation of adopted plans for regional air transportation needs.
The Airport Authority also serves as the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), and
is responsible for land use planning relating to public safety surrounding airports. The proposed
project areas are located within the Airport Influence Areas (AlAs) of Brown Field, Montgomery Field,
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, Naval Outlying Landing Field (NOLF) Imperial Beach, and
San Diego International Airport (SDIA).

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The USACE has jurisdiction over development in or
affecting the navigable waters of the United States. All permits issued by the USACE are subject to
consultation and/or review by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA). Drainages occurring within the project areas may contain streams and
wetlands, which may be classified as jurisdictional waters of the United States. No permits from
USACE are required at this time; however, future development projects, particularly improvements
to infrastructure such as water and sewer lines that could occur with implementation of the
proposed project, may require review and/or USACE permits in the future.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Acting under the federal Endangered Species Act, USFWS is
responsible for ensuring that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by a federal agency (such
as USACE) is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or modify their critical
habitat. Accordingly, USFWS will provide input to USACE as part of the federal CWA Section 404
process. The role of USFWS is limited within areas covered by the City's Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan. For listed species covered by the Subarea Plan, USFWS
has granted take authorization to the City in accordance with the requirements of the MSCP
Implementing Agreement, executed between the City, USFWS, and the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW) in 1997.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). CDFW has the authority to reach an
agreement with an agency or private party proposing to alter the bed, banks, or floor of any
watercourse/stream, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code. CDFW
generally evaluates information gathered during preparation of the environmental documentation
and attempts to satisfy their permit concerns in these documents. Where State-listed threatened or
endangered species not covered by the City's MSCP Subarea Plan occur on a project site, CDFW
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would be responsible for the issuance of a Memorandum of Understanding to ensure the
conservation, enhancement, protection, and restoration of State-listed threatened or endangered
species and their habitats.

1.4  Notice of Preparation

The scope of analysis for this PEIR was determined by the City as a result of an initial project review
and consideration of comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) issued on
June 5, 2019 (Appendix A). A public scoping meeting was held on June 26, 2019 at the Mission Valley
Library Community Room located at 2123 Fenton Parkway, San Diego, California 92108. Public
outreach for the NOP included distribution using the following methods:

The NOP was published on June 5, 2019, in the San Diego Daily Transcript;

The NOP was posted at the office of the San Diego County Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder;

The NOP was distributed to state agencies through the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research (OPR), State Clearinghouse; and

The NOP was made available to the public for review at the following web locations:
o http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtmi
0 https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/cega

Comments received during the NOP public review period from June 5, 2019 to July 5, 2019 are
provided in Appendix A.

1.5 Scope of this PEIR

The scope of this PEIR was determined by the City's CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds,
comments received in response to the NOP, and comments received at the public scoping meeting.
Through these scoping activities, the proposed project was determined to have the potential to
result in significant environmental impacts to the following subject areas:

Land Use - Hydrology and Water Quality

Air Quality - Noise

Biological Resources - Paleontological Resources
Energy - Public Services and Facilities
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity - Transportation

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Public Utilities and Infrastructure
Health and Safety - Wildfire

Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal - Visual Effects and Neighborhood
Cultural Resources Character

A brief overview of the content of the various chapters of this PEIR is provided below.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 1-4


http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa

1.0 Introduction

Executive Summary. Provides a summary of this PEIR and a brief description of the proposed
project; identifies areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the decision-makers; and
includes a summary table of significant impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and significance of
impact after mitigation. A summary of the project alternatives and a comparison of the potential
impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project is also provided.

Chapter 1, Introduction. Provides an overview of the legal authority, purpose, and intended uses of
the PEIR, as well as its scope and content.

Chapter 2, Environmental Setting. Provides a description of the proposed project's regional
context, location, geography and topography, and existing land uses within the proposed project
areas.

Chapter 3, Project Description. Provides a detailed discussion of the proposed project, in addition
to project background, context, and objectives.

Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis. Provides a detailed evaluation of potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project for several environmental and land use issues. The
analysis of each issue begins with a discussion of the existing conditions, a statement of specific
thresholds used to determine the significance of impacts, followed by an evaluation of potential
impacts and a conclusion describing the significance of impacts after application of the regulatory
framework.

Chapter 5, Effects Found Not to Be Significant. Identifies all of the issues determined not to be
significant for the proposed project and briefly summarizes the basis for these determinations.

Chapter 6, Growth Inducement. Evaluates the potential influence the proposed project may have
on economic or population growth within the project areas as well as the region, either directly or
indirectly.

Chapter 7, Significant Unavoidable Impacts/Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes.
Provides a summary of any significant and unavoidable impacts associated with implementation of
the proposed project, describes the potentially significant irreversible changes that may be
expected, and addresses the use of nonrenewable resources during implementation of the
proposed project.

Chapter 8, Alternatives. Provides a description of alternatives to the proposed project, including
the No Project Alternative, Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative, and Incentives Available Citywide
Except Height Incentive Alternative.

Chapter 9, References. Lists all of the reference materials cited in the PEIR.

Chapter 10, Certification. Documents individuals involved in preparation of the PEIR and certifies
that the PEIR was prepared based on independent analysis and determinations made pursuant to
San Diego Municipal Code Section 128.0103.
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1.6 Incorporation by Reference

As permitted by CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, this PEIR has referenced several technical studies
and reports. Information from these documents has been briefly summarized in the analysis
contained in this PEIR. These documents are included in Chapter 9, References and are hereby
incorporated by reference. They are available for review at the City's Planning Department, located
at 9485 Aero Drive, San Diego, California 92123. Included within the list of materials incorporated by
reference into this PEIR are the following:

City of San Diego General Plan (2008)

City of San Diego Program Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan (Final PEIR) (2008)
City of San Diego Housing Element 2013-2020 (2013)

City of San Diego Municipal Code

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Morena Corridor Specific Plan (2019)

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (2019)

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Golden Hill and North Park Community Plan Updates (2016)
City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Midway-Pacific Highway Community Plan Update (2018)
City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Mission Valley Community Plan Update (2019)

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Navajo Community Plan Update (2015)

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Ocean Beach Community Plan Update (2016)

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (2014)

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the San Ysidro Community Plan Update (2016)

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Southeastern San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods Community
Plan Updates (2015)

City of San Diego Final PEIR for the Uptown Community Plan Update (2016)

1.7 PEIR Process

This draft PEIR is being circulated for public review for 45 days in accordance with CEQA. Interested
agencies and members of the public are invited to provide written comments on the PEIR to the City
address shown on the title page of this document. Upon completion of the 45-day review period, the
City will review all written comments received and prepare written responses for each. A final PEIR
will incorporate the received comments, responses to the comments, and any changes to the PEIR
that result from comments. The final PEIR will be presented for potential certification as the
environmental document for the project. All persons who comment on the PEIR will be notified of
the availability of the final PEIR and the date of the public hearing before the City.
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Chapter 2.0
Environmental Setting

This section provides a “description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125). The environmental setting provides the baseline physical
conditions from which the lead agency “determines whether an impact is significant” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125). Further details regarding the existing conditions within the project area
as it relates to individual environmental topics can be found in the Environmental Settings of
relevant sections of Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis.

2.1 Project Location

2.1.1 Regional Location

The City of San Diego (City) covers 342.5 square miles and stretches nearly 40 miles from north to
south. There are 93 miles of shorelines including bays, lagoons and the Pacific Ocean. Elevations
mostly range from sea level to 600 feet above sea level. High points include Mt. Soledad in La Jolla
and Cowles Mountain in the eastern part of the City which is nearly 1,600 feet high (City of San Diego
General Plan 2008).

2.1.2 Project Area

The proposed project areas are generally developed, urbanized areas with access to high-quality
transit. Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices (the proposed project)
includes two components. Within the PEIR, Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is referred to
as the “Housing Program,” and Complete Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to as the
“Mobility Choices Program.” The approximately 20,538 acres of the Housing Program project areas
are located within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) throughout the City within the community plan areas
identified in Table 3-2 of Chapter 3, Project Description. Areas where improvements under the
Mobility Choices Program could be implemented cover approximately 200,557 acres, and are
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inclusive of the Housing Program project areas. Refer to Figure 3-2 for Housing Program eligible
areas and Figure 3-4 for Mobility Choices Program improvement areas.

2.2 Geography and Topography

The San Diego region is underlain by three principle geologic provinces. The majority of San Diego
County is in the Peninsular Ranges province, bounded by the coastal province to the west and the
Salton Trough province to the east. The western edge of the Peninsular Ranges province
corresponds with the eastern hills and mountains along the edge of the cities of Poway, Lakeside,
and El Cajon. Extending east of Julian and Jacumba, the province abruptly ends along a series of
faults. To the north, the Peninsular Ranges province continues into the Los Angeles basin area; to
the south it makes up the peninsula of Baja California.

As the Peninsular Ranges province experienced uplifting and tilting, a series of large faults, such as
the Elsinore and San Jacinto, developed along the edge of the province. The eastern area “dropped”
down, creating what is now known as the Salton Trough-Gulf of California depression. The Salton
trough province, being lower than the surrounding landscape, became an area of deposition, with
sediments being carried to the depressed area by drainages of the peninsular ranges. Occasionally,
the Salton Trough was inundated with marine waters from the Gulf of California, adding marine
deposits to the sediment.

The City lies in the coastal plain province which extends from the western edge of the Peninsular
Ranges and runs roughly parallel to the coastline. The province is composed of dissected, mesa-like
terraces that graduate inland into rolling hills. The terrain is underlain by sedimentary rocks
composed mainly of sandstone, shale, and conglomerate beds, reflecting the erosion of the
Peninsular Ranges to the east (City of San Diego General Plan 2008).

2.2.1 Climate

The San Diego region, including the project areas, are influenced by proximity to the Pacific Ocean
and semi-permanent high-pressure systems that result in warm, dry summers and mild,
occasionally wet winters. The project areas are subject to frequent offshore breezes. The dominant
meteorological feature affecting the region is the Pacific High Pressure Zone, which produces the
prevailing westerly to northwesterly winds blowing pollutants away from the coast toward inland
areas. Consequently, air quality near the coast is generally better than what occurs at the base of
the coastal mountain range.

The project areas, like the rest of San Diego County's coastal areas, have a Mediterranean climate
characterized by warm, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The mean annual temperature at the
San Diego International Airport (SDIA) is 63 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). The average annual
precipitation for San Diego County is approximately 10 inches, falling primarily from November to
April. Winter mean low temperatures average 49°F, and summer mean high temperatures average
74°F based on the measurements taken at SDIA.

Fluctuations in the strength and pattern of winds from the Pacific High Pressure Zone interacting
with the daily local cycle produce periodic temperature inversions that influence the dispersal or
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containment of air pollutants in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). Beneath the inversion layer
pollutants become “trapped” as their ability to disperse diminishes. The mixing depth is the area
under the inversion layer. Generally, the morning inversion layer is lower than the afternoon
inversion layer. The greater the change between the morning and afternoon mixing depths, the
greater the ability of the atmosphere to disperse pollutants.

Throughout the year, the height of the temperature inversion in the afternoon varies between
approximately 1,500 and 2,500 feet above mean sea level (MSL). In winter, the morning inversion
layer is about 800 feet above MSL. In summer, the morning inversion layer is about 1,100 feet above
MSL. Therefore, air quality generally tends to be better in the winter than in the summer.

The prevailing westerly wind pattern is sometimes interrupted by regional “Santa Ana” conditions. A
Santa Ana occurs when a strong high pressure system develops over the Nevada to Utah area and
overcomes the prevailing westerly coastal winds, sending strong, steady, hot, dry northeasterly
winds over the mountains and out to sea.

Strong Santa Ana winds tend to blow pollutants out over the ocean, producing clear days. However,
at the onset or during breakdown of these conditions or if the Santa Ana is weak, local air quality
may be adversely affected. In these cases, emissions from the South Coast Air Basin to the north are
blown out over the ocean, and the low pressure over Baja California draws this pollutant-laden air
mass southward. As the high pressure weakens, prevailing northwesterly winds reassert themselves
and send this cloud of contamination ashore in the SDAB. When this event does occur, the
combination of transported and locally produced contaminants produces the worst air quality
measurements recorded in the basin.

2.3 Existing Land Use

2.3.1 Project Areas Land Use

The City's acreage distribution in terms of existing land use designations are grouped into seven
General Plan land use categories. Roads/Freeways/Transportation Facilities, Water Bodies, and
Vacant land use categories are not General Plan land use categories but are used in the tables to
provide total project acreage. Table 2-1 shows the Housing Program project area acreage per land
use category. Since improvements occurring under the Mobility Choices Program would occur within
existing public rights-of-way, land use categories are not reported for the larger Mobility Choices
Program improvement areas.
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Table 2-1
Housing Program Project Areas Land Use

Land Use Acreage
Commercial Employment, Retail and Services 2,2171,858
Industrial Employment 225123
Institutional, Public and Semi-Public Facilities 879862
Multiple Use 2,397702
Park, Open Space and Recreation 4107
Residential 8,169024
Roads/Freeways/Transportation 5,442539
Water Bodies 40
Vacant (blank) 478480
TOTAL 20,11920,143
SOURCE: City of San Diego 2019.
Numbers in the table are approximate.

Commercial Employment, Retail, and Services

The Commercial Employment, Retail, and Services land use designation includes areas identified as
Neighborhood Commercial, Community Commercial, Regional Commercial, Office Commercial,
Visitor Commercial, and Heavy Commercial. Generally, these areas provide a range of retail, service,
civic, hotel, office, and occasionally residential uses.

Industrial Employment

The Industrial Employment land use designation includes areas identified as Business Park, Business
Park-Residential, Scientific Research, Technology Park, Light Industrial, and Heavy Industrial.
Generally, these areas provide a variety of industrial uses which include office, research and
development, corporate headquarters, and a range of manufacturing, warehousing, storage,
wholesale distribution and transportation terminals.

Institutional, Public and Semi-Public Facilities

The Institutional, Public and Semi-Public Facilities land use designation defines areas that are
identified as public or semi-public facilities and which offer public and semi-public services to the
community. Uses may include but are not limited to: airports, military facilities, community colleges,
university campuses, landfills, communication and utilities, transit centers, water sanitation plants,
schools, libraries, police and fire-rescue facilities, cemeteries, post offices, hospitals, park-and-ride
lots, government offices, and civic centers.

Multiple Use

The Multiple Use land use designation includes areas identified as Neighborhood Village,
Community Village, and Urban Village which are characterized by mixed-use. The Village
designations apply to areas that provide varying degrees of housing in a mixed-use setting that is
integrated with shopping, civic uses, and services.
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Park, Open Space and Recreation

The Park, Open Space and Recreation land use designation includes areas identified as Open Space,
Population-based Parks, Resource-based Parks, and Private/Commercial Recreation. These areas are
generally non-urban in character and may have utility for: park and recreation purposes, passive or
active recreation; conservation of land, water, or other natural resources; or historic or scenic
purposes.

Residential

The Residential land use designation includes all single-family and multi-family housing with varying
density ranges.

2.3.2 Surrounding Land Uses

Land uses surrounding the project areas consist primarily of residential, commercial, and
urban/built up land. The Housing Program project areas are located within one-half mile of a transit
stop, have multi-family housing, and typically include a complementary mix of land uses such as
commercial establishments, which puts origins and destinations closer together and links them with
a complete active transportation network. The Mobility Choices Program improvement areas are
located within the public rights-of-way within the TRA-and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and Mebility Zone 32,
as defined in Chapter 3, Project Description.
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Chapter 3.0
Project Description

3.1 Introduction

The proposed project analyzed in this draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) includes
amendments to the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) and Land Development Manual (LDM),
collectively referred to as Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices
(proposed project). Within the PEIR, Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is referred to as the
“Housing Program” while Complete Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to as “Mobility
Choices Program.” A new California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) significance threshold for
transportation would be implemented through adoption of the Mobility Choices Program and
amendments to the LDM. The proposed project is intended to incentivize housing construction,
affordability, and supply to achieve the planned residential build-out in the City of San Diego’s (City's)
General Plan and Community Plans and the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) targets;
reduce citywide per capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT); and provide funding to support the
completion of active transportation infrastructure within the City's transit-priorityareas{FRAs)and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 2-3 to support the planned residential uses. The proposed ordinances, Land
Development Code (LDC) and LDM amendments, and associated implementing actions (collectively
referred to as the “proposed project” or the “proposed ordinances”) are described herein.

The Housing Program would apply citywide within transit priority areas (TPAs) in zones that allow
multi-family housing. In exchange for new development that provides affordable housing units and
neighborhood-serving infrastructure improvements, additional building square footage (and
residential units within said building square footage) and height beyond what is otherwise permitted
in the respective base zone, Planned District Ordinance (PDO), and/or Community Plan would be
allowed. The Housing Program would also allow qualifying projects to be approved through a
ministerial approval process, unless site-specific conditions warrant a discretionary approval. In
exchange for additional density, building square footage, and height, the Housing Program would
require projects to provide new community-serving infrastructure improvements through either
payment of a fee into a Neighborhood Enhancement Fund or by accommodating a public
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promenade that meets specified standards including minimum street frontage requirements;—ho

Proposed amendments to the City's LDC and LDM are needed to implement the Mobility Choices
Program and support adoption of a new CEQA significance threshold for transportation that
implements Senate Bill (SB) 743. The purpose of the Mobility Choices Program is to implement
SB 743 by ensuring that new development mitigates transportation impacts based on VMT to the
extent feasible, while incentivizing development within the City's urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2,

and 3)..

The Mobility Choices Program is intended to support reductions in citywide per capita VMT by
encouraging development within the-City's TPAs-and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32-Mobility Zones—1
and-2, requiring the provision of on-site transportation amenities that support transit and active
transportation modes within the-City's TPAsand-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 23, and by requiring a
contribution from development outside of the FRAs-and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 2-3 to fund active
transportation infrastructure projects in the TRAs-and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 2-3 to further support
overall citywide VMT reductions in those areas. For development within Mobility Zone 4, payment of
a _Mobility Choices Fee would be required. The Mobility Choices Fee would be used to fund active
transportation and VMT reducing infrastructure projects in Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. Consistent
with SB 743's mandate to reduce VMT, the Mobility Choices Fee would be used in areas that have
the greatest capacity to realize VMT reductions within the City. Deed restricted affordable housing
within Mobility Zone 4 that meets specified criteria would be exempt from payment of the Mobility
Choices Fee.

3.2 Project Background
3.2.1 City of Villages Strategy

The General Plan includes policies to guide the City's growth and implement the General Plan's City
of Villages strategy. The City of Villages strategy strives to increase housing supply and diversity
through the development of compact, mixed-use villages that are pedestrian-friendly and linked to
an improving regional transit system (General Plan page SF-3). Per the General Plan’s Strategic
Framework Element, villages should increase personal transportation choices and minimize
increased automobile transportation through development design and urban design that pays
attention to the needs of people traveling by foot, bicycle, and transit. The City of Villages strategy
also supports development incentives that contribute to the provision of affordable housing,
environmental enhancement, urban design, and energy conservation, as well as those that provide
public facilities and amenities over and above regulatory requirements (General Plan Policy LU-F.3).

The Housing Program would help implement the City of Villages strategy by incentivizing the
construction of multi-family residential housing with neighborhood-serving amenities within TPAs.
Additionally, the Mobility Choices Program would require certain projects to provide transportation
infrastructure and amenities intended to support transit and active transportation modes, or
provide funding to support active transportation infrastructure within TRAs-and-Mobility Zones 1, 2,
and 32.
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3.2.2 Climate Action Plan

The Climate Action Plan (CAP) identifies a comprehensive set of goals, actions, and targets that the
City can use to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The goals for CAP Strategy 3 are to increase
the use of mass transit, increase commuter walking and bicycling opportunities, and promote
effective land use to reduce VMT. The proposed project would implement Strategy 3 actions,
including the following:

Action 3.1 Implement the General Plan’s Mobility Element and the City of Villages strategy in TPAs
to increase the use of transit.

Action 3.2 Implement the City's Pedestrian Master Plan in TPAs to increase commuter walking
opportunities. This action would expand pedestrian amenities and facilities, including the
extension and improvement of sidewalks, as described in the Pedestrian Master Plan.

Action 3.3 Implement the City's Bicycle Master Plan to increase commuter bicycling opportunities.

Action 3.6 Implement transit-oriented development within TPAs.

3.2.3 Housing Element and Regional Housing Needs
Allocation

The Housing Element of the City's General Plan is the City of San Diego's housing plan. The City of
San Diego is required by state law to adequately plan to meet the housing needs of everyone in the
community, and to update its plan every eight years. To ensure that a range of housing
opportunities is provided for a broad spectrum of persons, the General Plan Housing Element is
required by state law to address the City's regional share of housing needs which is referred to as
the RHNA. The Housing Element is also required to include an inventory of sites (parcels) within the
City that are suitable for development, and to demonstrate that the City's inventory of sites, and the
sites’ current residential capacity under existing land use plans and zoning, are adequate to meet
the City's total RHNA target and its lower (low and very low) income affordable housing RHNA target.
For the current 2010-2020 Housing Element period (also known as a cycle), the City's total RHNA
target is 88,096 housing units and its lower income housing target is 38,680 housing units.

Although progress has been made in constructing new housing, development has not kept pace
with demand, especially in new very low-, low-, and moderate-income housing. As demonstrated in
Table 3-1, at the end of 2018, housing production in the City for the current RHNA cycle was
approximately 37,000 units with 51,042 more units needed by the end of 2020. So far, housing
production has only met 42 percent of the City’s housing needs for the RHNA cycle and 13.4 percent
of its lower income housing needs. In further detail, housing production has only met 10 percent of
very low-, 16 percent of low-, and less than 1 percent of moderate-income housing needs. Table 3-1
provides a breakdown of the units constructed by year and split by income category.
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Table 3-1
Actual Housing Production (Units) of New Construction by Income (Compared to RHNA)
Above
Year Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate Total
2010 258 204 1,239 1,701
2011 221 127 0 2,173 2,521
2012 197 287 0 3,400 3,884
2013 412 628 0 4,269 5,309
2014 229 184 4 1,991 2,408
2015 265 446 0 4,221 4,932
2016 103 253 0 7,028 7,384
2017 324 301 0 4,395 5,020
2018 249 203 6 3,437 3,895
Total Units 2,558 2,633 10 32,153 37,054
RHNA Target 21,977 16,703 15,462 33,954 88,096
Percent of RHNA Achieved 10% 16% 0.06% 95% 42%
Total Remaining RHNA 19,719 14,070 15,452 1,801 51,042
SOURCE: City Building Permit Data and San Diego Housing Commission Data (2010-2018)

The Housing Program is intended to support and incentivize increased housing production,
particularly in the very low- and low-income, and moderate-income housing categories, to achieve
the City's RHNA targets. Section 3.5.1.1 of this PEIR describes the affordable housing requirements
of the Housing Program.

3.2.4 Community Plans

The City's community plans are part of and implement the City's General Plan. A community planis a
long-range physical development guide that provides a framework of future land uses and public
improvements for a given community to meet the needs of the community and the City as a whole.
It provides tailored policies to guide for elected officials, City staff, development professionals, and
citizens engaged in community development.

Each community plan has a residential buildout. This is an estimate of total anticipated residential
development based on the existing development in the community and the planned land use map
within the community plan, including the map’s land use designations and associated residential
densities. The residential buildout is used to plan for infrastructure, parks, and recreation and public
facilities to serve the future residents of the community. Environmental analysis is completed prior
to adoption of each community plan, including analyses based on the residential buildout of the
community plan.

The adequate sites inventory component of the Housing Element of the City's General Plan,
discussed in Section 3.2.3 above, has identified significant remaining residential capacity within the
City under the City's community plans. Community Plan Updates adopted since the adoption of the
current Housing Element have further increased the City’s residential capacity under its current land
use plans and zoning. However, as discussed in Section 3.2.3, although sites have been identified,
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housing production has not itself kept pace with the RHNA targets. The Housing Program is
intended to support and incentivize increased housing production to achieve buildout of the
residential capacity of the City's community plans.

3.2.5 Senate Bill 743

On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate-Bil{SB} 743 into law and started a
process intended to fundamentally change transportation impact analysis as part of the Califernia
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) compliance. The Office of Planning and Research (OPR) submitted
its final recommended Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA to the
California Natural Resources Agency in November 2017. These changes include elimination of auto
delay, level of service (LOS), and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as
a basis for determining significant impacts. The OPR guidance covers specific changes to the CEQA
guidelines and recommends elimination of auto delay for CEQA purposes and the use of VMT as the
preferred CEQA transportation metric. This new legislation requires the selection of a VMT analysis
methodology, establishment of VMT thresholds for transportation impacts, and identification of
feasible mitigation strategies. SB 743 is intended to ensure that the environmental impacts of traffic,
such as noise, air pollution, and safety concerns, continue to be properly addressed and mitigated
through the-California—Environmental-Quality-ActCEQA, and to more appropriately balance the
needs of congestion management with statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of
public health through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

3.3 Project Objectives

In accordance with the-Califernia-EnvironmentalQuality-Act{CEQA) Guidelines Section 15124(b), the

following basic project objectives have been identified:

e Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City's diverse
housing needs;

e Incentivize new construction of all types of multi-family housing, with an emphasis on
affordable housing units;

e Implement the City's General Plan to achieve planned residential buildout and meet the
City's RHNA targets;

e Implement the City's Climate Action Plan to achieve GHG reductions through a reduction in
vehicle miles traveled, and increased active transportation mode shares within TPAs (for the
Housing Program) and urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 23);

e Incentivize the production of multi-family residential development within TPAs_(for the
Housing Program) and urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, -and 23) to reduce the amount of
vehicular miles driven in the City;
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e Plan for infrastructure that reduces trips and trip length instead of planning for
infrastructure that accommodates additional vehicular traffic, in accordance with SB 743;
and

e Provide public infrastructure that supports a pedestrian-, bike-, and transit-friendly
environment to achieve vibrant, active, healthy, and livable communities within TPAs (for the
Housing Program) and urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32).

3.4 Project Location

The City is located within San Diego County in the southwestern corner of California. San Diego
County is bordered by Riverside County to the north, Orange County at the northwest corner,
Imperial County to the east, the Republic of Mexico to the south, and the Pacific Ocean on the west.
The City includes approximately 372 square miles of land separated by 55 community planning
areas (Figure 3-1).

The applicable project areas for the Housing Program include zones within TPAs that allow for multi-
family residential development as shown on Figure 3-2, Areas A through D. The location of TPAs are
based on the adopted San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan. TPAs are defined in SB 743 and established in Section 21099 of the California
Public Resources Code (CPRC), which states: “Transit priority area” means “an area within one-half
mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be
completed within the planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement Program adopted
pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations.” “Major
Transit Stop,” as defined in CPRC Section 21064.3, is defined as, “a site containing an existing rail
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of
two or more major bus routes each having a frequency of service of 15 minutes or less during the
morning and afternoon peak commute periods.”

The proposed Mobility Choices Program would apply citywide to new development, subject to
certain exceptions as detailed in Section 3.5.2. While the Mobility Choices Program would apply
citywide to new development, physical impacts associated with the construction of active
transportation infrastructure and amenities resulting from implementation of the program would
only occur within TRAs-and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 23, as shown on Figures 3-3 and 3-4 and further
described in Section 3.5.2.1. These improvements would occur within existing road rights-of-way or
within the development footprint of future development projects. For purposes of the
environmental analysis, these areas are referred to as the Mobility Choices Program Improvement
Areas to denote the areas where transportation infrastructure associated with implementation of
the Mobility Choices Program would occur.
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3.0 Project Description

Table 3-2 identifies the project acreage within each Community Plan Area (CPA) that would be
eligible for participation in the Housing Program and where improvements could occur under the
Mobility Choices Program.

Table 3-2
Proposed Project Acreage by Community Plan Area
Housing Program Mobility Choices Program
Community Plan Area Eligible Areas Improvement Areas
Balboa Park 20 1,298
Barrio Logan 217 551
Carmel Mountain Ranch 31 141
Carmel Valley 432 1,067
Clairemont Mesa 952761 3,863
College Area 327 1,966
Downtown 1,021 1,502
Encanto Neighborhoods 669 3,808
Greater Golden Hill 287 744
Kearny Mesa 423401 3,800
La Jolla 326 2,344
Linda Vista 1,023 2,608
Los Pefiasquitos Canyon - 87
Mid-City: City Heights 1,043 2,935
Mid-City: Eastern Area 456 3,113
Mid-City: Kensington-Talmadge 213 1,157
Mid-City: Normal Heights 313 846
Midway-Pacific Highway 719 906
Mira Mesa 671 4,563
Mission Bay Park - 1,047
Mission Beach 1 167
Mission Valley 1,595 3,006
Navajo 275 702
North Park 1,069 2,254
Ocean Beach 573 641
Old Town San Diego - 275
Otay Mesa 371 4,595
Otay Mesa-Nestor 646 5,425
Pacific Beach 1,114 1,737
Peninsula 498 1,858
Rancho Bernardo 78 394
Rancho Pefiasquitos 59 119
Reserve - 18
Sabre Springs 28 327
San Ysidro 499 1,749
Scripps Miramar Ranch 43 40
Serra Mesa 313 748
Skyline-Paradise Hills 131 4,579
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3.0 Project Description

Table 3-2
Proposed Project Acreage by Community Plan Area
Housing Program Mobility Choices Program
Community Plan Area Eligible Areas Improvement Areas
Southeastern San Diego 1,409 2,940
Tierrasanta 20 516
Torrey Hills 210 294
Torrey Pines 68 1,167
University City 1,140 8,567
Uptown 1,275 2,675
Total 20,324538 83,218
'"The Mobility Choices Program Improvement Areas overlap with Housing Program Project Areas, thus total
combined project area equals 83,218. Mobility Choices Program acreages conservatively include all areas
within TRA-Mobility Zones 1, and-Mebility Zone-2, and 3, although actual improvements would be limited to
existing road rights-of-way and within the development footprint of future development projects.
Numbers are approximate. Totals may not add due to rounding.
SOURCE: City of San Diego GIS Data.

3.5 Project Description

3.5.1 Complete Communities: Housing Solutions

The proposed project includes amendments to the Land Development Code (LDC) to implement the
Housing Program. Future development and redevelopment projects that provide affordable housing
and provide or contribute toward neighborhood-serving improvements would be allowed additional
square footage and building height, which would allow for additional housing units beyond what is
otherwise allowed in the respective base zone, PDO, and/or Community Plan land use designation.
Existing height restrictions in the Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone in addition to height restrictions
in proximity to airports would continue to apply. Additionally, projects that qualify for participation
in the Housing Program could be approved through a ministerial process.1

3.5.1.1 Affordable Requirements

The Housing Program requires development to provide new affordable housing units and replace
existing affordable units that would be displaced by redevelopment of the development site.
Participation in the Housing Program requires construction of a minimum number of dwelling units
be affordable to very low-income, low-income, median-income, or moderate-income households. If
existing affordable units are removed as part of the development, replacement of those units would
be required as specified in the proposed ordinance. The proposed ordinance specifically defines

IDiscretionary permits would still be required if a project impacts a sensitive resource such as
environmentally sensitive lands, a historical resource, or is located within the Coastal Zone.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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3.0 Project Description

affordability requirements for both rental and for-sale housing units for each income level. Required
affordable units may occur either on-site or off-site provided the affordable units are located within
a TPA and within the same CPA in which the development is located, or within a 1-mile radius of the
development.

3.5.1.2 Ordinance Incentives

Participation in the Housing Program would allow for additional density, building square footage
and building height beyond the allowance in the respective base zone, PDO, and/or Community
Plan. Existing height limitations associated with airports would continue to apply. Within the Coastal
Height Limit Overlay Zone, the existing 30-foot height limit would continue to apply, which could
limit the maximum amount of density that could be accommodated. Projects would receive a new
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) based upon the project’s location in TPAs within Mobility Zone 1, Mobility
Zone 2, or Mobility Zone 3; and the density and height of the project would be limited by the FAR
alone, as shown in Table 3-3.

Table 3-3
Summary of Incentives and Additional Unit Potential
Building Height
Zone New FAR Density Allowance Allowance'
TPAs? in Mobility Zone 1 Unlimited Limited by FAR Limited by FAR
TPAs in Mobility Zone 2 8.0 Limited by FAR Limited by FAR
TPAs in Mobility Zone 3 4.0 Limited by FAR Limited by FAR

'Height incentives only available outside of the City's Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone and
existing height limitations associated with airports would continue to apply.
’Housing Program applicable within TPAs in zones that allow multi-family housing.

3.5.1.3 Required Public Infrastructure Improvements

In exchange for additional density, building square footage and height, the Housing Program would
also require all projects to provide new community-serving infrastructure improvements through
payment of a fee into a newly-established Neighborhood Enhancement Fund. Development on
premises that are 25,000 square feet or larger in area and with at least 200 linear feet of street
frontage would have the option to either pay the Neighborhood Enhancement Fee or construct a
public promenade that complies with specific standards of the proposed ordinance. Development
that complies with these standards would satisfy private and common open space requirements
and would be exempt from Council Policy 600-33. The promenade would be designed as a public
open space adjoining or visible from a public right-of-way that provides pedestrian circulation,
landscaping, lighting, wayfinding signage, and seating, in addition to other transportation and
recreational amenities.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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3.0 Project Description

3.5.2 Complete Communities: Mobility Choices

As discussed in Section 3.2.5, to implement SB 743, the Mobility Choices Program includes the
adoption of a new CEQA significance threshold. To ensure that the City meets its Climate Action Plan
goals and to support the adoption of its SB 743 transportation CEQA significance threshold, the
proposed project includes amendments to the City's LDC and Land-Development-Manua{LDM) to
implement the Mobility Choices Program. The purpose of the Mobility Choices Program is to
implement SB 743 by ensuring that new development mitigates VMT impacts to the extent feasible,
while incentivizing development within theCity's FPAs—and—Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 (see
Section 3.5.2.1) -anrd-Mebility Zone2 that will be supported by an investment in active transportation
and transit infrastructure - in the areas where that infrastructure is needed most - where the most
reductions in overall VMT and GHG emissions reductions can be realized.

The Mobility Choices Program regulations would generally apply citywide to any new development
for which a building permit is issued except for:

e Residential development with ten or fewer dwelling units; or

e Multi-family residential development located within a TPA; or

e Any non-residential development less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; or

e Residential development that includes at least 20 percent affordable housing as defined in
SDMC Section 143.0730 for the provision of amenities requirement; or

e Public projects; or

e Development within one-quarter mile of existing passenger rail; or

e Development located in the Downtown Community Plan Area.

As discussed in Section 3.2.5, to implement SB 743, the Mobility Choices Program includes the
adoption of a new CEQA significance threshold for transportation.

3.5.2.1 Mobility Choices Zones

The adoption of a new CEQA significance threshold focuses on VMT as it relates to SB 743 and the
Governor's Office of Planning and Research’s (OPRs) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA, which contains OPR's technical recommendations regarding assessment of VMT,
thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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3.0 Project Description

The Mobility Choices Program categorizes areas within the City by the following zones: TRAsMobility

Zone 1, Mobility Zone 2, Mobility Zone 3, and Mobility Zone 4;-Meobility Zone1--Mobility Zone 2,and
Mobility Zone 3,2 as shown on Figure 3-3.

Moblllty Zone 1.means. —AFeaswPehJ#the Downtown Commumty Plan Area.
Mobility Zone 2_means :-any parcel that falls wholly or partially within an area defined as a

transit priority areaTPA.
Mobility Zone 3 means a community-planningareaCPA boundary with a VMT efficiency that
is at 85 percent or less of the regional average for either resident VMT per capita or

employee VMT per employee, as determined by the City Manager.Areas—outside of TRAs

Mobility Zone 34: means any aAreas not located within-a-FRA-er Mobility Zones 1, -er2, or 3.

2The zones were determined as follows (Fehr & Peers 2019):

(1) Using the SANDAG Location-based Screening Maps for SB 743 which aggregate VMT per capita
and VMT per employee information from the 2012 Base Year Series 13 SANDAG model at a
census tract level for all census tracts in the County of San Diego, the census tracts within the
City were aggregated to the CPA level. This resulted in one VMT per capita average value and
one VMT per employee average value for each CPA within the City. This aggregation included all
census tracts within each CPA including those census tracts that include TPAs.

(2) All CPAs were designated as either TRA-Mobility Zone-1,-Mobility Zone 2,-or Mobility Zone 3an

appropriate Mobility Zone as described in the text.

(3) Individual parcels were then reviewed and designated using the methodology described below:

a.

Parcels that were not entirely within one CPA were assigned the zone associated with the
CPA that a majority of the parcel was within.

2035 TPA half-mile buffered areas were overlaid on the CPA designations listed above.
Parcels that fall within (either wholly or a portion of) the 2035 TPA half-mile buffer were
designated as TPA (Mobility Zone 2).

If it was found that parcels were within a TPA buffer zone, but through visual inspection of
aerial imagery those living or working within this parcel could not access the transit service
(represented by the centroid of the TPA half-mile buffer) due to a canyon, freeway, or other
large immovable barrier, the parcel maintained the zone designation of the CPA in which it is
located.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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3.5.2.2 Mobility Choices Requirements

Implementation of the Mobility Choices Program would result in the installation of transportation
infrastructure and amenities within FRA-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 -and-Meobility Zone 2 zones-that
are intended to support VMT reductions. For applicable development within these areasTPAs—and
MoebilibrZone-2, on-site VMT reduction measures would be required (with the option to pay an in-
lieu fee). These measures would be defined in a new appendix to the LDM. The LDM Appendix
would list various measures that can be implemented within FRA-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3-and
Mobility Zone 2 to meet the requirements of the Mobility Choices Program, and identifies points
applicable to specific measures.

For development within Mobility Zone 43, payment of a Mobility Choices Fee would be required. The
Mobility Choices Fee would be used to fund active transportation and VMT reducing infrastructure
projects in FRAs-Mobility Zone 1, 2, and 3-and-Mebility Zone-2. Consistent with SB 743's mandate to
reduce VMT, rather than to mitigate project impacts through improvements that accommodate
vehicular traffic, the Mobility Choices Fee would be used in areas that have the greatest capacity to
realize VMT reductions within the City.

Examples of amenities or public infrastructure improvements that could be implemented include,
but are not limited to:

e Shade trees adjacent to pedestrian areas e Brick sidewalk

e Mobility hubs e Concrete sidewalk

e Bench e Patterned concrete sidewalk

e Special/enhanced striping at stop e Stamped concrete sidewalk

e Shelter e Sidewalk pavers

e Curb extension/bulb-out e Rectangular rapid flashing beacon

e Pedestrianisland e Highintensity activated crosswalk signal
e Raised crosswalk e Painted curb/sidewalk

e Mid-block crossing roundabout e Pedestrian crossing pavement marking
e Speed hump e Shared lane/bicycling pavement marking
e Curb ramp (ADA compliant) e Wayfinding signage

e High visibility crosswalk e Multi-use trail (paved)

e Striped crosswalk e Boardwalk

e Expanded sidewalks

3.6 Future Actions Associated with the Proposed
Project

Future anticipated actions under the proposed project would include the development of multi-
family residential development with an affordable component and neighborhood-serving
infrastructure within TPAs, and the construction and use of transportation infrastructure amenities

throughout TRA,-Mobility Zones 1,_2,_and 3-and-Mobility Zone 2 zones. The analysis in this PEIR
anticipates that future development under the Housing Program would occur within TPAs and
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would be subject to the applicable development regulations and requirements of the proposed
Housing Program. Future development under the Housing Program would be processed with a
ministerial review unless site-specific conditions such as impacts to Environmentally Sensitive Lands
or historical resources or a Coastal Development Permit warrant a discretionary approval. Future
transportation amenities that could be installed within TRA-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3-and-Mebility
Zone—2 pursuant to the Mobility Choices Program would either be installed as a part of future
development or would be constructed by the City or its contractors using funds collected under the
proposed Mobility Choices Program. Subsequent activities may include public (i.e., road/streetscape
improvements, parks, public facilities) or private projects. Development under both the Housing
Program and Mobility Choices Program are referred to as “future development” or “future projects”
in the text of the PEIR.

3.7 Potential Future Approvals

The City is the lead agency for purposes of CEQA. Within certain project areas, Coastal Commission
approvals may be required to implement development proposals. A hon-exhaustive list of potential
future approvals that could be required to implement future development proposals is listed in
{Table 3-4).

Table 3-4
Potential Future Approvals Required to Implement the Project

City of San Diego
Coastal Development Permits
Site Development Permit
Street Vacations, Release of Irrevocable Offers of Dedication, and Dedications
Water and Sewer Infrastructure and Road Improvements
Building and Construction Permits
Adoption of fees to implement neighborhood supportive infrastructure
State of California
California Department of Transportation Encroachment Permits
Coastal Commission
Water Quality Certification Determinations for Compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
Federal Government
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 or 10(a) permits
Other
Federal Aviation Administration
Airport Land Use Commission for San Diego County
San Diego Gas & Electric/Public Utilities Commission approvals of power line relocations or
undergrounding

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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Chapter 4.0
Environmental Analysis

Chapter 4.0, Environmental Analysis discloses the potential environmental impacts resulting from
the implementation of Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices (proposed
project). Within the PEIR, Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is referred to as the “Housing
Program” while Complete Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to as the “Mobility Choices
Program.” The Mobility Choices Program and associated discretionary actions including
amendments to the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Chapter 14 Article 2, amendments to the
Land Development Manual, and adoption of a Mobility Choices Fee, as described in the Project
Description, Section 3.5. The Housing Program and associated discretionary actions include an
amendment to the SDMC Chapter 14 Article 3, and adoption of a Neighborhood Enhancement Fee
as described in the Project Description, Section 3.5.2. The Housing Program would only apply to
eligible projects within TPAs that allow multi-family housing. The Mobility Choices Program would
apply citywide.

The analysis in Chapter 4.0 addresses both of these programs. Physical impacts associated with the
Mobility Choices Program would occur from the installation of transportation amenities within-the
FRPA—Mobility Zones 1, 2, and MebilityZone-32 zenes—as shown in Figure 3-3. Thus, while the
ordinance would apply to projects citywide, physical impacts associated with the installation of
active transportation and transit infrastructure would be limited to within the Mobility Choices
Program improvement areas as discussed in the Project Description Section 3.5 and shown in
Figure 3-4. Additionally, the Mobility Choices Program is intended to incentivize housing production
in Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Physical impacts associated with the Housing Program would include
potential future multi-family and mixed-use development within TPAs and associated infrastructure
and amenity improvements.

The purpose of the Housing Program is to provide incentives for development of high density multi-
family development within TPAs with affordable units in order to achieve the housing production
anticipated in the General Plan and CPUs and to assist the City of San Diego (City) in meeting its
housing production goals. The Housing Program and Mobility Choices Program also implements the
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City's Climate Action Plan by incentivizing new multi-family residential development within TPAs (for
the Housing Program) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 _(for the Mobility Choices Program), which
would reduce vehicle miles traveled and, therefore, reduce overall citywide greenhouse gas
emissions. These regulations are intended to materially assist in providing adequate housing for all
economic segments of the community; to provide a balance of housing opportunities within the City
with an emphasis on housing near transit; and to encourage use of mobility alternatives through the
construction of neighborhood infrastructure amenities.

Analysis Approach

The environmental analysis approach and assumptions for future development associated with the
proposed project is described below.

Mobility Choices Program

For the Mobility Choices Program, the EIR analysis approach assumes active transportation and
transit infrastructure would be installed within existing road rights-of-way and within the
development footprint of future projects. Additionally, the Mobility Choices Program is intended to
incentivize housing development within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 23; but would not authorize
development densities beyond adopted community plan allowances.

Housing Program

The EIR analysis assumptions used for the Housing Program are affected by whether the applicable
community plan has undergone a comprehensive update. Community Plans that have recently
undergone a comprehensive update with certified Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) are
identified in Table 4-1. As shown, approximately 5446 percent of the project area is located within
communities with recent community plan updates. Within these areas, it is not anticipated that
development densities that could result from implementation of the Housing Program would
exceed the total development density potential identified in each respective CPU. While multi-family
residential densities could be greater than identified CPU densities within TPAs due to the provision
of density bonuses and increased height allowances, it is not reasonably foreseeable that overall
CPU densities would be exceeded since development at the highest densities identified in recent
CPUs is not currently being achieved. Additionally, community plan areas outside of the project
areas are not likely to achieve their maximum development potential, as many areas are fully
developed with established neighborhoods and redevelopment at higher densities is not likely to
occur in the planning horizon. Thus, despite increases in allowable densities in TPAs, the overall
densities analyzed in recent CPU EIRs are not anticipated to be exceeded with anticipated
development under the Housing Program. Additionally, according to the City's latest Housing
Inventory Annual Report, housing production has only met 42 percent of the housing needs for the
current Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) cycle (City of San Diego 2018). Thus, density
assumptions and associated analysis and conclusions of recent CPU EIRs would largely apply to the
conclusions of this EIR related to the Housing Program. Where appropriate, prior CPU EIR analysis is
incorporated by reference.
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For project areas located within community plan areas that have not undergone recent
comprehensive updates, or approximately 54 percent of the project areas, it is assumed for purpose
of this environmental analysis that densities allowed with adoption of the Housing Program could
exceed development assumptions used in the environmental analysis completed for those
community plans.

The Housing Element establishes the City's plan to meet the demand of the projected share of the
region’s housing needs for all income levels over the course of the Housing Element cycle (the
current cycle is from 2010 through 2020). The RHNA is determined based on forecasted housing
needs to plan for projected regional growth and is updated every eight-years. A fair share goal is
identified for every city within the region, and each city prepares a Housing Element that
demonstrates the availability of suitable sites and public facilities to meet the regional share goals.
The current 5th RHNA cycle target for the City is 88,096 new units by 2020. With only two years
remaining in the current RHNA cycle, less than 50 percent (37,054 units) of the 2020 production
target has been met. Thus, while it is assumed for the purpose of this environmental analysis that
densities allowed with adoption of the Housing Program could exceed development assumptions
for communities without a recently updated community plan, this is a conservative assumption as
overall housing production numbers are well below targets needed to meet RHNA goals. Growth
anticipated under the Housing Program would accommodate regional planned residential growth by
removing barriers to high density multi-family development.

Additionally, while this EIR identifies specific project areas where the Housing Program would apply,
these project boundaries could shift in the future. As future community plans are updated and
zoning changes occur that result in new areas that allow multi-family development within TPAs,
these areas would also be able to use the Housing Program’s density and height bonuses. Similarly,
TPA boundaries may shift or new TPAs may be added that would affect the areas that would qualify
for use of the proposed ordinance amendments.

The environmental analysis in the following subsections references project areas with recent CPUs
and incorporates analysis from recent CPU EIRs as applicable. Discussion of potential impacts
associated with project areas without a recent comprehensive CPU and potential new areas that
could allow for multi-family residential development in a future TPA is also provided. Table 4-1
identifies those communities with a recent comprehensive CPU.
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Table 4-1

Communities within the Housing Program Project Areas with a Recent Comprehensive
Community Plan Update

Acres within the
Housing Program
Community Plan Update Year Project Areas
Barrio Logan 2013 555
Encanto Neighborhoods 2015 670
Greater Golden Hill 2016 286
Greater North Park 2016 1,069
Kearny Mesa Anticipated Approval 401
2020
Linda Vista - Morena Corridor Specific Plan 2019 114
Midway-Pacific Highway 2018 719
Mission Valley 2019 1,595
Navajo - Grantville Focused Plan Amendment 2015 193
Ocean Beach 2016 573
Otay Mesa 2014 371
Pacific Beach - Balboa Avenue Station Area 2019 119
Specific Plan
San Ysidro 2016 499
Southeastern San Diego 2015 1,410
Uptown 2016 1,276
Total Acres 9,295850
Percent of Project Area 5446%
NOTE: Recently updated plans include any Community Plan or Specific/Focused Plan amendment that
included a comprehensive land use update since March 2008.

SOURCE: City of San Diego 2019.
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4.1 Land Use

This section analyzes the potential for significant impacts related to land use to occur due to
implementation of Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Complete Communities: Mobility
Choices (proposed project). Within the analysis, Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is
referred to as the “Housing Program” while Complete Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to
as the “Mobility Choices Program.” Issues addressed include potential conflicts with the
environmental goals of the City of San Diego's (City's) General Plan, Local Coastal Program (LCP), and
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations; the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC); the San
Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG's) San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (Regional
Plan); and the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs) for San Diego International Airport
(SDIA), Brown Field, Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, Naval Outlying Landing Field (NOLF)
Imperial Beach, and Montgomery Field. Information on existing land use conditions is drawn from
the 2018 San Diego County Assessor’'s data and SANDAG data. Consistency with the City's adopted
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan and Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation
Plan (VPHCP) is addressed in Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Section 4.3, consistency with the
City's Climate Action Plan (CAP) is addressed in EIR Section 4.6, and consistency with the Historical
Resources Regulations is addressed in EIR Section 4.8.

4.1.1 Existing Conditions
4.1.1.1 Existing Land Use Conditions

As described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the Housing Program project areas are located
within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) within residential and commercial zones that allow multi-family
residential development. Improvements associated with the Mobility Choices Program would occur
within existing road rights-of-way within FRAs—and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Existing land uses
within the project areas are described in Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting and generally consist of
developed, urban lands with proximity to major transit corridors. The proposed project areas
include 15,587 acres within the Coastal Zone with 2,758 of those acres eligible for participation in the
Housing Program.

4.1.2 Regulatory Setting

4.1.2.1 State Regulations

a. State Airport Land Use Commission Statute

Public Utilities Code Section 21675 requires each airport land use commission (ALUC) to formulate
an ALUCP for each public-use and military airport within the ALUC's oversight. The State Legislature
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assigned the ALUC function in San Diego County to the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
(Airport Authority). After the ALUC adopts an ALUCP, local agencies with jurisdiction within the
Airport Influence Area (AlA) covered by the ALUCP must either amend their land use plans and
regulations to be consistent with the ALUCP or overrule the ALUCP. A local agency can overrule the
ALUCP (or a part of the ALUCP) with a two-thirds majority vote of its governing body. The overrule
resolution must include findings describing how the local agency's current land use plans and
regulations achieve the objectives of the State ALUC statute.

b. Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008),
otherwise known as Senate Bill (SB) 375, requires the integration of land use, housing, and
transportation planning to achieve regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions, adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to
develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)—a new element of the regional transportation
plan (RTP)—to plan for achieving these GHG reduction targets. The SCS must demonstrate the
attainment of the regional GHG emissions reduction targets while accommodating the full projected
population of the region.

c. California Coastal Act of 1976

The California Coastal Act applies to all Coastal Zone areas in the state. Coastal Act policies are
carried out on a local level through LCPs, which implement the Coastal Act taking local conditions
into consideration. LCPs consist of land use plans that govern the types and intensities of allowable
uses, as well as the applicable parts of the zoning code that carry out the land use plan, consistent
with the Coastal Act. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires new development to assure stability
and structural integrity, and to not require shoreline protective devices that will alter natural
landforms along bluffs and cliffs. In other words, new development must be safe from coastal
hazards.

4.1.2.2 Local Plans and Regulations

a. San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

The Regional Plan, adopted in October 2015 by SANDAG, is a planning document that combines two
previously adopted documents: The Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and the RTP/SCS. The RCP
(adopted in 2004) was a long-range planning document that established a planning framework and
implementation actions that increased the region’s sustainability and encouraged “smart growth
while preserving natural resources and limiting urban sprawl” (SANDAG 2004). The RTP/SCS
(adopted in 2011) was a long-range advisory plan for transit, rail, and bus services; express or
managed lanes; highways; local streets; bicycling; and walking. The vision presented in the RTP/SCS
was for a compact urban core where more people reside and use fewer resources, which reflects a
transportation system that supports a robust economy and a healthy and safe environment,
reducing GHG emissions as required by the state while providing a higher quality of life for San
Diego County residents (SANDAG 2011). The Regional Plan combined the core principles of both
documents and added additional strategies to “provide innovative mobility choices and planning to
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support a sustainable and healthy region, a vibrant economy, and an outstanding quality of life for
all” (SANDAG 2015).

b. Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans

The Airport Authority serves as the ALUC for San Diego County. The ALUC is responsible for
adopting ALUCPs for 16 public use and military airports in San Diego County. ALUCPs provide
guidance on appropriate land uses surrounding airports to protect the health and safety of people
and property within the vicinity of an airport, as well as the public in general. An ALUCP contains
policies and criteria that address compatibility between airports and the future land uses that
surround them in the areas of noise, overflight, safety, and airspace protection, in order to minimize
the public's exposure to hazards within the AIA for each airport. Each AlA is divided into two review
areas. Review Area 1 is defined by the combination of the 60 decibel (dB) community noise
equivalent level (CNEL) noise contour, the outer boundary of all safety zones, and the airspace
Threshold Siting Surfaces. Review Area 1 consists of locations where noise or safety concerns may
necessitate limitations on the types of land use actions. All compatibility policies and standards in
the ALUCP apply within Review Area 1. Review Area 2 is defined by the combination of the airspace
protection and overflight boundaries beyond Review Area 1. Only airspace protection and overflight
policies and standards apply within Review Area 2.

The ALUC has no jurisdiction over the operation of airports or over existing land uses, regardless of
whether or not such uses are incompatible with airport activities. Once ALUCPs have been adopted
by the ALUC, local agencies with land located within the AIA boundary for any of the airports must,
by law, amend their planning documents to conform to the applicable ALUCP. However, if a local
agency makes special findings in accordance with state law, it can override the ALUCPs with a two-
thirds vote of its governing body. Since the ALUC does not have land use authority, the City
implements the compatibility plans through land use plans and zoning regulations (specifically, the
Airport Approach Overlay Zone, Airport Environs Overlay Zone, and Airport Land Use Compatibility
Overlay Zone [ALUCOZ]). Until the policies of an ALUCP have been adopted by a local jurisdiction,
ALUC consistency review for all development projects within AIA Review Area 1 is required. After the
policies of an ALUCP have been implemented by a local jurisdiction, only land use plan adoptions or
amendments, rezonings, and regulatory amendments require ALUC consistency review.

The objective of the airspace protection policies and standards is to ensure new development
around airports does not interfere with safe and efficient air navigation. Policies include
requirements limiting construction or objects exceeding 200 feet in height; sources of glare or
lighting systems that can distract pilots; sources of dust, vapor, smoke, and thermal plumes;
electromagnetic interference; and bird attractants. Overflight compatibility policies require an
overflight notification agreement to be recorded for any new dwelling unit within the overflight area.
In Review Area 2, ALUC review is required for land use plans and regulations proposing increases in
height limits and for land use projects that have received from the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) a Notice of Presumed Hazard, a Determination of Hazard, or a Determination of No Hazard
subject to conditions, limitations, or marking and lighting requirements; and/or would create any of
the following hazards: glare, lighting, electromagnetic interference, dust, water vapor, smoke,
thermal plumes, and bird attractants.
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AlAs located within the project areas include the SDIA, Brown Field, MCAS Miramar, Montgomery
Field, and NOLF Imperial Beach as shown in Figure 4.7-1 (Areas A through D) in Section 4.7, Health
and Safety. The ALUCP policies of Brown Field, MCAS Miramar, and Montgomery Field have been
incorporated into the ALUCOZ of the SDMC (Chapter 13 Article 2 Division 15).

San Diego International Airport ALUCP

SDIA is located in central San Diego between the Peninsula community, the Midway-Pacific Highway
community, the Downtown community, and San Diego Bay. The SDIA ALUCP was adopted in 2014.
Each compatibility factor is included in the AIA maps included as Exhibits 1-1, 2-1, 3-1, 4-1, and 5-1 of
the SDIA ALUCP. The complete boundaries that comprise the airport's AIA are shown in Figure 4.7-1
in Section 4.7, Health and Safety. As shown, portions of the Housing Program eligible areas are
located within the SDIA AIA Review Areas 1 and 2.

Brown Field ALUCP

The Brown Field Airport is located within the Otay Mesa Community Plan area. The Brown Field
ALUCP was adopted on January 25, 2010, and amended on December 20, 2010. Each compatibility
factor is included in the AIA maps included as Exhibits Ill-1 through 1lI-5 of the Brown Field ALUCP.
The complete boundaries that comprise the airport's AIA are shown in Figure 4.7-1 in Section 4.7,
Health and Safety. As shown, portions of the proposed project areas are within both AIA Review
Areas for Brown Field Airport.

MCAS Miramar ALUCP

The MCAS Miramar ALUCP was adopted on October 2, 2008, and amended in December 2011 and
November 2011. MCAS Miramar is located north of State Route 52 and south of the Mira Mesa
community. Each compatibility factor is included in the AIA maps included as Exhibits MIR-9, MIR-10,
MIR-11, and MIR-12 of the ALUCP. The complete boundaries that comprise the airport's AlA are
shown in Figure 4.7-1 in Section 4.7, Health and Safety. As shown, portions of the proposed project
areas are located within the MCAS Miramar AIA Review Areas 1 and 2.

Montgomery Field ALUCP

The Montgomery Field ALUCP was adopted in 2010. Montgomery Field has since been renamed to
Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport. Each compatibility factor is included in the AIA maps included
as Exhibits Ill-1 through lI-5 of the ALUCP. The complete boundaries that comprise the airport's AIA
are shown in Figure 4.7-1 in Section 4.7, Health and Safety. As shown, portions of the proposed
project areas are located within the Montgomery Field AIA within both Review Areas 1 and 2.

NOLF Imperial Beach ALUCP

The NOLF Imperial Beach ALUCP was adopted in 2015. Each compatibility factor is included in the
AIA maps included as Exhibits 1-1, 2-1, 3-1, 4-1, and 5-1 of the ALUCP. The complete boundaries that
comprise the airport's AIA are shown in Figure 4.7-1 in Section 4.7, Health and Safety. As shown,
portions of the proposed project areas are located within the NOLF Imperial Beach AIA Review
Area 2.
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c. City of San Diego General Plan

The citywide General Plan was adopted in 2008 and it provides the long-range vision and guide for
future development within San Diego. The growth strategy is referred to as the City of Villages and
relies on infill development to accommodate growth while acknowledging the character of its
communities and natural resources and amenities. The General Plan provides the overall structure
to guide CPUs and amendments, as well as the implementation of an action plan.

Under the City of Villages strategy, the General Plan aims to direct new development projects away
from natural undeveloped lands into already urbanized areas and/or areas where conditions allow
the integration of housing, employment, civic, and transit uses, mirroring regional planning and
smart growth principles intended to preserve remaining open space and natural habitat and to
focus development in areas with available public infrastructure.

The General Plan includes 10 elements which provide guidance for future development and other
City land use plans. These are listed here and discussed in more detail below: (1) Land Use and
Community Planning Element; (2) Mobility Element; (3) Urban Design Element; (4) Economic
Prosperity Element; (5) Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element; (6) Recreation Element;
(7) Conservation Element; (8) Noise Element; (9) Historic Preservation Element; and (10) Housing
Element. The Housing Element is required to be consistent with the General Plan goals and City of
Villages strategy and is required to be updated every eight years under state law. The last Housing
Element update was in 2013 and a current update is in process. A comprehensive list of General
Plan policies applicable to the proposed project are provided as PEIR Appendix B.

Land Use and Community Planning Element

The Land Use and Community Planning Element (Land Use Element) provides policies to guide the
City's growth and implement the City of Villages strategy within the context of the City's community
planning program. The City's General Plan does not designate land uses but guides the preparation
of community plans (community-specific land use policy plans) and provides citywide land
development goals and policies. The policy areas addressed in this Element include zoning and
policy consistency, coastal planning, airport-land use compatibility planning, balanced communities,
equitable development, and environmental justice.

The Land Use Element acknowledges that as the majority of the City is developed, infill development
and redevelopment will play an increasingly significant role in providing needed housing, and
guidance for infill development and redevelopment as provided by the City of Villages strategy. The
City of Villages strategy calls for growth to be focused into mixed-use activity centers that are
pedestrian-friendly, serve as the center of the community, and are linked to the regional transit
system. The Element states that implementation of the City of Villages strategy is an important
component of the City's strategy to reduce citywide GHG emissions, because the strategy makes it
possible for larger numbers of people to make fewer and shorter vehicle trips, resulting in reduced
vehicle miles traveled. Identified types of village areas include Downtown San Diego, subregional
employment areas, urban village centers, community and neighborhood village centers, and transit
corridors, all of which are defined to have transit connections and to support transit ridership.
Figure LU-1 in the Land Use and Community Planning Element maps “village propensity” within the
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City, based on existing and community plan-designated land uses, community-plan identified
capacity for growth, existing public facilities or an identified funding source for facilities, existing or
an identified funding source for transit service, community character, and environmental
constraints.

Mobility Element

The Mobility Element contains policies that seek to promote a balanced, multi-modal transportation
network while minimizing environmental and neighborhood impacts. In addition to addressing
walking, streets, and transit, the Element also includes policies related to regional collaboration,
bicycling, parking, the movement of goods, and other components of the transportation system.

Urban Design Element

The Urban Design Element implements “core values” related to urban form, including: the natural
environment; the City's extraordinary setting, defined by its open spaces, natural habitat, and
unique topography; a compact, efficient, and environmentally sensitive pattern of development; and
the physical, social, and cultural diversity of the City and its neighborhoods. The principles of the
urban design strategy are to contribute to the qualities that distinguish San Diego as a unique living
environment, build upon our existing communities, direct growth into commercial areas where a
high level of activity already exists, and preserve stable residential neighborhoods. The policies in
the Urban Design Element are aimed at respecting the natural environment, preserving open space
systems, and targeting new growth into compact villages.

Economic Prosperity Element

The Economic Prosperity Element contains policies intended to ensure that the economy grows in
ways that strengthens San Diego industries and creates jobs with self-sufficient wages, increases
average income, and stimulates economic investment in the community. As stated in the Element,
“The achievement of economic prosperity goals also relies on policies in the Land Use and
Community Planning Element to appropriately designate land for economic development, the
Housing Element to provide workforce housing accessible to employment areas, the Mobility
Element to provide a critical link between housing and jobs, and the Public Facilities, Services and
Safety Element to address the provision of regional facilities needed to reinforce the viability of our
industrial areas” (City of San Diego 2015).

Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element

The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety (Public Facilities) Element is intended to plan for adequate
public facilities and services through policies that address public financing strategies, public and
developer financing responsibilities, prioritization, and the provision of specific facilities and services
that must accompany growth. Policies in the Public Facilities Element also apply to fire-rescue,
police, wastewater collection and treatment, storm water infrastructure, water supply and
distribution, waste management, libraries, schools, public utilities, and disaster preparedness.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.1-6



4.1 Land Use

Recreation Element

The goals and policies of the Recreation Element build on the City's natural environment and
resources and existing recreational facilities and services to help achieve an equitable balance of
recreational resources and to adapt to future recreation needs. Recreation Element policies address
the challenge of meeting the public's park and recreational needs; the inequitable distribution of
parks citywide; and the need to achieve a sustainable, accessible, and diverse park and recreation
system.

Conservation Element

The Conservation Element's goals and policies guide the conservation of resources that are
fundamental components of San Diego’s environment, that help define the City's identity, and that
are relied upon for continued economic prosperity. Resources addressed in the element include
water, land, air, biodiversity, minerals, natural materials, recyclables, topography, viewsheds, and
energy.

Noise Element

The intent of the Noise Element is to minimize excessive noise effects and improve the quality of life
of people working and living in the City. The Noise Element identifies goals and related policies with
regards to noise and land use compatibility, motor vehicle traffic noise, and trolley and train noise.

Historic Preservation Element

The Historic Preservation Element guides the preservation, protection, restoration, and
rehabilitation of historical and cultural resources. It provides goals and policies related to the
identification and preservation of historical resources; as well as historic preservation education,
benefits, and incentives.

Housing Element

The 2013-2020 Housing Element of the General Plan is intended to plan for adequate housing to
serve San Diegans of every economic level and demographic group. It provides goals, objectives and
programs related to accommodating the City's diverse housing needs; preserving and conserving at-
risk housing; facilitating residential development; affordable housing opportunities and sustainable
development.

d. Community Plans

Community plans are community-specific land use policy plans that are consistent with the City's
General Plan. The City's community planning program is the mechanism to refine the General Plan’s
citywide policies; designate land uses; identify needed public facilities, mobility and utility
infrastructure, and recreation facilities; and make additional community-specific recommendations
as needed. The project areas encompass multiple community planning areas, each with its own
community plan. Many of the City's community plans that were updated after the adoption of the
2008 General Plan include goals, land use maps and policies that target residential and non-
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residential growth, and increased residential density to be located within TPAs or otherwise in close
proximity to existing and planned transit, in order to create village cores with improved pedestrian
and multi-modal circulation. Other community plans that were adopted prior to the 2008 General
Plan reflect the guidance of previous General Plans; nevertheless, General Plan Figure LU-1, the
village propensity map, identifies village opportunities across the City.

e. Climate Action Plan

The City's CAP was adopted in December 2015. The CAP identifies measures to meet GHG reduction
targets for 2020 and 2035. The CAP consists of a 2010 inventory of GHG emissions, a Business as
Usual projection for emissions at 2020 and 2035, state targets, and emissions reductions with
implementation of the CAP. To achieve its proportional share of the state reduction targets for 2020
and 2050, the City would need to reduce emissions below the 2010 baseline by 15 percent in 2020
and by 50 percent by 2035. The City identifies GHG reduction strategies focusing on water and
energy efficient buildings; clean and renewable energy; bicycling, walking, transit, and land use; zero
waste; and climate resiliency.

f. San Diego Municipal Code Regulations

Chapters 11 through 15 of the SDMC are referred to as the Land Development Code (LDC) as they
regulate how land can be subdivided and developed, the form that development can take, and the
land uses that are permitted in various parts of the City. The LDC implements the policies in the
General Plan and the land use designations and policies in community plans. The LDC contains
citywide base zones that specify permitted land uses, residential density, floor area ratio (FAR), and
other development requirements for given zoning classifications; planned district regulations that
provide community-specific zoning and development regulations; as well as overlay zones and
supplemental regulations that provide additional development requirements. The SDMC also
provides for other affordable housing density bonuses in order to achieve the goals of the General
Plan. The City's Historical Resources Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2) are part of
the LDC and are further detailed in Section 4.8 of this PEIR.

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations

The LDC includes the City's ESL Regulations. The purpose of the ESL Regulations is to protect,
preserve, and, where damaged, restore the environmentally sensitive lands of San Diego and the
viability of the species supported by those lands (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1). These
regulations are intended to assure that development occurs in a manner that protects the overall
quality of the resources and the natural and topographic character of the area, encourages a
sensitive form of development, retains biodiversity and interconnected habitats, maximizes physical
and visual public access to and along the shoreline, and reduces hazards due to flooding in specific
areas while minimizing the need for construction of flood control facilities. These regulations are
intended to protect public health, safety, and welfare while employing regulations that are
consistent with sound resource conservation principles and the rights of private property owners.
ESL include sensitive biological resources, steep hillsides, coastal beaches, sensitive coastal bluffs,
and special flood hazard areas (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1). Under existing regulations,
development on premises where ESL is present would require a Site Development Permit in
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accordance with Section 126.0502 of the SDMC, and would therefore be processed as a
discretionary action.

Affordable Housing Density Bonus Regulations

The purpose of these regulations is to provide increased residential density to developers who
guarantee that a portion of their residential development will be available to above-moderate
income, moderate income, low income, very low income, and extremely low-income households.
The regulations are intended to materially assist the housing industry in providing adequate and
affordable housing for all economic segments of the community and to provide a balance of
housing opportunities throughout the City. These regulations implement the provisions of California
Government Code Sections 65915 through 65918. It is intended that the affordable housing density
bonus and any additional development incentive be available for use in all residential development
of five or more units, using criteria and standards provided in the General Plan and applicable
Community Plans. All requests are required to be processed by the City, and implemented by the
San Diego Housing Commission.

4.1.3 Significance Determination Thresholds

The City's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Significance Determination Thresholds
provide guidance to determine the potential significance of project impacts to land use. Based on
the City's thresholds, a significant impact related to land use could occur if the proposed project
would:

1) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect;

2) Lead to the development or conversion of General Plan or community plan designated open
space or prime farmland to a more intensive land use, resulting in a physical division of the
community; or

3) Resultinland uses which are not compatible with an adopted ALUCP.

Consistency with the City's MSCP Subarea Plan and VPHCP is addressed in Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, consistency with the City's CAP is addressed in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
and consistency with the City’s Historical Resources Regulations is addressed in Section 4.8,
Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources.
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4.1.4 Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Conflict with Applicable Plans and Regulations

Would implementation of the proposed project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

a. San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

The proposed project would facilitate the implementation of existing land use plans across multiple
community planning areas throughout the City consistent with the goals of the Regional Plan. The
Housing Program would facilitate high-density residential and mixed-use development within TPAs
to create compact, walkable communities close to transit connections and consistent with smart
growth principles. As the Housing Program would assist in the streamlined establishment of multi-
family housing within proximity to transit, it would support the Regional Plan’s smart growth
strategies by creating pedestrian-oriented urban villages that would reduce reliance on the
automobile, and promote walking and the use of alternative transportation. Similarly, the Mobility
Choices Program is intended to incentivize housing within FRAs—and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32,
consistent with smart growth strategies. The adoption and implementation of the proposed project
would not generate any conflict or inconsistencies with the Regional Plan; thus, impacts would be
less than significant.

b. City of San Diego General Plan

The Housing Program could allow multi-family development with an affordable component to occur
within TPAs at densities and heights beyond what is specifically identified in the applicable
community plan. The proposed project would implement the General Plan City of Villages strategy,
by allowing increased densities for multi-family residential development to occur in TPAs, and would
implement the General Plan’s goals, objectives, and policies related to the provision of housing and
affordable housing. Similarly, the Mobility Choices program incentivizes housing within FRAs—and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 consistent with the City of Villages strategy.

Table 4.1-1 describes how future development allowed under the proposed project would be
consistent with the Elements of the City's General Plan. Appendix B also identifies specific policies
contained with the General Plan with which the proposed project is consistent.
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Table 4.1-1

Project Consistency wit
Element

General Plan Elements
Consistency

Mobility Element: This element aims to improve
mobility through the development of a balanced,
multi-modal transportation network that
minimizes environmental impacts.

The Housing Program would facilitate placement
of multi-family development within TPAs, in close
proximity to existing and planned transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle facilities. The Mobility
Choices Program would support installation of
multi-modal transportation improvements in
TRAs-and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32.
Development facilitated by implementation of
the proposed project would encourage public
use of transit, as well as reduce reliance on the
automobile. Environmental impacts associated
with automobile use would be minimized
accordingly. Future development under the
proposed project would be consistent with the
Mobility Element.

Urban Design: This element addresses urban
form and design through policies aimed at
respecting the natural environment, preserving
open space systems and targeting new growth
into compact villages.

The Housing Program would facilitate placement
of high-density multi-family development within
TPAs, consistent with the core values and
principles of the Urban Design Element. These
areas are best suited to support high multi-
family residential densities to create the urban
villages envisioned by the City of Villages
strategy, due to existing high levels of activity
and availability of transit, and would help
preserve open space systems. The Housing
Program would result in the creation and
maintenance of publicly-accessible infrastructure
amenities in exchange for incentives and waivers
of specific development regulations. Through
these measures, future development allowed
under the Housing Program would be consistent
with the Urban Design Element. The Mobility
Choices Program would support transportation
improvements within urban areas, consistent
with goals of the Urban Design Element.

Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element:
This element ensures the provision and
maintenance of infrastructure and public
services for future growth without diminishing
services to existing development.

While the Housing Program would not modify
existing zoning or community plan land use
designations, it could result in development
beyond densities allowed in the applicable base
zone, planned district ordinance, or Community
Plan. However, overall communitywide densities
are not anticipated to be exceeded as the
purpose of the Housing Program is to incentivize
housing to achieve the planned densities.
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Table 4.1-1

Project Consistency wit

Element

General Plan Elements
Consistency

Additionally, under the proposed project future
development would be required to provide or
fund necessary facility improvements. The
Mobility Choices program would facilitate
installation of transportation infrastructure
within FRAs-and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 to
support future growth. As development occurs,
future public infrastructure/service needs will be
evaluated.

Recreation Element: This element provides
citywide guidance for the preservation,
protection, acquisition, development, and
enhancement of public recreation opportunities
and facilities throughout the city for all users.

Future multi-family projects that qualify for the
Housing Program to be required to fund or
provide public amenities. While future
development allowed under the proposed
project may not provide public parks as defined
in the Recreation Element, individual
developments would be required to provide a
new community-serving infrastructure amenity,
in the form of a publicly-accessible promenade,
or would be required to pay a Neighborhood
Enhancement Fee which would go towards the
construction of neighborhood enhancing
improvements (as detailed in Chapter 3.0). The
improvement or payment of this fee would
implement and be consistent with the
Recreation Element's policy to encourage private
development to include recreation facilities. The
Mobility Choices program would similarly
provide for transportation amenities that would
support public recreation options such as
improved bike lanes and pedestrian
improvements.
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Table 4.1-1

Project Consistency wit
Element

General Plan Elements
Consistency

Conservation Element: This element addresses
hillside and open space conservation and habitat
protection, as well as sustainability goals.

Future development allowed under the
proposed project would be required to adhere
to the most current Title 24 Energy Code and
CalGreen requirements that address energy and
water conservation in buildings. Storm water
regulations and associated Best Management
Practices (BMPs) and Low Impact Development
(LID) practices to manage storm water would be
implemented. Additionally, should development
be proposed within ESL, the project would
require a Site Development Permit and would be
subject to the City's ESL Regulations. Therefore,
future projects would be consistent with the
Conservation Element.

Historic Preservation Element: This element is
intended to preserve, protect, restore, and
rehabilitate historical and cultural resources
throughout the City.

Future development allowed under the
proposed project would be consistent with the
Historic Preservation Element through required
compliance with the City's Historical Resources
Regulations which protect and preserve
historical resources and archaeological sites.
Should development be proposed that deviates
from the Historical Resources Regulations, a Site
Development Permit and site-specific
environmental review and mitigation would be
required. Therefore, future development under
the proposed project would be consistent with
the Historic Preservation Element.

Land Use Element and Community Planning
Element: This element provides the framework
for developing community plans calling for the

identification of appropriate land uses to meet

the goals set by the City of Villages strategy.

The development potential associated with the
proposed project would be consistent with
overall densities evaluated in recent community
plan updates (CPU) and would be consistent with
the land use analysis from recent CPU
environmental impact reports (EIRs). The
proposed project would facilitate
implementation of the City's General Plan City of
Villages strategy which focuses on directing
population growth into mixed-use activity
centers that are pedestrian-friendly and linked to
an improved regional transit system. The
proposed project would be consistent with the
Land Use and Community Planning Element
policy that calls for the creation and application
of incentive zoning and density bonus programs
in order to achieve housing goals and public
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Table 4.1-1

Project Consistency wit
Element

General Plan Elements
Consistency

benefits, even if density on an individual site
exceeds zoning allowances. For further
discussion of consistency with the General Plan,
refer to Appendix B. Additionally, Section 3.2.4
describes the project's relationship to
Community Plan densities. Therefore, the project
is consistent with the Land Use and Community
Planning Element.

Economic Prosperity Element: This element is
intended to ensure that the economy grows in
ways that strengthens San Diego industries and
creates jobs with self-sufficient wages, increases
average income, and stimulates economic
investment in the community.

The proposed project would streamline the
development of high-density, multi-family and
affordable housing within TPAs to achieve the
City's General Plan, Housing Element, and
Climate Action Plan goals. Development
authorized under the Housing Program would
occur in close proximity to transit and would
support urban hubs envisioned by the City of
Villages strategy. Development allowed under
the proposed project would be required to
provide or fund neighborhood enhancing
amenities. The Mobility Choices program would
further incentivize housing within TRAs-and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 and support
transportation improvements supporting
alternative modes. Increased density and
improvements within urban centers would
create new economic opportunities for retail and
small commercial businesses to increase their
vitality and provide goods and services to
residents and employees within TPAs. The
proposed project would therefore be consistent
with the Economic Prosperity Element.

Noise Element: This element focuses on
minimizing excessive noise effects and improve
the quality of life of people working and living in
the City. The Noise Element identifies goals and
related policies with regards to noise and land
use compatibility, motor vehicle traffic noise, and
trolley and train noise.

The Housing Program includes development
regulations that would require future
development to consider noise attenuation in
the project design of the site where land uses
are located within 500 feet of a freeway.
Additionally, future development would be
required to comply with the City's Noise
Ordinance in addition to interior noise level
standards of the CBC. The proposed project
would therefore be consistent with the Noise
Element.

Housing Element: The Housing Element is
intended to assist with the provision of adequate

The proposed project would facilitate
implementation of the Housing Element by
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Table 4.1-1
Project Consistency with General Plan Elements
Element Consistency

housing to serve San Diegans of every economic | streamlining permit processing and providing
level and demographic group. incentives, such as height and Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) bonuses, for multi-family development
within TPAs that provide an affordable
component and a public infrastructure amenity.
The Housing Program would also facilitate
implementation of the Housing Element by
increasing production of market-rate and
affordable units. The Mobility Choices Program is
intended to incentivize housing within TRAs-and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 to support housing
production. The proposed project would
therefore be consistent with the Housing
Element.

c. Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations

ESL (e.g., sensitive biological resources, steep hillsides, flood hazard areas) occur within the project
areas. The ESL Regulations apply to both ministerial and discretionary development. Development
allowed under the proposed project that meets the affordable and infrastructure requirements
would be processed ministerially. During the ministerial review, projects would be reviewed to
identify whether ESL is located within the proposed development area. As described in Section
143.0113 of the ESL Regulations, the City may request information from the applicant to determine
the existence and location of ESL. Such information may include but is not limited to a photo survey,
historic photos, a geotechnical investigation, and/or a biological survey. Based on this information,
the City will determine the existence and precise location of ESL. Should future development under
the proposed project be proposed within ESL, this would trigger a requirement for a discretionary
permit to address potential impacts to ESL. The City's ESL Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 3, Division
1) require that projects demonstrate that the proposed development site is physically suitable for
the proposed use and would minimize disturbance to natural landforms and not increase flood
hazards. Deviations from the ESL Regulations require supplemental findings be prepared prior to
approval in order to show that development would not result in an additional public safety threat or
extraordinary public expense, or create a public nuisance. As existing procedures are in place to
ensure compliance with the ESL Regulations, there would be no conflict with the ESL Regulations,
and land use impacts would be less than significant. However, see Section 4.3, Biological Resources,
for a discussion of potentially significant and unavoidable secondary impacts that could result from
implementation of the project.

d. California Coastal Act of 1976

The proposed project areas include 15,587 acres within the Coastal Zone with 2,758 of those acres
eligible for development under the Housing Program. Mobility Choices improvement areas would be
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subject to transportation infrastructure improvements under the Mobility Choices Program and this
program is additionally intended to incentivize housing. Communities with proposed project areas
located in the Coastal Zone include Carmel Valley, Clairemont Mesa, La Jolla, Midway-Pacific
Highway, Mission Bay Park, Ocean Beach, Otay Mesa-Nestor, Pacific Beach, San Ysidro, Torrey Hills,
Torrey Pines, Peninsula, and University. Existing land uses within these areas include commercial,
residential, industrial, and multiple use, along with parks and transportation infrastructure.

The proposed project would be consistent with the policies within the Coastal Act. The Coastal Act
requires all jurisdictions within the Coastal Zone to prepare an LCP to guide development in the
Coastal Zone. The LCP for the project areas within the Coastal Zone is integrated into the community
plans of the applicable project areas. While existing land uses and zoning would not change, future
development that occurs in the Coastal Zone would be required to be consistent with the City’s LCP
or would require Coastal Commission review in deferred certification areas. However, as the
proposed project would not change allowable land uses within the Coastal Zone and would maintain
the existing Coastal Zone height limit, the adoption and implementation of the Housing Program
would not generate any conflict or inconsistencies with the Coastal Act. Additionally, the addition of
transportation amenities within the Coastal Zone, associated with the Mobility Choices Program,
would improve safety for pedestrians and bicyclists, enhance bicycle access to coastal areas,
improve available pedestrian and bike amenities, and would not conflict with the City's LCP.

While CEQA does not require evaluation of the potential for a project to be impacted by sea level
rise, projections of sea level rise were reviewed to determine where densities associated with the
Housing Program may be located within future coastal flooding or inundation areas. As the Mobility
Program would incentivize housing, Mobility Program improvement areas were also evaluated. The
Coastal Storm Modeling System (CoSMoS) was used to model sea level rise projections. CoSMoS was
developed by the United States Geological Survey to provide detailed predictions of coastal flooding
due to both future sea-level rise and storms integrated with long-term coastal evolution (i.e., beach
changes and cliff/bluff retreat) over large geographic areas (100s of kilometers) (USGS 2019).
CoSMoS models relevant physics of a coastal storm (e.g., tides, waves, and storm surge), which are
then scaled down to local flood projections for use in community-level coastal planning and
decision-making. Projections of multiple storm scenarios (daily conditions, annual storm, 20-year-
and 100-year-return intervals) are provided under a suite of sea level rise scenarios ranging from 0
to 2 meters (0 to 6.6 feet), along with an extreme 5-meter (16-foot) scenario. This allows users to
manage and meet their own planning horizons and specify degrees of risk tolerance.

Recommendations for evaluating various sea level rise scenarios are provided by the California
Natural Resources Agency and Ocean Protection Council in their publication, “State of California Sea-
Level Rise Guidance 2018 Update” (California Natural Resources Agency & Ocean Protection Council,
2018). The report recommends evaluating different scenarios depending on the type of project and
the level of risk associated with the development type. These projections scenarios include:

e Low risk aversion scenario: may be used for projects that would have limited consequences
or have a higher ability to adapt, such as sections of unpaved coastal trail, public accessways,
and other small or temporary structures that are easily removable and would not have high
costs if damaged.
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e Medium-high risk aversion scenario: should be used for projects with greater consequences
and/or a lower ability to adapt such as residential and commercial structures.

e Extreme risk aversion (H++): should be used for projects with little to no adaptive capacity
that would be irreversibly destroyed or significantly costly to repair, and/or would have
considerable public health, public safety, or environmental impacts should that level of sea
level rise occur. In the Coastal Commission'’s jurisdiction, this could include new wastewater
treatment plants, power stations, highways, or other critical infrastructure.

These projection scenarios are aligned with the Coastal Commission’s Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance
(California Coastal Commission 2018). Based on the nature of development under the Housing
Program and since most Community Plans evaluate buildout to 2050, the 0.5-meter (1.6-foot) 2050
CoSMoS sea level rise scenario was selected. This projection most closely aligns with the medium-
high risk aversion scenario described in the Coastal Commission’s Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance
and the California Natural Resources Agency & Ocean Protection Council's Sea Level Rise Guidance
document. Refer to Figure 4.1-1 (Areas A through D) for the locations where the proposed project
areas could be subject to sea level rise. As detailed in Table 4.1-2, development under the Housing
Program would result in five communities being potentially subject to sea level rise based on
CoSMoS 2050 0.5-meter projections. While certain project areas could be subject to sea level rise,
there is uncertainty with the model and different sea level rise projection modeling scenarios could
change these assumptions.

Table 4.1-2
gram Eligible Areas Potentially Subject to Sea Level Rise
Housing Program Mobility Choice Program

Community Eligible Areas Improvements Areas Total
Downtown 3 3
La Jolla 26 27
Mission Bay Park 124 124
Mission Beach 78 78
Mission Valley 12 177 189
Ocean Beach 1 6 7
Otay Mesa-Nestor 752 752
Pacific Beach 2 5 7
Peninsula 9 9
Torrey Pines 41 41
University City 10 10
Barrio Logan 2 2
Grand Total 15 1,233 1,248
NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate
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While flooding from sea level rise is not an existing condition, project development may be
influenced by sea level rise in the future. Within the project areas potentially affected by sea level
rise, there are existing developed areas that would similarly be subject to sea level rise. The
increased potential for residential density within these areas could further expose people and
property to sea level rise impacts. Nevertheless, as the proposed project would not conflict with
adopted policies in the City’s LCP, no conflicts with the LCP or Coastal Act have been identified.
Therefore, the potential impacts related to conflicts with the Coastal Act would be less than
significant.

Issue 2 Conversion of Open Space or Farmland

Would implementation of the proposed project lead to the development or conversion of General Plan or
community plan designated open space or prime farmland to a more intensive land use, resulting in a
physical division of the community?

The project areas do not contain land designated as Prime Farmland. The proposed project does not
include the development or redesignation of open space; therefore, impacts associated with the
development or conversion of General Plan- or community plan-designated Open Space or Prime
Farmland would be less than significant.

Issue 3 Conflicts with an Adopted ALUCP

Would implementation or the proposed project result in land uses which are not compatible with an
adopted ALUCP?

Airport land use compatibility policies and regulations apply to portions of the project areas located
within the AIA of local airports. An AlA is “the area in which current or future airport-related noise,
overflight, safety, or airspace protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate
restrictions on those uses” (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2014). The project areas are
located within the AlAs of Brown Field (1,037.3 acres), Montgomery Field (4,677.4 acres), MCAS
Miramar (2,655.4 acres), SDIA (9,304.7 acres), and NOLF Imperial Beach (1,122.9 acres), as shown on
Figure 4.7-1 in Section 4.7, Health and Safety. While approval of the proposed project would not
specifically permit the construction of an individual project, the proposed project could allow multi-
family development to occur within TPAs at densities and heights beyond what is identified in the
applicable base zone, Planned District Ordinance (PDO), or Community Plan. Additionally, the
Mobility Choices Program would incentivize housing within FRAsard-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. To
protect the public health, safety, and welfare, development allowed by the proposed project would
continue to be limited by airport land use compatibility policies and regulations. As a regulatory
amendment, the proposed project will be required to be submitted to the ALUC for a consistency
determination with the relevant ALUCPs prior to project approval.

The ALUCPs for SDIA and NOLF Imperial Beach have not yet been incorporated into the regulations
of the ALUCOZ within the City's LDC (Chapter 13 Article 2 Division 15). Until the policies of these
ALUCPs are incorporated into the ALUCOZ, future multi-family development within TPAs located
within SDIA or NOLF Imperial Beach AIA Review Area 1 will be subject to ALUC review of the
development's consistency with ALUCP policies for all compatibility factors. Projects within AIA
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Review Area 1 for SDIA will also be subject to the City's Airport Approach Overlay Zone (AAOZ), which
limits building height in proximity to the airport approach and takeoff paths for SDIA, and the
Airport Environs Overlay Zone, which provides supplemental regulations for property surrounding
SDIA (SDMC Chapter 13 Article 2 Divisions 2 and 3). Development within SDIA and NOLF Imperial
Beach AlAs Review Area 2 would be subject to overflight and airspace protection policies review and
may require FAA notification (if the proposed development project's maximum height exceeds the
FAA's Part 77 Notification Surface) and/or recordation of an avigation easement and/or overflight
notification. Development within portions of SDIA AIA Review Area 2 will also be subject to the
height limitations of the AAOZ. After incorporation of the policies of the SDIA and NOLF Imperial
Beach ALUCPs into the ALUCOZ, development allowed by the proposed project will be subject to the
requirements of the ALUCOZ.

Future development allowed under the proposed project within the AlAs for Brown Field,
Montgomery Field, and MCAS Miramar will be subject to the regulations of the ALUCOZ, which
implements the policies of the applicable ALUCPs regarding noise, safety, airspace protection, and
aircraft overflight.

Thus, implementation of the proposed project would be consistent with adopted ALUCPs as future
development would be required to show compatibility with the requirements of the ALUCPs, the
SDMC, and associated FAA requirements. Impacts related to conflicts with an adopted ALUCP would
be less than significant.

Cumulative Analysis

As discussed in this section, development under the proposed project would be consistent with and
assist with implementation of the General Plan City of Villages strategy. It is possible that additional
project areas may be able to take advantage of the Housing Program if future zoning changes
permit development of multi-family residential uses in additional areas within TPAs. If TPA
boundaries change or are expanded, additional project areas with residential or commercial zoning
that currently permit multi-family residential uses could be allowed to use the proposed program
benefits in exchange for providing affordable housing and neighborhood-serving infrastructure
amenities. Furthermore, as future community plans are updated, additional land use changes would
occur. As discussed herein, application of the Housing Program would be consistent with all City
plans and regulations including the Coastal Act. Any future community plan and/or rezone would be
required to be evaluated for consistency with applicable plans. Future development both within the
project areas and development beyond the project areas would be required to demonstrate
consistency with applicable regulations such as the ESL Regulations and airport land use
compatibility policies and regulations. Any future development within the project areas that is
identified to encroach into ESL would be subject to review in accordance with the ESL Regulations
(LDC Section 143.0101 et seq.). Based on the compatibility of the proposed project with the General
Plan policy framework and other applicable land use plans and regulations, cumulative land use
compatibility impacts would be less than significant.
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4.1.5 Significance of Impacts

4.1.5.1 Conflict with Applicable Plans

The proposed project is consistent with the City’s overarching policy and regulatory documents
including the General Plan and SDMC. Additionally, the proposed project would help achieve
consistency with the Regional Plan. As the proposed project would be consistent with applicable
environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of the General Plan and other applicable plans and
regulations and impacts would be less than significant. However, refer to Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, for a discussion of potentially significant and unavoidable secondary impacts that could
result from implementation of the project.

4.1.5.2 Conversion of Open Space or Farmland

The project areas do not contain land designated as Prime Farmland. The proposed project does not
include the development or redesignation of open space; therefore, there would be no impacts
associated with the development or conversion of General Plan- or community plan-designated
Open Space or Prime Farmland, and the impacts would, therefore, be less than significant.

4.1.5.3 Conflicts with an Adopted ALUCP

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in impacts associated with existing
ALUCPs, because future development would continue to be limited by airport land use compatibility
policies and regulations. Until the policies of the SDIA and NOLF Imperial Beach ALUCPs are
incorporated into the City's ALUCOZ, future multi-family development within TPAs located within
SDIA or NOLF Imperial Beach AIA Review Area 1 will be subject to ALUC review of the development's
consistency with ALUCP policies for all compatibility factors; projects within AIA Review Area 2 for
these airports will be subject to review against overflight and airspace protection policies and may
require FAA notification (if the proposed development project's maximum height exceeds the FAA's
Part 77 Notification Surface) and/or recordation of an avigation easement and/or overflight
notification; and projects within AIA Review Area 1 for SDIA will also be subject to the City's AAOZ
and Airport Environs Overlay Zone, which provides supplemental regulations for property
surrounding SDIA. After incorporation of the policies of the SDIA and NOLF Imperial Beach ALUCPs
into the ALUCOZ, development allowed by the proposed project will be subject to the requirements
of the ALUCOZ.

Future development allowed under the proposed project within the AlAs for Brown Field,
Montgomery Field, and MCAS Miramar will be subject to the regulations of the ALUCOZ, which
implements the policies of the applicable ALUCPs regarding noise, safety, airspace protection, and
aircraft overflight. As a result, the proposed project would not result in land uses that are
incompatible with an adopted ALUCP. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

4.1.6 Conclusion

Land use impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.
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4.2 Air Quality

This section analyzes potential air quality and odor impacts due to implementation of Complete
Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices (proposed project). Within the analysis,
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is referred to as “Housing Program” while Complete
Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to as “Mobility Choices Program.” This evaluation is based
on the methodology recommended by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD).

4.2.1 Existing Conditions

The State of California is divided geographically into 15 air basins for managing the air resources of
the state on a regional basis. Areas within each air basin are considered to share the same air
masses and, therefore, are expected to have similar ambient air quality. The project areas are
located within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The SDAB is currently classified as a federal non-
attainment area for ozone, and a state non-attainment area for particulate matter less than
10 microns (PMy,), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM;s), and ozone (Os). The project areas
are generally located within urbanized settings in proximity to major roads with access to transit.
Additional existing conditions information related to climate conditions that affect air quality is
provided in Chapter 2.0.

Air quality at a particular location is a function of the kinds, amounts, and dispersal rates of
pollutants being emitted into the air locally and throughout the basin. The major factors affecting
pollutant dispersion are wind speed and direction, the vertical dispersion of pollutants (which is
affected by inversions), and the local topography.

Air quality is commonly expressed as the number of days in which air pollution levels exceed state
standards set by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) or federal standards set by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). The SDAPCD maintains air quality monitoring stations
located throughout the greater San Diego metropolitan region. Air pollutant concentrations and
meteorological information are continuously recorded at these stations. Measurements are then
used by scientists to help forecast daily air pollution levels.

Table 4.2-1 summarizes the pollutant measurements recorded at four monitoring stations located
throughout the project areas. The San Diego-Beardsley Street monitoring station is located at
1110 Beardsley Street near downtown San Diego, the San Diego - Kearny Villa Road monitoring
station is located at 6125A Kearny Villa Road in central San Diego, the San Diego - Rancho Carmel
Drive monitoring station is located at 11403 Rancho Carmel Drive in northern San Diego, and the
Otay Mesa - Donovan monitoring station is located at 480 Alta Road in southern San Diego near the
U.S.-Mexico border. The Beardsley Street, Kearny Villa Road, and Otay Mesa monitoring stations
measure the following pollutants: Os, nitrogen dioxide (NO,), PMy,, and PM;s. The Rancho Carmel
Drive monitoring station measures NO..
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Table 4.2-1
Summary of Recorded Air Quality Measurements
Year
Pollutant/Standard 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 2017
San Diego - Beardsley Street Monitoring Station
Ozone (O3)
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 0 --
Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.07 ppm) 0 2 0 0 --
Days 2008 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
0 0 0 0 -
(0.075 ppm)
Days 2015 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded 0 1 0 0 B
(0.070 ppm)
Max. 1-hr (ppm) 0.063 0.093 0.089 0.072 --
Max. 8-hr (ppm) 0.053 0.072 0.067 0.061 --
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.10 ppm) 0 0 0 0 --
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm) 0 0 0 0 --
Max 1-hr (ppm) 0.072 0.075 0.062 0.073 --
Annual Average (ppm) 0.014 0.013 0.014 -- --
Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM;g)*
Measured Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded
3 1 0 1 1 -
(50 pg/m’)
Calculateg Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded 6.0 0.0 57 B B
(50 pg/m’)
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
3 0 0 0 0 -
(150 pg/m?)
Calculated3Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded 0.0 0.0 0.0 N N
(150 pg/m~)
Max. Daily (ug/m?) 92.0 41.0 54.0 51.0 -
State Annual Average (ug/m3) 25.4 23.8 23.2 -- --
Federal Annual Average (ug/m3) 24.9 23.3 23.0 21.9 --
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM, 5)*
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
3 1 1 0 0 -
(35 pg/m’)
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
3 1.1 1.0 0.0 - -
(35 pg/m’)
Max. Daily (ug/m?) 37.4 36.7 44.9 34.4 -
State Annual Average (ug/m3) 10.4 10.2 10.2 -- --
Federal Annual Average (ug/m3) 10.3 10.1 9.3 -- --
San Diego - Kearny Villa Road
Ozone (O3)
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.09 ppm) 0 1 0 0 2
Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.07 ppm) 1 4 0 3 6
Days 2008 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
0 1 0 3 6
(0.075 ppm)
Days 2015 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded 0 4 0 0 4
(0.070 ppm)
Max. 1-hr (ppm) 0.081 0.099 0.077 0.087 0.097
Max. 8-hr (ppm) 0.071 0.082 0.070 0.075 0.084
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Table 4.2-1
Summary of Recorded Air Quality Measurements
Year
Pollutant/Standard 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 2017
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.10 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0
Max 1-hr (ppm) 0.067 0.051 0.051 0.053 0.054
Annual Average (ppm) 0.011 0.010 0.009 0.009 0.009
Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM;g)*
Measured Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded
3 0 0 0 0 0
(50 pg/m’)
Calculateg Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded 0.0 0.0 0.0 B 0.0
(50 pg/m’)
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
3 0 0 0 0 0
(150 pg/m?)
Calculated3Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(150 pg/m~)
Max. Daily (ug/m3) 39.0 39.0 39.0 36.0 47.0
State Annual Average (ug/m3) 20.0 19.5 16.7 -- 17.6
Federal Annual Average (ug/m3) 19.9 19.4 17.0 17.1 17.6
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM, 5)*
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
3 0 0 0 0 0
(35 pg/m’)
Calculateg Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(35 pg/m’)
Max. Daily (ug/m?) 22.0 20.2 25.7 19.4 27.5
State Annual Average (ug/m3) 8.3 8.2 -- 7.8 8.0
Federal Annual Average (ug/m3) 8.3 8.1 7.2 7.5 7.9
San Diego - Rancho Carmel Drive
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.10 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0
Max 1-hr (ppm) - - 0.055 0.062 0.062
Annual Average (ppm) -- -- -- 0.017 0.016
Otay Mesa - Donovan
Ozone (0O3)
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.09 ppm) -- 0 0 0 1
Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.07 ppm) -- 1 2 4 6
Days 2008 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
- 0 0 0 1
(0.075 ppm)
Days 2015 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded 3 1 1 4 6
(0.070 ppm)
Max. 1-hr (ppm) - 0.082 0.087 0.092 0.097
Max. 8-hr (ppm) -- 0.075 0.072 0.075 0.082
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.10 ppm) -- 0 0 0 0
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm) -- 0 0 0 0
Max 1-hr (ppm) - 0.064 0.061 0.067 0.074
Annual Average (ppm) - - 0.008 0.008 0.008
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Table 4.2-1
Summary of Recorded Air Quality Measurements

Year
Pollutant/Standard 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM;)*
Measureg Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded 1 3 10 9 4
(50 pg/m°)
Calculatead Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded 57 3 61.0 541 244
(50 pg/m°)
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
3 0 0 0 0 0
(150 pg/m~)
CaIcuIatedBDays Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(150 pg/m?)
Max. Daily (ug/m”) 65.0 59.0 136.0 79.0 69.0
State Annual Average (pg/mS) 25.3 -- 34.4 31.3 26.9
Federal Annual Average (ug/m>) 25.2 30.2 34.8 31.4 26.9
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM, 5)*
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
(35 pug/m’) - - - B -
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
(35 ug/m’) B B B B B
Max. Daily (pg/mS) -- -- 35.6 42.1 42.7
State Annual Average (pg/mS) -- -- -- 12.8 -
Federal Annual Average (ug/m>) -- -- -- -- --
SOURCE: CARB 2019.
ppm = parts per million; ug/m>= micrograms per cubic meter
--=Not available.
*Calculated days value. Calculated days are the estimated number of days that a measurement would have
been greater than the level of the standard had measurements been collected every day. The number of
days above the standard is not necessarily the number of violations of the standard for the year.

4.2.2 Regulatory Setting

“Air pollution” is a general term that refers to one or more chemical substances that degrade the
quality of the atmosphere. Individual air pollutants may adversely affect human or animal health,
reduce visibility, and damage our natural environment. The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the USEPA
to set Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for six common pollutants, known as criteria pollutants.
These criteria pollutants are: ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO,), nitrogen
dioxide (NO,), lead, and particulate matter (PM;, and PM; ).

Motor vehicles are San Diego County's leading source of air pollution (SDAPCD 2016). Other mobile
sources include construction equipment, trains, and airplanes. Emission standards for mobile
sources are established by CARB at the state level and by USEPA at the federal level. Reducing
mobile source emissions requires the technological improvement of existing mobile sources (e.g.,
retrofitting older vehicles with cleaner emissions technologies) and the examination of cleaner fuels
and technologies in the development of future mobile sources. The State of California has
developed statewide programs to encourage cleaner cars and cleaner fuels. The regulatory
framework described below summarizes the federal and state agencies responsible for monitoring
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and controlling mobile source air pollutants and the measures currently being taken to achieve and
maintain healthful air quality.

In addition to mobile sources, stationary sources also contribute to air pollution. Stationary sources
are regulated by the SDAPCD and include gasoline stations, power plants, dry cleaners, and other
commercial and industrial uses.

4.2.2.1 Federal Regulations

a. Clean Air Act

AAQS represent the maximum levels of background pollution considered safe, with an adequate
margin of safety, to protect the public health and welfare. The federal CAA was enacted in 1970 and
amended in 1977 and 1990 (42 United States Code [USC] 7401) for the purposes of protecting and
enhancing the quality of the nation’s air resources to benefit public health, welfare, and productivity.
In 1971, to achieve the purposes of Section 109 of the CAA (42 USC 7409), the USEPA developed
primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Six criteria pollutants of primary concern have been designated: O3, CO, SO,, NO,, lead, and PM. The
primary NAAQS were established, with a margin of safety, considering long-term exposure for the
most sensitive groups in the general population (i.e., children, senior citizens, and people with
breathing difficulties). The secondary NAAQS “...protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects associated with the presence of such air pollutant in the ambient air”
[42 USC 7409(b)(2)]. The primary and secondary NAAQS are presented in Table 4.2-2 (CARB 2016).

An air basin is designated as either attainment or non-attainment for a particular pollutant; non-
attainment areas may be further classified as marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme non-
attainment area. States are required to adopt enforceable plans, known as State Implementation
Plans (SIPs), to achieve and maintain air quality meeting the NAAQS. State plans must also control
emissions that drift across state lines and harm air quality in downwind states. Once a non-
attainment area has achieved the NAAQS for a particular pollutant, it is redesignated as an
attainment area for that pollutant. To be redesignated, the area must meet air quality standards for
three consecutive years. After redesignation to attainment, the area is known as a maintenance area
and must develop a 10-year plan for continuing to meet and maintain air quality standards, as well
as satisfy other requirements of the CAA. The SDAB is a nonattainment area for the federal ozone
standards. Table 4.2-3 summarizes the SDAB attainment status for each criteria pollutant.
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Table 4.2-2

Ambient Air Quality Sta

Pollutant Averaging California Standards National Standards
Time Concentration® Method” Primary>> | Secondary®® Method’
0.09 ppm B
8 1 Hour (180 pg/m?) Ultraviolet >ame as Ultraviolet
Ozone Primary
8 Hour 0.07 ppm s Photometry 0.070 PPM | standard Photometry
(137 pg/m°) (137 pg/m°)

T 3 3 n
Resplrable 24 Hour 50 pg/m Gravimetric or 150 pg/m Same as Inertial '
Particulate | Annual s Beta Primary Separation and
Matter Arithmetic | 20 pg/m N - Gravimetric
(PMio)° Mean Attenuation Standard Analysis

Same as
Fine 24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 pg/m? Primary Inertial
Particulate Standard Separation and
Matter Annual Gravimetric or Gravimetric
(PM,.5)° AMrithmetic 12 pg/m? Eftta ; 12 pg/m? 15 pg/m? Analysis
ean enuation
20 ppm 35 ppm _
1 Hour (23 mg/m®) (40 mg/m>)
Carbon 8 Hour 9.0 ppm Non-dispersive | 9 ppm B Non-dispersive
Monoxide (10 mg/m3) Infrared (10 mg/m3) Infrared
(CO) ?L:k%ur 6 ppm Photometry i i Photometry
(7 mg/m?)
Tahoe)
1 Hour 0.18 ppm s 100 ppb -
Nitrogen (339 pyg/m°) Gas Phase (188 pyg/m°) Gas Phase
Dioxide Annual Chemi- Same as Chemi-
(NOL)'® Arithmetic 0.030 ppg“ luminescence 0.053 ppmg Primary luminescence
Mean (57 pg/m’) (100 pg/m’) Standard
0.25 ppm 75 ppb B
1 Hour (655 pg/m?) (196 pg/m?)
3 Hour B B ?1'5388”1 Ultraviolet
! Fluorescence;
Sulfur . pg/m3) '
g_igx)iﬂ € 24 Hour 0.04 ppm Hggi\g:cl:;ce ?f;‘rl Eef)rgin B ;Egigr?{etry
2 (105 pg/m?) areas)!! (Pararosaniline
Annual 0.030 ppm Method)
Arithmetic | - (for certain | -
Mean areas)"’
30 Day 3
Average 1.5 pg/m - -
1.5 pg/m° High Volume
Calendar . ,
12,13 - Atomic (for certain Sampler and
Lead Quarter Absorption areas)'? Isafir;(zf; Atomic
g?l\l/llgr%th - 0.15 pug/m? Standard Absorption
Average
Beta
o Attenuation
Visibility
A See footnote and
ﬁ:glfccl'er; 4 8 Hour 14 Transmittance
through Filter
Tape .
Sulfates 4 b —— lon Chroma- No National Standards
HE tography
Hydrogen 1 Hour 0.03 ppm Ultraviolet
Sulfide (42 pg/m3) Fluorescence
Vinyl 0.01 ppm Gas Chroma-
Chioride'> | 24 Hour (26 pg/m3) tography
See footnotes on next page.
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Table 4.202 footnotes
Ambient Air Quality Standards
ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; pg/m’ = micrograms per cubic meter; - = not applicable.

California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour),
nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (PMqo, PM,5, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be
exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the
Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to
be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration
measured at each site in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PMy,, the 24-
hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average
concentration above 150 pg/m® is equal to or less than one. For PM,s, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98
percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact the
U.S. EPA for further clarification and current national policies.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are
based upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air
quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this
table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.

Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the Air Resources Board to give
equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality standard may be used.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the
public health.

National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must
have a “consistent relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the U.S. EPA.

On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to
0.070 ppm.

On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM, s primary standard was lowered from 15 pg/m?’ to 12.0 ug/m>. The
existing national 24-hour PM,; standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 pg/m?, as was the annual
secondary standards of 15 ug/m’. The existing 24-hour PM;, standards (primary and secondary) of 150 pg/m? also
were retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3
years.

To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national standards are in units of
parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national
standards to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national
standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm.

On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO, standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary
standards were revoked. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99" percentile
of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO, national
standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard,
except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until
implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of
parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can
be converted to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as ‘toxic air contaminants’ with no threshold level of exposure for
adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels
below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.

The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead
standard (1.5 pg/m? as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the
2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains
in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved.

In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile
visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which are “extinction of 0.23 per kilometer” and “extinction of 0.07
per kilometer” for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.

SOURCE: CARB 2016a.
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Table 4.2-3
San Diego Air Basin Attainment Sta
Criteria Pollutant Federal Designation State Designation
O3 (8-hour) Non-attainment Non-attainment
05 (1-hour) Attainment Non-attainment
Cco Attainment Attainment
PMio Unclassifiable Non-attainment
PM, 5 Attainment Non-attainment
NO, Attainment Attainment
SO, Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment
Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment
Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified
Visibility Reducing Particles No Federal Standard Unclassified

SOURCE: SDAPCD 2019

4.2.2.2 State Regulations

a. California Clean Air Act

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) was enacted in 1988 (California Health & Safety Code [H&S(C]
Section 39000 et seq.). Under the CCAA, CARB has developed the California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS), which generally set more stringent limits on the criteria pollutants than the
NAAQS (see Table 4.2-2). In addition to the federal criteria pollutants, the CAAQS also specify
standards for visibility-reducing particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.

Similar to the federal CAA, the CCAA classifies “attainment” or “non-attainment” areas for each
pollutant based on the comparison of measured data with the CAAQS. The SDAB is a non-
attainment area for the state Os;, PMy, and PM,s standards. Table 4.2-3 summarizes the SDAB
attainment status for each criteria pollutant.

b. State Implementation Plan

The SIP is a collection of documents that set forth the state’s strategies for achieving the NAAQS. In
California, the SIP is a compilation of new and previously submitted plans, programs (such as
monitoring, modeling, permitting, etc.), district rules, state regulations, and federal controls. CARB is
the lead agency for all purposes related to the SIP under the state law. Local air districts and other
agencies, such as the Department of Pesticide Regulation and the Bureau of Automotive Repair,
prepare SIP elements and submit them to CARB for review and approval. CARB then forwards SIP
revisions to the USEPA for approval and publication in the Federal Register. All of the items included
in the California SIP are listed in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) at 40 CFR 52.220.

The SDAPCD is responsible for preparing and implementing the portion of the SIP applicable to the
SDAB. The SIP plans for San Diego County specifically include the Redesignation Request and
Maintenance Plan for the 1997 National Ozone Standard for San Diego County (2012), and the 2004
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Revision to the California State Implementation Plan for the Carbon Monoxide-Updated
Maintenance Plan for Ten Federal Planning Areas.

c. Toxic Air Contaminants

The public’s exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) is a significant public health issue in
California. In 1983, the California Legislature enacted a program to identify the health effects of TACs
and to reduce exposure to these contaminants to protect the public health (Assembly Bill [AB] 1807:
H&SC Sections 39650-39674). The Legislature established a two-step process to address the
potential health effects from TACs. The first step is the risk assessment (or identification) phase. The
second step is the risk management (or control) phase of the process.

The California Air Toxics Program establishes the process for the identification and control of TACs
and includes provisions to make the public aware of significant toxic exposures and for reducing
risk. Additionally, the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588, 1987,
Connelly Bill) was enacted in 1987 and requires stationary sources to report the types and quantities
of certain substances routinely released into the air. The goals of the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act are
to collect emission data, to identify facilities having localized impacts, to ascertain health risks, to
notify nearby residents of significant risks, and to reduce those significant risks to acceptable levels.
The Children's Environmental Health Protection Act, California Senate Bill 25 (Chapter 731, Escutia,
Statutes of 1999) requires CARB to review its air quality standards from a children's health
perspective, evaluate the statewide air monitoring network, and develop any additional air toxic
control measures needed to protect children's health. Locally, toxic air pollutants are regulated
through the SDAPCD's Regulation XII.

Of particular concern statewide are diesel-exhaust particulate matter (DPM) emissions. DPM was
established as a TAC in 1998 and is estimated to represent a majority of the cancer risk from TACs
statewide (based on the statewide average). Diesel exhaust is a complex mixture of gases, vapors,
and fine particles. Some of the chemicals in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and formaldehyde,
have been previously identified as TACs by the CARB and are listed as carcinogens either under the
State's Proposition 65 or under the federal Hazardous Air Pollutants program.

Following the identification of DPM as a TAC in 1998, CARB has worked on developing strategies and
regulations aimed at reducing the risk from DPM. The overall strategy for achieving these reductions
is found in the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled
Engines and Vehicles (CARB 2000). A stated goal of the plan is to reduce the statewide cancer risk
arising from exposure to DPM by 85 percent by 2020.

In April 2005, CARB published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective (CARB 2005). The handbook’s recommendations are directed at protecting sensitive land
uses from air pollutant emissions while balancing a myriad of other land use issues (e.g., housing,
transportation needs, economics, etc.). The handbook is not regulatory or binding on local agencies
and recognizes that application takes a qualitative approach. As reflected in the CARB handbook,
there is currently no adopted standard for the significance of health effects from mobile sources.
Therefore, the CARB has provided guidelines for the siting of land uses near heavily traveled

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.2-9



4.2 Air Quality

roadways. The CARB guidelines indicate that siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a
freeway or an urban road with 100,000 or more vehicles per day should be avoided when possible.

According to the studies used to support the advisory distances, the freeways used in the handbook
analysis were Interstate (I-) 405 and |-710, both in Los Angeles and both with volumes of over
200,000 vehicles per day along the segments studied. Actual air emissions and concentration levels
are more nuanced and varied in the project areas and depend on local factors such as traffic
volumes, wind speed and direction, and meteorological conditions. The handbook
recommendations are designed to fill a gap where area-specific information is not available.

4.2.2.3 Local Regulations

a. Regional Air Quality Strategy

The SDAPCD is the agency that regulates air quality in the SDAB. The SDAPCD prepared the Regional
Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) to address state requirements, pursuant to the CCAA of 1988 (H&SC
Section 39000 et seq.). The CCAA requires areas that are designated non-attainment of CAAQS for
03, CO, SO,, or NO, to prepare and implement state plans to attain the standards by the earliest
practicable date [H&SC Section 40911(a)]. With the exception of state ozone standards, each of these
standards has been attained in the SDAB (SDAPCD 2016).

Included in the RAQS are the Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) prepared by the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) that control emissions from mobile sources (SDAPCD 2016).
The RAQS and TCMs set forth the steps needed to accomplish attainment of the CAAQS for ozone.
The most recent update of the RAQS and corresponding TCMs were adopted in 2016.

b. SPAPCD Rules

The SDAPCD has established a number of rules that regulate air quality including the following:

e Rule 50 (Visible Emissions) prohibits the discharge of any air contaminant other than
uncombined water vapor for a period aggregating more than 3 minutes in any 60-minute
period that is of a certain opacity specified in the rule. This regulation addresses diesel
emissions associated with diesel pile driving, asphalt paving, among other activities that can
result in visible emissions.

e Rule 51 (Nuisance) prohibits discharge of air contaminants or other material which cause
injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to a considerable number of persons or which
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of such persons or cause injury or damage to
business or property.

e Rule 52 (Particulate Matter) prohibits discharge of particulate matter in excess of 0.10 grain
per dry standard cubic foot (0.23 grams per dry standard cubic meter) of gas.
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e Rule 54 (Dust and Fumes) prohibits discharge of specified quantities of pollutants into the
atmosphere within any one hour, including lead and lead compounds, as specified in the
regulation.

e Rule 55 (Fugitive Dust Control) prohibits airborne dust beyond the property line for a period
aggregating more than 3 minutes in any 60-minute period. This is typically achieved by
watering during grading activities, installing erosion control measures and track-out grates
or gravel beds and egress points to preventing dirt “track out” onto streets, using soil
stabilizers, mulching or seeding, in addition to other measures.

e Rule 67.0.1 (Architectural Coatings) establishes volatile organic compounds (VOC) limits on
architectural coatings that are produced, sold, or applied within San Diego County.

c. City of San Diego Municipal Code

The City of San Diego's (City's) Off-Site Development Impact Regulations (San Diego Municipal Code
[SDMC] Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7) are intended to provide standards for air contaminants,
noise, electrical/radioactivity disturbance, glare, and lighting. The division applies to all development
that produces air contaminants, noise, electrical/radioactivity disturbance, glare, or lighting in any
zone. SDMC Section 142.0710 establishes that air contaminants including smoke, charred paper,
dust, soot, grime, carbon, noxious acids, toxic fumes, gases, odors, and particulate matter, or any
emissions that endanger human health, cause damage to vegetation or property, or cause soiling
shall not be permitted to emanate beyond the boundaries of the premises upon which the use
emitting the contaminants is located.

4.2.3 Significance Determination Thresholds

4.2.3.1 CEQA Guidelines

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to air quality and odors are based on
applicable criteria in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G and the
City's CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2016a), and applicable air district standards
described below. Thresholds are modified from the City's CEQA Significance Determination
Thresholds to reflect the programmatic analysis for the proposed project. A significant air quality
and/or odor impact could occur if implementation of the proposed project would:

1) Conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

2) 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;

3) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

4) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people.
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4.2.3.2 San Diego Air Pollution Control District

a. Air Quality Standards

Regarding a violation of air quality standards (Issue 2), the SDAPCD has established trigger levels
that determine when a new or modified stationary source would require an air quality analysis.
These trigger levels are utilized by the City in its CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of
San Diego 2016) as one of the considerations when determining the potential significance of air
quality impacts for projects within the City. As these thresholds are only appropriate for a project-
level analysis and not a program-level analysis of build-out of all the project areas, these thresholds
are only used in evaluating a typical project as a representative scenario of impacts that could occur.
The air quality impact screening levels for determining whether air quality impacts are significant are
shown in Table 4.2-4.

Table 4.2-4
Air Quality Impact Screening Levels

Emission Rate

Pollutant Pounds/Hour Pounds/Day Tons/Year
NOy 25 250 40
SOy 25 250 40
CcO 100 550 100
PMyo -- 100 15
Lead - 3.2 0.6
VOC, ROG -- 137 15
PM,5° -- 67 10

SOURCE: SDAPCD, Rules 20.1, 20.2, 20.3; City of San Diego 2016a.

®The City does not specify a threshold for PM,s. Threshold here is based on the SDAPCD, Rules 20.1,
20.2,20.3.

NOTE: NOy = oxides of nitrogen; SOy = oxides of sulfur; CO = carbon monoxide; PM, = particulate
matter less than 10 microns; VOC = volatile organic compounds; ROG = reactive organic gases;
PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns.

The above thresholds are applicable to individual development projects and not a program-level
analysis such as the proposed project. The project-level thresholds are intended to ensure many
individual projects would not obstruct the timely attainment of the NAAQS and CAAQS. Generally,
discretionary program-level planning activities, such as general plans, community plans, or
ordinance amendments, are evaluated for consistency with the local air quality plans as a measure
of significance.
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b. Toxic Air Emissions

Regarding toxic air emissions (Issue 3), for SDAPCD-permitted projects in general, the SDAPCD does
not identify a significant impact if the potential health risks from the proposed project would be
below the health risk public notification thresholds specified by SDAPCD Rule 1210. The public
notification thresholds are:

e Maximum incremental cancer risks equal to or greater than 10 in one million, or
e Cancer burden equal to or greater than 1.0, or

e Total acute non-cancer health hazard index equal to or greater than 1.0, or

e Total chronic non-cancer health hazard index equal to or greater than 1.0.

Therefore, for the purposes of evaluating the potential health risks associated with the air toxics
addressed in this assessment, a significant impact could occur if the worst-case incremental cancer
risk was greater than or equal to 10 in one million, or if the worst-case total acute or chronic health
hazard index is greater than or equal to one.

4.2.4 Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Conflicts with Air Quality Plans

Would the proposed project conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

The CCAA requires air basins that are designated nonattainment of the CAAQS for criteria pollutants
prepare and implement plans to attain the standards by the earliest practicable date. The two
pollutants addressed in the San Diego SIP and RAQS are reactive organic gas (ROG) and oxides of
nitrogen (NOy), which are precursors to the formation of ozone (Os). The SIP and the RAQS, which in
conjunction with the TCMs were most recently updated in 2016, serve as the air quality plans for the
SDAB.

The basis for the SIP and RAQS is the distribution of population in the region as projected by
SANDAG. The SDAPCD refers to approved general plans to forecast, inventory, and allocate regional
emissions from land use and development-related sources. These emissions budgets are used in
statewide air quality attainment planning efforts. As such, projects that propose development at an
intensity equal to or less than the population growth projections and land use intensity described in
their local land use plans are inherently consistent.

The Mobility Choices Program would support the installation of transportation infrastructure and
amenities within Fransit-Priority-Areas{TPAs}and-Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 23. The Mobility Choices
Program would not result in any new residential or commercial densities that would conflict with
assumptions in the SIP or RAQS. Thus, impacts related to conflicts with the SIP or RAQS associated
with the Mobility Choices Program would be less than significant.

The Housing Program is intended to incentivize high-density multi-family residential development
where affordable housing and community-serving amenities are provided within TPAs. As discussed
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in Chapter 4.0, the proposed Housing Program could result in a redistribution of the density that
was evaluated within recent community plan update (CPU) Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs).
Densities could shift to focus more within TPAs, but is not anticipated to exceed overall CPU
densities that were evaluated in the respective CPU EIRs. However, in project areas within
communities that have not undergone a recent comprehensive CPU, it is possible that the proposed
Housing Program could result in additional new development.

Recent CPU EIRs recognized that as the community plans were updated, newly designated land uses
would be forwarded to SANDAG for inclusion in future updates to the air quality plans for the SDAB.
The current SIP and RAQS were last updated in 2016 and are intended to be updated on a three-
year cycle. Therefore, densities within community plans adopted after 2016 would not be reflected
in the current air quality plans. Additional density allowed within communities without a recent
comprehensive CPU would also not be reflected in the air quality plans. Thus, implementation of the
Housing Program could result in a significant impact due to conflicts with the land use assumptions
used to develop current RAQS and SIP.

Issue 2 Air Quality Standards

Would the proposed project 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?

Air quality impacts can result from the construction and operation of a project which results in
emissions above air quality standards. Construction impacts are short term and result from fugitive
dust, equipment exhaust, and indirect effects associated with construction workers and deliveries.
Operational impacts can occur on two levels: regional impacts resulting from development, or local
effects stemming from sensitive receivers being placed close to roadways or stationary sources.

a. Construction

Construction-related activities are temporary, short-term sources of air emissions. Sources of
construction-related air emissions include:

e Fugitive dust from grading activities;

e Construction equipment exhaust;

e Construction-related trips by workers, delivery trucks, and material-hauling trucks; and
e Construction-related power consumption.

Construction activities such as the operation of on-site heavy-duty construction vehicles and the
transport of materials and labor to and from construction sites would be the primary sources of
NOy, CO, and SO, emissions. Site preparation activities such as grading and excavation, road
construction, and building demolition and construction would be the primary sources of PM;, and
PM,s emissions. Painting during the architectural coating phase and off-gas emissions associated
with asphalt paving would be the main contributor of ROG emissions. Mobile source emissions from
vehicle and construction equipment exhaust, as well as from haul trips associated with earthwork
material hauling would also be a primary contributor of NOy emissions generation.
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Future construction activities associated with development under the Housing Program are
anticipated to occur sporadically over approximately 30 years, consistent with buildout assumption
in recent CPUs. Buildout would comprise of multiple projects undertaken by individual
developers/project applicants, each having its own construction timeline and activities. Construction
activities associated with the Mobility Choices Program would also occur sporadically over time
including both transportation infrastructure improvements and development incentivized by the
Mobility Choices Program.

Analysis from recent CPU EIRs related to construction emissions generally provided a conservative
analysis of the worst case potential emissions associated with construction. These documents’
conclusions provide a representative analysis of the potential impacts that could occur with the
proposed project. The Final Program EIR for the Uptown CPU (City of San Diego 2016b) and the
Mission Valley CPU Final Program EIR (City of San Diego 2019) were reviewed to determine potential
construction-related air quality impacts that could occur as a result of future projects implemented
under the proposed project. Two hypothetical scenarios taken from the aforementioned EIRs were
selected that represent a range of the size and scope of potential future projects that could be
constructed within the project areas.

Hypothetical Project #1

Hypothetical project #1 includes demolition of an existing 5,000-square-foot structure and the
construction of a 29-unit multi-family structure on a 1.8-acre site. Detailed analysis and modeling
results are included as Appendix D of the Uptown CPU EIR and are hereby incorporated by
reference. Air emissions for this hypothetical scenario were calculated using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2. The CalEEMod program is a tool used to estimate air
emissions resulting from land development projects based on California specific emission factors.
CalEEMod can estimate the required construction equipment when project specific information is
unavailable. Air emission estimates in CalEEMod are based on the duration of construction phases;
construction equipment type, quantity, and usage; grading area; season; and ambient temperature,
among other parameters.

This hypothetical analysis assumes that standard dust and emission control during grading
operations would be implemented to reduce potential nuisance impacts and to ensure compliance
with SDAPCD Rule 55.0. An architectural coating VOC limit of 150 grams per liter was assumed for all
interior and exterior coatings to reflect the requirements of SDAPCD, Rule 67.0.1. A summary of the
modeling results for this hypothetical project is shown in Table 4.2-5, which shows project-based
construction emissions compared to project-level significance thresholds. Emissions reported in
Table 4.2-5 are the maximum emissions for each pollutant that would occur during development of
a residential project. The various emission levels would not necessarily occur simultaneously. These
are, therefore, the worst-case emissions.
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4.2 Air Quality

Table 4.2-5
Hypothetical Project #1 Daily Construction Emissions
(pounds/day)
Pollutant (pounds per day)
ROG NOy CcO SO, PM;, PM, 5
Residential Project 55 29 22 0 4 3
Project-level Threshold 137 250 550 250 100 100

SOURCE: RECON Environmental 2016.

NOTE: Due to rounding, the total PM emissions indicated in the CalEEMod output file
do not equal the sum of the individual source emissions.

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide;

SO, = sulfur dioxide; PMy, = particulate matter less than 10 mic