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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 strikeout/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 certain exceptions 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 impacts to the extent feasible, while incentivizing
development within the City’s transit priority areas (TPAs) and urban areas (Mobility Zones 1,
2, and 3). that will be supported by an 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 any new development for which a
building permit is issued except for:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Residential development with 10 or fewer dwelling units; or
Any non-residential development less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; or
Residential development that includes at least 20 percent affordable housing as defined
in SDMC Section 143.0730 for the provision of amenities requirement; or
Public projects; or
Development within one-quarter mile of existing passenger rail; or
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.”
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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 implementation of the program would occur
within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. Downtown Community Plan Area, in TPAs, and more urban
areas. These improvements would largely occur within existing road rights-of-way or within
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 Draft 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 Draft 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

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 Gómez, 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)
La Jolla/Riford Branch Library (81L)
Linda Vista Branch Library (81M)
Logan Heights Branch Library (81N)
Malcolm X Library & Performing Arts Center (81O)
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 (81JJ)
North University Branch Library (81JJJ)
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)
Old Town Community Planning Board (368)
Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee (375)
Pacific Highlands Ranch-Subarea III (377A)
Rancho Peñasquitos 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 Peñasquitos 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 (225I)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225J)
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 (225O)
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

0
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
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
Community Plan Area.

Community

Mobility Zone 2: Any parcel that falls wholly or
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 Convention Changes
Draft PEIR
Final PEIR
Mobility Zone 2: Areas outside of TPAs within Mobility Zone 3: Community planning area
communities that have an aggregated VMT of boundary with a VMT efficiency that is at 85
85 percent of the regional average or less for percent or less of the regional average for
either household per capita VMT or VMT per either resident VMT per capita or employee
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

0.2

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

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:
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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
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

State Clearinghouse ......................................................................................................................... RTC-2
California Department of Transportation ..................................................................................... RTC-3
Deal, Walter....................................................................................................................................... RTC-6
Delano and Delano on behalf of Uptown United ...................................................................... RTC-19
Environmental Health Coalition ................................................................................................... RTC-31
Hecht-Solberg on behalf of Alexandria Real Estate ................................................................... RTC-34
Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board.......................................................................... RTC-36
Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians ................................................................................................ RTC-42

RTC-1

LETTER

RESPONSE
Letter A

A-1

A-1

RTC-2

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE
Letter B

B-1

B-2

B-1

Comment noted.

B-2

Comment noted.

RTC-3

LETTER

B-3

RESPONSE

B-3

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.

B-4

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.

B-4

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.
RTC-4

LETTER

B-5

RESPONSE

B-5

RTC-5

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE
Letter C

C-1

C-1

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

C-2

C-2

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

RTC-6

LETTER

RESPONSE

C-3

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.

C-4

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR. The error in the ordinance reference has
been corrected.

C-3

C-4

RTC-7

LETTER

C-5

C-6

RESPONSE

C-5

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

C-6

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

RTC-8

LETTER

C-7

C-8

RESPONSE

C-7

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.

C-8

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.

RTC-9

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-10

LETTER

C-9

RESPONSE

C-9

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.

C-10

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

C-11

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.

C-10

C-11

C-12

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,

RTC-11

LETTER

RESPONSE
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.
C-12

RTC-12

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.

LETTER

C-13

RESPONSE
C-13

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.

C-14

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:

C-14

•
•

•

C-15

•

•

The extent to which the alternative would feasibly accomplish
most or all of the basic objectives of the proposed project;
The extent to which the alternative would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the identified significant environmental effects of
the proposed project.
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;
The appropriateness of the alternative in contributing to a
“reasonable range” of alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice; and
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[e]).

While there may be other possible alternatives, CEQA does not
require all possible options to be evaluated.

RTC-13
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RESPONSE
C-15

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/.

C-16

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.

C-16

RTC-14

LETTER

C-17

RESPONSE

C-17

RTC-15

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.

LETTER

RESPONSE
Attachment to Letter C

C-18

C-18

RTC-16

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.

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-17

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-18

LETTER

RESPONSE
Letter D

D-1

D-1

RTC-19

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

LETTER

D-2

RESPONSE
D-2

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.

D-3

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 projectlevel 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.

D-3
D-4

D-5

D-6
D-7

D-8

A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be considered by
the City upon approval of the proposed project.
RTC-20

LETTER

RESPONSE
D-4

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.

D-5

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).

RTC-21

LETTER

RESPONSE
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.
D-6

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.

D-7

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.

D-8

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.

RTC-22

LETTER

D-9

D-10

RESPONSE

D-9

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

D-10

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.

RTC-23

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-24

LETTER

RESPONSE
D-11

D-11

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.

RTC-25

LETTER

RESPONSE
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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D-12

RESPONSE

D-12

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.

D-13

See response to comment D-5.

D-14

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

D-15

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.

D-16

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).

D-13
D-14

D-15

D-16

RTC-27
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RESPONSE
D-17

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.

D-18

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:

D-17

D-18

D-19

RTC-28

(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)).

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

RTC-29

The commenter’s opposition to the approval of the project is noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

See Pages RTC-43-188 for Attachments to Letter D.

RTC-30

LETTER

RESPONSE
Letter E

E-1

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.

E-2

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 multifamily 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.

E-1

E-2

RTC-31
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E-3

RESPONSE
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.

E-4

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.

E-4

E-5

E-6

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.

E-7

With regards to Coastal Development Permits, determinations
would be made in accordance with the City’s Land Development
Code.
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E-5

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.

E-6

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.

E-7

Comment noted.

RTC-33

LETTER

RESPONSE
Letter F

F-1

F-1

Introductory comment is noted.

F-2

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.

F-3

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.

F-2

F-3

RTC-34
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F-4

F-5

RESPONSE

F-4

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

F-5

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.

F-6

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

F-6

RTC-35
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Letter G

G-1

Introductory comment is noted.

G-2

a. 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).

G-1

b. 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.

G-2

c.

G-3

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).

d. 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 highquality transit stop. By providing more infrastructure and

G-4

RTC-36

LETTER

RESPONSE
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.
G-3

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.

G-4

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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G-5

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.

G-6

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.

G-7

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 multimodal transportation within the project areas.

G-5

G-6
G-7

G-8

G-9
G-10

G-11
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G-8

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 multifamily 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.

G-9

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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G-10

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.

G-11

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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Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board
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G-12

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 faci lities is inadequate and should be expanded, as these
improvements will do little to address the much larger transportation needs of the region.

G-12

Refer to response to comment G-9.

G-13

Refer to response to comment G-9.

G-14

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.

Land Use

G-13

I. 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

G-14

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 residenti al development. Increasi ng density without
considering all of the need s of the future residents will necessari ly 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 Kaufman, Chair
Rancho Bernardo Conununity Planning Board
cc: Councilmember Mark Kersey, District 5
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From:
To:
Cc:

~

Subje ct:
Dat e:

Complete Communities
Monday, February 24, 2020 2:51: 28 PM

Attachments:

imaoe001 ioo

Pl N PlanninoCEOA
Ernest Pinaletoo

In reviewing the above referenced proj ect the Viejas Ban d of Kumeyaay Indians ("Viej as") would like

As detailed in Section 4.8.4 of the PEIR, the City distributed a Notice
of Preparation for the PEIR to all culturally affiliated Native
American tribes, organizations, and individuals and included
notification to all tribal groups in San Diego County. Consultation
began in August 2019 and concluded in October 2019. The
consultation process involved a review of the project scope and
analysis, along with review of the draft sensitivity maps for the
proposed project (see Figure 4.8-1 in the PEIR).

to comment at this t ime.

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.

The project area may contain many sacred sites to t he Kumeyaay people . We request that these
sacred sites be avoided with ad equate buffer zones.
Additionally, Viejas is requesti ng, as approp riate, t he following:
All NEPA/CEQA/NAGPRA laws be followed
Immediat ely contact Viejas on any changes or inadvertent discoveries.
Please call Ernest Pingleton at 619-659-2314 or email, epingleton@viej as-nsn.gov, for scheduling.
Thank you.

Ray Teran
Viejas Tribal Government
Grant Writer/ Administrator

619-659-2312
rteran@viejas-nsn.cov
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Attachment 1 to Letter D

I

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, 201 Oby
Redevelopment Agency Resolution R-385760
Revised June 21, 2016 by
San Diego City Council Resolution R-310562
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lm1>nct

AQ-B,l

Dust a nd co nst t uction equipme nt engll'le emissions g-enernt0d durin g grading and demolition
would impact local and regional air quality, (Direct and Cum t.tlative)
Af t«igC1tio ri Meo.su r e AQ·B . 1-1: Pri ot· to flPJ)1'0val of a Gra din g or Demolition P erm ii , t he City

s h.all confit·m Lhat th ~ followi ng conditions ha ve bee n 01>pli ed, as a ppropria te:
Exposed soil oreoa sha ll be watered lwice per d.oy. On windy days or wh en fugitive dus l
can be obACrved leaving t-he do, relopmc11L .e iLe, additional a 1>plicat.ions of wa ler .s hall be
applied as necessary to 1>rcvcnt. vis lblo dust plumes from leaving t he development site.
When wind velocit ies aL-e fo1-ecas t to CXC(led 25 mph 1 all ground disturbing ncth rities s hall
be ha lted unli l wind &iho t a re forecast to a bote OOlow t.hi8 threshold.

2.

Oust. s uppression techniqu e.e e-lmll be impl eme nte d includ ing, but not limited lo. lhe
follo,ving:
a.

PorLione of t.he conat rt1etio11 site to remain irrn ctive longer tba ,~ a period of th ree
months shal l be seeded a nd wa tered unt.U gra ss co,·e r is grow-nor otherwise sta bilize d
in a ma nner acceptnble to Civic San Diego.

b.

On-.s.i te access points sha ll be pa\•ed as soo n as feasible or wa tel'e d periodically or
oth eL..,,;se &tnbifo,,ed .

c.

Deve lope r

City

LETTER

J.

Prior to
Demo] ition or
Grading Pe rmit
(Design)

l\fate1·i al t ra nsported off-8ite shall be eit her sufi:iciently wa le l"e d or securely co\a·e1·ed to
e::u,=easive arnount.s orduet.

111-e...·en t

cl.

'l 'I~ area d ielur-be-d by clearing, crading, eart.l1mavin g, or excavatio1~ ope ra:tio11s .shall
be minim ized ot. a ll times.

3.

Vehicles on 1he const.ruclion site s ha ll t ra,,el nt spe eds less tha n 15 mph.

4.

Ma te rial stoc:kpiles subject lo wi nd erosio11 duri ng construction a ctivities, which will not
be utilized within throo days, s ha ll be covel'cd. with plnstic, no alternative cove r deemed
eq,1 i, ralent to pl astic. o L· :sprayed witJ, a nontoxic chemical :stabilizer.

5 , \Vhere vehicles lea ve t he construct.ion s ite and e nte r adj acent public st reets. the streets
s ha ll be !S'"·ept da ily OL· wa;!ihed dgwn .a t. the e nd ot the wor k d ay to remove soil tra ck ed
onto t.he pa v~ .surfa oo. Any vi$ible t:ra.ek -oul e.xt:e11ding for more t ha n fifly (50) feet Crom
the nccess point .sha ll be swept or washed within thirty (30) minutes of depositioIL
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All diesti l•powcl'ed vehicles and eqlliJJmcnt shall be properly operated a nd maintained.
All diesel-powered vehicles a nd gaeol.ine-po,1,·ere<I equi1}ment s hnlJ be turned off whe n not
in use fol' more than rive minutes, as required by s t ate law.
8.

T he cons h·uct:io n eont1'8ct o1· s ht1ll ut.ili1.e e lectric or naLural gas-powel'ed equipment in lieu
of gasol ine or die-ael-powere d engines, where foas ible.

9.

As much ns po&Sible, the conatructi on conlt11cto1· ahnll time lhe construction activities so
os not to interret(!J with peo k hour LL"affic. In orde !' to minimize obstruct.ion or through
traffic J.a nes ndjncent l.o the s ite, a fiag •J)Ot-son ahall be 1·etaincd to ma intain safety

ince ntives for th e con8lructio r1 crew .

11. L:>w VOC ronti ug.s e:ha 11 be used aa required by SDA?CD Rule 67. SiH-ay eq uiJ)tnent with
hie-11 t.r&r'lafer efficie ncy, .such as t.he high volume-low J)resaure apt·&y me thod. or rrnrnuol
ooali ngs application s uch as pa int brus.h ha nd roller, tro\vel, spatula; dauber, rag, or
sponge, .sh.all be used to reduce VOC em issions, whcl'C fea sibl e.

LETTER

adjacent to existing roadways, if neccsaary.
10. The construction contractor shall suppo L"t a nd encourage ridesharing and tl-ansit

J2. If oonstn1ction e quipment powered by alternath"C fuel sources (liquefied natural
gaeloomp reased aatural gas) is a v.fl iluble at compara ble cost. the develope r s baU 8J>ecify
thnt s uch equ ipm e nt be used duri ng a ll con!Struction activitie.s on the developmen t s ite.
13. T he deve1'11}er shall r~ ui L-e t:he use ofpor Liculate fil t.e L"il on d iesel co11sLn1clic,n equipll\enl
if t1se of such filtet·s is demonstrated l.o be 003t-com1H~t itive for use on. th.is deve lopme nt.
14. Dul"ing- demolilion acti\1ities, safety measure21 as required by Ci t:y/County/St.ete ror

re moval of toxic or ha:z.ardou.s materials sha ll be utilized.
J5 , Rubble piles s haU be maintained in a dam1> state

to 1ninimize dust general.ion.

)6, Du ring finis h ,vork. low -VOC paints and efficient transfer systems .sJiall be u t ilized, to tbe
extent possible.
Ji . If alternative~foeled and/or particulate filter-equi.pped construction equipme nt is not
feasible, construct.ion equipment ahalJ u se tile neweijf., lenst-po lluting equipU1ent,
whe never possib le. 0Ut·i rtg fi_nis.h wo1·k, low-VOC 1rn:ir1ts a nd efficient transfer S3-'S.tems
.shall be utilized, to t he @' Xtent pO&S.lble.
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lm1>nct
HIST-A.l

IFutm-e

de,1elopment. i.n
(Direct and Cumulative)

Downtown could impact :e igniftcant architecturol st-ructures.

Af t«igC1tio ri Meusu.re HIST-A.1- 1: Por ooneti'l1etion 01· deve lopmenl pe rmi t.s lha l m{t)' i mpttct

Prior to

pote ntially hietodcol L-esouroea which a re 45 yea rs or age or older and which have nol been

Deve lopme nt.
Pcrm jt (Des ign)

~va luat.c!d for loca l, stale and fodc ral historic significa nce, a s iLC specific &un"O)' -Sha ll be
rcqu.ired in accordance with the Historica l Rc.soln'WS Regulat ions in tl1c LDC. Based on the

eu.rvey a nd t.he best inforru11t.ion ava ilabl e, City SLa lTto t he Historical nesotin.:es Board (HRB)
ahalJ delermine whet her histo1·ica l L<eaoureea exiat, wheth el' pote ntial h iatol;caJ reaou1·ce(a)

Pt· ior to
Demoli tion.

Grading, aml/or
Building Pe1·mit
(])<,sign)

I

Prior to

All :1p1>l ications for co net:ruction and developme nt pe1·mita where hi.slorical resources are g ert i.Iicnte of
present.. on the s ite sholl be evo luated by City Staff t.o t.he HR8 p ursuAnt. to Chnpter l4, (Tcxuranc)' .
AL·ticle 3, Di\lieion 2, His.tol'ica l ReaoUL"CCS Regulo. t io11a oft he LDC.

I.

Civic San
Diego /City

)

LETTER

i&/a re e lig ible fo r designa tion a.s de111ignated historica l re.source(&) by the KRB , llnd t he precil!le

loention of Ilie 1-esolll'oo(s). The identified historical 1-e-aource(a) may be nom.inaled for HRB
designation as a. rcstilt of the survey pursuant to Chapter 12, Article 3, Divis ion 2, Designation
of Historical Ue.sot1L'Ce procedures, of the LDC.

Deve lope r

mp erne ntat.ion

National Register-Liste.d/E ligible, CALitornia Register-Li st.ed/Eligjb le Resources:
Re.sources listed in or foL'n H1lly dct.c-t mincd el igible for tho National Rcgisr..cr o r Ca lifot·n ia
Register and resom"Ces ide nt ified as contl'ibutin g with i.n a Nat.ional or California Registe r

Di.strict. s ha.11 be reta in ed onaite und any improve ments, renovati on, re ha bilita t ion and/or
odapt..i,•e reuse of lhe property &hall enau re its J)re1:1orvation ond be co1u;i.1Ue nt with t.b e
Socre.ta ry of t he Inte rior's Sta ndnrd s for the Trentme nt of Historic Properties ( 1995) a nd
t he associaccd Gu::idelines.

2. San Diego R cgjst.er-Lis t cd Rosou.rccs: Re sources lis.tcd in the Sa n Diego Regist er of
Hl storical Resources, 01· <let.e rmin ed to be a contr ibutor to a San Diego Register District,
s ha ll, whe n eve L· i>o$$ible, be retai.ned on-P!lile. Pa.rtia l rel e nt-ion, L-elocstion, or de mol itio n of
a resource .s haU only be p,ennitted aixord inc to Chaptl:!r 14, Articl~ 3, Divis ion 2,
Historical Reaiourcea Regulat ions of the LDC.
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:\•I ii igation Measure(a.
.Mit.igc,t.ion. ft.l easw-e HIST-A.1-2: Uthe potential exis ts for direct aml/01· indirect in1pncts to
L"E!ta ined or relocaled designaled and/OL" potential historical re&0\n'ces ("histol"ical 1~ource-.a:"),
the followin g measures s h.alJ be imple men ted in cootxl ina t ion wi th A Development Se rvices
Departme nt designee and/or City Staff to the HRB (""Cit:y Stall") in nccordnnce with Chapter
14, Article 3, Division 2. Hjstoricnl Resources Reg\1la tionsoftbe LDC.

I.

Time Frame

Verification
Responsibility J Rea11onaibilits

Prior to Pe rmit Issuance

A.

Construction Plan Check
1.

(a) Stabilization wol'k ca nnot. begin u ntiJ a Precon Meeti ng has been he ld a t

LETTER

Prior to Notice to Procood (NTP) for a ny construction permits, including but
not limjtcd t.o , the first Grnding Permit Building Pel'D1ita.but 1uior to the first
Preconstruct.ion (Precon) Meetin g, whicheveL' is upp licabl.e, City Stnff ahall
\'e ri fy that the re<iuireme nts for historicnl monitoring during demolition
a nd/or stn bilization ha\'O bee n noted on the n1lpropria te construction
documents.
least one week p1·ior to iss uance of a p1)1-01>riate 1,erm il..$.
(b) Physical description. incl uding lhe yeur a nd type or hi stol'icnl resoui:-ce,
nod e·x tentofalll bili7,.,ui on shnll be noted 011 lhe 1)1311.a.

6. Submitta l of'l're.at.inent !?Ion fo r Retained Historica l Re.e,ouree.s
1.

PrioL· t.o t-."TP ror an_y con.st rnction pe r1n it.a, including bu t. no t li mited to, the £in;t
Gra ding Permit and Building P4l rmits, but pr ior to the fi.r&t Preco 11 Meeti11g,
whichever is applicable, the Ap plicant s haU s ubmit. a Treatment Plan to City
Staff for review and aJJprovaJ in accordance in accorda nce with the Secretary of
1.he lnlt;! rior1s Si..nnd a. rdiJ for the ;l't-e.1;1tme nt of Hi st(l ric Pn)11e rti e& ( 1995) :ind the
assoc iated Guidelines. The Treatment Plan s hall include measures for
protecting any historical resources, .as defined in the LDC, duri ng construction
related activities (e.g.. rcmo\ral of non-historic fe atu res. demoli tion of adjacent
structures, Stlbsu1f3ce ~tructmal suppol't, etc.). The Treut.men l. Pla n sha U be
$hown as notes on a ll oona,lruetion docurne nte (i .e., Grnding a nd/or Build ing
Plans).
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1.

Th.e ~pplica nt shall i:,ub Ln it a letter of veriftcation to City Stnff identifying t he
Principal Investigutor (?l) fo1• t he project and the names of all J) ereona involved
in lhi e ~{MRP (i. e., ArchitecturaJ Historian, Hi storic Arcl1itect and/or
HU!torion). ns defined in the City of San Diego HRG.

2.

Cir:;· Staff will provide a Je t te !' t.o the ap1>lica nt confirming t.hnt the
qua lificalion.s of the P[ a rtd aU persons involve d in th e historica l monit01iug of
1he projecl moot I he qualification sta ndard s estab lished by the H RG .
PriOT to tbc s tart of work, the applicant mu st obtain approva l £rom City Sta.ff

for any personnel cha nge.a nseociated with t he monitoring progrnm.
11.

P rior to $1 A. r t of Construction
A. Docum entation Proi:rram (D P)
1.

or

J'rio r to the fi reL Precon l\'1ee linc a ncl/or issuunee
a ny conetruct..ion pennit,
the DP aholl 00 aubm itted t.o City St.o.tT for rev iew and a pprovol and ahall
incl ude the follo wl.J1g:

LETTER

3.

(a) Photo Documentation
(1) Documentatio n shall include J>rofussional quality photo documentation

of the historical l'esource(s) prior to a ny construction tha t may cause
d i1·ect a nd/or indirect imp~ct.6 t:o the reso\11·ce(s) with 35mm black and
whit~ photogi:-ap hs , 4x6 s rnndan:I ronnat. tak£on of nU fo ur e l£1vatio11~ arid
close--t111a of select 11rchit.ecrun1I ele ments, such as, but not limil.ed to,
rooD'wa ll junctions, window treatme nts , a nd dccorttti\lc hardwa re.
Photographs shall be of a rch.ival qua lity and eas ily l'eproducible.
(2) Xero~ copies 01· CD o.r the photogra1,hs shalJ be submitted for a rchh,.....U
8to l'3.ge wi t.h the City of San Diego Hll.8 and t he Ci,,ieSon Oieeo Project
file. One aet of original photograph& and negativea s hall be aubmitt~
for archi\1al storage wit h the California Room of tbe City of San Die-go
Public Library. the San Diego Historical Society and/or othcl' relative
h i&tol'icaJ society or group(s).
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(b) Required dra win gs
(1) Measured drnwin ga of t he bu.iJding's exterio1· elevotiom, depicti ng

existin.g co nd iti ons 01· other l'e'lewm t fea tures !!ha ll be prod uced fro m
recol'decl, acc urate meas urement.e. Jf portions of t11e bu ildj ng are not
accessible for mea :!Hn-cmcnt, or co nnot be re produced from ltlstor ic
somces. they s hoold not be cl1·awn, but clearly labeled as n ot accesSlble.
Drawings produ ced in ink on translucent material or arc.hiva Uy s l-'! bl e
material (blu el ine <h·a win,ge) are ncee1>t.able). Standa rd drawing aizea
a1:e 19 by 24 inche.s or 24 by 36 inch es. at.a nda 1-d scnle is l/4 inch = I

2.

LETTER

foo t.

(2) One .so t of WC!os ured dt·awinGS .shall bC! s ubmitted for archival .storage
wi th the City of San Diego HRB, t ho Civic San Diego Project file, t he
Sout.h Coastal lnfol'm a ti on Center, the Ca lifo rnia Room o r t he City Q(
Sa11 Die-go Public Library, 1he Sun Di ego Historical Society a 11dfot other
historica l society or gro u.1)(si).
Prior to 1he first Pteco11 Meeting, CiLy Sta ff shall verify t.hat the DP hos be-en
approved.

B. PI Sh aU Atte nd P recon Meet ings
I.

Prior to bel;innlll g any work tha t may i.mpact any historical resource(s) whic h is/a rc
s ubject to this ~[MRP, the Applicant .sh all an a nge a Precon Meeting th at .ahalJ
incl ude the PI , Con61ructjo n Ma nai_;e r (CM) im (Uor Gra ding Contractor, Res ident
Eng-inee1· (RE), His l.o ricnl Moni tor(s), Building Ins pector (Bl), if a pprop r iate, .<\ ild
City Sta ff. The quelifi ed Hisl.orinn a nd/or Architectu.rol Hi.sto1-ian shall at tend a ny
gradinglexcavatfon rela ted Precon !\foe tinlj;s to make comments amVor su ggest ions
co ncernin g th e Hisl.Qricsl )r'fonit,cu:in g program wit h the Con.elniction t\•hm1ge r
e ndlor Grad ing ContrHel.Or.
(n) If the PI is una ble 1(1 .atten d t he P-recon Meeti ng, the App lies nt. s ha ll schedul e a
focuae d Preoon Mooting with City S tn IT, tf1e Pl, RE, CM or Bl, if approp1-ia te,
prior to the s.tart. of any work th at requires moi1itoring.

2.

Historical Moni.tori.nG Plan
Prior to the .start of a ny work th.at is subj ect t o an Historica l Mon it<>ring Plan ,
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t,he PI shaU ~mbmit an Historical MonitorlJlg PJan which describes how the
monj toL·l ng would be aocompli ehed foL· 01)1>.rovnl by City Staff. T he Hi etori.cl1l
.\fonitoring Plan shRll inch1tle an His l-0ricnl Monitoring Ex hibit (H~iE) based on
the a ppt-opriate construction documents (reduced to llxl7 inches) to Cit)' Staff
identifying the areas to be mo1titot'ed including the delineation of
grading/excavatio n limits.
(b) Prior t.() the elarL of a ny work, Lhe Pl shell also tmbmil a co n.st.ruction 5(:hedu le
to City Sta IT through the RE indicat ing when an ti where moniwring will occur.

lm11lementutio11 of Approved T-reatment Plan for Historica l Resources
I.

linplement..1:u..ion of Lhe .flPJ)LVved Tr<w lme nt Pinn fo r t.ho proi.eetion of hiat..orical
rosouroos within Lhc project ssitc rn a_y not begi ,1 prior Lo 1he comp letion of tho
Documenta tion PL'Ogl'am a.s defin ed above,

2.

The quaJifLcd Historical Mo1Utor(s) s hall attend weekly jobsite meetings and be on•
site dai ly di.n;ng the stabihzat..ion phaee fol' any relaincd or adjacent hiatoriC"'.JJ
re501.11-ce t.o phgt.o d~ument the Treat ment Pinn prl)Ce85..

3.

The qu3lified HiSt.OL'icil l Moni to1·(e) ah.:d l dr:)Cument activity via the Consult~mt Sit~
Visit Record (CSVR). Th• CSVR's s holl be Cased br tlie CM to the RE tlie first da;a nd last day (Notifi.c ation of Monitoring Comp]etion) of the Treatment Plan process
a nd in lhe case of ANY ,111.anticipated incidents, The RE s hall forward CO})ies to City

LETTER

(c) The Pl may .submil a deta iled letter t.o Cit_y Staff prior to the star t of work or
during conetru Cl.ion r~ue:f!ting a modificn tior, to tho inooiloring prog1·an1. 'Thie
1·equeet ahall be based on rc,levan.t information such as review of final
cons truction documents which Uldicale site conditions such as underpinning,
s horing and/or extens ive e:i.cnvution which could resu lt in imp act.& to, end/or
reduce impi:11:.-ts tot.he Oll-:£1Jite or udjaceot hiswric::al re:sou roe.

Stall
-1.

Prior l.o the atru·t of any constru ction related uctivitjes. the applicant shall provide
,-erification to City Staff that fill hiato 1·ica l t"e.SOuroe& on-site ha,-e been adeciuutely
s tobili zed in accordan ce with the fll)PL-O\.--ed 'l'rentment Plan. This may include a .site
visit wit h City Staff, the CM, RE 01· BI, but may also be acoomplishcd through
s ubmittal of the draft. Treatment. Plan photo d.ocu.ment ation report.
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5.

II.

City Staff ~vill provide written "'eriftcation to the RE or BI after the site visit or
ul)On a 1mrova l of draft. Treutment Pla n L'ePo.rt ind icati ng that con&t·.ruc:l ion re loted
acti,,ities con proceed.

Du r ing Constru ctio n
A. Q ua lified Historical Mon it.or{s) S ho ll be Present During Grading/Excavation/

•r renching

The Qua li fied Historica l Monitor(a) eha:11 00 p r e11ent. fu ll-time tluring
g:radfag/c>:c...wotionltl'cnch.it1g activities which cou ld result in irupacta to
historical resources as identified on the H~ofE. The Construction Manager is
t'eEIJ)onsible fot· not;ifyin g the RE, Pl, a nd City Staff of chan ges to ans
construction act-i,,ities.

2.

·rhe Qual ified Hi.swrica l Motiltor{s) eha ll docm nent field ac1ivity via Lhe CSVR.
Tho CSVR 's s hall be faxed by I ho CM to th o RE the lint day of monitoring. the
last day of monitoring, monthly (Noli fical.ion or Monitoring Completion), and in
the case of ANY incidents involving the hiat.o,;cnl reSOul'ce. The JU} s hall
rorwRl"d oopiei:, t.o Cit.y Starr.

3.

The P l moy submit.

LETTER

B.

I.

1i deto iled letter to City S1-0cr dui;ng oonstTUet..iOf1 request.in
ii n~od i.ficnt.io n lo I he 1no1lilori11g progril 111 " 1 ben u fie ld condition arises which
could effect the historical resmirce being rctn ined on-site or a djacent to the
constructio n site.

Notificalio □

Process

1,

Jn the event of damage to a hlatorica.l resource retained on•s·it e or a djacent to the
pmject site, the Quti lified. Historica l 'M
. onil.or(s) shall dire,cl the cont r act.or to
t.etn1>oral'ily dive-rl ron.siruc.t..ion acti\.'iliee i.n the area of historical resou.rce and
immediately notify the RE or Bl. ae a pp ropria.le, aud the PI (un less Monitor is
the P l).

2.

Tho PI shall imrncdiatc]y notify City Stafl' by phone of t he incident, and s hall
al.so subm it wr itten document..ition to City St3ff within 24 hours by fa.~ or email
wit h photos of t he resom-ce in context, if pOS$ible.
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C. Determination/E\ aJ uatioa of lmpncts to a Hist orical Resout-cc
1

1.

The PI sbalJ cvnluate the incident relative to the historical resource.
(a) The P l sball immediatel)· notify City Stnfi' by p bo ne lo discuss the incident
a nd s h a ll also aubmiL a let.tel' to City Staff ind icating whe1he r ~ddit.iona l
mitiga tion is required.

or

(c)

rv.

[C Llnpacu to the b..istol'icnl rosourco al'e not considel'ed aignificn.111-, the Pl
shaJ I s ubmj t a letter to City Staff indicating that th e incide nt wiU be
documenled in the Fi na l Mon itoring Report, The letter shall a lso indicate
t.ha l lhat.. no fmt.her work i.a required.

LETTER

(b) [f impact@ to tlw histOl'ica l re.soul"ce o re eigni l'ica nt , 1he Pl s hall submit.. a
pl'oposal for City Staff review a o.d wrkLtc n a pprova l i n occordancc with
Chap ter t-1 , Article 3, Division 2 t HJ sloricnl Resou 1-ces Rcgulali ons of the
LDC and t.be Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Tt-eal ment
Historic Pro1>el-tiea (1005) and the a&80Ciated Guidelin es. Dil'ed a mllo r
in,Lirect. i1npoct8 to historical resources &om construct.ion acLl\•iLies n1us t be
mjtiga tcd ~fore work wilJ be a llowed to resume.

Nigh t. \'Vor k
A. Jr night. and!Ol· week end work is inch1ded in the contract.
1.

When night. an rllor wee kerHI \\'01·k is included in th e contra.ct puckage, the extenl

and lim ing .sh111l be prese11ted end dU!c.ussed at the Pre.r::on Meeling-.
2.

The following- procedu res .slrnll bo follow ed.

(a) No Im1>acts/l ncid~n1.s
[n the event that no hi8.t.oriea l re-ao urcea were i mpucted dur'iilg night nnd/or
weekend work, t11c Pl :shall 1'Coord th.c l.Dfo rmntion on t he CSVR and su bmit
to City Staff via rax by 8 a .rn. of th e next business day.
(b) Potentially S iglllficant lmJ)ads

the Pl determines that a potentially s.ig 11ificant i mp act has occu.ned to a
Du r in
h istor ica l resou rce, the proeedures det,a iled under Section 111

[f
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(c) The PI oha U immedi..,lel)' coatnct Cit)' Staff, or by 8 a.m. of the oe,1
bu.sl neas day to repot't- and discuss lhe findings as indicta ted in Sect.ion 111-8,
unless othe1• .speciric arra rtgemenl.s have been made.
B. Tr night ancVor weekend work beco mes nocessa 11" d urin g th e oour.se of oonstruCLion:

t.

'fhe Conat.rucli on l\'la nage r aha ll not.Hy lhe Rti; , or 131 , as .a ppropdate, a
mi nim um of 24 hours before t.he work Ull to begi rt.

2.

The RE. or Bl.

01

oppropriatc, sha ll r1otify Cit-y Staff immediately.

V.

Post Construction
A

Submittol ofDrnft Moni to ring Report.
I.

'fh e: P l a h111l su bmit. two co1>io.s of the Droft Mon itori ng Rcpot·L (even if ncgo ti va),

LETTER

C. .i\ll 01 her procednres described above a hall app ly• .oe appropriate.

prepared in accordance with the Hi:um·lcal Resources Gu idelines (HRG) a nd
AppencLices whic h describes the t"eeu lt.s, analysis, and conclusions of oll phases
of lhe H_istorica l Monitoring Plan (with appt"opriate graph.ice) to City Staff for
re·vie,,• e nd a,,p nwa l ,;\lit.hi 1\ 90 di:1ya follow ittg t he co mpletion of n1on iun;ng.
(a) The preoonstr•uetion Ttsea1 1uent Pier~ and Document.a.lion Plt1n (p hotos and
measured dra\.i. ings) 11nd Historicol Conmiemorati\'e Program. if applicable,
shaJ I be included and/or i.11co L1>0rat.€d i.nto the Draft Monitoring Repo1't.
1

(b) The PI aha.II be res.ponsib le for updating (on the a ppropriate State of

Californh1 Department of Par};: and Recreation fol'm:s• DPR 523 A/B) any
exi.atini;; s.,ite forms to doeume11t. t.he parli a l ond/or oomJ)lete de molitic111 or t.he
r'@80urce. Up da ted forms ah.oil bo submitted oo the South Coa:ual
[nformation Center with the FinaJ J\fonitori ng Report.
2.

City St.off shall return th e Drofl Monitorin g- Report to the Pl for t-e\·ision or, for
prep31'a tio n of the Final Report.

3.

T he PI sha ll subm it revised Oran. Monitoring Report to City Staff for appt'0\.'8.l.
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4.

6.

Mil
City Staff .shall pl"ovide written verification to the PI of the approved re1>ort.

City Stoff oha U notify the RE or BL a, appropriate, of ,..,ceipt of all Draft
Mo nilc)J'ing Repo"t eubmittal e a nd a1)provals.

8.

Pino I Monit.oring Hepo1t(s)
L.

2.

The Pl sha ll st1bmi t o ne copy of the approved Fi na.I Monit.ori ng RepoL"t Lo t.he
HE or Bl ae flJ)J>roJlriote , a nd one copy t0 Cit.:r St.aff (e \1e n irneg111,.ive). within 90
days a ft.er notification fro m City S1nITthaL Ille dl'art report. has bee n approved.
T he RE shall. io no case. iss ue the Notice of Comp lclion u ntil rec::ei\1ing a copy

Mitig"tion Mewmre HlST-A.1-8: If a de.sig nal ed 01· potent.in t historica l 1-esource (uhistorica l
resource") .a.a derrned in t.he LDC would be demo lished, t he foll owing meoau re s ha ll be
iru1>le nier1tcd ir'I acco rdan.ce with C1Hlpl,cu· 14, Arliclo 3, Diviaion 2, Hist.orient Resources
Rcgt.1 lations of the LDC.

LETTER

of the appro,·ed Fi tta l Monitol'ing Re1>01·t Crom City Staff,

I. Prior to Issuance of n Demo lition Permit
A. A DP s hall be , ubmilled to City Staff to t ho HRB ('City Stoll") for rnvicw and approval
and shall include the foUowi ng:
L.

Photo Document.a t.ion
(a)

(b)

Documentation s ha ll incJude profeasio11al qual ity 1>hoto documen tation of the
s tructm'e J)rior to demoli tion with 35 millimel e r black a nd white photographs,
4x6 i11eh $W. nd a L-d ronna l, w kc,1 of a ll four elevations and d ose- u1>s of' se1eet
nrchit.eclill'Bl ele ment~ .such as, but not 1.i mit.c tl to, rooflwall junctions, wi ndow
h'eatment.s , decorative h.ard wa l'e. Photographs shall be of a~hival quality and
eMily 1-eprod ucible.
Xerox: copies or CD of the pho t.og-ru.ap h:9, sha ll be submitted for archjva.l a.ro1-age
wi t.h th e City of San Oiego BR8 a nd the Civic S11n Oiego Project fi le . One &et of
01-i.gina.l photographs and neg.a c.ives sh.all be submitted for archh·al storage

with t-be C11lifol'nia Room of the City of Sr.1.n Diego Public Library. t he San
Diego Histo ricaJ Society and/or other L-elative l1istorical society or g l"oup(s).
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2. Rcq\1i.red drawings

Measm-cd dnnvings of lhe building's exterior elev..1tions de1>icbog e~stfog
condil.ions 01· ot.hei• releva nt feat.urea- .ehall be produoed fro m l'OOOrded, aceta·ale
measurements. lf portions of the buildir,g a.re not accessible for measu1·ement,
or cannot be reproduced L.-om historic sources.. t hey should not be drawn. but
clcal'iy labeled us not acc.cssiblo. Drawings produced in ink on translucent
material or arc:hivaUy stable materioJ (blueline drawings aro acc.:epttlbl e).
StondaL-d dnnving ei~a nre HI by 24 in ches or 24 by 3G inches, 6l-8ndard acale
is 1/4 inctt = l foot..

{b)

One &et of 1nensured drawings .s hull be submitted for archi"al stornr;·e " ·ilh the
City of San Diego HRB) tho Civic San Die-go Project file, the South Coastal
Information Center, l he California Room of the City of San Diego Public
Library, t he San Diego Hisloricnl Society and/or other historical society or

LETTER

{aj

group(•).

B. Prior t..o t.he 6rat P1·econ Mee ting City Starr el1a ll veriry Lha t the DP has boon a 11proved.

I

ln addiLion to the Docmne nt.tUion Proe-ram, t.he AJ)J)lieant s hnll coinply with any other
conditi ons oont.oined in the Sioo D(wclopmcnt Pe1·mit purs.turnt to Chapter l4, Article 3,
Di\'i.sion 2. Historicnl Resources Regulations or the LDC.

lmpu ct De,•elopment in Downtown cou.ld i_mpact sign Weant bu.ried archaeological resources. (Direcl
HlST-B.l und Curnul.ative)

Afit.igation Jlfeasure HIST-B.l-1:

[f the potential e.xists for dll'ect and/or indirect impaccs to
significant buried archaeo logica l resoul'ces, the fo\lo,,ting measures s haU be impl emented in
tOOt'd ina t.io n with 3 Oevelopmen t Service8 Oep::.rlme nt. deaig nee a nd/or City Starr Lo th e HltB
("City Staff') in AOCOt<dence ~\1 ith Cll8pl.er 14, Article 3, Di\·ision 2, Hi.storieol Resourcee
Regulations of the LDC. Pri.or lo issuanoe of any permit th.at could dire.::tly affect an
archaeo logical re.source, City St.a ff s baH assu.re that all elements of the M..\tR P are performed
in .accordance with all a.pplicub le City regu l=:.ti<ma and l!;ui.de.l ines by $n Ar-e.h::.eologist meeti ng
1he qua lilici.11..iorte specified ir1 .4.ppend ix B of t.he $.all Diego LDC. Historica l Resoureee
GuidclinC-S. City Staff' shalJ a lso require that the following steps be taken to determine: (I) the
prosc occ of archaeologicaJ resources and (2) t he appropriate mitiga tion for a ny significant
resou1-ccs which may be imp~cted by a development ~ctivlt.y. Sites may include residential and
commercial prr.111ertie1J, pTivie.s, h·.a$h pil.iJI, build ing found.ation-8, and ind ustr ial featuree

Prior to
Demolil ion Ol'
Grading Pe1·miL
(Design)

Developer

City Staff

Prior LO
C.rtificnle of
Oceu1>ancy
Omplementation)
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l'eprescnting the contributions of people f:rom diverse socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds.
Site& ml•Y a l190 include resource& as.e«inte-0 with pre-hia1orlc Nnti\'e Aroedci1n acti,•ities.

Archeologic:nl L-esom"Ces which ohm meet the de finition of historical resources or unique
orcbaeologicol resou.rces under CEQ;\ or t.he SDMC s hall be lrented in occot"dance with the
following evaluation 1>roce<h.u-es nnd ap1>licable mitigat ion program:
St.c.p l- l nitial Eva lua Hoo
An initial cvalualion for t he J>Otcntia l of .sjgnificant .rrnbsurfacc archoeological resources sha ll
be pre1rnred to tho satisfaction of City Stoff as part
;rn Environmental Secondary Study for
nny o<.-tivit-y whic h involves excuvati.on ot· build ing demol itio n. Th e initial evn lu a t ion .shall be
guided by an appropria.t..e level tseaeorc:h desig-n irt occordonoo with the Ci ly'& LDC. Historicul
Resources Guid elines. Tho person co mpleting the inltial 1-ovicw s hall mcot t he qualification
t·equirements as set fot-th in the Historical Resources Ou ideli.nes and shall be appro,ied by City
Staff. 'fhe in itial evalua t ion s ha ll cons.ist , at a minimum , ofa l"e vi ew of the following histor ica l
eou1-ces: 'l'he 1876 Bird '& Eye View of SAD Diego, all Sanborn Fin~ li\Suranoe Company maps,
oppt'opriate City direc:tol'ies and mops that identify h.istor icn l 1)l'opert.ies 01· archaeolog ical sites.
and a records search at the South Coastal Information Ce nter for archaeo logkaJ resom·ces
localed wit hin t he pro1ierly bou ndaries. Historica l and ex:isling land uses sha ll also be
reviewed to a&Jese the potential J)re.sence of aignificnnt. 1, reh istor ic a nd historic arc haeolog icul
resources. The 1>erson completing the ini tio l revie\V s ha ll olao eons uh wit..h iwd consider inpu t
from local indi\•idua ls ond grou ps wil lt expertise in. the histmi.cal rcsoutces of t he San Diego
area. These experts may include t},e Univet-sit:y of California, San Diego State University, San
Die1;0 Museum of Ma~ SUYe Our Heritage Organization, Jocti l historical and archaeologicul
gro,up.tJ, the N11t.ive American Heritage Com m l;!)S;lio n (NAHC), de$ignated oomm unity planning
groups, nnd other individua ls: or groups tha t may hove .speciftc knowledge of 1be area.
Consultation with these 01· other individuals and groups shall occur as early as possible in the
evaluation proce.sa.

or

LETTER

\\'"'hen t.he initfol evaJuation indicates t hat impoL1.a nl a.n::haeological sites may be present on a
11 rojec=t $it.e but the ir presence ca nnot be con firm ed pt·io , to construction or demolit ion d ue to
obstructions or 811ntially lim ited testing ,rnd duta. recovery, the a ppliennt she ll prepare und
impleme nt an arcll8cological monitoring J)rogl"Arn 11.s a condition of developme nt .approval to the
satisfact ion of City Sta.IT. If tl1e NAHC Sacred Lands File search is positive for Native
American resources withi n the project site, then a(kh.tiona l evah1.:1t.ion must inclu de
f1.1)1li c ipa1,.,ion of a local Native Ame riea.n eon.sult.a1\t in necordanoe wit..h CEQA Sec1ion
l5064.5{d)1 15126.4{b)(3) and Publi c Resources Code Section 2L083.2.
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No further action is 1-equired iI tlie initial evaluation demons trates there is no potential for
s ub$urfoee resourooa. The ree.u lts of thi e L"'eeetnt:h aholl be s1m,1morized in t he Secondary St.udy.

Step 2-Testi ng
A teal.in g 1)1-ogt"om is rec1uire d irt he inilia l evaluation demonstra tes that. t het-e is a pote ntia l ro1•
subeurfnce reaourcee. The tes ting progrllm .sh nll be conduct.ed dUL;nJ the haza rclous ma teri a ls
re mcdintion or fo llowing the remova l of any .structure or s urface covering which may be
un derla in by vote ntial resom'CCS. The removal of th ese .structures s hall be conducted in a
ma n ne r which mininfr,...ea distu rbance of underlying .soil. Thia s hall enta il a sepal'at.e J)ha.se of
in vestigations from any mitigali on monjtoring dut; ng construcli.on.

LETTER

The testing progra m aha ll be 11erfoL·med by a qualified HieJtu1;ca J Art haeolo1rist meeti ng lhe
qualificallons specified in Appendi't B of the Snn Diego LDC. HRG. Th e ffjstoricul
Arclrncolog.ist must be approved by Cit)' Staff prlor to c:ommenc:cmc nt. Befot'C comme ncing t he
f.es.ting. a treatment plan sha ll be submitt ed for City Staff approval that 1·eviews the initia l
eva lua tion 1-eeul ts .find includes a reseurch des ign. The res.ean:h des ign shall be Ji repa1·ed in
noco rdance wil.h t he Cit.y"e HRG a nd include a discu ss io n of fi eld me t.hods, 1-esenrch q ueaJtions
ngainst whic.h disco,1cl'ies shat] be eva luated for significa nce, col lection sua tegy, labo tntory and
anal:r tical ap1>roa ches, and curntion arra ngements. Al l tasks s haU be in conformity with best
practices i_n the field of historic urban aJclmcology.
A recommended ap1>roac h for h is toric m·bnn sites is at a minimum fills and debris along
interior lot lin es or other a reas in d icated on Sa nborn ma.pf:!:,
Security measul"eS 5uch as a locked fe nce or s uL·ve.illanr;;e s hall be t.a ke n to prevent lootin g 01·
Yanda.lism or 11rchaeological L"esources. as .soon as demolition. is oomplete o r prn-ed s uL-fuces ore
1-emoYed_ These measm-es sha U be maintained during a l'diaeologicnl fie ld inves tigations. It is
reoomm ended tha t exposed features be covered with :stee) plates or 6ll dirt when not being
inve st.igated.
The results of the testing phase eh.a ll be submitted in wrili ng to City Sta CT a nd s hall inclu de
lhe reseorch des-icn. testine- re&ulta, s-icnific.anee E!val u.a t ion, .a nd recominend.:)l iOl"l.$ for fu rther
l rentm c nl. Fina l deurmination of s ignifican oo sha ll be made in oons ult.ntion with City Steff ,
and wi.th tl1e Native American commnnity 1 if the fin ds are prehistoric. If no significant
resources a re found a nd site conditions arc s uch that t here is no poten tial for forther
dj500verie;e, t hen no fuct.Jier pct,jQn, ia requ i.ted . I[ no sigoifica at re$0Ul'tlea are fouud but re.su.lt.e
of t he initia l evalua.t.ion and tes.t in.g pha se ind ica tes ther e is. still a 1)oten tial for r-esourc::@8 to be
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Step 3-Data Reco\a·e1·y
Fol· a ny aite dele rmin ed lo be s ignifica nt. n Re.s.e.a rch Oesi1;11 und Data Reoovery Program s hall
be pre1>a.red in accordance, witt1 t he City' s Historical Reao m·<:es Guidelineg, approved by City
Staff, a nd ca rried out to Lllitiga l~ jrupacts before ony activity is conducted which could
potential ly disturb significanl resources. 'l'he archaeologist shall notify City Scaff of the date
upo11 wh.i ch data recove1-y 1-vill co mme nce ten (I 0) WOl'king days in advance.

LETTER

present in port.ions of the property that could not be tcsl.ed, then mitigation monitoring is
required and &ha ll be oonduc:te<i in ac:cord.n nee with the 1i rov iaions set fort h in Step ,1 •
Mon itoring. If significa nt. resources are discovered during the testing prog L"a m, lhe n dot.a
l'eoovery in accordance with Step 3 s ha U be undertaken prior to construction, U the existence or
probable likelihood of Native America n lmm.n a 1-emaius or associated grove goods a re.1
djeoovered through the le!:,ling program, the Qual ified Ard1aeologist shall slop work in the
orea, nolify Lhe City Building I nepecto1', City staff, a nd immed iately imple ment. th e pl'oceduree
set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 o.nd the California PRC Section 509 7,98 for
djsoo,-c1-y of human remains. This procedure is fu.rthci· dotoilcd in the Mitigo tion. Mo1ti1od ,1 g
and Reportin g Progra m (Step 4). City Staff mu&t. con.cLLr with e valu ation results before t be next
steps ca n 1>roceed.

All cu lt.un1 materittls collected s.ha ll be clea ned, ca ta lo~ued and 1>erma nently curated wilh an
n1)Pt"Ol)ria.te in atitulion. Nuti"·e Anieriea n buria l resour,ces a ha. II be treated in the mtrn ner
agreed to by the Nnlive Amel'icarl rep rese nt ative or be. 1-eintetred on the s ite in a n ore-a not
subjocl to further disturbance in acoorda noo wilh CEQA. .section 15 164-.5 and the Public
Resources Code section Ei09;.98, All artifacts shall be a nalyzed to identify functio n and
chronology as t hey re lute t.o the histot·:r of the area. F'a u anl materia l 19ha_ll be identified a6 lo
apecies and spec ially studie.s a hnll bl:! ~Onipleted, as a1}pn>pria.te. All ne wly di&eov01·ed
arclh.1.oological s ites s hall be l'eoorded with the South Coastal Information Center at. Son Diego
Stnte University, Any b u.ma n bones a nd associ.ated grave goods of Native American origjn
e noou.ntel"ed du.ring Step 2-Testing, s hall. upon consu ltation, be tu.med over t-0 the aJ>proprial.e
Nar.i,,e AnU;H-ica n rep r-ese11tative(a) fot· tl'ea tme nt. in t1CC(l1-denee with $tale regu lntiona as
futLh@r outlined u nder Ste1) 4-Monitoring (Section IV. Discovery of Humo n Rem.a ins).
A dran D.oto Reawery Report s hall bo submitted to Cit;• Staff within twelve months of the
commencement. of the da ta recovery. Dal.a Recovery RepoL"ts sh.a ll describe the research design
or qu estions, historic contex t of the finds, fie ld rcsul~ analysis of artifacts. and conc.lus i.ons.
Approprjate figures, mnl)$ and tables sba U accomm.my the text. The report s hall also include a
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catalogllC of all fi nda an d n description of curation ni-rnngcme11ts at an approved facility, a nd a
general etale iuent indicating th e d iapoeit.ion of any humo n rema ins enco untered during lhe
data recove1;· effort (p lease note that the locatio n o r reinternm ent and/or repalriation is
confidential and not subject to public disclosure in accordance with state law), Finolizotion of
draft reports 8ba U be aubject to City Staff review.
Step 4 - Monitor in g

I. P ri or to Pcrn:Lit Issuan ce
A.

Co1tatrue1ion Pla r1 Check
l.

B.

Prlor to ~~p for any oo nst1'\1ct.ion peL·n1it.s, including bu t not Limited t.o. 1 he first
Grading Permit, De molitio n Permits and Building Permits, but pr ior to 1h.e ft.rSt
Pr-coon Meeting, whicllever is a1ipLirab le, Cit}' Staff s hall verify that the
req uireme nts for At'ch aeological Monilorin g: a nd Native American monitoring,
whe re the project 111 a.,· imr1ae1 Nfl t.ive Americo n resourc~ . h1ive been noted 0 1~ lhe
approprinlo oon.sttuction docum.c1:11ta.

LETTER

If no sig:niJicant resom'OOS are encotmtered, bu t L-esuJ ts of the initiaJ evaluation a nd testing
phase indicates there ls s till a potential ror resour~ to be present in pot'tions of tl1e propcety
I hal cou ld not be teeled, then miti1;u tion monitol'ing is requi red a nd s hull be conducted in
naco rdance with th e fol lowi11(; 1>rovisions tuul 001n pone-n ts:

Lot tors ofQualificotio n have boon s ubmitted to City Staff
l.

The applicant shall s ubmit a letter or verification to Clty Staff identifying t he Pl
for the pL-oject and the names of .all persons involved in 1he a r chaeologicoJ
monitoring 1n-ogr a m, as defined in tJ1e City of San Diego HRG . If a1>plicab le,
individua ls ini.•olved in lhe eri::haeolog-ita l monitoring progra m nt us r. have
(!Ontplet.ecl the 40-hour H a7..ardous Waste Or~erationa and Emerge11cs Respo11se
training with CCLi.ilicotio11 documentation.

2.

Cil}1 Staff will pL-ovide a lett.er to the appl ic.o nt confirming tha t t he qua lifications of
tho Pl and aU pcr:sons invo lved in tho archaeological monitoring of the project meet
the qualificabor1s csta bl i.ah.ed in the HRG.

3.

Prlor to t.he eta1·t of wo1·k, t he applicaal must obta in written ~J>Pl"O"·a l from City
Staff fo " any pe1•$0Jl 1lel chencee associel@d w ith the mo11itoring program.
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Mili

II. Prior to Start of Coll.8truction

A. Verification of Records Search
l.

The Pl shaJ I provide verifi.c ation lo City Staff that a site.sJ)ecific records search
(1/4 mile rad iu s) has bee n completed. Vedf1cation includes, but is not limited to a
copy of a confi rm ation letter from South Coast.al Informal ion Center, or, if the
search was in-house, a letter ofvcrificrition from t.h c P l st.a.ting that. the scal'ch was

coruplctc<l.
2. Tho leUe.r shall introduce any 1>el'tincnt. infol'mation concc1·ning cxpectatio1l8 and
The P I may .submjt n detailed Jetter to City Staff requesting n eeduction to t he l/4
mile rndius.

B. Pl Sh::,11 Attend Pre<:on MeeLinga
l.

Prior lo begi nn ing uny work thttt requlree moniloring, the A1'1>licsnt s ha ll a rrange
a Proc::on Meeting that .sha ll incl ude the Pf, Native Amei;eo n co11sul to ntJn·1on ito1·
(where Nati\'O AmeriCll. 11 resources m.oy be impacted). C~•t and/or G1-adi11g
Contractor, RE, the Native American reJ>resentativc(s) (where Native American
resources m:.iy be impacted), Bl, if a J)p rOJ>riate. a nd Cit.y Staff. The q uali.fi ed
ArchReolog ist and t he Nati1,,•e Arnericun i;:onsu lt.J:1nt/monitor s.ha ll a tl end any
g·rading/excavation related Pro:on Meetings to ma ke oomruont.s and/ot st1gges1ions
concerning the Al'chneological 1fonitorlllg pl"ogr.am '.\'1t h the Construction ).fonoger
an<Vo1· Gradjng Contractor.

LETTER

probnbilitice of discovel'y dudag trenching ami/or g1·ading activities.
3.

(a) ] f the Pl la u.nable to attend the Precon ~(eeting, lite Applicant aha l.l schedule
a focuse d PJ·econ Meeting \vith City St.off, the P l, RE, CM 01· Bl, ir appropri:.ite,
l)L;(lr tot.he st.art of ony work tlult 1:equires 111onit.oring.
2.

Archo.eo log ica l Mo11 itor ing Pion (AM I?)
(a) Pr-ior to the $t8rt Clf any \.\-Ork that. requi1·e$ monit.Clring, t he PI .frlha ll submit a:n
Arcb:..oeological Monitoring Pla n (with verification that the AMP has been
reviewed and approved by the Native American consult.ant/monitor when
Native American resources may be i.mpacted) which describes how tbe
monit.orit1g would be accomplished for- approval by City Staff a: nd the Native
.Aine rican monitor. The A.~(P sha ll include a n Arehaeol_Qg_ica l ~{on.ilo L-i ll
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Nliligation r..1easure~
Exhibit (AME) based oo the n1>propriate con struction documents (reduced to
11 by 17 inches) to City St.a ff i.dentif:rin~ the areua to be monitored includfog
t he delin eAt.ion of g-redi r1glexcavation limits..

(b) The A~fE sha 11 be bnsed on the ree uhs of a .site-specific records sea rch a s well
as infor mal ion l'egal'ding exis,ting know 11 soil oondit-ions (native or formation).
(c) Priol' to the -l!lto rt of uny work, t he PI s hall a lso s ubmi t a construct.io n eched ule
to City Stnff t.hrough the RE i ndicotin g whoo ond where monitoring wiU occur.

request &hu ll be baaed on releva nt infor mation s uch as 1·eview of 6nul
constructior) documents which indicate s ite conditions st1ch u depth of
excnva lion and/or s ite g-r.oded to bedrock, etc., wh ich may reduce or in ct eose
t he 1)0tential fot· resom-ces to be present.

IlJ..

During Cons tn.tct ion

LETTER

(d) The PI moy oubmil o dctoilcd lotter to City Stoff prior to tho s tart of n-ork or
duri.ng construction reque:sting n modi6cation to the monitoring program. Tills

A. 11onitor(s) Sha LI be Present During Crading:/ExcaYation/Tt-euching
1.

The Archacologi.cal monitor shall be J>rescnt fuJl-t.irne during a U soil dis tmbing
a nd gt'ading/exca,.,-ation /trenching activities w hich could re8Ult i n lmpacte lo
arch{leolog ica l 1:esource5 :1a iden tifi.e d or, the AME. Th e Con&truclion Mann.,-e1·
is respons ible for notifying the RE. P l, and City Staff of changes co a11y
oonst t"l1 ction activities.

2.

The Native Atnerica.n consultantJ monitor sha ll determine t he extent. of their
prese nce dt1ring soil dish u bin g an d g t"8.din glexcavat.ion/l renching activit:ies
based on the A..i'\fE, =:ind provide Lhat.. inrormat.ion LO the Pl .and City St.a rr. If
prehistoric resouroos nre 4:!noo unt.ered du ri11 ~ l he Native America n const1lta nrl
monitor's absence, work :e haU slop and lhe Discovery Notification Processes
detailed in Sccti oM [[1.B-C, a nd [VA- D shall co mme nce.

The arcl1cological and Na tivo American consultant/monitor shall document
field activity via the CSVR. The CSVR', shall be faxed by the C:',I to lhe RE
the fi rst d::1y o r mon itoring, the la~t day o( 111011itoring, 11.1 onth ly (Notifi ca tion of
Monitoring Completion) . .o nd in lhe ca.88 of ANY disoowries. 1•1ie RE :shall
for.vlll'd copies to Clty Staff.
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4.

Nliligation t.-1easure~
The PI may aubmjt .a detailed letter to City Staff during const.-uctfon
l'equeatini; a modifienti on to the monitori ng, J)rogram whe n a field condition
suc h as modern dieturbari.ce 11ost-dati ng the pre\lious grnding/ll"e nehi11g
activit ies, 1>re.sencc of fossil fol'mations. or when native soils ore enoountered
that may l"Cduce or i1icl"eMe the potential for resouroes to be present.

B. Disoovcry Notification P1"0Ce88
[n t he event of a discovery. tho Archaeo logicnJ Monitor sha ll direct the contractor
to tem1>0rarily divert all .soil distm·bing activilios, incl uding but not limited to,
di,ggi_ng, trenching, excavati ng, or grading nctivities in t he area or discovery a nd in
Lhe urea rea&0nably l!i uspected to overlay adjacent. resources and imrnedlnt.ely
notify the RE or 8( 1 as appropriate.

2.

The Monitor sha ll immedia1.ely notify the PI (unless 1fonitor is the Pl) of tbe
disco,·ery.

3.

The Pl s hall immcruately notify City St...'lff by pho ne of the discovery, and shaJI a lso
submi t ·w ritten documentation lo City St.aft within 24 hours by fa:< 01· e ma il with
phol.O!s of Lhe resource in con text, if J)Osaible.

4.

No soil sha ll be expot·Led off'-aite ut1ti l a detennin a.ti(H\ ca n be mode rega rding the
~ig: nifiea.1\ce of th e resource specifica lly ff Native Amed~un t'l:!!sources ore
e noountm-ed.

LETTER

l.

C. Dete rmination ofSlgni.ficnncc
I.

The Pl and Native American consultanllmonitor, where Native American
resoul'ces .fll"e discovered, shall eva luate the significance of t he resoul-ce.

If Human Remains are involved , fol.low protocol in Section JV below.
(a) The Pl s ha.ll im.mediately notify City Staff by phone to discuss :significance
determination and &hall a lao submit a letter to City St.arr indicating whet.her
addil iona. l mit.igi:1tion ie. required .
(b) U Lhe re.source i.s sig 1lifiean.t, lhe Pl she ll .submit an Archa.eological Ont.a.

Recovery Program which ha:s been rnviewed by the Natl\-e American
consultantlmonitor when applicable, and obtain wdtten approval fro m City
_St..dI and the Nat_ive AmeL·ican re11resentt1tivd~. if a1mJicoble. ](1!p.rcl.3 lo
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.l!lig nificant resourcee must be m itigated before groun d disturbing activities in
t he oreo of discove ry will be a llowed to reaum e.
(c) lf 1he resource is not s ignifican t, the P r shall submiL a lette r to City Sta ff
indicRLi rtg 1hat 11r1ifect.s will be collocted, curated, a nd docume nl ed in the

Fina l Monitoring Repor t. The letter s ha U a leo indicate t hat. that no fm·the1·
work is required.

JV, Discove ry of H1una o Remains

remains; and t he fol1o,"·ing procedures set. fo rth in CEQA Section l 60G,1.6(e), t he Cn lifornia
Public R.,.ouroeo Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Hea lth a nd Safety C«le (Sec. 70 &0.5) • hall
be u11dertake n:
A.

Notification
1.

Archaeologica l Monitor sha U notify the RE or Bl as appropr iate, City St.a.ff, and
t he P l, if t he :M onitor is not. q ualified a.s a P L C ity Staff will 1\ot.ify t he appropriate
Se nior Pla nner in lhe E nvil''O nmental Ana lysis Sect.ion of the Oe\~lopmen l
Services Oeport1ue nt. to a&a iaL wiLh the di scovery procesa.

2.

The P I sh:111 Mt.ify lhe Medicu l E x=•miner nfte1· c::onsultation with the RE, eith er in
person o r via telep hone.

LETTER

If human remains are discoYerod, work s hall ha lt in that area a nd no soil tha U be expo L'tcd
ofl'•site un t il a determination can be made reg.anting the pro\'enanoo of the h um an

B. Jsolate discovery s ite
1.

Wor k shill I be dire,eted awe:t• It"om t he locntior\ of 1.h e discove ry a 11 d ony nearby
area reasonably sus·pectcd to overlay .adjacent huma n remains until a
detel'mi na li on can be made by t.he Medical Exam iner in con.1!1ult3tion with t he Pl
((meerning l he provetJ1;t1\00 oft.he re m nina.

2.

The !.\•fedic.al E xa miner, in (Onsultat ion wilh t he PI, wi ll <let.ermi ne the need ror a
fil=lld exa.mi na.tion to dele rmin e t he l)T'Ovena: nce .

3.

[fa fie ld ~xt1m inatio 11 is r1ol wa n -a nted, the Medica l E:<:a.lil ine t· will det.@rmine ,\lith
input. from t he PI~ if the remains are or a re. mo.st likely to be of Native American

origin.
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C.

lf Human Remai.ns ore determined lo be Native America n
1. The Medical E~nm.iner will nolify the NAHC wit hin 24 hours. Br l"w, O.i\~Y lbe

Medical Examiner can ma ke this ca ll.

2. NAHC will immediate ly identify the 1)et-aon or per.sons determined to be the Moel
Likely Descendent ~fLD) and 11r0\1 ide co nLoct inforntation.

tl. T he MLD will have 48 bom-a to make recommendations to the property owne r

0 1·

representative, for the lreat ment or dia1>oeit.ion wilh pro1>er dignity, of t.he human
ret'l'la. io.s and AS.soc ia. ted grave goods.
5. Oi,9poe it.io n of Nntive Americ.fln Hu mar1 Remains will be detennined bel ween 1.he
MLD and the Pl, nnd if:

LETTER

8. 'The MLO will contact the Pl within 24 hom-a or soo ner after the !'.\ledicnJ Exuminer
has completed coordination, to bei:;in the conaultntion process in accordance with
CEQA Section 15064.6(0) and tho California Public Resoun:es and Health & Safety
Codes.

(a) The NAHC is unab le to idontif)' tho MLD. OR the MLD foiled to make a

rocommend11t:ion wilbin •18 hot1rs aft.et· being notifLed by th e Commission; OR ;
(b) Tl1e landowner or authorized repre3ent.ntive rejects the rccommendndon of tbe
l\1lLD and medjation in accordance with PRC 009-7.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to
provi[le me:1.suree acce1>~b le to the la ndowner, THEN,

(c) In order to pror..ect. these s.itea, 1he Landowne r s ha ll do one or more

or I he

fol1owin1r
(1) Record the.site with the NAHC;
(2) R~r-d an open sr,i:11:,e or oon~rvution e.n~ml:!nl on the s ite;
(3) Record a docum~nt. wilh th e Count~ .

6. Upon the discovery of multiple Native Amerio.ac1 l1 uman remains during a ground
dist1.1rbing land development.. acthiity, the landowner may ogree that additional

conferral with descendants ls necessary to cons·i der cult.urally appropriate
l rea tme nt of mu ltiple N3t.ive Americt1n human remains. Cultura lly 8J)p ropri3le
treat me nt oC &ueh a d iseo""· erv may be asoorlainecl rrom review of the a it.e utilii..in
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cultural nnd al'drneologicnl staadards. Where the parties are un..'1.b le to agree on t be
OPPl'OJ)1'1n1.e treatme nt mea&ut'e8 the human re111 a i11 a und buded with Nutive
America n human remain.e .shall be reintet·red with aJ)propriate dignit)', purs unnt to
Section 5.c.. .above.
D. lf Human Re ma in s .are not Native Amoricnn
1. The PI shall contact the Med ical Exaunfoer ond notify them of t.he hisloric ct·a

context of the burial

3. If the 1-emai.ns are of his toric origin, they ahnll be appropriately J-emoved and
conveyed to I.he San Diego Museu m of ~ifnn roi· unA lysis. The decis ion for in tet·nment
or the human remai ns .sha ll be made in consulrnt.ion with Cit)' Staff, t be
applicantllandowner nnd th o San Diego Museum or:Man.

V. Night and/or Week end Work

LETTER

2. The MedicaJ ExaLni.ner will determine lhe approJ)riatc oom'8c of act ion with t he Pl
and City staff (PRC 5097.98).

A. ](night an d/or work is indude<l in lh.e co ntract
1. When night nnd/or wookend work is included in the contract package, the extent

and timing shall be pl'escntcd and discussed at tho Precon :Meeting.
2. The following pl'ocedures shall be followed.
(a) No Discovel'ies

[n the e,ient th.a l no disc0Ye1ie:s we re encountered during night. a nd/or
weekend wor k, t he Pl shall l'ecord the Lnformation on t.he CSVR a nd :submit to
Cit.y StaCf vio fox by 8 a m of t:he riext la 11:1i neELS day.

(b) Disoove~;es
A ll di8c;(]Yl;!!rie.s $hall be J)f'(l(;:l;!!E!SE!d and ducument.ed u$ing the existing
ptocedures detailed in Sections Ill • Dul'ing Construction, ond IV - Discover,;·

of Huma n Re mains. Dlsoo\1e1-y of huma n remafos s hall always be c.reated as a
significant discovery,
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(c) Potentially Significant Discoveries

If the PI deten n ines that n pote otial.ly significant dJscovery has been made,
t he procedures detai led under Sect.io n 11 1 • During ConsLruetion and JVDi.scove ry of Human Rema in s sha ll be followed.
(d) 'l'he P l .shnll imm edint.e ly contact City StnIT, or by 8 a m of the ne xt business
doy LO 1'811orl a nd discuss t ho findin g& as indicated in Sect.ion llT-B, unle.se

other spc,cific 11rrangcmcnts have been made.
B. [f nigbt and/or weekend work becomes noccsaary during th<! courge of ooustruction

2. 'The RE, or BI. as appropl'iate, s halJ notify Cit-y Staff immediate ly.
C. AU other 1>rocod ures described abo,·e shall a pply, as: a J>propriatc.

VI. Post Construction

LETTER

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the R E, 01· BI, as a ppl'o priate, a minim um of
24 hout·a befo1-e the wol'k is to begin .

A. Submi t.ta \ or Draf't. Mon_itoting Re1iort
l.

The Pl sha ll s ubmit t wo copies of t he Draft Monitoring Report (e,-en if negative)
prep ~tred in acco1·dance \1,:ith the liRG and Appendices which de.scribes the results,
a ,rnly.si&, a nd conclusions
all phAee;s
t.he Arc:ha.eo)og'ical Monitoring Prog1·am
(with a ppropriate grap hics) to Ciiy Staff, for review a nd approva l within 90 days
fol low ing the completion of monitoring,

or

er

(a) For sig:nilicant .archaeological resourocs enc.ountercd duri ng monitoring, the
Arch.aeo\ogicaJ D.at.a Recovery Progl"tllll ah.all be included in the Draft
Monilorin g-1.l.eporl-.
(b) Recording sites with State o[Califoroi:J Dep..trln.1e nt of ParlvJ a nd Recrea tion

The PI sh8ll be respornJibl e fo r recording (on the app1-op ri.ate State of
Califomia De·p ar lment of Park a nd Recreation form s- DPR 523 A/8) a11y
signifi ca nt or potentiaUy .8lg nificant re.sources encou ntered during the
Arcl1aeologi.caJ ~fon.it.oting Program in accordance with t he City's Historical
Reso,m::es Guide linee, aind submit.tnl of sueh fo rms to t.he South Cot1sh1I
ln fo rm3t.ion Ce nl~r wilh the .Fina l .',fo ni tol,"ing Report.

RTC-66

RESPONSE

2.

Mil
City Staff shall retu.rn the Draft Monitoring Report to the Pl for revision
prepora.1ion 0{ 1he fin al Report.

O l',

for

3.

The Pl shall sub mil L"evised Ora ft. I\foni lorin g Report to City Staff for opp rova l.

d.

Cily Staff sholl provide w1"il t:en verificatio n to the P l or t he approved reporL

5.

Ci1y St.aff ehaJI notify the RE or Bl, as OJ)fl ropriat.e, of reeeipl of all Drafl
Mon itoring Report aubm it.ta.ls .and ap1,rovu!a.

B. Hand ling of Artifacts and Submittal of Col lections Management Pla n, if App licable

The PJ sha ll be t"88 J)One ible for e ns uring Hult nll culturnl remains collected ure

dea11ed and co.t.nlogued.
2.

Tho P I shaU be responsible for emim·ing that a ll ru·c.ifacts are a nalyzed co ide ntify
function a nd chronology as the)' relate to the history of the area; that fauoal
material is identified a.8 to species; and that specialty st-\ldies are comp leted , as
a1)Pt'OJ)ria1e.

3.

The l?I s ha ll s ubmit. a Col lect.ions Manageme nt P inn t.o Cily St.off for review ond
approva l for a ny proj eet wtlich reSl1lt.s in 11 s ubst.an1ia l collection of hist.or iCi1I
nrtif.acts.

LETTER

l.

C. Cm-ation of a.n.ifact.s: Accession Agree.meot and Acceptance Verification
l.

The P[ shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated "'itb tbe
sur\!ey, testi.ng and/or dat3 t'eCO\'el-y for t hi.9 project are permanently cu.rated with
.a n appropri ate in etitulion . T hi e eh.all be comp leted in consultation with Cit.)· Staff
and the Native 1~meriean n~prese ntati,.-e, as .flPJ)li~nble.

2.

The PI ah.all include the AC(ept-ance Verific,9tio11 from t.he eural.ion instituti¢11 in
t he Final Mon itoring ReJ)Ort submitted t.o the RE or Bl a nd Cily Slaff.

3.

When appliC£1.bl-e lo t.he s ituation, the PI shall ir1clude written \!erification &om the
Native American consultant/monitor indic.at.ing that Native American rcsourcc-s
were treated in accordance with state law and/or applicable agreements. If the
reoource6 were re interred, verification !3-hall be provided to s how wl13t J>rolecl.ive
measute2l we.re taken to ensu.re r10 furthe r distt.l L'ban~e in accorda~e with secLion
[V - Disoovery of Ht1man Re meins~ iiubsectio11 5.(d).
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D. Final Monitoring Reporl(s)

l.

The Pl t:,haU subm.it one cop)' oftbe aJ>P L"Oved Final Monito1·ing Report to lbe RE or
Bl us appro1>r ia te, and one eo1,y to City Staff (even ir nega tive), within 90 day e
after notifi cation from City Staff thal Lhe clrafi L-e1>0rt he s been a 1)p roved.

2.

'l'he RE ahn ll , in no case, issue Ille Notice or Comple tion until receiving a copy of
Lhe approved Fi nni Mon itoring ReporL fl'Om-City Staff whieb includes the
Aece1>tanec Ve rificotion from tho curation institution.

!.<NO USE__lLN D

INoise generated by

major ballp,U'k events could cause interior noise levels in noise-sens itive
uses (e.g. 1-esidentia l and hotels) withi.n four b]ocks of the ballpark to exceed the 45 dB(A) limit
mandated by 'fit.le 24 of I.he California Code. (Direcl)

I

lmple mentnLion of the noi..so attenuation me11st1.res requited by r-.•t itigation Meas ure NOI-B.2-1 Pt•j01• to Building
would red uce interiol' noise levels to 46 dB (A) CNEL a nd reduce potential impacts to below .a Permit (Design)
level of signi fica nce.
Prior to
Cert Ulcate of
Occupancy
(Tmplemeritntio n)

Impact
L U-B .2

INoise

Developer

Civic San
Diego/City

Developer

Civic Sain
Diego/City

LETTER

lm1lo ct
L U•B, l

genera ted by J.5 and highly traveled grid streets could cause noise levels in

noise•se ns il i\."e use& not go"'er ned by Title 2,1 to e;:c;.c.eed 1\6 clB(t\). (Di_rect)

Mi ti golion )ifoasures NOI-B.1 -1 and NOI-C. Ll , 1u1 described belo\\1•

Prior to Building
Permit (Design)

Pri01· to
Cert Ulcate of
Occupancy•
(lm-plement.otion)
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lm])act
LU-6.3

NI ii igation _h1easure~
Noise le,-els in Downtown areas with.in the 65 CNE L contom· ofSDIA aiu.Jd e xceed 45 dB(A) fo1·
noise se nsiti ve u.see nol covered by Title 2,1. (Dh-ect)

I

Mitigetion ) feae u.res NOI-B. l •I, ns deeci·ibed below.

Pl'ior to Building

Developer

Civic San
Diego/City

Developer

C ity

De\'e lope,·

CivicSiln
Diego/City

Permit (Design)
Prior to
Certi.Iicalc of

LU-B.4

IsNoise
ge nerated by train hor ltB, cngi.n os nnd wheels as wcU as bells nt crossi ng gates
ignificantly dis n1pt
residen ts a long the 1-a ilroad t1-acks.
s leep of

would

(Direct)

Mit.ig8tiou Measure LU-8.4- l: Prior t.o a1)prov9 ] of 8. Bu ildi1ig Permit. ,vhich would expose
habitable rooms to dis 1'\1ptivo railL-oad noise, an 11cous l.ieol onBlyaia shall be perfo:rmod. T ile
a nalysis s hall determine tbe expected exterior a nd inter ior noise leve ls 1-elated to ra ilroad
activity. As feasibl e, noise a ltcmiation meas ures shall be idcnti6cd whi ch would red uce noise
leve ls t..o -15 dl3(A) C;o,;i l!! L 01· les.s in hltbitoble L"OOm3. Recommended measure.e s ha ll be
il'loorporated i,u.o build ing plona befo ro upproval of 11 Buildi11g Pormi.t.
Impact
LU-B.5

Iballpark.
Ba llpark Hghti 1-.g would inten"l1pt sleep Ul ros ld onces a nd hotels within two blocks of t he
(Direct)

Prior t.o Building
Pe rmit (Des ign)

Prio1· to
Cert Uicate of

LETTER

lmJ>nct

Occupanc)'
(lmpleme ntot.ion)

Occupancy
(lmpleme ntot.ion)

Mitigation Mea s u re LU-B.5. 1: Pr ior to &ppr-ova l of (I B uiMing Permit which w(mi(Lres:ull in a PL·ior t.o Building
lig ht sensilive use within a two.block radi us of Petco Per k, the appliea n1 s hall provide a P ermit (Design)
lig hting study that dcmonstL-ates to the satisfuctio.n of Civic San Diego that bobitab1e rooms
wouJd be equipped with light aU.enuation measures whic h would a llow occupants to reduce
ni ghl-t.ime light leve la to 2. 0 foot• ca. ndlee or- Iese.
Prior to
Certificate of

Occupancy

Umplerne atation)
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l aupac t

NOI-B. l

Inoi:sc--scns ith·e use.s

Noise ge nernted by 1-5 and hi ghly trav8led gl'i d s lL"eel-8 could cause interior noise levels in
(exclu5ive of residential a nd hotel uses) to exceed 45 d.B(A). (Direct)

Mitigation Meas ure NOI-B.1-1: PLiOr to ;:,pproval of a Building Pe rmit for a ny re.sidentia l,
boepitel. ot hotel within .175 feet of th e ce nter line of [n terst.ate 5 ot adjacent to a roadway
carl'ying more than 7,000 ADT, an acoustical analysis shaU be performed to confirm t hat
architectura l or other des ign features are includ ed wltich wou.ld assure that noise levels within
habitable rooms would not e xceed 45 dB(A) CNEL.

Civic San
Diego/City

Prio1· to
Ce!'tiucotc of

Occupancy
(]m plernentat:ion)

Iuses
Noise
(e.g.

gerH:! n1ted by major bitllpa .. k event& cou ltl c1rn se inl ~rior noise level& in noi&e•&enaitive
res id ential and hotels) within four blocks of th e b.oUpal'k to exeeed the 45 dB(A) lim it
mandated by Title 24 of the California Code. (Dil'ecl)

Mitigati on Measure NOJ-8.2-1: Prior t:o -9.J) J}roval of n Building ·Pe rm it fo r a ny !'1 0ise• Prior to Building
sena.iti ve la nd uset:1 wit hin fo ur blocks
Petco P a 1·k , a n ocou3ticnl onn lysis sbn ll 1,e perform ed. Perm ii.. (Ueaig,1)
T he a nalysis sha ll confirm that archit.ectur-al ot olhcl' design fca tutc s are included in the
Pr ior to CerLi fi cn te
design which would assure that no ise leve ls wit hin l1abitablc rooms wou.ltl not. exceed 45 d.B{A)
ofO cc u1Hmcy
CNEL.
([mple men tntion)

or

lmp.flct
NOI-C.1

Developer

Developer

C ity

Developer

City

LETTER

Imp.A.ct
NOI-B.2

Prior to Bu ild ing
Per miL (D e&ig n)

I

Exterio1· r-ec1u ired outdoor open apaoe in t'E!f.l ide ntinl could e.x11e rience tra ffic noia.e le vel.gi n
excessof65 d B(A) CXEL. (Di n,et)

Mit igati on Measure NOI-C. 1-1: Prior t o approva l or n Developmenl Permi t for any
res identia l development within 475 feet of the cente rline of [nte1·atat.e 5 01· adjacent to a
rood,;,1ay carryi ng 1not"e than. 7,000 AD'r. en oco ust:.ica l e oa: lysifJ ahall be pe.r-fonne<l to
det.ermin.e if any required ouLdoor open :&pace a reoa would be exposed to noise lcwels in exoese
o r 65 dB(A) CNEL. Provided noise attcnt1a tion wouJd not i n.tcrforc with the primary pu11>0Se or
des ig11 in tent of the esteliol' use, measures sha ll be included in buildi.ng p lan, to tbe e;.;tent
rea,aib le.

Prior to
Developme nt
Perin it (Design)
Prior l<i Certi6cate
ofOccupa1~c.y
([mplcmen tation)
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S,gn.i6c,, nt
[mpacl {s:

I

Impa c t Recreation areas \"\'ith i.n public par ks a nd p la-zas may experience traffic no ise levels in esocss
NOl -0.1 65 dB(A) CNEL. (o;,oct)

Mitigation Measure NQ J.D. 1-1: Prior to a pproval of a De,·elo1>ment Pe rmit for a ny pu blic Prior to
park or plaz...1, within 475 feet of the centerline of I nterstate 6 o.r adjacent to a rondn•ay cnrrying Developme nt
more t ha n 7, 000 ADT, au acoustical a naJy.sis s hall be perfoL-med to determine if any recreation Permi t (Design)

Civic San
Diego/
Develope r

City

nreas would be ex1>0Sed 10 no ise levels in excess of 65 dB (A) CNE L. Provided noise a tle nuation
Prior lo Certifica te
would not. interfere with t.he in t.ended rec 1:eatio na l use o r ))Or k design int.ent, measu res a ho11 be
of Occ upanc)·
included, to t he extent. fons:i blc.
(llnplementut.iou)
I mp.A. c t
P AL--A. l

I

Excava tion in geologic formt1tio nt with o mode-rate to hig h potential fo r pa leontolog icnl

resources could have an significant impact on these rea.O UL"OOS, if present. (Direct)

!.f tt iga tion /'.fecum r e P A.L-A.1-1: In the eYent l he Seco nd a ry Study indicates t.he pote ntia l fo1·
significant. pa leont.ological 1-esom-ces. t he follow ing measures s hall be imp leme nt.ed ae
detennine<l app ro1>r i~t.e by Civic Sa n Diego.

I. P rior

A.

LO

P e nni. t l ssu .n nee

Co,~s truction Pla n Check
L

B.

LETTER

P ALEONTOLOG lCAL R ESOUR CES (PAL

PL-ior- to N1'P for- a 11y con:!ltrucllon permi ts, inclurli11g but not limited lO, t he find
Grading Pe rmit, Demo1ition Permits a nd Building Per mits, but prior to the fll'St
preconstruction meeti ag, whiche\•er is applicable,. Centre City Development
Corpo1·ation Ch,ic San Di ego sha_ll verify that th e :req\ti.reme nt..s for paleontological
mo nitori ng- hnve bee:n noted on the app ropl·i.aLe oo ns Lruct.ion doeurnent.s.

Letter-a ofQu a li l'ient.ion hai.·e been s ubmit ted to C ivic $3 11 Oiee-o

or

I.

T he a1)pliea11t eh.all &ubmi t o let.tar veL·ificn.tion to Civic San Diego identi fyi ng t he
PI for t he project an.d ti~ n0fJ1e8 of oil persons involved in the pa leontolog icul
monitoring program, as de.fined in the City of San Diego Pa leontology Guide lines.

2.

Civi.c Sa n Diego will pro,1ide a letter to t he ap1>l i.cant corlluming the qua liftcat ions
of the Pl a nd al l person.s in-..·oh•ed l t1 the paleontologkal monitoring of t he project.

3.

P rior to th e start of work, the applica nt s ha ll obtai n approva l from Ci,ric San Diego
for .a ny pe rsonne l cha nges associa led wilh t he moni tor ing progra m.
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II. Prior to Start of Const.ruction

A.

1.

Tbe Pl .shaJI J>roYide verification to Civic San Diego that a s ite-specULc records
sea rch ha s been completed. Verif"ica: lion incl ud es, bul is not limited to a copy of a
con firmn 1ion letter from Son Diego Natural Hi story Mu seum, olher institution or,
if 1tu~ .seardl w11s in -house, o letter of veL'llicat.ion rrom 1he P l s wt.ing thot the
sMrch was eomplc.t.cd.

2.

'The letter ahaU introduce any pertl11enl information concerning expcc:t-o tions and
probabilities of di.scoveey during U<enchfog and/or grading activities.

Pl Shall Atte nd Precoo Meeting,
1.

Prior to begjnnfog a ny wo1·k that t-eq u..i res monitoring, the AppH can t s hall a rra 1\ge
a Prccon Meeting lh:at s hall i.ncludc the P l, C).f and/or Grading Contractor, RE-, B l,
if a 1>p1·01>t;ate, a nd Civic San Diego, The qua.l_
i rted paleontologis t shall atten d any
gro.di nglexco va lion re lot..ed J•recon Meetings. LO m.o.k e co11Hn81\bll at1rl/or augg:et:1tio1\8
concerning the paloontologie,d 111onltori11c pL-ogr.cnn wil h 1he Const.ruction 1fonager
a nd/or Grading Contractor.

a.

2.

If the PI is unable to attend the Preoon Meeting, the Applicant shaU .schedule .a
focused PL-econ l\foetlng with Civic San Dfogo, the P I, RB, CM or BI. if
&ppl'QJ}ri &te. prior to th e et.a1·t of a ny ,i.·ork l lltl l L"equire& mo11it.ori1\g.

l<le1".llify Areas lO be Monitored

a.

3.

LETTER

B.

Verificntion of Records Search

Prior t.o t.he Starla or any work that require& monitori ng, the Pl aha II s ubmit a
Pa leontolog ica l Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the a1>pn::i pria1.e
construction docllrnent.s (redllced to 11 by 17 inchoa) lo Civic San Diego
identifying the are.as to be monitored including the delineation of
g:radingle:i;cavat:ion lllllits-, The PME sh all be based on the resuJts of a sit.e
specific records ~a rch ae we ll ne in form abOI\ regarding exis ting kn own soil
co nditions (native or forma tion).

When Monitoring Wm Occur
a.

Prioi· co the scart of a ny \Vork. the PI shaU also submit a construction schedule
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to Civic San Diego tluough the RE indicati ng when nnd where monitoring will
occur.
b.

'T'h e Pr muy submit a d etail ed lette1' LO C ivic Sa n Oiego p d or t o t he 'JI.a r t of
work or during con.slruction requesting a modification to Lhe monilot·ing
pa-ogrom. Th.is rnquest s hnll be bused on re levant iuformalioo such us t~view of
final cons l.n1ction documents which i.ndi cate conditions S \lth as depth of
exca vat.ion a nd/or site g raded t.o bedrock., prese nce 01· abse noe of fossil
resources, e LC ., which may 1-eduoo or inc1·ease- Lhe potenti0l fo r resources 10 be
present..

A.

Monitor S h.all be Pre.sent Duriog Gro.ding/Excavutiot1.f rrenching
1.

'The monitor ahull be 1neaen1 CuJ l-time du.ring gradi1i.g/excn,1a tionftre nchi11g
activities as identified on the PME tlrnt could result in impocts to formations with
high and moder.ate L"esource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is resl)onsible
fo1· noti fying t..he HE, PI. a nd Civic San Diego of changes t.o any construction
&ctiviLi!'.#s.

2.

'l'he 1uonilor iJh a ll doc u1nent fie ld acti\l it,y via. the CSVR.. T he CSVR's eha. ll be fa xed
by tho C~•1 to tho RE tho first day of mo11itoring, lho last day of monitoting.

LETTER

III. Du ring Construc tion

monthly (Noti.ficati.on of Monitoring Completion). a nd in the case of any
discoveries. The RE shaU forwn.rd cop ies to Civic San Diego.
3.

The Pl may submit a detajled letter to Civic San Diego <luting cons t1"t1ctfon
requesting 3 modi fication to t he mon itor ing prOgl·a m whe n a fie ld oondi1ion s uch as
trenchin g act.ivilie.s Lha L do not e,neourHe r fot-mat..io n.al soils aa p n?.,;ow,ly aas.um ed,

and/or whe n unique.JunusuaJ fossils are encountered,, whi ch may reduce or increase
the potentfal fol" L"eSOllrces lo be presen t.
B.

Disoovcry Notifica t..ion Process
l.

In the c,,.cnt of a discovel"y, the PaJeontological l\fonitor s hall direct the contractor
to tempor.arll)· divert trenc hing aclivilies in the area of disoovery and immediate ly
not.-i£y th e RE or .81 , 8$ appropriate.
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2. The ~fonitor s hall immedi.a tcly not ify t.Jic Pl (unless Monito1· is t he Pl) of tbe
discovery.
3.

C.

1'he PI &ha ll immed iately noti fy Civic S::rn Diego by phone of t he d i5CQ\fe ry , and
.she ll a lao s ubm it written docu mentation to Ci,.•ic Sn n Diego wiLhjn 24 hours by fax
or email wit h photos of t he re.source i.t1 co ntext, if p08sible.

Determination of Significance
l.

'The PI sha ll evaluate t he significa nce of t ho t-cso urce.
The P l s haU im mediately notily Civic San Diego by phone to discuu
s ignificance detcrm..ination a nd s halJ also .su bmit a le tter to Civic San Diego
indicating whether additio11a l mi tigation is required. T he determination of
s ignifies noe for fossi l discoveries sh All be et the discretion of t he PL

b.

If tJ1e re.soul·ce ia aig:nif'i cnnt.. lhe PI s.ho ll s ubmit a Pa leon1ologic11I Recovery
P rogram and obta in. wdtten fl PJ1l"O\'lll Crom Civic Sa n Diego. Impacts to
s ignifica nt resouroes mu.st be mitigated be fore ground d isturbing activities in
the area of disoovcry will be aJlowed to res ume.

c.

Lf resource is not signi6cant (e.g., s mall picoes of broken com mon sbeU
fragments or other scattered common fosails) t he Pl shall notify the RE, or Bl
a.s :ippropri Rte, th pt a non-aignifica nt d iac:overy has bee n ma.de. T he
Pa leon tologist sha ll continue to mo nitor t ho are.a without. notificnlion 1.0 Civic
San Diego u.n.le.ss a signilica.nt resource is encountered.

d.

The PI shall st1bm it a let.tel' to Civic Sa n Diego indicating that. fossil reso\lrces
wilJ be colJected, c,irated, a nd docum e nted in t he Pinal Monitoring Report.. The
le t ter aha ll el.so ind ieale th at no furt her work ia req uired.

LETTER

a.

IV. Night Work
A.

I( night wodc i& included in t.he contract.

l.

Whe n night wod, is i.ncluded in the c<111t.ract p;.u; kage. t he e);t.e nt and t im ing s hall
be pre~nted a nd d i~.u:!!Sl:!d a t I he J'.n -eco11 meet.i11g:.
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a. No Dlso,ve1ies
(l)ln tbe eve nt t.hat no disooveries were e ncountered ducing njgbt work, The Pl
ahall ,·eoord lhe inform aLion on t he CSVR ond subm it. to Civic San Diego via
fax. by 9 o.m. l he follow ing morning, ifpoe:sib le.

b.

Discove ries
(l)AII tl isoove ries 11ha ll be procee~d ond docume nted using t.he existi ng

procoduroe de.tailed in Sections JII . During Conatruction .
Poten tia lly Significnnt. Disooverles
(l)If Lhe P l determ ines that a J)Ol entic. lly .s ignificant di&eovery hos bee n ma de,
t he procedures detailed under Section J I] • During Construction s ha ll be
fol lowed.
d.

T he Pl she ll im med iately contact CiYic San Diego, or by 8 e.m . the fo llowing
mornin g to report.and d ist1.u:..s t he liudinge 08 indieeted in Section IU -8, unle38

LETTER

c.

other spec ific flr ri1ngement:a hi1VC been mad e.
B.

C.

If r\ight \\l'Or.k becc.nnes nooeasa.ry du.ri1~c the couL·ae of constru.ctio11
l.

The Cti11struction :\-Cunager sha ll notiry the RE, or BC, as a ppropriate, a 1nin...imu1n
of24 hours before t he work is to begin.

2.

'The RE.

Ol'

Bl t as appropriate, sha.JI notify Civic Sa n Diego irn medfate)y.

All other proccdm'Cs described above s hall .apply, as a ppropriate.

V. P ost Construction
A.

Submitta l of Draft 1fon.itoring Report
l.

'The P[ .shall submit two copies of th£! D1-alt Monitol'ing Report (e\lell ff negative)
which describes t he results, an a lysis. and conclus ions of all phases of the
Paleontolog:ical Monitoring Program (wi th appropriate graphics) to Civic San Diego
for t-eview and approval with in 90 da.:,•& followin g- the oomp letion of monil(l ri ng,
a.

For aign.ificant paleo ntoJogicn l l"eeoureea e ncounte red dur ing monitoring, the
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Pa leoa tologic:al Recovety Progl'a m shaJl be included in the Draft Mon.itoriag
He port.
b.

Recol'di ng Sites ,..,•ilh the Sa n Diego Na turu l Hi.st.o1'Y Museum
( l ) 'rhe Pl shall be t'e8fJOnsible rol' reoording (o n t.he appropriate fo rms) a ny
sig nifi ca nt or potentia lly eigni lico nt foss il resourcea encou nte red d urini the

Paleontological Monitorin g Pro:gm m io accoa-da11ce with t he City's
P aleonto logical Guide li.nes_ and s ubm itta l of s uch fo1·ms to the Sa n Diego
Nat.ura l H ialoryMueeu m with t he Fina l Mon itoring Re J) Ort..
Civic San Di.ego sh all return the Draft Monitoring Report to the Pl for revis:ion or,
fo1· p1-eparat.ion of I he Fi nal Report.

3. The PJ s hall s ubmit l'e vised Oruft Monit(lring Repol't to Ci"ic San Diego fo r
apf1rova l.

B.

4.

Civic San Diego shalJ provide wril te1l vorificntio n to the PI of the ap1}ro, ·ed report.

6.

Ci\1ic S.on Diego aha ll notify t h.e RE or Bl, 11s appropria te,
Mon it01·i11g RepciL't su.bmi ua.la and app ro \1.ols.

Hand ling

LETTER

2.

or receipt of all Draft

orFossil Rema.ins

1.

The Pl ghaJI be respoMible for ens.uring that all fossil L-emnins coUected a.re
cleaned and catalogued.

2.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuri.ng tha t. all fossil rema ins are an alyzed to
ident.i[y fu ncti on .and ch ro nology as they re late to t.h e geologic his tory of the a re.a;
that, ra. una l materi a l i.s iden tified a.s l(I species; and t hat. apeeia ll y atudiea ore
com1>le-1.e<I, a a app ro1)riu t.e

C.

Cur.o tio n of foss il rem ain s: Deed of Gi ft an d Acceptance Veri.fic.o Lioo
1.

The Pl ghall be n:!sponsible for en-Su ri.11.g tha t aU fassil rema ins us.s,ociated with the
monitor ing for this project .are permanently curat.ed with an appl"opriate

2.

T he Pl shaU include the Acceptance Veriflcati.on from t he cura lion institution in
the Fina l Monitot·ing Repo rt eubmitted to t he RE or 131 a nd Civ ic Sa n Oie1,ro.

in:sHtution.
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D.

Final Monitoring Re1>ort(•l
1.

The PI t:,haU .submit two cop le!:!1 of t he final ~'Ionitoring Report to Civic Sa n Diego
{even if nega tive), wi th in 00 days after not.i fieat.ion from Civic San Diego that the
dra n repo1·t has been a1>PL"O,,.ed.

2.

'T he HE shall, in no case, iss ue t.he Notice of Completion until recei,1ing A copy of
the npp roved F'in ol Moni tol'ing ReporL f1-om Civic San Diego which includea the
Accc1>t.a nce Vc rift~tion from the curalion instit ution.

T H.<\_t"PI C A_NO C 1n CULAT ION (TRF

five.year interva ls, co mmencing upon ado1nion of 1he
Downlown Community Plnn, Ci,•ic.San DlegoabalJ co nduct a downtown-wide evalualion of t he
ability of the grid slt<eet system to accomm odate IL-affLc within Downtown. In addition lo
identifying rm1dv.•ay intersections or segments wh.id.1 may need immediate attention, lhe
evaluation ahall idenlify ro1:'Hlways \\'hich may warrant inl erim ob.servntion pi;or to the next 5yeor e-.,a\uotion. 'The need fol' 1"Qodwny iinv rowmcnt..s ahnll be based upon del.e rioraLion to LOS
FJ policies in the Mobility PlanJ and/or (Jthcr standards established by Civic San Diego, in
cooperation with t he City Engi.neer . Jn completi.n g these studies, the potentia l impro,-ements
identified in Section G.0 oft.he traffic &tudy fo r the Downtown San Diego Mobili ty J>lon und
Sectio n 4.2.3.3 of tl1e- SEIR will be rev iewed to determine whether t hese or other aet.io 11s tire
reql.li1-ed to improve t1·a ffic flow nlong affiected roadway ooni.do1-s. Specific im1>rovemti nt.s from
Section 4. 2.3.3 include:
,.f t«i.ga/.1'0 ,i Meas rtre TRF-A.1. 1-1: At

I Ever,• five )'ea rs

Ci \l'ieSan
Diogo/City

i\lic

San

Diego/City

LETTER

I

lm1loct lncrensod traffic on grid streets from Downtown dcvclopm ont would result in unacceptable
TR F-A. 1.1 le,·e ls of service on s11edfic roadwa;• intersectfo1\B andlor segments with.in downtown. (Direct)

Mitigation Meas ures th:1t F ully Reduces Impact

1-5 northbou nd off-r::unpJB1.·::mt So-eet a nd Howtbo1·n Street- Signali:i:ation would be requit-ed .it
this lotei·sect:io.n to 11Utlia1e direct project irnp::iet.s. A traffic signal wan"3nl w::is conducted.
Based upoo the MlJTCD, t his intersect.ion "-'OUld meet the ~peak Hour'" warra nt.
Seoond A,f@uue a.nd Cedar St.t"88L - Signa.liu1io11 would be requi1·ed at thiA int@l"iteClion to
miligat.e d.ir8CC projecl impact.s . A tl'affie !ig-nul wan:-.a.1:U \\·as conducted. Based upori the
MUTCD, [llis inter.soction would 1netit the: ~Peak Hom"' wan.i nt.

Fourth Avenue and Beech Street- Conve rt. 011--.,treet parking to a travel l:ine on Fom-t.h Avenue
between Cedar Street snd Ash Sbeel during t ha AM JJeak hou r.
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Fir.!i-t. A ve nue and A S t:r eet - Re move Qn-street parking on the north side of A Street 1>4'.!t wee n
Fi.r;!;t a nd Front Avenues AS neoe&.$:u-y to 1>1'0vide a.n eaeL oQ und left tu:rn lane.

17th S u-eet a nd B S tree t - SignaliuUoo would be 1'eQlti.red a t t his fo ter'6ecUoo to m iti g~te da.rect
im1),'.H:: t'l:I. A tt'llffic ilignal wa rra n t W-M co ndu cted . Ba50d UJ)o1.1 t he MUTCD, (his
inl el'Section would meet the '"P
' en k Hom" wa r~ml .

p1'<1j ect

16th Street a nd E Stl"COt - Romo,•c on-street pa.dti ng on the cast side of lGl h Stree t 80U l h of E
S1.rect. as necessary 10 provide a no11bbom1d r ighl •turn lan e.
Efo, -ent.b A"·e nue and G Stree t - Coovert on-st.reel perkin,g
1 llh Aven ue a nd 17t h S t ree t during the PM peR k hom·.

t.o

a tra veJ Lano on G Street be t wee n

16th St1-eet nnd Island A,-cn ue - Signali zau.:ion would be req u..U:cd a.I this in l~•·~ct.ion to mit.iga Lc
we.mun waA oonduc1e d . Base d upon lhe M UTCD, this.

cl.ire,t t J) L
-Oje-tl iru.pncta. A tL·affic .sigr111.l

inte-ra&etion wOLLld ruee t Lhe M.PeA k. H ou r" wan-nnl .

LETTER

Parle Boule,•.a.rd a nd G S t1·eet - Conven. on ,s tl'eet pa rking to a tra '\-'el lone on C Su-eet be1wee n
11th Avenue a.nd 17th S t reet during t he PM pea k. bo m·.

19lh Su·eel a nti J S t-reet - Re.stripe tJ,e north bound lefi•t urn lane into a northbou nd leR•t.urn
and throu1; h shRL-e d la ne.

Loga n A,-en uc and 1-5 sou thbmmd off,ra.mp - Signa.li:r.at:Jon would be 1·oqt1ired ri t this
in1ersoecio11 to ntil'il!:rlCC di1-cct 1,ro;cct impacts. A n-affic signal warr-.a nt was conducted. Based
UJ)On the MUTC D, this in ter.sc<:ti on would mee t the "'Pe"k Hour-" warraiil.

Mitigation Meaa:urea. tht•t Partially fl.1!ducc:A Jnmnct
Fl'on t Street and B~ eh Stl"eet • Co n-.-ert on-1;1,treel p a r kina;

lo

a travel hme on Fn m t Street

bet ween Cedar Street and Ash Streel d uring the PM pea k hour.
l f>tb Sn-eet and F S1.reet . Sjg naliutiou v..·o\1 l(l be requh·ed at. ch.is in tersecrion io m.i6gate d ll-ect
project impa cts. A t1-affic si{rnal warm.flt \v.a.s con d ucted . Based UJlOn t he MUTCD. this.
intcrsec.tion would mee t t he "P eak Honr ~ " 'att..llll.
13th S t rl:!@,t a nd G Stre-et • Convert 011.stre-e t parking lo a. LL-ave.I lane on C Stree t be t ween
11th Avenue a nd 17t h S t ree t d uring the PM peAk hour.
H th Street a nd G S1ree1 · Convort on•5treet parking to a tra~ I l::me on G Stree t between
11,h Avenue .:Jnd 17th Street d uring the PM peak hou r.

16th Street a nd C S CJ'cct • Corwcn. ou,st:rec t parking t.. o a travel lane on G Street l>c t"'·cen I It h
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Awnue a11d 17th Street durint; the PM peal: hour.

17th St.reel and C Su-eet · Signa li zation iJnd eonvei-t. on·sh-eet 1)arking lo (I tn n -el lane on OS1:reet between l hll Avenue and 17th Street d1u-i.nt; tlle PM peal: hour. A tr affic .sig.na] warra n t
w a5 cond ucled. Ba.scd upon the MUTCD. t h.is intersciction would meet t he ~Peak Hour'" y.•armnt .

Following 1he eom1)le t.ion of eac h li ve-year monitol'ing event, Civic Snn Diego s hall inco11Jot·ate
needed roadway im11ro,·e me nts into th e City of San Diego CLP or ide ntify another
implcmontntioll slrategy.

I

Af il.igc,tion Afeasu,-e TRF-A~ l .1-2: Prior lo nppl''OV8.l or :.tny devel.o pme nt. wh ich would Prio1· to
g,mer,ue a suffieio1u num be r of trip.g lo qunl i£y ae. a lnrge project unde r the Conge:stiOJ\ Dl?velOJ)meo L

Develope r

Civic San
Diego/City

Civi~ San

Civic San

LETTER

ln order to den.ermine if t he roadwa.y imJn'Ovcmc nts included in the euncnt 6vc-ycar CIP, or
tbe equivalent. are sufficient to accomm odate develo1>ments, a traflie study would be requi1·ed
for large projects. Th e t hreshold lo be used fol" determ inin g the need fol' a traffic s tudy s hall
re.fleet Lhe 1.ruffic volume th res hold used in lhe Crnges.tion Ma.J\age111e ot Progt·aJll. The
Co 11geiltion Ma 1rn.gement P1~rnm .sLipl1lares Iha.I any aeLivlty forecas~ to gene.rote 2,400 or
mol"e daily trips (200 or more equivo.lo nt pea.Jc bou.r trips).

Mo. nnge.ment Progro.in (i.e. moL-e tha n 2,400 dai ly trips, o r 200 t.tips during a peak houL- period), Per mit (Desig n)
a traffic study shall be completed. The traffic study shalJ be preptll"cd in accordance wicb City's
Traffic Impact Study Manual If the lra.ffic atudy indicates t hat roa dways s ubstentiaJJy
1.1ffect.ed by the Pl'Ojec:t would open1te at LOS F with th e addition of proj eet tn1ff'1C, the h ·a ffic
study s h.aU idenh fy impro\·ements t.o gl'id street segment.s a 1ul/or i.nt.e rsecr.ions oonsisr.ent with
lhe Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan which would 00 requ.h-ed within the next fi ve years to
achieve an acceptable LOS or reduce congestion, to the extent feasibl e. If t.he needed
improveme nte are a lrendy included in t he City of Sa n Diego's CI P. or the equivalent. no
Curt ber .action s h.e.lJ be req uired. If any of the requ i1·ed impL-oveme1tta a re not induded in rhe
CIP. or not expected within live years of project oomJ)lctio 11, the Cic.y of Sa n Diego .shall a mend
lhe CIP, wi.tl1in one year of project approva.l, to include the required improvements and assure
l hal they w ill be impl emenled with in five year-a of project comp let.ion.. At. Civic San Diego's
djs.cretion, the developer rony be asse1JSe d a J)ro-rated 1:1,hare
t he coat o( improvement& as .a
cm1dition of p L-oject a1>pro,·al.

or

I

Impact Increased tl'affi.c from Downtown development on certain a.tl'ec.t.s s u:r1-ounding Downtown would
TRF-A.1.2 reeuJI in a n 11necce1aable level of service. (Direct irnd Cumu.lative)

Im1)lement11Lion ofMiti getion Mea.1nue 'TRF-A. 1.1 -1 wodld also reduce impacts on s urrounding I Every l'i\'eyear.s
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1·oad"'Zlf8 but not necessarily below a level ofsign.i6cancc.

I m.pact
T UFA.2- 1-1

I

Eli.m ination of Cedar St. off-ramJ> would impact othe r free way rumps by rodirect.ing traffic to
01he1· off l·ampe sen1ing dow ntow n. (Dir<.-ct.)
Prior to
elim ination of
Ced.flrStreEL

off-ramp (Design/
l mp lementation)

Civic San
Diego/City

Civic San
Diego/City

LETTER

ilfit.igation Mea sr,.re TRF A.2.2-1: Prior to eliminallon of t ho Cedar Stroot off-ramp from 1-5,
a traffic stud)· shal.l be done b)· Civic Sa n Diego in consu ltatio n with the Cit)· o£San Diego and
Ca ltran& Lo determine the potentia l e ffect.a :tssocie.ted wi t h eli mination of t he off- ramp nnd the
con,,e.rsion or Cedar Street £.rom one- to two--way, The report. s holl a lso identify roadway
modifications that would minimize 1>olential impacts on local surface stl'eet.s and 1,5,
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Attachment 2 to Letter D
MU.CC.0061 8

PRA.MU.CITY. 000618
Morena Corridor Specific Plan Final PEIR

EXH IBIT C
MITIGATION MON ITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECI FIC PLAN
CITY OF SAN DI EGO, CALIFORNIA
PROGRAM ENVI RONM ENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 582608
SCH NO. 2016101021
This M itigation Monitoring and Reporting Program [MMRP) is designed to ensure compliance with

Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 during Implementation of m it igation measures. The MMR P for
t he Morena Corridor Specmc Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEI R) Is under the
jurisdiction of the City. This MMRP identifies at a minimum: Che department responsible for the
monitoring. what is to be monitored, how the monitoring shall be accomplished, the monitoring and
reporting 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 948S Aero
Drive, San Diego, CA 92123. All mitigation measures contained in the Final PEIR No. 582608/SCH No.
20 1610 102 1 shall be made conditi ons of approval of the project as may be fu rther described below.
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Potentlal
Sionificant lmnact

Timeframe of
Miti11ation Measure

Miti2ation

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting
Resoonsibilitv

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Freeway Segments
l·S NB and SB from
Grand Avenue/Garnet
Avenue to Old Town

Avenue

TRANS 6.2-8: The SAN DAG 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.

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 bui Id out will

Caltrans/050

occur over the planning
horizon and traffic
improvem ents (mitigation)
will be prioritized and
implemented based upon
need and ability to secure
full funding.

Specific Plan bui Id out 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

Specific Plan buildoutwill
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

1-5 NB OnRamp/Clairemont
Drive

TRANS 6.2-10: The City of San Diego sha!I coordinate with
Caltrans to address ramp capacity at impacted on-ramp
locations. Improvements could include additional lanes,
interchange reconfigurations, Transporta tion Demand
Management (TDM), etc.; however, specific capacity
improvements are still undetermined, as these are fu ture
improvements must be defined more over time.
Furthermore, implementation of freeway improvements in a
time Iv manner is bevond the full control or the Cirv since
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PRA.MU.CITY. 000620
Morena corridor SpecUlc Plan F!nal PEIR

Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Mit i2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

Caltrans has approval au thority over freeway improvements.
Additionally, the proposed project Includes a variety of
transit. pedestria n, and bicycle facilities that may help to
reduce single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel, which can help
improve ramp capacity.
1-5 SB On-Ramp/Sea
World Orive/Tecolote
Road

TRANS 6.2-10, as described above.

Specific Plan buildout will
occur over the planning

Caltrans/DSD

horizon and traffic
improvements (mitigation)
will be prioritized and
implemented based upon
need and ability to secure
full funding.

NOISE

Constructio n

activities related to
implementation of
the Specific Plan
would potentially
generate short term
noise levels in excess
or7s dB(Al Leq at
adjacent properties
and could expose
sensitive land uses to
significant noise
levels.

NOISE 6.3-1: At the project-level, ruture development
projects will be required to incorporate feasible mitigation
measures. Typically. noise can be reduced to comply with
City standards when sta ndard construction noise control
measures are enforced at the project site and when the
duration of the noise-generating construction period is
limited to one construction season (typically one year) or
less.

Mitigation will be
Implemented as future
projects develop.

05D

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 Diego Municipal Code, w ith exception of
Columbus Dav and Washin2ton·s Birthdav, or on

PageC•S
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PRA.MU.CITY. 000621
Morena corridor SpecUlc Plan F!nal PEIR

Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Miti2ation Measure
Sundays. (Consistent with Section 59.5.0404 of the

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

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 ~q uiet" air compressors and other stationary
noise sources where technology e1dsts.
The contractor shall prepare a detalled construction
plan identifying the schedule for major noisegenerating constru ction activities. The construction
plan shall identify a procedure for coordination with
adjacent residential land uses so that cons truction
activities can be scheduled to mini mize noise
disturbance.
Designate a "d isturbance coordinator'' who would be
responsible for responding to any complaints about
construction noise. The d isturbance coordinator will
determine the cau se of the noise complaint (e.g., bad
muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable
measures be implemented to correct the problem.
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PRA.MU.CITY. 000622
Morena corridor SpecUlc Plan F!nal PEIR

Potentlal
Si,mificant lmoact
AIR QUALITY
Operational
emissions associated
with build•out of the
Specific Plan would
be greater than the

anticipated
operational

Miti2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

AQ 6.4-1 Within six months of the certification of the Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, the City shall provide

Within six months of the
certification of the Final

a revised land use map for the Specific Plan area to SAN DAG
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.

PEIR.

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 m itigation to reduce
su ch impacts. Examples of potential measures incl ude the
following:

Mitigation will be
implemented as future
projects develop.

City Planning
Department

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.
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

DSD

Installation of electric vehicle chargi ng stations;

PageC•7
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PRA.MU.CITY. 000623
Morena corridor SpecUlc Plan F!nal PEIR

Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Miti2ation Measure

used to develop the

Improvement of walkability design and pedestrian

RAQS; thus. overall

network;

build-out of the

Specific Plan area
would result in a
potentially significant

operational
emissions impact,

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

Increasing transit accessibility and frequency by

incorporating Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes included
in the SANDAG Regional Plan;
Umiting parking supply and unbundling parking
costs; and
Lowering parklng supply below Institute of Traffic
Engineers rates and separating parking costs from

property costs.
HISTORICAL ANO TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Implementation of
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.

HIST 6.S.1 : Historic Bui!dings. Structures. and Objects
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 determ ine whether the affected
building/structure is historically significant. The evaluation of
historic architectural resources shall be ba5ed 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.

Mitigation will be
implemented as future
projects develop.

DSD

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 mini mize harm to the resource shall be taken.
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Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Miti2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

Depending upon project impacts, measures shall include, but
are not limited to:
Preparing a historic resource management plan;
Adding new construction that is compatible in size,
scale, materials, color, and workmanship to the
historical resource (suc h 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 Rehabi litation;
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 Ill 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 histor ical resources Identified. If
potentially significant impacts to an identified historical
resource are identified, these reports will also recommend
aooroori ate mitieation to reduce the imoacts to below a level
PageC-9
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Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Miti2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

of significance, where possible. If required, mitigation
programs can also be included in the report.
Implementation of

the Specific Plan
could adversely
Impact prehistoric or
historic
archaeological

resources, sacred
sites and human
remains during
construction.

HIST 6.5-2: Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources

M itigation will be

Prior to issuance of any permit for a future development
project implemented in accordance with the project that
could d irectly affect an archaeological o r 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 foundat io ns, and industrial features representing
the contributions of people from diverse soda-economic and
ethnic backgrounds. Sites may also include resources
associated with prehistoric Native American activities.

implemented as future
projects develop.

DSD

Initial Determination
The environmental analyst will determine the likelihood for
the project site to contain historical resources by reviewing
site photographs and existing historic inform ation (e.g.,
Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the Archaeological Map
Book, and the City's "Histor ical 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 reouired. All individuals conductin2 anv
PageC-1 0

RTC-88

LETTER

RESPONSE
MU.CC.00626

PRA.MU.CITY. 000626
Morena corridor SpecUlc Plan F!nal PEIR

Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Mit i2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

phase of the archaeological evaluation program must meet
professional qualifications in accordance with the City
Guidelines.
Step 1
Based on the result s of the Initial Deter mination, if there is
evidence that the site contains a historical resource,
preparation of a historic evaluatio n is required. The
evaluation report wou ld generally include backgrou nd
research, field su rvey, archaeological testing. and analysis.
Before actual field reconnaissance would occur, background
research is required, which includes a records search at the
SCIC a t San Diego State University, Site records from the San
Diego M useum of Man are now included in the data provided
by the SCIC; however, in some instances, supplemental
research at the Museum of Ma n may be required. A review of
the Sacred Lands File maintained by the NAHC must also be
conducted at this time. Informa tion 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 sou rces of historical information (e.g.,
deeds and wills), secondary sou rces (e.g., local histor ies and
genealogies), Sanborn Fire Maps, and historic cartographic
and aerial photograph sources; reviewing previous
archaeolo~ical research in similar areas, models that oredict
PageC-11
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Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Miti2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

site distribution, and archaeological, architectural, and
historical site inventory files; and conducting informant
interviews. The results of the background informatio n 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 sta ndards outlined in the City
Guidelines. Consultants are encouraged to employ innovative
survey tec hniques when conducting enhanced
reconnaissance, Including. but not limited to, remote sensing.
ground penetra ting radar, and other soil resistivity
techniques as determined on a case-by<ase basis. Native
American participation is required for fi eld surveys when
there is likelihood that the project slte contains prehistoric
archaeological resources or traditional cultural properties. tf
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.
Step2
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 Bil!
S2. It should be noted that during the consultation process.
tribal reoresentative(s} will be dlrectlv Involved In makln~
PageC-1 2
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Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Miti2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

recommendations regarding the significance of a tribal
cultural resource that also cou ld be a prehistoric
archaeological site. A testing program may be recommended,
which requires reevaluation of the project in consultation
with the Native American representative, whic h could result
in a combination of project redesign co 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 i nclude
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 shal l be evaluated
against the Significance Thresholds found in the Guidelines. If
significant historical resources are identified within the Area
of Potential Effects, the site may be eligible for local
designation. However, this process would not proceed until
su ch time that the tribal consultation has been concluded
and an agreement is reached (or not reached) regarding
significance of the resou rce and appropriate mitigation
measures are Identified. When appropriate, the final testing
reoort must be submitted to Histor ical Resources Board staff
PageC-1 3
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Potentlal
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Miti2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

for eligibility determination and possible designation. An
agreement on the appropriate form of mitigation is required

prior to distribution of a draft environmental document. lf 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 nonsignificantas a result of a su rvey 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
i ndicate there is still a potential for resources to be present in
portions of the property that could not be tested, then
mitigation monitoring is requ ired.
Step3
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 reviE!YI and approval. When
tribal cultural resources are present and cannot be avoided,
appropriate and feas ible mitigation wil! be determined
through the tribal consultation process and incorporated into
the overall data recovery program, where applicable, or
project specific mitigation measures will be incorporated into
PageC-14
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Miti2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

the project. The data recovery program shall be based on a
written research design and is subject to the provisions as
outlined in CEQA Section 21083.2. The data recovery
program must be reviewed and approved by the City's
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 signlficant 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 tr ibal 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
andtor a monitoring program, the provisions of PRC Section
5097 must be followed. In the event that huma n remains are
discovered during project grading. work shall halt in that area
and the procedures set forth in the catifornia PRC (Section
50987.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Section 70SO.S),
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 durino: the
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Mit i2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
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Miti2ation
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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 commu nity requests participation of
an observer for subsurface investigations on private
property. the r equest shall be honored.

Step4
Archaeological Resource Managem ent reports shall be
prepared by qualified professionals as determined by the
criteria set forth in Appendix B of the Gu idelines. 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 Ill of the Guidelines)
used to determ ine 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 docu ment the appropriate cu ration of
archaeological collections (e.g., collected materials and the
associated records); in the case of potential ly significant
impacts to historical resources, to recommend appropriate
mitigation measures that wou ld reduce the impacts to below
a level of significance; and to document the results of
m itigation and monitoring programs, if requi red .
PageC-1 6
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Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be
prepared In conformance with the California Offrce of
Historic Preservation "Archaeologica l Resource Management
Reports: Recommended Contents and Format" (see Appendix
C of the Guidelines), which will be used by environmental
staff in the review of archaeological resource reports.

Consultants must ensure that archaeological resource
reports are prepared consistent with this checklist. This
requirement will standardize the content and format of all
archaeological technical reports submitted to the City. A
confidential appendix must be submitted (under separate
cover) along with historical resources reports for
archaeological sites and tribal cu ltural resources contai ning
the confidential resource maps and records search
i nformation gathered during the background study. In
addition, a col lections 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
cu rated 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.
Steps
For Archaeological Resources: All cultural materials, incl uding
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
PageC-17
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MU.CC.00633

PRA.MU.CITY. 000633
Morena corridor SpecUlc Plan F!nal PEIR

Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Miti2ation Measure
with an appropr iate institution, one that has the proper

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

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
bur ial-related artifacts that cannot be avoided or are
inadvertently discovered is governed by state (i.e., Assembly
Bill 2641 [CotoJ and california Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001 [Health and Safety
Code 8010-80111) and federal (i.e., Native Amerkan Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act [U.S. Code 3001-30131) law,
and must be treated in a dignified and cu ltura lly 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 repa triation.
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. Thls Information must then be
included in the archaeoloeical survev, testine. and/or data

PageC-1 8
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MU.CC.00634

PRA.MU.CITY. 000634
Morena corridor SpecUlc Plan F!nal PEIR

Potentlal
Si1mificant lmoact

Miti2ation Measure

Timeframe of

Monitoring.
Enforcement,
and Reporting

Miti2ation

Resoonsibilitv

recovery report submitted to the City for review and
approval. Curatlon 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
i nformation regarding curation is provided in Sect ion II of the
Guidelines.

Implementation of
the Specific Plan

HIST 6.5-2. as described above.

Mitigation will be
implemented as future
projects develop.

could adversely
impact tr ibal cultural

DSD

PageC-1 9
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Attachment 3 to Letter D

California Environmental Quality Act

Significance Determination
Thresholds
City of San Diego

LY 2016*
• ote: Plann ing Ocparunent stafTperiodicall y re\lises sections or
the thresholds in response to CEQA case law, and changes in
federa l, state, and local regulations.
Staff also periodically
provides updated infomiation and clarification and direction for
environmental analysts.
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I. INTRODUCTION

ll1e purpose of these Significance Detennination Thresholds (also known as Guideli nes) is to
ass ist ity of San Diego swlT, project proponenis, and the public in determini ng whe ther, based
on substantial evidence, a project may have a significant effect on the environment under Sect ion
21082 .2 of the Californ ia Environmenta l Quality Act' (CEQA), and therefore the environmental
impact requ ires mitigation. ll1ey are no t intended to be stand alone policies and are LO be used in
conjunction with commonly accepted pro fessional standards, j udgmen ts and practices. These
guideli nes should be updated when necessary in response to changes in CEQA, case law, and
refinement of rccogniz.ed scientific analysis of impact thresholds. The City of San Diego has
been us ing these thresho ld5 since 1991 and has provided regul ar updates. Section 15064 .7 of the
CEQA Guidelines encourages public agencies 10 deve lop and pub lish uch ana lytica l too ls.
These Thresho lds include information on 19 environmental issues as li sted in, and to be used in
conjunction with, the Initial Study Checklist. They prov ide technical guidance in evaluating the
potent ial 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 sening, design, constniction, etc.

SIGNIF"ICA CE TH RESHOLDS
The detem1ination of whether a project may have a signi r.canl effect on the environm ent call s for
careful judgment on the pan of the agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific
and factual data. An ironc lad definition of a significant impact is not possible because the
significance ofan activity may vary with the seuing. Por example, an act ivi Ly whic:h is no1
significant in an urban area may be significant in a rural area (CEQA Guideli nes Section 15064).
According to CEQA tatutes at Section 21082.2:
(a) The lead agency shall dete1111i ne whether a project may have a signilictmt effect on the
environment based on substantial evidence in ligh t of the whole record.
(b) The existence of public controversy over the envi ronmen tal e lTects of a proj ect shall not
require the preparati on ofan environmental impact report if there is no substan tial
evidence in light of the who le record before the agency that the project may have a
significant effect on the environment.
(c) Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidenc.e which is clearl y in
accura te or erroneo us, or evidence of soc ial or economic impac ts which do not cont ribute
to, or are not caused by, phys ical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence.
Substantial evidence shall include facts. reasonable assumptions predicated upon fac ts.
and expert o pinion supported by facts .

1

tale of
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(d) If there is subsw n1ial evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead agency, that a
project may have a significant effect o n the environment, an environmenta l impac t report
shall be prepared.

(e) Stalements in an environmenta l impact repon and comments with respect 10 an
environmental impact report shall not be deemed determinative of whether the project
may have a significant effect on the environment.
This key decisio n as to whethe r a project may have a s ignificant effect must be based on
substantial evidence in the record . Section 15384 of the CEQA Guide lines defines "s ubstantial
evidence" as:
(a)

ubstantial evidence as used in th ese guide lines me-ans eno ugh relevant info nna1ion and
reasonable inferences from this infonnalion that a fair argument can be made to support a
conclusion, even though other conclus ions might also be reached. Whether a fair
argu ment can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment
is to be detennined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument,
speculati on, unsubstantiated opinio n or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or
inaccurate. or evidence of social o r economic impacts wh ich do not contribute to. or arc
not caused by physical impacts on the environment docs no t 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
EI R, Mitiga ted ega tive Declaration, or egative Declaration . However, according 10 the
CEQA Guidelines in marginal cases where it is not clear whethe r there is substantial evidence
that a project would have a significa nt effect on the environment, the Lead Agency is guided by
Section 15064 (7(g) of the EQA Guidelines:
"After application of the principals sel forth above in Section I 5064(1), and in marginal cases

where it is not clear whether there is substantial ev idence that a project may have a
significant effect o n the environment, the lead agency shall be guided by the following
principal: If there is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts o ver lhe
significance of an effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall treat the effect as
significant and shall prepare an EIR."

USE OF REC LATORY STANDARDS AS THRESHOLDS OF SIC JFICANCE
In October 2002. the California Court o f Appeal for the Third District issued a decision in the
case (1111111unilie., _for a Beller £nvironmenl v. alifi,mia Resources Agency, Case o. C)38844
(I 0/28/02). Among o ther decisions, the court invalidated CEQA Guidelines Section I 5064(h),
which required lead agencies to rely o n adopted environmental standards to detcnnine
s ignificance. The Court held that Section I 5064(h) conflicted with CEQA 's s tandard for
detennin ing whether to prepare an EIR whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of
substant ial evidence that a projec t may have a s ignir.cant environmental impact.

2
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In genera l, the ignific,ince Determination Thresholds may be used to determine a
project's potential impacts, but analysts arc cautioned to remember that in some cases
there may be substantial evidence ofsignilicant impact e,•en when a 11roject dc,es nc,t exceed
the threshold.

3

RTC-105

LETTER

II.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

A.

AGR IC LT RAL RESO RC ES

RESPONSE

A significant impa t on agricultural resources may result from a proj ect wh ich involves the
conversion of Pri me Farmland •, Unique Farm land.. , or Farmland of tatewide lmportance• ••
(as defi ned by the late of California on its lmponan t Farmlands Map) 10 non-agricultura l use.
In Sw1 Diego. such land is generally located in portions of the undeveloped northern w1d
southern most areas o f the Ci ty.
Prime Fannl:ind is land wi1h lhc best combinmion of physicid and chemic.ii fi.:aturcs (or lhe producl ion or ~grict1 l1Uri1I crop!!,
lt inc:ludd:

All land \\hlc:h quatuics ibr a mtingiis CIMS I or 11 on the Uniled S11ues Depanment of Agriculture tUSDJ\) Namro.l
l{l!SOurtts on.senation Sen-ice (fonncrly 1hc Soil Cc)nservtlt i()n Scn•icc) Ltmd Use apa!)ility classificnitions. The

Capability c.: - IU$Sifkation indialc:$ the :suitability ofsoil.s for mo.st kind$ of<.-:ro ps. GroupinG,.$ o1rc m;,de i!Ct.conlini lo the
limilation ()f 1hc $(I ii $ when used 10 g row crops ttnd lhc ri k t)f damage hl $()ii$ when lhc)' nrc used in ae,ricu llnrc Soil$

arc grouped in cit,ht c-1~-s. from I IJ1rough VII I. " ith Group I having lhc hi,&hc:st roting.
Land which qualilics tor a rating of SO 10 100 on the '1orie Index. Th(' 1orie Index e~prtS.StS numc-rieally (bastd on a
100-poi nl settle) the n: lt11i, c degree: of suitability. or value: of a soil for gcucr.,I intco§i,•c agri,(,.-ullurc. Profile

chamttcristit'S. soil surface lcxture. slope. and 01htr tiK1ors suth as. dratn:;,gc and salinily art w11sidm.-d in the Index
rm ing.
L.md which wpport:;: livc:;:tQl..·k u~d for tho prvduction of food and filx.· r and which has an 1Jnn u:;,l 'l1UT)'in1;1: capwdly
equh•aknl to at ll'tlM one unimal unit per acre. os defined by lhe USO/\.
1..and phmted wi1h fruil or nul bcurin; ln:CS. \'int:S. ~15hes,. ori,TOpS lh~I hnve 1.1 non•bcuring ~ riod orl1,..-s~ th:m five
years and which \\ill nonnally return. during 1he cun1mertial beari ng period on an annual ~ Is. from the prodL1c1ion of
unprocessed r1gricullun1I phm1produc1ion. nm less 1h:1n S:200 pc.r 111.,TC.
Land which has m umed from the produc1ion of unprocessed agriculniral plant produc1s 01an annual gross value of not
less th~m $200 per acre for lhn.-c of the: prc\ious fi \ c yenrs.
Unique farm lnnd i~ liind of IC$$Cr quality $Oils~ for Ute production oft he statc·:s lead ing egricullurel Ca$h crop:;.

•••Farmland ofStatC~-'idc lmponancc is land with a good oombina1ion of physical and chemical fca mrcs fo r 1he production of
agricullurnl crops.

INITIAL ST DY

HECKUST QUESTIO S

11,e following are from the City's Initial Study Checkl ist and provides guidance to determ ine
potential ignificance to Agricultural Resources :
J•Y uuld the proposal re.\·ult in:

I.

onversion of a s11bslcmlial ammml of Pri me Fam1 land•, Unique Fannland .. or
Farmland of Statewide lmponanccu • (Fam1land) as shown on the maps prepared
pursua nt to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the Cali forn ia Resources
Agency, to non-agricultura l use?

2. Confl ict with ex isting zo ning for agricultural use, or Williamson Act contract?
In vo lve other changes in the ex isti ng enviro nment wh ich d ue to their locati on or nalure
could result in conversion of Fam1lnnd, to non-agricultural use'/

4
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ICN IFICA CE HIRE HOLDS

In evaluating the potential for a significant agricultural resources im pacts, analysts should
consult the Soil Survey. San Diego Area. Part Ill (USDA 1973) to detennine the Storie Index
rnting and apabil ity Group of the soi ls on the project site. Other resources include the State o f
California lmponant Farmlands Map nnd Environmental Impact Repons prepared for subarea
plans and community plan updates. Some of these documents contain maps identi fying the
various categori es of farm land.
The detem1ination of substa11tial ,11110 1111/ cannot be based on any one numerical criterion (i.e.,
one acre). but rather on the economic ,dability of the area proposed to be convened. Another
factor to be considered is the location of the area proposed for conve rsion . If the site itself is too
small to be economicall y viable, wo uld the prop0sed use affect the suTToundi ng operat ions? For
instance, the installation of a small housing complex on a formerly agricu ltural s ite may preclude
or limit fo ture pes1icide spraying activities in an adjacent area with the potential to supp0rt food
crops.
for purposes of derining significant agric ultura l resources and iden tifying impacts, it should be
noted that the economic viability of a site is based on the characte ristics that allow agricultural
operations that can make a profit - not on a comparison of agricultural acti vities with other types
of uses that may be more profitable.

5
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AIR Q ALITY and ODOR

Impact analysis for air quality should ensure that current air quality regulatory compliance
anai nmcnt Status is not adversely alTcctcd by stationary sources of emission, includi ng CO
hotspots, from new development. Table A-I shows Snn Diego is designated "non-attainment .. for
ozone and particulate matter. 2 The CEQA review should include measures to reduce projectrelated 07,0ne and particulate maner emissions to ensure that ne developments do not contribute
to San Diego's non-attainment status for the e pollutants.
Tobie A- I
SAN OIECO ATTAINMENT OESICNATIONS
Anainrnent Staru.s
Pollulant
Sm1c
Federa l
Carbon Monoxide
Anainmcm
Anainmcm
Anainmcnt
Anainmcn1
L.cod
Nitrogen Dioxide
Attainment
Attain men1
Non-Atlainment
Attainment for I -hr: not 8-hr.
0-lOnC
Maintenilncc ,
Non-Auainme nt
Um:: las.sified
PM10
Attainme11t
Attain ment
Sulfur Dioxide
Attainment
Sulfates
no federal standard
Hydrogen Sulfide
Unc lassified
no federal standard

VlS ibil itv

Unc lass ified

no federal st,mdard

I lTIAL T DY CHECKLI T QUE TIO
TI1e following are from the City ' s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
potential significance to Air Quality:
Would the propo al r esult in:

I. A conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
2. A violation of any air qual ity standard or contribute substanti ally to an ex isting or

projected air qual ity violat ion?
3.
xposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
4. Creating objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (See C-1 )
5. Exceeding I00 pounds per day of Particulate Mauer (PM)(dust)?
6. Substantial alteration of air movement in the area of the project?
IGNIFICA CETHRESHOLDS

TI1csc air quality significance thresholds are based primarily on regu latory thresho lds. However,
use of regulatory standards as the sole threshold for significance [forme r CEQA section
' Sour<<: San Diego Air Pollution Control District 9SDAPCD). 2001 Annual Report.
h11p:l/www.sdnpcd.co.sm1•diego.ea.us/annual/AN UAL.PDF. ~igmuion for PM 2.5 nnd 1he 8•hour ozone
slandard were pending at time of this revi ion.
1 Anainment for !•hr.standard was promulga1ed by the US EPA on July 28, 2003; On 4/04 $an Diego wa.,:;
classified as non-atta inment for 8-hr. slandard .
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15064(h)] was struck from CEQA pursuant to ommunities For A Beller Em•ironment v.
California Re ·01.irces Agency, Ca e o. COJ8844 ( 10/2 8/02). The former gliicle line specified
that if a change in the environment is not a significant elTect if the change complies ";11, a
regu latory standard found in a statute, ordinance, rule, or regulation. The court held that
Guideline 15064(h) conflicted wi th CEQA' s standard for determining whether to prepare an
Environmental Impact Report (EJR). An agency must prepare an ·IR whenever it can be fai rl y
argued on the basis of substantial evidence that a project may have a significant environmental
impact. The court reasoned that Guideline 15064(11) might be construed to allow an agency to
avoid preparing an EIR by deemi ng an impaci ins ignificant based upon compliance with an
adopted regulatory standard, even if other substantial ev idence supported a fair argument that a
significant impact could occur.
Given the October 2002 ruling, reliance on the SDAPCD regulatory standards in Table I can no
longer be used as the sole determinrmt of significance. The SDAPCD thresho lds are provided in
this document as a guideline to be considered on a case-by-case ba is with other substanti al
evidence in light of the whole record to determine if the project may have a significant air quality
impact. "Other substantial evidence" may include fac tors such as the proximity of sens itive
receptors as discussed below.
The following Air Quality Thresholds are arranged in three pans beginning wi th the broadest.
and narrowing to the most specific. Use of these should be applied as a screening tool to sec
where the project aligns along a slidi ng scale of potential si gnificance. If sensitive recep tors
arc im•olvcd, the more restrictive of the guid eline, should be 11pplicd.
General TI1rcsholds
A project may have a significant air quality environmental impact if it could:
a. Connict wi th or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substan lially to rm existing or projected ai r
quality ,dolation
c. Result in cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria poll utant for which the
project regio n is non-allainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including release emissions whic h exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)

d. xpose sensitive receptors' to substantial poll utant concent rations includ ing ai r toxics
such as diesel particulates .... As adopted by the South Coast Air Qua li ty Management
District (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 populat ion at large. Sensitive receptors (and the facilities that
"' Consider sensitive rcccp1ors in loca1ions such as day core centers, schools. retirement homes, and

hospitals or medical patients in re idential homes close to major roadways or stationary sources., which cou ld be
impacte<i by air pollutants.
5 bt1p·//www.agmd.gov/ccqa/hd bk.h1ml
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house them) in proximity to locali1.ed CO sources, toxic air contaminants or odors arc of
panicu lar concern. Examples include:
Long-Tenn lleahh Care Facilities
Rehab il itation Centers
Convalescent Centers
Retirement Homes
Residences - such as medical patien ts in homes
Schools
Playground
Child Care Centers
Athletic Facilities
Methodology: The public involvement process of EQA shoul d be used to help detennine the
conditions of the exi ting envi ronment to make a reasonable determination if sensiti ve
receptors a.re present. The environ mental plan ner should make a field visit as appropriate as
part of the environmenwl initial study which shou ld inc lude specir.c analysis for sensitive
receptors. Usi ng visual survey data and resources such as maps and signs or other ident ifyi ng
features, the planner should specifically loo k fo r the fo llowing locations/condi tions:
Medical patienL5 at:
Adu lt/se nior day care
Senior citi zen centers/facilities/retirement homes
Hospitals/convalescent homes/lo ng- term heal th care fac ilities
Acute care/walk-in amb ulatory care c li nics
Rehab il itat ion centers
Elderly persons/athletes/smdents/children at:
Public parks/playgrounds
Long-term care/assisted living facilities
Churches
Schools
Child care centers/homes
Athletic fi elds
Note: It is not always possible to know if a sensitive receptor exists adjacent to a project site.
For example, a sensiti ve recepior may exist in a residential site such as an elderly pat ient 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 cond uct door-to-door surveys to determine
whether medical patients resi de in private dwelli ngs.
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial num ber of people; or

f. Re lease substantial quantities of a ir contam inants beyond the boundaries of the premises
upon which the stationary source emiuing 1he contaminants is located. o,
.; San Diego Municipal Code, Chap1cr 14, Artic le 2, Division 1, "Off-Site Deve lopment Impact
Regulmions" paragraph 142.07l0~"'Air Conuuninam Regulmions.··
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Federally-supported tr:in ·portation projec ts must demonstrate conform ity with the State
lmp lemenlalion Plan (SIP) {"lransportalion conformity") lo ensure lhal new transportation
projects would not jeopardize air quality in no n-attainment areas. The SIP is lhe federall y
approved regional air quality strategy to anai n and/or maintai n health standards. The
confonni1y req uiremenl

applies only to fedeml non•a t.tainmenl and au.ainment/maintenance

areas. Further discussion of transportation confom1ity is provided in item 4 below.
Projects that include stat ionary sources with impacts lhal may be significant under these
general th resholds may also need an Ai r Quality Impact Assessment {AQ IA) to be prepared
in accordance wi th SDAPCD Rule 20.2.'
Note: The APCD applies tl1e AQIA requ irement for air quality permi tting purposes 10
stationary sources of emissions. T he OAPCD did no1 establish 1hese generJ I air
quality thresholds speci fically for CEQA purposes or to assess mo bile source
emissions.

SDAPCD Thresholds
The SDAPCD provides criteria in Regulation II. Ruic 20.2. Table 20-2-1 . "AQIA Trigger
Levels." Apply these thresho lds as a screeni ng criteria for potential impact significance for
stationary sources. If sensitive receptors are involved, or if the potential ex ists for a
significantl y cumulative ai r quality impact, apply the more restricti ve Ambient Air Quality
Standard (AAQS) threshold from Table A-3.

Tub/<1I•1
SAN DIEGO AIR POLLUTION CO, rROL DISTR ICT l'OLLUTAITT TI IRESIIOLDS
FOR! TATIONARY SOURCES
EMISSION RATE
[l).ltJm1
POLLITTANT
f b,lir
JQ11.Ul.•r
Carbon Monoxide (CO)

100

.llO

100

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)

2.\

250

40

PnrticulDIC Matter (PM 10)

Oxid~~ or Su Ill.Ir (SOX) ,.,.

25

I.cud and I.cud Compou,tt.ls O

1111)

15

2:50

40

3.2

0.6

111<•)

15

P'tlrticulatc Matter, 2.5 micron!! (PMu)
Vohilile Orgnnic Compounds;
(VOC)Ke-a<:tht Organic Goes (RO(i)

d. Soun:c: DAI rl Ruic I 01 . 20.2(dX2)
e. San Diego Air Basin has been in anainmem ofSOx stand.Jid due to sulfur-n« natural ga:) for el~trieity generation omd
lack of hcm-y indusIriril/rru:muli1c11,1ring u~ in the region.

' SDAPCD Regulation II , Rule 20.2 (d) (2). hnp:/lwww.sdapcd.co., an•d iego.ea.us/rules/randr.h1m
For help, contact the SDAP O nt (858) 650-4700 or the alifomia Air Resources Board (C ARS) Compliance
Assisl3ncc Program a1 1-800-468-1786.
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l.tod emission. hD\'C: steadily dcc lin«t d~ to c:atal)1ic c:on\'crte:rs Md in<:.r en.~ use of k'.nd-fr« gftSOlinc. San Diego is
no lonJ.>c:r n.-quirod to mon i1or for lead.
VOC threshold based on SCAQMD lt:\·d s per South Coast Air Quality 1\ollln.tS,!!men1 DisLric.:l OAPCO (9/0 1) ttnd the
Momcrey nay APCO (MBAPC D) \\hkh has sim!lar fcdeml Md sa.:i1c t11ill.l11 m c nt Slol.lllS as Sru, Diego.

tatc and Federal Ambient Air Quality tandards (AA Q ) Thresholds
Apply M QS as the threshold whe re accepted methodology exists when the project involves
a sensitive receptor or if the potential exists for a significant cttmulative air quality impact. 1
AAQS are established by the regulators to protect even the most sensitive individ uals. The
federal PA standard is the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (N AAQS). The more
restrictive state standard is the Ca li forn ia 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.•
Nole: applying lhe signific:anoe c:riteria in Table A-3 req uires a more rigorous analys is lo determine if the
1hreshold would be exceeded. Compu1er-aided air quality modeling would likely be requ ired 10 reach this
delen11ination. Modeling regiona l or local concentrations of criteria pollutants from mob ile :sources is practical

on ly for CO: the re are no state recommended models for ossessing regional ozone concentrations or Joe.al PM 10
conccnlration from mobile sources.
Tahle A-3
NAT IONA L A 0 S'fATEAM DI ENTA lll QUALITY STA~'I OARO f•l

Pollulanl

A,·eraging

Ca lifornh, Sland :nd~

Time
Cortct111ro1im1

Mtlhod

0 ,09ppm

I hour

Oione(OJ)

( 180 pg/1111)

ltruviokl

photc,meuy
8 hour

R~ 11iubl1!

PArt itlllAtt
'l:il ll f:1"

(f'M 1t)

24 hour

SOpg/m1 (},J

Primory

&c011dmy

0. 12 Jlpm
(2)5 jlg/m1)

Sttm1.1tt.s

Ultr.iviolct

Primary

l'hotonx:uy

O.OS ppm
( 157 pglm1)
15.0pg/mJ

Gravimetric
Annual
Arilh1:nclic

20Jlg/lU)

or Bt..-t.;
Ancn ua1ion

50pg/m>

lllt.-rlifll

Mean

S:.me as
24 hour

f"ine:

Mnhod

no scpn.mlc stntc siand:ud

f1!5 pS,{m3

Primary

Scparmion and
Gmvlm~trie
A ri.-, l~is

r artieuhite
'l atttr

(PM.u)

Annual
Arilhmcl ie

Meo.n

Ca.-bon
Mono ide

8 hou.-

l lpg/1111

Gm,·imclric
or Bet.,

l:5pglmJ

;\ t1cn ua1ion

9.0ppm

(10mi;im1)

()11 -

Dlspersi~·e

1

http:!. \'Ww.arb.ca.gov/mcardllaaqs/aaqs.h!m

Q

hnp;/. vww.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs.hnn

9.0pprn

Non•Oispcrsi~·c

(10 mglm'J

Infrared

\0
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Pollutant

AvCtn8;irl8

Ca lirornla S1aod uds

1imc
C o11t:1..•111rali0t1

(COJ

I hou r
Nilrogtn
Dioxidt"

20ppm

(23mi;lm')

Annual
Arilh mclic
Mean

Metlu.:Jd
Infrared
Pho1ometry

CnlS Pha.'-t
Ch•mlJuni~ n ~

(!''1101)

I hour

0.2S ppm{-'7011g/nl1)

JO day

I. S 11g/m'

(11\'C~_g:c:

Quaner
Annual
Arith 1nc1 ic

0.Ol ppm( I0Sugim')

Ulm1vlole1

fl uores«.:cm.-c

PHrticulal ~

0.0S3ppm
l l 0011g/ml)

Sllme~
r rimat)'

StandMd

G~s !'haw
Cht."'lni Juninesccnse-

Same as
I.Spglm'

Priowry
Struidord

:.tmplerand
1'1omic
Abwri,tion

Spectro1ll1oto•-

0.14 ppm
(l6l"gini')

md f)'(Pilraro-

sanili ne
Mc1hod}

O.lppm

J hour

8 hour

(40 ,11glm')

(80pg/m')

( 0 ,)

VMbili1y
Rt.due-Ing

i\ fo1hwl

Photomcuy

0.030 ppm

Mean

I hour

&,·omlt11y

Hppm

High volume

Absorplion

;1lcnd::1r

24 hour

ftdtral S11md11 rds
Primary

Atomic

L<ad

ul(ur
Dio~idc
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( IJOOµglm' )

0.25 ppm (6SSJ<g/m1)
E.\li11e1 ion coeOiclcm of0.23 per
kilomclL-r-visibility of 1cn miles or
more due 10 panjcles when re lati\'C
humidily iS I ' thiln 7(~'o-. Method:
Oct.a Ancnuation and Transmiuancc
lhroug.h Filler 'fBpe.

-

No faiero l standards

Chrom.'.l•
Sulfal e.,

llydrogt n
Sulfid e (H1S)

24 ho1,1 r

I hour

25J1sfm)

ltra"ioln
o.oi ppm (42"Sfm' )

Vinyl

Chlor idt

10,6.ffiphy

FIIJl,JrcS(;l:llCC

Ci~Ctitoo,a-2-1, hour

0.01 ,,.,m (26"gtm' )

1ogrnph)'

Table foom01cs:

Data from April 2004 from CARO. Apply curreni AAQS:
hnl}:l/www.nr'2,ca .g2;v/r~~archfaag~/caa9Ycaa91.h1m. See also SOAP DRulc20.I (Tablc 20 .1 -7). Rcferio thc
CARB web si1c fo r use of1 his table.
On Jone 20. 2002. the CARB appro,•cd s1a trs rcco rnmcndmion to revise 1hc PM 10 annual average suuidard
to 20 µt;fm J and toe tabl ish an annua l average standard for PM 25 of 12 µg/mJ . On June 5. 200J. the Office of
Administrative Law a1>proved the amendmems for the regulations for the S1ate Ambiem Air Quality Standards for
particulate mauer (PM) and sulfates. Information regard ing these. revisions can be roimd at:
hnp·//www.arb.ca.gov/researchla.aqil's1d-rsls1d-rs.htm.
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4. Transportation Conform ity with State Implementation Plan (S IP)
Federally-supported transportation projects must demonstrate confom1 ity with the Slate
Implementatio n Plan SIP (''transportation eonfonnity") to ensure that new transportation
projects would not jeopardi ze air quality in non-attainment areas. The San Diego Regional
Association of Governments (SA DAG) de monstrates confonnity for projec ts in the
Regional Trnnsportarion Plan (RTP). Therefore, projects identified in the March 2003
A DAG 2030 " Regional Transportation Plan demonstrate transportation confom1ity. ·n1e
an Diego Air Pollution Contro l Di strict (SDA P D) Regional Air Quali ty Strategy is the
San Diego element of the SIP. Note that Transportation Control Mea.5ures are not a part of
the RAQS. Note that federally-supported non-transportation projects must align with the
general conformity requirement.
5. CO I lotspot Screening
The environmental review shou ld 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 di rec t, loca lized ··hotspot" impac t at or near the
proposed development. The primary source of this po ll utant for the San Diego Air Bas in in
2001 was mobile sources (mostly on-road passenger vehicles)." CO is a product of
incom1>Ietc combustion of fossil fuel; unlike ozone, CO is emitted d irectly out of a vehicle
exhaust piJ:>e at a conge ted major roadway intersect ion with sensitive receptors nearby, and
where vehicles are either idli ng or moving at a slop-and-go pace.
CO Hotspot screening should follow current accepted protocol by the Califo rn ia Air
Resources Board and/o r the San Diego County Air Poll ution control District. For example,
the EMFAC " computer model may be appropriate fo r estimating vehicle emissions.
Effective Ju ne 30, 2003, new CO studies must use EMFAC (short for "Emission Factor'')
which is capable of estimating curre111 and forecast emissions for vehicles for gas, diesel, or
electric vehicles. TI,e a ir quality analyst should select the most appropriate methodology in
consultation with City of an Diego Slaff
If quantitative evaluation is necessary, the computer model CALI E-4 (or equi valent) using
the most recen t CO emission fac tors should be applied.

ignificance Determination Examples
T he fo llowing are only examr1les of 11rojects or actions that might trigge r these levels. They
arc not to be applied as significance determination thresholds but arc for screening
purposes only.
I. 950 ingk- Family Units/9.500 Average Daily Trips (ADT)

10

hUpJ/www.sandag.org/'

11

Data fro m hllp://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/alm anac/almanacOI /alrn anacO ! .him

I?

http://\11w\11.dot.ca.gov/hg/en11/air/c1em fac.h1m
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In areas of the City o f an Diego where traffic now is 1101 bclo, (worse than) Level of
Service ( LOS) C and where development is no1 located with in JOO fee t ofa congested
freeway, significant cumulative air quality impacts coul d result fro m the development of950
or more single-fam il y units. s ing RBEM I 2003 ", the esti mated 9,500 A DT generated
by 950 units would result in the following emissions.
•

NO~ - I .SJ pounds pcr day in summer: 234 pounds per day in wimer; 180 pounds per day :mnual a\'eragc;
ROG - 126 pounds per d.ay In sumtnL'.r: 141 pounds per day In wlnttt: 141 pounds per d11y annulll ftvtmge:
CO - l,~SO pounds per day in summer; 1,738 pounds per day in winier: 1.633 pounds ~r day Mnuo.l avtrog~.

In this cx~mple. the ignilic-.wm: thrcshold5 ,q, uld be cx<.'l'.cdcd for KOG and CO.

Multi-fami ly. commercial. industrial. or institutional development resu lting in 9.500
ADT or mo re could also result in impacts requ iring mitigation.
2. 500 Single-Fami ly Units/5,000 ADT
Additional CO consideration should be given for wood-burning fireplaces. lfthc 500 homes
contain wood-burning fireplaces, and these fire places were used on an average of 50 days per
year, and each firep lace burned one-eighth o f a cord of fi rewood per ye.ir, 6 15 pounds of CO
would be emitted each year or 12 pound ' of CO per day in wi nte r.
3. LO Degradation for Roads
If a proposed developme nt causes a six-lane road to deteriorate lo LOS E or worse, the
resulting longer queuing al the traffic signals could cause a localized significant air qua li ty
impact. A site speci fic CO hotspot analysis should be performed lo dctc nninc if health
sta ndards are potentiall y violated and to identify any affected sen. itive recepto r.
If a proposed develo pment causes a six-lane road to drop to LOS I', the resu ltant extended
wait at the signalized intersections could cause a significant air quality im pact. A sitespeci fic O hotspot screening and/or analysis should be performed to de1ennine if health
standards are potentially violated and to identify any affected sensiti ve receptor.
If a proposed developmcm causes a four-lane road 10 drop 10 LOS E or worse, the extended
wait at the signalized intersection could cause a sign ificant a ir quali ty im pact. A site spec ifi c
CO ho tspot screening and/or analysis should be performed to determine if hea lth swndards
are potentially violated and 10 identify any affected sensitive receptor.
lf a proposed de"elopme nt is within 400 feel ofa sensitive recepto r and 1he LOS is worse than
D, a site-speci lie O hotspot analysis should be performed to determi ne if health standards are
potentially exceeded and to determ ine the level of adverse effect on the receptors.
4.

I00 Pounds per Day PM,o (A irbo rne Dust) Criteria
San Diego is non-attainment for PM ,., Whi le it is lrue that windborne particulate matter
from other areas sometimes contributes to the non-attainment status, part icular emphasis
should be placed on identifying potential PM oo emissions and specifying mitigation/control
1l- Usc currcnl URBEMISmodcl
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measures to be used du ring project construct ion activi ties. Construction grading and
demo lition dust accounts for 30% of all PM ,. emissions in the San Diego A ir Basin . Road
dust (both paved and unpaved roads) from sources such as vehicle tire wear on paved roads,
accounts fo r 47% of all PM,o emissio ns.
The South oast Air Quality Manageme nt District 's CEQA Air Quality Hfmdbook (1993)
estimate of PM ,o emissions from s ite grad ing is 26.4 pounds per graded acre; roughly 100
pounds of PM ,. is generated by grad ing 4.0 acres per day. 111e estimate is for use as a
screening tool to help determine if the 100 pounds of dust wou ld be exceeded .

It should be no ted that dail y watering of the site prior to/during grading reduces the dust
emi ssions by 50%: a second daily watering reduces the dust emissions by 75%. Another
acceptable co n1 rol has been to phase the grad ing such that the area to be g raded each day is
kept below the 100 pounds per day th resho ld.
Alternatively, a project would not result in a significant impact if specified dust controls are
included on the proj ect plans such that visible dust plumes would be retained wi thin the
property lines. Oust controls wo uld inc lude not on ly watering, but other measures such as the
preventing oftmckout, paving of unpaved roads, covering or trea1i ng stockpiles, etc., with
the extent of controls varying with the size of the project.
Another major source of airbon1e d ust is caused by veh icl e travel on paved roads; ii is
es timated thnt one pound of airborne dust is produced for each 2, I00 of veh icle mi les
traveled At an average trip length of nine miles per ADT and ten ADTs per single family
home. a new development of2.300 units wou ld cause I00 pounds of airborne dust; li kew ise
any new development causi ng or auractin g 23 K AOTs wou ld resu lt in I 00 po unds of
airborne dust.
Dust is also associated with demo li tio n of existi ng structures. Evaluatio n ofprojecis should
consider potential for dust gene ration from demolition. Asbestos containing materials may be
present in the s tructure to be demo lished. otice is req uired 10 be provided by the project
applicant to the DAPCD (A PCD) prior 10 demolition. The website and address fo r San
Diego APCD are as fo llows:
http://www.sdapcd.co.san d iego.ca.us/pem1i ts/asbestos.html
San Diego APCD
Complianc<: Div., Asbestos Sect io n
9 150 Che t1peake Drive
San Diego, CA 92123 (858) 650-4554

5. Stationary o urces
Consider potential impacts from exist ing stationary sources. For new stationary
("non-vehicular") so urc<:s. contact tho, SDAPCD. " Jnstn1ct the applicant to complete
14

If :1 project includes ll. n<."\v or modific:d stationary air soun:e. refer 1hc ::1p,plica11l to the SDAPCD for pcnnitting hc:lp:

t8S8) 650-4 700 0t a1hllp:/fo u \\ .sdapcd.co.sa.,•-dicgo.ca.u .
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D D form D -3163, " Hazardo us Materials Questionnaire." ce D D Info Bullet in 116" for
more information. This bulletin has a sign-olfblock for S DAPCD to review potential air
contaminants from non-vehicular sources. Remember thal a permilled sources does nol
necessaril y 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 heal th/air quality impacts.

Air Qualify C1111111/alive Impacts Data ources
The followi ng dala sources should be reviewed to help make a determination of potenlial
significance and/or for cumulative impacts assessment.
I. Sile-specific emission data from the SDAPCO is available on-line at:
h11p://www.sdapcd.co.san diego.ca.us/gtoxics/Project !/Source 0 mi ssions.htm .
This database includ~s a cancer risk e ·tinrntor index. A score between I and I 00
generally means that the facility will be required to conduct a Health Risk Assessment.
2. The ARB provides an on- li ne air quali ty forecaster at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/fcemssumcat.html
The web-based tool wi ll provide an estimate of emissions in the following c.ategories:
total organic gases, reactive organ ic gases, ROG, CO, OX2, SOX2, PM I0, and PM25.
3. To evaluate emissions from stationary sources in an area (for example, by Zip Code), or
to suppon a Hotspot screening, the California Air Resources Board provides an on-line
facility query tool :
ht tp://www.arb.ca.gov/app/cmsinv/ fac info/fac info.p hp
4. Holspot analysis -The SOAP D has also evaluated potenlial Hotspot issues for
San Diego County in its rcpon, "200 1 Air Toxics " Hot pots" Program Repon for
San Diego County"(October 2002):
http://www.sdapcd.co.san diego.ca.us/gtoxics/toxics_ reports.htm l
5. The .S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Envirofacts on-line database provides
environmental infonnat ion frorn a variety of EPA databases:
ht tp://www.epa.gov/enviro/indexjava.html
Note : Cumulative regional air quality impacts cannot be mitigated at the project level.

I.)

hup://www.sandicgo.gov/dcvclopmcm-scrvicc industry/infobullctins.shunl

•• U:.e o( r1.,;ulatmy SIImdard::;. as n threshold rnr sis.nifit..'3nl"C ((ormlT CEQA sect ion 1506(h)Jw:;i::;. S1n1d: rrom CEQA
pursunnt to

onut11111iti~~ f~or .,f lkltu GtviMllltu.'.ttl

\I.

Catifor11ia Rit.90W'tt.9 Age11cy,

c~ No. CO3$8.14 ( I 0fl8i02).
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ODOR
Projects tha t involve offens ive odors may be a nuisance lo neighboring uses, including
businesses, residences, sensitive receptors, and public areas. For example, heavy ind ustrial
projects and livestock farming operations with the potential to expose sens itive rece ptors to
objectionable odors could be deemed LO have a significant impact. S ig nificanl odor impac1s on
res idential areas and sens itive receptors warrant close scnniny. Considerable mtention sho uld
also be give n to o ther land uses where people congregate such as recreational areas. work sites.
and commercial areas. Analysis o f potential odo r imJ)acts shoul d be conducted for so urces of
odorous emissions, and rece ptors located near odorous sou rces.

I lTIAL T DY CHECKLI T QUE TIO
11,e followi ng are fro m the ity's lni1 ial 1udy Check lis1 and provides guidance 10 de1er111 ine
potent ial significance from Odor:
Would the proposal resu lt in:
I . Creating objectionable odors a1Tec1ing a sub tant ial number of peo pl e?
SIGNTFICA CE THRESHOLDS
Determin ing lhe significa nce of potentia l odo r im pac ts shou ld be based on whal is known abo ut
the q uantity of the odor compound(s) that wou ld resu lt from the proj ect's proposed use(s), the
types of neighboring uses potentially affected. the distance(s) betwee n the proj ect's point
so urcc(s) and the neighbo ring uses such as scnsiiive receptors, and the resultant co nccntrat ion(s)
al the receptors. A mo re detailed odor analysis may be req uired to fu lly evul ume und detenn ine
significance of the po tential im pacts if the proposed project wou ld resu lt in obj ecti onab le odors
to nearby sens itive receptors.

f"or a project prop0si ng placement o f sens itive recep1ors near an existing odor source 1 a
significant odor impact wi ll be identified if the project site is closer to the odor source than any
existing sensitive receptor where there has been more than one confinned or three confinned
comJ)laints per year (averaged over a th ree week period) about the odor so urce.
For projects proposing placement of sensitive rece ptors near a source of odors where there is
currently no nearby existing receptors. the detenn ination of significance should be based on the
d istance and freq uency al wh ich odor complaints fro m the public have occurred in the vicinity of
a s imilar odor source at ano1her locati on.
TI1e San Diego Municipal Code also addresses odor impacts at Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7
paragraph 142.07 10. "Air Contam inant Regulations" whic h states:
Ai r contaminants incl udi ng smoke, charred paper, dust, soot, grime, carbon, noxious acids,
toxic fumes. gases. odors. and particul ate matter. o r any emissions that endanger human
health, cause damage to vegetation or property, 01· cause so ili ng shall not be pcnn ittcd to
emanate beyond the boundarie of the prem ises upon which the use emitting the
contaminanls is located.
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lfa proposed project is detennined to resu lt in significant odor problems, mi tigation measures
should be identified. For some projects such as restauran ts, add-on controls or process changes,
such as carbon absorption, or other fillration may reduce em issions to below a level of
significance.
For ity of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Department (MWWD) 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 concemration at which a chem ical odor may become recogn iza ble. ote that
different organizations have different threshold levels. The environmental analyst should
detem1ine which standard to apply based on project-specific conditions such as proximi ty to
sensitive receptors. Odor impacts may have a significant impact un less mitigated. If values are
not listed for a particular chemical, lookup tables are avai lable at various websites through most
Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) applications, or the EPA Envirofocts database:
ht10 -//www •n•.ilov/enviro/html/emci/chemref/index html
Table A-4
OOOR GU IOELI ES 1• 1
Odor Threshold (ppm)

CHRJS (b)

AA R 1'i

Al/IA 1d!

Threshold
Limit Vnluc
(TLV)(ppm)

Acetaldehyde

0.2 1

0.01-0.03 t

0.0028-1000

25

Acetone

100

0.66-320

0.037-0. 15

75 0

47

0.037-20

0.043-53

25

Pollutant

Ammonia

(anhydrous)
Benzene

4.7

0.16-320

0.78-160

10

Carbon monoxide

odorless

Odorless

Odorless

25

Carbon te<rach loridc

> JO

15-50

1.6-706

Chlorine

3.5

0.02-J.5

0.021-J.4

Cumene

1.2

Cyclohcxsnc

0.5

0.0051-1 ,3

so

0.41

0.52-784

300

Dicyelopcntadicnc

0.003

0.002

0.003-0.011

Ethyl benzene

140

0.25-2.3

0.092-0.60

JOO

65-248

so

0.001 - 1.3'

10

n-l-lexnne

Hydrogen sulfide

0.0047

0.13

17
ityofSa n Diego MMWD Program Guidelines for Design Consultants. Appendix 0 1 Chapter 030,
·'Odor Control Design Guidel ines." December 1996
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Odor Threshold (1>pm)
CHRJS lbJ

MRI<!

A lHAlfJ!

Threshold
Limit Value
(TL V) (ppm)

10

11-27

0.25-85

200

0.3-0.9

0.0095-0.64

10

Polluta nt
Methy l ethyl kct0nc
Naphthalene
Phenol

0.05

Pho gene

0.5

0.0045- 1
0. 125-1

0.12-5.7

0.1

Phospinc

0.14

0.02

0.01-5

0.3

Styrene monomer

0.1 48

0.02-0.47

0.0047-61

50

3

0.33-5

2

0.17

0. 17-40

0.021 -69

50

Viny l chloride

260

260-25 ,000

o,m.p-Xy lene

0.05

0.2-4

0.081 -5.4

100

Sulfu r diox ide

Toluene

Table notes:
" Worki ng with Toxic an d Odor T hrc hold ." CAMEO Today nc, slcncr, March/April 1997
issue: (rcvi ed Augu t 2001). Nationa l Oceanic and Atmo pheric Administration (NOAA).
o mputer-A ided Managemen t of Emergency Opera tions( AMEO' ).

http://rcsponse.rcstoration.noaa.gov/camcoldr_alohalodorlodor.hu11I
b

Ch•mical llaz:irds R.. pouse Information Syst•m (CHRIS) Ma nual . U.S . Coost Guard.
http://www.chrismanual .com/

c

Bureau of Explosives, American Association o f Railroads (AAR). 1996. Emergency Ac ti on
Gu ides. Washington, DC: http://www.aar.org

d.

American Industrial Hygiene Associat ion (AIHA). 1989. Odor Thresholds for Chemicals
with Established Occupational Health tandards. Akron, OH : AIHA. (Thi s docmnenl can
be ordered from the AHIA web itc, www.aiha.org.).
Acconlio" to the MWWO Odor ootrol Oesi •o Guidelines, odor comp luints nre not

typically generated if ambient concentrations of odorous compounds arc less lha n 5 odor
units (fi ve times the odor recog nition threshold). Apply ing this multiplier to th e A IHA
odor recognition threshold inclic,ates that complaints would not be expected for hydrogen
sulfide concentrations that arc less than 0.0005 ppm.
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BI OLOG ICAL RESOU RCES

Sensitive biological resources arc defi ned by the C ity of San Diego Mun ic ipal Code as:
umds 1ha1 have been included in the Muhi-1labitat Planning Area {MJI J>A) as identified
in the Cily of San Diego Mulliple Species Consen•ation Program (MSCP) Su barea Plan
(City of San Diego, 1997);
Wetl ands (as defined by the Municipal Code. Section 113.0 I03):
Lands ou1 ide the MHPA lhal contain T ier I Habitat , Tier II Habitats, T ier II IA Habi1a1s,
or Tier 1118 Habitats as ident ified in the Biology G uideli nes (July 2002 or current edition)
of the Land Development manual;
Lands support ing species or subspecies !isled as rare, endangered, or 1hrca1e ned ;
Lands containi ng habi1a1s wi1h narrow endemic species as listed in the Bio logy
G uideli nes of the Land Development manual; and
Lands containing hab itats of covered species as listed in the Biology Guide lines of the
Land Development manual.
For projects within 1he C ity of an Diego or carried ou1 by the City o f San Diego wh ich may
affect sensitive bioloWcal resources, potentiaJ impac ts to such sensitive biological reso urces must
be assessed. The following criteria and i11fom1a1ion arc provided fo r guidance d uring this
process.

I ITIAL T DY CHECKLI T QU ESTIO S
17,c followi ng arc fro m the ity's Initial Study
potent ial significance 10 Bio logical Resources:

hcck list and provides guidance to determ ine

Would the propo ·(1/ result in:
I . A subs1an1ial adverse impact, either direct ly o r 1hrough habita1 modificat ions, on any
species iden1ified as a candidt,te, sensi1ive, or special s1atus species in the MSCP or other
local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the Cali forn ia Depanment of Fish
and Game (CDFG) o r .S. Fish and W ildlife Service (U FWS)?

2. A substantial adverse impac t on any Tier I Habitats, Tier II Ha bitats, Tier IIIA Habitats,
or Tier 1118 Habilats as ident ified in the Biology G uidelines oflhe Land Developmen1
manual or other sensitive natural commu nity identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regula1io ns, or by the CDFG or USFWS?
3. A substantial adverse im pact on wetlands (including, but not lim hed to, marsh, vernal
pool. ripari an, etc.) through d irect removal. filling. hydro logical interruplio n, or olhcr
means?
4. Interfering substantiall y with the movemen1 of any native resident or migralory fish or
wildlife specks or with established native resident o r migratory wild life corridors.
incl ud ing linkages ide nl ified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use o f nati ve wildlife
nursery sites'?
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5. A conOicl wilh the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan , atural
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional , or state habitat
conservation plan, either within the MS P plan area or in the surrounding region?
6. lmroducing land use within an area adjacent lo the MHPA that would result in adverse
edge e!TectS?
7. A conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biologics1l resources?
8. An introduction of invasive species of plants into a natural open space area?

IGNIFICA CE THRE HOLD
Impacts to biological resources are risscssed by ity sta!T throui;h the CEQA review process, and
through review of the project' s consistency with the Environmenlrt lly Sensitive Lands (ESL)
regulations, the Biology Guidelines (Ju ly 2002) and with the City' s MSC!' Subarea Plan. Before
a dctennination of the significance of an impact can be mad . the presence and nature of the
biological resources must be establ ished.
The following two teps summarize the procedure for collecting the necessary infom,ation.

STEPJ:
Determine the extent of biological resources and values present on the site. The analyst needs lo
visit the site and review existing biological infom,ation (e.g. MSCP vegetation maps). If there is
any evidence that the site supports or recently supported bio logical rcsourees, significant
biological resources (see clarification in Step 2), a survey or Jeuer report is necessary.
A factor in making this dctcnnination 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 disrurbancc such
as grading or fire. In general, if the si te has been legall y graded or ~bbed and/or is characteri zed
by rudernl species, is not included in the City' s MIIPA, and does no t support wetlands or Tier!, II
or Ill 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 brnsh management (Zone 2
is impact neutral). unauthorized oft:road vehicle u e or other uses also docs not preclude the
presence of potential habitat.
An (1ffim1(1li ve answer to any of the followi ng quest ions indic(1tes that significant biological
resourees MAY be present:
a. The site has been identified as part of the MHPA by the City' s MS P Subarea Plan.
b. The site supports or could support (e.g. in different seasons/rainfall conditions. etc.) Tier
!, II , or !IIA & B vegetation communities (such as grassland, chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, etc.). TI,e EQA determination of significant impacts may be based on what was
on the site (e.g. if illegal gnid ing or vegetation removal occurred, etc.), as appropriate.
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c. The siie coniains, or comes with in 100 feet of a natural or-manufactured drai nage
(determine whether ii is vegetated with wetland vegetation), n,e site occurs withi n the
I 00-year Oood plain established by the Federa l Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) or the Flood Plain Fringe (FPF)/ Flood Way (FW) zones.
d. The site does not support a vegetation comm unity identi fi ed in Table 2 or 3 (Tier I, II,
IIIA or 1118) of the Biology Guidelines (J ul y 2002); however, wildli fe species listed as
threatened or endangered or other protected species may use the site (e.g. Californi a least
tcms on dredge spoil, wildl ife usi ng agricul tural land as a wildl ife corridor, etc.).

STEP2:
Based on Step I. if significant biological resources are present. then a survey to detenn ine the
nature and extent of the biological resources on the si te is wa rra nted ( ·ee Guideli nes 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 num ber and extent
of each type. As appropriate and when relevant to the biological resources fow1d on site. the
survey should also di scuss the nature and quality o f the biological resources in the immedi ate
vicinity of the project site.
TI1e significance and/or sensitivity of the resource can be determi ned at this stage, however, a
resource may be mo re vulnerable to some kinds of develOJ)l11ent than to othe rs. ensitivity
and/or significance of impacts is there rore, more appropriately considered in the context o r the
proposed project, as disc ussed below.
Biology ignificancc Dctenn ination
I. Direct Impacts
The direct, indi rect and cum ulative impacts of a project must be analyzed for significance.
The first step in mak ing the detenni nation is lO ident ify the na1ure of the impact, and the
extent, and degree of direct impacts to biological resources. A direct impnct is a physical
change in lhe envirorunent which is caused by and immediately related to the proj ect. An
example of a direct physical change in the environment is the removal of vegetation due to
brush ing, grubbing, grading, trench ing. and excavating.
In order to determine the extent of impact . the acreage of each habitat type to be lost hould
be quantified. If an upland, categori ze the land into one of the four Tier categories (I -IV),
which are listed on Table 3 of the Biology Guideli nes (July 2002). lfa natural wetland,
categorize as indicated on Table 2 of the Biology Guidelines (July 2002). In addi tion, the
boundaries of the MHPA should be detennined mid 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 quantifi ed. In order to
determine the degree of the impact, fragmentation ofhabitm, loss of forag ing area for
sensitive species. and other factors should be considered.
The City' s perm it to ;take' covered species under the M CP is based 011 the co11cept tha t
90% or lands wit hin the MHPA wi ll be preserved. Any encroac hment into the MHPA (in
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excess o f the allowable cncroachmeni by a project) would be considered significant and
reqt1ire a boundary :,dju ·tment which wou ld include a habitnt equivalency assessment to
ensure that what wi ll be added lo the MHPA is al least equivalen t to what wo uld be removed.
In addition. lands containi ng T ier I. II. Illa and lllb [(see Table 3 of City's Biology
Guidelines (July 2002)] and all well ands [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 habiial val ue and impacts wo uld not be considered significant.
Impacts to individ ua l sensitive species, outside of any impacts to habitat , may also be
considered significant based upon the rarit)' and extent of impacts. Impacts to state or
federally listed species and all narrow endem ics (see the City' s Biology Guidel ines (July
2002)] should be considered significant. Certain species covered by the M, · P (see page 26
of the Biology Guidelines (J ul y 2002)] and other species not covered by the MSCP, may be
considered significant on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration all pertinent
infom1atio11 regarding distribution. rarity. and the level of habitat conservation afforded by
theMSCP.
otcs:
(a) Total upland impacts (Tiers 1- 11 IB) less than 0.1 acre arc not considered significant and
do not require mitigation. ee ection 3 ( umulative Impacts) relotive to nati ve
g russhtnds.
(b) Impacts to non-nati ve gra stands total ing less than 1.0 acres which are completely
surrounded by exist ing urban developments arc 1101 considered significant and do not
req uire mitigation. Examples may include urban infill lots.

(c) Total wetland impacts less than 0.01 acre arc not considered sign ificant and do not
require mitigation. THIS DOES OT 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 potentiall y signifi cant inside the MHPA or,
to the extent that non-covered species are not impacted, outside the MHPA, because of
the implementation of the MS P. Brush managemen t Zone 2 thi nni ng outside the
MHPA which affects non-covered species is potentially significant. Brush management
not conducted in ac<:ordancc with brush management regulations, regard less of where it
is located, is also potentiall y significant
(d) Mitigation is not required for im pacts to non-native grassland habitat when impacted for
the purpose of wetland or other nati ve habitat creation.
(e) Habitat mitigation is not requ ired for impacts to manufactured s lopes or ureas that have
been planted with native species for the purpose of erosion control. For example. in order
lo qualify fo r this exception, substantiation of previous permits and mit igation must be
provided.
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Noise mitigatio n, however may be req uired for s ignificant noi se impacts to certain avian
·pecie · d uri ng the ir breeding sea ·on depe nding upon the location of the slope (suc h as
adjacent lo an MH PA) and whal birds may be present in lhe area suc h as the California
gnatcatchcr, least Bell's vireo, southern willow flycatcher, least tern, cactus wren,
tricolored blackb ird. or western snowy plove r. If these avian species (except for the
Cal ifornia gna1ca1c her) are present, then m itigat io n will be required if co nstruction or
operational noi se levels wou ld exceed 60 db(A), or the existing ambient noise level if
already above 60dB(A) during the breeding season. For California gnatcalcher habitat
within the MHPA and occupied, construct io n or operat ional no ise levels exceeding 60
dB(A) (o r exceeding the ex isting ambient noise level if already above 60 dB(A)) during
the breeding season is considered significanl. There are no restrictions for the
gnatcatchcr outside the MHPA anyti me of the year.
In addi1ion 1 inside the Ml-IPA , impact avoidance areas arc requ ired for Cooper's hawk>nor1 hem
harrier, golden eagle, burrowing owl, and southwestern pond turt le. See Biology Guidelines,
Section II , A. 2 & 4. and ection 9. 12 of the Implementing Agreement.

(f)

Removal/control of non-native plants is not considered to constitute a s ign ifica nt hab itat
impact for wh ich compensatory habita t acquisition, preservation , or creation for the area
impacted i required. Mitigation for indirect im pact such as erosion control or ofl~sitc
infestation by non-native species may be needed.

2. Jndirecl Impacts
CEQA Guidelines§ I 5064(d) provides the following guidance regarding identificat ion of
direct \'Crsus ind irecL impacts:
In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the Lead Age ncy sha ll
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 ind irect impact is a physica l change in the environment which is not immediately
related to the proj ect, but wh ich is caused ind irectly by the project. Ir a di rect impact in
turn causes another physical change in the en ironment, then the secondary changes is an
indirect impact. For example, the dust from heavy equipment that wou ld resu ll from
gradi ng for a sewage treatment plant could sctlic o n nearby vegetation and interfere with
photosynthetic processes; and the construction eq uipment no ise levels could interrupt
reproducti ve behavior within adjacent sensitive avian breedi ng habitalS during the
breeding season.
b. An ind irect phys ical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonabl y
foreseeable impact whic h may be caused by the project. A change , hich is speculati ve or
unlikely 10 occur is not reasonab ly foreseea ble.
Depending o n the circumstances, indirect impacts of a project may be as significant as the
direct impacts of the project. In ge neral , however, indirect impacts are easier 10 mitigate tha n
direct ones. Some impacts may be considered indirec t impac ts in some circumsla nces and
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direct impacts unde r other circumstances. Indirect impacts include but are not li mited to, the
fo llowing impacts:
a.
b.
c.
d.

The introduction of urban mesa-predators into a biological system ;
The introduction of urban runoff into a biological system:
The introduction of invasive exot ic plant spec ies into a biological system;
Noise and lighting impacts (note: consider both consm,ction/demolition and operational
phases of the proj ect): and
e. Alterat ion of a dynamic 1)()rtion of a system, such as Stream now characteristics or fi re
cycles; and
f. loss of a wetland buffer that includes no environmentally sensitive lands.

3. Cumulative Impact~
The M CP was designed to compensate for the regional lo ·s of biological resources
throughout the region. Projects that conform with the M CP as specified by the Subarea
Plan. and implementing ordinances. (i.e. Jul y 2002 Biology Guidel ines and ESL Regulations)
are not expected to result in a significant cumulati ve impact for those biological resources
adeq uately 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 {sec Appendix A of the City of an Diego's MSCP ubarea Plan).
All direct impacts to vernal pools are significant and cumul atively significant. lm pocts to
verna l pool. may be mitigated in accordance wi th the criteria in the Biology Guideline .
Direct impacts to perennial nati ve grasslands that arc greater tha n 0. 1 acre arc significant and
cumulatively significant. Direct impacts to th is habitat type arc mitigated via Tier I per
Biology Guidelines. Cumulative impacts may be mitigated only via creation al a I: I
ratio or greater wilh the feasibility or creation to be evaluated on a case-by•case basis.
Impacts to species covered by the IS P (see Appendix A of MSCP Subarea Plan) would
not generally be considered cumulatively significant, provided the project is in fu ll
compliance with the MSCP and its implementing regulations. Impacts to state- or federally1istcd species 11 01 covered by the MS P may be considered cumul ati,•ely sign ificant. Each
situation will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

It is expected that many other sensitive species not analyzed for coverage llnder the MSCP
will be adequately conscr,•cd th rough the MSCP' s habi tat-based mi tigation plan. A rare
circumstance may arise, however, where imp~1ClS to a particu lar spec.ies may 1ill result in a
cumulatively signifiC(lnl impac t. The project-level biological survey repo rt would identify
those species and describe why a cumulat ive 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
(la.Hhonia glabrata ssp. coultori) fo und in salt pannes) and the lillle mo use tail (Myosuru.r
mi11im11s) found in ve rnal pools) would be examples of non-covered species tha t might be
considered rare enough to conclude cumulatively significant impacts.
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WEB !TE FOR REFERE CED DO UME TS
Biology Survey Guidelines:
http://,w,w.sandicgo.gov/mscp/pdf/biosurvcy.pdf
Biology Guidelines:
http://www.sandiego.gov/mscp/pdf7biolog.pdf

M CP Subarea Plan:
http://www.sandiego.gov/mscp/pd f/subarea.pdf
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations:
http://clerkdoc.sannet.gov/legtrain/ mc/M un iCode Chapter 14/Ch l 4A,t03Division0 I
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GEOLOG IC CO l)ITIO S

Geologic condi tions exist withi n certain areas of the City of San Diego which have the potential
to pose serious problems when land is developed. Unsta ble slopes, slide prone soils, and faults
occur in many parts of the City. Seismica lly liquefiable areas e,, ist near the bays and ri vers. T he
Geologic Hazard maps which are part of the City of San Diego Seismic afety Study ind icate
where adverse geological conditions exist which will require some level of evaluation by a
geologisLt an engineer, or both.

Table F-1 describes which type of geologic report is required for specific zones identified on the
Seism ic Safety Study. Depending on the nature of the proposed project, 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 imp,,ct to the project is negligible.• In areas considered at
high risk fo r liquefaction, the report can be deferred to the Building Development Review (BDR)
Division until the Building Permit stage if no environmentally sens itive resources are li kely to be
impacted . tudies for potentiall y active faults may also be deferred to BDR based on an
evalt1ation by a City staIT geologist. Soil investigations may also be deferred if no sensitive
environmental resources would be affected by the findings of the report.
ote: A ll (lrojecl g rading components, including off:site im1>rovements such as rmuls,
must be included in the analysis. Therefore, for those project components where JJl)Jl
would not ty pically review, approve and require compliance with gcotechnical report
recommendations (i.e., areas outs ide the building ,,ad), the a,rnlys is must he done duri11g
the discretionary stage of project review.

Table F-1

GEOTECH ICAL T DY REQUIREME T
(City o f an Diego Inform ation Outlet in SIS)

Hazard Catcgori Group I
II , 13.21.3 1. 4 1
GI
12, 22-27, 42-47
GR
32, 48, (53 & 54
GR•
if in hilly tel'min)

51, 52, 55 ,
(53 & 54
if flat terrain)

Grou p II

Group Ill

Group IV

GI
GI

GI
GR

GI
GI

SR &GR•

GR•

GR•

GR•

Group V G roup VI G roup VII
GI
GI
SR
SR
GR•
GR
SR
SR

SR•

Tllhlc F• I 1wle.t:
GI =

GeOlechnka l Investigation

GR :::
R~

Gco1cchnica.l Reconnaissance
oil Rcpo11
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GEOLOGIC I IAZARD CATEGORIES (from The Cily of San Diego's &ismic Safe()•S111dy. /995 Ed/1/011)
Fau ll Zones:
11

nc1ivc, Alquis1-Priolo En11hquoke Fnuh Zone

12

po1entially active: innctive. presumed innc1ive or ac1ivi1y unknown

13

downtown special fault 7..onc

Landslides:
21
22

confim1ed, known, o r highly suspected
pOSS iblc or conjectured

Slide-Prone Forma1ions:

23

FriarS: neutral or favorable geologic strucrurc

24

F'riars: unfavorable geologic stnacturc

25
26
27

Ardath: neutral or favo rable geo logic structure
Ardath: unfavor.sble geologic structure
Otay, Sweelwater and others

Liqucfoction:
JI

32

high potential - shallow g roundw:uer, major dra inages, hydraulic fills
low poten1ial - nuctmuing groundwaler. minor drJinages

Coas1al Bluffs
41

generally unstab le: num. landslides, high steep blu ffs, severe eros ion , unfavorab le geol. stmcfure

42

generally uns1ab le: unfavorable bedding planes. high erosion

43
44
45
46
47

generally unstab le: unfavo rable joint ing., local hig h eros ion
moderately stab le.: mostly s1able. fonna1 ions, local high erosion
moderately stab le: some minor land.slides. minor eros ion
moderately stab le: some unfavorable geologic s1mcture, m inor or no erosion
gcnemlly stable: favomblc geologic stnIc1urc, minor or no erosion, no lnndslidcs

48

generally stable: broad beach areas, developed harbor

Other Terrain
-,
52
·3
54

55

level mesas- underla in by terrace dcposi1s and bedrock: nomina l risk
other level areas:, gently loping to tecp terrai n, favo rable geologic s1ructurc, low risk
level or slop ing terr.tin. unfavorable geo logic stn.1crurc, low to moderr1.te risk
steeply sloping terrain, unfavordb le or fauh conlrolled geologic siructure, moderate ris k
modi fied terrain (graded sites); nominal risk

" Repons in these categories will not be routed to LOR Geology ~taff for review; the repon will be accepted
'"as is .. unless 1he reviewing sections have queSlions. A condit ion will be included that fina l geo logical review
\Viii occur in BDR prior to issuance of a bui lding permit.
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Build ine Tvn,/ La nd Use Grou o
Group I:

Tentative and Vesting Ten tative Maps; Subdivision Maps, Lot Splits

Group 11:

Grading Pennits

Group Ill :

Neighborhood Development Penn it (NDP), ilc Development
Pennits (SOP) for Envi ronmentnlly Sensitive Lnnds, or Constnl
Development PennilS (COP)

Group IV:

Planned Devclopmcn1 Penn it (P DP)

Group V:

Conditional Use Pennit (CUP)

Group VI :

Map Wnivers

Group VII :

Grading Penni ts for underground storage and removal and/or soi I

remedintion
"Geologic Repon" refer.; 10 the Geologic Investigation or Geologic Reconnaissance as
designated by Table F I and defined in the City ' s "Technical Guidelines for Geotcchnical
Reports. (October 1988)" Please refer to these guidelines fo r the requirements of a Geologic
Repon

I ITIAL ST DY CHECKLI T QUESTIO S
The following Initial Study Checkl ist questions are from the City' s Initial tudy Checklist, and
provide guidance to determine potential significance fo r geologic conditions?
Would the proposal :
I. Expose people or structures to geologic hai.ards such as eanhquakes, landsli des, mudslides,
ground failure 1 or similar hazards?
2. Resull 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 wo uld become unstable as a result
of the projc-ct, and p01entiall y res ult in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or coll apse?

IGN IFICA CE TH RE HOLD
EAS staff s hould work closely wi th LOR-Geo logy 10 determine ifa projec t wou ld have
ignilictml impact and if mi tigation is nece sary. Thi shou ld be dctennincd on a case-by-case
basis. Typically, standard construction practices recommended in a geologic report would not be
mitigation.

28

RTC-130

LETTER

•:.

RESPONSE

GllOWTH INDUCEME T

G.-0\\1h inducement is not clearl y defined in CEQA as arc other issues. It is usually associated
with tho ·e projects that roster economic or population growth, or the con truc1 io11 or additiona l
housing, either di rect ly or indirectly which results in the construction o r major and new
infrastructure facilities. Also a change in land use policy, or p.-ojects that provide economic
stimul us such as ind ustrial or commercial uses may induce growth as discussed below.

Accelerated growth may further strain existing community facilities or encourage activities that
could significantl y affect the surrounding environment. The impacts of growth inducement are
associated with other issues such as the effects on biological or historical resources , traffic, ai r
quality, public services, etc.

I lTIAL T DY CHECKLI T QUE TIO
Would the propo.ml:
I . Induce substantial population gro" 1h 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 locat ion, d istribution, density, or growth rate o f the
population or an area?
3. Include extensions of roads or other infrastructure not assumed in the community plan or
adopted Capital Im provements Project list, when such infmstmctue exceeds the needs of
the project and could accommodate fu tu re devclopme,11s?

IGNIFICA CE THRE HOLD
A two step analysis need to be done. The first step is 10 determine if the project is growth
inducing. This includes projects that foster econom ic 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.
lfthe project requires an EIR, Growth Ind ucement is a mandatory section. 111e EIR must
analyze the consequences of growth; for instance, ex.isling infrastructure may not be able to
accommodate a major subdi vision, industrial complex. or commercial center and the project may
requ ire new facilities that in turn resul t in impacts. According to Section 151 26.2 (d) of the
CEQA Guidelines, " It must not be assumed that growth in trny area is necessari ly benefici al,
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.'" In general, the analysi must avoid
speculation and focus on probable growth pattems or projections. Conclusions must also be
presented th(rt de termines whether this impact is significant and/or unavoida ble, and provide for
mitigation or avoidance.
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HEALTH A 'D SAFF;TY

TI1c followi ng issue areas arc discussed in these sign ificance criteria guide lines:
I lawrdous Materials/Pu blic Safety
Hu man Heal th
Brush Management
I. Maz.ardous Materi als/P ublic Safely

As residential redevelopment and new residential construction occurs in or near areas
hislori call y used for ind uslry, agriculture, commerce, solid waste (e.g. landfi lls, fonner
landfi ll sites, or fuel storage) contam inated soils and groundwater can be found . As part of
the en ironmental review process, steps must be taken to disc lose and address the safe
removal. di posal and/or remediation ofhazardou material . There arc federal. state and
local government requ ire ments that must be incorporated into projects which address these
issues. AfTected facilities would range in scope from establishments specifica lly designed 10
hand le hazardous/toxic materials (e.g., waste treatmen t facilities) to undergro und tanks
associated with auto motive 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. in troct the applicant to complete Deve lopment crviccs
Department (DSD) fonn DS-3 163, "Hazardous Materials Questionnaire." Sec City of San
Diego Information Bulletin I 16 for more information.
( www.sandiego.gov/developmenl-services/indust ry/pd f/in fohullet in/i h I 16 .pd D
2. Human Health
Human health issues address health hazards (both known and perceived), such as exposure to
disea e-carrying vec tors; contamination due to sewage spil ls; prox imi ty to electromagnetic
fields (EMF) associated with electric transmission lines and communications facilities; and
uses in proximity to former or active underground storage tank sites; fuel-storage tank fanns,
sewage treatment planlS, or areas where Lox ic chemicals may be stored.
A. Vector Control
The County of San Diego Department of Env ironme ntal Health (OEH) regulates vector
control. A vector is any insect or other anhropod, rodent , or other ani mal of public hea lth
significance capable of causing human discomfon and injury. or capable of harboring or
transmitting the causative age nts of human disease. Projects constructing ponds, or other
potential vec tor habitat should consult with DEi-i t0 de tem,i ne mitigation measures to
minimize vector impacts.

B. Electromagnetic Fields (EMF)
Studies of the potential fo r adverse public health etrects of EMF are inconclusive. A
statement or conc lusion of impacts would be speculativc. In accordance wi th CEQA
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eel ion 15 145, the known infonnalion aboul EMF is summarized and no conclusion of
significance is reached.
The Califom ia Department of Health crviccs (DHS), California Electric and Magnetic Fields
Program provides information regarding known possible health effects from EMF created by the
use ofelec1ricity. OHS references the Natio na l EMF Research and Public Information
Dissemination (RAPID) Program, established by Congress as part of the Energy Policy Act of
1992. whic h has published its findings concluding evidence of the risk of cancer from EMF
around power lines is weak. The report recognizes 1hat EMF exposure "cannot be !'ecognized as
entirely safe" but "believes that the probability that EMf' exposure is truly a heallh hazard is
currenlly small" wi th "marginal scientific support that exposure 10 this agent is causing any
degree ofharn1." The report concludes that efforts to reduce exposure to EMF should continue.
C. Radio Prequency (RF) and Wirele s Communication Faci lities
On February 8, 1996, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 wns 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 modificatio n of wireless service facilities on the
basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency em issions to the extent that such
facilities comply with the commission's regulations concerning such emissions."
Communications antennas emit varying levels of radio freque11cy (RF) energy. RF emissions
are regulated by the Federal Govern ment. Refer lo www.fcc.gov for more infom1(1lion.
Below a certain threshold of RF power there is virtually no danger nt any distance or
direction from the transmitting antenna. Above that threshold. the installation is generally
designed 10 ensure thal the areas in whic h people are likely to be found are exposed Lo a
minimum and safe level of RF energy. The American National Standards Institute (A SI),
and the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) have established lhe 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 nows outward from the transmi tter and passes though
a given area. The intensity of radiation dim inishes exponentially at greater distances from the
source,, and the exposure, even within the "beam," at sufficient distance presents no
exposure dange r. The acceplcd standard for safe exposure 10 RF energy from 1hc proposed
type of facility is 580 microwans per quare centimeter (µWlcm2). n,e exposure level
associated with most cellular faci lities is about 0.01% of the accepted stm1dard, or 5.8
µW/cm2 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 (I' C) n1les req uire the total exposure from all facil ities to fol l
within the guideline limits.
As part of the development review process for wireless communication faci lities. the City
requires thal wireless carriers submit a certified cumulative RF report demonstrating
compliance with the FCC standards. Refer to City of San Diego Information Bulletin o.
536. (wwwsandiego.gov/deve lopment-services/induslrylpdttinfobulletinl ib536.pdf)
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D. chools
CEQA provides guidance on health and safety impacts for schoo l facilities at Statute
Sections 21151.2. 2 11 51.4. 2 1151.8 and Guidel ine cction 15186. State-fu nded schools
must also address school siting criteria of T itle 5 of the California Code of Regulations.
Division I h 13, Sub hapter I, and "School Facilities onstruction."
The citing of facilities which may emit hazardous or acutely hazardous materials or may
handle acutely hazardous materials witl1 a quarter ora mile ora school may result in a
signi1icant impact.
CEQA tatutc cction 2 11 5 I .4 states:
An envi ronmenta l impact report shall not be cer1ified or a negative declara1ion shall 1101 be
approved for any project involving the construction or alteration or a faci lity within a 1/4 or a
mile of a school which might reaso nably be anticipated lo emit hazardous or acutely hazardous
air emission. or that would handle acutely hazardous material or a mixture containing acutely
haz.ardous material in a quantity equal 10 or greate r tha n the state threshold quantity specified
pursuant to subdivi sion (i) of Section 25532 of the Health and Safety Code, that may pose a
health or safety hazard to person who would attend or would be employed at the school. unless
both of the followi ng occur:

( I) The lead age ncy preparing the environ mental 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 wriuen notilicmion of the project not less than 30
days prior to the proposed approval of the environmenta l impact report or negative
declaration.
3. Brush Management
A specialized public safety issue arises in cases where the brush management isrequ irements
cannot be met. An example is a res idential lot abuni ng a publicly--0wned open space area,
where brush removal, trimmi ng or thinni ng may be precluded. Another example is a
situation where a reduction in the brush ma nagement requ irements is allowed through
alternative compl iance. In such cases, the Fire Chief may modify the requirements ofbmsh
management on a case-by-case basis. The approval of the Fire Chief must be given in these
circumstances in order 10 avoid a sig.ni ficanLpublic safety impacL. 'ee Municipal Code
Seet ion 142.0412 (i-j). T h~ environmenta l tmalyst should work wit h DSD-Land scaping Staff
and the Fire Chief to ensure the requirements are met. Ensure brush management aclivities

are coordina1ed with MSCP staff where there may be potential impacts to MHPA lands.

11

http:www.sandie1;o.gov/lircandcms/inspcctions/brus.h.shtml
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INITI AL ST DY Q ESTIO S
The followi ng Initial Sludy Checkl isl questions are from the City's Init ial Study Checklist and
provide guidance to determ ine the potential significance of Health and Safety issues:

Would 1hc propowl:
1. Expose people or structures lo a sig nificant risk of loss. inj ury. or death involving
wildland fires, including whe n wild lands arc adj ace nl to urban ized areas or where
residences are intermixed wilh wildlands?
2. Result in hazardous emissions or hand le hazardous or acutely hazardous materials.
substances. or waste with in a quarter-mi le of an ex isting or proposed school?
3. Impair implementation of, or physi cally interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacualio n plan?
4 . Be located on a site which is included on a list ofha,,..ardous materi als s ites comp iled
pursuan1 to Gove rnm ent Code Secti o n 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significan t hazard
to the public or environment?
5. Expose J)<X)p le to toxic substances, such as pesticides and herbicides, so me of wh ich have
long-las ting ab il ity applied to the soil during previous agricultural uses?

6. Result in a safety hazard for people res iding or working in a de ignated airport influence
area?
7. Result in a safety hazard for people residi ng or work ing within two miles of a private
airstrip or a private airport o r helipon fac ility that is not covered by an adopted Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan?

IGNIFICA CE THRE HOLD
I. Projects wh ich propose lhe hand ling, siorage and treatmcni ofha,,..ardous materials, e.g., a
Hazardous Waste Facil ity, falling unde r Mun icipal Code Sect io n 14 1. 100 I Ha,..ardous Waste
Research Facilities and ection 14 1. 1002~ must prepare a risk assessment in confonmmce
wi th the Tanner Act. The Hazardous Materials Management Division of the County of
San Diego Departmcnl of Environmental Health (DEH) delcrm ines if projects arc subject to
Tanner Act provisions.
For non- res idenlial projects, instruct lhe applicant to com plele Deve lopmenl Services
Department form DS-3 163 . "Hazardous Materials Q ucstio1maire." Refer to C ity of San
Diego Information Bulletin I I 6 for more in fomiat io n.
www.sandiego.gov/development-services/ind usrry/pcl£1infob ulletin/ibl 16.pdf
olc: Please include the followi ng in the environmenta l document as applicab le: Existing
and recent ly enacted legislat ion to protect the public from any potential im pacts from the use
of hazardous materials. This legislation includes the C lean Ai r Ac t, the Clean Water Ac t, the
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Comprehensive Environmental Respo nse, Compensat ion and Liabil ity Act, and the Toxic
Sub ·tances Contro l Act.
At tl1e local level the City Fire Department screens invento ries of substances and inspects
sites every 12 months: the County Health Department screens inve ntories. inspects fac ilities
every 15 mo nt hs and reviews the hazardo us Materials Busi ness Plan and the ounty Air
Pollution Control District evaluates projects for possible toxic emissions and issues pem1its
as necessary.
2. Project sites on or near known contamination sources may result in a significant impact.
ources of this information are:
a. Sru, Diego County Environmental Assessment Case Listin g.
ht tp://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/deh/hazmat/ust.html
b. State Department of Toxic ubstances Control (OTSC)
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/databaselindex.cfiu
c. Other possible sources - Sanborn maps, fire Department records, topographic/existing
condi tion urvcys.
d.

ite-specific emission data from the an Diego Air Pollution ontrol District ( OAP D)
http://w" v.sdapcd.o rg/index. ht ml
e. State Water Resources Control Board: http://,w,w.geotrncker.swrcb.ca.gov
3. Project sites that meet one or more of the followi ng criteria may result in a s ignificant impact.
a. Located wit hin 1,000 feel of a known con1amim,1ion site.
b. Located within 2,000 feet of a known " border w ne property" (also known as a
lL
uperfundn site) or a hazardous wasre properly subject IO corre<:l ive action pursuant to
the I Iealth and Safety Code.
c. DEH site fi le 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 ex isling use on lhe property. Where
a change in u e is proposed DEH should be con uhcd. Excavation, which would disturb
contaminated soils, potentially resulting in the migration of hazardous substru1ces (e.g.,
along uti lity trench lines), would require consu ltation by the applicant and analyst wit h
DEH. The applic(mt may be req uired to obtain a concurrence le1ter from DEH
subsequent to participation in U1e Voluntary Assistance Program (V AP). Information
regarding the County of an Diego VAP can be found on the internet at:
ht t p:1/www.sdcounty.ca.govldeh/wate rlsam_vol untary_assistance _program. htm I.
d. Localed in Centre City Sun Diego. Barrio Logan or other areas k.t10\\Sl or suspected to
contain contamination sites (Check with DEH).
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e. Located on or near an active or fo rmer landfil l. Hll7.ards associated with methane gas
migr:1tion and leachates should be conside red. Consu lt with the Loca l Enforcement
Agency (LEA) for assistance.
f.

Propenies historical ly developed with industrial or commercial uses which involved
dewa1ering (t he remova l of groundwater during excavation) in conj unction with major
excavation in an area with high groundwater (such as downtown).
Where dewatering is in volved, prior to issuance o f any perm it that wou ld allow
excavation which requires dewatering, a plan fo r d isposal of the dewatering emuenl and
a permit, if needed, from lhe Regional Water Quality ont.rol Board o r the Industrial
Waste Division ofMWWD. hall be provided to LOR by the applicant. A Dewatering
Discharge Permit (N PDES o. CA IO18804) shall be obtained for the remova l 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 app licable), alo ng with pertinent site-specific conditions, pursuant to
direction from the RWQCB. Wells. including test we lls. and soi l percolation tests arc not
considered dewatering activi ties.
g. Projects located in a designated airpon influence area and where the Federal Aviation
Administratio n (FAA) has reached a determ ination of"hazard" through FAA Form 74601, " otice o f Proposed onstruction or Alteration" as requ ired by FAA regulations in the
ode of Federal Regulations ( FR) Ti tle 14 §77. 13. o te: if the FAA determines the
project would be considered a hazard, a Site Development Permit (SDI') in accordance
with Process 5 wo uld be req uired for Council approval in acco rdance with the Municipal
Code§ I 26.0502(e).
Inconsistency with an Airport's Land Use ompalibi li ty Plan (ALU P) could be a
significant impact.
Pora project within the boundaries of a comprehensive airport land use plan, or ifa
comprehensive land use plan has not been adopted for a project within two nautical miles
of a public airport or public use airport, CEQA ection 2 1096 and CEQA State
G uidelines ectio n 15 154 req uires that the lead agency conside r whether the project
would res ult in a safety hazard or noise problem for persons usi ng the airport or for
persons residing or working in the project area in order to adopt a negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration.
h.

Located on a site presently or previously used for agric ultura l purposes. Pesticides arc
routi nely us~d during agricult ura l operations. Pesticides do not degrade easily; therefore,
a soils assessment may be requ ired. Contact the San Diego County Department of
Enviromnental Health ite Assessment and Mitigation Program for guidanc.c regarding
each project site.
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HI STORICA L RESO RCES

Historical ,·csourccs include all properties (h istoric, a,·chacological, landscapes, tradi tional, etc.)
eligible or potentially eligi ble for the ational Register o f I li storic Places, as well as those thai may
be significanl pursuant to state and local laws and registra tion programs such as lhe ali fom ia
Register of Historical Resources or the City of San Diego Historical Resources Register.

"Hi storical resource" means site improvernenis, buildi ngs, structures historic distri cts signs,
features (including significant trees or other landscaping), places, place names, interior elements

and fi><tures designated in conjunction wit h a property. or other objects of11istorical
archaeological, scientific, educat ional, cultural , archi tect ural, aesthetic, or tradit ional significance
to the citizens of the City and the region. They include bui ldings, structures, objects,
archaeological sites, districts or kmdscapes possessing physical evidence of human act ivities that
arc typically over 45 years old, regard le s of whet her they have been altered or continue to be
used. Historical resources also include traditional cultural properties.
11,e following definitions are based, for the most part, on the Califom ia Office of Historic
Preservation's (OHJ') " Instructions fo r Recording Historical Reso urces" and are used to
categorize different types of historical resources when they arc recorded.
A " building" is a construction created principally to shelter any fonn of hu ma n ac ti vity (e.g., a
house, barn, church. hotel or similar construction). The tern, building may also be used to refer
to a historically and functiona.lly related unit, such as a courthouse and jail or a house and barn.
11,e term ..structure" is used to distinguish buildings from those functional constructions usually
made fo r 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, etc.) or transpo11ation systems (e.g., rail roads, bridges, roads, trails, etc.), as well as
mine shafis, kilns, ovens, light-hou es, radio telescopes, etc.
11,e term "object" is used to distinguish buildings and structures from those constructions that
arc primarily artistic in nature or arc relatively small in scale and simply constructed. Although
it may be 1noveable, by nature or design1 an object is associated with a speci fie selling or
environment (i.e. sculpture,, monuments, boundary markers, statuary and fo untains, etc.).
An " archaeological site" is ihe location of a significant event, a prehi storic or historic occupat ion
or activity, or a bui lding or structure (whether standing, ruined or vanished) where the location
itsel f possesses historical, cultural or arc haeological value regardless of th e val ue of any e, isting
structure. Archaeological sites which consist of fewer than three associated anifacts and/or
ccofocts within a 40 square meter area are commonly called isolates.
A ·•di stric1 1t possesses a significanl concentrati on, linkage or continuity of arch aeological sites,

buildings, structures, objects, and/or landscapes united histo rically or aesthetically by plan or
physical development. In addition. districts may include a variety of reso urces as listed above.
A '·landscape.. may be cl assified as cultural, designed or rural. A cultura l landscape is a
geographical area which has been used by people; shaped or modified by human activity.
occupation or interve ntion;' or is imbued with sign ificant value in the belief system of a culture or
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society. A designed landscape is consc iously laid out by a professional des igner accordi ng to
academic or professional standards, theories or philosophies of landscaped architecture; or by an
ama teur using a recogn ized style or tradition. It may have a l1istorical association with a
sign ificant person, trend or event in landscape gardening or landscape architecture, or a significant
relationship to tl1e theory or practice of landscape architectu re. A rural historic land scape is a
geographic area that hist0ri cally has been us~d by people, or shaped or mod if,ed by human
activity, occupancy or intervention. It is usually a district possessing a s ignificant concentration,
linkage. or continuity of land use. vegetation. buildings. structures. roads. waterways and natural
realures. In ihis concentration, it provides a distinct sense of time and place.
A '"traditional cultural property" is a locale whic h has been , and often conti nues 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
pr.Jct.iced 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. n,ese kinds of trad itional cultural properties may not possess physical
evidence of human acti vities. Traditional cultural propenies also include neighborhoods which
have been modi fied over time by ethnic or folk group use in such a way that the physical and
cul tural manifestations of the ethnic or fo lk culture are still di ti nguishable today. Cu ltura l
expressions hared within fam ilial. ethnic. occupational. or regional groups include but arc not
limited to; tcchnica.l skill , language, music, oral history. ritual. pageantry, and handicraft
traditions which are learned orally, by lirnitation or in performance, and are generally maintained
without benefit of formal instruction or insti tutional direction. Physical features may include:
distinctive landscape and settlement patterns, arc hitectural topologies, materials and methods of
construction. and ornamental detailing.

It is important 10 no te, that the differen t kinds of historical resources described above ma y not be
mutually exclusive. Historic buildings, struc tu res and/o r objects are frequently associated wit h
archaeological sites. Similarly, archaeological sites may also comprise traditional cultural
properties for the ative American community.
I. Impacts
The im pact assessment is based on the Arca of Potential EfTect (APE) which inc ludes the
area of both the direct and indirect impacts ofa proposed project on a historical resource.
The potential for cumulative impacts to historical resources must also be a scsscd 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 1he boundaries of 1he APE have
been defined and the ,~sources have been ev(l luated for significance, the project impac ts wi ll
be addressed by the City manager based on the project design. If a historical reso urce is not
significant. both the resource and tl1e effect on it must be noted in the Initial Stud y on the
EIR, but will 1101 be considered further in the EQA process.
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2. Direct Impacts
All components of a development mus! be considered in eva luating potential impacts lo
historical resources. Direct impacts generally result from activit ies that will cause damage to
or have an adverse effect on the resource. such as but not limited to
• . Grading
• . Road construction
"\::c;:,.va tion for sewer and water pipeli nes and appurtenrmces
•
1aging areas
• Access roads
• Demolition, grading and excavation ac tivities
• DeLerioration due 10 neglect
• Alteration or repair of a historic structure
• Inappropriate and/or unauthorized repair
• New addition
• Relocation from original site
• Isolation of a historic resource from its setting, whe n the selling contributes lo its
significance
•
oi l 1ockpi ling
onstruction of trai ls in open space
• Increased aware ness or exposure of re. ource
3. Indirect Im pact
Indirect impacts arc included wi thin the APE. In 1hc built environment, indirccl impacts
include Lhe introduction of visual, audible or almospheric effect that are out of character with
the historic propeny or alter its setting, when the setting contributes to 1he propeny'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 potent ial to cast shadow
pa.Items on the hi 1oric property, inlrude into its view shed, generate substantial noise, or
substantiall y increase ai r pollution or wind patterns. Increases in air p0l lu1io11 can res.uh in
adverse effects to historically designated buildings (chinrney soot, dust, debris, etc.).
Increased wind patterns c.an result in adverse effects to an archaeological site if, through
removal of vegetation or structure, the, ind exposes 1he s ite or feature tha1 was previously
protected from the wind. Conversely, an adverse effect could occur from blocking a natural
wind pallem at a sacred site where the wind is integral to the ritual or experience.
For archaeological resources and traditional cultura l properties, ind irect impacts are of1en the
resull of increased public accessibil ity 10 resources nol olherwise subj eel to impacls which
may re ult in an increased potential for vandali m and site destruction. Placing sites into
open space does not always mean that there wi ll not be the potential for indirect impacts to
the reso urce. Thcrefore,resourccs placed into open space need 10 be eval uated for indirccl
impacls.
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4. Cumulali ve hnpaclS
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collec tively signiricanl projects
laking place over a period of lime. According to the City' s Historical Resources Guidelines
(A pril 2001). the loss ofa historical resource database due 10 mitigation by data recovery
may

be considered a cumulat ive impacL. In 1he built environmenl, cumula1ive impacts mOSI

often occur to districts, where several minor changes to contributing propenies, the ir
landscaping. or to their setting over ti me could result in a significant loss of integrity to the
dislrict as a whole.

ITIAL ST DY CHECKLIST QU ESTIO S
n,e followi ng arc fro m the City' s lnitia.l Study Checklist and provides guidance to determine
p01ential significance 10 Historical Resources.
Will the proposal result in:
I. An alteralion, including the adverse physical or aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of
a prehistoric or historic building (including an archi tecturally significan 1 bui lding),
stnicture. or object or ite?
2. Any impact to existing religious or sacred uses within the potential im pact area?
' The disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

IGNl FICA CE THRE HOLD
Federal, state and local criteria have been established for the de1em1ina1ion of l1is1orical resource
significance. The Historical Resources Regulations of the Land Development Code pertain only
to historical resources that meet the definitions contained in Chapter 11 , Aniclc 3, Division 1 of
the Code and may differ from the definition of historical resources in these Guidelines and from
a detcnnination o r significance under CEQA, as provided below.

NATIO AL REG ISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
TI1e ational Register cri teria, contained in ational Register Bulletin 16 (U .. Depanmenl of the
Interior 1986,1), stale that ; The Ql411ily of significance in American hislory, architecture, archaeology,
engineering and culture i present in di tricts, sites, building , structures and objects that posses
integrity oflocation. design. setting. materials. workmanship. feeling and association. and;
A. Thal are associa1ed with events that have mt,de a signilicanl contribulion to the broad
patterns of our history; or

8. That are associated with the li ves of persons signilicanl in our past; or
C. Thal embody the distinctive characteristics of a type. period. or method of conslrnclion:
or that represent the work of a master; or that possess high anistic values; or that
represent a significant and dis1inguishable entity whose components may lack individual
di stinction; or
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D. That has yielded, or may be likely to yield info nnat ion important in preh istory or history.
Criteri a Considerations Exceptions: Ordinari ly cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of l1istoricaJ
figures, properties owned by re ligious institutio11s or used for religious purposes, structures that
have been moved from their ori ginal locations. reconstructed historic buildings. properties
primari ly commemorative in nature and properties that have achieved significance within the
past 50 years will not be considered eligible for the National Register. l lowever, such properties
1 ill qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet the criteria or if they foll within the
following categories:
A. A re ligiou property deri vi ng primary significance from architectural or m1istic distinction
or historical importance; or
8. A building or s1ruct urc removed from ilS original location but which is significan1
priinarily for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure rnost importantly
associated with a historic person or event; or

C. A birthplace or grave o f a historical Ji gure of outstanding importance, if there is no other
appropriate site or building directl y associated with his or her producti ve life; or
D. A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves of persons of transcendent
importance, from age, frorn disti nctive design features, or from assoc iation with historic
events; or
E. A reconstructed bui lding when accurately executed in a suitable environment and
presented in a dignified manner as part o f 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 val ue
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.

CALll<OR IA E V IRO M E TAL Q ALITY ACT

For the purposes ofCEQA. a significant hi torie resource is one which qualifies for the
California Register of Historical Resources or is listed in a loc,il historic register or deemed
significant in a his10ri cal resource survey, as provided under ec1ion 5024 . l(g) of the Publi c
Resources Code. A resource th,,t is not listed in, or detem,ined to be eli gible for li sting 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 none theless be historically
significant for purposes of EQA.
11,e City's detem1ination of significance of impacts on historical and unique archaeological
resources is based on the criteria fo und in Section 15064.5 of the late CEQA Guide lines. For
additional infonnation, see the City's Historical Resources Guideli nes.
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ITV OF SAN DI EGO PROGRESS G IDE A I) GE 'E RAL PLAN
Significance criteria as outl ined in the Progress Guide and General Plan reflect a broad defi nition
of historical , architectural and cultural impo11ancc; a perspective oflocal, rather than state or
national significance; and the belief that all aspects of history are potentiall y of equal
importance.

CITY OF SAN DI EGO HISTORICAL RESO RC ES REG ISTER
Any improvement, bui lding, structure, sign, interior element and fi .'1ure, site, place, distric t, area
or object may be designated as historic by the City of San Diego His torical Resources Board if it
meet any of the following criteria:
A. Exemplifies or re fl ects special clements of the 'it y's, a community' s or a neighborhood's
historical, archaeological, cul tural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, eng ineering,
landscaping, or architectural deve lopment;
8. Is ident ified with persons or eventS significant in local, state or national history;
C. Embodies di tinctivc chamctcri tic ofa style, type. period or method of construction or is a
valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanshi p;
D. Is representative of the notable work ofa master bui lder, designer, architect engineer,
landscape architect, interior designer, artist or crnfisman;
E. Is listed on or has been determined eligible by ihc ational Park crvicc for Iisling on the
ational Regis ter of Historic Places or is listed or has been determined eligible by the
alifomia OHP for listing on the tate Register of Historical Resources; or

f'. Is a finite group of resources related to one another in a clearly distingui shable way; or is a
geographically definable area or neighborhood contain ing im provements which have a
special chamcrer, historical interest or ne thetic value; or which represent one or more
architectural periods or styles in the history and development of the City.

C ITY OF SAN DI EGO

QA SIG IFI AN E

As stated above, ifa resource is not Ii ted in, or determined e ligi ble for listing in, the California
Register. not included in a local register, or not deemed significant in a historical rcsourc.e
survey, it may nonetheless be historically significant T he significance. ofan hist.ori cal resource
is based on the potenti(1 I fo r the resource to meet one or more of the criteri a presented above,
including the potential to address important research questions as documented in a site specific
technical report prepared as part of the environmental rev iew process. Research priorities fo r the
prehistoric, ethnohistoric and historic periods o f San Diego history are discussed in Appendix A
(San Diego History} to the City"s ·'Historical Resources Guidelines"" and sho uld be used in the
dctem1ination of historical significance. As a baseline. the City of an Diego has establ ished the
following criteria to be used in the detcnni nation of sign ificance under CEQA.
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An archaeological site must consist ofat least three associated artifacLSlccofacts (within a 40
square me ter area) or a single featu re. Arc haeologica l si tes contai ning on ly a surface component
are generally considered not significant, unless demonstrated otherwise. (Testing is requi red to
document the absence of subsurface deposit.) S uch site types may include isolated finds,
bedrock mill ing stat ions. sparse lithic scaners. and shellfish processing stations. All other
archaeo logical sites are considered potentially significant. The de termination of significance is
based on a number of factors speci fic to a particular site, inc luding site s ize, type and integrity;
presence or absence of a subsurface deposit. soi l stratigraphy. features. diagnostics. and datable
material ; artifact and ecofact densi ty; asse mblage complexity; cu ltural a ffi liation; association
with an important person or event; and ethn ic importance.
n,e detem,ination of significance for historic buildings. structures. objects and landscapes is
based on age, location. context. association with an important person or event, uniq ue ness. and
in1eg,ri 1y.
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 discrete ethnic popul ation; or the belief system of a discrete
ethnic population.

NO -SIGNTFICA T RESO RCE TYPES
Isolates consist of less than three artifacts/ecofacts within a 40 sq uare me ter area. Sparse Lit hie
Scaners are identified and evaluated based on criteria from the OHP' s "Cal ifornia
Archaeological Resource Identification and Data Acquisit ion Program; parse Lithic Scatters"
(February 1988). Jsolated Bedrock Milling Stations are defined as having no associated site
within a 40 meter rad ius and lacking a subsurface component. hell Ii sh Processing Sites are
defined as containing a minimal amount of lithics ( i.e. less than five or six) and no subsurface
deposit. ,.
Hi storic buildings, SLructures, objects and landscapes are generally nor significan1if1hey arc less
than 45 years old . A non-significant building or stn1crure located wi thin an historic district is by
definition not significant.
Resources found to be non-significant as the result of a survey and assessment will requ ire no
further work beyond documenta tion of the resources (inc luding si te records) and inclusion in the
survey and assessment report.

19

lf it can be detenn ined by the Principal Investigator that the minimal amount of materials from different

class.es of lithic...,; on •s ite repr~nts a sig.nific.a.nt re~urce ha.~ on 1heir potential to addre~a;s importanl research
questions 1 then the resource wou ld no longer fal l under 1he <:ntcgory ""non-significant resource type .•·
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H YD llOLOGY

Hydrology is defi ned as the science dealing with the 1>rope11ics, distribution, and circulation of
surface water, ground water and at mospheric water. The quantity of water which nows 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 arc watershed characteristics which influence the quantity of surface flows.

As land is developed, impervious area is increased, thereby increasing runoff. The increased
volume of waler in a drainage way may have short-lived. but mlher dramatic. impacts during
stonn events. The potentially adverse impacts include, but are not limited to, property damage
and disturbance of wildli fe habitat.

I ITIAL T DY CHECKLI T QUE TIO
11,e followi ng Initial tudy Checklist queslions are from the City' Initial tud y Checklist, and
provide guidance to determine potential significance for impacts in Hydrology:

Would !he proposal result in:
I. A substantial increa e in impervious surfaces and assoc iated increased runoff'?
2. Substantial alteration to on- and ofJ-site drainage patterns due to chtmges in runoff llow rates
or volumes?
SIGNIFICA CE THRESHOLDS
I . If a project would result in increased flooding on- or off~site there may be significant impacts
on up tream or downstre.am properties and to environmental resources.

Significant impacts may result if the project would impose flood hazards on other propenies
or if the project proposes to develop wholly or partially within the I 00-year lloodplai n
identified in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps. Compliance with
Council Policy 600- 14 may provide evidence that an impact is not sign ificant or is mitigated.
Policy 600-14 prohibits development within areas of special nood hazard except under
cenain circumstances. The policy requires approval by the floodpla in ad ministrator before
construction, development or alteration begins within any area of special flood Jmz,~rd.
2. If a project would result in decreased aquifer rec harge there may be signi11cant impacts on
hydrologic conditions and well-water supplies because the a.rea 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 affec t landholders who arc dependent on
well water, vegetation, and surface w~1ter replenishment. In addi1ion, if a project would result
in extraction of water from an aquifer, impacts on hydrologic conditions wou ld 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 impenneable hardscape in areas utili zing wellwater and projects which wo uld in ·tall groundwater extraction wells may result in signilieant
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 impenneable surface may
vary from case to case.
For commercial or mul ti-residential projects (a single-fam il y residence is excl uded) using
groundwater as a source of water suppl y, the project applicant must address potential impacts
to the neighboring wet lands or other developments(as applicable) in the area that rel y on
groundwater to ass ure that there is a sustainable ground water suppl y for the proposed project.
Otherwise, a significant and unmitigated impact cou ld occur and an EIR could be requi red.
Alternati vely, the project would need to provide for municipal water.
3. lfa project would grade, clear, or grub more than 1.0 acre of land, especiall y into slopes over
a 25% grade, and would drain into a sensitive wate r body or stream there may be signi ficant
impacts on stream hydro logy if uncontrolled runoff results in erosion and subsequent
sedimentation of downstream water bodies.
4. lfa project would result in modifications to existing drainage patterns there may be
signi ficant impacts on environmental resources such as biological communities and
archaeologica l resources.

Projects where drainage patterns are influenced such that existi ng vegetation wo uld decline
because long- or short-term, soi l- plant-water relationshi ps would no longer meet habitat
requirements. A project wo uld generall y have a significant hydrologic impact on biological
resources if the project would result in a degradat ion in the function and val ue of the ex isting
habitat or if the project would alter the habitat type.
Projects which wo uld result in substantial changes to stream-flow velocities or quantities
may resul t in a significant impact (to be detennined on a case by case basis; stream bed
characteristics wi ll affect determ ination). Refer to the project's hydro logy study, if any, for
the analysis of this issue.
There may be significant impacts on downstream properties and/o r environmental resources

if drainage patterns are changed. Projects which, when identified in a drainage stud y would
cause adverse impac ts 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
hydro logy study for the analysis of thi s issue.

Hydro logy Refe rences:
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 pl us sign to review the map revisions.
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LANO USE

In accordance with state planning and zoning law, the City of an Diego has adopted a Progress
Guide and General Plan which provides a comprehensive long-tenn plan for the development of
the City. The ity is in the process of updating the General Plan and has recently adopted the
Strategic Framework Elemem (City of Villages) as pan of this update. Consistency wi th the
Strategic framework Element shou ld be discussed and evaluated as appropriate in environmental
doc uments.
In addition. the City has adopted community and specific/precise plans which provide growth
development goals and guidelines for the various com munities and subareas. The c plans
include land use elements and also may include design, resource management and environmental

elements or goal . The ity of an Diego MS P ' ubarea Plan also contains guidelines for
dcvclopment wi thin and adjacent to the Ml-IPA.
The project should be assesst-d for consistency wi th any of the adopted plans and rcgl!lations
(City of San Diego Municipal Code) which govern the region and the panicular site. An
inconsistency wi th a plan is not by itself a significant environmental impact; the inconsistency
would have to re late to an environmental issue to be considered significant under CEQA .

I ITIAL ST DY CHECKLIST QUESTIO S
TI1c followi ng Initial Study Checklist questions are from the City's Initial Study Checklist, and
provide guidance to determine potential signifi cance for Land se:
Would the proposal :
I. Require a deviation or variance, and the deviation or variance wou ld in turn result in a

physical impact on the environmen t?
2. Result in a conflict, ith the environmemal goals. object ives and recommendations of the
community plan in which it is located?
3. Connict wi th the provisions of the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program
ubarea Pl an or other app roved local. regional or state habitat conservation plan?
4. Physically divide an established community?
5. Result in land uses which arc not compat ible with an adopted a irpo rt Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP)?

'IGN I FICA CE THRESHOLDS
The followi ng may be considered significant land use impacts:
I. lnconsistency/conJ1ict with the environmental goals. objectives, or guidelines of a
community or general plan.
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2. Inconsistency/conflict with an adopted land use designation or intensity and indirect or
secondary environmental im pacts occur (for example, development of a designated school or
park site with a more intensive land use could result in traffic impacts).
3. Substantial incompatibility with an ado pted plan. For exan1ple: 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
zo ning and compat ible with surrounding uses should not resu lt in land use impacts.
4. Development or conversion of general plan or communi ty plan designated open space or
prime farmland " to a more intensive land use.
5. Incompatible uses as defined in an ai rport 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 2 1096
and 15154 requires this land use/health and safety anal ysis. For additional infonnation,
consult the Cali fornia Airport Land Use Planning Handbook," or the applicable
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP):
Brown Field (adopted September 21 , 198 1)
Montgomery Field (adopted Jul y 27, 1984)
MCAS Miramar (adopted September 28, 1990, amended September 25, 1992)
Lindbergh Field (adopted February 28, 1992, an1ended April 22, 1994)
6. Inconsistency/conflict with adopted environmental plans fo r an area. For example, a use
incompatible with MSCP for development within the MHPA would fall into this category.
7. Significantly increase the base flood elevat ion for upstream properties, or construct in a
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) or floodplain/wetland buffer zone.

20

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/ DLRP/fmm p/pubs/soils/sandiego.pdf

21 http://www .dot.ca.govl11q/planning/aeronaut/documents/ A LU PHComplete-7-02rev .pdf
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MINERAL RESOURCES

A project could cause a potentially significant impact to mineral resources ifit resulted in the
loss of availabili ty ofa 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 avai lability ofa locally
important mineral resource recovery site identified in a general plan, specific plan, or other land
use plan.
For the purpose ofCEQA analysis, "mi neral 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 decorati ve rock, monuments, and surface plaster. Large irregular blocks of stone are
quarried for use as riprap. Decomposed granite is taken fro m pits for use as a base under road
pavements and cold-mixed asphaltic pavement.
In accordance with guideli nes established by the State Mi ning and Geology Board, mineral
deposits in western San Diego County have been classi fied into Mi neral Resources Zones
(MRZs) as fo llows:
MRZ I

MRZ 2:

MRZ 3:
MRZ 4:

areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral
deposits are present or where it is j udged that little likelihood exists for
their presence;
areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral
deposits are present or where it is j udged that a high likelihood for their
presence ex ists;
areas containi ng mineral deposits, the significance of whic h cannot be
evaluated fro m avai lable data;
areas where avai lable information is inadeq uate for assignment to any
other MRZ.

Note: The State Mining and Geo logy Board maps may be purchased by v isiting the
following web site:

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/mi nerals/mlc/SMARA _pubs_ 200 I .pdf
IN ITIAL STUDY C HECKLIST QUESTIONS

The fo llowi ng are from the City' s Initial Study Checkli st and provides guidance to determ ine
potential significance to mineral resources:
Would the proposal result in:

I. The loss of ava il abi li ty ofa 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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SIGNIFI CANCE THR ESHOLDS
In analyzing lhe po1ential for impacls 10 mineral resources. siafT s hould consul! lhc Open File
Report 96-04, Updmc of Mi neral Land C lassificalion: Aggrega1c Ma1crials in the Western
San Diego Coumy Production - Consumplion Region. 1996. Departmem of Conservaiion.
aliforn ia Department o f Geological urvey, located in 1hc , A li brary. The analys1 should
answer the following q uestions:
I. Is the proje<:t site located in the MRZ 2 classification area'?
A "yes" answer does not aulomaticall y mean lhat a significanl impact should be
identified. Addi1i ona l fac tors should be considered. using questions 2 lhrough 4.

2. Is the site large enough to allow economically feasible aggregate mining operations?
11 is unli kely 1hat a site ma iler than IOacres in size could accom modate economically
feasible opcra1ions. However, Geology cction ta fT shou ld be con ulted, as more
infonnation will be required to make a determination.
3. If the site is too small for an economically feas ible miner.a l resource extraction
operation, wou ld its development with the proposed use preclude a mining
operation adjacent to or s urrounding the site'?
For example, in the drawing below, assume that properties A, B, and C are all within the
MRZ 2 classificaiion. and property Bis too small to support a mining operalion. lfa
re idc n1 ial dcvcl pn1en1 were buill on property B, i1 cou ld preclude or subs1ant iall y
imerfere with developmenl of a m ineral resource extraction project or projecls on
properties A and . which are large eno ugh 10 support economically feasible mineral
resource exlraction. A significanl impact should li kel y be idcnlified for 1he residc nl ial
proposal on property B.

C

30 ac
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4. Is lhc s ire currcnlly being mined?
Ifan eco nomicall y reasible miner.ii ex traction operation is the sire's currcm use. and the
site is not exhausted, a differe nt use of the site would li kely result in a signifi cant impact
on the availability of a locally imponant mineral recovery s ite.

K.

OI SE

Noise is defined as unwanted or objectionable sound. Noise levels compatible with a person ·s
life. health and enjoyment of property arc regulated by Loca l, tate. and Federal regul ations,
including the City of San Diego Progress G uide and Ge neral Plan, City o ise Abatement and
Control Ordinance. alifomia oise Insulation Standards (Title 24), the State Pub lic Ut ilities
Code regulating airpons. and other reg ul atio ns. A direct and/or indirect noise impact shou ld be
evaluated in relat io n to applicable City standards, pan icularly, the City of San Diego Progress
Guide and General Plan (Transponation Element). The following s ignificance thresholds are in
accorda nce with the ity's Progre s G uide and General Plan (Transportation Element) Land Use
Compatibility with An nual Cotnmunity oise Equivalent Levels (C EL).
Measurement of so und involves th ree va riab le , (I) magnitude; (2) frequency; and (3) d urat ion.
Noise levels in the City of San Diego are expressed and compared as dB (A) C EL.
Definitions
n,e followi ng definitions shall have the same mea ning as defined in the Section 59.5.0102 of the
City of San Diego Municipal Code:
A-Weighti ng
As in dec ibel A-weight ing (d B [A]). Represents the frequency characteristics of the average
human ear for various so und intensities. An A-Weight sound filters ou t lower frequencies. and
provides a good indi cator of the annoyance potential of a noise.
Average Sound Level
A ound level typical of the so un d levels at a certa in place during a given period of time,
averaged by the general ru le of combination for sound levels. said general rule being set fonh in
American at ional Standard Specifications for Sound Level Meters I .4- 197 I . Average sound
level is also call ed equivalent continuous so und level. (L,q)
Commun ity oise Eq uivalent Level (C EL)
An average sou nd level d uri ng a 24-ho ur day, o bta ined aficr addition of fi ve (5) decibels to
so und levels in the evening fro m 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m .. and after addition often (10) decibels
to so und levels in the night before 7:00 a. rn. and aflcr I 0:00 p.m.
C EL recogn izes that noise annoya nce is related to durat io n. how often the noise is present. how
long it persists, and when it occurs.
Decibel (dB)
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A unit mca5urc of sound (noise) level.
Just as feet is used 10 measure distances. decibels are used 10 measure sound (noise) levels. The
decibel is defined as 10 times the common logarithm of the ratio of two amou nts of sound power.
The human car can hear sounds from less than IOdB to over I00 dB (sound which arc I 00,000
times greater that the faintest sounds). Table K- 1 shows the approx imate re lationsh ip between
sound level changes and peoples judgment of the relative loudness of the change.
Table K-1
RELATI VE LOUDNESS
Sou nd Lenl C hange

AcouSlic Energy Change

Relati e Loudness

0 dB

Reference Poim

3 dB

P-ercep1ible Change

10d8

Twic-.e as Loud

20 dB

Four Times as Loud

30 dB

99.9%

Eight Times as Loud

40d8

99.99 %

Sixteen Times as Loud

Sou~: M11h.,-1989 pg. 1-6

Noise Level
TI1e same as sound level. The terms may be used intercha ngeab ly.
ound Level
In decibels, that quant ity 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
auc nuator, networks at least for standardized frequency weigh ting A, and an indicating
instrument having at least the standardized dynamic characteristic ' ·fast.'' as specified in
American 1ational Standard Specification fo r Sound Level Meters SI. 4- 197 1 or its successor.

I ITIAL ST DY CHECKLIST Q ESTIO S
TI1c followi ng quc tions arc from the City' Initial tud y Checkl ist and arc used 10 provide
g uidance to detennine potent ial signjficant impacts related to oise:
Would the proj ect:
I. Result or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise le ve ls?
2. Exposure of people to noise levels which exceed Lhe City's adopted noise ordinance or
are incompatible with Table K-4?
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3. Ex posure of people to current or foture 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 T HRESHOLDS
I. Interi or and Exterior oise Impacts from Traffic Generated Noise (Table K-2 below provides
the general thresholds of significance for uses affected by traffi c noise.)

Table K-2
TRAFFIC NO ISE SIGN IFICANCE THRESHOLDS
(db(A) C EL)
Sl ruclure or Proposed Use
th at would be impacted by

ln ler ior
Space

Traffic Noise
Single-family detached

45 d B

Exte rior
Useab le
Space 22

65 Db

Structure or outdoor useable area 23
is < 50 feet fro m the center of the

- Deve lopment

Multi-fam il y, sc hools, libraries,

Genera l Indi cation of Potential
Sign ificance

Services
Depart ment
(DSD)
ensures
45 dB pursuant to
Tit le24

65 dB

closest (outside) lane on a street
wit h ex isting or future ADTs >
7500 24

Offices, Churches, Business,
Professional Uses

n/a

70dB

Stnicture or outdoor usable area is
< 50 feet fro m the center of the
closest lane on a street with exist ing
or fu ture ADTs > 20,000

Commercial, Reta il , In dustrial,
Outdoor Spectator Sports Uses

n/a

75 dB

Stmcture or outdoor usable area is
< 50 feet fro m the center of the
closest lane on a street with exist ing
or future
ADTs > 40,000

hospitals, day care, hotels,
motels, parks, convalescent
homes.

Source: 1) City of San Diego Acousl ical Report Guidel ines (December 2003) and 2) City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan
(Transportation Element)

22 If a project is currently at or exceeds 1he significance thresholds for traffic noise described above and noise le\•els
would result in less than a 3 dB increase. then the impact is not considered significant.
23 Exterior usable areas do not include resident ial fro nt yards or balconies. unless the areas such as balconies are part of
the required usable open space calculation for multi-family units.
24

Traffic counts arc available from:
San Diego Regional Association of Governments (SA DAG) Regional Economic Development lnfonmuion
System ( RED I): http://cart.sandag.cog.ea.us/REDI/
SANDAG Traffic Forecas t In fo rm ation Ce nter: http://pcle.sandag.org/trfic.html
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oise

If a project is receiving .S. Department of Ho using and Urban Deve lopment (HUD)
fu nding, noise analysis and mitigation must be in accordance wi th the 1-1 D oisc
Gui debook" Minimum attenuation req uirements are prescri bed in Title 24 of the Code of
Federal Rcgulat ions"' (24 FR 5 1. 104(a)) which arc 1he HUD , nv iro nmcn1a l riteria and
tandards.
3. Airport Noise Impacts

If the project is proposed wi th in 1he Airport Environs Overl ay Zone (AEOZ) as defined in
Chapter 13, Art icle 2, Di vision 3 of 1hc an Diego Municipal Code, the po1en1ial exterior
noise impacts from aircraft noise wou ld not constitute a sign ificant environmental impact.

l-lowevcr, in1eri or noise impact will be regulated by the requirement fo r resident ial
development with in the AEOZ to red uce interior noise levels allributable to airport noise to
45 dB Commun ity oise Equivalent Level (C • L). Interi or noise leve ls fo r new
construc1ion of mult i-fa mi ly units are addressed by the Buildi ng Development Review
Division (BDR) of the City"s Development ervices Department (D D) and do not need to
be mitigated 1hrough condi1ions in 1he envi ronmen1 report, but the BDR req uirements shou ld
be noted. BDR requires addi tional insulat ion and upgraded buildi ng materi als so thal inlcri or
noise levels do \not exceed 45 dB(A) C EL. The req uirements fo r an acoustic.11 testing are
defined in 1he Ci1y of San Diego Municipal Code, hapter 13, Article 2, Division 3,
§ I 32.0308, "'Acouslical Tesling o f Interior Noise Levels:·
Rcq uiremcnls fo r noise studies arc fo und in the Munic ipal Code at haptcr 13. Arti cle 2,
Division 3. § 132.0308. This seclion of the municipal code applies to "development" as
defined at.§ 113.0103 to include "constructi ng. recon 1ructing. convert ing. establishing.
altering, maintaining, relocating, demolishing, using. or enl arging any bu ildi ng, structure,
im provement. lot. or premises."
Re models and additions to single-family and multi -family residences s ubjecl to airport noise
levels above 65 d B (A) C EL ordinari ly would no t be considered a significant issue and a
noise sludy wou ld no t be required fo r 1he purposes of CEQA analysis. However. new
cons1ruc1ion of hosp itals, schools. day care centers. or other sensitive uses s ubject to airport
noise levels in e ·cess of65 d B(A) C EL wou ld be considered a signifi cant issue and a no ise
s1udy would be required that could recommend measures to mi1igate po1c,11ial noise impae1s
to a level below significance. Table K-3 below addresses 1he ge neral impacts fro m airport
noise th resholds.

" h11p://www.h1,.1d.gov/offic

c:pd/encrgye1~viron/,environinent/resources/guidebooks/noiselindcx.cfin

26 http://www.acccss . gpo.gov/nara/cfr/cfr•lablc-sc:arch.html#pagc I
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Table K-3
IMPACTS FROM AIRPORT NOI SE
S1ruc1u re or Proposed Use
lh al "'OU )d be impacled by

Regul111io11

Airport Noise

tructure within an AEOZ

Ex1crior noise is one fac1or in detennining land use comptuibili1y.
Sec Table K-4 and 1he applicable Comprehens ive Land Use Plan
(CLUP).

Bui lding Development Review Division (BD R) of Development

cw Sing.le Fam ily and Mu lt i-family

Remodels and additions lo existing
single and mu lt i•fami ly

ew co,1s.in1c1ion ofhospimt . school .

day care centers or other sensit ive uses

4.

oise from Adjacent talionary

ervices Department (DSD) ensures 45 dB inierior noise levels:.
DiS<;uSS Airp0r1 noise imptlCl & BDR n-quircmcn1s (insul(u ion and

upgraded building ma1erials to ensure 45 dB{A) CNEL) in
environ rnen1al document See also § JJ2.0309 Rtqu ircmenl for
A,•igation Easemen t
oise study & mi1iga1ion 1101 required for airport noise > 65
dB(A) C EL. See also§ 132.0309 Requircme11 1 for A\"ig:etlon
Easement. For devcloprm:nt within the 60 dB C EL contour of
Lindbergh Fie ld 1he applicant mus1 demons1rate 1ha1 indoor noise
levels 1hat a.re anribu1nblc to a.irp0r1 operations sha ll no1 c~ce<:d 45
dB. Refer 10 § 132.0306 of die Mun icipal Code.

oise study and mi1i ga1ion required for ai r·pon noise > 65 d13(A)
C EL. Sec also§ 132.0309 Rcq uin:menl (or Avig1Hion

Easement.

ses ( oise Generators)

A project which would generate noise levels at the propeny line whi ch exceed the City"s
oise Ordinance tandards is considered potentially significant (such as potentially a
carwash or projects operating generators or noisy equipment).
If a non-resident ial use. such as a commercial. ind ustrial or school use. is proposed to abut an
ex isting residential use, the decibel level at the propcny line should be the arithmetic mean of
the decibel levels allowed for each use as set fon h in Sect ion 59.5.040 I of the Municipal
Code. Although the noise level above could be consistent wi th the ity's Noise Ordi nance
tandard , a noi e level above 65 dB (A) C EL at the residen tial prope n y line cou ld be
considered a signilicalll environmental impact.
I. Impacts 10 ensitive Wildli fe
oise mit igation may be required for significant noise impact 10 cenain avian species during their
breeding eason, depe nding upon the location of the project such as in or adj acent 10 an Ml-IPA,
whether or not the projec t is occupied by tl1e California gnatcatcher. leasl Bell 's vireo. southern
willow 0ycatchcr. 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 ex isting ambient noise level if above 60d B(A). In
addition. please note that significant noise impacts 10 the alifomia gna1ca1cher are on ly analyzed
if the project is with in an Ml IPA; there are no restrictions for the gnalcatcher outside the Ml IPA
any time of year. Please see Biological Resources Section . Step 2, ole (I).
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6. Temporary Constn1ction oise
Temporary construction noise which exceed 75 dB (A) Le, at a sensitive receptor wo uld be
considered significant. Construction noise levels measured at or beyond the propen y lines of
any propcn y zoned residential shall not exceed an average sound leve l greater than 75dccibles (dB) duri ng the 12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. In addition, construc tion
activi ty is prohibited betwee n the hours of7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a. m. of the
fo llowing day, or on legal holidays as speci fied in ection 21.04 of the 'an Diego Municipal
Code, wi th except ion of Columbus Day and Wash ington·s Birthday, oron Sundays, that
would cre-.tte disturbing. excessive, or offensive noise unless a penni t has been appli ed for
and granted beforehand by the oise Abatement and Control Ad ministrator, in conformance
with San Diego lunicipal Code Section 59.5.0404.
Additionally, where temporary con truction noi e would sub tant ially interfere wi th normal
business communication, or affec t sens itive receptors. such as day care facilities! a

significant noise impact may be identified.
7.

oise/Land Use Compatibility
oise is one factor to be considered in detenn ini ng whet her a land use is compatible. Land
use compatibility noise factors are presented in Table K-4. Compa tible land uses are shaded.
Incompatible land use arc un ' hadcd. The tran ition zone between compa1iblc and
incompatible should be evaluated by the environmental planner to dctenni ne whether the use
would be acceptable based on all available infom1ation and the extent to which the noise
from the proposed project wo uld affect the surrounding uses.
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Table K-4
City of San Diego Noise land Use Compatibility Chart
Annual Community Noise
Equi valent Level In Decibels

50

Land Use

55

60

65

70

75

Outdoor amphitheaters

2

Schools, libraries

3

Nature preserves, wildlife preserves

4

Residential single-family. multi-family, mobile homes, tra nsient housing

5

Retirement homes, intermediate care facilities, convalescent homes

6

Hospitals

7

Parks, playgrounds

8

Office buildi ngs, business and professional

9

Auditoriums, concert halls, indoor arenas, churches

10

Riding stables, water recreation facilities

11

outdoor spectator sports, golf oourses

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
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P LEONTOLOGICAL RESO RCES

Paleontology is the science dealing with the study of prehistoric li fe preserved as fossil s in
geologic deposits. As such. paleontology infom1s society about the history of li fe, about ancient
ecosystem . environme nts. and climates. and aoou t the ori gin and evolut ion of pccie and
panerns and possible causes of extinct ion.

Fossils (paleontological reso urces) are the remains and/or traces of prehistoric li fe and represent
an imponant and no nrene wable natu ral resource. Fossil remains uch as bones. teeth. shell s. and
wood are found in the geologic deposits (sedimentary roc k fonnat ions) withi n which they were
originally buried . For planning purposes. paleontological resources can be thought of as
includ ing not only ac tual fossil remai n . but also the loca lities where those fossi ls are collected,
and the geologic deposits/fom1ations/roc k units containing the localities.
Because fossils are buried in sedimentary roc k layers {strata), they are vulnerable to destructive
processes of both natural weathering and erosion as well as manmade earthmovi ng operations.
Impacts to paleontological resources may occur duri ng grading activi ties a sociated with project
construction, c pecial ly for large-scale excavations (e.g., re idcntial hou ing trac ts 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 impac ts exists,
mitigation usuall y involves on-site pa.leontological mon itori ng of excavation acti vi1ies so that

exposed fossi ls may be recove red.

I ITIAL ST DY Q ESTIO S
TI1e followi ng Initial Study Checklist question is from the City's Initial Study Checklist, and
provides guidance to detem1inc potential significance for im pacts to Paleontological Resources:
Would the proj ect:
I. Require over 1,000 cubic ya rd of excavation in a high resource potentia l geolog ic
deposit/formation/rock unit'/
2. Require over 2,000 c ubic ya rds o f excavation in a moderate resource potential
geologic dcposit/fonnation.lrock unit?
SIGN IFICA CE THRESHOLDS
I. Detennine the geologic deposit/fommtion/ rock uni t underlying a project area. If there are
sedimentary rock such a those fo und in the coastal areas. they u ually contain foss ils. If
there are granitic or volcanic rocks such as those found in the inland areas (M ission Gorge,
etc). they usuall y will not contain fossils.
2. See Paleontological Detem1ination Matrix.
ote: ignificant impacts to palcontological reso urces arc most often mitigated by the
implementation of a monitoring program . The monitoring program is carried out under the
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supervision ofa qualified paleon1ologist and includes attendance a1 precons1ruction mee tings
as well as onsile inspect ions of active excavations. If well-preserved fossi ls are d iscovered.
measures are implemented 10 retrie ve. adequatel y preserve. and curate the resources. The
qualified paleontologist must also submit a monitoring results report 10 MMC staff.
Note: 1afTuscs 1he geologic maps by Kennedy (1975). Kenned y and Tan ( 1977) and Kenned y
and Tan (2008) to dctenni nc which geologic deposi1s/fomiat ions/ rock units underli e a project
site. 17,ese maps are avai lable through the Cal ifornia Geological Survey and some local
libraries.
PA LEONTOLOG ICAL M ONITOR! G DET ERM I NATIO

MATRI X

Geolog_ir• I Oeposit/Form111tion/Rock Unil

Po1tnth1 I F'o:ssil l.,ocall ties

Alluvium (Qsw. Qal. or QI.$)

A ll communities w hen:- this. unil occurs

Ardaih S hele (Ta)

;\II C::(1111munities where this unil ooc,.us

I ligh

Bay Poim/~1arine Terrace (Qbp) 1

All communities where ur\ it ocx:urs

I ligh

Cabrillo Fonna1ion (KcsJ

All communities " 'here 01\it OCCW'S

Moderotc

Delmar fonrnuion (TdJ

All communit ies \\here unit occurs

l ligh

All communi1ics \\her( unit occurs

I ligh

Sensitl\lit)' R1Uing
l_.ow

Gr..1ni1c/Ph,11onic (Kg)

A ll communities where unit octurs

lind11visia fonnnlic,n (Qin. Qlb) 2

A. Mira Mcsa/rimusiml3
n . All other :.t~S

7.cro

B. Modcmlc

Lu..:mli
..
F'ormation (Kl)

A. Rl:tek Moun111in RandLl'l.us11rdi Cun)on
Pow11)flbncho nta l~c
B. All other areas

13. Modcrnlc

A. l-ligh

A. l·ligh

Mission Vnllc~ fom~uion (Tm\')

All communities "here unit octurs

I ligh

M1_ Sokclnd F'om,ation ('fm. Tmss. Tm~)

A. Rose nnyon
ll. All other .:i.reas

A. 1-ligh
\~~

lhi~ unil occurs

U. Motkroh:

Otuy Fonnation ffo)

All eommunitie~ "hen:: unit CX"tun.

I ligh

Point Loma Fonnation (Kp)

,All eommunitii..-s "here unit CX'tW"$

I ligh

Pomcrado Conglon,crntc (Tp)

A. Scripps Rnnchf l'ierrasama

I ligh

8 . All other a~as

Ri\cr

trcam Tcrrncc Deposits (Qt)

A. South E.1.S1crn/Chol111S Vallc)IFairOOnks
Ranch/Sk) tine/Pamdise I li11s/Olar Mesa.
cs1or/Sa1, Ysidro
B. All other areas

A. 1\.lodcrmc

U. l.c,w

San Dk-go fomudion (~)

All communities " here this uni1OC(."t.lfS.

San1iago Peal: Vo1ctu,ics (JS())

A. Black Mounrnin Ranch/La Jolla Valley.
l~airbanb Rw,ch/Mirn M~Peal~uitM

A. Mock-rote

U. All other :m.-as

B. Zero

J\_ Mt.1Medimcn1r11y
13. 1'.<lclt1\'0k~nic

I ligh

Scripps: 1:onn.·uion (Tsd)

/\II communities \\hcrt this unil occurs

St.-.dium Cong.lomcr.uc (Tsl)

All communities \\hcrt this uni1 occurs

I lig.h

Sweetwate r formation

All communities where this unil occurs

l-ligh

I ligh
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Torrl!y Sandstone t ff)

A. Rl:tek Mountain Ranch/Carmel Valley
n . All other 31'C3S

~ n5itivity R1ting
l ligh

RESPONSE

I

A. l·ligh
n . LO\\

I

Grading Thresho lds for Rt quired M on iloring

Ji.•lodem1e

> I 000 cubic yards and IO feel+ deep
>2000 c..':Ubic yard§ and 10 ftt1+ deep

7.cro•l.on

Moni1oring Not Required

Oaypoinl 1 - Broadly correlat ive with Qop 1-8 of KeMedy trnd Tan (2008) new inappi,,g riorne,,clature,
Lindavista 2- Broadly correlati\re , i1h QYop 1- 13 of Keonedy and Tan (2008) oew n,appi,,g ,,ornc1,cli.'U ure.
Notcs:&....\-lonitoring: is alwa) s r'-"Quircd \\hen grndi ng on a fossil rcco\ety site or near a fossil retO\ CI')' site in the same geologic
dcpo~il/form::uion/ ruck unil M the projttl site iL't indicl'.lled on the KcnnOOy Mill)$.

,u.___Moni1oring ma) be required for shalloh grading (i .e.. < 1011) ,,hen a si1c has prc\•iously bccn grade<! and/or
um\c:3lht.-red geologic depos il$ffonnu1ions/rock unil.S are pr1.¥111 at 1he surflK."e.
.t. u ____Moniloring i~ not r(:quin..-d

\\ht.'fl

grading documcnled or undOL"Ulllcntt-d ar1ifkial fi ll.
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P UBLI C SERVIC ES a nd FAC IL ITI ES

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines asks whether a project would result in substantial adverse
physical impacts fro m th e constru ction or alteration of govemmental faci li ties needed to
ma in tain acce ptable service rat ios, response times, o r other pcrfom,ance objecti ves fo r any of the
public services. Thus, this and other CEQA gu idel ines indicate that the Lead Age ncy shou ld
focus the evaluation of im pacts on the phys ical effects of construct ing o r altering public
facil ities.
However. the guidelines also disc uss health and safety issues that can result from the
introduction of people to hawrdo us or overcrowded situatio ns as s ignificalll impacts:

Sec1io11 i 5065(d). Mandatory Fi11dings ofSignificance slates, "The e11vironmemal ~fleets of
a project will cause subsumtia/ atfrerse e_ffec1s on human beings. either d irectly or
indirec1ly."

Sec1io11 15126.2 (a) specifically addresses 1he need 10 disclose potential significam effec/s 10
public ervice a11d stales. "An £/R shall identify a11d.foc11s on /he significant e11vironme111a/
effect,· of the proposed project ... Direct cmd indirect significant effec1s ofthe project on the
e11vironmen1 shall be clearly idemified a11d described, givi11g due co11sideralio11 to bolh the
short-term and la11g-term effects. The discussio11 should i11clude relewml specifi,·s o.f1he
area, the resources invofred. physical changes, olter{lfions to ecological sy-:stems. and
changes induced i11 pop11/a1io11 dislribmion. populalion co11ce111mtion. the human use o.fthe
/(l11d (inc/11di11g commerci(II <md residemial de,•e/opment), hec,/1/, (111d s(lfety problems c1111sed
hy physical c/1n11ges, and other aspects of the resource base such tis water, hislOrical
resources. scenic quality, and public service . The £ JR shall also analyze any significa/11
e.nvironmenu,/ effects the project might ,·wise by bringing development ,md people into the
area (ljJec1ed. For example, an EIR 011 a subdivision astride a11 ac1i1•efa11ll line .rhould
idemify as a sig11ificc1111 effect the seismic hazard toji11ure occupcmts o.fthe subdil>i io11. The
subdivision ,.-011/d have the effect ofauracting people 10 1he loca1ion and exposing them 10
1he hazards.found there. ..
The numbcr. loca1io n. and size of public facilities such as lire and police stations, public schools,
libraries, parks. and other gove rn mental services and faci li ties should be ident ified at the
commun ity plan level. T he ity of an Diego Planning Department sho uld coordina te with the
appro priate departments in making these detc m1inations. The facilities financi ng and
development impact fees should also be antic ipated at th is time.

I NITI L T DY CHECKLIST Q ESTIONS
T he followi ng quest ions are from the City' s Initial tudy hecklist. They prov ide g uid ance to
detcnninc potential significance or the physical effects or constructing and/or altering Public
Services. includ ing the development of Parks and Recreational Resources:
Wo uld the propo al:
I. Have an effect upon. or result in a need for new or altered govenm1ental services in any
of thc following areas:
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Parks or other recreational fac ilities
Maintenance of public facil ities. incl uding roads
Schools

If so, the focus of the analysis should be on the physica l impacts of constructing the
public service facilities.

SIGN I FICA CE TH RESHO LDS

Public Services
n,e analyst should eval uate the significance of a proj ect's impacts rel ated to construct ion of
public service facilities as follows:
a. Doc the project connict wit h the communi ty plan in tcnn of the number, size, and
location of public service faci lities?
b. lf so, arc there direct impacts from construction of proposed ne, public serv ice facilities
needed to serve the project? (See also Section E. Growth Inducement.)
1. Police and Fire-rescue services
For police and fire-re-cue services. the fo llowing should also be con idcrcd and referred to the
Police and/or Fire-Rescue Departments if the project exceeds the threshold of7S dwelling units
or I 00.000 square feet o f non-residential construction.
c. ls the project located in a brush fire hazard area, hillside. or an area with inadequate fire
hydrant services or street acce s? (Al o see Sect ion F. Health and Safety).
d. Does the projec t involve the use. manufacture or storage of toxic. readily-combustible. or
otherwise hazardo us materials? (A lso sec cction F. Health and afcty).
e. Would the project's location provide fo r adeq uate OFO access as determined by Fire
and Life afcty sta lT to be in conformance wi th the Cali forn ia Fire Code and Fire and
Hazard Prevention Services Policy A-00-1?
f.

Would the project substantially alTect Pol ice or Fire-Rescue response times (i.e., increase
the existing response times in the project area)?

For question "c- r '. the Police and/or Fire Depart ments will rc,•icw the project to delcrminc
whether it would substantially affect these issue areas as well as followi ng response times:
Police:
Fire-Rescue:

Priority I call goal by neighborhood from current budget

5 mi nutes from the time the alarm is received to arrival of the first engi ne at the
scene of the incident (I minu1e chute + 4 minute travel) and 9 minute response
time ( 1 minute chute + 8 mi nute travel) for ini tial fli ll alann assignment (3
engines and I truck).
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TI1c affected dcpartmcnt(s) should ad isc the analyst of whe ther the effect is due to a lack of
faci Iities. traffic congestion. or a lack of personnel or eq ui pment.
Large and small developers arc req uired 10 fund construction of new faci lities with Developer
Impact Facilities (DIFs) and Facility Benefit Assessment Districts (FBAs) as conditions of
project approvals 10 address capital costs of Police and Fire-Rescue services.
At the presenl time. significant response time deficiencies due to a lack of personnel or
equipment can be helped onl y by cont inued, mandatory approva l by the City ouncil of the
affected departme nt"s budget proposal for operations within the affec ted area because developers
cannot be req uired to fund ongoi ng operational costs nor can they make bud getary decisions
rega rding such fu nd ing.
TI1e Environmental ening section o f the environm ental document should identify the stations
that provide crviecs 10 the project ite, and hould incl ude the re ponse times to the project site.

Publi,· Fudlities

I.

chools
Senate Bi ll (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 lo the voters of California. The state bond
mea ure, known as the .. Cla - izc Reduction Kindergarten - University Public Ed ucation
Faci li ties Bond Act of 1998,"' was approved by the voters on ovember 3, 1998.
SB 50 significant ly revised deve loper fee and mitigation procedures fo r school facilities as
set forth in Government Code Section 65996. The legislation ho lds that the statutory fees are
the exclusive mean of consideri ng and mitigating chool im pact . It does not just li mit the
mitigation that may be req uired -- it li m it the scope of the review and the findings to be
adopted for school impacts. Once the statutory fee is paid. the impact wou ld be m itigated
because o f the provi sion that the s tatutory fees constitute full and complete miti gation.
What th is means is that the City is legall y prohi bited from imposing any mitigation re lated to
school fac ilities. because the app licants arc required by state law 10 pay school faciliti es fees.
Environme nta l docume nts for larger reside nt ial projects sho uld inc lude informa tion provided
by the appropriate school districts about the existing conditions and capaciti es, but should
conclude that the impacts are miti gated through the implementation of SB 50. I lowever,
project pennits can incl ude a measure requiring verifi cation that the statutory fees have been
paid prior 10 the issuance of any notice 10 proceed with project grading or construction.

2. Libraries
The General Plan esta blishes guideli nes and standards for branch librari es. Ideall y, branc h
libraries hould serve a resident po pulation o f 30.000 and may be esta bli hed when a ervice
area, wh ich is expected 10 gro, to 30,000 residents within 20 years of lib rary construction,
has a minimum population of 18.000 to 20,000. Branches should be located in areas of
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intense human ac tivity, with a 2.0-mi le maxim um service area. where trips can be combined
with other daily tr ips.
The City of an Diego i also pan of a county-wide cooperative re lationship known as the
Serra Cooperative Library System. This system allows residents of the City of San Diego
and an Diego ounty to use the faci lities of public libraries.
The Envirorunental etting section of envirorunental documents for medium to large
residential projects should ideniify the location of the nearest branch li braries and the
distance of each from the project site. For those projects located on or near the lim its of the
City of San Diego. the Sen"d Cooperaiive Library facilities should also be identified. The
provision ofadcquatc li braries is a planning and facilit ies issue, and project applicants arc
required to make fair share contributions to the public fac ilities.
3. Park and Recreational Resource
The City's General Plan provides the followi ng guidelines for population-based parks:
a.

eighborhood parks and fac ilities should serve a resident population of between 3,500
and 5,000 withi n an approximately half-m ile radius. The facility should be five (5) acres
in size when located next to an elementary school and 10 acres when the fac ility must
stand alone.

b. Community parks and recreation centers should serve a resident population of between
18.000 and 25.000 within an approximately I ½-mile radius. The facility shou ld be 13
acres in si7..C 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 arc as follows:
a. Resource-based parks should provide approxi mately 15 to 17 ac res per 1.000 residents
City-wide. It is imponant to note that resource-based parks arc identified with an area of
outstanding scenic. natural. or cultural interest. However. pon ions of these parks may
serve as a communi ly park.
The City' s Park and Recreation Depanment and Planning Department are pan of the mu ltidisciplinary re view team for development projects. They arc responsible for dctennining
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
cuing sect ion of the doc ument should discuss the developme nt's clTcct on any park
deficiencies in the area, but should not conclude that such effects are CEQA impacts.
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T ILITI ES

In view of the continued gro\\~h experienced within the City of an Diego, it is the City's goal
ensure that public uti lities will be made ava ilable o n an equi tab le basis. without j eopardizing
human health and safety.

10

The group of public ut ilities. as discussed in this section consist of:
Electrical Power and atural Gas (E nergy) ( In evaluating a project's effects on energy
conservatio n in the preparat ion of Environmental Impact Repons, staff and consultants
arc di rected to Appendi x F o f the EQA Guidelines.)
olar Energy
Communication Systems
Solid Waste Genera tion / Di posal
Water and ewer
Water Conservation

Utili ty providers are typicall y a combination o f C ity, quasi-public agenc ies, and privately owned
companies and corporations.

TI1e uti li ty providers, in coordinat ion , ith State and Federal agenc ies that regu late their ac tivities
( PU . CAI 0. FER . etc.). identify significant shortages and associated im pacts to existing
and planned ut ilities th at may be created by projects proposed wit hin their service areas. Each
util ity provider establishes its own threshold criteria fo r ut ility capacity and service expansion.
As bricOy di cussed below, the extensio n, expansio n. rerou tin g, and construction of new public
and private ut ility needs are generally addressed on a project-by-project basis. With one
exception (energy conservation), the :malysis of impacts reh1tcd lo public 1md private
utilities should focus o n the phys ical impacts assoc iated wi th I heir insrnllafion. Such
physical im pacts should be addressed in their respective impact areas (e.g., biological,
archaeological, paleonto logical resources, clc.). In ElRs, it may be appropriale 10 consider the
gro,~h inducement potential of large util ity projects; however, thi s d iscussion should be
contained in the Gro"1h Ind ucement section.
TI1e followi ng guidance sho uld be considered in determin ing whether the utiliry work could have

significan t environmental impacts.
Would !he remoml, co11s1r11c1io11. and/or reloca1io11 of1he 111ili1y:
Be compatible wilh existing and adjacent land uses?
Change drainage or affect water quali1y/ runoff?
Aflec1 air q uali ty?
Affecl biological resources includi ng hab itat? onsidcr access road locations.
Have a negative aesthetic effect? Visual simulations might be necessary.
lm pacl historical resources?
Increase noise levels to sensitive receptors?
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INITI AL ST DY CHECKLIST Q ESTIONS
The followi ng are taken from the ity's Initial Study Checkl ist and provides guidance on
potential significance for the fo llowing Public Utilit ies issues:
Would !he proposal:
I. Result in a need for new system . or require substantial alterations to ex isting util ities. the
construction of which would create physical impacts?
atural gas
Communication systems

Water
Sol id waste disposal

Sewer

2. Result in the use of excessive amou nts of fue l or energy (e.g. natural gas)?
3. Result in the use o f excessive amounts of power?
4.
sc ofexce ive amo unt ofwrncr?
5. Landscaping which is predominantly non-drought resistant vegetation?

SIGN I FICA CE THR ESHOLDS
I. Electrical Power and

at ural Gas (Energy)

Electrical power and natural gas service is commonly provided by the San Diego Gas and
Electric ompany (SDG&E) through ut the San Diego metropolitan area. Power and gas
requirements fo r upcom ing development projects are handled on a case-by-case basis. and
DG&E consults wi th developers to incorporate energy saving devices into project design.
whe re feasible.
Forecast ing fut ure electric power and na tu ra l gas con umption demand is perfonned on a
continual basis by SDG&E. In situations where projects with large power loads arc planned,
these new large power loads are considered together with other existing or anticipated future
loads in the project vicinity. and electri cal substations arc upgraded or new substations arc
built if the capacities of existing substat ions are exceeded. Direct impacts to electrica l and
natural gas facilities are addressed and mitigated by DG& E at the time incoming
development projects occur and are not typically evaluated by City staff.
An overall finding that the project would not have a significant environmenta l effect is not
adequate for SDG& • 10 plan and implement an electric transmissio,1 or substatio,1 project in
accordance with the permining requirements of the California Public Utiliti es Commission·s
General Order 13 1-D. ·or SDG&E to be able to compl y wi th GO 131 · D and CEQA when
its fac ilities arc a component of a larger development project. the environmen tal doc ument
must make a separate findi ng that the proposed removal and/or construction or re location of
SDG&E's electric facilit ies as pan of the larger projl'CI does not have the potential fo r
significant effect on the environment. For additional infonnation, contact DG&E at (858)
637-3708 .
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2. Solar Energy
Wi1h respec1 10 solar energy. projec1s 1ha1 wou ld resu lt in subs1antial shading of roofs as to
preclude future installa1ion o f solar systems may be considered to have significant
environmental impacts.
3. Commun icat ion yste ms
Commun ica1ions sys1em(s) for telephone. large-scale compuler systems, and cable lelevision,
are serviced by utility prov iders such as SBC, AT&T. IBM, and other independenl cable
companies. Communication sys1em needs for incoming projecls are serviced by lhese ulility
providers on an as-needed basis.
SBC (fom1erl y Pacific Bell) is mandated by the tate Public Utili1ies ode 10 provide
telephone service wherever it is rcq ue 1ed throughou t the 1a1c of California . BC, therefore,
must provide ongoing telephone service and plan for colllinual extensions of fiber optic lines.
Forecas1ing futu re service demand is performed by computerized s1atis1ical modeling based
on land use pancms, zo ning, and other growth ind icators. When possible, SBC engineers
contact developers regarding future developmelll plans early on in a projec1· s conceptual
planning stages, to establish upcoming service dema nd. For li ne ex1ensions th rough remo1e
areas to new de,•elopment projec1s, a min imal hook-up fee is charged lo the developer.
4. Solid Was1e Generation/Disposal
The alifomia Public Resou rces Code requires each ci ly in 1he s1me 10 divert al least 50%
perccn1 of i1s solid was1e from landlil l disposal through source rcduc1ion, recycli ng,
composting, and transformation. The City has enac1ed codes and po licies a imed at helping
the Cily to achieve 1hi diversion level. includ ing the Refuse and Recyclable Ma1e rials
torage Regulations (M unicipal Code Chaplcr 14, Art icle 2 Division 8), Recycli ng
Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 6. Article 6. Division 7). and the Construction and
Demolition (C & D) Debris Dcposi1 Ordinance (Mu nicipal Code Chap1cr 6. Aniclc 6.
Division 6). Projec1ions ind icalc 1ha1 diversion rates achieved by 1hese regulat ions and
ordinances alone will not be sufficienl to achieve lhe 50% diversion level. To compound 1he
problem. !he Ci1y·s Miramar Landfill is projeclcd to close before 20 16. mak ing efforts 1ha1
preserve landfill space especially important.
The following solid \\'llSIC th resholds discuss the level a1 which compliance wi1h
regulation ordinances is not suffic ient, and therefore the inclus ion of solid waste
considera1ions in 1he review and prepara1ion of environ mcmal doc u111cn1s is necessary to
address projcc1 construction, de molition. and ongo ing waste gcncra1ion. The Waste
Manageme nl Plan would assure that the overall waste produced is red uced suflic ien1ly to
comply wi1h wasle red uction 1argc1s es1ablished in 1hc Pub lic Resources ode.

ITIAL ST DY Q EST ION
I. Would lhe proposed project have an effecl upon. or resu ll in a need for new or a ltered
solid was1c facilit ies?
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SIGN I FICANCE THR ESHOLDS
Cons1ruc1ion/demoli1ion/renova1ion projccls mee1ing or exceeding lhe fo llowing lhresholds
arc considered 10 have potcn1ially significant solid was1e impac1 based on solid waslc
generation estimates and require the preparation of a waste management plan:

C1111111/ari,•e Impacts
I. Projec1s 1hat incl ude 1he construction. demolition. and/or renovation of 40,000 square feet
or more of bui ldi ng space may generate approximately 60 tons of waste or more, and are
considered to have cumulaiive impacts on solid waste facili1ies.
•

While all projec1s are required to comply with the City's waste management
ordinances. cumula1ivc impac1s are mitigated by the implemen1a1ion of a projectpecific Wa tc Management Plan wh ich reduces solid I aste impacls 10 below a level
of significance.

Direct Impacts
I. Projects that incl ude 1he cons1ruction. demoli1ion. or re novation of 1.000.000 square feel
or more of bui ldi ng space may generate approximalely 1.500 tons of waste or more and
are considered to have direct impacts on solid waste facilities.
•

•

•

Direct impacls result from the genc ralion of large amounts o f waslc which stresses
ex isling facilities. Waste managemen t planning is based on a s1eady ra1e of " "aste
generation and docsn· 1 assume increased was1c gcncra1ion due 10 growth.
Wh ile all projecls arc requ ired to comply wi th lhe Ci1y·s wasle management
ordinances. direct and cumula1ive impac1s are mitiga1ed by the implemenlation of
projccl- pecilic Was1c Managcmcnl Plans which may reduce solid wa le impacl 10
below a level of significance.
For projects over 1.000.000 square fee t. a significan1 direc1 and cum ulati ve solid
wasle impac t would resu lt if1hc compliance with 1he City's ordinances and the Waste
Management Plan fai l to reduce lhe im pacls of such projecls 10 below a level of
significance and/or if a Waste Managen1cn1 Plan for 1he projccl is 1101 prepared and
conceptua ll y approved by the Environmental Services Depanmen1 prior to
dis1ributio11 of the draft cnvironmemal documenl for public review.

LEED Projects Exceeding the Significance Thresholds
I. Projects that intend ccnificaiion as LEE D Silver or beuer would include LEED
measures as pan of the ir waste management plan. This would demons1ra1e
implemcn1a1 ion of sus1ainabili1y measures in1ended 10 as.sure minimal project
"cnvironmcn1al foo tprint," includi ng mitiga1ing the lypcs o f impac1s caused by waste
generation.
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Public Proj ects
I. Publ ic projects are req uired to adhere to City of San Diego Ad mi nistrati ve
Regulations and proj ect specifications that req uire that the overall waste prod uced is
reduced sufficient ly to comply with waste reductio n targets establ ished in the Public
Resources ode. Furtherm re. o unci l Policy 900- 14 req uires ity proj ec ts to
achieve the U. . Green Build ing Counci l' s LEED Sil ver standard fo r all new
buildi ngs and majo r renovations over 5.000 fee t.
2. Projects complying wi th the City o f an Diego Adm ini strat ive Regulations arc not
requ ired to prepare a Waste Manage ment Plan.
These th resho lds arc consistent wi th the General Plan policies and the General Plan PEIR
mitigati on incl udi ng Pl'-1.2. '"Maximize waste reduction and diversion'' and CE-A.2 "Reduce
wa te by im proving managemem and recycl ing programs."
Be aware that some ex isting Environmental Im pact Reports (E!Rs) may impose other
thresholds and/o r miti gation measures such as discussed below:

Redevelopment Agency Projects
The ity of an Di ego Redevelopment Agency has enacted more strin gent th res holds fo r
solid waste impacts in some of its EIRs. If the proj ect is located in a Redevelo pment District,
consult the applicable EIR to determine the s ignificance threshold and/o r m itigati on
mca urcs. For example. the orth Park Redevelopment Proj ect fi nal EIR (SCH 93-12 11 05)
sets a threshold of I 0,000 square teet o f construction. demo lition, or remode ling and req uires
mi tigati on to prepare a Waste Manage ment Plan if th is thresho ld is met.
WASTE MA AGEME T PLA
If the project would exceed the s ignificance threshold fo r solid waste generation, a Waste
Management Plan must be prepared by the applicant. conceptually approved by the
Envi ronmenta l crvi ccs Departm ent (E D) and discussed in the envi ro nmenta l document.
The Plan must be implemented by the applicant and address the demo lition, construction, and
occupancy phases of the project as applicable to include the followin g:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

A timeline for each of the th ree main phases of the project (demolitio n, constructi on,
and occupancy).
Tons of waste anticipated 10 be generated (demolition, construc tio n, and occupancy).
Type of waste to be generated (demo li tio n, construction. and occu pancy).
Descri be how the project will red uce the generat ion of construction and demolition
(C & D)dcbri s
Desc ri be how the C & D materials will be reused o n-s ite
Include the name and locatio n o f recycling. reuse, and landfi ll facilities where
recyclables and wa51c will be taken if not re used on-site
Descri be how the C&D waste will be source separated if a mixed C&D fac ility is not
used for recycl ing
De cri be how the wa tc red uct io n and recyc li ng goa ls wi ll be commun icated 10
subcontractors
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Descri be how a "buy recycled" program for green construction prod ucts, includi ng
mu lch and compost will be incorporated into the project.
Descri be how the Refuse and Recyclable Materi als Storngc Regu lations (LDC
Chapter 14, Article 2 Division 8) wi ll be incorporated into de ign of buildi ng' waste
storage area

k. Descri be how compliance with the Recyc ling Ordinance (Municipal ode haptc r 6.
Article 6, Divisio n 7) will be incorporated in the operational phase
I. Descri be any Inte rnat iona l tandards of Operation (I 0) 1• or ot her certi ficat ion. if
any.
1 ISO certiliC11tioo m1.-ans thi..-n: hllS bi.-en a <:ommrtmcnt 10 n.-dur;c ongoing wostc.

5. Water and Sewer
Potab le, atcr (fre h water) and ewer requireme,11 for incomi ng development projects arc
adm inistered by the City Water and Metropolitan Wastewater Departments. Water and
sewer demand is hand led on a project-by-project basis. where deve lopers arc now required to
submit water and sewer stud ies usi ng the measurement of equivalen t dwe ll ing units (ED Us).
The incorporation of water conservation devices into project des igns are enco uraged or
required, such as the use o f low-fl ush toilets. low-flow faucets. and timers on lawn sprink lers.
In projects with over 30 EDUs. a dual feed water pipeline system is required in case one of
the pipelines fails. Thi i necessary to ensure continual water service to the project and
adequate wate r pressure for fire protect ion. Also, since July of 1989, a ll development
projects are required to insta ll an additional wate r pipeline reserved for rec laimed waler.
Water and sewer tnmk lines are continua lly monitored in the field to determine remain ing
levels of capacity. T he · ngineering Division plan its capital improvement projects severa l
years prior to pipelines actually reac hing capacity. It is a lso the Engi neering Division"s belief
that both the water and sewer system will be able to accommodate fu tu re growth.
For projects potentiall y affecting water and/or sewer lines, the California Department of
Mealt h ervices Drinking Wate r Field Operations Branch requires notification iflhe
se parat ion between po tab le wate r and sewe r or recycled wate r at any point is less th an ten
feet horizon1al or one foot ve rtical. A minim um s ix inch vertical separat io n is required to be
maintained between ut ilities. Po tent ially s ignificant impac ts co uld res ult if these separat ion
distances arc no t maintai ned. The focus of the analysis sho uld be on the construction of

water and sewer facilities.

Senate Bills 6/0and 221
For certain types oflarge projects (see list below). enate Bi ll 610 req uires that the
environ mental docu ment prepared fo r each proj ect contain a discussion regarding the
avai labi lity of water to meet the projected water demands of the project for a 20-year
planni ng horizon. incl ud ing single and multi ple dry years. Senate Bill 221 req uires the
dccision maker to make a findi ng that the proj ect' wate r demand 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 22 1 arc the foll owing:
a. Residential developments of more than 500 uni ts:
b. hopping centers or businesses employing more than 1,000 people or having more
than 500.000 square feet of noor space;
c. ommereial onicc buildings employing more than 1.000 people or having more than
250,000 square feet of noor space:
d. Motels or motels having more than 500 rooms;
e. Industrial, manufacturing, or processing plants or ind ustrial parks planned to house
more than 1,000 people or having more than 650,000 square feet of noor space;
f. Mixed use projects that incl ude one or more of the above types of projects;
g. Projects that would demand an amo unt of water equivalent to, or greater than, the
amount of water required by a 500 dwelli ng unit project.
For each of the types of projcets Ii tcd above, the analyst shou ld send a memo to the
Principal Water Resource Specialist at the Water Depanment, giving the project details and
requesting that the wa ter availability analysis be done. The Water Depanmcnt will
coordinate with the County Water Authority, and will provide the analyst with the
infonnat ion needed for the environmental document.
6. Water Conservation
San Dicgo·s arid climate and the fact that the majority of the region' s water is imported,
resu lts in a limi ted wate r supply and availability. The drought cycles have resulted in a water
conservation program througho ut the ity and region. Accordi ng to an Diego Municipal
Code Section 147.04, all buildings, prior to a change in ownership, are required to be
cenified as havi ng water-conservi ng plumbing fi xtures in place. All res ident ial. commercial,
and industrial water customers who receive water from the ity of San Diego Water
Dcpanmcnt arc affected by this Ordinance.
In tcnns o f water conservation, the fo llowing factors should be conside red (list is not
inclusive) in determining baseline impacts on water conservation:
A signiricant impact may res ult if the fo llowing occurs:
I. 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 to
most other uses. Projects should be encouraged to use reclai med wate r whenever
possible. ee Item 7 below and subitems (b) and (g) in previous discussion regard ing
cnatc Bills 610 and 221.
2. A project proposes predominantly non-drought resistant landscaping and excessive
water usage for irrigation and other purposes. cc Section 142.040 I regarding the use
of drought-tolerant landscaping.
7. Recycled Water Rcu c
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Recycled water use is regulated by Ord inance 0- 17327 ("Mandatory Reuse Ordinance")
adopted by the City Council on Jul y 24. 1989. 111is Ord inance specifies that ··recycled
water shall be used within the ity where feasible and consistent wi th the legal
req uirement , preservation of public health, safety, and welfare, and the cnvironmcm:·
Compliance with this Ordinance fo r new development is made a condition of tentative
maps, land use pcm,its. etc. based on the project' I cation within an ex isting or proposed
recycled water service area. In addition. the City Water Department is proposing
additional retrofit criteria in conjunction with the Public tilities Advisory ommission.
ompliance with the Mandatory Re use Ordinance is assu red via permit conditions and
therefore no significance th resholds fo r 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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TRANS PORTATIO " /CIRC LAT IO1 and PARKING

Note: This section is to be a pplied for projects deemed complete on or after Janua ry I,
2007. For projects deemed complete prior to .Jan uary I, 2007, the following Section
0.1. on Page 73 is to be applied .
Project-related traffic impac ts are one of the most commonly identified environmental impacts
under the EQA. Trame operations and safety impac1s arc addressed in this section . O1her
environmental impacts associated with project- related traffic and transportation infrastr uctu re
improveme111s (e.g .. air quality. noise. biology) are addressed in the appl icable sections of this
manual which penain 10 such issues.
Oirect traffic impacts are those projected 10 occur at the time a proposed development become
operational, including other developments no1 presently operational but which arc ant icipated 10
be operational at that time (near term).
Cu mulative traffic impacts are those projected to occur at some point afte r a proposed
development becomes operational, such as duri ng subsequent phases of a project and when
addi tional proposed developments in the area become operational (shon-term cum ulative) or
when the affected community plan area reaches full planned build out (long-term cumulati,,e).

It is po sible that a project's near term (direct) impacts may be reduced in the long te nn . as
future projects develop and provide addi tional roadway improvements (for instance, thro ugh
implementation of traffic pha ing plans). In such a case. the project may have direct impact but
not cont ribute con idcrably to a cum ula1ivc impact.
For intersecti ons and roadway segments affected by a project. leve l of service (LO ) Dor belier
is considered acceptable under both di rect and cumulative conditions.

INITIAL T DY CHECKLIST Q ESTIO S
The following are taken from the City's Initial Study Checkl ist. They provide guidance on
determining the potential significance of impacts to tra nsponation. circulation systems, and
parking+
Would the proposal resul t in:
I. Traffic generation in excess of speci fi c community plan allocation?
2. An increase in projected traffic which is subs1antial (see table on fo llowing page) in
re lation 10 the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system?
3. Addition of a substant ial amount of traflic to a congested freeway segment. interchange.
or ramp as shown in the table on the next page?
4. An increased demand for off-site parking?
5. Effects on exist ing parking?
6. ubstantial impact upon existing or planned transponation systems?
7. ub tantial alterations to present circulation movement including effects on exist ing
public access to beaches, parks. or other open space areas?
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8. Increase in traffi c hazards fo r motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed,
no n-standard design feature (e.g., poor sight distance or driveway onto an accessrestricted roadway)?
9. A conOict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative tran portation
models (e.g.. bus turnouts. bicycle racks)?

IGN I FICA CE TH RE HOL0S
The following th resholds have been established 10 determi ne signir.can1 traffic im pacts:
1. If any intersection, roadway segment, or freeway segment a!Tected by a project wou ld
operate at LO E or Funder either direct or cum ulative conditions, the im pact would be
significant if the project exceeds the thresholds shown in the table below.
2. At any ramp meter location with delay above 15 mi nute , the impact would be ignificant if
the project exceeds the thresholds shown in the table below.
3. !fa project would add a substantial amount of traffic to a congested freeway segment,
interchange. or ramp. the impact may be s ignificant.
4. Addition of a substantial amount o f traffic to a congested freeway segment, interchange, or

ramp as shown in the table below?
5. If a project would increase tranic 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 s ignificant. Note: anal ysts should refer
readers to a discussion of this issue in the l lealth and Safety section of the environmental
document.
5. If a projec t would result in the construction of a roadway which is inconsistent with the
General Plan and/or a comm uni ty plan, the impact would be significant if the proposed
roadway would not properly align with other ex isting or plan ned roadways.
6. Ifa project would result in a substantial restriction in access to publicly or privatel y owned
land. the impact would be significant.
Allowable Chan2r Out To Proi tc l lmoac t **
Rottdway
lntersec1io11s
~ments
Del ay
Sptttl
Speetl

f reen•ays

Levtl or Sen'ict
w ith Project *

VIC

VIC

(mplt)

R:)1111>
MelerilU!

Delt1)1

(mplt)

(s,c.)

(111/11.)

[

(or ramp meter delays
above 15 min.)
F'
(or ramp meter delays
above 15 min.)

0.0 10

1.0

0.02

1.0

2.0

2.0

0.005

0.5

0.0 1

0.5

1.0

1.0

01e I: The allowable increase in de lay 01 a ramp meter with more than IS minutes delay and fn-eway LOS E is 2
minu1es.
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Nole 2: The allowab le increase in de lay al a ramp meter with more than 15 rninu1es delay and freew·ay LOS F is I
minu1e.
All LOS measurements are based upon Highway Cnpaci1y Manual procedures for peak-hour condi1 ions.

However. VIC rati for roadway seg,ne,ns ai-e es1imatcd on an AOTn4-hour 1roffic volume basi (usiog
Table 2 of the City' s Traffic lmpac1 1udy Manual. The accep1able LO for lreeways, roadways, and
in1ersec1ions is generally ··D" e·c· for undeveloped loca1ions). For metered freeway ramps. LOS does no1
apply. However. ramp meter delays above 15 minutes arc considered c."<cessive.
lfa proposed project's traffic causes the values shown in lhe lablc lo be exceeded. lhe impacls are
de1erm ined 10 be significan1, The proje<:t applicant sha ll 1hen identify feasible improvements (with in the
Traffic linpac1 tudy) 1ha1 wi ll re 1ore/a1~d 1nai1ua i1~ the 1rn mc foc::il ity at an acceptable LO . lf" 1he LO
wi th 1he propo ed project beco,nes unacceptab le (see above• note). or if the project adds a significan(
amount of peak-hour trips 10 cause any (raffic queues 10 exceed on- or off-ramp storage capac ities. the
projec1 applicam shall be responsible for mitigating 1he projecl's direc1 significanl and/'or cumu lat ively
considerable traffic impacts.

KEY:

Delny

•

LO

peed
VIC

•

Average control delay per ~chiclc measured in second for intcrSe<:tions. or minu1e.s for ramp
mCICrS
Level of Service
peed measured in miles per hour
Volume 10 Capaci ty ratio
0

PA RKING

Park ing requirements vary by land use and location and are dictated by the City of San Diego
Municipal ode and adopted by the City ouncil policie .
SIGN I FICA CE THRESHOLDS

Non-compliance with the City' s parking ordinance does not necessarily constitlllc a significant
environmental impact. However. it can lead 10 a decrease in the availability of existing public
parking in the vicinity of the project. Generall y. ifa project is deficient by more 1han ten pcrcenl
of the required amou nt of parking and at leasl one of1he fo llowing criteria ap pl ies, the n a
signific,1n1 impac t may result :
I. The proj ect' s parking shortfall or displacemenl of ex isling parking would substantially
a1Tcc1 the avai lability o f parking in an adjacent rcside n1i al area. including the avai labili1y
of public park ing.
2. The parking deficiency would severely impede the accessibi li ty ofa pub li c facility. such
as a park or beach.

73

RTC-175

LETTER

RESPONSE

0.1. TRAF"FIC/PARKI G
Note: T his section is to be a pplied to projects deemed complete prio r lo Ja nu ary I, 2007.
Trame:
Direct traffic impac ts are those projected to occur at the time a proposed de velopment 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 efTect.
Cumulative tramc impacts arc those projected 10 occur at some point after a proposed
development becomes operat ional. such as duri ng subsequent phases of a project or when
addi tional proposed developments in the area become operational (short-term cum ulative) or
when affected community plan areas reach full planned buildout (long-term cum ulati ve).
For intersections and roadw·ay segments affec ted by a project. leve l of service (LOS) Dor bcucr
is considered acceptable under both direct and cumulative conditions. However, for
undeveloped locations. the goal is to ac hieve LO C.
Significance T h resholds
I. If any intersection or roadway segment afTcctcd by a project wo uld operate at LO E or F
under either d irect or cumulative cond itions. the impac t would be significant if the project
e ·ceed the followi ng a llowab le increase in delay or intersection capacity utili zation for
afTectcd intersect ions or volume-to-capacity ratio or speed for affec ted roadway
segments:
Allowable Inc rease Due lo Project I mpacts•
Leve l or Scn•ice
wilh Projecl

Roadway

Intersections

DeluJ (sec.)

E**

$e1 111C'll(S

/CU/VIC)

VIC

0,02

0.02

0.02

0.02

Speed
(mv!,J

Ifa proposed projecl's traffic impacts exceed the values shown in 1hc rnblc. l11cn the impacts arc
deemed '"significant: · The project app licants.hall identify ··feasible mitigations" to achieve LO
Dor better.
The acceptable level of service sumdard for roadways and intersections in San Diego is LOS D.

However. for undeveloped loca1ions. 1he goal is 10 achic,·c- LOS C.

Delay = Average stopped de lay per vehicle measured in seconds
ICU = Intersection apac ity Utiliz,uion
V/ - Volume-to.Capacity Ration (capac ity at lc,·cl of service E. should be used. as specified in Tab le I

of 1hc City of San Diego Trame lmp0c1 S1udy Manual)
peed • Arterial speed me.a ured in mile per hour
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VI S AL EFFECfS A O NE IG HBORHOOD C HARAC rER

Making the de1em1ina1ion ofa sign ificant impact on visual qua li ty is highl y subjective.
Identi fy ing how a proposed development wo uld fit or blend with the existing scale and charac ter
of the surrounding developed and natural environ ment is 1hc key to de1crmi ning significance. A
project may meet all of its height. bulk. scale and zoning requirements and sti ll have a significant
visual impact on the enviromnent if it is nol i.n characler with the surrounding development and
natural landforms.

I ITIAL ST DY CHEC KLIST Q ESTIO 'S
TI1e followi ng are fro m the City·s Initial Study Checklist and provides guidance 10 determine
potential significance for impacts to Visual Quality and Neighborhood Character.

Wo11/d !he proposal res111! in:
I. A sub tantial obstruction of any vista or scenic view from a pl!blic viewing area as
identified in the community plan?
2. The creation of a negative aesthetic site or project?
3. Project bulk. scale, materials, or sty le which would be incompati ble with surrounding
development?
4. ubstantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area, such as could occur
wi th the con truction of a subdivision in a previously undeve loped area? otc: for
substantial alteration to occur. new development would have to be of a s ize, scale, or
design that would markedly contrast wit h 1he character of the surroundin g area.
5. The loss of any di tinctivc or landmark trcc(s), or stand of matu re Irecs as identi fied in
the community plan? (Normally. the removal of non-native trees, ithin a wetland as pan
of a res toration project would not be considered sign ifican t).
6. Substantial change in the exist ing land form?
7. ubstantial light or glare whic h would adversely affect daytime or nighttime view in the
area?
SIGNI FICA CE THRESHOLDS

I. Views
Projects that wo uld block public views from designated open space areas, roads, or parks or
to significant visual landmarks or scenic vistas (Pacific Ocean. downtown skyli ne.
mountains. canyons. waterways) may resu lt in a significant impact. To meet th is significance
thre hold, one or more of the follo1 ing conditions must apply:
a. The project wo uld substantially block a view through a designated public view corridor
as shown in an adopted comn, uniry plan, the General Plan, or the Local oastal Program .
Minor view blockages would not be considered to meet this condition. In order to
de tem, ine whether this condition has been met. consider the leve l of effort required by
the viewer to retain the view~
b. The project would cause substantial view blockage from a public viewing area ofa pub lic
resource (such as the ocean) that is considered s ignificant by the applicable comm unity
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plan. Unless the project is moderate 10 large in scale. condi tio n ··c·• wo uld typically have
to be met fo r view blockage 10 be considered substant ial;
c. The proj ect exceeds the allowed height or bulk regulations, and this excess results in a
substantial view blockage from a public viewing area:
d. The project wo uld have a cumulat ive effect by open ing up a new area for development,
which will ultimately cause "'extensive'' view blockage. (Cumula1ive effects are USlmlly
considered significant for a community plan analysis, but not necessarily for individual
proj ects. Project level mitigation should be idemified at the comm unity plan level).
View blockage would be considered "extensive" when the overall scenic quality of a
visual resource is changed; for example, from an essenti ally natural view 10 a largely
manufactured appearance.
otc: View from private propcny arc not protected by CEQA or the City of an Diego.
2.

cighborhood Cha,actcr/Arc hi1ec1urc:
Projects that severely comrast wi th the surrounding neighborhood character. To meet this
signifi cance threshold. one or more of the fo llowing conditions mus t apply :
a. The proj ect exceeds the allowable height or bu lk regulations and the height and bulk of
the ex isting pancrns of dcvcl pn1en1 in the vicin ity of the project by a substantial margin .
b. The project wo uld have an arc hitectu ra l style or use building materials in stark contrast 10
adjacent development where the adjacent development follows a si ngle or common
arc hitectural the me (e.g.. Gaslamp Quaner. Old To,m).
c. The project wo uld 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 idcmificd in the General Plan . applicable comm unity plan or local coasta l
program .
d. The proj ect is located in a highly visible area (e.g. , on a canyon edge. hilltop or adjacent
to an interstate highway) and would strongly contrast wi th the surrou ndi ng development
or natural topography thro ugh excessive height. bulk. signage. or architectura l
projections.
e. The proj ect would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for development or
changi ng the overall character of the area (e.g .. rural to urban, single-famil y 10 mu ltifami ly). As with views, cumulative neighborhood character effects are usuall y
considered significant for a community plan analysis. but not necessarily for indi vidual
projects. Project level mitigation should be identified at the community plan level.
Analysts should also evaluate the potential for a project to initiate a cum ulat ive effect by
building tructures that substantially differ from the character of the vicinity through
height, bulk, scale, l)'pe of use, etc .. when it i rca onably foreseeable that other suc h
changes in neighbo rhood charac ter will follow.

76

RTC-178

LETTER

RESPONSE

3. Land Fonn Alteration
Grading
Projects that signi ficantly alter the natural landform. To meet this significance threshold.
typically the following conditions mu t 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 amo unt may still be considered signifl cant in
highly scenic or environmentally sens iti ve areas. Excavat ion for garages and basements
are typically not held to this thresho ld. In add ition, one or more of the followi ng
conditio ns (1-3) must apply to meet this signir.cance threshold.
I) The project would disturb steep hillsides in excess of the enc roachment allowances of
the Environmental ly en iti ve Lands regulations (LDC Chapter 14, Art icle 3,
Division I). In evaluating this issue, environmental staff should consult with permi t
stalT.
2) The project would create manufactu red s lopes higher than ten feet or teeper than 2: I
(50 percent).
3) The project would result in a change in elevation of steep hillsides as defined by the
SDMC Section I 13.0103 from existing grade to propo cd grade of more than five feet
by either excavation or fill , unless the area over which excavation or fi ll would
exceed five feet is only at isolated points on the site. (A continuous elevation change
o f five feet may be noticeable in re lation 10 surrounding areas. In addi tion, such a
change may require retaining walls and other features to stabilize s lopes. potentially
resulting in a manufac tu red appearance.)
4) The project design includes mass terracing of nat ural slopes with cut or fill slopes in
order to c-onstruct Oat-pad structures. (This item moved from ·' Development
Featu res" sect ion below.)
b. However, the above conditions may not be considered significant if one or more of the
following ap ply:
I) The gradi ng plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and eo,nours, that
the proposed landfom1s will very closely imitate the existing on-site landfonn and/or
the undistu rbed. pre-existi ng surrounding neighborhood landforms. Th is may be
achieved th rough '·natu ral ized'' variable slopes.
2) The grading plans clearly demonstrate. with both spot elevations and contours. that
the proposed slopes fo llow the natural e. ist ing landfonn and at no point vary
substant ially from the natural land form e levations,
3) The propo ed excavation or fi ll i ncce sary to pen11it in tallation of altcrnat ivc
design fea tures such as step-down or detached bu ildings. no n-typical roadway or
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parki ng lot designs, and allcrnat ivc retaining, all designs which reduce the project" s
overall grading requi rements.
4. Development Features
Projects that have a negative visual appeara nce. To mee t this significance threshold. one or
more of the following conditions must apply:
a. The proj ect would create a disorgani zed appearance and would substantia lly co nnic t with
City codes (e.g., a sign plan which proposes extensive signage beyond the City's sign
ordinance allowance).
b. The project significantly confl icts with the height, bulk, or coverage regu lat ions of the
zone and does not provide architectural intere t (e.g., a tilt-up c-0ncrete building with no
offset or varying window treatment).
c. The proj ect incl udes crib. retaining or noise walls greater than si., feet in he ight and 50
feet in length with mi nimal landscape screening or benning where the walls would be
visible to the public.
d. The proj ect is large and would result in an exceeding mo notonous visual environment
(e.g .. a large subdivision in which all the uni ts are virtually ident ical).
e. The proj ect includes a shoreli ne protection device in a scenic, high public use area, unless
the adjacent blu ff areas are similarly protected.
These conditions may become more significant fo r projects whic h are high ly visible from
designated open spaces. road . parks. or ign ifican t visual landmarks. The significance
threshold may be lower for such projects. Refer to the project' s applicable community plan
and the rban Design Element of the City's Progress Guide and General Plan for more
in fo m1ation on visual quality.
5. Ligh t/Glare
Projects that wo uld emit or renect a sign ificant amount of light and glare. To meet thi s
significance thresho ld. one or more of the fo llowing must appl y:
a. The proj ect would be moderate to large in scale. more than 50 percent of any single
elevation ofa building's exterior is built with a material with a light renecti vity greater
than 30 percent (sec LDC ect ion 142.07330(a)). and the project is adjacent 10 a major
public roadway or public area.
b. The project wo uld shed substant ial light onto adjacent, light-sensitive property or land
use. or would emit a substantial amount of ambient light into the nightt ime sky. Uses
considered sensitive to nighttime light inc lude. but are not limited to. reside ntial. some
commercial and indu trial use , and natural areas.
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WATERQUALITY

Water quality is affected by sedimentation caused by erosion, by runoff carrying contaminants,
and by d irect discharge of pollutants (point-source pol lution). As land is deve loped, 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 quali ty impacts hum an health, as well as wildl ife systems. Sedimentation
can cause impediments to stream flow, creating dams and ultimatel y stagnant pools. In addition,
oxygen avai lability is affected by sedimentation and degradation of water quality. Available
oxygen s ignificantl y influences aquatic and riparian habitats. Fert ilizers can create algal bloom
and lead to eutroph ication. Eutrophi cation occurs when waters beco me rich in mineral and
organic nutrients resultin g in a proliferation of plant li fe, especially a.lgae 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 negati ve alteration of the habitat.
The Municipal Storm Water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Pern1it
(Mun icipal Permit), issued on February 21 , 200 I to the City of San Diego by the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board), requires the development and
implementation of stonm water pollution best management practices (BMPs), both during
construction and in projects' permanent designs, to reduce pollutants d ischarged from the project
site, to the maximum extent practicable. To address pollutants that may be generated from the
new develop ment 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 SUS MP (pronounced "sue-sum p") 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 a ll of
the City's penmanent and construct ion storm water BMP requirements, including the Model
SUSMP, fo r 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 Engineeri ng. 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/deve lo pmentserv ices/news/pdf/stormwatermanual.pdf
The Storm Water Requirements Applicabil ity Checklist is available online at:
http://www.sannet.gov/deve lo pment services/news/pdf/ds 560 I stormwtr.pdf
Other state storm water requirements are availab le online at:
http ://www.sannet.gov/deve lo pment services/news/strmwtrpermi t. shtm l
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WATER QUALITY SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

I. For every project upon fom1al project submittal, the applicant must complete and submit the
Stom1 Water Requirements Applicabi lity Check list in order to detem1ine the project's storm
water Best Management Practices (BMPs) requirements during construction and post
construction.

2. 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 lim ited to,
BMP maintenance schedules and the responsible party for future maintenance and associated
costs. The report must also add ress 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.
BIOLOG ICAL RESOURCE REFERENCE

I. If 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 Li st: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/303dupdate.htm l, and the potential exists for significant
impacts lo biological resources, the biological report and the environmenta l 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 sect ion of environmental documents.
2. 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 penneability and adsorption potential (including bacteriological
assimilation).
GROUNDWATER

I. If the project would result in the creation of ponded waler 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 grou ndwater resources
potentially impacts wetlands or surface flo w, or adjacent project(s) dependent on existing
ground water resources, a full hyd rogeologic analysis of the proposed development and
attendant impacts must be performed.

Note: Projects located withi n the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Restoration and Enhancement
Fee Boundaries (See Figure 2 of the City' s Coastal Development In format ion Guide,
November 1988) are required to pay a fee to the Los Penasquitos Lagoon Enhancement fund.
In addition, the projects are required lo 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 Peiiasquitos or San Dieguito Lagoon. The
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requirements, ho, ever, do not provide post-construction erosion and po llution cont rols.
Additional mitigation would usually be required in conjunction with the Los Penasquitos
Lagoon requirements.
SIGNIFICANCE THRE HOLD
Compliance wi th the Water Quality tandards is assured through permi t conditi ons provided by
LOR Engineering for private projects. For public projects compliance is the responsibility of the
particular departmen t implement ing the project. Adhere nce to the City ' s 1ormwa1er 1andards is
the Wate r Quality threshold .
Ifit is determined that BMP arc 10 be used 10 protect another spec ific environmental reso urce
(biological resources, etc.) and these BMPs are above what is requ ired for the project IO achieve
compliance with the City' s Water Quality tandards. the BMPs shou ld be regarded a mitigation
measure . The BM P hould be discu scd and included as mitigation in the environmerllal
document under the heading of the resource they are meant 10 protect.
For example. a silt fence arou nd oak trec:s 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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CUMU LATIVE IMPACTS

cction 15130(a)(J)of the EQA Guideli nes states: '"As defined in cc1ion 15355 . a
cumulative impact consists ofan impact which is created as a resu lt of the combination of the
project evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) together with other projects causing
related im pacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result i11 part from the project
evaluated in the EIR: ·
ection I 5355 define cumulati ve impacts as folio,
"C umulative impac1s•• refe r to two or more individual effects which. whe n consider<.-d toge ther,
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.
(a) The individual effects may be changes resulti ng from a single project or a number of separate
projects.
(bl The cumulative impac t from several project is the change in the cnviro11me111 whic h results
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely re lated past, present
and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. umulative impacts can result from
indi viduall y minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.
Discussion o f onlributions To

um ulative Impact

In October 2002. the California Court of Appeal for the 111ird District issued a decision in the

case Communities For A Beller £11vironment "· C<1liforni<1Resour,·es Agcn,y~ Case No.
CO38844 (10/28/02). Among other decisions, the court invalidated the State CEQA Guidelines
at I 5064(i)(4) and 151 30(a)(4) regarding de minim is 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 minim is"
contribution 10 a significant cumulative effect.
However, the court found that "A lead agency may detem1ine that a project's incremental
contribution to a cumulative effect i 1101 cum ulatively con idcrab le if the project will comply
with the requirements in a pre iously approved plan or mitigation program whic h provides
specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem ... . " ince
many projects could conceivably contribute to a significant cumulative effect. it is important to
consider the incremental effect and dete nnine measures to substantiall y lessen the cumulative
impacts to below a level of significance. 171e court suggested that the greater the cum ulative

environmental problem. the lower the threshold shou ld be for de1em1ining the ignificance of a
project's contri bution to that cum ulative problem.
Identification of Future Cumulative Projects
TI1e same court case refere nced above also invalidated Section I 5 I 30(b)(I )(8)2. CEQA requires
an agency to con ider how a project's impacts will cumulate with the impacts of past. present,
and probably future projects. This Guideline provided that probable fumre projects could be
limited to certain categories of projects: projects with a pending application for approval;
82

RTC-184

LETTER

RESPONSE

projects included in adopted agency plans; project antic ipated as later phases of previouslyapproved project: ·'or" public agency projects for wh ich money has been budgeted. I lowever.
the court fou nd that to the extent this section might be read disjunctively to a llow a lead agency
to inc lude only one category of project in its list of probably future projects, it inva li dated this
section.

For addit ional refere nce on how 10 cons ider cumulative impacts, sec the repon prepared by the
United States ouncil on Environmental Quality ( EQ). "Considering Cumulat ive Effects under
the ational nvironme ntal Policy Ac t EPA)."
SIGN I FI CA C E TH RESHO LDS

CEQA requires a discussion of cumulative impacts when they are significant. The detenn inat ion
of cumulative ignificance call for reaso nable elTon to di cover and disclose other re lated
project . n,e direct and indirect impact of each re lated project need 10 be idcnti fied and looked
at comprehensively. CEQA provides various alternative methods to ac hieve an adequate
discussion o f cumulative impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15 130 noting the repealed
sections of I 5064(i)(4) and I 5 130(a)(4)). ome of the sections of this report provide significance
detennination criteria for cumulati ve impacts under individ ua l issue areas (e.g. biology, air
quali ty, traffic). However. in general the fo llowing rule of thumb should apply for detem, ining
significant cumulative impacts:

I. If there are known docu mented exi ting significant impacts occurring in a comm unity,
additio nal increments wo uld exacerbate the impact (e.g. an overloaded transpo nation
system).
2. If a community plan and/or precise plan ident ifies cumularive impacts in the community
wide EIR. individual projects which contribute ignificantly to the commun ity wide impacts
, ould be considered cumulati vely significant.
3. /I large scale project (usually regional in nature) for whic h direct impacts arc mitigated by
the coll ective number of individual impacts results in a cumulative impac t.
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MANl)ATORY Fl 1)1 'GS OF SIGNIF ICA CE

CEQA sets forth the three mandatory findings of significance listed below. Thal is, a potential
impact must be considered significant ifa Lead Age ncy de1em1ines that any of the mandatory
findings of significance appl)', and an EIR must be prepared.

INITIAL ST l)Y Q ESTIO
1. Does the project ha e the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat o f a fish or wildlife species. cause a fish or wi ldlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 10 eliminate a plant or an imal
community. reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered , rare or threatened
species, or e liminate im portant examples o f the major peri ods of Californ ia history or
prehi story?
2. Does the project have pos iblc environmenta l e!Tccts which arc individuall y limited but
cumulatively considerable? (.. Cumulati vely considerable'" means that the incremental effects
of individual project are considernble when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the e ffects o f other current projects, and the effects of probable fu ture projects)?

,m

3. Does the project have environme ntal e!Tect of a project which wou ld cau e substant ial
adverse effects on human beings, either di rectly or indirectly?
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GREE HOU EGA EMIS ION

Pursuant 10 EQA uidclines sections 15 183.S(b), 15064(h)(3), and 15 130(d). 1hc i1y may
detennine that a project ·s incremental contribution to a cumulati ve GI JG effect is 1101
cumulatively considerdble if the project complies with the requirements ofa previously adopted
G HG emission reduction plan. EQA Guidelines section 15 183.5(b)( I)(A-F) specifically
provides that a GHG emissions reduct ion plan should :
A. Quantify greenhouse gas emissions. both existing and projected over a speci fied time
period . resulting from activities within a defined geographic area;
8. E tablish a level. based on substantial evidence. below which 1he contribut ion to
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively
considerable;
C. Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific ac tions or
categories of actions anticipated with in the geographic area;
D. pecify measures or a group of measures. incl uding perfom1ance standards, 1ha1
substantial evidence demonstrates. if implemented on a project-by-project basis. would
collectively achieve 1he pecifi ed emi sion level;
E. Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan's progress toward achieving the level and 10
require ame ndment if the plan is 1101 achieving specified levels; and
F. Be adopted in a public process following environmental review.
An environmental document 1ha1 relies on a GHG emissions red uction plan for a cumulati ve
impacts analysi mu t identify those req uirements specified in the plan that apply 10 the project.
and if those requirements arc not otherwise binding and enforceable, incorporate those
requ iremenls as mitigation measures ap plicable to the project. CEQA Guidelines § I5 I 83.5(b)(2).
The City' s Climate Action Plan was adopted by the City Council on December 15. 20 15. 17,e
Climate Action Plan quantifies existing GI-IG emissions as well as projected emissions for the
years 2020. 2030. and 2035 result ing from activities within the City's jurisdiction. The Climate
Action Plan also identifies City 1arge1emissions levels. below which the "i1ywidc GHG impacts
would be less than significam. The Cli mate Act ion Plan and the accompanyi ng cenifi ed Final
Environmental Impact Repon (FE IR) also idemify and anal)•ze the GHG emissions 1hm wo uld
res ult from the business as usual scenario for the years 2020, 2030. and 2035 . The lima1e
Action Plan includes a monitoring and reponing program 10 ensure its progress toward ach ieving
the speci li ed GHG emissions reductions. and specifies 17 ac tions that if implemented, would
achieve the specified GI-IG emissions red u tions targets. The limate Action Plan was adopted
in a public process following cenifica1ion of the FEIR. Subseque nt 10 lhe adoption of the CAP,
the City has also established additional spec ific measures Ihm if im plemented on a project-byprojcet basis, would funher ensure that the City as a whole achieves the spcci ficd GHG
emissions reduction targets in the Climate Action Plan.
n,e AP has been developed in respo nse 10 1a1c legislation and policies that arc aimed al
reducing California"s greenhouse gas (GI 10) em issions. This incl udes Executive Order S-3-05,
which established the 2050 statewide GHG reduction 1argc1 of80 pcrcem below 1990 levels.
Executive Order 8 -30-15, which es1abli hed the 2030 tmcwidc G I-IG reduction target o f 40
percem below 1990 levels. and Assembly Bill 32, the Global Wanning Solutions Acl (AB 32),
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which tasked the California Ai r Resources Board (CARB) with creating the Climate Change
Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) to establish a 2020 interim target and to provide a pat h 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 CA P sets a GHG target for
2020 equivalent to 15 percent below the City's 20 IO 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-305. The 2035 target also ensures that the City would be consistent wi th the 2030 slate target
identified in Executi ve Order B-30-15. Since CARB has not provided guidance on a specific
red uction target for local governments to use for 2030 and 2050, it was detern1ined that a 50
percent reductio n from baseline emissions by 2035 wo uld 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-30-1 5, the Climate Action Plan ' s 2035 target provides a conservative target
toward achieving the statewide reductions. If CA RB provides new guidance on how cities should
address the 2030 targets, the City wi ll adjust the CAP accordingly.
INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Would the Project:
I) 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 policylevel or project-level environmental analysis.
I. For plan- and policy-level environmental documents, the Planning Department has
prepared a Memorandum, Cli mate Action Plan Consistency for Plan- and Policy-Level
Documents. 10 provide guidance on significance determination as it relates to all five
strategies of the CAP.
2. For project-level environmental documents, significance is de1ern1ined through the CA P
Consistency Checkli st. See also the CA P Consistency Checkli st Technical Support
Documentation.
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Executive Summary

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 TPAs 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:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Residential development with 10 or fewer dwelling units; or
Any non-residential development less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; or
Residential development that includes at least 20 percent affordable housing as defined in
SDMC Section 143.0730 for the provision of amenities requirement; or
Public projects; or
Development within one-quarter mile of existing passenger rail; or
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:
•

Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City’s diverse
housing needs;

•

Incentivize new construction of all types of multi-family housing, with an emphasis on
affordable housing units;
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•

Implement the City’s General Plan to achieve planned residential buildout and meet the
City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) targets;

•

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);

•

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;

•

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

•

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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Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts
Impact
4.1 Land Use
Issue 1 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?

Results of Impact Analysis

Impact
Conclusion

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, impacts would be less
than significant. However, refer to 4.3, Biological Resources, for
potentially significant and unavoidable secondary impacts that could
result from implementation of the project.

Less than
Significant

Issue 2 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 development or redesignation
of open space; therefore, there would be no impacts associated with
the development or conversion of General Plan- or Community Plandesignated Open Space or Prime Farmland, and the impacts would,
therefore, be less than significant.

Less than
Significant

Issue 3 Would implementation or the
proposed project result in land uses
which are not compatible with an
adopted ALUCP?

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in impacts
associated with existing Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs),
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

Less than
Significant
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Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts
Impact

Results of Impact Analysis
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.

Impact
Conclusion

Future development allowed under the proposed project within the
AIAs 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
with or obstruct the implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?

Significant air quality impacts (direct and cumulative) would occur in
regards to conflictsing with air quality plans. 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.
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Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts
Impact
Conclusion
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact
Issue 2 Would the proposed project result in
a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality
standard?

Results of Impact Analysis
Significant air quality impacts (direct and cumulative, construction and
operation) would occur in regards to violation of any air quality
standard. 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 3 Would the proposed project expose
sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

Significant air quality impacts (carbon monoxide hot spots, mobile
source emissions, direct) would occur in regards to the exposure of
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 multifamily 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.

Significant and
Unavoidable

Issue 4 Would the proposed project result in
other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting
a substantial number of people?

Facilities that generate objectionable odors typically include wastewater
treatments plants, landfills, and paint/coating operations (e.g., auto
body shops), among others. The proposed project Housing Program
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.

Less than
Significant
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4.3 Biological Resources
Issue 1 Would the proposed project result in
a substantial adverse impact, either
directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special status species in the
Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP) or other local or
regional plans, policies or
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) or (United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

Results of Impact Analysis
Implementation of the proposed project would affect primarily
developed areas. However, sensitive species could be present within
the project areas. Pursuant to the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)
Regulations, ministerial projects would be 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. Development under the Housing Program on sites with ESL that
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 MultiHabitat 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
Issue 2 Would the proposed project result in
a substantial adverse impact on any
Tier I Habitats, Tier II Habitats,
Tier IIIA Habitats, or Tier IIIB 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?

Results of Impact Analysis
Implementation of the proposed project could impact sensitive
habitats. Pursuant to the ESL Regulations, ministerial projects would be
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
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Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts
Impact

Results of Impact Analysis
development under the proposed project would be potentially
significant.

Impact
Conclusion

Issue 4 Would the proposed project result in
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 Subarea Plan, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be avoided
through compliance with the MSCP and compliance with protections
afforded to MHPA and MHPA-adjacent lands. Thus, through adherence
to the existing regulatory framework in place, potential impacts to
wildlife corridor and nursery sites would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant

Issue 5 Would the proposed project result in
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?

Project areas located within MHPA and VPHCP preserve lands would be
subject to the ESL Regulations which would ensure no conflicts would
occur in relation to the MSCP Subarea Plan or VPHCP. Additionally,
development adjacent to MHPA and VPHCP preserve lands would be
subject to the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines in MSCP Subarea Plan
Section 1.4.3 and Avoidance and Minimization Measures in VPHCP
Section 5.2.1. Thus, impacts related to conflicts with the MSCP Subarea
Plan and VPHCP would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant

Issue 6 Would the proposed project result in
a conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources?

The proposed project would be consistent with ESL Regulations. No
conflicts with the MSCP Subarea Plan and/or VPHCP were identified.
Impacts related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant
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4.4 Energy
Issue 1 Would the proposed project result in
a potentially significant
environmental impact due to the
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources
during project construction or
operation?
Issue 2 Would the proposed project conflict
with or obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?
4.5 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Issue 1 Would the proposed project expose
people or structures to potential
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?

Results of Impact Analysis

Impact
Conclusion

Long-term implementation of the proposed project would not create a
land use pattern that would result in a wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary use of energy. Impacts would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant

Future projects would be subject to existing building and energy code
regulations in place at the time in which they are implemented. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant

Implementation of the proposed project would not have direct or
indirect significant environmental impacts in regard to seismic hazards
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.

Less than
Significant
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Impact
Conclusion
Less than
Significant

Impact
Issue 2 Would the proposed project result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

Results of Impact Analysis
Implementation of the proposed project would result in less than
significant impacts related to erosion and loss of topsoil. SDMC
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
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 onor off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in impacts
related to landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse. Future development within the project areas would be
required to be constructed in accordance with the SDMC and CBC, and
would be required to implement any recommendations of the sitespecific geotechnical report. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant.

Less than
Significant

Issue 4 Would the proposed project be
located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to
life or property?

The SDMC requires soils analysis prior to issuance of a building permit.
Based on the soils report findings, if expansive soils are found at a
particular project site within the project areas, that project site would
need to comply with the both CBC and SDMC requirements.
Compliance with existing regulations would ensure that impacts
associated with expansive soils are reduced to less than significant.

Less than
Significant
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4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Issue 1 Would the proposed project
generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

Issue 2 Would the proposed project conflict
with the City’s Climate Action Plan or
another applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of GHGs?
4.7 Health and Safety
Issue 1 Would implementation of the
proposed project create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

Results of Impact Analysis

Impact
Conclusion

The Housing Program would be consistent with the General Plan’s City
of Villages strategy, and the City’s CAP promoting the placement of new
development within TPAs and other smart growth areas. The proposed
project is intended to support the City in achieving CAP goals by
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.

Less than
Significant

Future development under the proposed project would be consistent
with state plans, SANDAG’s San Diego Forward, the City’s General Plan,
and Climate Action Plan. Impacts associated with applicable GHG
emission reduction plans would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant

Although small amounts of hazardous materials may be used for
cleaning and maintenance, standard best management practices
(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.

Less than
Significant
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Issue 2 Would implementation of the
proposed project create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment?

Results of Impact Analysis
The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. Impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3 Would implementation of the
proposed project emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within onequarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

The project areas are located throughout the City and may be located
within proximity to schools. The land uses that would be developed per
the proposed project are not anticipated to result in hazardous
emissions or exposure to acutely hazardous materials. In accordance
with City, state, and federal requirements, 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 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.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page S-15

Impact
Conclusion
Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Executive Summary
Table ES-1
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts
Impact
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 §65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment?

Results of Impact Analysis
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.

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.
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Issue 6 Would implementation of the
proposed project impair
implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Results of Impact Analysis
The San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan (County of San Diego
2018) identifies a broad range of potential hazards and a response 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.

4.8 Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources
Issue 1 Would implementation of the
While the LDC provides for the regulation and protection of
proposed project result in an
designated and potential historical resources, it is impossible to
alteration, including the adverse
ensure the successful preservation of all historic built environment
physical or aesthetic effects and/or
resources, objects, and sites within the project areas. Thus, potential
the destruction of a historic building
impacts to historic resources would be considered significant.
(including an architecturally
significant building), structure,
object, or site?
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Issue 2 Would implementation of the
proposed project result in a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a prehistoric or
historic archaeological resource, a
religious or sacred use site, or the
disturbance of any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Results of Impact Analysis
While existing regulations and the LDC would provide for the regulation
and protection of archaeological resources and human remains, it is
impossible to ensure the successful preservation of all archaeological
resources. Therefore, potential impacts to archaeological resources and
human remains are considered significant.

Issue 3 Would implementation of the
proposed project result in a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in PRC Section
21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of
the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

While existing regulations including the San Diego Historical Resources
Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines would provide for the
protection of tribal cultural resources and would minimize potential
impacts, it is not possible to ensure the successful preservation of all
tribal cultural resources. Therefore, potential impacts to tribal cultural
resources are considered significant.

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the
CRHR, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in
PRC Section 5020.1(k); or,
2. A resource 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
5024.1? 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 result in
flooding due to an increase in
impervious surfaces or changes in
absorption rates, drainage patterns,
or the rate of surface runoff?

Results of Impact Analysis

All development occurring within the project areas would be subject to
drainage and floodplain regulations in the SDMC, and would be
required to adhere to the City’s Drainage Design Manual, ESL
Regulations protecting floodplains, Federal Emergency Management
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 dams.
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Results of Impact Analysis
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.

Impact
Conclusion

Issue 2 Would the proposed project result in
a substantial increase in pollutant
discharge to receiving waters and
increase discharge of identified
pollutants to an already impaired
water body?

New development occurring within the project areas would be required
to implement Low Impact Development (LID) and storm water BMPs
into the design of future projects within the project areas to address
the potential for transport of pollutants of concern through either
retention or filtration, consistent with the requirements of the
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.

Less than
Significant

Issue 3 Would the proposed project deplete
groundwater supplies, degrade
groundwater quality, or interfere
with groundwater recharge?

Storm water regulations that encourage infiltration of storm water
runoff and protection of water quality would protect the quality of
groundwater resources and support infiltration where appropriate.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant
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4.10 Noise
Issue 1 Would implementation of the
proposed project result in the
generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of
the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

Results of Impact Analysis
a. General Ambient Noise Levels
Ambient noise levels in the project areas would increase as a result of
implementation of the proposed project. The increase in ambient noise
levels associated with additional potential density within the project
areas could expose existing and future noise-sensitive receptors to a
significant noise impact. The Housing Program includes design
requirements to attenuate noise levels in outdoor usable open space
areas through project design. While compliance with the design
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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Table ES-1
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts
Impact

Results of Impact Analysis
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 (Leq) 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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Impact
Issue 2 Would implementation of the
proposed project cause the
generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Results of Impact Analysis
Groundborne vibration impacts could occur as a result of trolley and
train operations where development is located in proximity to a rail
line. The specific location and orientation of future development is
unknown at this time. Due to the anticipated proximity of future multifamily residential development near rail lines, impacts would be
significant.

Issue 3 Would the proposed project be
located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise
levels?

Portions of the project areas are located within ALUCP identified noise
contours. However, the proposed project does not propose a change to
any existing land use designation and future multi-family residential
development allowed under the proposed ordinance would be
consistent with existing Community Plan allowed land uses and
associated ALUC consistency determinations. However, dDuring the
building permit process for proposed projects, overflight notification
requirements would apply. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

Less than
Significant

Implementation of the General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological
Resources, as required by the SDMC and applicable to all new
development, would require paleontological monitoring to ensure that
potential paleontological resources impacts resulting from future
grading activities would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant

4.11 Paleontological Resources
Issue 1 Would the proposed project result in
development that requires over
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?
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4.12 Public Services and Facilities
Issue 1 Would the proposed project
promote growth patterns resulting
in the need for and/or provision of
new or physically altered public
facilities (including police, firerescue, schools, libraries, or parks or
other recreational facilities), the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts in
order to maintain service ratios,
response times, or other
performance objectives?

Results of Impact Analysis
Housing incentivized by the proposed project would result in the need
for additional police, school, parks and recreation, and fire-rescue
facilities. Additionally, transportation infrastructure and amenities
constructed under the Mobility Choices Program could result in
environmental impacts. As the location and need for potential future
facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific
impacts may occur associated with future construction of such facilities.
Thus, as it cannot be ensured all impacts associated with the
construction of potential future facilities would be mitigated to less
than significant, impacts would be significant.
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Issue 2 Would implementation of the
proposed project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

Issue 3 Does the proposed project include
recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Results of Impact Analysis
Implementation of the proposed project could result in the need for
additional police, fire-rescue, school, library, parks and recreation
facilities, and transportation infrastructure and amenities that could
result in environmental impacts. It is unknown what specific impacts
may occur associated with the future construction and operation of
such facilities. Thus, impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.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.
While regulations in existence at that time would address potential
environmental impacts related to the construction and operation of
future recreational facilities, it is unknown where specific future
developments would be located and what environmental impacts may
be associated with providing these facilities. As it cannot be ensured
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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4.13 Transportation
Issue 1 Would the proposed project conflict
with an adopted program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the
transportation system, including
transit, roadways, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

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?

Results of Impact Analysis

Impact
Conclusion

Overall, the proposed project would support improved pedestrian,
bicycle and transit facilities and foster increased safety for all alternative
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.

Less than
Significant

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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Impact
Issue 3 Would the proposed project
substantially increase hazards due
to a geometric design features (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible use
(e.g., farm equipment))?

Results of Impact Analysis
Any proposed improvements to roadways or amenities such as bicycle
facilities would undergo review and approval by the City Engineer.
Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street Design Manual,
would ensure that a substantial increase in hazards or incompatible
uses would not occur as a result of the proposed project. The proposed
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
inadequate emergency access?

Future development allowed under the proposed ordinances would be
required to comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to
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.

Less than
Significant

According to Water Supply Assessments prepared for recent CPUs,
water demand would not increase within project areas located in
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.

Significant and
Unavoidable

Mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction,
and operation of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and
communications systems infrastructure would likely minimize
significant environmental impacts associated with the future
construction of and/or improvements to utility infrastructure. However,
at this programmatic level of review and without the benefit of project-

Significant and
Unavoidable

4.14 Public Utilities and Infrastructure
Issue 1 Would the proposed project use
excessive amounts of water beyond
projected available supplies?

Issue 2 Would the proposed project
promote growth patterns resulting
in the need for and/or provision of
new or physically altered utilities,
the construction of which could
cause significant environmental
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impacts in order to maintain service
ratios, or other performance
objectives?
Issue 3 Would the proposed project result in
impacts related to solid waste
management, including the need for
construction of new solid waste
infrastructure including organics
management, materials recovery
facilities, and/or landfills; or result in
development that would not
promote the achievement of a
75 percent target for waste
diversion and recycling as required
under AB 341 and the City’s Climate
Action Plan?

Results of Impact Analysis
specific development plans, both direct and cumulative impacts
associated with the construction of storm water, water distribution,
wastewater, and communication systems would be significant.
Future development within the project areas would generate solid
waste through demolition/construction and ongoing operations, which
would increase the amount of solid waste generated within the region.
However, future projects would be required to comply with City
regulations regarding solid waste that are intended to divert solid waste
from the Miramar Landfill to preserve capacity. Compliance with
existing regulations requiring waste diversion would help preserve solid
waste capacity. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste would
be less than significant.
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4.15 Wildfire
Issue 1 Would the proposed project expose
people or structures, either directly
or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires?

Issue 2 Due to slope, prevailing winds, and
other factors, would the proposed
project exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to
pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread
of a wildfire?

Results of Impact Analysis

Impact
Conclusion

The proposed project would incentivize the development of multifamily residential units within TPAs; however, it would not change the
allowable land uses within the project areas. The Housing Program
would not expand the locations where multi-family residential
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.

Significant and
Unavoidable

At a programmatic level of environmental review, site-specific factors
such as slope and prevailing winds cannot be determined; however,
due to the allowance for additional height and FAR, development under
the Housing Program could result in additional residents in certain
locations compared to what would be allowed without the Housing
Program. These additional residents could be exposed to pollutants
associated with wildfire. Therefore, impacts related to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire would be significant.

Significant and
Unavoidable
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Issue 3 Would the proposed project require
the installation or maintenance of
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?

Results of Impact Analysis
Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be focused within
existing urban areas and would be required to comply with all
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.

4.16 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
Issue 1 Would the proposed project result in
Future development under the Housing Program that is located outside
a substantial obstruction of a vista
of coastal zone could adversely impact public scenic vistas or views due
or scenic view from a public viewing
to height incentives that would allow for structure height in excess of
area?
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.
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Impact
Issue 2 Would the proposed project result in
a substantial adverse alteration (e.g.,
bulk, scale, materials, or style) to the
existing or planned (adopted)
character of the area?

Results of Impact Analysis
The Housing Program would allow for additional building square
footage and height beyond the allowance in the applicable base zone or
PDO, depending on the amount of affordable units that are provided.
With implementation of the proposed regulations, the design of new
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 result in
the loss of any distinctive or
landmark tree(s), or stand of mature
trees?

At this programmatic level of review, and without project-specific
development plans, impacts associated with the loss of any distinctive
or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be significant.

Significant and
Unavoidable

Issue 4 Would the proposed project result in
a substantial change in the existing
landform?

While existing protections are in place to preserve the City’s canyons
and steep slopes, specific development proposals and grading
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.

Significant and
Unavoidable

Issue 5 Would the proposed project create
substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area?

Required compliance with the LDC would ensure impacts relative to
lighting and glare would be less than significant.

Less than
Significant
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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 (TPAs) 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 (AIAs) 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.shtml

o

https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa

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
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Energy
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Health and Safety
Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal
Cultural Resources

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hydrology and Water Quality
Noise
Paleontological Resources
Public Services and Facilities
Transportation
Public Utilities and Infrastructure
Wildfire
Visual Effects and Neighborhood
Character

A brief overview of the content of the various chapters of this PEIR is provided below.
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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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2
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
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 2-2

2.0 Environmental Setting
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 TPA and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and Mobility 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 priority areas (TPAs) 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; no
discretionary development permit would be required for development. .
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 TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 23, and by requiring a
contribution from development outside of the TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 2 3 to fund active
transportation infrastructure projects in the TPAs 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 TPAs 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.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 3-3

3.0 Project Description
Table 3-1
Actual Housing Production (Units) of New Construction by Income (Compared to RHNA)

Year

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above
Moderate

2010
258
204
1,239
2011
221
127
0
2,173
2012
197
287
0
3,400
2013
412
628
0
4,269
2014
229
184
4
1,991
2015
265
446
0
4,221
2016
103
253
0
7,028
2017
324
301
0
4,395
2018
249
203
6
3,437
Total Units
2,558
2,633
10
32,153
RHNA Target
21,977
16,703
15,462
33,954
Percent of RHNA Achieved
10%
16%
0.06%
95%
Total Remaining RHNA
19,719
14,070
15,452
1,801
SOURCE: City Building Permit Data and San Diego Housing Commission Data (2010-2018)

Total
1,701
2,521
3,884
5,309
2,408
4,932
7,384
5,020
3,895
37,054
88,096
42%
51,042

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 plan is 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 Bill (SB) 743 into law and started a
process intended to fundamentally change transportation impact analysis as part of the California
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 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15124(b), the
following basic project objectives have been identified:
•

Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City’s diverse
housing needs;

•

Incentivize new construction of all types of multi-family housing, with an emphasis on
affordable housing units;

•

Implement the City’s General Plan to achieve planned residential buildout and meet the
City’s RHNA targets;

•

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);

•

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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•

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

•

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 multifamily 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 TPAs 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 Peñasquitos 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 Peñasquitos
59
119

Reserve

-

18

Sabre Springs
San Ysidro
Scripps Miramar Ranch
Serra Mesa
Skyline-Paradise Hills

28
499
43
313
131

327
1,749
40
748
4,579
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1

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 TPA, Mobility Zones 1, and Mobility 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

1Discretionary 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.
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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
Allowance1
Unlimited
Limited by FAR
Limited by FAR
TPAs2 in Mobility Zone 1
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
1
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.
2
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.
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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 Manual (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 the City’s TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 (see
Section 3.5.2.1) and Mobility Zone 2 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:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Residential development with ten or fewer dwelling units; or
Multi-family residential development located within a TPA; or
Any non-residential development less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; or
Residential development that includes at least 20 percent affordable housing as defined in
SDMC Section 143.0730 for the provision of amenities requirement; or
Public projects; or
Development within one-quarter mile of existing passenger rail; or
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.
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The Mobility Choices Program categorizes areas within the City by the following zones: TPAsMobility
Zone 1, Mobility Zone 2, Mobility Zone 3, and Mobility Zone 4, Mobility Zone 1, Mobility Zone 2, and
Mobility Zone 3, 2 as shown on Figure 3-3.
•
•
•
•

•

TPA: Areas within SANDAG-defined TPAs with refinements to remove areas with barriers to
transit service access due to a canyon, freeway, or other large immovable barrier.
Mobility Zone 1 means : Areas within the Downtown Community 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 planning areaCPA 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 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 34: means any aAreas not located within a TPA or Mobility Zones 1, or 2, 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 TPA, 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.
b. 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).
c. 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.
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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 TPA, Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 and Mobility Zone 2 zones that
are intended to support VMT reductions. For applicable development within these areasTPAs and
Mobility Zone 2, on-site VMT reduction measures would be required (with the option to pay an inlieu 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 TPA, 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 TPAs, Mobility Zone 1, 2, and 3 and Mobility 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:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

3.6

Shade trees adjacent to pedestrian areas
Mobility hubs
Bench
Special/enhanced striping at stop
Shelter
Curb extension/bulb-out
Pedestrian island
Raised crosswalk
Mid-block crossing roundabout
Speed hump
Curb ramp (ADA compliant)
High visibility crosswalk
Striped crosswalk
Expanded sidewalks

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Brick sidewalk
Concrete sidewalk
Patterned concrete sidewalk
Stamped concrete sidewalk
Sidewalk pavers
Rectangular rapid flashing beacon
High intensity activated crosswalk signal
Painted curb/sidewalk
Pedestrian crossing pavement marking
Shared lane/bicycling pavement marking
Wayfinding signage
Multi-use trail (paved)
Boardwalk

Future Actions Associated with the Proposed
Project

Future anticipated actions under the proposed project would include the development of multifamily residential development with an affordable component and neighborhood-serving
infrastructure within TPAs, and the construction and use of transportation infrastructure amenities
throughout TPA, 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 TPA, Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 and Mobility
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 non-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
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4
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
TPA, Mobility Zones 1, 2, and Mobility Zone 32 zones 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 multifamily 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 TPAs 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 (AIA) 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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Page 4.1-2

4.1 Land Use
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 AIA 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 twothirds 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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AIAs 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 III-1 through III-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 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 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 III-1 through III-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.
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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 atrisk 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 nonComplete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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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) Result in land 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 multifamily 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 TPAs 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 TPAs 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 with General Plan Elements
Element
Consistency
Mobility Element: This element aims to improve The Housing Program would facilitate placement
mobility through the development of a balanced, of multi-family development within TPAs, in close
multi-modal transportation network that
proximity to existing and planned transit,
minimizes environmental impacts.
pedestrian, and bicycle facilities. The Mobility
Choices Program would support installation of
multi-modal transportation improvements in
TPAs 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
The Housing Program would facilitate placement
form and design through policies aimed at
of high-density multi-family development within
respecting the natural environment, preserving
TPAs, consistent with the core values and
open space systems and targeting new growth
principles of the Urban Design Element. These
into compact villages.
areas are best suited to support high multifamily 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: While the Housing Program would not modify
This element ensures the provision and
existing zoning or community plan land use
maintenance of infrastructure and public
designations, it could result in development
services for future growth without diminishing
beyond densities allowed in the applicable base
services to existing development.
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 with General Plan Elements
Element
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 TPAs 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
Future multi-family projects that qualify for the
citywide guidance for the preservation,
Housing Program to be required to fund or
protection, acquisition, development, and
provide public amenities. While future
enhancement of public recreation opportunities
development allowed under the proposed
and facilities throughout the city for all users.
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.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.1-12

4.1 Land Use
Table 4.1-1
Project Consistency with General Plan Elements
Element
Consistency
Conservation Element: This element addresses Future development allowed under the
hillside and open space conservation and habitat proposed project would be required to adhere
protection, as well as sustainability goals.
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 Future development allowed under the
intended to preserve, protect, restore, and
proposed project would be consistent with the
rehabilitate historical and cultural resources
Historic Preservation Element through required
throughout the City.
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
The development potential associated with the
Element: This element provides the framework
proposed project would be consistent with
for developing community plans calling for the
overall densities evaluated in recent community
identification of appropriate land uses to meet
plan updates (CPU) and would be consistent with
the goals set by the City of Villages strategy.
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 with General Plan Elements
Element
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
The proposed project would streamline the
intended to ensure that the economy grows in
development of high-density, multi-family and
ways that strengthens San Diego industries and
affordable housing within TPAs to achieve the
creates jobs with self-sufficient wages, increases
City’s General Plan, Housing Element, and
average income, and stimulates economic
Climate Action Plan goals. Development
investment in the community.
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 TPAs 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
The Housing Program includes development
minimizing excessive noise effects and improve
regulations that would require future
the quality of life of people working and living in
development to consider noise attenuation in
the City. The Noise Element identifies goals and
the project design of the site where land uses
related policies with regards to noise and land
are located within 500 feet of a freeway.
use compatibility, motor vehicle traffic noise, and Additionally, future development would be
trolley and train noise.
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
The proposed project would facilitate
intended to assist with the provision of adequate 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 TPAs 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-yearand 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 SeaLevel 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:
•

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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•

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.

•

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 mediumhigh 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
Housing Program 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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FIGURE 4.1-1 Area A
2050 – CoSMoS Sea Level Rise and Flooding Scenario
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FIGURE 4.1-1 Area B
2050 – CoSMoS Sea Level Rise and Flooding Scenario
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FIGURE 4.1-1 Area C
2050 – CoSMoS Sea Level Rise and Flooding Scenario
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FIGURE 4.1-1 Area D
2050 – CoSMoS Sea Level Rise and Flooding Scenario

4.1 Land Use
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 AIA 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 AIAs 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 multifamily 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 TPAs and 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 AIAs 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 AIAs 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 AIAs 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.
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.1-24

4.2 Air Quality

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 nonattainment area for ozone, and a state non-attainment area for particulate matter less than
10 microns (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and ozone (O3). 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: O3, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), PM10, and PM2.5. The Rancho Carmel
Drive monitoring station measures NO2.
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Table 4.2-1
Summary of Recorded Air Quality Measurements
Year
Pollutant/Standard
2013
2014
2015
San Diego – Beardsley Street Monitoring Station
Ozone (O3)
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.09 ppm)
0
Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.07 ppm)
0
Days 2008 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
0
(0.075 ppm)
Days 2015 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
0
(0.070 ppm)
Max. 1-hr (ppm)
0.063
Max. 8-hr (ppm)
0.053
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.10 ppm)
0
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm)
0
Max 1-hr (ppm)
0.072
Annual Average (ppm)
0.014
Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10)*
Measured Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded
1
3
(50 µg/m )
Calculated Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded
6.0
3
(50 µg/m )
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0
3
(150 µg/m )
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0.0
3
(150 µg/m )
3
Max. Daily (µg/m )
92.0
3
State Annual Average (µg/m )
25.4
3
Federal Annual Average (µg/m )
24.9
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5)*
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
1
3
(35 µg/m )
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
1.1
3
(35 µg/m )
3
Max. Daily (µg/m )
37.4
3
State Annual Average (µg/m )
10.4
3
Federal Annual Average (µg/m )
10.3
San Diego – Kearny Villa Road
Ozone (O3)
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.09 ppm)
0
Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.07 ppm)
1
Days 2008 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
0
(0.075 ppm)
Days 2015 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
0
(0.070 ppm)
Max. 1-hr (ppm)
0.081
Max. 8-hr (ppm)
0.071

2016

2017

0
2

0
0

0
0

---

0

0

0

--

1

0

0

--

0.093
0.072

0.089
0.067

0.072
0.061

---

0
0
0.075
0.013

0
0
0.062
0.014

0
0
0.073
--

-----

0

1

1

--

0.0

5.7

--

--

0

0

0

--

0.0

0.0

--

--

41.0
23.8
23.3

54.0
23.2
23.0

51.0
-21.9

----

1

0

0

--

1.0

0.0

--

--

36.7
10.2
10.1

44.9
10.2
9.3

34.4
---

----

1
4

0
0

0
3

2
6

1

0

3

6

4

0

0

4

0.099
0.082

0.077
0.070

0.087
0.075

0.097
0.084
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Table 4.2-1
Summary of Recorded Air Quality Measurements
Year
Pollutant/Standard
2013
2014
2015
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.10 ppm)
0
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm)
0
Max 1-hr (ppm)
0.067
Annual Average (ppm)
0.011
Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10)*
Measured Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0
3
(50 µg/m )
Calculated Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0.0
3
(50 µg/m )
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0
3
(150 µg/m )
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0.0
3
(150 µg/m )
3
Max. Daily (µg/m )
39.0
3
State Annual Average (µg/m )
20.0
3
Federal Annual Average (µg/m )
19.9
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5)*
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0
3
(35 µg/m )
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0.0
3
(35 µg/m )
3
Max. Daily (µg/m )
22.0
3
State Annual Average (µg/m )
8.3
3
Federal Annual Average (µg/m )
8.3
San Diego – Rancho Carmel Drive
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.10 ppm)
0
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm)
0
Max 1-hr (ppm)
-Annual Average (ppm)
-Otay Mesa – Donovan
Ozone (O3)
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.09 ppm)
-Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.07 ppm)
-Days 2008 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
-(0.075 ppm)
Days 2015 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded
-(0.070 ppm)
Max. 1-hr (ppm)
-Max. 8-hr (ppm)
-Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.10 ppm)
-Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm)
-Max 1-hr (ppm)
-Annual Average (ppm)
--

2016

2017

0
0
0.051
0.010

0
0
0.051
0.009

0
0
0.053
0.009

0
0
0.054
0.009

0

0

0

0

0.0

0.0

--

0.0

0

0

0

0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

39.0
19.5
19.4

39.0
16.7
17.0

36.0
-17.1

47.0
17.6
17.6

0

0

0

0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

20.2
8.2
8.1

25.7
-7.2

19.4
7.8
7.5

27.5
8.0
7.9

0
0
---

0
0
0.055
--

0
0
0.062
0.017

0
0
0.062
0.016

0
1

0
2

0
4

1
6

0

0

0

1

1

1

4

6

0.082
0.075

0.087
0.072

0.092
0.075

0.097
0.082

0
0
0.064
--

0
0
0.061
0.008

0
0
0.067
0.008

0
0
0.074
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 (PM10)*
Measured Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded
1
3
10
9
4
3
(50 µg/m )
Calculated Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded
5.7
-61.0
54.1
24.4
3
(50 µg/m )
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0
0
0
0
0
3
(150 µg/m )
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
3
(150 µg/m )
3
Max. Daily (µg/m )
65.0
59.0
136.0
79.0
69.0
3
State Annual Average (µg/m )
25.3
-34.4
31.3
26.9
3
Federal Annual Average (µg/m )
25.2
30.2
34.8
31.4
26.9
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5)*
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
-----3
(35 µg/m )
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded
-----3
(35 µg/m )
3
Max. Daily (µg/m )
--35.6
42.1
42.7
3
State Annual Average (µg/m )
---12.8
-3
Federal Annual Average (µg/m )
-----SOURCE: CARB 2019.
3
ppm = parts per million; µg/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 (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), lead, and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5).
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, SO2, NO2, 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; nonattainment areas may be further classified as marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme nonattainment 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 nonattainment 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.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.2-5

4.2 Air Quality

Averaging
Time

Pollutant

1 Hour

Ozone8

8 Hour

Table 4.2-2
Ambient Air Quality Standards

California Standards1
Concentration3
Method4
0.09 ppm
(180 µg/m3)
Ultraviolet
Photometry
0.07 ppm
(137 µg/m3)
50 µg/m3
Gravimetric or
Beta
3
20 µg/m
Attenuation

Respirable
Particulate
Matter
(PM10)9

24 Hour
Annual
Arithmetic
Mean

Fine
Particulate
Matter
(PM2.5)9

24 Hour

No Separate State Standard

Annual
Arithmetic
Mean

12 µg/m3

1 Hour
Carbon
Monoxide
(CO)

Nitrogen
Dioxide
(NO2)10

Sulfur
Dioxide
(SO2)11

8 Hour
8 Hour
(Lake
Tahoe)
1 Hour
Annual
Arithmetic
Mean

20 ppm
(23 mg/m3)
9.0 ppm
(10 mg/m3)
6 ppm
(7 mg/m3)
0.18 ppm
(339 µg/m3)
0.030 ppm
(57 µg/m3)

Gas Phase
Chemiluminescence

–

35 ppm
(40 mg/m3)
9 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

Inertial
Separation and
Gravimetric
Analysis

–
–

100 ppb
(188 µg/m3)

–

0.053 ppm
(100 µg/m3)

24 Hour

0.04 ppm
(105 µg/m3)

0.14 ppm
(for certain
areas)11
0.030 ppm
(for certain
areas)11
–

Same as
Primary
Standard

Rolling
3-Month
Average

–

Visibility
Reducing
Particles14

8 Hour

See footnote
14

Sulfates

24 Hour

25 µg/m3
0.03 ppm
(42 µg/m3)
0.01 ppm
(26 µg/m3)

Atomic
Absorption

Gas Phase
Chemiluminescence

0.5 ppm
(1,300
µg/m3)
–

Ultraviolet
Fluorescence;
Spectrophotometry
(Pararosaniline
Method)

–
–

1.5 µg/m
(for certain
areas)12
0.15 µg/m3

Beta
Attenuation
and
Transmittance
through Filter
Tape
Ion Chromatography
Ultraviolet
Fluorescence
Gas Chromatography

Non-dispersive
Infrared
Photometry

–

3

–

Inertial
Separation and
Gravimetric
Analysis

–

–

–

Hydrogen
1 Hour
Sulfide
Vinyl
24 Hour
Chloride12
See footnotes on next page.

Same as
Primary
Standard

15 µg/m3

–

1.5 µg/m3

Ultraviolet
Photometry

12 µg/m3

3 Hour

–

Same as
Primary
Standard

Same as
Primary
Standard

75 ppb
(196 µg/m3)

Ultraviolet
Fluorescence

National Standards2
Secondary3,6
Method7

35 µg/m3

0.25 ppm
(655 µg/m3)

Calendar
Quarter

Lead

Non-dispersive
Infrared
Photometry

–
0.070 ppm
(137 µg/m3)
150 µg/m3

1 Hour

Annual
Arithmetic
Mean
30 Day
Average
12,13

Gravimetric or
Beta
Attenuation

Primary

3,5

Same as
Primary
Standard

High Volume
Sampler and
Atomic
Absorption

No National Standards
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Table 4.202 footnotes
Ambient Air Quality Standards
ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; – = not applicable.
1
California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour),
nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, 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.
2
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 PM10, the 24hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average
concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, 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.
3
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.
4
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.
5
National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the
public health.
6
National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.
7
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.
8
On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to
0.070 ppm.
9
On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 µg/m3 to 12.0 µg/m3. The
existing national 24-hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 µg/m3, as was the annual
secondary standards of 15 µg/m3. The existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 µg/m3 also
were retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3
years.
10
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.
11
On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 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 99th percentile
of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 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.
12
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.
13
The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead
standard (1.5 μg/m3 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.
14
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 Status
Criteria Pollutant
Federal Designation
O3 (8-hour)
Non-attainment
O3 (1-hour)
Attainment
CO
Attainment
PM10
Unclassifiable
PM2.5
Attainment
NO2
Attainment
SO2
Attainment
Lead
Attainment
Sulfates
No Federal Standard
Hydrogen Sulfide
No Federal Standard
Visibility Reducing Particles
No Federal Standard
SOURCE: SDAPCD 2019

State Designation
Non-attainment
Non-attainment
Attainment
Non-attainment
Non-attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Unclassified
Unclassified

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&SC]
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 nonattainment area for the state O3, PM10, and PM2.5 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 I-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
O3, CO, SO2, or NO2 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:
•

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.

•

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.

•

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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•

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.

•

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.

•

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 projectlevel 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.

Pollutant
NOX
SOX
CO
PM10
Lead
VOC, ROG
a
PM2.5

Table 4.2-4
Air Quality Impact Screening Levels
Emission Rate
Pounds/Hour
Pounds/Day
25
250
25
250
100
550
-100
-3.2
-137
-67

Tons/Year
40
40
100
15
0.6
15
10

SOURCE: SDAPCD, Rules 20.1, 20.2, 20.3; City of San Diego 2016a.
a
The City does not specify a threshold for PM2.5. Threshold here is based on the SDAPCD, Rules 20.1,
20.2, 20.3.
NOTE: NOX = oxides of nitrogen; SOX = oxides of sulfur; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = particulate
matter less than 10 microns; VOC = volatile organic compounds; ROG = reactive organic gases;
PM2.5 = 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:
•
•
•
•

Maximum incremental cancer risks equal to or greater than 10 in one million, or
Cancer burden equal to or greater than 1.0, or
Total acute non-cancer health hazard index equal to or greater than 1.0, or
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 (NOX), which are precursors to the formation of ozone (O3). 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 Transit 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 threeyear 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:
•
•
•
•

Fugitive dust from grading activities;
Construction equipment exhaust;
Construction-related trips by workers, delivery trucks, and material-hauling trucks; and
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
NOX, CO, and SO2 emissions. Site preparation activities such as grading and excavation, road
construction, and building demolition and construction would be the primary sources of PM10 and
PM2.5 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 NOX 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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Table 4.2-5
Hypothetical Project #1 Daily Construction Emissions
(pounds/day)
Pollutant (pounds per day)
NOX
SO2
PM10
ROG
CO
Residential Project
55
29
22
0
4
Project-level Threshold
137
250
550
250
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;
SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns;
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns.

PM2.5
3
100

As shown in Table 4.2-5, this hypothetical project would not exceed applicable thresholds.

Hypothetical Project #2
Hypothetical project #2 includes a 5-acre mixed-use development consisting of the demolition of a
20,000-square-foot structure and the construction of 300 multi-family residential units and
10,000 square feet of retail uses. Detailed analysis and modeling results are included as Appendix C
of the Mission Valley CPU Final Program EIR and are hereby incorporated by reference. Air emissions
for this hypothetical scenario were calculated using CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 (California Air
Pollution Control Officers [CAPCOA] 2017).
A summary of the emissions associated with construction of this hypothetical project is shown in
Table 4.2-6, which shows the anticipated construction emissions compared to the project-level
significance thresholds.
Table 4.2-6
Hypothetical Project #2 Daily Construction Emissions
Pollutant (pounds per day)
NOX
SO2
PM10
Construction Phase
ROG
CO

PM2.5

Demolition
4
40
23
0
3
2
Site Preparation
5
48
23
0
21
12
Grading
3
31
17
0
8
5
Building Construction
4
29
26
0
4
2
Paving
2
15
15
0
1
1
Architectural Coating
38
2
3
0
0
0
Maximum Daily Emissions
38
48
26
0
21
12
Significance Threshold
137
250
550
250
100
67
SOURCE: RECON Environmental 2019.
ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide;
SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter
less than 2.5 microns.
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As shown in Table 4.2-6, this hypothetical mixeduse project would not result in air emissions that
would exceed the applicable thresholds.
While individually, both hypothetical projects would result in emissions less than the significance
thresholds, if several of these types of projects were to occur simultaneously within the same
project area, implementation of the development anticipated under the proposed project could
exceed the significance thresholds. Similarly, incentives offered under the Housing Program could
increase the height and floor area ratio (FAR) of development, and could result in daily construction
emissions which exceed those modeled under both the hypothetical projects discussed above. All
projects would be required to adhere to all existing regulations during construction to protect air
quality including SDAPCD rules and regulations, and existing State and City regulations which
include, but are not limited to:


The California Airborne Toxics Control Measure (Title 13, Section 2485 of the California Code
of Regulations [CCR]), which requires that construction contractors shall minimize
equipment idling times either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes; and



The City’s Grading Permit Procedures (SDMC Chapter 12, Article 9, Division 6), which requires
that all grading meeting specified criteria, including all projects with proposed blasting, shall
comply with the City’s Municipal Code Grading Permit Procedures and all blasting shall be
completed by a person, persons, firm or corporation that has obtained, from the Fire Chief
of the City, a permit as required under California Health and Safety Code (H&SC),
Section 12101.



Compliance with applicable SDAPCD Rules (refer to Section 4.2.2.3b of this PEIR).

As 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 this time, it is possible that multiple projects could be constructed simultaneously and future
development could exceed emissions thresholds. Therefore, construction-related air quality impacts
resulting from the Housing Program and Mobility Choices Program would be significant.

b. Operational Emissions
Operational emissions are long term and include mobile and area sources. The Mobility Choices
Program would not be directly associated with operational emissions as the program would result in
the installation of transportation infrastructure and amenities that would facilitate active
transportation modes and are anticipated to support a decrease in vehicular mode share. However,
the Mobility Choices Program would also incentivize housing development within within TPAs and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 which could indirectly contribute to operational emissions.
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Sources of operational emissions associated with future projects developed under the proposed
project include:



Traffic generated by the project; and
Area source emissions from the use of natural gas, landscaping equipment, fireplaces, and
consumer products.

Emissions of ROG, CO, NOX, and SO2 are primarily emitted from the combustion of fossil fuels, such
as gasoline or diesel, associated with motor vehicle usage and transportation. Ozone is a secondary
criterion air pollutant, which is formed when ROGs and NOX undergo photochemical reactions in
sunlight. Particulate emissions have several sources, including industrial, agricultural, construction,
and transportation activities. Actual emissions would vary depending on future projects and
regulations.
As discussed in Chapter 4.0, the proposed project could result in a redistribution of the density that
was evaluated within recent CPU EIRs. Density would likely shift to focus more within TPAs (for the
Housing Program) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 (for the Mobility Choices Program), but is not
anticipated to exceed overall CPU densities that were evaluated in the respective CPU EIRs.
However, in Housing Program eligible project areas within communities that have not undergone a
recent comprehensive CPU, it is possible that the Housing Program could result in densities that
exceed those anticipated by those respective community plans.
For development within communities with recently updated CPUs, the proposed project is not
anticipated to result in additional density beyond that analyzed within the existing community plans.
Recent CPU EIRs have based the analysis of future operational emissions on a comparison of
pollutant emissions that would result from buildout of the adopted plans compared to the
emissions that would result from buildout of the proposed updated plans. The following are
examples of recent CPU EIRs that evaluated the potential operational emissions impacts associated
with build-out of the respective CPU and found impacts to be significant and unavoidable:




North Park CPU Final EIR (FEIR)
San Ysidro CPU FEIR
Mission Valley CPU FEIR

The following CPU EIRs found operational impacts associated with buildout of the respective CPU
would be less than significant.



Golden Hill CPU FEIR
Uptown CPU FEIR

In reviewing recent comprehensive CPU FEIR analysis related to operational emissions, generally,
where CPUs would result in additional density beyond the prior plan, operational emission impacts
were found to be significant and unavoidable. Where densities proposed were the same as or below
the existing plan buildout densities, impacts were found to be less than significant.
For purposes of analyzing potential operational emissions, it is assumed that development under
the Housing Program could exceed emissions levels compared to existing plans as the Housing
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Program could increase multi-family residential densities within the Housing Program project areas.
While the Mobility Choices Program would incentivize development, it would not authorize any
increase in residential densities beyond existing allowances.
The primary source of operational emissions resulting from residential development is vehicle
emissions. While the proposed project could increase multi-family residential densities within
Housing Program project areas; the redistribution of density to focus within TPAs would provide a
more efficient land use pattern that will support a reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and
associated operational air emissions. Additionally, high density residential development generally
would result in less area source emissions associated with fireplaces and landscape equipment.
However, the proposed project spans multiple community planning areas, including areas without
recently adopted community plans. As the Housing Program could increase operational emissions
within communities without recently adopted CPUs and would redistribute density within
communities with recently adopted CPUs, it is possible that operational air emissions could be in
excess of what was evaluated in the community plan EIRs completed for all of the project areas. Thus,
at this programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans, operational
emissions impacts resulting from development under the Housing Program would be significant.

Issue 3: Sensitive Receptors
Would the proposed project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types of
population groups or activities involved. Sensitive receptors include children, the elderly, and the
acutely and chronically ill, especially those with cardiorespiratory diseases. Sensitive land uses
include schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, hospitals,
and residential communities. This section discusses the potential effects associated with placing
sensitive land uses in the vicinity of existing sources of air pollution and discloses the maximum
potential health risks (residential and worker) within the project areas due to these sources.

a. Localized Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots Impacts
Localized CO concentration is a direct function of motor vehicle activity at signalized intersections
(e.g., idling time and traffic flow conditions), particularly during peak commute hours and
meteorological conditions. Under specific meteorological conditions, CO concentrations may reach
unhealthy levels with respect to local sensitive land uses.
The SDAB is a CO maintenance area under the federal CAA. This means that SDAB was previously a
nonattainment area and is currently implementing a 10-year plan for continuing to meet and
maintain air quality standards. According to the California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’)
Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO Protocol), in maintenance areas, only projects that are
likely to worsen air quality necessitate further analysis. The CO Protocol indicates projects may
worsen air quality if they worsen traffic flow, defined as increasing average delay at signalized
intersections operating at level of service (LOS) E or F or causing an intersection that would operate
at LOS D or better without the project to operate at LOS E or F. Accordingly, the CO Protocol
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recommends detailed air quality dispersion modeling for projects that may worsen traffic flow at
any signalized intersections operating at LOS E or F.
Due to increased requirements for cleaner vehicles, equipment, and fuels, CO levels in the state
have dropped substantially. All air basins are attainment or maintenance areas for CO. Therefore,
more recent screening procedures based on more current methodologies have been developed.
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) developed a screening
threshold in 2011, which states that any project involving an intersection experiencing 31,600
vehicles per hour or more will require detailed analysis. Additionally, Sacramento and San Diego
have the same federal and state CO attainment designations, and therefore experience similar CO
concentrations; thus, these screening volumes are appropriate for evaluating CO impacts in the
SDAB. This screening volume has also been utilized by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD), which also has the same CO designation.
Recent CPU EIRs (see Chapter 4.0) have included analysis of intersection volumes to determine the
potential for a CO hot spot occurrence with buildout of the proposed CPUs. For example, the
Mission Valley CPU Program EIR evaluated peak hour turning volumes for intersections within the
study area and compared those to the SMAQMD screening threshold of 31,600 vehicles per hour.
The intersection with the greatest peak hour volume was identified as the I-15 northbound ramps at
Friars Road with a PM peak hour volume of 7,580 vehicles, which is less than one-quarter of the
31,600 vehicles per hour screening threshold. Additionally, the Uptown CPU Program EIR included a
CO hot spot analysis for the three worst intersections using the air emission dispersion model,
CALINE4, to calculate CO concentrations at each intersection using traffic volumes from the Uptown
CPU traffic analysis and emission factors from EMFAC2014. The maximum 1-hour concentration was
identified as 5.1 ppm and the 8-hour concentration was identified as 3.6 ppm, both of which are
below the federal and state 1-hour and 8-hour standards (1-hour federal and state standard =
9 ppm; 8-hour federal/state standard = 20/34 ppm). Thus, increases of CO due to the Uptown CPU
were well below the 1-hour and 8-hour federal and state standards and impacts were found to be
less than significant.
As the Housing Program would allow for increased height and square footage, and thus increased
density, within TPAs for multi-family residential projects that meet all of the requirements of the
ordinance, these projects could increase intersection volumes beyond what was evaluated in recent
CPUs. While it is not reasonably foreseeable that the potential increase in intersection volumes
could exceed the 31,600 vehicle-screening threshold based on the fact that projected volumes from
the recent CPU EIRs have not exceeded the threshold, other communities, including communities
within the project areas without a recent CPU, could have intersections with volumes approaching
the screening threshold. As the Housing Program would allow for ministerial approval of multifamily residential developments, future projects would not be required to perform dispersion
modeling to determine the potential for CO hot spots. It is possible that increased congestion within
TPAs resulting from development under the Housing Program could increase volumes and delays at
intersections, and could experience 31,600 vehicles per hour or more, resulting in a potentially
significant impact related to localized CO hot spots.
Improvements under the Mobility Choices Program would not generate increased volumes at
intersections; however, over time mobility improvements favoring non-vehicular transportation
could result in additional vehicular delay and housing incentivized by the Mobility Choices Program
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would contribute trips to local roadways. The Mobility Choices Program would result in the
installation of transportation infrastructure and amenities that are anticipated to support a decrease
in vehicular mode share. However, at this program level of analysis, it cannot be determined how
the Mobility Choices Program will affect vehicular mode share or roadway/intersection operations.
Therefore, localized CO emissions associated with the Mobility Choices Program would be
potentially significant.

b. Toxic Air Emissions
Construction
Construction of future projects and associated infrastructure implemented under the proposed
project would result in short-term diesel exhaust emissions from the use of on- and off-site heavyduty equipment. Construction would result in the generation of DPM emissions from the use of offroad diesel equipment required for site grading and excavation, paving, and other construction
activities, and on-road diesel equipment used to bring materials to and from project sites.
While future construction of specific development projects is unknown at this time, generation of
DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period. According to the
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk assessments, which
determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-year
exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities
associated with the project (OEHHA 2015). Thus, if the duration of proposed construction activities
near any specific sensitive receptors were a year, the exposure would be three percent of the total
exposure period used for health risk calculation.
Considering this information, the highly dispersive nature of DPM, required compliance with
SDAPCD air quality rules, and the fact that construction activities would occur intermittently and at
various locations throughout the project areas, DPM generated by construction is not expected to
create conditions where the probability is greater than 10 in 1 million of developing cancer for the
Maximally Exposed Individual or to generate ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic toxic
air contaminants that exceed a Hazard Index greater than 1 for the Maximally Exposed Individual.
Additionally, with ongoing implementation of USEPA and CARB requirements for cleaner fuels; offroad diesel engine retrofits; and new, low-emission diesel engine types; the DPM emissions of
individual equipment would be substantially reduced over the years as buildout continues.
Therefore, impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to construction toxic air emissions
would be less than significant.

Stationary Sources
Generally, stationary sources that emit toxic air emissions include gasoline stations, power plants,
dry cleaners, and other commercial and industrial uses. The proposed project would facilitate the
development of high density multi-family development with neighborhood-serving infrastructure
within TPAs and the development of active transportation infrastructure within TPAs and Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32, and would not facilitate land uses that would serve as a source of stationary air
emissions. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in toxic air emissions that could result
in public health risks. Impacts related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to stationary source
toxic air emissions would be less than significant.
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Mobile Sources
In April 2005, CARB published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective (CARB 2005). The handbook makes recommendations 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.). It notes that 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 roadways. Of pertinence to this study, the CARB guidelines recommend that siting
new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads with 100,000 or more vehicles
per day should be avoided.
However, CARB notes that these recommendations are advisory and should not be interpreted as
defined “buffer zones,” and that local agencies must balance other considerations such as
transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, community economic development priorities, and
other quality-of-life issues. CARB’s position is that infill, mixed-use, higher density, transit-oriented
development and other concepts that benefit regional air quality can be compatible with protecting
the health of individuals at the neighborhood level.
As shown in Figure 4.2-1 (Areas A through D), a number of Interstates (5, 8, 15, 805, and 163) and
State Routes (54, 56, 52, 75, 94, and 905) run adjacent to and/or through portions of the project
areas. Residential uses under the proposed project could be located within 500 feet of these major
freeways. Project areas with recent comprehensive CPUs conducted an evaluation of sensitive
receptor exposure to mobile source emissions within their EIRs. These recent EIRs generally
identified the potential for sensitive receptors to be exposed to mobile source emissions within 500
feet of a freeway and identified policies that would be implemented to ensure projects are
appropriately sited and designed to reduce exposure to mobile source emissions, consistent with
the CAPCOA guidance document titled, Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects
(CAPCOA 2009). This document provides recommended measures that would help to reduce the
exposure of sensitive receptors to concentrations of DPM such as planting vegetation between the
receptor and the freeway, constructing barriers between the receptor and the freeway, and
installing newer electrostatic filters in adjacent receptor buildings.
Consistent with recent CPU EIRs analyses related to mobility source emissions, the Housing Program
would require future projects within 500 feet of a freeway to provide land use buffers such as
providing off-street parking and landscaping between freeways and the proposed use, and orienting
usable open space areas and balconies away from the freeway. Improvements under the Mobility
Choices Program would result in the installation of transportation infrastructure and amenities that
are anticipated to support a decrease in vehicular mode share. Consistent with the goals of CARB’s
handbook, the proposed Housing Program requirements and design guidelines support infill, highdensity multi-family residential development, and transit-oriented development that would benefit
regional air quality. Given the lack of project-specific information, impacts related to the goals of
CARB and exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations cannot be
determined at this time. Thus, impacts related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to mobile
source emissions would be significant.
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FIGURE 4.2-1 Area A
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FIGURE 4.2-1 Area B
Project Areas within 500 feet of a Freeway or State Route
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FIGURE 4.2-1 Area C
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E nc i n i ta s

¦
¨
§
5

S o l an a B e ac h

Po w ay

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
56

Del
Mar

S a n D i e go

¦
¨
§
805

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility Choices Program Improvement Areas

0

Miles

1

[

Mobility Choices Program Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
Freeway/State Route 500-foot Buffer
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.2-1a-d_Freeway.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

FIGURE 4.2-1 Area D
Project Areas within 500 feet of a Freeway or State Route

4.2 Air Quality

Issue 4: Odors
Would the proposed project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?
Facilities that generate objectionable odors typically include wastewater treatments plants, landfills,
and paint/coating operations (e.g., auto body shops), among others. The proposed ordinances
would facilitate the development of high-density multi-family residential development with
associated infrastructure improvements within TPAs (for the Housing Program) and Mobility Zones 1
and, 2, and 3 (for the Mobility Choices Program) would support the development of active
transportation infrastructure within these areas. These uses are not expected to result in
objectionable odors. Impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Analysis
a. Conflicts with Air Quality Plans
The cumulative study area associated with Issue 1 is the SDAB. The analysis provided under Issue 1
provides a discussion of consistency with the air quality plans for the SDAB (i.e., the RAQS and the
SIP), and is a cumulative analysis by nature as it considers consistency of the proposed project with a
regional air quality plan that relies on the land use plans of jurisdictions within the entire basin. As
discussed under Issue 1, because implementation of the proposed project could result in buildout
which would be greater than what was accounted for in the most recent RAQS and SIP, the Housing
Program would conflict with implementation of the RAQS and SIP and would have a significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact related to conflicts with regional air quality plans.
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 associated with the Mobility
Choices Program related to conflicts with the air quality plans would be less than significant.

b. Air Quality Standards
Construction
The analysis provided under Issue 2.a is cumulative by nature as it addresses the potential for
several projects to be constructed simultaneously within the same project area, which could
contribute to a cumulative air quality impact. As discussed under Issue 2.a, the simultaneous
construction of projects within the same project area could exceed emission thresholds. While
future projects would be required to adhere to existing regulations that limit emissions from
equipment and architectural coatings and require best practices on the construction site to reduce
air emissions, at this programmatic level of review, without project-specific development plans,
cumulative construction impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Operation
As discussed under Issue 2.b, buildout of multi-family residential projects under the Housing
Program could result in emissions higher than what was used in the assumptions used to develop
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the RAQS and SIP. The proposed project could result in increased operational emissions within
communities without recently adopted CPUs, and could redistribute density within communities
with recently adopted CPUs; therefore, it is possible that operational air emissions could be greater
than what was evaluated in the community plan environmental analysis completed for all of the
project areas. Thus, at this programmatic level of review, without project-specific development
plans, cumulative impacts associated with operational emissions under the Housing Program would
be significant and unavoidable.

c. Sensitive Receptors
Localized Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots Impacts
As discussed under Issue 3.a, implementation of the proposed project has the potential to result in
CO hot spots throughout the project areas. Since CO hot spots are a localized phenomenon,
development under the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively significant contribution
to any existing CO hot spot impact. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Toxic Air Emissions
Construction
As discussed under Issue 3.b, considering the highly dispersive nature of DPM and the fact that
construction activities would occur intermittently and at various locations throughout the project
areas, in addition to required compliance with SDAPCD air quality rules, the proposed project is not
anticipated to expose sensitive receptors to substantial DPM or other toxic contaminant
concentrations that could increase cancer risk. The proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a construction-related health risk impact. Cumulative
impacts would be less than significant.
Stationary Sources
Also discussed under Issue 3.b, the proposed project would facilitate the future construction of
multi-family residential development with neighborhood-serving infrastructure and the
development of active transportation infrastructure throughout the project areas. As these uses
would not result in toxic air emissions, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a stationary source-related health risk impact. Cumulative impacts
would be less than significant.
Mobile Sources
As discussed under Issue 3.b, the proposed project could result in a significant impact related to
exposure of sensitive receptors to mobile source emissions. However, these impacts are localized
and would pertain to potential exposure to contaminants at a specific location. Therefore, future
projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to mobile source air emissions
and associated health impacts. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
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4.2.5

Significance of Impacts

Significant air quality impacts would occur for the following issues: Issue 1 - Conflicts with Air Quality
Plans (direct and cumulative), Issue 2 – Air Quality Standards (direct and cumulative, construction
and operation), and Issue 3 – Sensitive Receptors (carbon monoxide hot spots and toxic air
emissions, direct).
Approval of the proposed project would not specifically permit the construction of an individual
project, as no specific developments are currently proposed. No additional feasible mitigation
measures beyond what is included in the proposed project are available to address the significant
impacts identified above.

4.2.6

Conclusion

Impacts related to air quality would be significant and unavoidable as discussed above. In addition
to the existing regulations identified in this section that would be applicable to future development
that could result under the proposed project, the proposed project includes additional regulations
to address potential impacts associated with the exposure of sensitive receptors to mobile source
emissions. Under the Housing Program, development on a premise within 500 feet of a freeway
would be required to utilize land use buffers such as off-street parking and landscaping between the
development and the freeway. In addition, outdoor areas such as balconies, patios, parks, and
plazas that are occupied by residents, customers or members of the public will be required to be
oriented away from the freeway.
No additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what is included in the proposed project have
been identified. Future projects would be required to adhere to the proposed ordinances and
existing City, state, and SDAPCD regulations, to reduce potentially significant impacts. However, at
this programmatic level of review, without details of future project plans, all significant impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable.
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4.3

Biological Resources

This section analyzes potentially significant impacts related to biological resources that could result
from 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.” This analysis relies on secondary source information, existing biological resources
databases and literature, and vegetation data available from the SANGIS Regional Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) Data Warehouse.

4.3.1

Existing Conditions

4.3.1.1 Vegetation Communities
Vegetation communities/land cover types occurring within the proposed project areas are shown in
Figure 4.3-1 (Areas A through D). Table 4.3-1 lists acreages per vegetation community/land cover
type. A general description of each vegetation community and land cover type present within the
proposed project areas is provided below.
Table 4.3-1
Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types within
the Project Areas
Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type
Acreage
Disturbed and Urban/Developed Lands (Non-Native Vegetation,
72,923
Developed Areas, or Unvegetated Habitat)
Grasslands, Vernal Pools, Meadows, and Other Herb Communities
1,923
Riparian and Wetlands
1,407
Upland Habitats (Scrub and Chaparral)
6,818
TOTAL
83,217
NOTE: Numbers are approximate. Totals do not add due to rounding.
SOURCE: SANGIS GIS Data Warehouse 2019.

The proposed project areas contain the following sensitive vegetation communities: grasslands,
vernal pools, meadows, and other herb communities; riparian and wetlands; and upland habitats.
The location of sensitive vegetation communities are shown on Figure 4.3-1 and are described
below.
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4.3 Biological Resources

a. Disturbed and Urban/Developed Lands
Approximately 88 percent of the proposed project areas are located within disturbed and
urban/developed lands.

Disturbed Habitat
Disturbed habitat is classified as a Tier IV habitat by the City of San Diego’s (City’s) Biology Guidelines
(2018) and is composed of areas that have been previously disturbed and no longer function as a
native or naturalized vegetation community. Vegetation, if present, is dominated by opportunistic
non-native species. Disturbed habitat can also include previously graded lands such as firebreaks,
off-road vehicle trails, and construction staging sites.

Urban/Developed
Urban/developed areas are considered Tier IV habitats by the City’s Biology Guidelines (2018) and
have been constructed upon or otherwise physically altered to an extent that native vegetation is no
longer supported. Developed land is characterized by permanent or semi-permanent structures,
pavement or hardscape, and landscaped areas that often require irrigation. This includes buildings,
roads, parking lots, and landscaping of non-native vegetation.

b. Upland Habitats (Scrub and Chaparral)
Sensitive vegetation communities are those considered rare within the region or sensitive by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and/or the City. These communities, in any form
(e.g., including disturbed), are considered sensitive because they have been historically depleted, are
naturally uncommon, or support sensitive species.
Within the City’s Biology Guidelines (2018), upland vegetation communities are divided into four tiers
of sensitivity (the first includes the most sensitive, the fourth the least sensitive) based on rarity and
ecological importance. Tier I includes rare uplands. Tier II includes uncommon uplands. Tiers IIIA and
IIIB include common uplands. Tier IV includes other uplands. Wetland communities are not assigned
a tier.

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
Diegan coastal sage scrub (DCSS) is a vegetation community considered sensitive by federal and
state resource agencies, and Tier II by the City’s Biology Guidelines (2018). DCSS is the southern form
of coastal sage scrub and is a plant community consisting of low-growing, aromatic, droughtdeciduous soft-woody shrubs that have an average height of approximately 3 or 4 feet. The
community typically is found on low moisture-availability sites with steep, xeric slopes or clay rich
soils that are slow to release stored water. These sites often include drier south- and west-facing
slopes and occasionally north-facing slopes, where the community can act as a successional phase
of chaparral development. DCSS intergrades at higher elevations with several types of chaparrals, or
in drier more inland areas with Riversidean sage scrub. DCSS is found in coastal areas from Los
Angeles County south into Baja California, Mexico.
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Chaparral
Chaparral is considered a Tier IIIA species by the City’s Biology Guidelines (2018). Chaparral is a plant
community typically dominated by broad-leaved sclerophyllous shrubs or small trees, and
characteristically occupies protected north-facing canyon slopes or ravines where more mesic
conditions are present. Dominant shrubs in this community are typically 5 to 10 feet tall and may
include lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), laurel sumac (Malosma
laurina), and ceanothus (Ceanothus spp.). The vegetation is usually dense, with little or no understory
cover, but may include patches of bare soil. Many species in this community are adapted to
repeated fires by their ability to stump sprout. Chaparral typically is found in the coastal foothills of
San Diego County and Northern Baja California, usually at elevations below 3,000 feet (Oberbauer et
al. 2008).

b. Riparian and Wetland Habitat
Wetland vegetation communities are dominated by plant species adapted to soils that have periods
of prolonged saturation. Wetland vegetation communities are considered sensitive and are
regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
CDFW, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the City. As shown in Table 4.3-1,
approximately 1,407 acres of riparian and wetland habitats are located within the project areas. Sitespecific verification of wetland and water resources would be required to confirm and verify
resources present. A description of typical wetland habitats that may be present within the project
areas is provided below.

Freshwater Marsh
Freshwater marsh communities are comprised of perennial emergent monocots typically forming a
closed canopy. This habitat occurs in open bodies of fresh water with little current flow, such as
ponds, and to a lesser extent around seeps and springs. Freshwater marshes occur in areas of
permanent inundation by freshwater without active stream flow. Freshwater marsh communities, as
with all wetland habitats, have been greatly reduced throughout their entire range and continue to
decline as a result of urbanization. They are considered sensitive by state and federal resource
agencies.

Open Water
Open water generally consists of non-vegetated channels, floodways, and unvegetated freshwater
habitat.

Riparian Woodland
Southern riparian forest is a moderately dense riparian woodland community that contains a
majority of small trees and shrubs with a sparse density of tall, riparian trees. This community
occurs in larger river and tributary systems in southern California. It has been observed throughout
San Diego County and is characterized by western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), cottonwoods
(Populus spp.), and various willows (Salix spp.). This community tends to develop in stream systems
with moderate amounts of scour events.
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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Riparian Scrub
Riparian scrub is a moderately dense riparian habitat that contains a majority of small trees, lacking
taller riparian trees (Oberbauer et al. 2008). This community occurs in larger river and tributary
systems in southern California. It is characterized by mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia), Goodding’s black
willow (Salix gooddingii), and red willow (Salix lasiandra). This community tends to develop in major
river systems with moderate amounts of scour events.

Disturbed Riparian Scrub
Within disturbed riparian scrub, willow species may be absent and mule fat is present in smaller
amounts. Non-native species, including ngaio tree (Myoporum laetum), saltcedar (Tamarix
ramosissima), and giant reed (Arundo donax) dominate this vegetation community.

4.3.1.2 Sensitive Plant Species
Sensitive plant species are those that are considered by the federal government, state, or California
Native Plant Society (CNPS) as rare, threatened, or endangered; Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP) Covered Species; or MSCP narrow endemic species. More specifically, if a species is
designated with any of the following statuses (a through c below), it is considered sensitive per the
San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC; Chapter 11, Article 3, Division 1):
(a) A species or subspecies is listed as rare, endangered, or threatened under Section 670.2 or
670.5, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR); or the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA), Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Section 17.11 or 17.12; or candidate
species under the CCR;
(b) A species is a narrow endemic species as listed in the Biology Guidelines in the Land
Development Manual (LDM) (City of San Diego 2018); and/or
(c) A species is an MSCP Covered Species as listed in the Biology Guidelines in the LDM (City of
San Diego 2018).
A plant species may also be considered sensitive if it is included in the CNPS Inventory of Rare and
Endangered Plants (CNPS 2018).
Sensitive plant status is often based on one or more of three distributional attributes: geographic
range, habitat specificity, and/or population size. A species that exhibits a small or restricted
geographic range (such as those endemic to the region) is geographically rare. A species may be
more or less abundant but occur only in very specific habitats. Lastly, a species may be widespread,
but exist naturally in small populations.

4.3.1.3 Sensitive Wildlife Species
Sensitive wildlife species are those that are considered federal or state threatened or endangered;
MSCP Covered Species; or MSCP narrow endemic species. More specifically, if a species is
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designated with any of the following statuses (a through c below), it is considered sensitive per the
SDMC (Chapter 11, Article 3, Division 1):
(a) A species or subspecies is listed as endangered or threatened under Section 670.2 or 670.5,
Title 14, CCR; or the federal ESA, Title 50, CFR, Section 17.11 or 17.12; or candidate species
under the CCR;
(b) A species is a narrow endemic species as listed in the Biology Guidelines in the LDM (City of
San Diego 2018); and/or
(c) A species is an MSCP Covered Species as listed in the Biology Guidelines in the LDM (City of
San Diego 2018).
A species may also be considered sensitive if it is included on the CDFW’s special animals list as a
candidate for federal or state listing, state species of special concern, state watch list species, state
fully protected species, or federal bird of conservation concern. Generally, the principal reason an
individual taxon (species or subspecies) is considered sensitive is the documented or perceived
decline or limitations of its population size or geographical extent and/or distribution, resulting in
most cases from habitat loss. Additionally, avian nesting is protected by the California Fish and
Game Code Section 3503.

4.3.1.4

Wildlife Movement

Habitat linkages and wildlife corridors are defined as areas that connect suitable wildlife habitat
areas in a region otherwise fragmented by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human
disturbance. Natural features such as canyon drainages, ridgelines, or areas with vegetation cover
provide corridors for wildlife travel. Habitat linkages and wildlife corridors are important because
they provide access to mates, food, and water; allow the dispersal of individuals away from high
population density areas; and facilitate the exchange of genetic traits between populations. Wildlife
movement corridors are considered sensitive by the City and resource and conservation agencies.

4.3.2 Regulatory Setting
4.3.2.1 Federal Regulations
a. Endangered Species Act
The federal ESA, as amended (16 United States Code [USC] 1531 et seq.), provides for listing of
endangered and threatened species of plants and animals and designation of critical habitat for
listed animal species. The ESA also prohibits all persons subject to U.S. jurisdiction from “taking”
endangered species, which includes any harm or harassment. Section 7 of the ESA requires that
federal agencies, prior to project approval, consult with the USFWS and/or the National Marine
Fisheries Service to ensure adequate protection of listed species that may be affected by the project.
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b. Clean Water Act
The federal Water Pollution Control Act (also known as the Clean Water Act [CWA]) (33 USC 1251 et
seq.), as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987 (PL 1000-4), is the major federal legislation
governing water quality. The purpose of the CWA is to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” Discharges into waters of the U.S. are regulated
under Section 404 of the CWA. Waters of the U.S. include: (1) all navigable waters (including all
waters subject to the ebb and flow of tides); (2) all interstate waters and wetlands; (3) all other
waters, such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudflats, sand flats,
wetlands, sloughs, or natural ponds; (4) all impoundments of waters mentioned above; (5) all
tributaries to waters mentioned above; (6) the territorial seas; and (7) all wetlands adjacent to waters
mentioned above. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine
RWQCBs are responsible for implementing the CWA. Important applicable sections of the CWA are
discussed below.
•

Section 303 requires states to develop water quality standards for inland surface and ocean
waters and submit to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) for approval.
Under Section 303(d), the state is required to list waters that do not meet water quality
standards and to develop action plans, called total maximum daily loads, to improve water
quality.

•

Section 304 provides for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines.

•

Section 401 requires an applicant for any federal permit that proposes an activity that may
result in a discharge to waters of the U.S. to obtain certification from the state that the
discharge will comply with other provisions of the CWA. Certification is provided by the
respective RWQCB.

•

Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), a
permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant (except for dredge or fill material) into
waters of the U.S. The NPDES program is administered by the RWQCB. Conformance with
Section 402 is typically addressed in conjunction with water quality certification under
Section 401.

•

Section 404 provides for issuance of dredge/fill permits by the USACE. Permits typically
include conditions to minimize impacts on water quality. Common conditions include USACE
review and approval of sediment quality analysis before dredging, a detailed pre- and postconstruction monitoring plan that includes disposal site monitoring, and required
compensation for loss of waters of the U.S.

c. Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703 et seq.), or MBTA, is a federal statute that implements
treaties with several countries on the conservation and protection of migratory birds. The number of
bird species covered by the MBTA is extensive and is listed at 50 CFR Section 10.13. The regulatory
definition of “migratory bird” is broad and includes any mutation or hybrid of a listed species and
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any part, egg, or nest of such birds (50 CFR Section 10.12). The MBTA, which is enforced by USFWS,
makes it unlawful “by any means or in any manner, to pursue, hunt, take, capture, [or] kill” any
migratory bird, or attempt such actions, except as permitted by regulation. The take, possession,
import, export, transport, sale, purchase, barter, or offering of these activities is prohibited, except
under a valid permit or as permitted in the implementing regulations (50 CFR Section 21.11).
Pursuant to U.S. Department of the Interior Memorandum M-37050, the MBTA is no longer
interpreted to cover incidental take of migratory birds (U.S. Department of the Interior 2017).
Therefore, impacts that are incidental to implementation of an otherwise lawful project would not
be considered significant.

d. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
The USACE has primary federal responsibility for administering regulations that concern waters and
wetlands. In this regard, the USACE acts under two statutory authorities, the Rivers and Harbors Act
(33 USC, Sections 9 and 10), which governs specified activities in navigable waters, and the CWA
(Section 404), which governs specified activities in waters of the U.S., including wetlands and special
aquatic sites. Wetlands and non-wetland waters (e.g., rivers, streams, and natural ponds) are a
subset of waters of the U.S. and receive protection under Section 404 of the CWA. The USACE has
primary federal responsibility for administering regulations that concern waters and wetlands in the
project area under statutory authority of the CWA (Section 404). In addition, the regulations and
policies of various federal agencies mandate that the filling of wetlands be avoided to the maximum
extent feasible. The USACE requires obtaining a permit if a project proposes placing structures
within navigable waters and/or alteration of waters of the U.S.

4.3.2.2 State Regulations
a. California Endangered Species Act
Similar to the federal ESA, the California ESA of 1970 provides protection to species considered
threatened or endangered by the State of California (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et
seq.). The California ESA recognizes the importance of threatened and endangered fish, wildlife, and
plant species and their habitats, and prohibits the taking of any endangered, threatened, or rare
plant and/or animal species unless specifically permitted for education or management purposes.

b. California Fish and Game Code
The California Fish and Game Code regulates the handling and management of the state’s fish and
wildlife. Most of the code is administered or enforced by the CDFW (before January 1, 2013,
California Department of Fish and Game).
•

Section 1602 regulates activities that would divert or obstruct the natural flow or
substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports fish
or wildlife. CDFW has jurisdiction over riparian habitats associated with watercourses.
Jurisdictional waters are delineated by the outer edge of riparian vegetation or at the top of
the bank of streams or lakes, whichever is wider. CDFW jurisdiction does not include tidal
areas or isolated resources.
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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•

Under Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code, it is unlawful to take, possess, or
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or
any regulation made pursuant thereto. Section 3503.3 of the Code prohibits the take,
possession, or destruction of any birds in the orders Falconiformes (raptors) or Strigiformes
(owls), or of their nests and eggs (State of California 1991).

c. Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act of 1969, updated in 2012 (California Water Code,
Section 13000 et seq.), established the principal California legal and regulatory framework for water
quality control. The act is embodied in the California Water Code. The California Water Code
authorizes the SWRCB to implement the provisions of the federal CWA. The State of California is
divided into nine regions governed by their respective RWQCB. The RWQCBs implement and enforce
provisions of the California Water Code and CWA under the oversight of the SWRCB.

4.3.2.3 Local Regulations
a. Multiple Species Conservation Program
The MSCP is a comprehensive habitat conservation planning program for southwestern San Diego
County. A goal of the MSCP is to preserve a network of habitat and open space, thereby protecting
biodiversity, while streamlining environmental permitting for development. Local jurisdictions,
including the City, implement their portions of the MSCP through subarea plans, which describe
specific implementing mechanisms.
The City’s MSCP Subarea Plan was approved in March 1997. The MSCP Subarea Plan is a plan and
process for the issuance of permits under the federal and state ESA and the California Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Act of 1991. The primary goal of the MSCP Subarea Plan is to
conserve viable populations of sensitive species and to conserve regional biodiversity while allowing
for reasonable economic growth.
In July 1997, the City signed an Implementing Agreement with USFWS and CDFW. The Implementing
Agreement serves as a binding contract between the City, USFWS, and CDFW that identifies the roles
and responsibilities of the parties to implement the MSCP and Subarea Plan. The agreement
became effective on July 17, 1997, and allows the City to issue Incidental Take Authorizations under
the provisions of the MSCP. Applicable state and federal permits are still required for wetlands and
listed species that are not covered by the MSCP.

MSCP Subarea Plan
The City’s subarea encompasses 206,124 acres within the MSCP study area. The subarea is
characterized by urban land uses with approximately three-quarters either built out or retained as
open space/park system. The City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) represents a “hard line”
preserve, in which boundaries have been specifically determined. It is considered an urban preserve
which is constrained by existing or approved development, and is comprised of linkages connecting
several large areas of habitat. The City's MHPA is approximately 56,831 acres and includes

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.3-12

4.3 Biological Resources
approximately 47,910 acres within City jurisdiction, and additional City-owned lands (8,921 acres) in
the unincorporated areas around San Vicente Reservoir, Otay Lakes, and Marron Valley.

Multi-Habitat Planning Area
The MHPA is the area within which the permanent MSCP preserve will be assembled and managed
for its biological resources. Input from responsible agencies and other interested participants
resulted in adoption of the City’s MHPA in 1997. The City’s MHPA areas are defined by “hard-line”
limits, “with limited development permitted based on the development area allowance of the OR-1-2
zone [open space residential zone].” Portions of the MHPA in and around the project areas are
shown on Figure 4.3-2 (Areas A through D).
Private land wholly within the MHPA is allowed up to 25 percent development in the least sensitive
portion of the site per the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. Should more than 25 percent development be
desired, an MHPA boundary line adjustment may be proposed. The City’s MSCP Subarea Plan states
that adjustments to the MHPA boundary line are permitted without the need to amend the City’s
Subarea Plan, provided the boundary adjustment results in an area of equivalent or higher
biological value. To meet this standard, the area proposed for addition to the MHPA must meet the
six functional equivalency criteria set forth in Section 5.5.2 of the Final MSCP Subarea Plan. All MHPA
boundary line adjustments require approval by the USFWS, CDFW, and the City.
For parcels located outside the MHPA, “there is no limit on the encroachment into sensitive
biological resources, with the exception of wetlands, and listed non-covered species’ habitat (which
are regulated by state and federal agencies) and narrow endemic species.” However, “impacts to
sensitive biological resources must be assessed and mitigation, where necessary, must be provided
in conformance” with the City’s Biology Guidelines.
The MSCP Section 1.5 Framework Management Plan includes management priorities to be
undertaken by the City as part of its MSCP implementation requirements. Those actions identified as
Priority 1 are required to be implemented by the City as a condition of the MSCP Take Authorization
to ensure that covered species are adequately protected. The actions identified as Priority 2 may be
undertaken by the City as resources permit.

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines
MSCP Section 1.4.3 was developed to ensure the ecological integrity of the MHPA by limiting indirect
impacts to the MHPA. The MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines are incorporated into applicable
permit conditions during the development review phase of a proposed project. These guidelines
address the issues of drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, invasive species, brush management,
and grading/development, as follows:
Lighting
Lighting of all developed areas adjacent to the MHPA should be directed away from the MHPA.
Where necessary, development should provide adequate shielding with non-invasive plant materials
(preferably native), berming, and/or other methods to protect the MHPA and sensitive species from
night lighting.
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4.3 Biological Resources
Drainage
All new and proposed parking lots and developed areas in and adjacent to the preserve must not
drain directly into the MHPA. All developed and paved areas must prevent the release of toxins,
chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant materials and other elements that might degrade or
harm the natural environment or ecosystem processes within the MHPA. This can be accomplished
using a variety of methods including natural detention basins, grass swales or mechanical trapping
devices. These systems should be maintained approximately once a year, or as often as needed, to
ensure proper functioning. Maintenance should include dredging out sediments if needed,
removing exotic plant materials, and adding chemical-neutralizing compounds (e.g., clay
compounds) when necessary and appropriate.
Toxics
Land uses, such as recreation and agriculture, that use chemicals or generate by-products such as
manure, that are potentially toxic or impactive to wildlife, sensitive species, habitat, or water quality
need to incorporate measures to reduce impacts caused by the application and/or drainage of such
materials into the MHPA. Such measures should include drainage/detention basins, swales, or
holding areas with non-invasive grasses or wetland-type native vegetation to filter out the toxic
materials. Regular maintenance should be provided. Where applicable, this requirement should be
incorporated into leases on publicly owned property as leases come up for renewal.
Noise
Uses in or adjacent to the MHPA should be designed to minimize noise impacts. Berms or walls
should be constructed adjacent to commercial areas, recreational areas, and any other use that may
introduce noises that could impact or interfere with wildlife utilization of the MHPA. Excessively
noisy uses or activities adjacent to breeding areas must incorporate noise reduction measures and
be curtailed during the breeding season of sensitive species. Adequate noise reduction measures
should also be incorporated for the remainder of the year.
Barriers
New development adjacent to the MHPA may be required to provide barriers (e.g., non-invasive
vegetation, rocks/boulders, fences, walls, and/or signage) along the MHPA boundaries to direct
public access to appropriate locations and reduce domestic animal predation.
Invasives
No invasive non-native plant species shall be introduced into areas adjacent to the MHPA.
Brush Management
New residential development located adjacent to and topographically above the MHPA (e.g., along
canyon edges) must be set back from slope edges to incorporate Zone 1 brush management areas
on the development pad and outside of the MHPA. Zones 2 and 3 will be combined into one zone
(Zone 2) and may be located in the MHPA upon granting of an easement to the City (or other
acceptable agency) except where narrow wildlife corridors require it to be located outside of the
MHPA. Zone 2 will be increased by 30 feet, except in areas with a low fire hazard severity rating
where no Zone 2 would be required. Brush management zones shall not be greater in size than is
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.3-18

4.3 Biological Resources
currently required by the City’s regulations. The amount of woody vegetation clearing shall not
exceed 50 percent of the vegetation existing when the initial clearing is done (SDMC Chapter 4,
Article 2, Division 4). Vegetation clearing shall be done consistent with City’s Brush Management
Regulations and shall avoid/minimize impacts to covered species to the maximum extent possible.
For all new development, regardless of the ownership, the brush management in the Zone 2 area
will be the responsibility of a homeowners association or other private party.
For existing project and approved projects, the brush management zones, standards and locations,
and clearing techniques will not change from those required under existing regulations.
Grading/Land Development
Manufactured slopes associated with site development shall be included within the development
footprint for projects within or adjacent to the MHPA.

b. Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan
The City Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP) is intended to provide a framework to
protect, enhance, and restore vernal pool resources within the City, while improving and
streamlining the environmental permitting process for impacts to threatened and endangered
species associated with vernal pools. The VPHCP provides coverage for threatened and endangered
vernal pool species that do not currently have federal coverage under the MSCP Subarea Plan. The
VPHCP is compatible with and expands existing MHPA lands to conserve additional lands with vernal
pool resources. VPHCP preserve areas in and around the project areas are shown in Figure 4.3-2.
VPHCP covered species includes the following seven threatened and endangered species:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Otay Mesa mint (Pogogyne nudiuscula)
San Diego Mesa mint (Pogogyne abramsii)
Spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis)
San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii)
California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica)
Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni)
San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis)

The VPHCP includes measures to avoid or minimize the impact of the taking of covered species.
Development on premises that does not contain Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) but is located
adjacent to a premise that contains ESL shall comply with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines in
MSCP Subarea Plan Section 1.4.3 and VPHCP Section 5.2.1.

c. City of San Diego Environmentally Sensitive Lands 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. These regulations are intended to ensure 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
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flooding in specific areas while minimizing the need for construction of flood control facilities. These
regulations are intended to protect the public health, safety, and welfare while employing
regulations that are consistent with sound resources conservation principles and the rights of
private property owners.
The ESL Regulations cover sensitive biological resources, including wetlands, within and outside of
the coastal zone and MHPA. In addition to protecting wetlands, the ESL Regulations require a
wetland buffer be maintained around all wetlands as appropriate to protect the functions and
values of the wetland. Section 320.4(b)(2) of the USACE General Regulatory Policies (33 CFR 320-330)
list criteria for consideration when evaluating wetland functions and values. These include wildlife
habitat (spawning, nesting, rearing, and foraging), food chain productivity, water quality, ground
water recharge, and areas for the protection from storm and floodwaters.
During City review of a ministerial permit application, City staff evaluates proposed projects for the
presence of ESL. Specifically, SDMC Section 143.0113 states, “(a) In connection with any permit
application for development on a parcel, the applicant shall provide the information used to
determine the existence and location of environmentally sensitive lands in accordance with
Section 112.0102(b). (b) Based on a project-specific analysis and the best scientific information
available, the City Manager shall determine the existence and precise location of environmentally
sensitive lands on the premises.” At the time of a request for a building permit or other ministerial
project application where the presence of ESL is in question, City staff would request evidence to
confirm the presence or absence of ESL. If ESL is present and would be impacted by the proposed
project, the project would be required to obtain a discretionary permit as detailed in SDMC
Table 143-01A, Applicability of Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations.

d. City of San Diego General Plan Conservation Element
The City’s General Plan establishes citywide policies to be cited in conjunction with a community
plan. The General Plan presents goals and policies for biological resources in the Conservation
Element, which generally aim to: protect and conserve the landforms, canyon lands, and open
spaces; limit development of floodplains and sensitive biological areas including wetlands, steep
hillsides, canyons, and coastal lands; manage and/or minimize runoff, sedimentation, and erosion
due to construction activity in order to improve watershed management and water quality; manage
wetland areas for natural flood control and preserve wetland areas; preserve areas within the MSCP
and implement the goals and policies of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan; support the long-term
monitoring of restoration and mitigation efforts to track and evaluate changes in wetland acreage,
functions, and values; and to work with private, state, and federal organizations or people in order
to implement an effective wetland management system.
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e. City of San Diego Biology Guidelines
Pursuant to the SDMC (Chapter 11, Article 3, Division 1) and the City’s Biology Guidelines (2018),
sensitive biological resources refer to upland and/or wetland areas that meet any one of the
following criteria:
a)
b)
c)
d)

Lands that have been included in the MSCP Preserve (i.e., the MHPA);
Wetlands [as defined by SDMC Chapter 11, Article 3, Division 1];
Lands outside the MHPA that contain Tier I, Tier II, Tier IIIA, or Tier IIIB habitats;
Lands supporting species or subspecies listed as rare, endangered, or threatened under
Section 670.2 or 670.5, Title 14, CCR; or the federal ESA, 50 CFR Section 17.11 or 17.12; or
candidate species under the CCR;
e) Lands containing habitats with MSCP narrow endemic species as listed in the City’s Biology
Guidelines; or
f) Lands containing habitats of MSCP Covered Species as listed in the City’s Biology Guidelines.

4.3.3

Significance Determination Thresholds

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to biological resources are based on the City’s
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2016), which have been modified to guide a
programmatic analysis for the proposed project. A significant impact to biological resources could
occur if implementation of the proposed project would result in:
1) A substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in the MSCP or other local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS;
2) A substantial adverse impact on any Tier I Habitats, Tier II Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats, or
Tier IIIB 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;
3) 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;
4) 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 Subarea Plan, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites;
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; or
6) A conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
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4.3.4

Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Sensitive Species
Would the proposed project result in a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in the MSCP or
other local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS?
The Mobility Choices Program would result in transportation infrastructure improvements within
existing developed roads and streets within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. These improvements would
occur within existing City right-of-way or within the development footprint of future development
projects. The Mobility Choices Program would also incentivize housing development within Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32. While development authorized under the Housing Program and incentivized by
the Mobility Choices Program would be largely focused within existing Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32,
some development could adversely impact sensitive habitats that support sensitive species. The
proposed Housing Program is intended to facilitate and streamline multi-family development within
the project areas by allowing such development to occur ministerially, subject to the requirements
of the proposed ordinance and other applicable regulatory requirements. While the Housing
Program would allow ministerial multi-family development within TPAs and incentivize housing
within existing Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32, some project areas may support sensitive species as
shown in Figure 4.3-1, and summarized in Table 4.3-1. Of these sensitive habitats, approximately
605 acres are located within lands designated as ESL, including lands within the MHPA.
Future ministerial development within the project areas would be reviewed by City staff as part of
the intake process to determine the presence of ESL, which would include sensitive habitats that
may support sensitive species (LDM, Project Submittal Requirements, Section 1). If the presence of
ESL is unclear, City staff would request evidence to confirm the presence or absence of ESL. If ESL is
present and would be impacted by the proposed project, the project would no longer be processed
ministerially and would be required to obtain a discretionary permit as detailed in SDMC Table 14301A, Applicability of Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations. This process would ensure that
potentially sensitive habitats would be reviewed in accordance with ESL Regulations, the City’s
Biology Guidelines, and the provisions of the MSCP. Development under the Housing Program on
sites with ESL that are processed with a Site Development Permit could result in significant impacts
to sensitive species. 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.
Future ministerial development within the project areas may also occur adjacent to the MHPA
and/or VPHCP preserve areas which could result in potentially significant impacts to nearby sensitive
species due to construction noise or other indirect effects such as runoff and lighting overflow.
However, these potential adverse effects would be avoided through application of the Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines in MSCP Subarea Plan Section 1.4.3 and VPHCP Section 5.2.1 that are required
for any development adjacent to MHPA or VPHCP preserve lands pursuant to the ESL Regulations.
All projects proposed adjacent to MHPA or VPHCP preserve lands would be required to comply with
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the appropriate Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, which would ensure potential indirect impacts to
sensitive habitats and wildlife species within MHPA and VPHCP preserve areas 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.

Issue 2 Sensitive Habitats
Would the proposed project result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I Habitats, Tier II Habitats,
Tier IIIA Habitats, or Tier IIIB 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?
The Mobility Choices Program would result in the installation of transportation infrastructure
improvements within existing developed roads and streets within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. These
improvements would occur within existing City right-of-way or within the development footprint of
future development projects. The Mobility Choices Program also is intended to incentivize housing
development within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. While development authorized under the Housing
Program and incentivized by the Mobility Choices Program would be largely focused within existing
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32, some development could adversely impact sensitive habitats.
Development that would impact ESL would be processed with a Site Development Permit. These
projects would undergo discretionary review to ensure impacts to potentially sensitive habitats
would be conserved or mitigated in accordance with the ESL Regulations, the City’s Biology
Guidelines (2018), and the provisions of the MSCP and VPHCP including the identification of sitespecific mitigation. 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 to sensitive habitats associated with potential future
discretionary development under the Housing Program would be significant.
Future development eligible to be processed ministerially under the Housing Program would be
evaluated as part of the ministerial review, consistent with the ESL Regulations and as described
above under Issue 1. Should development be proposed within sensitive habitats, a discretionary
permit as detailed in SDMC Table 143-01A, Applicability of Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Regulations, would be required as detailed above. 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, at this program level
of analysis, impacts associated with potential future discretionary development under the proposed
project would be significant.
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Issue 3 Wetlands
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 ESL Regulations would ensure that impacts to wetlands are avoided and
appropriate wetland buffers are provided. The project areas are generally void of wetland habitat
except for those project areas as described in Table 4.3-1 and shown in Figure 4.3-1. Wetland
habitats located within existing open space and/or the MHPA would be protected from disturbance.
Wetland habitats located outside of the MHPA would be protected from disturbance through the
City’s ESL Regulations. Wetlands within the project areas are located primarily within Mission Bay
Park and riverine areas which cannot be developed.
The City’s ESL Regulations require a wetland buffer be maintained around all wetlands as
appropriate to protect the functions and values of the wetland. During City review of a ministerial
permit application, City staff evaluates proposed projects for the presence of ESL. Specifically, SDMC
Section 143.0113 states,
(a) In connection with any permit application for development on a parcel, the
applicant shall provide the information used to determine the existence and location
of environmentally sensitive lands in accordance with Section 112.0102(b).
(b) Based on a project-specific analysis and the best scientific information available,
the City Manager shall determine the existence and precise location of
environmentally sensitive lands on the premises.
At the time of a request for a building permit or other ministerial project application where the
presence of ESL is in question, City staff would request evidence to confirm the presence or absence
of ESL. If ESL is present and would be impacted by the proposed project, the project would be
required to obtain a discretionary permit as detailed in SDMC Table 143-01A, Applicability of
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations.
Proposed projects with potential to impact wetland habitat would be reviewed as part of the ESL
Regulations and any proposed development within wetlands would require a discretionary review
which includes demonstrating compliance with the City’s Biology Guidelines, ESL Regulations, and
the MSCP Subarea Plan. Additionally, impacts to wetland habitat are regulated by the USACE
pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA, the RWQCB in accordance with Section 401 of the CWA, and the
CDFW under Section 1600 of California Fish and Game Code. Development under the Housing
Program that is processed ministerially would not be associated with wetland impacts and thus,
would result in less than significant impacts to wetlands. However, at a program level of review, it
cannot be determined whether development under the Housing Program that requires a
discretionary permit process would be able to fully mitigate all impacts. Thus, with implementation
of existing regulatory protections, impacts to wetland habitat resulting from future ministerial
development within the project areas would be less than significant. However, at a program level of
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review, impacts associated with potential future discretionary development under the proposed
project would be potentially significant.

Issue 4

Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites

Would the proposed project result in 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 Subarea Plan, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
The Mobility Choices Program would result in transportation infrastructure improvements within
existing developed roads and streets within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. These improvements would
occur within existing City right-of-way or within the development footprint of future development
projects and would not interfere with wildlife movement or nursery sites. The Housing Program
project areas are also primarily located within existing developed lands. However, some wildlife
corridors exist within undeveloped canyons and along river corridors adjacent to project areas.
For example, within the Mid-City area, canyons adjacent to the project areas provide for local wildlife
movement for birds and small mammals as they serve as a stepping stone for wildlife species
movement between other local canyon systems and into major off-site habitat areas. However,
these canyons are isolated by development and are not part of a major wildlife corridor system.
Nonetheless, these canyon areas are generally designated as open space and would not be affected
by the proposed project.
Similarly, as discussed in the Mission Valley Community Plan Update Final Program Environmental
Impact Report (2019), the San Diego River is part of a major wildlife corridor system that allows for
wildlife species movement between the Pacific Ocean and inland canyon systems and other major
off-site habitat areas. It provides for local wildlife movement for birds and mammals, but is
designated as MHPA which provides protections from future development. These designations
would protect the San Diego River corridor from future development and impacts to the river
corridor were found to be less than significant. Other wildlife corridors that may exist adjacent to
the project areas, such as Los Peñasquitos Canyon, are also designated as MHPA and would be
protected from future development. Thus, impacts to wildlife corridors would be less than
significant.
As discussed in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the North Park and Golden Hill
Community Plan Updates (2016), there is a low potential for the occurrence of sensitive bird species;
however, where future development areas contain trees or are located adjacent to trees that could
serve as nesting habitat for migratory birds, there is a potential for adverse impacts to wildlife
nursery sites if construction occurs during the typical bird breeding season (February 1 to
September 15). The potential for impacts to wildlife nursery sites within the project areas are likely
to be similar to what was disclosed for development within North Park as North Park is an urbanized
setting that is representative of the project areas that could be developed under the proposed
project.
The MBTA, which is enforced by the USFWS, makes it unlawful “by any means or in any manner, to
pursue, hunt, take, capture, [or] kill” any migratory bird or attempt such actions, except as permitted
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by regulation. Thus, there is an existing regulatory framework in place to prevent adverse impacts to
migratory birds. Within the project areas, development adjacent to the MHPA would be subject to
additional protections that would avoid impacts to wildlife nursery sites in adjacent habitat areas as
detailed further under Issue 5 below. Thus, through adherence to the existing regulatory framework,
potential impacts to wildlife nursery sites would be less than significant.

Issue 5 Multiple Species Conservation Program
Would the proposed project result in 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?
No conflicts were identified with the MSCP Subarea Plan or VPHCP as the project areas are largely
urbanized. A total of approximately 8,995 acres of the project areas are located within MHPA including
approximately 112 acres of VPHCP preserve areas (refer to Figure 4.3-2). The MHPA, including the
VPHCP expansion areas, were designed to maximize conservation of sensitive biological resources,
including sensitive species. When land is developed adjacent to these preserves, there is a potential for
secondary impacts that may degrade the habitat value or disrupt species within the preserve area.
Secondary effects of project development may include habitat insularization, drainage/water quality
impacts, lighting, noise, exotic plant species, nuisance from other animal species, and human
intrusion. These impacts could be short-term resulting from construction activities, or long term.
Short-term construction impacts could result in the disruption of nesting and breeding activities, thus
affecting the population of sensitive species. To address these concerns, the MSCP Subarea Plan and
VPHCP include Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and Avoidance and Minimization Measures
(respectfully) that are to be evaluated and implemented at the project level.
Conflicts with the MSCP Subarea Plan and/or VPHCP arising from future development allowed under
the proposed project would be avoided through implementation of the ESL Regulations during a
ministerial project review. During this review, the City would identify if a proposed development is
located adjacent to MHPA or VPHCP lands. Application of these regulations during a ministerial
building permit review would ensure application of the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines for
any development adjacent to ESL, which includes MHPA and VPHCP lands. With procedures to
ensure the application of the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, there would be no secondary or
indirect impacts and impacts related to consistency with the MSCP Subarea Plan and VPHCP would
be less than significant.

Issue 6 Conflicts with Local Plans and Policies
Would the proposed project result in a conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources?
As discussed under Issues 1 and 2 above, any future development under the proposed project that
would impact ESL would be processed with a discretionary permit as detailed in SDMC Table 14301A, Applicability of Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations. Additionally, future development
eligible to be processed ministerially under the Housing Program would be evaluated as part of the
ministerial review, consistent with the ESL Regulations. Thus, the proposed project would not result
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in a conflict with ESL Regulations. No conflicts with the MSCP Subarea Plan and/or VPHCP were
identified, as discussed under Issue 5. Impacts related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
Preservation of the region’s biological resources has been addressed through the implementation of
regional habitat conservation plans. Impacts to biological resources in the City are managed through
the adopted MSCP Subarea Plan and VPHCP, which is incorporated by reference in the City’s
adopted General Plan.
As discussed above, the proposed project areas support a number of sensitive resources including
riparian and wetlands, grasslands, vernal pools, meadows, and other herb communities, and scrub
and chaparral. While sensitive resources are protected through the open space designations and/or
their location within MHPA lands, development of the project areas could result in a cumulative
impact to lands outside protective zones. The City’s ESL Regulations would ensure that ministerial
projects proposed under the proposed project that would impact ESL are required to process a Site
Development Permit, which would require a discretionary review to ensure sensitive resources are
evaluated and mitigation is applied to the extent feasible. 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. Should ESL impacts be
identified during the ministerial review, the project would be processed under a discretionary permit
to ensure consistency with the City’s ESL Regulations, the Biology Guidelines, and the provisions of
the MSCP Subarea Plan and VPHCP to protect the on-site sensitive resources. Through this process,
it is anticipated that a cumulative loss of resources would be avoided; however, at a program level of
review it cannot be ensured that all cumulative biological resource impacts would be minimized to
less than significant. Impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

4.3.5

Significance of Impacts

4.3.5.1 Sensitive Species
Implementation of the proposed project would affect primarily developed areas. However, sensitive
species could be present within the project areas. Pursuant to the ESL Regulations, ministerial
projects would be 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. Development under the Housing Program on sites with
ESL that are processed with a Site Development Permit could result in significant impacts to
sensitive species. 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.
The ESL Regulations require that any project located adjacent to MHPA or 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
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are addressed. 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.

4.3.5.2 Sensitive Habitats
Implementation of the proposed project could impact sensitive habitats. Pursuant to the ESL
Regulations, ministerial projects would be 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, at
this program level of review, impacts associated with potential future discretionary development
under the proposed project would be significant.

4.3.5.3 Wetlands
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. Thus, 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, where a discretionary review process is
required consistent with the ESL Regulations, 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.

4.3.5.4 Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites
Impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be avoided through compliance with the MSCP
and compliance with protections afforded to MHPA and MHPA-adjacent lands. Thus, through
adherence to the existing regulatory framework in place, potential impacts to wildlife corridor and
nursery sites would be less than significant.

4.3.5.5 Multiple Species Conservation Program
Project areas located within MHPA and VPHCP preserve lands would be subject to the ESL
Regulations which would ensure no conflicts would occur in relation to the MSCP Subarea Plan or
VPHCP. Additionally, development adjacent to MHPA and VPHCP preserve lands would be subject to
the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines in MSCP Subarea Plan Section 1.4.3 and Avoidance and
Minimization Measures VPHCP Section 5.2.1. Thus, impacts related to conflicts with the MSCP
Subarea Plan and VPHCP would be less than significant.
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4.3.5.6 Conflicts with Local Plans and Policies
The proposed project would be consistent with ESL Regulations. No conflicts with the MSCP Subarea
Plan and/or VPHCP were identified. Impacts related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources would be less than significant.

4.3.6

Conclusion

The proposed ordinances were designed to incentivize development within existing developed and
urbanized areas, thus, minimizing the potential impacts of development on biological resources.
Biological resources impacts to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands resulting from
potential ministerial development under the Housing Program would be less than significant.
However, where future development under the proposed project requires a discretionary approval,
it cannot be determined at a program level of analysis whether all impacts can be fully mitigated.
Thus, future discretionary development under the Housing Program and/or development
incentivized by the Mobility Choices Program would be significant and unavoidable. Impacts to
wildlife corridors and nursery sites and the MSCP Subarea Plan and VPHCP would be less than
significant. Impacts related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources would be less than significant.
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4.4

Energy

This section evaluates potential impacts related to energy conservation due to 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 “Mobility Choices Program.” The energy
conservation analysis consists of a summary of the existing conditions in the project areas, the
energy regulatory framework, a discussion of the proposed project’s potential impacts on energy
resources, and identification of requirements of the proposed project that may reduce energy
consumption.

4.4.1

Existing Conditions

San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) currently provides natural gas and electricity transmission and
distribution infrastructure in San Diego County. SDG&E is regulated by the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC), which is responsible for making sure that California utilities’ customers have
safe and reliable utility service. The project’s energy needs would be supplied through the various
combinations of energy resources available within the project areas, and the analysis in this section
takes into account the anticipated future SDG&E energy resource use patterns.
Senate Bill (SB) 1078 established the California Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program, which
requires SDG&E and other statewide energy utility providers to achieve a 33 percent renewable
energy mix by 2020. Table 4.4-1 summarizes the SDG&E power mix as of 2016. As shown, SDG&E
used biomass, solar, and wind sources, and obtained 43 percent of its energy from renewable
resources in 2016 (SDG&E 2018).
Table 4.4-1
SDG&E 2016 Power Mix
Energy Source
Renewables
Biomass
Solar
Wind
Natural Gas and Unspecified
SOURCE: SDG&E 2018.

Power Mix (%)
43
1
21
21
57

SDG&E supplies customers with electricity generated both locally and outside of the utility’s service
territory, with local facilities currently capable of generating a total of approximately
3,100 megawatts (MW) of power.
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4.4.2

Regulatory Setting

4.4.2.1 Federal Regulations
a. Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act and Amendments
The Energy Policy and Conservation Act was enacted in 1975. It established a number of federal
programs that play a key role in reducing energy use, most notably the Corporate Average Fuel
Economy (CAFE) standards and the Energy Conservation Program for Consumer Products. The
Energy Conservation Program for Consumer Products sets energy efficiency standards for certain
types of appliances, including air conditioners, refrigerators, water heaters, clothes washers, and
dishwashers.

b. Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007
The Energy Independence and Security Act was enacted in 2007 and contains four key titles to
promote energy efficiency and renewable energy generation. Titles 1 and 2 increase the federal
CAFE standards, promote renewable energy use in vehicles, and create incentive programs for
hybrid vehicles. Title 3 strengthens energy efficiency standards for various appliances and light
bulbs, including requiring the phasing out of outdated and inefficient incandescent light bulbs.
Title 4 promotes energy efficiency in buildings by establishing several educational and incentive
programs.

4.4.2.2 State Regulations
a. SB 1078 (Renewables Portfolio Standard Program)
The RPS program promotes diversification of the state’s electricity supply and decreased reliance on
fossil fuel energy sources. Originally adopted in 2002 with a goal to achieve a 20 percent renewable
energy mix by 2020 (referred to as the “Initial RPS”), the goal has been accelerated and increased by
Executive Orders (EO) S-14-08 and S-21-09 to a goal of 33 percent by 2020. In April 2011, SB 2 (1X)
codified California’s 33 percent RPS goal. In September 2015, the California Legislature passed SB
350, which increases California’s renewable energy mix goal to 50 percent by year 2030.

b. California Code of Regulations, Title 24 – California Building Code
The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, is referred to as the California Building Code (CBC).
It consists of a compilation of several distinct standards and codes related to building construction,
including plumbing, electrical, interior acoustics, energy efficiency, handicap accessibility, and so on.
Of particular relevance to greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions are the CBC’s energy efficiency and
green building standards as outlined below.
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Title 24, Part 6 – Energy Efficiency Standards
Title 24, Part 6 of the CCR is the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings (also known as the California Energy Code [Energy Code]). This code,
originally enacted in 1978 in response to legislative mandates, establishes energy-efficiency
standards for residential and non-residential buildings in order to reduce California’s energy
consumption. The Energy Code is updated periodically to incorporate and consider new energy
efficiency technologies and methodologies as they become available, and incentives in the form of
rebates and tax breaks are provided on a sliding scale for buildings achieving energy efficiency
above the minimum standards.
The current version of the Energy Code, known as the 2016 Title 24, or the 2016 Energy Code,
became effective January 1, 2017. The 2016 Energy Code provides mandatory energy efficiency
measures as well as voluntary tiers for increased energy efficiency. The California Energy
Commission (CEC), in conjunction with the CPUC, has adopted a goal that all new residential and
commercial construction achieve zero net energy by 2020 and 2030, respectively. It is expected that
achievement of the zero net energy goal will occur via revisions to the Title 24 standards.
The upcoming version of the Energy Code, known as the 2019 Energy Code, was adopted on May 9,
2018 and will take effect on January 1, 2020. The 2019 Energy Code includes provisions for smart
residential photovoltaic (PV) systems, updated thermal envelope standards (preventing heat transfer
from the interior to exterior and vice versa), residential and nonresidential ventilation requirements,
and nonresidential lighting requirements. The 2019 Energy Code aims to reduce energy use in new
homes by requiring that all new homes include individual or community solar PV systems or
community shared battery storage system that achieves equivalent time-dependent value energy
use reduction. Accounting for solar PV requirements, the CEC’s preliminary estimates indicate that
homes built consistent with the 2019 Energy Code will result in 53 percent less energy use than
those built under the 2016 standards.

Title 24, Part 11 – California Green Building Standards Code
Title 24, Part 11 of the CCR is the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). Beginning in
2011, CALGreen instituted mandatory minimum environmental performance standards for all
ground-up new construction of commercial and low-rise residential buildings, state-owned
buildings, schools, and hospitals. It also includes voluntary tiers (I and II) with stricter environmental
performance standards for these same categories of residential and non-residential buildings. Local
jurisdictions must enforce the minimum mandatory requirements and may adopt CALGreen with
amendments for stricter requirements.
The mandatory standards require:
•
•
•
•

20 percent reduction in indoor water use relative to specified baseline levels;
50 percent construction/demolition waste diverted from landfills;
Inspections of energy systems to ensure optimal working efficiency;
Low-pollutant emitting exterior and interior finish materials such as paints, carpets, vinyl
flooring, and particleboards;
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•
•

Dedicated circuitry to facilitate installation of electric vehicle charging stations in newly
constructed attached garages for single-family and duplex dwellings; and
Installation of electric vehicle charging stations for at least three percent of the parking
spaces for all new multi-family developments with 17 or more units.

c. California Energy Plan
The CEC is responsible for preparing the California Energy Plan, which identifies emerging trends
related to energy supply, demand, conservation, public health and safety, and the maintenance of a
healthy economy. The plan calls for the state to assist in the transformation of the transportation
system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with
the fewest environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan identifies a number of
strategies, including providing assistance to public agencies and fleet operators.

4.4.2.3 Local Regulations
a. SANDAG 2009 San Diego Regional Energy Strategy
The Regional Energy Strategy (RES) establishes goals for the San Diego region to be more energy
efficient, increase use of renewable energy sources, and enhance the region’s energy infrastructure
in order to meet the growing energy demand. The RES serves as an energy policy guide to support
decision-making by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and its member agencies
as the region strives to meet the energy needs of a growing population, housing stock, and number
of workers while maintaining and enhancing regional quality of life and economic stability.

b. SDG&E Long-Term Procurement Plan
As required by the CPUC, utility companies such as SDG&E must prepare Long-Term Procurement
Plans (LTPPs) to ensure that adequate energy supplies are available to maintain a reserve margin of
15 percent above the estimated energy demand. These plans outline future energy needs and how
those needs can be met. In December 2006, SDG&E filed its LTPP with the CPUC, which included a
10-year energy resource plan that details its expected portfolio of energy resources over the period
of 2007 through 2016. The projections included in the current LTPP were based on the CEC’s
California Energy Demand (CED) 2008-2018 Forecast, dated November 2007. The 2016-2026 CEC
CED projections are now lower than what was anticipated in 2007.

c. City of San Diego General Plan
Policies contained in the Conservation Element of the General Plan are applicable to energy use
within the project areas, as they focus on reducing the City’s carbon footprint. Measures to reduce
carbon emissions involve reducing vehicular trips through efficient land use and alternative modes
of transportation, and maximizing energy efficiency through sustainable building design.
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d. Climate Action Plan
In December 2015, the City adopted the Climate Action Plan (CAP). 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
emission reductions with implementation of the CAP. The City identifies GHG reduction strategies
focusing on energy- and water-efficient buildings; clean and renewable energy; bicycling, walking,
transit, and land use; zero waste; and climate resiliency. Accounting for future population and
economic growth, the City projects that GHG emissions will be approximately 15.9 million metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMT CO2E) in 2020 and 16.7 MMT CO2E in 2035. To achieve its
proportional share of the state reduction targets for 2020 (Assembly Bill [AB] 32) and 2050 (EO S-305), the City would need to reduce emissions below the 2010 baseline by 15 percent by 2020 and 50
percent by 2035. To meet these goals, the City must implement strategies that reduce emissions to
approximately 11.0 MMT CO2E in 2020 and 6.5 MMT CO2E in 2035. Through implementation of the
CAP, the City is projected to reduce emissions even further below those targets by 1.2 MMT CO2E by
2020 and 205,462 MT CO2E by 2035.

4.4.3

Significance Determination Thresholds

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to energy are based on the CEQA Guidelines,
Appendix G. A significant impact related to energy could occur if implementation of the proposed
project would:
1) Result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation; or
2) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

4.4.4

Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Energy Resources
Would the proposed project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to the wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation?

a. Construction-Related Energy Consumption
Energy resources would be consumed during construction of future development associated with
both the Housing and Mobility Choices Programs. Energy use would occur in two general categories:
fuel use from vehicles used by workers commuting to and from the construction site, and fuel use
by vehicles and other equipment to conduct construction activities. At the program level, it is too
speculative to quantify the construction-related energy consumption of future development, either
in total or by fuel type. Although the exact details of the projects that could be implemented in
accordance with the proposed project are not known at this time, there are no known conditions in
the project areas that would require nonstandard equipment or construction practices that would
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increase fuel-energy consumption above typical rates. Therefore, development implemented in
accordance with the proposed project would not result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or
other forms of energy during the construction of future projects. Impacts would be less than
significant.

b. Transportation Energy Use
Implementation of the Mobility Choices Program would result in the development of transportation
infrastructure and amenities that would support non-vehicular travel choices. Transportation-energy
usage would occur during the construction phase of future projects developed per the Mobility
Choices Program, as discussed above.
Trips by individuals traveling to and from future development occurring under the Housing Program
are anticipated to occur in passenger vehicles or public transit. Passenger vehicles would be mostly
powered by gasoline, with some fueled by diesel or electricity. Public transit would be powered by
diesel or natural gas, and could potentially be fueled by electricity.
The increased development potential within the project areas would be focused around TPAs and
would support the City’s CAP and associated energy reduction goals, primarily through reductions in
vehicle trips. The Housing Program would incentivize high density residential development near
transit to – among other objectives – encourage a mode shift from single occupancy vehicles to
active transportation and transit use. The Housing Program would encourage development to occur
within suburban areas which generally have shorter trip lengths than development in suburban
areas. The convenient access to the existing and planned trolley stations and bus lines as well as the
proximity of homes to services, combined with the mobility improvements proposed throughout the
City, would support a more energy-efficient land use and transportation system and increase
opportunities for transit and active transportation modes. Therefore, long-term implementation of
the proposed project would not create a land use pattern that would result in a wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary use of energy. Impacts would be less than significant.

c. Operational Energy Use
The Mobility Choices Program would result in the development of transportation infrastructure and
amenities that would encourage non-vehicular travel choices. Most types of transportation
infrastructure (such as bike lanes, bus shelters, sidewalks, and benches) would not be associated
with operational energy use; however, improvements that include lighting or other electrical
elements would require minimal ongoing operational energy demand. Such improvements would
not represent a wasteful or inefficient use of energy.
As future development is implemented under the Housing Program, new or renovated buildings
would use electricity and natural gas to run various appliances and equipment, including space and
water heaters, air conditioners, ventilation equipment, lights, and numerous other devices.
Generally, electricity use is higher in the warmer months due to increased air conditioning needs,
and natural gas use is highest when the weather is colder as a result of high heating demand. Future
projects implemented in accordance with the Housing Program would be required to meet the
mandatory energy requirements of CALGreen and the Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6 of the CCR) in
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effect at the time of issuance of a building permit. Adherence to the mandatory energy
requirements would reduce future operational impacts in regards to energy resources. There are no
features of the proposed project that would result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources. Impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 2 Conflicts with Plans or Policies
Would the proposed project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?
Future development implemented under the Housing Program, at a minimum, would be required to
meet the mandatory energy requirements of CALGreen and the Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6 of the
CCR) in effect at the time of development and would benefit from the efficiencies associated with
these regulations as they relate to building heating, ventilating, and air conditioning mechanical
systems, water heating systems, and lighting. Additionally, rebate and incentive programs that
promote the installation and use of energy-efficient plug-in appliances and lighting would be
available as incentives for future development. Adherence to mandatory energy requirements and
regulations would help to meet targeted energy goals. Transportation infrastructure and
improvements associated with implementation of the Mobility Choices Program would not conflict
with any state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
Future projects resulting from implementation of the proposed project could contribute to
cumulative impacts related to energy. However, all future development within the project areas
would be subject to existing building and energy code regulations in place at the time of
development. Other regulations that affect energy consumption described in Section 4.4.2 would
continue to be implemented over time. As the Housing Program would support a more energyefficient land use pattern that promotes transit use, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact
related to energy. Transportation infrastructure and amenities developed per the Mobility Choices
Program would also not use excessive amounts of energy and would not contribute to a cumulative
impact related to energy. Thus, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

4.4.5

Significance of Impacts

4.4.5.1 Energy Resources
Long-term implementation of the proposed project would not create a land use pattern that would
result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.4.5.2 Conflicts with Plans or Policies
Future projects would be subject to existing building and energy code regulations in place at the
time in which they are implemented. Development per the Mobility Choices Programproposed
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.4-7

4.4 Energy
project would not conflict with any state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.
Impacts would be less than significant.

4.4.6

Conclusion

Impacts related to energy consumption would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is
required.
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4.5

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

This section assesses potential environmental impacts from future development under Complete
Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices (proposed project) as it relates to geology,
soils, and seismicity, including those related to geologic and seismic hazards and soil stability. The
geologic conditions and analysis in this section are based on relevant geologic maps and guidelines
published by the City of San Diego (City), the State of California, and the United States Geologic
Survey. Within this EIR, Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is referred to as the “Housing
Program” while Complete Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to as the “Mobility Choices
Program.”

4.5.1

Existing Conditions

4.5.1.1

Regional Geology

San Diego is located within the western (coastal) portion of the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic
Province of California. The Peninsular Ranges encompass an area that roughly extends from the
Transverse Ranges and the Los Angeles Basin, south to the Mexican border, and beyond another
approximately 800 miles to the tip of Baja California. The geomorphic province varies in width from
approximately 30 to 100 miles, most of which is characterized by northwest-trending mountain
ranges separated by subparallel fault zones. In general, the Peninsular Ranges are underlain by
Jurassic-age metavolcanic and metasedimentary rocks and by Cretaceous-age igneous rocks of the
southern California batholith. Geologic cover over the basement rocks in the westernmost portion
of the province in San Diego County generally consists of Upper Cretaceous-, Tertiary-, and
Quaternary-age sedimentary rocks.
Structurally, the Peninsular Ranges are traversed by several major active faults. The Elsinore, San
Jacinto, and the San Andreas faults are major active fault systems located northeast of San Diego
and the Rose Canyon, San Diego Trough, Coronado Banks and San Clemente faults are major active
faults located within or west-southwest of San Diego. Major tectonic activity associated with these
and other faults within this regional tectonic framework is generally right-lateral strike-slip
movement. These faults, as well as other faults in the region, have the potential for generating
strong ground motions in the project area.

4.5.1.2 Seismic and Geologic Hazards
The City’s Seismic Safety Study documents the City’s known and suspected geologic hazards and
faults. The 2008 updated Seismic Safety Study maps potential hazards and rates them by relative
risk, on a scale from nominal to high.
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4.5.1.3 Faults and Seismicity
Southern California is one of the most seismically active regions in the United States, with numerous
active faults and a history of destructive earthquakes. Portions of the City are located above active
strands of the Rose Canyon Fault. Other active faults in the region include the San Andreas, San
Jacinto, Elsinore, Coronado Bank, San Clemente, and San Diego Trough faults. Regional faults are
shown in Figure 4.5-1 (Areas A through D). Approximately 2,046 acres within the project areas are
located within fault zones, including approximately 63 acres of active Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones and
approximately 1,983 acres in the Downtown Special Fault Zone.
An active fault is defined by the State Mining and Geology Board as one that has experienced
surface displacement within the Holocene epoch, i.e., during the last 11,000 years. The project areas
are subject to potential ground shaking caused by activity along faults. The Rose Canyon Fault can
produce a magnitude 7.2 earthquake. Portions of the Elsinore and San Jacinto fault zones, located
east of San Diego, have the capacity to produce earthquakes at maximum magnitudes from 6.4 to
7.2.

a. Ground Shaking
Ground shaking during an earthquake can vary depending on the overall magnitude, distance to the
fault, focus of earthquake energy, and the type of geologic material underlying the area. The
composition of underlying soils, even those relatively distant from faults, can intensify ground
shaking. Areas that are underlain by bedrock tend to experience less ground shaking than those
underlain by unconsolidated sediments such as artificial fill or unconsolidated alluvial fill.

b. Surface Fault Rupture
Surface fault rupture is the result of movement on an active fault reaching the surface. Southern
California is considered one of the most seismically active regions in the United States, with
numerous active faults and a history of destructive earthquakes. Several earthquake fault zones, as
well as numerous smaller faults, exist in the City and in southern California. The location of the City
in close proximity to large earthquake faults increases the potential of earthquake damage to
structures and potentially endangers the safety of the City’s inhabitants. Damage to structures and
improvements caused by a major earthquake will depend on the distance to the epicenter, the
magnitude of the event, the underlying soil, and the quality of construction. The severity of an
earthquake can be expressed in terms of both intensity and magnitude.
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4.5 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
The San Jacinto Fault is the largest of the active faults in the San Diego region. The fault extends
125 miles from the Imperial Valley to San Bernardino. The Elsinore Fault represents a serious
earthquake hazard for most of the populated areas of the San Diego region. This fault is
approximately 135 miles long, and is located approximately 40 miles north and east from Downtown
San Diego. The Rose Canyon fault zone is an active offshore/onshore fault capable of generating an
earthquake of magnitude 6.2 to 7.0 on the Richter scale. The fault zone lies partially offshore as part
of the Newport/Inglewood fault zone and parallels the San Diego north county coastline within
approximately 2 to 6 miles until coming ashore near La Jolla Shores. In addition, the La Nacion fault
zone runs parallel to the Rose Canyon fault zone and San Diego Bay, approximately 5 miles inland
from the bay (City of San Diego 2007).

c. Liquefaction, Seismically Induced Settlement, and Lateral Spread
Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby unconsolidated and/or near-saturated soils lose cohesion as
a result of severe vibratory motion. The relatively rapid loss of soil shear strength during strong
earthquake shaking results in a temporary, fluid-like behavior of the soil. Soil liquefaction causes
ground failure that can damage roads, pipelines, underground cables, and buildings with shallow
foundations. Research and historical data indicate that loose granular soils and non-plastic silts that
are saturated by a relatively shallow groundwater table are susceptible to liquefaction.
Approximately 10,683 acres within the project areas have liquefaction potential.
Liquefaction-induced ground failure can involve a complex interaction among seismic, geologic, soil,
topographic, and groundwater factors. Failures can include ground fissures, sand boils, ground
settlement, and loss of bearing strength; buoyancy effects; ground oscillation; flow failure; and
complex lateral spread landslides. The three key factors that indicate whether an area is potentially
susceptible to liquefaction are the capacity for severe ground shaking, shallow groundwater, and
low-density granular deposits (mainly finer grained sands). In these areas, where alluvium is
sufficiently loose and groundwater is sufficiently shallow that strong earthquake shaking could
cause sediments to lose bearing capacity, severe settlement of surface facilities and in some cases
uplift of buried structures (e.g., large pipelines) could occur.
Among the potential hazards related to liquefaction are seismically induced settlement and lateral
spread. Seismically induced settlement is caused by the reduction of shear strength due to loss of
grain-to-grain contact during liquefaction, and may result in dynamic settlement on the order of
several inches to several feet. Lateral spreading of the ground surface during an earthquake usually
takes place along weak shear zones that have formed within a liquefiable soil layer. Lateral
spreading has generally been observed to take place in the direction of a free-face (i.e., retaining
wall, slope, channel, etc.) but has also been observed to a lesser extent on ground surfaces with
gentle slopes. For sites located in proximity to a free-face, the amount of lateral ground
displacement is strongly correlated with the distance of the site from the free-face. Other factors
such as earthquake magnitude, distance from the earthquake epicenter, thickness of the liquefiable
layers, and the fines content and particle sizes of the liquefiable layers will also affect the amount of
settlement or lateral ground displacement.
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d. Slope Instability
Slopes steeper than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) are susceptible to landslides or slope failure. Slope
failure is dependent on topography and underlying geologic materials, as well as factors such as
rainfall, excavation, or seismic activities that can precipitate slope instability. Earthquake motions
can induce significant horizontal and vertical dynamic stresses along potential failure surfaces within
a slope.

e. Soil Erosion, Expansive Soils, and Settlement or Subsidence
Expansive soils are characterized by significant volume changes (shrink or swell) due to variations in
moisture content. Expansion of the soil may result in unacceptable settlement or heave of
structures or concrete slabs supported on grade. Changes in soil moisture content can result from
precipitation, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, roof drainage, perched groundwater, drought, or
other factors. Soils with a relatively high fines content (clays dominantly) are generally considered
expansive or potentially expansive. These soils may be found in areas underlain by the Friars
Formation and in areas underlain by young colluvial or undocumented fill soils.

4.5.2

Regulatory Setting

4.5.2.1 State Regulations
a. Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act)
The State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (1972) was established to mitigate
the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. Pursuant to the act, the State
Geologist has established regulatory zones (known as earthquake fault zones) around surface traces
of active faults. These have been mapped for affected cities, including San Diego. Application for a
development permit for any project within a delineated earthquake fault zone shall be accompanied
by a geologic report, prepared by a geologist registered in the State of California, that is directed to
the problem of potential surface fault displacement through a project site.

b. California Building Code
The California Building Code (CBC), also known as the California Building Standards Code, is included
in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The CBC incorporates the International Building
Code (IBC), a model building code adopted across the United States. Through the CBC, the State
provides a minimum standard for building design and construction. The CBC contains specific
requirements for seismic safety, foundations, retaining walls, and site demolition. The CBC also
includes provisions for grading, including drainage and erosion control. The CBC has been amended
and adopted by reference in Chapter 14, Article 5 of the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC), which is
the Building Regulations for the City. The CBC provides minimum standards to protect property and
public safety by regulating the design and construction of excavations, foundations, building frames,
retaining walls, and other building elements to mitigate the effects of seismic shaking and adverse
soil conditions. The CBC has provisions for earthquake safety based on factors including occupancy
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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type, the types of soil and rock on-site, and the strength of ground shaking with specified probability
of occurring at a site.

c. California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, passed in 1990, addresses non-surface fault rupture earthquake
hazards, including liquefaction and seismically induced landslides. Under this act, seismic hazard
zones are to be mapped by the State Geologist to assist local governments in land use planning. The
act states that it is a necessity to identify and map seismic hazards so that cities and counties can
adequately prepare the safety element of their general plan as well as encourage land use
management policies and regulations to reduce and mitigate those hazards to protect public health
and safety. According to Section 2697(a) of the act, cities and counties shall require a geotechnical
report defining and delineating any seismic hazard related to a project, prior to the approval of any
project located in a seismic hazard zone.

4.5.2.2 Local Regulations
a. City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study
The City’s Seismic Safety Study includes geologic hazards and fault maps of the City. Areas of the City
are identified by geologic hazard category, which reflects the geologic hazard type and related risks.
These are generalized maps, and site-specific geologic/geotechnical investigations may be necessary
for proposed development or construction. The City’s Land Development Code (LDC) Section
145.1803 describes when a geotechnical investigation is required, and City of San Diego
Development Services Information Bulletin 515 describes the minimum submittal requirements for
geotechnical and geological reports that may be required for development permits, subdivision
approvals, or grading permits.

b. San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan
The 2017 San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) was prepared to
comply with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 to increase disaster planning funding. It is intended
to educate the public, help serve as a decision-making tool, supplement and enhance local policies
regarding disaster planning, and improve multi-jurisdiction coordination.
The MJHMP identifies coastal storms/erosion/tsunamis, dam failure, earthquakes, and landslides
among the top hazards in the City due to the potential loss of life, injuries, and damage to property,
as well as the significance in the disruption of services. The MJHMP includes six goals for the City,
including the following related to geologic and seismic hazards:
Goal 1.

Promote public understanding, support, and demand for hazard mitigation.

Goal 2.

Improve hazard mitigation coordination and communication with federal, state,
local, and tribal governments.
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Goal 3.

Reduce the possibility of damage and losses to people, critical
facilities/infrastructure, and state-owned facilities, due to wildfire/structural fire,
coastal storms/erosion/tsunami, landslide, hazardous materials, and other
manmade hazards.

Goal 5.

Reduce the possibility of damage and losses to people, critical facilities/
infrastructure and state-owned facilities due to earthquake and dam failure.

c. City of San Diego Land Development Code
The City’s LDC sets forth the regulations that apply to the development of land in the City, and
comprises Chapters 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15 of the SDMC. Grading permits are required under the LDC
for grading within a 100-year floodplain or grading that changes the existing drainage pattern; for
grading, geotechnical investigations, well drilling, or agricultural activity on environmentally sensitive
lands or on properties with historical resources; for any activity that disturbs soil or vegetation in
environmentally sensitive land; if grading is being performed as a condition of a development
permit or for restoring damage caused by illegal grading; if the grading is within privately owned
open space easements or City-owned open space; for modification of slope on a canyon or
excavation of a hillside; for grading of any non-environmentally sensitive land of 1 acre or more; or
for fill with more than 5 percent broken concrete, asphalt, masonry or construction debris, or with
any single piece larger than 12 inches in any direction.

d. City of San Diego Building Regulations
The City’s Building Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5) regulate the construction of applicable
facilities and encompasses (and formally adopts) associated elements of the CBC. Specifically, this
includes regulations related to the “construction, alteration, replacement, repair, maintenance,
moving, removal, demolition, occupancy, and use of any privately owned building or structure or any
appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or structures within this jurisdiction, except
work located primarily in a public way, public utility towers and poles, mechanical equipment not
specifically regulated in the Building Code, and hydraulic flood control structures.”

e. City of San Diego General Plan
The goals of the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan are the protection of public health and
safety through abated structural hazards and mitigated risks posed by seismic hazards and
development that avoids inappropriate land uses in identified seismic risk areas. The policies of the
Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan are intended to protect public health and safety through
the application of effective seismic, geologic, and structural considerations. In addition, the policy is
to maintain or improve the integrity of existing and proposed construction.

4.5.3

Significance Determination Thresholds

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to geology, soils and seismicity are based on
applicable criteria in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G and the
City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2016). Thresholds are modified from the City’s
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds to reflect the programmatic analysis for the proposed
project. For impacts related to geologic conditions, a significant impact could occur if
implementation of the proposed project would:
1) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
•

rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault,

•

strong seismic ground shaking,

•

seismic-related ground failure (including liquefaction), and

•

landslides;

2) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;
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; or
4) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property.
This section does not include an analysis related to the capacity of soils to support septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems, since sewers are available throughout the proposed
project areas.

4.5.4

Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Seismic Hazards
Would the proposed project expose people or structures to potential 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?
Implementation of the Mobility Choices Program would result in the installation of transportation
infrastructure and amenities within the Mobility Choices Program improvement areas. Examples of
active transportation improvements which could be built under the Mobility Choices Program are
outlined in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of this PEIR. While the Mobility Choices Program
improvement areas would not directly be associated with new housing; the program is intended to
incentivize housing within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 which could be exposed to seismic hazards.
Similarly, the Housing Program would incentivize multi-family housing in areas with potential
seismic hazards.
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Future development associated with the implementation of the proposed project could result in the
exposure of people, structures, and infrastructure to seismic hazards. As shown in Figure 4.5-1,
approximately 63 acres of the project areas are delineated within the Active Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone (APEFZ) which is defined by the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study (2008)
as having a high risk factor. Approximately 1,983 acres of the project areas are delineated within the
Downtown Special Fault Zone which is defined by the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study (2008)
as having a moderate and high risk factor.
The project areas could be subject to potential seismic-induced hazards such as ground shaking,
rupture, liquefaction, seismic-induced ground settlement, and lateral spreading. Liquefaction and
landslide risk are further discussed under Issue 3 below. These geologic hazards could expose
residences, occupants, visitors, and structures, among others, to substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death.
Future development that is located in the fault buffer zones would be required to prepare a sitespecific geotechnical investigation that addresses surface fault-rupture hazards consistent with
SDMC Section 145.1803(a)(2). More specifically, Appendix E of the City’s Guidelines for Geotechnical
Reports indicates that fault studies would be needed for all new development as well as projects
where repurposing of existing occupancy and use would occur. Those studies would need to be
prepared in accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zoning Act, California Geological Survey
Note 49 that requires trenching or borings to evaluate site conditions. CBC requirements state that
new buildings cannot be located over active faults and setbacks (typically 50 feet) must be provided.
As such, the specific locations of buildings may be impacted due to the locations of discovered and
identified active faults. These requirements would be implemented during the ministerial level
building permit review associated with future development.
The seismic design of future projects within the project areas would be evaluated in accordance with
the CBC and City standards to ensure a reduced risk to future structures from strong seismic ground
shaking. Additionally, SDMC Section 145.1803(a)(2) states that no building permit shall be issued for
construction where the geotechnical investigation report establishes that the construction of
buildings or structures would be unsafe because of geologic hazards. All new development and
redevelopment within the project areas would be required to comply with the SDMC and the CBC,
which include design criteria for seismic loading and other geologic hazards and require that a
geotechnical investigation be conducted for all new structures, additions to existing structures, or
whenever the occupancy classification of a building changes to a higher relative hazard category
(SDMC Section 145.1803).
Specific design features of future projects are not known at this program level of review. However,
future development located over a delineated earthquake fault zone would be required to conform
with state and local regulatory standards, and would be required to prepare a site-specific geologic
report and fault study that provides provisions to reduce the potential impacts associated with
seismic hazards. Where geotechnical investigations identify potential geologic hazards, including
potential for surface fault rupture, liquefaction, or ground failure, the reports are required to
contain appropriate recommendations for hazard mitigation to be incorporated into the design of
the project before issuance of a building permit. No building permit may be issued for construction
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where the geotechnical investigation report establishes that construction of buildings or structures
would be unsafe because of the geologic hazards.
The City’s Building Regulations include regulations for structural design intended to reduce the
impact of earthquake shaking on buildings to an acceptable level of risk. Seismic design of future
structures would be evaluated in accordance with the most recently updated building code in effect
at the time of development (currently 2016 CBC). Furthermore, as stated above, no building permit
may be issued for construction where a geotechnical investigation establishes that construction of
buildings or structures would be unsafe because of geologic hazards. New building construction
would be required to comply with the SDMC and the CBC, which include design criteria for seismic
loading and other geologic hazards and require that a geotechnical investigation be conducted for
non-exempt new structures, additions to existing structures, or whenever the occupancy
classification of a building changes to a higher relative hazard category (SDMC Section 145.1803).
Thus, while the project areas could be subject to seismic events, potential hazards associated with
ground shaking and seismically induced hazards such as surface fault rupture, ground failure,
liquefaction, and landslides would be reduced to a less than significant level through regulatory
compliance including compliance with seismic requirements in the Building Code, SDMC, and
implementation of site-specific geotechnical report recommendations associated with future
development. Liquefaction and landslide impacts are further addressed under Issue 3 below.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 2 Erosion or Loss of Topsoil
Would the proposed project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Implementation of the Mobility Choices Program would result in the installation of transportation
infrastructure and amenities within the Mobility Choices Program improvement areas and is
intended to incentivize housing production within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. It is anticipated that
improvements would be focused within existing developed areas within limited exposed topsoil.
However, during construction some soil erosion could occur associated with grading and
construction for infrastructure and housing. Similarly, development under the Housing Program
could result in soil erosion, primarily associated with grading and construction activities.
Erosion and sedimentation are a function of rainfall, runoff, topographic conditions, ground cover,
and various soil characteristics such as grain size and permeability. Bare and poorly vegetated areas
are prone to soil erosion and sediment being transported by surface waters and drainages. Future
development per the proposed ordinances could involve construction and grading activities that
could temporarily expose topsoil and increase soil erosion from water and wind. As development
occurs, paved areas and landscaping may be removed, thereby exposing soils to potential runoff
and erosion during construction if protective measures are not taken.
SDMC Section 142.0146 requires grading work to incorporate erosion and siltation control measures
in accordance with SDMC Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 4 (Landscape Regulations) and the standards
established in the Land Development Manual. The regulations prohibit sediment and pollutants
from leaving the worksite and require the property owner to implement and maintain temporary
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and permanent erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution control measures. Controls include
measures outlined in SDMC Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 (Storm Water Runoff Control and
Drainage Regulations) that address the development’s potential erosion and sedimentation impacts.
Conformance to these mandated City grading requirements would ensure that proposed grading
and construction operations would avoid significant soil erosion impacts. Furthermore, any
development involving clearing, grading, or excavation that causes soil disturbance of one or more
acres, or any project involving less than one acre that is part of a larger development plan, is subject
to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Storm Water
Permit provisions. Additionally, ground disturbance of a certain size would trigger preparation and
compliance with an approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would consider
the full range of erosion control Best Management Practices (BMPs), including any additional sitespecific and seasonal conditions. Project compliance with NPDES requirements would reduce the
potential for substantial soil erosion or topsoil loss to occur from new development associated with
the proposed ordinances. Impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3 Geologic Instability
Would the proposed project 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?

a. Landslide
According to the City’s Seismic Safety Study (City of San Diego 2008), approximately 798 acres of the
project areas are located on a geologic unit or soil that is at risk of landslides (Figure 4.5-2, Areas A
through D). The areas at risk are primarily located within La Jolla, Mira Mesa, Otay Mesa, Rancho
Bernardo, San Ysidro, and University. Of these areas, approximately 689 acres have a high landslide
risk and are defined by the City’s Seismic Safety Study (2008) as confirmed, known or highly suspected
landslide areas and approximately 109 acres are assigned a moderate risk. Moreover, approximately
6,011 acres of the project areas contain the potential for slope instability as detailed in Table 4.5-1.
Table 4.5-1
Potential Slope Instability
Potential Slope Instability –
Geologic Hazard Category
Acres
Ardath – Neutral or favorable geologic structure
1,580
Ardath – Unfavorable geologic structure
146
Friars – Unfavorable geologic structure
109
Friars – Neutral or favorable geologic structure
1,048
Otay, Sweetwater and others
3,128

Low
X

X
X

Relative Risk
Moderate
X
X
X
X
X

High

SOURCE: City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study (2008).

Additionally, approximately 179 acres of the project areas in La Jolla and University are located on
generally unstable coastal bluffs as mapped by the City’s Seismic Safety Study (2008).
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Future development within the project areas would require a geotechnical investigation be prepared
that specifically addresses slope stability if located on landslide-prone formations or slopes steeper
than 25 percent (slope ratio of 4:1 horizontal to vertical) (SDMC Table 145.1803). Site-specific studies
will be required to assess site-specific risks and hazards, and mitigation strategies may be required
to address a discovered hazard. Hazards associated with landslides, slope instability, and mudflows
would be avoided through implementation of site-specific recommendations contained in a
geotechnical report investigation and, as such, the risk associated with landslides, slope instability,
and mudflows would be less than significant.

b. Liquefaction and Other Soil Stability Issues
According to the City’s Seismic Safety Study (City of San Diego 2008), approximately 7,224 acres of
the project areas that could support housing are located on a geologic unit or soil that is mapped as
having a high risk of liquefaction based on the City’s Seismic Safety Study (Figure 4.5-3, Areas A
through D). The areas at risk are primarily located within the Downtown, Mission Valley, MidwayPacific Highway, Navajo, Pacific Beach, Rancho Bernardo, Otay Mesa-Nestor, Peninsula, San Ysidro,
and Torrey Pines community planning areas. Pursuant to SDMC Section 145.1803, new
developments located within liquefiable areas are required to prepare a site-specific geotechnical
report to determine the level of risk and hazard and identify design features to address life and
safety concerns. Future development within the project areas would be required to be constructed
in accordance with the SDMC and CBC, and to implement any of the recommendations in the sitespecific geotechnical report. With implementation of existing SDMC and CBC requirements and
geotechnical recommendations, impacts related to liquefaction and liquefaction-related issues
would be less than significant.

c. Collapsible Soils
Soils that undergo volumetric reduction due to wetting and inundation are considered collapsible
soils. Such soils are typically found within alluvial deposits. Some fill soils also undergo collapse
when wetted or inundated. As such, potentially collapsible soils are anticipated within those project
areas that contain younger alluvium (Qya) and artificial fill (af). The primary hazard associated with
collapsible soils is settlement-induced damage.
Potential hazards associated with collapsible soils would be addressed through site-specific
recommendations contained within geotechnical investigations as required by the CBC and SDMC.
These hazards would be avoided by identifying and delineating the limits of these soils during the
geotechnical investigation for specific structures, and by removing and recompacting the soils in
question or founding the proposed structure on a foundation system designed to protect the
proposed structure from settlement-induced damage. Thus, impacts related to collapsible soils
would be less than significant.
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4.5 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Issue 4 Expansive Soils
Would the proposed project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
Future development under the proposed project could be located within areas with expansive soils.
As part of the geotechnical investigation required by SDMC Section 145.1803(a)(2), evaluation of the
suitability of soils for development would occur. If expansive soils are found at a particular project
site, the development would be required to comply with the requirements of the CBC and SDMC
related to expansive soils. Compliance with existing regulations in addition to implementation of
site-specific recommendations in the geotechnical investigation would ensure that impacts
associated with expansive soils are reduced to a less than significant level.

Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards within the project areas would be less than
significant with implementation of recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical
investigations required under the CBC and SDMC. Development of the project areas would not
compound or worsen potential geologic hazards as geologic hazard conditions are site-specific and
do not compound or increase in combination with projected development elsewhere in the area.
Thus, as each individual development with the potential for geologic hazards would be required to
prepare a site-specific geotechnical study and comply with the remedial measures identified in the
study, as required by the SDMC and CBC, cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards would be
less than significant.

4.5.5

Significance of Impacts

4.5.5.1 Seismic Hazards
Implementation of the proposed project would not have direct or indirect significant environmental
impacts in regard to seismic hazards because future development would be required to comply with
the SDMC and CBC. This regulatory framework includes a requirement for site-specific geotechnical
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 recommendations
contained within required site-specific geotechnical studies would preclude significant impacts
related to seismic hazards. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

4.5.5.2 Erosion or Loss of Topsoil
Implementation of the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to
erosion and loss of topsoil. SDMC 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
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grading requirements would ensure that proposed grading and construction operations would
avoid significant soil erosion impacts. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

4.5.5.3 Geologic Instability
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in impacts related to landslides, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Future development within the project areas would
be required to be constructed in accordance with the SDMC and CBC, and would be required to
prepare a site-specific geotechnical report and implement any recommendations within the report.
Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

4.5.5.4 Expansive Soils
The SDMC requires a geotechnical investigation prior to issuance of a building permit. If expansive
soils are found at a particular project site within the project areas, that project site would need to
comply with the both CBC and SDMC requirements. Compliance with existing regulations would
ensure that impacts associated with expansive soils are reduced to less than significant.

4.5.6

Conclusion

Geology, soils, and seismicity impacts would be less than significant; thus, no mitigation is required.
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4.6

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

This section addressed the potential significant impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
due to 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.” This section describes the existing conditions related to GHG emissions in the
project areas; provides a summary of relevant plans, policies, and regulations; and evaluates the
project’s potential GHG emission impacts.

4.6.1

Existing Conditions

The project areas are currently a source of anthropogenic GHG, with emissions generated by
vehicular traffic and by the energy use, area sources, water use, and solid waste disposal practices
of existing development.

4.6.1.1

State and Regional GHG Inventories

a. California Air Resource Board Inventory
The California Air Resource Board (CARB) conducts statewide GHG inventories. The inventory is
divided into nine broad sectors of economic activity: agriculture, commercial, electricity generation,
forestry, high global warming potential (GWP) emitters, industrial, recycling and waste, residential,
and transportation. Emissions are quantified in million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MMT CO2E). Table 4.6-1 shows the estimated statewide GHG emissions for the years 1990, 2010,
and 2016. Although GHG inventories are available for each year through 2016, these years (1990,
2010, and 2016) are highlighted in Table 4.6-1 because 1990 is the baseline year for established
reduction targets, 2010 corresponds to the year for which inventory data for the City of San Diego
(City) is available, and 2016 is the most recent data available.
As shown in Table 4.6-1, statewide GHG source emissions totaled approximately 427 MMT CO2E in
1990, 448 MMT CO2E in 2010, and 429 MMT CO2E in 2016. Many factors affect year-to-year changes
in GHG emissions, including economic activity, demographic influences, environmental conditions
such as drought, and the impact of regulatory efforts to control GHG emissions. CARB has adopted
multiple GHG emission reduction measures, and most of the reductions since 2008 have been
driven by economic factors (recession), previous energy-efficiency actions, and the Renewables
Portfolio Standard (RPS). Transportation-related emissions consistently contribute the most GHG
emissions, followed by electricity generation and industrial emissions. The forestry sector is unique
because it not only includes emissions associated with harvest, fire, and land use conversion
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(sources), but also includes removals of atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO2; sinks) by photosynthesis,
which is then bound (sequestered) in plant tissues.
Table 4.6-1
California GHG Emissions by Sector in 1990, 2010, and 2015
1
3
3
1990 Emissions 2010 Emissions 2016 Emissions
in MMT CO2E
in MMT CO2E
in MMT CO2E
2
2
2
Sector
(% total)
(% total)
(% total)
Electricity Generation
110.6 (25.9%)
90.58 (20.2%)
68.95 (16.1%)
Transportation
150.7 (35.3%)
170.16 (38.0%) 174.01 (40.5%)
Industrial
103.0 (24.2%)
100.93 (22.5%) 100.37 (23.4%)
Commercial
14.4 (3.4%)
20.09 (4.5%)
23.04 (5.4%)
Residential
29.7 (7.0%)
31.26 (7.0%)
28.34 (6.6%)
Agriculture & Forestry
16.9 (4.0%)
34.27 (7.6%)
33.84 (7.9%)
Not Specified
1.3 (0.3%)
0.82 (0.2%)
0.79 (0.2%)
4
TOTAL
426.6
448.11
429.34
SOURCES: CARB 2007 and 2018; See also Mission Valley Community Plan Update Final
PEIR (May 31, 2019), Chapter 4.4.
NOTES:
1
1990 data was obtained from the CARB 2007 source and are based on the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) second assessment report GWPs. The
revised calculation, which uses the scientifically updated IPCC fifth assessment report
GWPs, is 431 MMT CO2E.
2
Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.
3
2010 and 2016 data was retrieved from the CARB 2018 source.
4
Totals may vary due to independent rounding.

b. City of San Diego Climate Action Plan Inventory
A regional emissions inventory prepared as part of the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) reported
GHG emissions totaling approximately 13 MMT CO2E in 2010. Table 4.6-2 summarizes the sources
and quantities of City emissions. The largest source of emissions was transportation, followed by
electricity, natural gas, solid waste and wastewater, and water.
Table 4.6-2
City of San Diego GHG Emissions in 2010
2010 GHG Emissions
Sector
(MT CO2E)
Transportation
7,141,746 (55%)
Electricity
3,116,398 (24%)
Natural Gas
2,077,599 (16%)
Solid Waste and Wastewater
389,550 (3%)
Water
259,700 (2%)
TOTAL
12,984,993
SOURCE: City of San Diego 2015. See also Mission Valley Community
Plan Update Final PEIR (May 31, 2019), Chapter 4.4.
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4.6.2

Regulatory Setting

4.6.2.1 Federal Regulations
a. Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards
The federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards determine the fuel efficiency of
certain vehicle classes in the U.S. In August 2012, fuel economy standards were increased to
54.5 miles per gallon (mpg) for cars and light-duty trucks by Model Year 2025.

4.6.2.2 State Regulations
a. Executive Order S-3-05–Statewide GHG Emission Targets
Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, signed on June 1, 2005, established the following GHG emission
reduction targets for the State:
•
•
•

By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
By 2020 reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and
By 2050 reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

EO S-3-05 also directs the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency to oversee
the efforts made to reach these targets, and to prepare biannual reports on the progress made
toward meeting the targets.

b. Executive Order B-30-15–2030 Statewide GHG Emission Goal
EO B-30-15, issued by Governor Brown on April 29, 2015, established an interim GHG emission
reduction goal for the state: by 2030, reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels. This
EO also directed all state agencies with jurisdiction over GHG emitting sources to implement
measures designed to achieve the new interim 2030 goal as well as the pre-existing long-term 2050
goal identified in EO S-3-05 (see discussion above). Additionally, EO B-30-15 directed CARB to update
its Climate Change Scoping Plan (see discussion below) to address the 2030 goal.

c. California Global Warming Solutions Act
In response to EO S-3-05, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The heart of AB 32 is its requirement that CARB establish an
emissions cap and adopt rules and regulations that would reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
2020. AB 32 also required CARB to adopt a plan by January 1, 2009 indicating how emission
reductions would be achieved from significant GHG sources via regulations, market mechanisms,
and other actions.
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Approved in September 2016, Senate Bill (SB) 32 updates the California Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006 and implements EO B-30-15. Under SB 32, the state would reduce its GHG emissions to
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.

d. Climate Change Scoping Plan
As directed by AB 32, in 2008, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for
Change (Scoping Plan), which identifies the main strategies California will implement to achieve the
GHG reductions necessary to reduce forecasted business as usual emissions in 2020 to the state’s
historic 1990 emissions level (CARB 2008). In November 2017, CARB released the 2017 Climate
Change Scoping Plan Update, The Strategy for Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas Target
(2017 Scoping Plan; CARB 2017). The 2017 Scoping Plan identifies the state strategy for achieving the
state’s 2030 interim reduction target codified by SB 32. Measures under the 2017 Scoping Plan build
on existing programs such as the Cap-and-Trade Program, Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS),
Advanced Clean Cars (ACC) program, RPS, Sustainable Communities Strategy, and the Short-Lived
Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy.

e. California Advanced Clean Car Program
The ACC program, adopted January 2012, combines the control of smog, soot-causing pollutants,
and GHG emissions into a single coordinated package of requirements for model years 2015
through 2025. Accordingly, the ACC program coordinates the goals of AB 1493 (Pavley), low emission
vehicle (LEV), zero emission vehicle (ZEV), and Clean Fuels Outlet programs in order to lay the
foundation for the commercialization and support of these ultra-clean vehicles.
AB 1493 directed CARB to adopt vehicle standards that lowered GHG emissions from passenger
vehicles and light-duty trucks to the maximum extent technologically feasible, beginning with the
2009 model year. CARB has adopted amendments to its regulations that would enforce AB 1493 but
provide vehicle manufacturers with new compliance flexibility.
CARB has also adopted a second phase of the Pavley regulations, originally termed “Pavley II” but
now called the “Low Emission Vehicle III” (LEV III) Standards or ACC program, which covers model
years 2017 to 2025. CARB estimates that LEV III will reduce vehicle GHG emissions by an additional
4.0 MMT CO2E for a 2.4 percent reduction over the first phase of Pavley regulations. On August 7,
2012, the final regulation for the adoption of LEV III became effective.

f. Executive Order S-01-07—Low Carbon Fuel Standard
EO S-01-07 directed that a statewide goal be established to reduce the carbon intensity of
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020 through a LCFS. The LCFS promotes
the use of GHG-reducing transportation fuels (e.g., liquid biofuels, renewable natural gas, electricity,
and hydrogen) through a declining carbon intensity standard. The LCFS went into effect on
January 1, 2016.
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g. Senate Bill 375—Regional Emissions Targets
The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, SB 375, was signed in September 2008
and requires CARB to set regional targets for reducing passenger vehicle GHG emissions in
accordance with the Scoping Plan measure described above. The purpose of SB 375 is to align
regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and fair-share housing
allocations under state housing law. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to
adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy or Alternative Planning Strategy to address GHG
reduction targets from cars and light-duty trucks in the context of that MPO’s Regional
Transportation Plan. The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is the San Diego region’s
MPO. In 2010, CARB set targets for the SANDAG region of a 7 percent reduction in GHG emissions
per capita from automobiles and light-duty trucks compared to 2005 levels by 2020 and a 13 percent
reduction by 2035. These targets are periodically reviewed and updated. CARB’s currently proposed
targets for the SANDAG region are a reduction of 15 percent by 2020 and 21 percent by 2035.

h. Assembly Bill 341—Solid Waste Diversion
The Commercial Recycling Requirements mandate that businesses (including public entities) that
generate 4 cubic yards or more of commercial solid waste per week or multi-family residences with
five units or more arrange for recycling services. Businesses can take one or any combination of the
following in order to reuse, recycle, compost, or otherwise divert solid waste from disposal.
Additionally, AB 341 mandates that not less than 75 percent of the solid waste generated be
reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020.

4.6.2.3 Local Regulations
a. San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
SANDAG is the regional authority that creates region-specific documents to provide guidance to
local agencies, as SANDAG does not have land use authority. SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan, adopted in 2015, combines two of the region’s existing planning documents: the
Regional Comprehensive Plan for the San Diego Region and the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The Regional Comprehensive Plan, adopted in
2004, laid out key principles for managing the region’s growth while preserving natural resources
and limiting urban sprawl. The plan covered eight policy areas, including urban form, transportation,
housing, health environment, economic prosperity, public facilities, our borders, and social equity.
These policy areas were addressed in the 2050 RTP/SCS and are now fully integrated into the
Regional Plan.

b. City of San Diego General Plan
Policies contained in the Conservation Element of the General Plan are applicable to energy use
within the project areas, as they focus on reducing the City’s carbon footprint. Measures to reduce
carbon emissions involve reducing vehicular trips through efficient land use and alternative modes
of transportation, and maximizing energy efficiency through sustainable building design.
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c. Climate Action Plan
In December 2015, the City adopted the CAP. 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 emission reductions with
implementation of the CAP. The City 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. Accounting for future population and
economic growth, the City projects that GHG emissions will be approximately 14.1 MMT CO2E in
2020 and 16.7 MMT CO2E in 2035. To achieve its proportional share of the state reduction targets for
2020 (AB 32) and 2050 (EO S-3-05), the City would need to reduce emissions below the 2010 baseline
by 15 percent by 2020 and 50 percent by 2035. To meet these goals, the City must implement
strategies that reduce emissions to approximately 11.0 MMT CO2E in 2020 and 6.5 MMT CO2E in
2035. Through implementation of the CAP, the City is projected to reduce emissions even further
below those targets by 1.2 MMT CO2E by 2020 and 205,462 MTCO2E by 2035.
In 2016, the City added a GHG emissions significance threshold to the City’s California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Significance Determination Thresholds and amended the CAP to incorporate a
CAP Consistency Checklist that is required for new development projects subject to CEQA to
demonstrate consistency with the City’s CAP.

d. California Code of Regulations, Title 24 – California Building Code
The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, is referred to as the California Building Code (CBC).
It consists of a compilation of several distinct standards and codes related to building construction,
including plumbing, electrical, interior acoustics, energy efficiency, handicap accessibility, and so on.
Of particular relevance to GHG reductions are the CBC’s energy efficiency and green building
standards as outlined below.

Title 24, Part 6 – Energy Efficiency Standards
Title 24, Part 6 of the CCR is the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings (also known as the California Energy Code [Energy Code]). The Energy
Code, originally enacted in 1978 in response to legislative mandates, establishes energy-efficiency
standards for residential and non-residential buildings in order to reduce California’s energy
consumption. The Energy Code is updated periodically to incorporate and consider new energyefficiency technologies and methodologies as they become available, and incentives in the form of
rebates and tax breaks are provided on a sliding scale for buildings achieving energy efficiency
above the minimum standards.
The current version of the Energy Code, known as 2016 Title 24, or the 2016 Energy Code, became
effective January 1, 2017. The 2016 Energy Code provides mandatory energy efficiency measures as
well as voluntary tiers for increased energy efficiency. The California Energy Commission (CEC), in
conjunction with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), has adopted a goal that all new
residential and commercial construction achieve zero net energy by 2020 and 2030, respectively. It is
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expected that achievement of the zero net energy goal will occur via revisions to the Title 24
standards.
The next version of the Energy Code, known as the 2019 Energy Code, was adopted May 9, 2018 and
will take effect on January 1, 2020. The 2019 Energy Code includes provisions for smart residential
photovoltaic (PV) systems, updated thermal envelope standards (preventing heat transfer from the
interior to exterior and vice versa), residential and nonresidential ventilation requirements, and
nonresidential lighting requirements. The new Energy Code aims to reduce energy use in new
homes by requiring that all new homes include individual or community solar PV systems or
community shared battery storage system that achieves equivalent time-dependent value energy
use reduction. Accounting for solar PV requirements, the CEC’s preliminary estimates indicate that
homes built consistent with the 2019 Energy Code will result in 53 percent less energy use than
those built under the 2016 standards.

Title 24, Part 11 – California Green Building Standards Code
Title 24, Part 11 of the CCR is the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). Beginning in
2011, CALGreen instituted mandatory minimum environmental performance standards for all
ground-up new construction of commercial and low-rise residential buildings, state-owned
buildings, schools, and hospitals. It also includes voluntary tiers (I and II) with stricter environmental
performance standards for these same categories of residential and non-residential buildings. Local
jurisdictions must enforce the minimum mandatory requirements and may adopt CALGreen with
amendments for stricter requirements.
The mandatory standards require:
•

20 percent reduction in indoor water use relative to specified baseline levels;

•

50 percent construction/demolition waste diverted from landfills;

•

Inspections of energy systems to ensure optimal working efficiency;

•

Low-pollutant emitting exterior and interior finish materials such as paints, carpets, vinyl
flooring, and particleboards;

•

Dedicated circuitry to facilitate installation of electric vehicle charging stations in newly
constructed attached garages for single-family and duplex dwellings; and

•

Installation of electric vehicle charging stations for at least 3 percent of the parking spaces
for all new multi-family developments with 17 or more units.

4.6.3

Significance Determination Thresholds

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to GHG emissions are based on the City’s
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds. A significant impact related to GHG emissions could
occur if implementation of the proposed project would:
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1) Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment; or
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 GHGs.
The CAP was originally adopted in December 2015, and future implementing actions necessary for
the CAP to serve as a Qualified GHG Reduction Plan under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 were
adopted by City Council on July 12, 2016. This section of the CEQA Guidelines allows discretionary
projects under CEQA that are consistent with the CAP to tier off the GHG analysis set forth in the
CAP Final PEIR, which was certified on December 15, 2015, with an addendum adopted on July 12,
2016. Analysis within this PEIR directly tiers off of the CAP PEIR for cumulative GHG emissions under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. As such consistency with the City’s CAP is used to evaluate the
significance of the proposed project’s GHG impact.

4.6.4

Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Would the proposed project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment?
The Mobility Choices Program would result in transportation and infrastructure amenities within the
Mobility Choices improvement areas. Transportation improvements could include lighting that
would result in GHG emissions associated with energy demand. As the Mobility Choices program is
intended to incentivize housing production, this program would indirectly be associated with GHG
emissions from housing within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Buildout of the Housing Program would
result in the removal of barriers and the facilitation of high density multi-family residential
development with affordable units. Housing and transportation infrastructure development under
both programs would occur within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 where VMT efficiencies are
expected to result in a reduction of GHG emissions 1. Housing development occurring under the

1The City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP), adopted in December 2015, identifies that transportation-

related GHG emission sources account for approximately 55 percent of the citywide GHG
emissions. Vehicular travel currently accounts for approximately 90.5 percent of transportationrelated trips, with a total average daily commute trip length of 25 miles. The CAP’s overall
transportation goal was to reduce the vehicular mode share to 50 percent. Each vehicular mile of
travel results in the emission of approximately 425 grams of CO2e. The Mobility Choices Fee
identifies the cost to reduce a mile of vehicular travel within the City based on the construction and
implementation of active transportation and transit facilities, with the intent of shifting trips away
from vehicular travel to other modes. Each development project located within the non-urban
areas (Mobility Zone 43) will be required to participate in the fee program to offset their VMT
impacts by paying their fair share to reduce the City’s overall VMT. The VMT reduction is associated
with a reduction in GHG (425 grams of CO2e/mile).
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proposed project within communities that have undergone recent comprehensive community plan
updates (CPUs) are anticipated to result in the same overall GHG emission assumptions that were
analyzed in recent CPU EIRs because the density would be redistributed to focus within TPAs (see
Chapter 4.0 for additional discussion). Thus, within such areas, the proposed project is not
anticipated to result in increased emissions beyond that evaluated in recent CPU EIRs.
Future development located within communities that have not undergone a recent CPU could result
in increased densities compared to what was evaluated in their community plan EIRs. However, the
increased density would be focused within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32, consistent with the
goals of the City’s CAP and City of Villages strategy. High density multi-family residential
development with affordable housing would support and encourage the use of transit within the
project areas by providing additional potential transit riders with easy access to high-quality transit.
The proposed project would support reductions in GHG emissions attributable to vehicle sources as
future residents would be more likely to rely on transit and active modes of transportation to a
greater degree than development occurring outside of TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. As
multi-family residential development occurs over time, under the proposed project, the
development of public amenities such as additional bike lanes or public open space through the
proposed ordinances, could make multi-modal transportation and the use of active transportation
facilities more attractive and convenient to residents and would support non-vehicular travel
choices, resulting in GHG emissions reductions. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of a
report prepared for the U.S. Department of Transportation, Research and Innovative Technology
Administration (Pucher & Buehler 2011) which conducted a statistical analysis with cross-sectional
data, and found that cities with a greater supply of bike paths and lanes have significantly higher
cycling levels. It was specifically found that a 10 percent greater supply of bicycle facilities or paths in
miles per 100,000 population is associated with about a 2.5 percent greater number of bike
commuters per 10,000 population.
By facilitating new growth along high density transit corridors, future housing development within
the project areas would be consistent with the General Plan’s City of Villages strategy, and thus, with
Action 3.1 of the CAP, which calls for implementation of the General Plan’s Mobility Element and the
City of Villages strategy in TPAs to increase use of transit and active modes of transportation.
Specifically, the Mobility Element of the General Plan states that the City of Villages strategy would
support a more cost-effective expansion of the transit system by calling for villages to be located in
areas that can be served by high-quality transit. Increasing the allowable development intensity and
residential densities around the existing and planned transit corridors would lay the groundwork for
future transit use as well as provide riders for the existing transit network. The proposed project
would be consistent with the General Plan’s Mobility Element Policy ME-B.1, which calls for increased
transit service accessibility, and Policy ME-B.9, which calls for transitsupportive land use planning.
The Mobility Choices Program would specifically improve transit and active transportation
accessibility by requiring the installation of and/or funding for transportation infrastructure that
would improve pedestrian, transit, and bicycle amenities and provide for a more desirable multimodal experience.
Therefore, any potential increase in GHG emissions associated with development under the Housing
Program or incentivized housing resulting from the Mobility Choices Program would be a result of
the implementation of CAP strategies and the General Plan’s City of Villages strategy. While GHG
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emissions would increase within the project areas, as discussed in the CAP and evaluated in the CAP
Final PEIR, overall citywide GHG emissions would decrease with the development concentrated in
the TPAs 2, rather than areas outside of TPAs, where vehicle miles traveled, and therefore GHG
emissions, would be greater. Increasing multi-family residential density within TPAs and Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32 and providing transportation improvements in TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and
32 would support the City in achieving the citywide GHG emissions reduction targets under the CAP.
Impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant.

Issue 2 Conflicts with Plans or Policies
Would the proposed project conflict with the City’s Climate Action Plan or another applicable plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?
Future development under the proposed project would be consistent with state plans, SANDAG’s
San Diego Forward, the City’s General Plan, and the City’s CAP. As detailed below impacts associated
with applicable GHG emission reduction plans would be less than significant.

a. State Plans
EO S-3-05 establishes GHG emission reduction targets for the state, and AB 32 launched the Climate
Change Scoping Plan that outlines the reduction measures needed to reach these targets. CARB
adopted the 2017 Scoping Plan which provided an updated framework for actions to reduce
statewide GHG emissions. The 2017 Scoping Plan builds on existing programs and requires CARB
and other state agencies to adopt regulations and incentives to reduce GHG emissions. As such, the
Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to City planning efforts and projects, although there are
several regulatory measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. Most of
these regulatory measures focus on area source emissions (e.g., energy usage, high-global warmingpotential GHGs in consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (e.g., more fuel-efficient
vehicles, reduced vehicle miles traveled [VMT], fuel economy). Out of the recommended actions
contained in CARB’s Scoping Plan, the actions that are most applicable to the proposed project
would be those that are aimed at efficiency of utilities, and adoption of more stringent building and
appliance standards.

2The CAP (Table 3.1) documents the anticipated 2020, 2030, and 2035 GHG reductions associated

with implementation of various CAP strategies. The proposed project takes action to implement
Strategy 3: Bicycling, Walking, Transit and Land Use which is associated with significant GHG
emission reductions as shown in the CAP Table 3.1. These actions include promoting efficient land
use (densities in TPAs) and supporting a mode shift from single occupancy vehicle use. The CAP
Final PEIR (pg. 3.D-18) concludes that “implementation of most of the CAP actions may result in
GHG emissions, but these emissions would be more than offset by the long-term reductions in
GHG emissions that the actions would enable. Therefore, GHG emissions associated with
implementation of these actions would not make a considerable contribution to cumulative GHG
emissions, and the impact would be less than significant.”
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Future housing development implemented under the proposed project will require compliance with
the State Building Code energy efficiency and applicable green building standards. Additionally,
development plans would be reviewed at project intake to ensure the inclusion of all applicable
energy efficiency and applicable green building requirements of the applicable building and energy
codes. Compliance with applicable building code requirements will ensure that future projects
implemented under the proposed project are consistent with state plans including the 2017 Scoping
Plan measures.

b. SANDAG’s San Diego Forward (Regional Plan)
The Mobility Choices Program would result in transportation infrastructure and amenities that
would support the use of non-vehicular travel choices and incentivize housing production within
TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Future projects that meet the criteria of and are implemented
under the Housing Program and incentivized by the Mobility Choices Program would be consistent
with the goals of the Regional Plan to develop mixed-use, compact, walkable, and bicycle-friendly
communities close to transit connections and consistent with smart growth principles. The proposed
project would implement SANDAG’s Regional Plan goals and land use strategies. Additionally, the
Housing Program would require provision of infrastructure amenities such as bicycle lanes, transit
amenities, or public open spaces. If public amenities cannot be accommodated on a particular
project site, a Neighorhood Enhancement Fee would be paid that would fund mobility infrastructure
improvements within the same community where the proposed development is occurring. These
mobility infrastructure improvements would support Regional Plan goals for transit and multi-modal
improvements within TPAs. Therefore, the proposed project would result in future development that
would be consistent with the Regional Plan.

c. City of San Diego General Plan
The General Plan Land Use Element established a City of Villages strategy to focus growth into
mixed-use activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly, centers of community, and linked to the
regional transit system. Implementation of this strategy can decrease VMT and reduce GHG
emissions. The proposed project would directly implement this strategy by incentivizing high density
multi-family residential development within TPAs under the Housing Program and more broadly
incentivizing housing within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 under the Mobility Choices
Program. By allowing qualifying multi-family housing to proceed with a ministerial approval process
under the Housing Program and allowing for increased height and square footage for projects
processed under the proposed ordinances, the proposed project would support and incentivize
future development envisioned by the City of Villages strategy. Additionally, General Plan concepts
such as increased walkability, enhanced pedestrian and bicycle networks, improved connections to
transit, and sustainable development and green building practices would be supported as future
projects would be required to provide an infrastructure amenity and comply with applicable green
building standards. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s General
Plan.
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d. City of San Diego Climate Action Plan
The CAP establishes five primary strategies for achieving the citywide CAP goals. As discussed in
Issue 1, above, the proposed project would support implementation of citywide CAP goals and
would be consistent with the City’s CAP.

Cumulative Impacts
The impact analysis discussed under Issue 1 is a cumulative analysis by its nature because GHG
emissions are a cumulative issue caused by the global GHG emissions and not an individual project.
Cumulatively, there exists a significant impact related to GHG emissions at the global level. However,
the proposed project’s contribution to the cumulative impact from GHG emissions would be less
than cumulatively considerable because one of the primary project goals is to implement the City’s
CAP and affect a reduction in VMT and associated GHG emissions. The Housing and Mobility Choices
Programs are intended to incentivize housing development within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and
32 in order to provide a more efficient land use pattern and reduce VMT. As discussed under Issue 2,
future projects would be consistent with state and regional plans. Therefore, cumulative impacts
related to conflicts with GHG plans and policies would be less than significant.

4.6.5

Significance of Impacts

4.6.5.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan’s City of Villages strategy, and the
City’s CAP by incentivizing the development of multi-family residential as well as other land uses to
support the multi-family residential densities within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. The
proposed project is intended to support the City in achieving CAP goals by 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.

4.6.5.2 Conflicts with Plans or Policies
Future development under the proposed project would be consistent with state plans, SANDAG’s
San Diego Forward, the City’s General Plan, and the City’s CAP. Impacts associated with applicable
GHG emission reduction plans would be less than significant.

4.6.6

Conclusion

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation would be required.
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4.7

Health and Safety

This section analyzes potential impacts related to health and safety that could result from
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 “Mobility Choices
Program.” This section provides context regarding hazardous materials, emergency preparedness,
and airport hazards in the project areas, as well as relevant federal, state, and local regulations and
programs.

4.7.1

Existing Conditions

4.7.1.1

Hazardous Materials

Hazardous materials are substances with certain physical or chemical properties that could pose a
substantial present or future hazard to human health or the environment when improperly handled,
disposed, or otherwise managed. Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 4.5,
Chapter 11, Article 3 groups hazardous materials into four categories based on their properties:
toxic (causes human health effects), ignitable (has the ability to burn), corrosive (causes severe burns
or damage to materials), and reactive (causes explosions or generates toxic gases). Hazardous
materials are commonly used in commercial, agricultural, and industrial applications as well as in
residential areas to a limited extent.

4.7.1.2 Emergency Preparedness
The County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services (OES) coordinates the overall County
response to disasters. OES is responsible for notifying appropriate agencies when a disaster occurs,
coordinating all responding agencies, ensuring that resources are available and mobilized,
developing plans and procedures for response to and recovery from disasters, and developing and
providing preparedness materials for the public.
The OES staffs the Operational Area Emergency Operations Center (EOC), a central facility that
provides regional coordinated emergency response, and also acts as staff to the Unified Disaster
Council (UDC), its governing body. The UDC, established through a joint powers agreement among
all 18 incorporated cities and the County of San Diego, provides for the coordination of plans and
programs countywide to ensure the protection of life and property.
The City of San Diego’s (City’s) disaster prevention and response activities are conducted in
accordance with the U.S. Department of Homeland Security Office of Domestic Preparedness
requirements and incorporate the functions of planning, training, exercising, and execution. The
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City’s disaster preparedness efforts include oversight of the City’s EOC, including maintaining the
EOC in a continued state of readiness, training City staff and outside agency representatives in their
roles and responsibilities, and coordinating EOC operations when activated in response to an
emergency or major event/incident.

4.7.1.3 Aircraft Hazards
Risks associated with airport operations include risks to people and property located in the vicinity
of an airport in the event of an accident, and risks to the safety of persons aboard an aircraft.
Airspace protection policies may address the height of objects on the ground and activities that can
cause electronic or visual impairment to navigation or attract large numbers of birds (California
Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2011). Portions of the project areas are located within the
Airport Influence Areas (AIAs) of five airports including the San Diego International Airport (SDIA),
Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, Naval Outlying
Landing Field (NOLF) Imperial Beach, and Brown Field Municipal Airport (Brown Field) (Figure 4.7-1
[Areas A through D]).

a. San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field
SDIA is the primary commercial service airport hosting air transportation activity in the San Diego
region. The airport has one runway with approaches from the east and west. Aircraft operations
averaged 543 trips per day over a 12-month period ending May 2018. Ninety percent of operations
were commercial, and the remainder were air taxi, transient general aviation, and military (Airnav
2018).

b. Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport
Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport (formerly known as Montgomery Field) is a general aviation
airport and is classified by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as a reliever airport for SDIA. A
reliever airport is an airport that serves general aviation aircrafts that might otherwise use a
congested air carrier airport. The airport has three runways and a helipad. Aircraft operations
averaged 567 trips per day over a 12-month period ending in April 2017. Fifty-one percent of
operations were local general aviation, 46 percent were transient general aviation, and the
remainder were air taxi, military, or commercial operations (Airnav 2018).

c. MCAS Miramar
MCAS Miramar operates a mixture of jet fighter, transport, and helicopter aircrafts. MCAS Miramar
serves as home to the 3rd Marine Aircraft Wing, including MAG-11’s fixed-wing F/A-18 and KC-130
Hercules squadrons and MAG-16’s MV-22 Osprey tiltrotors and CH-53E Super Stallion helicopters.
The support command Marine Air Control Group 38, the 3rd MAW Band, the 4th Marine Air Wing, an
MV-22 Osprey squadron, the H&HS Marine Flight Division’s UC-12, and UC-38 squadrons are also
located at MCAS Miramar (MCAS Miramar 2019).
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d. Brown Field
Brown Field is a port of entry for private aircrafts coming from Mexico. Brown Field is a busy general
aviation airport. General aviation encompasses all aviation except air carrier and military, although
the military continues to maintain a strong presence. The types of general aviation aircrafts that
operate at Brown Field include private, corporate, charter, air ambulance, law enforcement, fire
rescue, flight training, cargo, skydiving, banner towing, and airships (City of San Diego 2019).

e. NOLF Imperial Beach
NOLF Imperial Beach is a part of the South Bay community, between Imperial Beach and the
U.S./Mexico border. It is nine miles south of the City and is connected to Coronado by the Silver
Strand Beach and Causeway. Almost half of NOLF’s 1,100 acres is a part of the Tijuana River National
Estuarine Research Reserve. It is the only exclusive-use Naval helicopter airfield on the West Coast
(Millie 2019).

4.7.2

Regulatory Setting

4.7.2.1 Federal Regulations
a. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is the primary federal agency regulating
hazardous wastes and materials. USEPA broadly defines a hazardous waste as one that is
specifically listed in USEPA regulations, has been tested and meets one of the four characteristics
established by the USEPA (toxicity, ignitability, corrosiveness, and reactivity), or that has been
declared hazardous by the generator based on its knowledge of the waste. USEPA defines
hazardous materials as any item or chemical that can cause harm to people, plants, or animals when
released by spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emptying, discharging, injecting, leaching, dumping,
or disposing into the environment. Federal regulations pertaining to hazardous wastes and
materials are generally contained in Titles 29, 40, and 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).
The terms hazardous wastes and hazardous materials are used interchangeably in this section.

b. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 United States Code Sections 6901–6987),
including the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, protects human health and the
environment, and imposes regulations on hazardous waste generators, transporters, and operators
of treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. The Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments also
require the USEPA to establish a comprehensive regulatory program for underground storage tanks.
The corresponding regulations in 40 CFR Parts 260–299 provide the general framework for
managing hazardous waste, including requirements for entities that generate, store, transport, treat,
and dispose of hazardous waste.
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c. Hazardous Materials Transportation Act
The Department of Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, and the Federal Railroad
Administration are the three entities that regulate the transport of hazardous materials at the
federal level. The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (49 CFR Part 171, Subchapter C) governs
the transportation of hazardous materials. These regulations are promulgated by the Department of
Transportation and enforced by the USEPA.

d. Disaster Mitigation Act
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 requires that a state mitigation plan, as a condition of disaster
assistance, add incentives for increased coordination and integration of mitigation activities at the
state level through the establishment of requirements for two different levels of state plans:
“Standard” and “Enhanced”. States that develop an approved Enhanced State Plan can increase the
amount of funding available through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. The Disaster Mitigation
Act also established a new requirement for local mitigation plans.

4.7.2.2 State Regulations
a. Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous
Waste
CCR Title 22, Division 4.5 provides standards applicable to generators and transporters of hazardous
wastes, as well as standards for operators of hazardous waste transfer facilities, among other
regulations.

b. Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory
Two programs in the California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Chapter 6.95 are directly applicable
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) issue of risk due to hazardous substance release.
In San Diego County, these two programs are referred to as the Hazardous Materials Business Plan
(HMBP) program and the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) program. The County of
San Diego Department of Environmental Health (DEH) is responsible for the implementation of the
HMBP program and the CalARP program in San Diego County. The HMBP and CalARP programs
provide threshold quantities for regulated hazardous substances. When the indicated quantities are
exceeded, an HMBP or Risk Management Plan is required pursuant to the regulations.
Congress requires USEPA Region 9 to make Risk Management Plan information available to the
public through USEPA’s Envirofacts Data Warehouse. The Envirofacts Data Warehouse is considered
the single point of access to select USEPA environmental data.
California H&SC Section 25270, Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act, requires registration and spill
prevention programs for aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) that store petroleum. In some cases,
ASTs for petroleum may be subject to groundwater monitoring programs implemented by the
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) and the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB).
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c. Senate Bill 1889, Accidental Release Prevention Law/Chemical
Accident Release Prevention Program
Senate Bill (SB) 1889 required California to implement a federally mandated program governing the
accidental airborne release of chemicals listed under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. Effective
January 1, 1997, CalARP replaced the previous California Risk Management and Prevention Program
and incorporated the mandatory federal requirements. CalARP addresses facilities containing
specified hazardous materials that, if involved in an accidental release, could result in adverse offsite consequences. CalARP defines regulated substances as chemicals that pose a threat to public
health and safety or the environment because they are highly toxic, flammable, or explosive.

d. Emergency Response to Hazardous Materials Incidents
California has developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services provided
by federal, state, and local governments and private agencies. Response to hazardous material
incidents is one part of this plan. The plan is managed by the California Emergency Management
Agency, which coordinates the responses of other agencies, including the California Environmental
Protection Agency (California EPA), California Highway Patrol, California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), and RWQCB.

e. Cortese List
The Cortese List refers to provisions in Government Code Section 65962.5, which requires that the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), State Department of Health Services,
SWRCB, and designated local enforcement agencies compile and update lists of hazardous materials
sites under their purview as specified in the code. The “Cortese List” consists of the information
provided by these agencies under the code.
DTSC's Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program (Cleanup Program) EnviroStor database
provides DTSC's component of the Cortese List data by identifying State Response, Federal
Superfund, and Backlog sites listed under H&SC Section 25356, as well as Certified with Operation
and Maintenance sites. The EnviroStor database identifies sites that have known contamination or
potentially contaminated sites requiring further investigation, and facilities permitted to treat, store,
or dispose of hazardous waste. The EnviroStor database includes lists of the following site types:
federal Superfund; State Response, including military facilities and State Superfund; voluntary
cleanup; and school sites.
The SWRCB GeoTracker database tracks sites that impact groundwater or have the potential to
impact groundwater. It includes sites that require groundwater cleanup such as Leaking
Underground Storage Tanks (LUSTs), Department of Defense, and Site Cleanup Program sites, as
well as permitted facilities that could impact groundwater such as operating Underground Storage
Tanks (USTs), irrigated lands, oil and gas production sites, and land disposal sites.
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f. California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Within the California EPA, DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility, with delegation of
enforcement to local jurisdictions that enter into agreements with the state agency, for the
management of hazardous materials and the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous
waste under the authority of the Hazardous Waste Control Law. Since August 1, 1992, DTSC has
been authorized to implement the state’s hazardous waste management program for the California
EPA.

g. State Water Resources Control Board
The San Diego RWQCB is authorized by the SWRCB to enforce provisions of the Porter–Cologne
Water Quality Control Act of 1969. This act gives the San Diego RWQCB authority to require
groundwater investigations when the quality of groundwater or surface waters of the state is
threatened and to require remediation of the site, if necessary.

h. The California Department of Transportation
Caltrans manages more than 50,000 miles of California's highway and freeway lanes, provides intercity rail services, permits more than 400 public-use airports and special-use hospital heliports, and
works with local agencies. Caltrans is also the first responder for hazardous material spills and
releases that occur on highway and freeway lanes and inter-city rail services.

i. State Hazard Mitigation Plan
The State Hazard Mitigation Plan (SHMP) is the state’s hazard mitigation guidance document and
provides a comprehensive description of California’s historical and current hazard analysis,
mitigation strategies, goals, and objectives. The SHMP reflects the state’s commitment to reduce or
eliminate potential risks and impacts of natural and human-caused disasters by making California’s
families, homes, and communities better prepared and more disaster-resilient. The SHMP is also a
federal requirement under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 for the State of California to receive
federal funds for disaster assistance grant programs (OES 2018).

j. State Aeronautics Act
Through the State Aeronautics Act, every county that contains a public airport must develop and
comply with an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) with a 20-year planning horizon. The
purpose of an ALUCP is to protect public health, safety, and welfare by providing for the orderly
growth and land use development of the area surrounding the airport. ALUCP policies generally set
controls on land use and development standards that ensure safe and efficient airport and flight
operations and minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within the
airport’s vicinity. An ALUCP does not designate land uses, but instead establishes criteria to
encourage the development of compatible land uses. It also has no ability to alter existing nonconforming uses; the focus is on future development.
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The body responsible for creating and carrying out the ALUCP is each respective county’s Airport
Land Use Commission (ALUC) or other designated agency. The San Diego County Regional Airport
Authority (Airport Authority) serves as the ALUC for San Diego County.

k. California Underground Storage Tank Regulations
The California Underground Storage Tank Regulations (CCR Title 23, Chapter 16) includes guidelines
and standards to protect waters from hazardous substance discharges from USTs. The regulations
establish construction requirements for new USTs; establish separate monitoring requirements for
new and existing USTs; establish uniform requirements for unauthorized release reporting and for
the repair, upgrade, and closure of USTs; and specify variance request procedures. It requires
responsible parties to remediate any unauthorized releases from USTs.

4.7.2.3 Local Regulations
a. City of San Diego Municipal Code
Hazardous Materials
The Hazardous Waste Establishment section of the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) (SDMC
Chapter 4, Article 2, Division 8) enables the Health Officer to establish a program to monitor
establishments where hazardous wastes are produced, stored, handled, disposed of, treated, or
recycled, and to provide health care information and other appropriate technical assistance on a 24hour basis to emergency responders in the event of a hazardous waste incident involving
community exposure. The Disclosure of Hazardous Materials section (SDMC Chapter 4, Article 2,
Division 9) establishes a system for the provision of information on potential hazards or hazardous
materials in the community, including appropriate education and training for use of information.
Elements of the system include the Health Officer’s ability to seek advice from the Hazardous
Materials Advisory Committee, the filing of a hazardous substance disclosure form, the content of
the disclosure form, emergency response information, and penalty for violations.

Explosives
SDMC Chapter 5, Article 3 addresses firearms, dangerous weapons, explosives, and hazardous
trades. Included are regulations concerning blasting, firearms, and other hazardous items (pointed
missiles, steam boilers, etc.). Specific definitions of various hazardous items and penalties for misuse
are listed.

b. Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone
The SDMC addresses issues related to safety compatibility in the Airport Land Use Compatibility
Overlay Zone. SDMC Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 15 establishes the Airport Land Use Compatibility
Overlay Zone, which ensures that new development located within an AIA for MCAS Miramar,
Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, Brown Field, and Gillespie Airport is compatible with respect
to airport-related noise, public safety, airspace protection, and aircraft overflight areas. Regulations
include safety compatibility and aircraft overflight notification.
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c. City of San Diego Building Regulations
The City’s Building Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5) are intended to regulate the
construction of applicable facilities and encompasses (and formally adopts) associated elements of
the California Building Code (CBC). Specifically, this includes guidelines regulating the “construction,
alteration, replacement, repair, maintenance, moving, removal, demolition, occupancy, and use of
any privately owned building or structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such
buildings or structures within this jurisdiction, except work located primarily in a public right-of-way,
public utility towers and poles, mechanical equipment not specifically regulated in the Building Code,
and hydraulic flood control structures” (SDMC Section 145.0102). The City's Building Regulations also
establish acceptable construction materials for development near open space to minimize fire risk
through adoption of Chapter 7, “Fire Resistance-Rated Construction,” and Chapter 7A, “Materials and
Construction Methods for Exterior Wildfire Exposure,” of the CBC (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5,
Division 7).

d. Off-Site Development Impacts
The City’s Off-Site Development Impact Regulations (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. 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.

e. County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health
The Hazardous Materials Division (HMD) of the County’s DEH regulates hazardous waste and tiered
permitting, USTs, aboveground petroleum storage and risk management plans, hazardous materials
business plans and chemical inventory, and medical waste. The HMD’s goal is “to protect human
health and the environment by ensuring that hazardous materials, hazardous waste, medical waste,
and underground storage tanks are properly managed” (County of San Diego 2016).

f. California EPA’s Unified Program
In 1993, SB 1082 gave the California EPA the authority and responsibility to establish a unified
hazardous waste and hazardous materials management and regulatory program, commonly
referred to as the Unified Program. The purpose of this program is to consolidate and coordinate six
different hazardous materials and hazardous waste programs, and to ensure that they are
consistently implemented throughout the state. The California EPA oversees the Unified Program
with support from DTSC, the RWQCBs, OES, and the state Fire Marshal.
State law requires the County and local agencies to implement the Unified Program. The agency in
charge of implementing the program is called the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The
HMD of the County’s DEH is the CUPA for San Diego County.
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g. San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan
The 2017 San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) was prepared to
comply with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 to increase disaster planning funding. It is intended
to educate the public, help serve as a decision-making tool, supplement and enhance local policies
regarding disaster planning, and improve multi-jurisdictional coordination.
The MJHMP identifies hazardous materials and wildfire/structure fire among the top 11 hazards in
the City due to the potential loss of life, injuries, and damage to property, as well as the significance
in the disruption of services. The MJHMP includes six goals for the City.

h. San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan
The 2018 San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan describes a comprehensive emergency
management system that provides for a planned response to disaster situations associated with
natural disasters, technological incidents, terrorism, and nuclear-related incidents. It delineates
operational concepts relating to various emergency situations, identifies components of the
Emergency Management Organization, and describes the overall responsibilities for protecting life
and property and providing for the overall well-being of the population. The plan also identifies the
sources of outside support that might be provided (through mutual aid and specific statutory
authorities) by other jurisdictions, state and federal agencies, and the private sector.

i. 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 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 AIA 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 does not have jurisdiction over the operation of airports or over existing land uses. Once
ALUCPs have been adopted by the ALUC, local agencies with land located within the AIA boundary
for any of the airports must amend their planning documents to conform to the applicable ALUCP,
unless a local agency makes certain findings in accordance with state law.
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San Diego International Airport ALUCP
The SDIA ALUCP was adopted in 2014 and contains policies and standards related to airspace
protection and noise, safety, and overflight compatibility. The SDIA AIA is divided into two review
areas. Review Area 1 is defined by the combination of the 60 dB CNEL noise contour, the outer
boundary of all safety zones, and the airspace Threshold Siting Surfaces. All 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.

Montgomery Field ALUCP
The Montgomery Field ALUCP was adopted by the ALUC in 2010. The Montgomery Field AIA is
divided into two review areas. Review Area 1 consists of locations where noise and safety concerns
may necessitate limitations on the types of land use actions. Specifically, Review Area 1
encompasses locations exposed to aircraft noise levels of 60 dB CNEL or greater together with all of
the safety zones. Review Area 2 consists of locations beyond Review Area 1 but within the airspace
protection and overflight notification areas.

MCAS Miramar ALUCP
The MCAS Miramar ALUCP was adopted by the ALUC in 2011. The AIA of MCAS Miramar includes
lands within four general land use jurisdictions: the County of San Diego and the cities of Poway, San
Diego, and Santee.

Brown Field ALUCP
The Brown Field ALUCP was adopted in 2010. The Brown Field AIA encompasses lands within the
cities of San Diego, Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, National City, and unincorporated areas of San
Diego County. The ALUCP reflects the anticipated growth of the airport for at least the next 20 years
and depict both existing and planned facilities at the airport, including the airfield, runway
protection zones, and the airport property boundary.

NOLF Imperial Beach ALUCP
The NOLF Imperial Beach ALUCP was adopted in 2015. As required by State law, this ALUCP is
consistent with the safety and noise standards in the Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ)
Update prepared by the United States Department of Defense (DOD), Naval Facilities Command
Southwest (NAVFAC SW) for NOLF Imperial Beach. The primary goal of the DOD’s AICUZ Program is
to protect the health, safety, and welfare of those living on and near a military airfield while
preserving the operational capability of the airfield.

4.7.3

Significance Determination Thresholds

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are
based on applicable criteria in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s CEQA Significance
Determination Thresholds (2016). Thresholds are modified from the City’s CEQA Significance
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Determination Thresholds to reflect the programmatic analysis for the proposed project. A
significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials could occur if the proposed project
would:
1) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials;
2) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment;
3) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school;
4) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment;
5) 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;
6) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan; or
7) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires.
Potential impacts related to wildfire (Issue 7) are addressed in Section 4.15 of this PEIR.

4.7.4

Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Transport, Use, or Disposal
Would implementation of the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
The proposed project would incentivize multi-family residential development within transit priority
areas (TPAs) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32, and could include mixed-use developments that
include a commercial and/or retail component. Project construction may require the use of
hazardous materials (e.g., fuels, lubricants, solvents, etc.), which would require proper storage,
handling, use, and disposal. However, the operation of future residential and mixed-use
developments is not anticipated to result in the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials because such uses would not be allowed within a mixed-use zone. Although small
amounts of hazardous materials may be used for cleaning and maintenance, compliance with
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations would ensure that regulated hazardous
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materials are handled and disposed of properly, and that no hazards would result during long-term
operation of the project. Construction activities associated with the installation of transportation
infrastructure improvements per the Mobility Choices Program could involve the transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials; however, operation of these facilities would not include the
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 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.

Issue 2 Release of Hazardous Materials
Would implementation of the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
As discussed above in Issue 1, the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. Impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3 Schools
Would implementation of the proposed project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
The project areas are located throughout the City and may be located within proximity to schools.
The proposed project would incentivize multi-family residential development within TPAs and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32, and could include mixed-use developments that include a commercial
and/or retail component. While uses allowed under these designations may handle some amount of
hazardous materials on a regular basis, they are not anticipated to result in hazardous emissions or
exposure to acutely hazardous materials because such uses would not be allowed within a mixeduse zone. Transportation infrastructure improvements associated with the Mobility Choices
Program would not involve hazardous emissions. Additionally, in accordance with City, state, and
federal requirements, 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 to occur at a contaminated site until a “no further
action” clearance letter from the County’s DEH, or similar determination is issued by the San Diego
Fire-Rescue Department (SDFD), DTSC, RWQCB, or other responsible agency. Therefore, through
regulatory compliance, potential impacts would be less than significant.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.7-16

4.7 Health and Safety

Issue 4 Hazardous Materials Sites and Health Hazards
Would the proposed project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?
Federal and state regulations require adherence to specific guidelines regarding the use,
transportation, disposal, and accidental release of hazardous materials. According to the DTSC
EnviroStor (2019) database, there are 76 open hazardous sites cases identified within the project
areas. In accordance with local City, county, state, and federal requirements, 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.

Issue 5 Aircraft Related Hazards
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?
Transportation infrastructure improvements associated with the Mobility Choices Program would
not result in safety hazards within airport land use plans because they would result in small-scale
improvements within existing public right-of-way or within the development footprint of future
development projects and would not create obstructions or hazards that could affect aircrafts. The
Housing Program could result in multi-family residential development within TPAs at densities and
heights beyond what was identified in the respective community plan. Within the Coastal Zone,
height limits would not exceed the coastal height limit of 30 feet. Projects within AIA Review Area 1
for SDIA would 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 AIAs
Review Area 2 anticipated under the Housing Program would be subject to overflight and airspace
protection policies review and may require FAA notification (if the proposed development’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
would also be subject to the height limitations of the AAOZ.
Figure 4.7-1 shows the Housing Program project areas that lie within an AIA. The five AIAs that affect
the project areas include the Brown Field AIA (1,037.3 acres), Montgomery Field AIA (4,677.4 acres),
MCAS Miramar AIA (2,655.4 acres), NOLF Imperial Beach AIA (1,122.9 acres), and SDIA AIA (9,304.7
acres). ALUC review is required for land use plans and regulations within Review Areas 1 and 2 that
propose increases in height limits, and for land use projects that have received from the FAA a
Notice of Presumed Hazard, a Determination of Hazard, or a Determination of No Hazard subject to
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conditions, limitations or marking and lighting requirements, and/or would create glare, lighting,
electromagnetic interference, dust, water vapor, smoke, thermal plumes, or bird attractants.
Future projects implemented under the Housing Program and incentivized by the Mobility Choices
Program that are located within AIA Review Areas 1 and 2 would be required by SDMC
Sections 132.0207, 132.1515, and 132.1520 to obtain an FAA Determination of No Hazard to air
navigation at the time of a building permit application if the project would exceed the Part 77
Notification Surfaces. If required by the applicable ALUCP, an overflight notification agreement must
be recorded with the Office of the County Recorder for any new dwelling unit within the overflight
area. The recording of an overflight notification agreement is not necessary where the dedication of
an avigation easement is required. Alternative methods of providing overflight notification are
acceptable if approved by the ALUC.
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 aircraft related hazards would be less
than significant.

Issue 6 Emergency Evacuation and Response Plans
Would implementation of the proposed project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
The San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan (County of San Diego 2018) identifies a broad
range of potential hazards and a response plan for public protection. The plan identifies major
interstates and highways within San Diego County that could be used as primary routes for
evacuation. Additionally, the County of San Diego MJHMP, revised in 2017, 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. Impacts to emergency evacuation and response plans as a result of implementation of
the proposed project would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impact Analysis
As discussed throughout this section, compliance with federal, state, regional, and local health and
safety laws and regulations would address potential health and safety impacts. Potential health and
safety impacts associated with wildfire, hazardous substances, emergency response and evacuation
plans, and aircraft hazards would not combine to create cumulative impacts when viewed together
with the potential growth that could occur within the project areas. In addition, potential hazards
associated with hazardous material sites are site-specific and would not combine with hazards in
other communities within the vicinity of the projects areas to create a cumulative impact. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively significant impact related
to health and safety issues.
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4.7.5

Significance of Impacts

4.7.5.1 Transport, Use, or Disposal
Although construction activities associated with the proposed project could involve the transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials, compliance with applicable federal, state, and local
regulations would ensure that regulated hazardous materials are handled and disposed of properly.
Operation of future development could use small amounts of hazardous materials for cleaning and
maintenance; however, hazardous materials and waste would be managed and used in accordance
with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations, which would ensure that no hazards
would result during long-term operation of the project. Therefore, the project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or environment. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.7.5.2 Release of Hazardous Materials
The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.7.5.3 Schools
The project areas are located throughout the City and may be located within proximity to schools.
The land uses that would be developed per the proposed project are not anticipated to result in
hazardous emissions or exposure to acutely hazardous materials. In accordance with City, state, and
federal requirements, 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 to occur at a contaminated site 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 to schools would be less than
significant.

4.7.5.4 Hazardous Materials Sites and Health Hazards
Implementation of the proposed project would be in accordance with 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.

4.7.5.5 Aircraft Related Hazards
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
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SDMC, and associated FAA requirements. Impacts related to aircraft related hazards would be less
than significant.

4.7.5.6 Emergency Evacuation and Response Plans
The San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan (County of San Diego 2018) identifies a broad
range of potential hazards and a response 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 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.

4.7.6

Conclusion

Future development under the proposed project would be subject to the local, state, and federal
health and safety regulations discussed in this section. Impacts would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required.
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4.8

Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural
Resources

This section analyzes the potential impacts to historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources
due to implementation of Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices
(proposed project). It documents the historical background for the project areas and addresses
prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, the built environment, and tribal cultural
resources. The information in this section is based in part on the Cultural Resources Constraints
Analyses previously conducted for the Mission Valley, Old Town, Midway-Pacific Highway, Uptown,
Golden Hill, North Park, San Ysidro, Southeastern San Diego, and Encanto Community Plan Updates,
and the Balboa Avenue Station Area and Morena Corridor Specific Plans. An updated record search
was also conducted for the remaining project-specific areas not covered in the planning documents
noted above. 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.”

4.8.1

Existing Conditions

4.8.1.1 Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources
A Tribal Cultural Resource is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or
object that is of cultural value to a Native American tribe and is either on or eligible for listing on the
national, state, or a local historic register, or which the lead agency, at its discretion, chooses to
identify as a Tribal Cultural Resource (PRC Section 21074).
Historical resources are physical features, both natural and constructed, that reflect past human
existence and are of historical, archaeological, scientific, educational, cultural, architectural,
aesthetic, or traditional significance. These resources may include such physical objects and features
as archaeological sites and artifacts, buildings, groups of buildings, structures, districts, street
furniture, signs, cultural properties, and landscapes. Historical resources in the San Diego region
span a timeframe of at least the last 10,000 years and include both the prehistoric and historic
periods. For purposes of the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), historical resources
consist of historic buildings, structures, objects, or sites, prehistoric and historic archaeological
resources, sacred sites and human remains, and tribal cultural resources determined to be
significant under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Archaeological resources include prehistoric and historic locations or sites where human actions
have resulted in detectable changes to the area. This can include changes in the soil, as well as the
presence of physical cultural remains. Archaeological resources can have a surface component, a
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subsurface component, or both. Prehistoric resources may include midden deposits, lithic and or
ceramic scatters, milling features, or inhumations. Historic archaeological resources are those
originating after European contact. These resources may include subsurface features such as wells,
cisterns, or privies. Other historic archaeological remains include artifact concentrations, building
foundations, or remnants of structures.

4.8.1.2 Tribal Cultural Context (Pre-Contact/Prehistoric, and
Ethnohistoric)
Evidence for continuous human occupation in the San Diego region spans the last 10,000 years.
Various attempts to parse out variability in archaeological assemblages over this broad time frame
have led to the development of several cultural chronologies; some of these are based on geologic
time, most are based on temporal trends in archaeological assemblages, and others are interpretive
reconstructions. Each of these reconstructions describes essentially similar trends in assemblage
composition in more or less detail. This research employs a common set of generalized terms used
to describe chronological trends in assemblage composition: Paleoindian (pre-5500 BC), Archaic
(5500 BC–AD 500), Late Prehistoric (AD 500–1769), and Ethnohistoric (post-AD 1769). It is important
to note that Native American aboriginal lifeways did not cease at European contact. Protohistoric
refers to the chronological trend of continued Native American aboriginal lifeways at the cusp of the
recorded historic period in the Americas.
The City of San Diego (City) is located within the traditional territory of the Yuman-speaking
Kumeyaay bands, also known as Ipay, Tipay, or Diegueño (named for Mission San Diego de Alcalá),
and have roots that extend thousands of years in the area that is now southern San Diego and
southwestern Imperial counties and northern Baja California. The Kumeyaay were a group of
exogamous, patrilineal territorial bands that lived in semi-sedentary, politically autonomous villages
or rancherias. Most rancherias were the seat of a clan, although it is thought that, aboriginally, some
clans had more than one rancheria and some rancherias contained more than one clan. Several
sources indicate that large Kumeyaay villages or rancherias were located in river valleys and along
the shoreline of coastal estuaries. They subsisted on a hunting and foraging economy, exploiting San
Diego’s diverse ecology throughout the year; coastal bands exploited marine resources while inland
bands might move from the desert, ripe with agave and small game, to the acorn and pine nut rich
mountains in the fall.
The pre-contact cultural sequences are locally characterized by the material culture recovered
during archaeological investigations as early as the 1920s, and through early accounts of Native
American life in San Diego, recorded as a means to salvage scientific knowledge of native
lifeways. The best information of Native American lifeways, however, comes from the Kumeyaay
themselves, from the stories and songs passed down through the generations, in their own
words. According to ethnographies based on interviews with local tribal elders, there are
hundreds of words that describe a given landform, showing a close connection with nature. There
are also stories associated with the land. The San Diego area in general, including Old Town, the
river valley and the City as it existed as late as the 1920s, was known as qapai (meaning uncertain).
According to Kumeyaay elder Jane Dumas, some native speakers referred to what is now Interstate 8
as oon-ya, meaning trail or road, describing one of the main routes linking the interior of San Diego
with the coast. The floodplain from the Mission San Diego de Alcalá to the ocean was hajir or qajir
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(Harrington 1925, 1927), and the modern-day Mission Valley area was known as Emat kuseyaay,
which means spirit land, land with spirits, or place of spirit person, and may have been in reference
to the presence of Spanish priests in the valley after 1769 (Robertson 1982). The narrows of Mission
Gorge within present-day Mission Trails Regional Park carries the name Ewiikaakap, meaning rocks
where the river narrows (Robertson 1982).
Villages and campsites were generally located in areas where water was readily available, preferably
on a year-round basis. The San Diego River provided an important resource not only as a reliable
source of water, but as a major transportation corridor through the region. Major coastal villages
were known to have existed along the San Diego River, including the village of Kosaii (also known as
Cosoy or Kosa’aay) near the mouth of the San Diego River (Gallegos et al. 1998; Kroeber 1925), which
took its name from the Kumeyaay word for drying place or dry place (Dumas 2011). Other water
ways are found in areas within or adjacent to the San Dieguito river valley, in Carmel Valley, Los
Peñasquitos Canyon, Rose Canyon, the Los Chollas Valley, and along the Sweetwater, Otay, and
Tijuana river valleys. These areas may contain the remnants of other important Kumeyaay villages or
habitation areas such as Ystagua, Rinconada de Jamo, Los Choyas, La Punta, and Milejo (Carrico 1987).
The Kumeyaay are the identified Most Likely Descendants for all Native American human remains
found in the City.
The prehistoric cultural sequence in San Diego County is generally described as comprising three
basic periods: the Paleoindian, dated between about 11,500 and 8,500 years before present (BP) and
manifested by the artifacts of the San Dieguito Complex; the Archaic, lasting from about 8,500 to
1,500 BP (AD 500) and manifested by the cobble and core technology of the La Jollan Complex; and
the Late Prehistoric, lasting from about 1,500 BP to historic contact (i.e., AD 500 to 1769) and
represented by the Cuyamaca Complex. This latest complex is marked by the appearance of
ceramics, small arrow points, and cremation burial practices.

a. Paleoindian Period
The Paleoindian Period in San Diego County, which was situated at the terminal Pleistocene through
Early Holocene geologic eras (circa 11700 to 7500 BP) is most closely associated with the San
Dieguito Complex, as identified by Rogers (1938, 1939, 1945). Many archaeological sites attributed to
the San Dieguito time frame are described as surface or very shallow deposits, typically located on
inland knolltops and ridge-fingers overlooking watercourses. The usually tenuous nature of these
deposits, coupled with a limited range of tool types, has led many researchers to interpret San
Dieguito sites as either temporary camps or loci of specialized activities, such as hunting or food
processing. If these views are correct, then a San Dieguito economy, based primarily on hunting
activities and secondarily on the use of plant resources, was probably expressed as a nomadic
lifestyle that may have entailed seasonal patterns of movement dictated by the availability of local
resources. The San Dieguito assemblage consists of well-made scraper planes, choppers, scraping
tools, crescentics, elongated bifacial knives, and leaf-shaped points. The San Dieguito Complex is
thought to represent an early emphasis on hunting (Warren et al. 1993: III-33).
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b. Archaic Period
The Archaic Period in coastal San Diego County is represented by the La Jollan Complex, a local
manifestation of the widespread Millingstone Horizon. The La Jollan Complex spans the latter part of
the Early Holocene, through the Middle Holocene, to the middle Late Holocene (circa 8500 to
1500 BP). This period brings an apparent shift toward a more generalized economy and an
increased emphasis on seed resources, small game, and shellfish. The local cultural manifestations
of the Archaic Period are called the La Jollan Complex along the coast and the Pauma Complex
inland. Pauma Complex sites lack the shell that dominates many La Jollan sites. Along with an
economic focus on gathering plant resources, the settlement system appears to have been more
sedentary. Large deposits of marine shell at coastal sites argue for the importance of shellfish
gathering to the coastal Archaic economy (True 1980). Sites dating to the Archaic Period are
numerous along the coast, near-coastal valleys, and around estuaries. In the inland areas of San
Diego County, sites associated with the Archaic Period are less common relative to the Late
Prehistoric complexes that follow them. The La Jolla/Pauma complex tool assemblage is dominated
by rough cobble tools, especially choppers and scrapers. The La Jolla/Pauma complex tool
assemblage also include manos and metates; terrestrial and marine mammal remains; flexed
burials; doughnut stones; discoidals; stone balls; plummets; biface points; beads; and bone tools.

c. Late Prehistoric Period
While there has been considerable debate about whether San Dieguito and La Jollan patterns might
represent the same people using different environments and subsistence techniques, or whether
they are separate cultural patterns, abrupt shifts in subsistence and new tool technologies occur at
the onset of the Late Prehistoric Period (1500 BP to AD 1769). This period is coincident with the Late
Holocene, dating after 3500 BP. The Late Prehistoric period is represented by the San Luis Rey
complex in the northern portion of San Diego County and the Cuyamaca complex in the southern
portion of the county. Near the coast and in the Peninsular Mountains beginning approximately
1,500 years ago, patterns began to emerge which suggest the ancestors of the ethnohistoric
Kumeyaay occupied the area. This period is characterized by higher population densities and
elaborations in social, political, and technological systems. Economic systems diversify and intensify
during this period, with the continued elaboration of trade networks, the use of shell-bead currency,
and the appearance of more labor-intensive but effective technological innovations. The late
prehistoric archaeology of the San Diego coast and foothills is characterized by the Cuyamaca
Complex. It is primarily known from the work of D.L. True (1970) at Cuyamaca Rancho State Park.
The Cuyamaca Complex is characterized by the presence of steatite arrowshaft straighteners,
steatite pendants, steatite comales (heating stones), Tizon Brown Ware pottery, ceramic figurines
reminiscent of Hohokam styles, ceramic “Yuman bow pipes,” ceramic rattles, miniature pottery,
various cobble-based tools (e.g., scrapers, choppers, hammerstones), bone awls, manos and
metates, mortars and pestles, and Desert Side-Notched (more common) and Cottonwood Series
projectile points (True 1970).
Based on ethnographic data, including the areas defined for the Hokan-based Yuman-speaking
peoples (Kumeyaay) and the Takic-speaking peoples (Luiseño) at the time of contact, it is now
generally accepted that the Cuyamaca complex is associated with the Kumeyaay and the San Luis
Rey complex with the Luiseño. Agua Hedionda Creek is often described as the division between the
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territories of the Luiseño and the Kumeyaay people, although various archaeologists and
ethnographers use slightly different boundaries.

d. Ethnohistoric
The Ethnohistoric Period commences with the earliest European arrival in what is now San Diego
and continued through the Spanish and Mexican periods and into the American period. Spanish
colonists began to settle Alta California with the founding of Mission San Diego de Alcalá in AD 1769,
within the territory of the Kumeyaay people. The Kumeyaay (also known as Kamia, Ipai, Tipai, and
Diegueño) occupied the southern two-thirds of San Diego County. The Kumeyaay lived in semisedentary, politically autonomous villages or rancherias. A settlement system typically consisted of
two or more seasonal villages with temporary camps radiating away from these central places
(Cline 1984). Their economic system consisted of hunting and gathering, with a focus on small game,
acorns, grass seeds, and other plant resources. The most basic social and economic unit was the
patrilocal extended family. A wide range of tools was made of locally available and imported
materials. A simple shoulder-height bow was used for hunting. Numerous other flaked-stone tools
were made, including scrapers, choppers, flake-based cutting tools, and biface knives. Preferred
stone types were locally available metavolcanics, quartzite, and quartz. Obsidian was imported from
the deserts to the north and east. Ground stone objects include mortars and pestles typically made
of locally available fine-grained granite. Both portable and bedrock types are known. The Kumeyaay
constructed fine baskets. These employed either coiled or twined construction. The Kumeyaay also
manufactured pottery, using the paddle-and-anvil technique. Most were a plain brown utility ware
defined as Tizon Brown Ware. Decorated Tizon is known, but is infrequent (May 1978; Meighan
1954; Spier 1923).
One difficulty with defining the Ethnohistoric Period is that influences from encroaching Spanish
colonial forces undoubtedly reached northern groups, far in advance of the founding of Mission San
Diego de Alcala and Presidio de San Diego in AD 1769. For the local area the pace of cultural change
accelerated after that date, and ultimately, the coming of the Spanish precipitated large-scale native
depopulation, relocation, and social collapse of the aboriginal groups. This era also resulted in
terminological confusion because Fray Junipero Serra, following standard practice, called the San
Diego mission neophytes “Diegueños” and the Mission San Luis Rey de Francia neophytes
“Luiseños.” These terms were extended to incorporate all natives within the holdings of each
combined mission and Presidio administrative district, generally in complete ignorance of traditional
sociopolitical divisions.
It is difficult to accurately reconstruct aboriginal social and political structures because the Spanish
recorded little information of value in this regard, and ethnographic field research began long after
native cultures had experienced significant historical impacts. The Yuman-speaking inhabitants
throughout most of San Diego County were loosely organized into at least two dialectically separate
groups, each associated with a geographic area that was home to many triblets or bands. The Ipai
(northern) and Tipai (southern) divisions were not so much clearly defined territorial units as they
were emicly recognized, cultural and dialectical structures (Luomala 1978:592). In original usage,
these terms probably had geographic and/or classificatory meanings that have since been lost or
modified.
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The Kumeyaay traditionally maintained a system of patrilineal, patrilocal, exogamous sibs that were
distributed within a territorially associated band structure (Luomala 1978:602; Shipek 1982:297;
Gifford 1973:378). Each band contained members of up to 15 sibs within its organization (Shipek
1982:297). The consanguineal kin group (household) was the primary social structure and consisted
of a married couple together with their unmarried children, married sons and families, and such
dependent relatives within the father’s lineage as his parents, grandparents, and unmarried aunts or
uncles (May 1975:3). At any one time, the Kumeyaay band usually maintained a main village and
several outlying villages (True 1970:55; May 1975:4; Shipek 1982:297; Luomala 1978:597). Since the
economy was based on intensive utilization of locally available natural resources, these settlements
were more or less temporary. Residential units often split into their constituent clans when
movement to other areas was necessitated either by seasonal changes or by local overexploitation.
A “permanent” village, as recorded by early European explorers, probably consisted of an area that
was regularly utilized by local band members for a large part of the yearly cycle (Luomala 1978:597).
At the time of Spanish intrusion, institutionalized leadership roles within the clans and various
integrating systems between the clans facilitated flexible patterns of personnel movement and trade
throughout the region (Shipek 1982:302). There were also various connections with the bands and
clans of other ethnolinguistic traditions.
European contact substantially and pervasively stressed the social, political, and economic fabric of
Kumeyaay culture. Missionary influence eroded traditional religious and ideological institutions,
while Spanish development of coastal areas for crops and livestock severely impacted traditional
subsistence practices. Disease, starvation, and a general institutional collapse caused emigration,
birth rate declines, and high adult and infant mortality levels. For a short time and principally among
inland groups, these pressures enhanced the role and increased the scope of inter-clan and possibly
tribal level political institutions. However, continuing European encroachments eventually made
traditional band-level lifeways progressively unviable. A few impoverished bands were able to retain
traditional patterns in remote mountain areas until the early twentieth century, but the broader and
complex Kumeyaay social system was effectively dismantled by the mid-nineteenth century. The
general collapse was so rapid and complete that most village locations and band, clan, or lineage
names were never recorded.
The lack of Spanish colonial records notwithstanding, through a combination of ethnographic
research, oral tradition, and archaeological investigations it is now understood that at the time of
Spanish colonization in the late 1700s, several major villages, or rancherias, were located throughout
coastal and riverine San Diego. Along the San Diego River, for instance, are at least three village
localities are known, including Nipaguay at the location of the San Diego Mission de Alcalá, on the
north side of the river, Kosaii, located at Old Town, on the south side of the river, and the likely
named Paulpa village at the mouth of the San Diego River in Ocean Beach. Other villages include
Milejo and Chiap in the mouth of the Tijuana and Otay River Valleys, Los Choyas, along Chollas Creek,
Rinconada (Jamo) along Rose Creek, and Ystagua, along Soledad Creek. The presence of significant
sites along river courses and valley bottoms point to the importance of these physiographic features
to native populations. Some native speakers referred to river valleys as oon-ya, meaning trail or
road, describing one of the main routes linking the interior of San Diego with the coast.
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4.8.1.3 Historical Background
There are three general eras in California history: the Spanish, Mexican, and American periods.

a. Spanish Period
The Spanish period represents a time of European exploration and settlement. Dual military and
religious contingents established the San Diego Presidio and the Mission San Diego de Alcalá. The
mission system used Native American labor to build the infrastructure needed for European
settlement. Traditional lifeways were disrupted, and Native American populations became tied
economically to the missions. In addition to providing new construction methods and architectural
styles, the mission system introduced horses, cattle, and other agricultural goods and implements to
the area. The cultural systems and institutions established by the Spanish continued to influence the
region beyond 1821, when California came under the rule of newly independent Mexico.
As part of the Spanish efforts to establish itself in New Spain, Spanish explorers advanced along the
coast of Baja and Alta California, and the interior regions of the North American Southwest during
the middle 1500s. Despite these early explorations Spanish colonization of Alta California did not
being in earnest until 1769, initiating the traditionally defined Spanish Period (1769-1821) in the
region. After establishing several missions in mainland Mexico, and recently appointed president of
the missions of Baja California after the expulsion of the founding Jesuit missionaries, Franciscan
Friar Father Junípero Serra, was further tasked with establishing missions in Alta California. Serra
was attached as the religious retinue to the military expedition under the command of Gaspar de
Portolá. While the naval contingent of Portolá’s expedition sailed on from Loreto, Baja California Sur,
Portolá, Serra, and a ground party traveled overland, visiting and establishing missions on their way
to San Diego, with the goal of reaching Monterey, Alta California. An advanced party, led by
Fernando Javier Rivera y Moncada pressed on ahead of the Portolá/Serra group, reaching San Diego
in May of 1769, establishing a base camp in an area between present-day Old Town and downtown
San Diego. Shortly thereafter, the settlement was moved closer to the San Diego River, near the
Kumeyaay village of Kosti/Cosoy/Kosaii/Kosa’aay, below present-day Presidio Park. After the arrival of
Portolá and Serra, and the resupply ships sent earlier, Serra established Mission San Diego de Alcalá
on July 16, 1769, on the rising hill above the lower floodplain. After the dedication the site was
garrisoned and the Royal Presidio was established. By 1774, the Mission San Diego de Alcalá was
moved up the river valley to its current location in Mission Valley, while the presidio remained on
Presidio Hill. The Spanish presence was not always welcomed, and attacks and revolts, though
infrequent, did occur, due in no small part to the treatment of the local population by military
personnel. This was, in part, the impetus for the mission relocation, but even this effort to separate
the religious establishment from the military fortification did not diminish the desire to expel the
Spanish colonists, and by late 1775 several rancherias organized a revolt, sacking Mission San Diego
de Alcalá, and killing Father Luis Jayme, as well as Jose Arroyo, the mission’s blacksmith, and
Urselino, the mission’s carpenter. Nevertheless, the quest to convert local Kumeyaay bands to
Christianity remained unabated while resistance to Spanish missionization persisted, albeit at a
lesser intensity (Carrico 1997).
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b. Mexican Period
The Spanish colonial success in the distant reaches of New Spain was never very secure. There was
continual difficulty in inducing military personnel to relocate to the poorly supported far off
presidios, and the missions themselves found it difficult to support themselves, let alone burdened
with feeding and housing military support. Thus, following the invasion of Spain in the first decade
of the 1800s a political vacuum and instability was established, not only in Spain, but in its
possessions as well. By late 1821, after a decade of fits and starts, Colonel Agustín de Iturbide
proclaimed the independence of the Mexican Empire, later the Mexican Republic. The Mexican
period (1821-1848) in Alta California retained many of the Spanish institutions and laws. Mexico, still
in turmoil with its independence from Spain, quickly moved to secularize the missions, with a
"Proclamation of Emancipation" on July 25, 1826, as a check on potential Spanish influence within
the Catholic dominated religious institution. By 1834 the mission system was officially secularized,
allowing for increased Mexican settlement and the associated dispossession of many local Native
Americans, expanding the rancho system begun, but infrequently used, during Spanish rule. The
Mexican government also opened California to foreign merchant ships, exchanging California cattle
hides for the manufactured goods of Europe and the eastern United States. Several of these
American trading companies erected rough sawn wood-plank sheds at Point Loma’s La Playa, near
Fort Guijarros, or Ballast Point. The merchants used these "hide-houses" for storing the hides before
transport to the East Coast (Smythe 1908). As the hide trade grew, so did the need for more grazing
lands. The Mexican government granted 29 ranchos in San Diego County to loyal soldiers,
politicians, and powerful landowning families (San Diego State University 2011). The land was used
primarily for grazing cattle (Pourade 1963). Cattle ranching dominated the agricultural activities and
the hide and tallow trade flourished in California during the early part of this period.
This redistribution of land also resulted in the creation of a civilian pueblo in San Diego. In 1834, a
group of San Diego residents living near present-day Old Town successfully petitioned the governor
to formally declare their settlement as a pueblo. San Diego was granted official pueblo status, which
came with the right to self-government and exemption from military rule (Crane 1991). In addition to
the creation of a new town government, “A major consequence of San Diego’s being given pueblo
status was the eventual acquisition of vast communal lands. In May 1846 Governor Pío Pico
confirmed San Diego’s ownership of 48,000 acres including water rights. It was the largest such
concession ever given to a Mexican town in California. The grant, a heritage of the Mexican
government, was a rich resource that subsidized much of San Diego’s municipal development well
into the twentieth century” (San Diego State University 2011). The Pueblo Lands of San Diego were
divided into 1,350 parcels, ranging in size from 10-acre lots near Old Town to 160-acre sections
further from town. A large “City Reservation” was set aside for parkland as part of the Pueblo Lands,
and still serves the city in that capacity today as Balboa Park (San Diego County Assessor n.d.). The
Mexican period ended when Mexico ceded California to the United States after the MexicanAmerican War (1846-1848).

c. American Period
With the removal of Mexico City-appointed Governor Manuel Micheltorena by Californios
disenchanted with the lack of consideration and support from Mexico City, a power vacuum ensued
with the breakaway province. Already eager to divest Mexico of its territory, as had happened in
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1845 with the annexation of Texas, American political forces began exploring their options. Secretly
President Polk, through Secretary of State James Buchanan, conspired with Thomas Larkin, a
naturalized Mexican citizen, to quietly encourage the breakaway territory to assert its independence
from Mexico, whereby the United States “shall render her all the kind offices in our power as a Sister
Republic” (Rawls and Bean 1998). Ultimately, however, it was consequences of the annexation of
Texas that would determine the fate of the territory that would become California. Disagreements
as to the southern border of Texas resulted in the declaration of war with Mexico on May 13, 1846.
American governance began in 1848, when Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, ceding
California to the United States at the conclusion of the Mexican–American War. A great influx of
settlers to California and the San Diego region occurred during the American Period, resulting from
several factors, including the discovery of gold in California, the end of the Civil War, the availability
of free land through passage of the Homestead Act, and later, the richness of San Diego County as
an agricultural area supported by roads, irrigation systems, and connecting railways. The increase in
American and European populations quickly overwhelmed many of the Spanish and Mexican
cultural traditions, and greatly increased the rate of population decline among Native American
communities.
Early in the American period, gold was again “discovered” in California – previously, Spanish
explorers noted gold in the Cargo Muchacho Mountains near Yuma crossing, and in 1842 gold was
found by Francisco Lopez after an afternoon siesta in the San Gabriel Mountain foothills of Santa
Clarita. The resulting influx of people from all over the world resulted in systematic effects across
the new state. Settlers, squatters, hunters, loggers, and land grabbers systematically disentangled
the state from its lands. Nearly every Spanish and Mexican land grant experienced a series of land
squabbles, squatting, and litigious conflicts. While the Board of Land Commissioners, the Appellate
Court, or the United States Supreme Court settled many of these disputes, litigation costs often
forced the legitimate landowners to sell their property to pay for the costs of defending their lawful
claim. Few Mexican-owned ranchos remained intact because of land claim disputes and the onerous
system set up for proving ownership to the State and U.S. Governments.
As early as 1850 real estate speculators began subdividing and platting the flatlands just a few miles
south of Old Town. Andrew B. Gray convinced San Francisco merchant William Heath Davis and
several prominent San Diegans, José Antonio Aguirre, Miguel de Pedrorena, and William C. Ferrell, to
help finance the purchase and development of the subdivision they called New Town. The new
townsite’s development was such that the developers were able to entice the U.S. Army to construct
a new depot at the location. After Davis fulfilled his obligation to construct a 600-foot deep-water
wharf all that remained was to convince the railroads to site San Diego as the Southern Terminus.
However, significant financial losses incurred by Davis due a fire at his San Francisco warehouse, the
loss of military commitment to the new depot, and the advent of the Civil War stalling efforts to
establish a southern railroad ended the affair.
Following the end of the Civil War, development of the railroads opened up much of the country.
The homestead system encouraged American settlement in the western territories. Throughout the
west, the growth and decline of communities occurred in response to an increasing and shifting
population, fostering a “boom and bust” cycle. As early as 1868, San Diego was promoted as a
natural sanitarium, and many people suffering from tuberculosis came to the area seeking a cure in
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the moderate climate. In the late 1860s, Alonzo Horton began the development of New San Diego
and initiated the shift of commerce and government centers from Old Town (Old San Diego) to New
Town (downtown). Based on earlier development experience Horton understood the desirability of
corner lots, and the cash premium they commanded, and as a result the new city was laid out in a
series of small blocks arrayed in a compact grid system, maximizing the number of possible corner
lots available (MacPhail 1979). Such was the next promise of a rail connection to the eastern United
States, and the apparent demand for real estate within Horton’s Addition that during the five years
following the establishment of Horton’s 1867 townsite speculators laid out over 15 new subdivisions
around Horton's tract, most of which emulated Horton’s compact block-grid theme. These areas
were located within the present neighborhoods of Hillcrest, Sherman Heights, Golden Hill, Logan
Heights, North Park, Mission Hills, and University Heights, as well as 1,440 acres set aside for a city
park (Harlow 1987:137-174; Smythe 1908:616-621; Montes 1977). The completion of Horton's wharf
at the foot of Fifth Avenue in fall 1868 focused the business development of the new metropolis
along Fifth and Sixth Avenue south of Ash to the docks.
By the end of the 1880s, after a series of boom and bust cycles, with the population ebbing and
flowing, many of the newcomers had left. A core population remained, however, and went on to
form the foundations of small communities seen throughout the immediate area, founded on dry
farming, orchards, dairies, and livestock ranching. During the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, rural areas of San Diego County developed small agricultural communities centered on
one-room schoolhouses.
By the 1890s, the City entered a time of steady growth, and subdivisions surrounding downtown
were developed. This was facilitated through the development of a series of commuter rail systems
that eventually came to be called the San Diego Electric Railway. Several railway systems were
formed in the late 1880s, including the San Diego Street Car Company, which operated across the
core streets of the City via horse and mule power, the City and University Heights Railroad serving
the developments north of Downtown using steam dummies, and the Ocean Beach Railroad,
originally conceived as connecting Downtown to Ocean Beach via Old Town, but actually only linking
Roseville (Point Loma) with Ocean Beach, also using a steam dummy. Other developers similarly
designed street car access to and within areas such as Coronado, National City, Pacific Beach, and La
Jolla using a variety of technologies. The failure to realize a direct southern rail terminus in San
Diego County closed the late 1880s in an economic bust that was to see the consolidation of several
of these systems into the San Diego Electric Railway. The funds, and the planning, brought to the
system by John D. Spreckels, Adolph B. Spreckels, Elisa S. Babcock, C. T. Hinde, and J. A. Flint resulted
in the expansion of the network across the city and into adjacent outlying areas, priming them for
development (Dodge 1960). As the City continued to grow in the early twentieth century, the
downtown's residential character changed. Streetcars and the introduction of the automobile
allowed people to live farther from their downtown jobs, and new suburbs were developed.
As a result of industrial influences selecting Los Angeles as the terminus of the southern railroad,
relegating San Diego to a branch service, the influence that the American military, in particular the
U.S. Navy, has had on the development of San Diego during the twentieth century cannot be
overstated.
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As early as 1908 the City had been advocating for an increase in the connection with the military,
succeeding in persuading the Navy to send the Atlantic fleet — known as the Great White Fleet — to
visit San Diego during its historic circumnavigation of the globe. By late 1919 the U.S. Navy decided
to station a fleet in San Diego, due in large part to the efforts of William Kettner, but also as a
military check on increasing colonial pressures in the western Pacific. Realizing the benefits of the
port the Navy encouraged San Diego to deepen and broaden the narrow channel into the bay,
thereby allowing larger ships to port in the harbor. The creation of Naval Base San Diego, and the
acquisition of the “North Island” of the Coronado peninsula, established the Navy’s base of
operation and point of expansion across much of the bay, and other parts of San Diego county.
During, and immediately following the First World War (WWI) there was substantial development in
infrastructure and industry to support the military and accommodate soldiers, sailors, and defense
industry workers. Following the use of Balboa Park as part of the Navy’s training regime during WWI,
in an effort to relocate the Recruit Training Station away from San Francisco, San Diego offered the
Navy more than 200 acres of land on Dutch Flats between Old Town and Point Loma for a Naval
Training Center. The U.S. Congress authorized the center in 1919, with construction beginning in
1921, and commissioning in 1923. Also in 1917, the U.S. Army established Camp Kearny on the site
of what is now Marine Corps Air Station Miramar. Camp Kearny was named after Brigadier General
Stephen W. Kearny, who was instrumental in the Mexican–American War. In 1943, Camp Kearny was
commissioned as the Naval Auxiliary Air Station Camp Kearny; it continued to operate until 1946,
when it was transferred to the Marines. The establishment, expansion, and creation of additional
facilities between WWI and WWII, and during the decades following brought hundreds of thousands
of men and women to the region, many of whom chose to stay, engendering numerous
expansionist projects towards housing and support business enterprises.
Following the Second World War, San Diego, like many urban areas, saw an ever increasing demand
for housing and services. New lands were developed wholesale, with new housing tracts, strip malls
and shopping centers, and other services all made possible with federally subsidized funding
programs such as loans through the Federal Housing Administration, the development of
transportation systems beyond the urban core, including arterial corridors and freeways, and other
infrastructural assets such as trunk sewers and raw water aqueducts. These core items allowed for
the development of “bedroom” communities and industrial areas away from the central area of the
City, requiring the need for focused planning, or Master Plans, to “shape” the development trend of
particular regions within the City. Places such as Clairemont, Kearny Mesa, Del Cerro, Allied Gardens,
large portions of Southeast San Diego, and Encanto witnessed tremendous growth as a result of
transportation infrastructure development, while University City, Mira Mesa Rancho Bernardo,
Scripps Ranch, Carmel Valley, Tierrasanta, Otay Mesa, and San Ysidro furthered the suburbanization
of the City with Master Plan development, confining development through the use of Codes,
Covenants and Restrictions, and homeowners associations.

d. Architectural History
Throughout its history the architectural style of the San Diego region has reflected the conditions of
necessity and fashion. Each group has facilitated their adaptation to the landscape through the use
of systems and structures that ensure their user’s survival. The remnants of these artifacts offer
clues to the social and cultural history of the peoples of the past, both distant and recent.
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With the arrival of the Spanish missionaries, military personnel, and settlers, the first formal
architecture was established in the late eighteenth century. Mission and military architecture were
the dominant forms, with small, vernacular buildings reflecting the constraints and social norms
related to the use of adobe block as the primary building material.
The use of adobe block, and Spanish colonial architectural style would persist through the Mexican
period, and even into the early American period. The use of adobe block was particularly suitable in
an area without a developed lumber industry. By the time New San Diego and Horton’s Addition
were developed industry made shipping prefabricated houses available to those who could afford
them, while others constructed buildings from raw lumber shipped and warehoused at the new
wharves in San Diego Bay. These buildings mostly reflected the origins of both the settlers, and the
prefabricating companies: the East Coast. By the 1870s and 1880s, however, new construction was
frequently in the Victorian style. The following narrative is taken from the City of San Diego General
Plan (City of San Diego 2008).
San Diego's built environment spans over 200 years of architectural history. The real urbanization of
the City as it is today began in 1869 when Alonzo Horton moved the center of commerce and
government from Old Town (Old San Diego) to New Town (downtown). Development spread from
downtown based on a variety of factors, including the availability of potable water and
transportation corridors. Factors such as views, and access to public facilities affected land values,
which in turn affected the character of neighborhoods that developed.
During the Victorian Era of the late 1800s and early 1900s, the areas of Golden Hill, Uptown,
Banker's Hill and Sherman Heights were developed. Examples of the Victorian Era architectural
styles remain in those communities, as well as in Little Italy.
Little Italy developed in the same time period. The earliest development of the Little Italy area was
by Chinese and Japanese fishermen, who occupied stilt homes along the bay. After the 1905
earthquake in San Francisco, many Portuguese and Italian fishermen moved from San Francisco into
the area; it was close to the water and the distance from downtown made land more affordable.
Barrio Logan began as a residential area, but because of proximity to rail freight and shipping freight
docks, the area became more mixed with conversion to industrial uses. This area was more suitable
to the industrial uses because land values were not as high: topographically the area is more level,
and not as interesting in terms of views as the areas north of downtown. Various ethnic groups
settled in the area because there land ownership was available to them.
San Ysidro began to be developed at about the same time, the turn of the century. The early settlers
were followers of the Littlelanders movement. There, the pattern of development was lots designed
to accommodate small plots of land for each homeowner to farm as part of a farming-residential
cooperative community. Nearby Otay Mesa-Nestor began to be developed by farmers of Germanic
and Swiss background. Some of the prime citrus groves in California were in the Otay Mesa-Nestor
area; in addition, there were grape growers of Italian heritage who settled in the Otay river valley
and tributary canyons and produced wine for commercial purposes.
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At the time downtown was being built, there began to be summer cottage/retreat development in
what are now the Beach communities and La Jolla area. The early structures in these areas were not
of substantial construction; it was primarily temporary vacation housing.
Development spread to the Greater North Park and Mission Hills areas during the early 1900s. The
neighborhoods were built as small lots, a single lot at a time; there was not large tract housing
development of those neighborhoods. It provided affordable housing away from the downtown
area, and development expanded as transportation improved.
There was farming and ranching in Mission Valley until the middle portion of the twentieth century
when the uses were converted to commercial and residential. There were dairy farms and chicken
ranches adjacent to the San Diego River where now there are motels, restaurants, office complexes
and regional shopping malls.
There was little development north of the San Diego River until Linda Vista was developed as military
housing in the 1940s. The federal government improved public facilities and extended water and
sewer pipelines to the area. From Linda Vista, development spread north of Mission Valley to the
Clairemont Mesa and Kearny Mesa areas. Development in these communities was mixed use and
residential on moderate size lots.
San Diego State University was established in the 1920s; development of the state college area
began then and the development of the Navajo community was outgrowth from the college area
and from the west.
Tierrasanta, previously owned by the U.S. Navy was developed in the 1970s. It was one of the first
planned unit developments with segregation of uses. Tierrasanta and many of the communities that
have developed since, such as Rancho Peñasquitos and Rancho Bernardo, represent the typical
development pattern in San Diego in the last 25 to 30 years: uses are well segregated with
commercial uses located along the main thoroughfares, and the residential uses are located in
between. Industrial uses are located in planned industrial parks.
Examples of every major period and style remain, although few areas retain neighborhood-level
architectural integrity due to several major building booms when older structures were demolished
prior to preservation movements and stricter regulations regarding historic structures. Among the
recognized styles in San Diego are Spanish Colonial, Pre-Railroad New England, National Vernacular,
Victorian Italianate, Stick, Queen Anne, Colonial Revival, Neoclassical, Shingle, Folk Victorian, Mission,
Craftsman, Monterey Revival, Italian Renaissance, Spanish Eclectic, Egyptian Revival, Tudor Revival,
Modernistic and International (McAlester and McAlester 1990).
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4.8.2

Regulatory Setting

4.8.2.1 Federal Regulations
a. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and National Register of
Historic Places
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 established the NRHP as the official federal list of
cultural resources that have been nominated by state offices for their significance at the local, state,
or federal level. Listing in the NRHP provides recognition that a property is historically significant to
the nation, the state, or the community. Properties listed (or potentially eligible for listing) in the
NRHP must meet certain significance criteria and possess integrity of form, location, or setting.
Barring exceptional circumstances, resources generally must be at least 50 years old to be
considered for listing in the NRHP.
Criteria for listing in the NRHP are stated in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) (36 CFR 60). A
resource may qualify for listing if there is quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, and culture present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects
that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association,
and where such resources:
•

Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of history.

•

Are associated with the lives of persons significant in the past.

•

Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction;
represent the work of a master; possess high artistic values; or represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.

•

Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Eligible properties must meet at least one of the NRHP criteria and exhibit integrity, measured by
the degree to which the resource retains its historical properties and conveys its historical character,
the degree to which the original historic fabric has been retained, and the reversibility of changes to
the property. The fourth criterion is typically reserved for archaeological and paleontological
resources. These criteria have largely been incorporated into the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15065.5)
as well.

Criteria Considerations
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 shall not be considered eligible
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for the National Register. However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of districts
that do meet the criteria if they fall within the following categories:
(a) A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction 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
appropriate site or building directly associated with his productive life.
(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
events; 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 exceptional significance; or
(g) A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance.

b. National Environmental Policy Act
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was signed into law on January 1, 1970. NEPA created
an environmental review process requiring federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions
on the environment. Under NEPA, all federal agencies must carry out their regulations, policies, and
programs in accordance with NEPA’s policies for environmental protection, including project
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as previously discussed. Any
potential future development that requires a federal approval would be subject to NEPA
requirements.

c. The Secretary of the Interior Standards and Guidelines for
Archaeology and Historic Preservation
The Secretary of the Interior Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation are
not regulatory and do not set or interpret agency policy. They are intended to provide technical
advice about archaeological and historic preservation activities and methods. Federal agency
personnel responsible for cultural resource management pursuant to Section 110 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, State Historic Preservation Offices responsible under the National Historic
Preservation Act, local governments wishing to establish a comprehensive approach, and other
individuals and organizations needing basic technical standards and guidelines for historic
preservation activities are encouraged to use these standards.
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
4.8-15

4.8 Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources

d. Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) was passed in 1990 to
provide for the protection of Native American graves. The act conveys to Native Americans of
demonstrated lineal descent the human remains, including the funerary or religious items, that are
held by federal agencies and federally supported museums, or that have been recovered from
federal lands. NAGPRA makes the sale or purchase of Native American remains illegal, whether or
not they were derived from federal or Native American lands.

4.8.2.2 State Regulations
a. California Register of Historical Resources
The California Office of Historic Preservation maintains the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR). The CRHR is the authoritative guide to the state’s significant historic and
archeological resources. The program provides for the identification, evaluation, registration and
protection of California’s historical resources. The CRHR encourages public recognition and
protection of resources of architectural, historic, archaeological, and cultural significance; identifies
historical resources for State and local planning purposes; determines eligibility for State historic
preservation grant funding; and affords certain protection to these resources under CEQA.
The CRHR has also established context types to be used when evaluating the eligibility of a property
or resource for listing. The four criteria are as follows:
1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States.
2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history.
3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or
represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values.
4. It has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history of the local
area, California, or the nation.
Similar to the NRHP, eligibility for the CRHR requires an establishment of physical integrity, including
the four criteria previously described. California’s list of special considerations is less stringent than
the NRHP, providing allowances for relocated buildings, structures, or objects as reduced
requirements for physical integrity. CEQA Sections 15064.5 and 21083.2(g) define the criteria for
determining the significance of historical resources. The term “historical resources” refers to all
prehistoric and historic resources, including archaeological sites, traditional cultural properties, and
historic buildings, structures, sites, objects, landscapes, etc. Since resources that are not listed or
determined eligible for the state or local registers may still be historically significant, their
significance shall be determined if they are affected by a project. The significance of a historical
resource under Criterion 4 rests on its ability to address important research questions. Most
archaeological sites which qualify for the CRHR do so under Criterion 4 (i.e., research potential).
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b. California Environmental Quality Act
For the purposes of CEQA, a significant historical resource is one that qualifies for the CRHR or is
listed in a local historic register or deemed significant in an historical resources survey, as provided
under Section 5025.1(g) of the Public Resources Code (PRC). A resource that is not listed in or is not
determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR, is not included in a local register or historic
resources, or is not deemed significant in a historical resources survey may nonetheless be deemed
significant by a CEQA lead agency.
As indicated above, the California criteria (CEQA Guidelines Section 15065.5) for the registration of
significant architectural, archaeological, and historical resources in the CRHR are nearly identical to
those for the NRHP. Furthermore, CEQA Section 21083.2(g) defines the criteria for determining the
significance of archaeological resources. These criteria include definitions for a “unique” resource,
based on its:
•

Containing information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;

•

Having a special and particular quality such as being the oldest or best available example of
its type; and/or

•

Being directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic
event or person.

c. California Public Resources Code
Sections 5097–5097.6 of the PRC outline the requirements for cultural resource analysis prior to the
commencement of any construction project on state lands. The state agency proposing the project
may conduct the cultural resource analysis or they may contract with the state Department of Parks
and Recreation. In addition, this section stipulates that the unauthorized disturbance or removal of
archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources located on public lands is a misdemeanor. It
prohibits the knowing destruction of objects of antiquity without a permit (expressed permission) on
public lands and provides for criminal sanctions. This section was amended in 1987 to require
consultation with the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) whenever Native
American graves are found. Violations for the taking or possessing of remains or artifacts are
felonies.
PRC Section 5097.9-991, regarding Native American heritage, outlines protections for Native
American religion from public agencies and private parties using or occupying public property. Also
protected by this code are Native American sanctified cemeteries, places of worship, religious or
ceremonial sites, or sacred shrines located on public property.

d. California Health and Safety Code
Section 7052 of the California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) makes the willful mutilation,
disinterment, or removal of human remains a felony. Section 7050.5 requires that construction or
excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can determine
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whether the remains are those of a Native American. If determined to be Native American, the
coroner must contact the NAHC.
H&SC Section 8010-8030 constitutes the California Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act of 2001 (CALNAGPRA). CALNAGPRA, like the federal act, ensures that Native
American human remains and cultural items are treated with respect and dignity during all phases
of the archaeological evaluation process in accordance with CEQA and any applicable local
regulations. The code provides a process and requirements for the identification and repatriation of
collections of human remains or cultural items to the appropriate tribes from any State agency or
museum that receives state funding.

e. California Government Code Section 65040.2(g)
California Government Code Section 65040.2(g) provides guidelines for consulting with Native
American tribes for the following: (1) the preservation of, or the mitigation of impacts to places,
features, and objects described in sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public Resources Code;
(2) procedures for identifying through the NAHC the appropriate California Native American tribes;
(3) procedures for continuing to protect the confidentiality of information concerning the specific
identity, location, character, and use of those places, features, and objects; and (4) procedures to
facilitate voluntary landowner participation to preserve and protect the specific identity, location,
character, and use of those places, features, and objects.

f. Native American Burials (PRC Section 5097 et seq.)
State law addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects
such remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction; establishes procedures to be
implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a project;
and designates the NAHC to resolve disputes regarding the disposition of such remains. The Native
American Historic Resource Protection Act (PRC Sections 5097.993-5097.994) makes it a
misdemeanor punishable by up to a year in jail to deface or destroy an Indian historic or cultural site
that is listed or may be eligible for listing in the CRHR. In 2006, Assembly Bill (AB) 2641 (Coto)
amended the PRC to provide for the protection of human remains when discovered, as well as
conferral with descendants to make recommendations or preferences for treatment of human
remains. A landowner, upon discovery of human remains, is required to ensure that the immediate
vicinity, as described, is not damaged or disturbed, until specific conditions are met, including
discussing and conferring, as defined, with the descendants regarding their preferences for
treatment. The amended PRC, along with the California Native American Graves and Repatriation Act
of 2001 [Health and Safety Code 8010-8011]) ensures that Native American human remains and
cultural items are treated with respect and dignity during all phases of the archaeological evaluation
process in accordance with CEQA and any applicable local regulations, and that any human bones
and associated grave goods of Native American origin shall be turned over to the appropriate Native
American group for repatriation.
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g. Senate Bill 18
Signed into law in September 2004, and effective March 1, 2005, Senate Bill (SB) 18 permits
California Native American tribes recognized by the NAHC to hold conservation easements on terms
mutually satisfactory to the tribe and the landowner. The term “California Native American tribe” is
defined as “a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally recognized
California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC.” The bill also
requires that, prior to the adoption or amendment of a city or county’s general plan, the city or
county consult with California Native American tribes for the purpose of preserving specified places,
features, and objects located within the city or county’s jurisdiction. SB 18 also applies to the
adoption or amendment of specific plans. This bill requires the planning agency to refer to the
California Native American tribes specified by the NAHC and to provide them with opportunities for
involvement.

h. Assembly Bill 52
Assembly Bill (AB) 52, which created the new category of “tribal cultural resources” that must be
considered under CEQA, applies to all projects that file a notice of preparation (NOP) or notice of
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration on or after July 1, 2015. AB 52 requires lead
agencies to provide notice to and begin consultation with California Native American tribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a project if that tribe has requested,
in writing, to be kept informed of projects by the lead agency prior to the determination whether a
negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report will be
prepared. If a tribe requests consultation within 30 days upon receipt of the notice, the lead agency
must consult with the tribe. The bill also specifies mitigation measures that may be considered to
avoid or minimize impacts on tribal cultural resources.

4.8.2.3 Local Regulations
a. Historical Resources Regulations
The City’s Historical Resources Regulations (San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] Chapter 14, Article 3,
Division 2) were adopted in January 2000, providing a balance between sound historic preservation
principles and the rights of private property owners. The regulations have been developed to
implement applicable local, state, and federal policies and mandates. Included in these are the
General Plan, CEQA, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Historical
resources, in the context of the City’s regulations, include 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. These include structures, buildings, archaeological sites,
objects, districts, or landscapes having physical evidence of human activities. These resources are
usually over 45 years old and they may have been altered or still be in use.
Compliance with the Regulations begins with the determination of the need for a site-specific survey
for a project. Pursuant to SDMC Section 143.0212(a), a historic property (built environment) survey
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
4.8-19

4.8 Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources
can be required for any parcel containing a structure that is over 45 years old and appears to have
integrity of setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. SDMC Section
143.0212(b) requires that historical resource sensitivity maps be used to identify properties in the
city that have a probability of containing historic or pre-historic archaeological sites. These maps are
based on records of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) maintained by
the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) at San Diego State University. If records show an
archaeological site exists on or immediately adjacent to a subject property, the City would require a
survey. In general, archaeological surveys are required when the proposed development is on a
previously undeveloped parcel, if a known resource is recorded on the parcel or within a one-mile
radius, or if a qualified consultant or knowledgeable City staff member recommends it. In both
cases, the determination for the need to conduct a site-specific survey must be made in 10 days for
a construction permit (ministerial) or 30 days for a development permit (discretionary) pursuant to
SDMC Section 143.0212(c).
SDMC Section 143.0212(d) states that if a property-specific survey is required, it shall be conducted
according to the criteria included in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. Using the survey
results and other available applicable information, the City shall determine whether a historical
resource exists, whether it is eligible for designation as a designated historical resource, and
precisely where it is located.

b. Historical Resources Guidelines
Historical Resources Guidelines are incorporated in the San Diego Land Development Manual by
reference. The guidelines establish a development review process to review projects in the City. This
process is composed of two aspects: the implementation of the Historical Resources Regulations
and the determination of impacts and mitigation under CEQA.

c. Historical Resources Register
As compared to CEQA, the City provides a broader set of criteria for eligibility for the City’s Historical
Resources Register. As stated in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, “Any improvement,
building, structure, sign, interior element and fixture, feature, site, place, district, area, or object may
be designated as historic by the City of San Diego Historical Resources Board [(HRB)] if it meets any
of the following criteria:
•

Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s, a community’s, or a neighborhood’s
historical, archaeological, cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, engineering,
landscaping, or architectural development;

•

Is identified with persons or events significant in local, State, or national history;

•

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;

•

Is representative of the notable work of a master builder, designer, architect, engineer,
landscape architect, interior designer, artist, or craftsman;
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•

Is listed or has been determined eligible by the National Park Service for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places or is listed or has been determined eligible by the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for listing in the State Register of Historical Resources; or

•

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.”

d. General Plan Historic Preservation Element
The Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan provides guidance on archaeological and
historic site preservation in San Diego, including the roles and responsibilities of the HRB, the status
of cultural resource surveys, the Mills Act, conservation easements, and other public preservation
incentives and strategies. A discussion of criteria used by the HRB to designate landmarks is
included, as is a list of recommended steps to strengthen historic preservation in San Diego. The
Element sets a series of goals for the City for the preservation of historic resources, and the first of
these goals is to preserve significant historical resources. These goals are realized through
implementation of policies that encourage the identification and preservation of historical
resources.
General Plan Policies HP-A.1 through HP-A.5 are associated with the overall identification and
preservation of historical resources. This includes policies to provide for comprehensive historic
resource planning and integration of such plans within City land use plans. These policies also focus
on coordinated planning and preservation of tribal resources, promoting the relationship with
Kumeyaay/Diegueño tribes. Policy HP-A.5.e states that Native American monitors should be included
during all phases of the investigation of archaeological resources; this would include surveys,
testing, evaluations, data recovery phases, and construction monitoring. Historic Preservation
policies HP-B.1 through HP-B.4 address the benefits of historical preservation planning and the need
for incentivizing maintenance, restoration, and rehabilitation of designated historical resources. This
is proposed to be completed through a historic preservation sponsorship program and through
cultural heritage tourism. Recently adopted community plan updates may also include additional
community-specific policies recommended during tribal consultation.

4.8.3

Significance Determination Thresholds

Historical resources significance determinations, pursuant to the City of San Diego’s CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds (2016), consist first of determining the sensitivity or
significance of identified historical resources and, second, determining direct and indirect impacts
that would result from project implementation. Based on the City’s CEQA Significance Determination
Thresholds, which have been utilized to guide a programmatic assessment of the proposed project,
impacts related to historical resources would be significant if implementation of the proposed
project would result in any of the following:
1) An alteration, including the adverse physical or aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of an
historic building (including an architecturally significant building), structure, object or site;
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2) A substantial adverse change in the significance of a prehistoric or historic archaeological
resource, a religious or sacred use site, or the disturbance of any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal cemeteries; or
3) A substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that
is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 5020.1(k), or
b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
The City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds define a significant historical
resource as one that qualifies for the CRHR or is listed in a local historic register or deemed
significant in a historical resource survey, as provided under PRC Section 5024.1(g), although even a
resource that is not listed in or determined eligible for listing in the CRHR, not included in a local
register, or not deemed significant in a historical resource survey may nonetheless be historically
significant for the purposes of CEQA. The City’s Historical Resources Guidelines state the significance
of a resource may be determined based on the potential for the resource to address important
research questions as documented in a site-specific technical report prepared as part of the
environmental review process.
As a baseline, the City of San Diego has established the following criteria to be used in the
determination of significance under CEQA:
•

An archaeological site must consist of at least three associated artifacts/ecofacts (within a
50-square-meter area) or a single feature and must be at least 45 years of age.
Archaeological sites containing only a surface component are generally considered not
significant, unless demonstrated otherwise. 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.
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•

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 discrete ethnic population; or the mythology of a
discrete ethnic population.

4.8.3.1 Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps
Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps were developed for the project areas. The sensitivity maps
include low, moderate, or high ratings of cultural resource sensitivity. Sensitivity ratings were based
in part on the baseline data contained in the Cultural Resources Constraints Analyses previously
conducted for the Mission Valley, Old Town, Midway-Pacific Highway, Uptown, Golden Hill, North
Park, San Ysidro, Southeastern San Diego, and Encanto Community Plan Updates, as well as the
Balboa Avenue Station Area, and Morena Corridor Specific Plans, and an updated archival records
search conducted by qualified City Planning staff using data obtained from the SCIC covering all
areas and the remaining project areas not covered in the planning documents noted above. This
baseline data and updated records search, along with the NAHC Sacred Lands File check, regional
environmental factors, and review of historic aerial photographs to determine the amount of
modern development that has occurred was used by RECON to support development of the
Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps shown in Figure 4.8-1 (Areas A through D).
A low sensitivity indicates that there are areas where there is a high level of disturbance or
development and few or no previously recorded resources present based on records search results
and due to the timing of development of the specific parcel occurring after 1984 when CEQA would
have been applied. Within these areas, the potential for additional resources to be identified would
be low. For these low sensitivity parcels, it is assumed that any significant archaeological and or
buried historic resources were mitigated and no longer hold integrity.
A moderate sensitivity rating indicates that that some archaeological or historic resources have been
recorded within the area or the area was developed before 1984 when CEQA review may not have
been applied. Moderate sensitivity resources consist of diversity or density of feature and artifact
types (i.e., a moderately dense lithic scatter).
Areas identified as high sensitivity indicates locations where significant prehistoric or historic
archaeological (buried) resources have been documented or would have the potential to be
identified. High sensitivity resources include village and habitation sites and areas near fresh water
sources. These resources may range from moderately complex to highly complex, with moredefined living areas or specialized work space areas, and a large breadth of features and artifact
assemblages. The potential for identification of additional resources in such areas would be high.
Sensitivity ratings may be adjusted based on the amount of disturbance that has occurred, which
may have previously impacted archaeological (buried) resources.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
4.8-23

Na ti o n a l C i ty

V
U
54

¦
¨
§
5

¦
¨
§
805

C hu l a V i st a

C o ro n a d o

V
U
125

Im p e r i a l
B e a ch

V
U
905

S a n D i e go

MEXICO

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.8-1a-d_ArcSens.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

Archaeological Sensitivity
Low

0

Miles

1

[

Moderate
High

FIGURE 4.8-1 Area A
Historical Resources Sensitivity

V
U
163

¦
¨
§
8

La Mesa

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
94

S a n D i e go

L e m on G ro v e

V
U
125

C o ro n a d o

V
U

V
U

54

75

Na ti o n a l C i ty

¦
¨
§
5

¦
¨
§
805

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.8-1a-d_ArcSens.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

C hu l a V i st a

Archaeological Sensitivity
Low

0

Miles

1

[

Moderate
High
Not a Part of the Analysis

FIGURE 4.8-1 Area B
Historical Resources Sensitivity

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
163

S a n D i e go

¦
¨
§
5

V
U
52

S a n te e

¦
¨
§
805

¦
¨
§
8

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.8-1a-d_ArcSens.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

La Mesa

Archaeological Sensitivity
Low

0

Miles

1

[

Moderate
High

FIGURE 4.8-1 Area C
Historical Resources Sensitivity

E nc i n i ta s

¦
¨
§
5

S o l an a B e ac h

Po w ay

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
56

Del
Mar

S a n D i e go

¦
¨
§
805

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.8-1a-d_ArcSens.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

Archaeological Sensitivity
Low

0

Miles

1

[

Moderate
High

FIGURE 4.8-1 Area D
Historical Resources Sensitivity

4.8 Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources

4.8.4

Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Historic Building, Structures, Objects, or Sites
Would implementation of the proposed project result in an alteration, including the adverse physical or
aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of a historic building (including an architecturally significant
building), structure, object, or site?
The project areas are located largely within existing development settings where existing buildings
are located. Project areas include both known historical resources and potentially historical
resources. Historic Context Statements have been prepared for recently adopted Community Plan
Updates that identify the historical themes and property types important to the development of
each community and provide guidance on the identification of significant historical resources. In
addition, Historic Resource Reconnaissance Surveys that identify the location of potentially
significant resources, including potential historic districts, have been completed as part of
Community Plan Updates in communities with a high likelihood of containing significant historical
resources. Numerous known and potential historical resources have been documented throughout
the City and are focused within the City’s original neighborhoods such as Old Town, Uptown, Golden
Hill and North Park, among other Mid-City communities. For example, the Old Town San Diego
Community Plan Area Historic Resources Reconnaissance Survey: Historic Context & Survey Report
reported 37 designated historic resources both within and outside of the Old Town San Diego State
Historic Park District, one potential historic district, in addition to 21 potential individual resources
eligible for local listing (Galvin Preservation Associates, Inc. 2018). The North Park Community Plan
Area Historic Resources Survey (Historic Resources Group 2016a) identified six potential historic
districts one multiple property listing and forty-seven individual properties that appeared eligible for
local designation, including residential (single-family and multi-family), commercial, civic and
institutional, and infrastructural properties. The Golden Hill Historic Resources survey identified one
potential historic district, one multiple property listing and fifty-two individual properties which
appear eligible for local designation (Historic Resources Group 2016b). The Uptown Community Plan
Area Historic Resources Survey Report identified nineteen potential historic districts and three
multiple property listings, and 2,266 potentially significant individually resources. In addition, City
staff and members of the Uptown Community identified four additional potential historic districts
including Allen Terrace, Avalon Heights, Hillcrest, and San Diego Normal School/San Diego City
Schools Education Complex.
Project areas with a recent community plan update have generally provided an evaluation and
survey for historic and potential historical resources as part of the environmental analysis. However,
for community plan areas without a recent community plan update, the location and extent of
historical resources are not comprehensively documented. Within all project areas, structures
greater than 45 years old located throughout the project areas that have not been evaluated for
their historic significance could be historical resources. Historic objects or sites would be buried
resources and are addressed under Issue 2, below.
Future development under the proposed ordinances may result in the proposed demolition or
alteration of a structure older than 45 years old. The proposed ordinances would not be applicable
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to proposed development within designated historical districts or the Old Town San Diego Planned
District, but could be implemented on sites with individually designated resources. However, the
Historical Resources Regulations would remain applicable to such development. Development on
parcels containing individually significant historical resources would need to comply with the U.S.
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, or obtain a Site
Development Permit with deviation findings and site-specific mitigation would be required.
Additionally, Section 143.0212 of the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) requires review of
ministerial and discretionary permit applications impacting parcels containing buildings 45 years old
or older to determine whether or not the project has the potential to adversely impact a resource
that may be eligible for individual listing on the local register. When it is determined that a resource
may exist and a proposed project would constitute a significant impact to that resource, a sitespecific survey is required and may be forwarded to the Historical Resources Board to consider
designation and listing of the property. If designated, a Site Development Permit with deviation
findings and mitigation would be required for any substantial modification or alteration of the
resource.
While the LDC provides for the regulation and protection of designated and potential historical
resources as described above, it is not possible to ensure the successful preservation of all historic
built environment resources within the project areas. Future development and redevelopment
under the Housing Program could result in the alteration of a historical resource, notwithstanding
application of the Historical Resources Regulations. Direct impacts of specific projects may include
substantial alteration, relocation, or demolition of historic buildings or structures. Indirect impacts
may include the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric effects that are out of character with
a historic property or alter its setting, when the setting contributes to the resource’s significance.
Thus, potential impacts to individual historical 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.

Issue 2 Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacred
Sites and Human Remains
Would implementation of the proposed project result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a prehistoric or historic archaeological resource, a religious or sacred use site, or the disturbance of any
human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
Although there is very little undeveloped land or previously undisturbed soils within the project
areas, future development and related construction activities at the project-level facilitated by the
proposed project could result in the alteration or destruction of prehistoric or historic archaeological
resources, objects, or sites and could impact religious or sacred uses; or disturb human remains,
particularly within proximity to areas where there are known, recorded archaeological resources.
Direct impacts may include substantial alteration or demolition of archaeological sites from grading,
excavation, or other ground-disturbing activities. Indirect impacts may include the potential for
vandalism or destruction of an archaeological resource or tribal cultural resource/traditional cultural
property.
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Within the project areas, approximately 373 recorded archaeological sites were identified within
project areas classified with a low sensitivity rating, approximately 870 recorded archaeological sites
were identified within the moderate sensitivity rating, and approximately 269 sites were identified
within the high sensitivity rating. These resources in addition to previously undiscovered resources
could be impacted by the proposed project. Future development within areas with moderate and
high sensitivity that could disturb native soils would have the potential to impact significant
resources. High sensitivity areas includes archaeological resources that have been determined
significant by past test excavations or were assumed significant based on their site attributes. All
village locations are within the high sensitivity areas. As described in Section 4.8.1, villages or
habitation areas that could be impacted by the proposed project include Nipaguay at the location of
the San Diego Mission de Alcalá on the north side of the San Diego River, Kosaii (also known as Cosoy
or Kosa’aay) located at Old Town on the south side of the San Diego River, and Paulpa located at the
mouth of the San Diego River in Ocean Beach. Other villages include Milejo and Chiap in the mouth
of the Tijuana and Otay River Valleys, Los Choyas along Chollas Creek, Rinconada (Jamo) along Rose
Creek, and Ystagua along Soledad Creek.
In order to minimize the potential to destroy important historic and prehistoric archaeological
objects or sites that may be buried within the project areas, the City implements the Historical
Resources Regulations (LDC Section 143.0101) during ministerial review which requires the City to
review Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps to identify properties that have a likelihood of
containing archaeological sites. The Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps described in Section
4.8.3.1 above, and graphically represented in Figure 4.8-1 were developed as part of the proposed
project in order to ensure all project areas have a sensitivity rating that would be checked during the
ministerial review. Upon submittal of permit applications, a parcel is reviewed against the Historical
Resources Sensitivity Maps, specifically to determine whether the project has the potential to
adversely impact an archaeological resource that may be eligible for individual listing in the local
register (LDC Section 143.0212). This review is supplemented with a project-specific records search
of the CHRIS data and NAHC Sacred Lands File by qualified staff, after which a site-specific
archaeological survey may be required, when applicable, in accordance with the City’s regulations
and guidelines. Should the archaeological survey identify potentially significant archaeological
resources, measures would be recommended to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the resource
consistent with the Historical Resources Guidelines. In the event site-specific surveys are required as
part of the ministerial review process, adherence to the Historical Resources Regulations and
Guidelines would ensure that appropriate measures are applied to the protection of historical
resources consistent with City requirements. Such requirements may include archaeological and
Native American monitoring, avoidance and preservation of resources, data recovery and
repatriation or curation of artifacts, among other requirements detailed in the Historical Resources
Guidelines.
Additionally, the Section 7052 of the California Health and Safety Code requires that in the event
human remains are discovered during construction or excavation, all activities must be stopped in
the vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can determine whether the remains are
those of a Native American. If determined to be Native American, the coroner must contact the
NAHC. The California Health and Safety Code provides a process and requirements for the
identification and repatriation of collections of human remains or cultural items.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
4.8-30

4.8 Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources
Despite State and local protections in place supporting impact avoidance to religious or sacred
places and to human remains; impacts may be unavoidable in certain circumstances when
resources are discovered during construction. Although there are no known religious or sacred uses
within the proposed project areas, the potential exists for these site types to be encountered during
future construction activities, particularly given the moderate and/or high cultural sensitivity already
identified in many of the recently approved community plan updates and within the Historical
Resources Sensitivity Maps. Consistent with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, Native
American participation is required for all levels of future investigations in any of the proposed
project areas, including those areas that have been previously developed, unless additional
information can be provided to demonstrate that the property has been graded to a point where no
resources could be impacted. Native American participation in future historical resources analysis
conducted as part of the ministerial review process would help to ensure impacts to resources are
avoided.
Implementation of existing Historical Resources Regulations and Guidelines in addition to the
proposed ordinance (§143.1002, see Section 4.8.6) would ensure impacts are reduced to the extent
feasible. While existing State and local regulations would provide for the regulation and protection
of prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, sacred sites, and human remains, it is not
possible to ensure the successful preservation of all archaeological resources where new
development may occur. Thus, potential impacts to prehistoric and historic archaeological
resources, sacred sites, and human remains would be significant.

Issue 3 Tribal Cultural Resources
Would implementation of the proposed project result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a tribal cultural resource, defined in PRC Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
1. Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in PRC
Section 5020.1(k); or,
2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1? 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.
While much of the proposed project areas have been developed, there is always a potential for
encountering buried resources associated with the material cultural in the cultural territory that was
utilized for over thousands of years by the Kumeyaay people. The potential for intact cultural
deposits at depth is probable at many locations where undocumented fill or alluvial deposition may
mask buried resources, or in proximity to known recorded archaeological resources which are also
often tribal cultural resources as defined in CEQA PRC Section 21074. These circumstances were
taken into consideration when reviewing the recently adopted community plan updates Cultural
Resources Constraints Analyses, public and private development projects currently in review,
archaeological records search results, and in-house archival information available to supplement
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resource potential. This information was used to inform development of Historical Resources
Sensitivity Maps for the project areas shown in Figure 4.8-1.
In an effort to determine the potential for tribal cultural resources to be impacted as a result of
project implementation, Native American Tribes were engaged. In June 2019, the City distributed a
Notice of Preparation for the PEIR to all culturally affiliated Native American tribes, organizations,
and individuals and included notification to all tribal groups in San Diego County. In July 2019, in
accordance with AB 52, project notification letters were sent to Ms. Lisa Cumper, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer (THPO) from the Jamul Indian Village and Mr. Clint Linton, representing the Iipay
Nation of Santa Ysabel providing an opportunity to consult on the proposed project. Consultation
was requested by Ms. Lisa Cumper, THPO from the Jamul Indian Village and was conducted from
August 2019 and was concluded in October 2019. The consultation process involved a review of the
project scope and analysis, along with review of the draft sensitivity maps for the proposed project
(see Figure 4.8-1).
Based on the archaeological records search results and consultation with tribal entities, several key
areas have been identified that may have a high level of interest to the local Native American
community located in proximity to many of the project areas. Many of these are already listed on
the City’s Historical Resources Register, the CRHR, and the National Register of Historic Places, or
have not been formally recognized or listed on a local, state, or federal register. 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.
Similar to the analysis provided under Issue 2, above, the Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps
would be reviewed to determine the potential for tribal cultural resources to be impacted during
construction anticipated under the proposed project. Implementation of the Historical Resources
Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines would require site-specific cultural surveys where
warranted and implementation of measures to avoid or minimize impacts to the extent feasible.
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. The regulatory framework described
above and summarized in Section 4.8.5 would largely avoid and minimize adverse impacts; however,
at a program level of review it cannot be ensured that all potential impacts to tribal cultural
resources would be fully avoided and impacts would remain significant.

Cumulative Impacts
While the proposed project could result in direct impacts to historical resources, the City’s Historical
Resources Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines, combined with federal, state, and local
regulations, provide a framework for developing project-level historical resources mitigation
measures for future ministerial development allowed under the proposed ordinances . Additional
historical resource protections would be in place for all other discretionary projects consistent with
existing community plans as those projects would be subject to a discretionary review in accordance
with CEQA in addition to the above-referenced regulations. The City’s process for evaluating
discretionary projects includes environmental review and documentation pursuant to CEQA as well
as an analysis of those projects for consistency with the goals, policies, and recommendations of the
General Plan. As both individual future ministerial projects allowed under the proposed ordinances
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in addition to future discretionary development within the City may contribute to incremental
historical resource impacts, and the degree of future impacts and the applicability, feasibility, and
success of future mitigation measures cannot be adequately known for each specific future project
at this program level of analysis, the cumulative impact on historical resources would be considered
significant.
The General Plan PEIR states that the continued pressure to develop or redevelop areas in the City
and throughout the county would result in incremental impacts to the historic record in the San
Diego region, which was determined to be a cumulatively significant impact. Regardless of the
efforts taken to avoid impacts to cultural resources, the more land that is converted to developed
uses, the greater the potential for impacts to cultural resources. While the proposed project has the
potential to impact historical, archaeological and tribal cultural resources, the project areas are
located within existing developed and urban locations that have been subject to some degree of
ground disturbance. This characteristic of the project areas would limit the potential for significant,
previously undiscovered resources to be encountered, but does not eliminate the possibility for
further impacts. While individual projects can avoid or mitigate the direct loss of a specific resource,
the effects would be cumulatively considerable, and therefore could result in a cumulatively
significant impact.

4.8.5

Significance of Impacts

4.8.5.1 Historic Structures, Objects or Sites
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.

4.8.5.2 Prehistoric or Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacred
Sites, and Human Remains
While existing regulations and the LDC would provide for the regulation and protection of
archaeological resources and human remains, it is impossible to ensure the successful preservation
of all archaeological resources. Therefore, potential impacts to archaeological resources and human
remains are considered significant.

4.8.5.3 Tribal Cultural Resources
While existing regulations including the San Diego Historical Resources Regulations and Historical
Resources Guidelines would provide for the protection of tribal cultural resources and would
minimize potential impacts, it is not possible to ensure the successful preservation of all tribal
cultural resources. Therefore, potential impacts to tribal cultural resources are considered
significant.
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4.8.6

Conclusion

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 and Historical Resources Guidelines. The City’s Historical
Resources Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2) include a number of requirements that
would apply to future development evaluated under the proposed project that would ensure site
specific surveys are completed to verify the presence of resources. Additionally, the Historical
Resources Guidelines would be followed in the event site-specific surveys are required as part of the
ministerial review process. Adherence to the Historical Resources Regulations and Guidelines would
ensure that appropriate measures are applied to protection of historical resources consistent with
City requirements. Such requirements may include archaeological and Native American monitoring,
avoidance and preservation of resources, data recovery and repatriation or curation of artifacts,
among other requirements detailed in the Historical Resources Guidelines. In addition to the above
listed requirements, the proposed ordinance restricts properties located in a designated historical
district and the Old Town San Diego Planned District from participation in the Housing Program, as
detailed below.
§143.1002 When the Complete Communities Housing Solutions Regulations Apply
(b) The following types of development are not eligible to request the application of
the regulations in this Division:
(76) Development located within a designated historical districts and or subject to
the Old Town San Diego Planned District.
Even after application of the Historical Resources Guidelines, Historical Resources Regulations, and
the proposed ordinance language restricting Housing Program participation within historical
districts and the Old Town San Diego Planned District, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
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4.9

Hydrology/Water Quality

This section analyzes the potential for significant impacts to hydrology and surface and groundwater
quality that could result from 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 “Mobility Choices Program.” This section describes the existing conditions in the project areas as
well as relevant plans, policies, and regulations.

4.9.1
4.9.1.1

Existing Conditions
Hydrology

In San Diego County, there are eleven major watersheds west of the Peninsular Range Mountains.
These watersheds all ultimately drain to the Pacific coast. Of the eleven major watersheds, seven are
within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego (City). The project areas are located within the San
Dieguito Watershed, the San Diego River Watershed, the Peñasquitos Watershed, the Pueblo San
Diego Watershed, the Sweetwater Watershed, the Otay Watershed, and the Tijuana Watershed.

4.9.1.2

Flooding and Floodplains

Figure 4.9-1 (Areas A through D), depicts the project areas within the 100-year floodways, 100-year
floodplains, and 500-year floodplains, which are areas subject to major flooding. The project areas
contain approximately 3,203 acres within the 100-year floodplain. Flood control has been addressed
in the City both through engineered flood control channels as well as floodplain and open space
zones that significantly restrict development and protect the public from flood hazards.

4.9.1.3

Dam Inundation Areas

Dam failure is the collapse or failure of an impoundment that causes significant downstream
flooding. Flooding of the area below the dam may occur as the result of structural failure or
overtopping of the dam. There are several dams within the proposed project areas. Based on 2009
SanGIS data, the proposed project areas are within the inundation pathway of a number of dams as
shown in Figure 4.9-2 (Areas A through D). The dams include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Barrett Dam
Chet Harritt Dam
Chollas Dam
Cuyamaca Dam
El Capitan Dam
Grossmont Dam
Lake Loveland Dam

•
•
•
•
•
•

Miramar Dam
Morena Overtopping Barrett
Murray Dam
Upper and Lower Otay Dams
Rodriguez Reservoir
San Vicente Dam
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4.9.1.4

Tsunami and Seiche

A tsunami is a sea wave generated by a submarine earthquake, landslide, or volcanic action.
Approximately 1,757 acres of the project areas along the coast lies within a tsunami inundation zone
as shown in Figure 4.9-3 (Areas A through D). A seiche is an earthquake-induced wave in a confined
body of water, such as a lake, reservoir, or bay.

4.9.1.5

Surface/Receiving Waters

The major receiving waters within the City include the Pacific Ocean, San Diego Bay, Mission Bay, the
San Dieguito River, Los Peñasquitos Creek, the San Diego River, the Otay River, and the Tijuana River.
Major reservoirs within or managed by the City include Barrett, El Capitan, San Vicente, Hodges,
Miramar, Murray, Lower Otay, Upper Otay, and Sutherland. Additionally, there are minor receiving
waters made up of creeks, channels, streams, and lagoons.

4.9.2

Regulatory Setting

4.9.2.1

Federal Regulations

a. Clean Water Act
The Clean Water Act (CWA; 33 United States Code §1251 et seq.) (1972) is the primary federal law
that protects the nation’s waters, including lakes, rivers, aquifers, and coastal areas. The CWA
established basic guidelines for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United
States and requires that states adopt water quality standards to protect public health, enhance the
quality of water resources, and ensure implementation of the CWA.
Section 401 of the CWA requires that any applicant for a federal permit to conduct any activity,
including the construction or operation of a facility that may result in the discharge of any pollutant,
must obtain certification from the state. Section 402 of the CWA established the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to regulate the discharge of pollutants from point sources,
and Section 404 established a permit program to regulate the discharge of dredged material into
waters of the United States (U.S.).
Under Section 303(d) of the CWA, states, territories, and authorized tribes are required to develop
lists of impaired waters that are too polluted or otherwise degraded to meet the water quality
standards set by states, territories, or authorized tribes. The law requires that these jurisdictions
establish priority rankings for waters on the lists and develop total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) to
identify the maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet
water quality standards.
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b. National Flood Insurance Act
The National Flood Insurance Act (1968) established the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP),
which is based on the minimal requirements for floodplain management and is designed to
minimize flood damage within Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs). The Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) administrates the NFIP. SFHAs are defined as areas that would be
inundated by the 100-year flood, or a flood that has a 1 percent chance of occurring within a given
year (also referred to as the base flood).

c. National Flood Insurance Program
The NFIP is a federal program enabling property owners in participating communities to purchase
insurance protection against losses from flooding. This insurance is designed to provide an
insurance alternative to disaster assistance to meet the escalating costs of repairing damage to
buildings and their contents caused by floods. Participation in the NFIP is based on an agreement
between local communities and the federal government that states that, if a community will adopt
and enforce a floodplain management ordinance to reduce future flood risks to new construction in
SFHAs, the federal government will make flood insurance available within the community as a
financial protection against flood losses.
In support of the NFIP, FEMA identifies flood hazard areas throughout the U.S. and its territories by
producing flood hazard boundary maps and flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs). Several areas of
flood hazards are commonly identified on these maps, including SFHAs.
As a participant in NFIP, the City is required to institute adequate land use and development control
measures for preventing and reducing property damage from flooding. In addition, the City ensures
that projects within or fringing on a floodway or floodplain comply with FEMA regulations and
requirements.

4.9.2.2

State Regulations

a. California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Streambed Alteration
Program
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates activities that would divert or
obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or
lake that supports fish or wildlife. CDFW has jurisdiction over riparian habitats (e.g., southern willow
scrub) associated with watercourses. CDFW jurisdictional resources are delineated by the outer edge
of riparian vegetation or at the top of the bank of streams or lakes, whichever is wider. A Streambed
Alteration Agreement is required for any project that would impact CDFW jurisdictional resources.
The agreement with CDFW typically requires mitigation in the form of on-site, off-site, or in-lieu fee
mitigation, or a combination of the three.
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b. State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality
Control Board
In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (RWQCBs) administer the NPDES permitting programs and are responsible for developing
waste discharge requirements. The local RWQCB is responsible for developing waste discharge
requirements specific to its jurisdiction. General waste discharge requirements that may apply to
projects include the SWRCB Construction General Permit, Industrial General Permit, and the regional
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit Order No. R9-2013-0001 (NPDES Permit No.
CAS0109266), as amended by Order No. R9-2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100, and administered by the
RWQCB.

c. Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act of 1969, updated in 2012 (California Water Code,
Section 13000 et seq.), established the principal California legal and regulatory framework for water
quality control. The act is embodied in the California Water Code. The California Water Code
authorizes the SWRCB to implement the provisions of the federal CWA. The State of California is
divided into nine regions governed by the RWQCBs. Within the project areas, the San Diego RWQCB
implements and enforces the provisions of the California Water Code and the federal CWA under
the oversight of the SWRCB. The Porter-Cologne Act also provides for the development and periodic
review of Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans) that designate beneficial uses of California’s
major rivers and other surface waters and groundwater basins and establish water quality
objectives for those waters.

4.9.2.3

Local Regulations

a. Regional MS4 Permit
The San Diego RWQCB is responsible for permitting, compliance, and other activities to reduce
pollutants in municipal, construction, and industrial storm water runoff. The Storm Water
Management Unit of the RWQCB also provides important assistance in dispersing state grant funds
to worthy projects that support activities for the reduction and prevention of storm water pollution.
As a co-permittee for the Regional MS4 permit under the NPDES and the CWA, the City must
implement several storm water management programs, including those designed to control storm
water and other discharges from new development and redevelopment.
The San Diego RWQCB regulates discharges from Phase I MS4s in the San Diego region under the
Regional MS4 Permit. The Regional MS4 Permit covers 39 municipal, county government, and special
district entities located in San Diego County, southern Orange County, and southwestern Riverside
County who own and operate large MS4s which discharge storm water (wet weather) runoff and
non-storm water (dry weather) runoff to surface waters throughout the San Diego region. The
Regional MS4 Permit, Order No. R9-2013-0001 (NPDES Permit No. CAS0109266), was adopted on
May 8, 2013, and initially covered the San Diego County co-permittees. Order No. R9-2015-0001 was
adopted on February 11, 2015, amending the Regional MS4 Permit to extend coverage to the
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Orange County co-permittees. Finally, Order No. R9-2015-0100 was adopted on November 18, 2015,
amending the Regional MS4 Permit to extend coverage to the Riverside County co-permittees. The
Regional MS4 Permit expired on June 27, 2018 but remains in effect under an administrative
extension until it is reissued by the San Diego Water Board. It is anticipated that the San Diego Water
Board will adopt proposed changes to the Regional MS4 Permit in late 2019.
The Regional MS4 Permit requires that all jurisdictions within the San Diego region prepare
jurisdictional runoff management plans. Each of these jurisdictional plans must contain a
component addressing construction activities and a component addressing existing development.
The subsequent amendments expanded coverage to portions of Orange County and Riverside
County within the San Diego region (Region 9) and made other modifications.

b. Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin
The San Diego Basin encompasses approximately 3,900 square miles, including most of San Diego
County and portions of southwestern Riverside and Orange counties. The basin is composed of
11 major hydrologic units, 54 hydrologic areas or units, and 147 hydrologic subareas, extending
from Laguna Beach southerly to the U.S./Mexico border. The project areas are located within eight
hydrologic units or watersheds including the Otay, Peñasquitos, Pueblo San Diego, San Diego, San
Diego Bay, San Dieguito, Sweetwater, and Tijuana watersheds. Drainage from higher elevations flow
to a number of receiving waters and, ultimately, into the Pacific Ocean. The San Diego RWQCB
prepared the Basin Plan, which defines existing and potential beneficial uses and water quality
objectives for coastal waters, groundwater, surface waters, imported surface waters, and reclaimed
waters in the basin. Water quality objectives seek to protect the most sensitive of the beneficial uses
designated for a specific water body.

c. City of San Diego Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan
The City’s Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan provides a total account of how the City plans to
protect and improve the water quality of rivers, bays, and the ocean in the region in compliance with
the San Diego RWQCB permit referenced above. The document describes how the City incorporates
storm water best management practices (BMPs) into land use planning, development review and
permitting, City Capital Improvement Program (CIP) project planning and design, and the execution
of construction contracts.

d. Water Quality Improvement Plans
The MS4 Permit requires development of Water Quality Improvement Plans (WQIPs) that guide the
co-permittees’ jurisdictional runoff management programs toward achieving improved water quality
in MS4 discharges and receiving waters. There are ten watershed WQIPs in the San Diego region.
These Plans include descriptions of the highest priority pollutants or conditions in a specific
watershed, goals and strategies to address those pollutants or conditions, and time schedules
associated with those goals and strategies. Within the project areas, WQIPs have been developed for
Los Peñasquitos, Mission Bay, San Diego Bay, San Diego River, San Dieguito River, and the Tijuana
River. Implementation of the WQIP furthers the CWA’s objectives to protect, preserve, enhance, and
restore the water quality and designated beneficial uses of waters of the state. The WQIP sets forth
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a collaborative and adaptive planning and management process that identifies the highest priority
water quality conditions within a watershed management area and implements strategies through
the jurisdictional runoff management programs of the respective jurisdictions.

e. Storm Water Management and Discharge Control Ordinance
As a co-permittee under the MS4 Permit issued by the San Diego RWQCB, the City must implement
storm water management programs, including programs designed to control storm water
discharges from development projects both during construction and on a permanent postconstruction basis. Chapter 4, Article 3, Division 3, Storm Water Management and Discharge Control,
of the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) addresses these requirements by requiring construction
measures and permanent post-construction BMPs for development projects.

f. Final Hydromodification Management Plan (2011)
Since the adoption of the Final Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) in 2011 for San Diego
County, RWQCB Permit Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended by Order Nos. R9-2015-0001 and R92015-0100, was issued. Provision E.3.c. requires Priority Development Projects to implement
structural and hydromodification management BMPs that conform to performance requirements
that ensure post-project runoff conditions do not exceed pre-development runoff conditions by
more than 10 percent.

g. San Diego Municipal Code
Storm Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations
Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 of the SDMC outlines the Storm Water Runoff and Drainage
Regulations, which apply to all development in the city regardless of whether a development permit
or other approval is required.

Floodplain Management
The City has adopted development regulations for SFHAs in SDMC Sections 143.0145 and 143.0146.
Within the floodway, the regulations set limitations on land uses, structures, and channelization or
other alteration of the river, and require passage of the base flood. Permanent structures are not
allowed, and any development (e.g., road crossing) must be offset by improvements or
modifications to enable passage of a base flood. Within flood fringe areas, the regulations allow
permanent structures and fill for permanent structures, roads, and other development if certain
conditions are met.

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations
The City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1)
help protect, preserve, and restore lands containing steep hillsides, sensitive biological resources,
coastal beaches, sensitive coastal bluffs, or SHFAs. The intent of the ESL Regulations is to ensure that
development occurs in a manner that protects the overall quality of the resources, encourages a
sensitive form of development, retains biodiversity and interconnected habitats, maximizes physical
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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.

City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual
Drainage design policies and procedures are provided in the City’s Drainage Design Manual updated
in January 2017 (which is incorporated in the Land Development Manual as Appendix B). The
Drainage Design Manual provides policies and procedures to attain standardization of drainage
design throughout the City. The manual also provides design standards and procedures for storm
water conveyance and hydrology analysis for flood management and water quality facilities.

Storm Water Standards Manual
The City’s Storm Water Standards Manual 2018 provides information to project applicants on how to
comply with the permanent and construction storm water quality requirements in the City. The
Storm Water Standards Manual is contained in Appendix O of the City’s Land Development Manual
and is organized in three key parts:
Part 1: BMP Design Manual for Permanent Site Design, Storm Water Treatment and
Hydromodification Management
Part 2: Construction BMP Standards
Part 3: Offsite Storm Water Alternative Compliance Program for Water Quality and
Hydromodification Control
Part 1 of the Storm Water Standards Manual, the BMP Design Manual, addresses and provides
guidance for complying with on-site post-construction storm water requirements for Standard
Projects and Priority Development Projects (PDPs), and provides procedures for planning,
preliminary design, selection, and design of permanent storm water BMPs based on the
performance standards presented in the MS4 Permit.
Part 2 of the Storm Water Standards Manual addresses storm water impacts and required controls
associated with construction activities in the City. The purpose of these standards is to provide
guidance to prevent construction activities from adversely impacting downstream and on-site
resources through appropriate planning, installation, and maintenance of BMPs. The construction
BMP standards provide guidance on the appropriate BMPs to prevent discharges of pollutants
associated with construction activity.
Part 3 of the Storm Water Standards Manual addresses the Offsite Storm Water Alternative
Compliance Program (Offsite Alternative Compliance Program) developed by the City to allow
mitigation of PDP storm water impacts through implementation of off-site structural BMPs. The
program allows for offsite control of water quality and hydromodification impacts, provides design
options and flexibility in the case of site infeasibility, and provides the potential for more effective
regional storm water control solutions to improve watershed scale water quality.
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h. City of San Diego General Plan
Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element
The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element presents goals and policies related to storm water
infrastructure, water quality, and pollution prevention. Overall goals include the protection of
beneficial water resources through pollution prevention and interception efforts and
implementation of a storm water conveyance system that effectively reduces pollutants in urban
runoff and storm water to the maximum extent practicable. Applicable policies address ensuring
storm water conveyance systems, structures, and maintenance practices are consistent with the
federal CWA and the San Diego RWQCB NPDES Permit standards; installing infrastructure that
includes components to capture, minimize, and/or prevent pollutants in urban runoff from reaching
receiving waters and potable water supplies; meeting and exceeding regulatory mandates to protect
water quality in a cost-effective manner monitored through performance measures; fostering a
comprehensive approach to storm water infrastructure improvements; identifying and
implementing BMPs for projects that repair, replace, extend or otherwise affect the storm water
conveyance system; and identifying partnerships and collaborative efforts to sponsor and
coordinate pollution prevention BMPs that benefit storm water infrastructure maintenance and
improvements (General Plan Policies PF-G.1-G.).

Conservation Element
The Conservation Element presents goals and policies related to floodplains, erosion control, and
managing runoff and sedimentation during and after development. Applicable goals include
preservation and long-term management of the natural landforms and open spaces that help make
San Diego complete; protection and restoration of water bodies, including reservoirs, coastal waters,
creeks, bays, and wetlands; and preservation of natural attributes of both the floodplain and
floodway without endangering life and property.
Associated policies address applying appropriate zoning and ESL regulations to limit development of
floodplains and sensitive biological areas including wetlands, steep hillsides, canyons, and coastal
lands; managing watersheds and regulating floodplains to reduce disruption of natural systems;
restoring water filtration, flood and erosion control, biodiversity and sand replenishment benefits;
limiting grading and alterations of steep hillsides, cliffs, and shoreline to prevent increased erosion
and landform impacts; and limiting and controlling runoff, sedimentation, and erosion both during
and after construction activity.
Urban Runoff Management Policies include applying water quality protection measures to land
development projects early in the project design process to minimize the quantity of runoff
generated on-site, the disruption of natural water flows and the contamination of storm water
runoff; increasing on-site infiltration, and preserving, restoring or incorporating natural drainage
systems into site design; directing concentrated drainage flows away from the Multi-Habitat
Planning Area and open space areas; reducing the amount of impervious surfaces through the
selection of materials, site planning, and street design where possible; increasing the use of
vegetation in drainage design; maintaining landscape design standards that minimize the use of
pesticides and herbicides; avoiding development of areas particularly susceptible to erosion and
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sediment loss (e.g., steep slopes) and, where impacts are unavoidable, enforcing regulations that
minimize their impacts.
Policies support enforcement of maintenance requirements in development permit conditions;
requiring contractors to comply with accepted storm water pollution prevention planning practices
for all projects; minimizing the amount of graded land surface exposed to erosion and enforcing
erosion control ordinances; and continuing routine inspection practices to check for proper erosion
control methods and housekeeping practices during construction. Floodplain policies include
managing floodplains to address their multi-purpose use, including natural drainage, habitat
preservation, and open space and passive recreation, while also protecting public health and safety.

4.9.3

Significance Determination Thresholds

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to hydrology and/or water quality are based
on applicable criteria in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G and
the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2016). Thresholds are modified from the
City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds to reflect the programmatic analysis for the
proposed project. A significant hydrology and/or water quality impact could occur if implementation
of the proposed project would:
1) Result in flooding due to an increase in impervious surfaces or changes in absorption rates,
drainage patterns, or the rate of surface runoff;
2) Result in a substantial increase in pollutant discharge to receiving waters and increase
discharge of identified pollutants to an already impaired water body; or
3) Deplete groundwater supplies, degrade groundwater quality, or interfere with groundwater
recharge.

4.9.4

Impact Analysis

Issue 1 Flooding and Drainage Patterns
Would the proposed project result in flooding due to an increase in impervious surfaces or changes in
absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate of surface runoff?

a. Local Surface Runoff
The Housing Program would incentivize multi-family residential development within the Transit
Priority Areas (TPAs). Additionally, both the Housing and Mobility Choices Program would result in
transportation infrastructure improvements within both TPAs (for the Housing Program) and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 (for the Mobility Choices Program) or would provide funding to support
the completion of transportation and infrastructure amenities within the Mobility Choices Program
improvement areas. The Mobility Choices Program is also intended to incentivize housing
production in TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Future development would be subject to the
requirements of the proposed ordinances and other applicable regulatory requirements. Potential
future development would occur largely within existing urbanized areas; however, project grading
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and development may have the potential to change surface runoff characteristics, including the
volume of runoff, rate of runoff, and drainage patterns. An increase in the volume or rate of runoff
or change in drainage patterns could result in flooding and/or erosion.
Future projects would be required to comply with multiple regional and local regulations and
standards. Future projects would adhere to the NPDES permit requirements requiring the regulation
of pollutant discharge including the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
that identifies BMPs that would be in place during construction activities.
Future projects would also be required to comply with permanent and construction storm water
quality requirements contained in the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual, including
hydromodification management. Individual future projects would be required to evaluate their
exemption status on a case-by-case basis and, if a project does not qualify for an exemption, would
be required to implement hydromodification controls per the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual.
Pursuant to the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual, future projects would be required to be
designed to ensure there would be no measurable increase of pollution (including sediment) in
runoff from the site, no slope erosion, water velocity moving off-site would not be greater than preconstruction levels, and development would preserve the natural hydraulic features and riparian
buffers. Development projects would meet these requirements by creating and implementing a
series of storm water BMPs and detention facilities specifically designed for the project.
Adherence to the requirements of the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual, would require future
projects to implement Low Impact Development (LID) practices, such as incorporation of
bioretention areas, pervious pavements, cisterns, and/or rain barrels, which would improve surface
drainage conditions or, at a minimum, not exacerbate flooding or cause erosion. Landscaping, as
well as pervious pavements used in lieu of standard pavement, would increase infiltration and
reduce urban pollutants.
Future projects would also be required to design all drainage facilities in compliance with the City’s
Drainage Design Manual. Through conformance with the Manual and design guidelines contained
therein, drainage facilities would be designed to avoid drainage-related impacts.
Overall, future development would be required to comply with NPDES permit requirements and the
City’s Storm Water Standards Manual and Drainage Design Manual, which would ensure runoff
volumes would be minimized by site-specific LID practices and BMPs. Compliance with the existing
regulatory framework addressing storm water runoff would ensure impervious surfaces are
minimized and drainage patterns and rates of runoff are not increased such that downstream
flooding would occur. Impacts associated with runoff and drainage would be less than significant.

b. Riverine Flooding
Future development within the project areas would be screened by City staff as part of the intake
process to determine the presence of ESL, which would include floodplain areas. If the presence of
ESL is unclear, City staff would request evidence to confirm the presence or absence of ESL, such as
confirmation of a floodplain location from a hydrology report (Development Services Department’s
Project Submittal Process, Section 1). If ESL is present and would be impacted by a future
development project, the project would be required to obtain a discretionary permit in accordance
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with the City’s ESL Regulations contained within the SDMC. This process would ensure that potential
impacts to floodplains as shown in Figure 4.9-1 would be addressed as part of a future discretionary
review, in accordance with the ESL Regulations. At the programmatic level, it is not possible to
ensure riverine flooding impacts would be reduced to less than significant through the Site
Development Permit process under the City’s ESL regulations; therefore, impacts related to riverine
flooding could be potentially significant.
Additionally, as detailed in the Mission Valley Community Plan Update (CPU) Final Program
Environmental lmpact Report (PEIR) (City of San Diego 2019), potentially significant and unavoidable
flooding impacts were identified associated with the presence of a Provisionally Accredited Levy
(PAL) that protects portions of Mission Valley. A PAL designation means that the levee was
recognized on FEMA’s previous FIRMs; however, the regulatory requirement for levee accreditation
has since changed, and the community or levee owner must provide certain documentation to
certify that the levee continues to provide protection from the base flood, and that the levee meets
minimum federal requirements. Based on the FIRM panels, the timeframes for levee accreditation
have passed. Therefore, the levees in the Mission Valley Community Plan area cannot be considered
to provide flood protection because they do not meet FEMA’s standards. The Mission Valley
Community Plan incorporated policies recommending development located behind the PAL
consider designing to meet the applicable “with-out levee” flood zone to comply with the floodplain
regulations and protection up to the 100-year flood, in the event the levees were removed on the
next FIRM revision. However, given the level of uncertainty regarding this potential flooding impact,
impacts associated with potential future development located behind the PAL in Mission Valley was
found to be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project could incentivize development within
areas in Mission Valley protected by the PAL. Therefore, consistent with the conclusion of the
Mission Valley CPU Final PEIR, impacts associated with potential future development located behind
the PAL in Mission Valley would be significant and unavoidable.

c. Other Flood Hazards – Seiche, Tsunami, Dam Failure, and Mudflow
A seiche is an earthquake-induced wave in a confined body of water, such as a lake, reservoir, or bay.
As detailed in the City’s General Plan EIR (City of San Diego 2008), seiches are common within the
City, but are usually undetectable due to low periods, depths, and lengths of the local bodies of
water. A geologic or other natural event of an unprecedented scale for the region would be required
to induce a seiche capable of significant damage. However, adherence to existing regulations and
development codes would ensure that waterfront development could withstand a seiche, should
one occur. Thus, impacts related to seiches would be less than significant.
Approximately 9,446 acres within the project areas are within a dam inundation zone as shown in
Figure 4.9-2. The “inundation zone” is the area downstream of the dam that would be flooded in the
event of a failure or uncontrolled release of water. While dam failure is generally a low probability
event, dams are inspected annually by the California Division of Safety of Dams to ensure they are in
good operating condition. With continued evaluation of dam stability, and continued compliance
with State regulations, risks associated with flooding due to dam failure is considered minimal, and
impacts would be less than significant.
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Portions of the project areas are bounded by steep slopes such as canyons. Consequently, there is a
potential for mud and debris from canyon walls to impact developed areas, primarily following a
wildfire event. This could present a localized threat to development immediately below the canyon
walls. Although future development is anticipated to incorporate adequate design measures to
protect development areas from mudflow and debris that could follow a fire event, areas with
potential risk of mudflow cannot be determined at this programmatic level of review. Thus, impacts
related to mudflow and debris could be potentially significant.
A tsunami is a sea wave generated by a submarine earthquake, landslide, or volcanic action. The
project areas include approximately 1,757 acres located within a tsunami inundation zone as shown
in Figure 4.9-3. The City’s General Plan EIR evaluated potential tsunami risk and found that
adherence to current regulations and emergency management plans would ensure that the
potential tsunami impact on people and structures would not be substantial and would be less than
significant. However, as the proposed project would have the potential to increase the density of
development within TPAs located in tsunami inundation areas and would incentivize residential
development in areas subject to potential inundation, impacts related to tsunami risk would be
potentially significant.

Issue 2 Water Quality
Would the proposed project result in a substantial increase in pollutant discharge to receiving waters and
increase discharge of identified pollutants to an already impaired water body?
Future development projects would have the potential to result in urban runoff and associated
pollutant discharges. Urban runoff is surface water runoff generated from developed or disturbed
land associated with urbanization. The increase in impervious surfaces and the decrease in
opportunities for infiltration within the landscape as a result of development associated with the
proposed ordinances could increase storm flows and provide a source for sediment and other
pollutants to enter receiving waters.
As future development occurs, applicable regulatory requirements would be triggered that would
require the retention and/or treatment of storm water through the implementation of BMPs. NPDES
permit requirements would require future development to demonstrate how pollutants such as
various trace metals (e.g., copper, lead, zinc, and mercury), fecal coliform, low dissolved oxygen,
phosphorus, and total dissolved solids would be treated to prevent discharge into receiving waters.
Additionally, the MS4 Permit requires development of WQIPs, administered through the RWQCB,
that would guide future development towards achieving improved water quality.
Under current storm water regulations in the City, all projects are subject to certain minimum storm
water requirements to protect water quality. The types of storm water BMPs required for new
developments include site design, source control, and treatment control practices, many of which
overlap with LID practices. Implementation of required storm water BMPs would reduce the amount
of pollutants transported from future development projects to receiving waters. Additionally, the
City has adopted the Master Storm Water System Maintenance Program (to be replaced by the
proposed Municipal Waterways Maintenance Plan) to address flood control issues by cleaning and
maintaining channels to reduce the volume of pollutants that enter the receiving waters. Future
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projects implemented under the proposed ordinances would be subject to existing storm water
regulations in place at the time projects are implemented. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant.

Issue 3 Groundwater
Would the proposed project deplete groundwater supplies, degrade groundwater quality, or interfere with
groundwater recharge?
Based on the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (City of San Diego 2016), most of
the groundwater in the region has been extensively developed, and the availability of potential
future uses of groundwater resources is limited. Further development of groundwater resources
would likely necessitate groundwater recharge programs to maintain adequate groundwater table
elevations.
As discussed under Issues 1 and 2 above, current storm water regulations would ensure infiltration
of storm water runoff and protection of water quality, which would also protect the quality of
groundwater resources and support infiltration where appropriate. In addition, future development
is not anticipated to include or require the extraction of groundwater and would therefore not
deplete groundwater supplies. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
Future projects resulting from implementation of the proposed project could contribute to
cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water quality, including downstream flooding, flood
hazards from tsunami and mudflow, water quality impacts, erosion, and sedimentation. However, all
future development within the project areas would be required to comply with all NPDES permit
requirements, including the development of a SWPPP if the disturbed area covers one acre or more,
or a water quality control plan if the disturbed area is less than one acre. Future projects would also
be required to follow the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual for drainage design and BMPs for
treatment. Cumulative downstream flooding and mudflow impacts would be avoided through
regulatory compliance including the City’s ESL Regulations contained in the SDMC. While
development downstream of the PAL in Mission Valley would be a significant impact, it is a localized
impact and not contribute to a cumulative flooding impact. However, the potential increase in
density within tsunami inundation areas could contribute to a cumulative effect as other cumulative
projects could also increase densities in tsunami inundation areas. Thus, cumulative impacts would
be less than significant for all issue areas except cumulative impacts related to tsunami inundation
risk would be significant.

4.9.5
4.9.5.1

Significance of Impacts
Flooding and Drainage Patterns

All development occurring within the project areas would be subject to the drainage and floodplain
regulations in the SDMC, and would be required to adhere to the City’s Drainage Design Manual, ESL

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.9-25

4.9 Hydrology/Water Quality
Regulations protecting floodplains, 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 PAL in Mission Valley, impacts would be significant
and unavoidable.
Impacts associated with flooding due to a seiche or dam inundation would be less than significant,
due to lack of seiche hazards within the project areas, and based on applicable regulatory
requirements and protections associated with development downstream of dams. 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 and
unavoidable.

4.9.5.2

Water Quality

New development occurring within the project areas would be required to implement LID and storm
water BMPs into the design of future projects within the project areas to address the potential for
transport of pollutants of concern through either retention or filtration, consistent with the
requirements of the 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, through compliance with
the existing regulatory framework addressing protection of water quality, impacts would be less
than significant.

4.9.5.3

Groundwater

Storm water regulations that encourage infiltration of storm water runoff and protection of water
quality would protect the quality of groundwater resources and support infiltration where
appropriate. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.9.6

Conclusion

Impacts related to downstream flooding would be significant and unavoidable at a program level of
review as it cannot be ensured that projects with ESL floodplains would be able to fully mitigate
flooding impacts to less than significant as part of the discretionary review associated with
development on ESL. Additionally, future development located behind the PAL would be significant
and unavoidable. Also, flooding impacts related to tsunami inundation areas and potential mudflow
and debris that can occur after wildfire would be significant and unavoidable. Water quality and
groundwater impacts would be less than significant. In addition to the existing regulations identified
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in this section that would be applicable to future development that could result under the proposed
project, the Housing Program includes an additional requirement that would assist with ensuring
protection of water quality. Specifically, promenades developed under the Housing Program would
be required to install one trash receptacle and one recycling container for every 150 feet of street
frontage. This measure would help to protect downstream water quality by controlling trash and
litter that could end up in downstream water bodies.
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4.10 Noise
This section addresses the potential noise impacts that would result from implementation of
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Complete Communities: Mobility Choices (proposed
project). It also discusses the regulations applicable to future development that could occur under
the 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.”

4.10.1 Existing Conditions
Existing noise sources in the project areas include transportation and stationary sources. The most
prevalent noise sources in the City of San Diego (City) are from motor vehicle traffic on interstate
freeways, state highways, and local major roads due to traffic volumes and speeds. Aircraft noise is
also present in many areas of the City. Rail traffic and industrial and commercial activities contribute
to the noise environment in certain areas. Urban noises can also include, but are not limited to the
following: construction activities, refuse vehicles, sporting/special events, and public activity noises,
such as dogs barking, landscaping equipment, loud music, or car alarms.
Anticipated noise contours for areas within the project areas with a recent comprehensive
Community Plan Update (CPU; see Table 4-1 in Section 4.0) are incorporated by reference. Airport
noise contours affecting the project areas are shown in Figure 4.10-1 (Areas A through D).

4.10.1.1 Fundamentals of Noise
Sound propagation (i.e., the passage of sound from a noise source to a receiver) is influenced by
several factors including the distance from the source, geometric spreading, ground absorption and
atmospheric effects, as well as shielding by natural and/or manmade features. Noise is defined as
unwanted or disturbing sound.
Noise descriptors used in this section are the decibel (dB), A-weighted decibel [dB(A)], 1-hour
average-equivalent noise level (Leq), and the community noise equivalent level (CNEL). The hourly
equivalent sound level (Leq) is the average dB(A) sound level over a 1-hour period. A-weighting is a
frequency correction that often correlates well with the subjective response of humans to noise. The
CNEL is a 24-hour average A-weighted decibel sound level that incorporates a 5 dB(A) penalty to
sound levels occurring between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m., and 10 dB(A) penalty to sound levels
occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The additional 5 dB(A) and 10 dB(A) penalties during
evening and nighttime hours, respectively, are intended to account for the added sensitivity of
humans to noise during these time periods. CNEL values are typically used in land use planning to
evaluate the compatibility of adjacent land uses.
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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4.10 Noise
The subsections below further describe elements and measures of noise.

a. Frequency and Hertz
A continuous sound can be described by its frequency (pitch) and its amplitude (loudness).
Frequency relates to the number of pressure oscillations per second. Low-frequency sounds are low
in pitch, like the low notes on a piano, whereas high-frequency sounds are high in pitch, like the high
notes on a piano. Frequency is expressed in terms of oscillations, or cycles, per second. Cycles per
second are commonly referred to as Hertz (Hz). High frequencies are sometimes more conveniently
expressed in units of kilo-Hertz (kHz) or thousands of Hertz. The extreme range of frequencies that
can be heard by the healthiest human ear spans from 16 to 20 Hz on the low end to about 20,000 Hz
(or 20 kHz) on the high end.

b. Sound Pressure Levels and Decibels
The amplitude of a sound determines its loudness. Loudness of sound increases and decreases with
its amplitude. Sound pressure levels are described in units called decibels. Decibels are measured
on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used
for earthquake magnitudes. Thus, a doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as doubling of
traffic volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dB; a halving of the energy would result in a 3 dB
decrease.

c. A-weighted Decibels
The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the sound spectrum. Human hearing
is limited not only in the range of audible frequencies but also in the way it perceives the sound in
that range. In general, the healthy human ear is most sensitive to sounds between 1,000 Hz and
5,000 Hz, and it perceives a sound within that range as more intense than a sound of higher or lower
frequency with the same magnitude. To approximate the frequency response of the human ear, a
series of sound level adjustments is usually applied to the sound measured by a sound level meter.
The A-scale weighting network approximates the frequency response of the average healthy ear
when listening to most ordinary sounds. When people make judgments of the relative loudness or
annoyance of a sound, their judgments correlate well with the A-scale sound levels of those sounds.
Noise levels for traffic noise reports are typically reported in terms of dB(A).
Under controlled conditions in an acoustics laboratory, the trained, healthy human ear is able to
discern changes in sound levels of 1.5 dB(A) under certain conditions. Outside such controlled
conditions, the average healthy ear can barely perceive a change of 3 dB(A); a change of 5 dB(A) is
readily perceptible; and an increase (decrease) of 10 dB(A) sounds twice (half) as loud.

d. Noise Descriptors
The two noise metrics used in the analysis are the Leq and the CNEL.
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Equivalent Noise level
The Leq is also referred to as the time-average sound level. It is the equivalent steady state sound
level, which in a stated period of time would contain the same acoustical energy as the time-varying
sound level during the same time period. The period of time averaging may be specified; Leq(3)
would be a three-hour average. When no period of time is specified, a one-hour average is assumed.
The one-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level is the energy average of the A-weighted sound
levels occurring during a one-hour period. It is important to understand that noise of short duration,
that is, times substantially less than the averaging period, is averaged into ambient noise during the
period of interest. Thus, a loud noise lasting many seconds or a few minutes may have minimal
effect on the measured sound level averaged over a one-hour period.

Community Noise Equivalent Level
People are generally more sensitive and annoyed by noise occurring during the evening and
nighttime hours. Thus, the CNEL was introduced. The CNEL scale represents a time-weighted 24hour average noise level based on the A-weighted sound level. CNEL accounts for the increased
noise sensitivity during the evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m.) by adding 5 and 10 decibels, respectively, to the average sound levels occurring during
these hours.

4.10.2 Regulatory Setting
4.10.2.1 State Regulations
a. California Code of Regulations
Sound Transmission
Interior noise levels for habitable rooms are regulated by the California Building Code (CBC); Title 24,
Part 2, Volume 1, Chapter 12, Section 1206 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). The code
requires that interior noise levels, attributable to exterior sources, shall not exceed 45 CNEL in any
habitable room. These sound insulation requirements are applicable to all habitable spaces.

California Green Building Standards Code – Environmental Comfort
The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen; CCR Title 24, Part 11) Chapter 5 –
Nonresidential Mandatory Measures, Division 5.5 – Environmental Quality, Section 5.507 –
Environmental Comfort, Subsection 5.507.4 – Acoustical Control provides standards for interior
noise for nonresidential structures. Pursuant to these standards, all non-residential building
construction shall employ building assemblies and components that achieve a composite sound
transmission class rating of at least 50 or shall otherwise demonstrate that exterior noise shall not
result in an interior noise environment where noise levels exceed 50 dB(A) Leq in occupied areas
during any hour of operation (CCR Title 24, Part 11, Section 5.507 2019).
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4.10.2.2 Local Regulations
a. City of San Diego General Plan Noise Element
Exterior Noise
The City specifies compatibility standards for different categories of land use in the Noise Element of
the General Plan. Table 4.10-1 provides the allowable noise levels by land use as identified in the
City’s General Plan (City of San Diego 2015).
As shown in Table 4.10-1, the “compatible” noise level for noise sensitive receptors, including singleand multi-family residential, is 60 CNEL. Compatibility indicates that standard construction methods
will attenuate exterior noise to an acceptable indoor noise level and people can carry out outdoor
activities with minimal noise interference.
Exterior noise levels ranging between 65 and 70 CNEL are considered “conditionally compatible” for
multiple units, mixed-use commercial/residential, live work, and group living accommodations. The
Noise Element (Section B, Motor Vehicle Traffic Noise) also states that although not generally
considered compatible, the City conditionally allows multi-family and mixed-use residential uses up
to 75 dB(A) CNEL in areas affected primarily by motor vehicle traffic noise with existing residential
uses, as long as any future residential use above the 70 dB(A) CNEL includes noise attenuation
measures to ensure an interior noise level of 45 dB(A) CNEL and is located in an area where a
community plan allows multi-family and mixed-use residential uses.
Park uses are considered compatible in areas up to 70 dB(A) CNEL and conditionally compatible in
areas between 70 and 75 dB(A) CNEL.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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Table 4.10-1
City of San Diego Land Use - Noise Compatibility Guidelines
(Table NE-3)

Exterior Noise Exposure
[dB(A) CNEL]
60
65
70
75

Land Use Category
Parks and Recreational
Parks, Active and Passive Recreation
Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf Courses; Water Recreational Facilities; Indoor Recreation
Facilities
Agricultural
Crop Raising & Farming; Community Gardens, Aquaculture, Dairies; Horticulture
Nurseries & Greenhouses; Animal Raising, Maintain & Keeping; Commercial Stables
Residential
Single Dwelling Units; Mobile Homes
Multiple Dwelling Units *For uses affected by aircraft noise, refer to Policies NE-D.2. &
NE-D.3.
Institutional
Hospitals; Nursing Facilities; Intermediate Care Facilities; Kindergarten through Grade 12
Educational Facilities; Libraries; Museums; Child Care Facilities
Other Educational Facilities including Vocational/Trade Schools and Colleges and
Universities
Cemeteries
Retail Sales
Building Supplies/Equipment; Food, Beverages & Groceries; Pets & Pet Supplies;
Sundries, Pharmaceutical, & Convenience Sales; Wearing Apparel & Accessories
Commercial Services
Building Services; Business Support; Eating & Drinking; Financial Institutions;
Maintenance & Repair; Personal Services; Assembly & Entertainment (includes public
and religious assembly); Radio & Television Studios; Golf Course Support
Visitor Accommodations
Offices
Business & Professional; Government; Medical, Dental & Health Practitioner; Regional &
Corporate Headquarters
Vehicle and Vehicular Equipment Sales and Services Use
Commercial or Personal Vehicle Repair & Maintenance; Commercial or Personal Vehicle
Sales & Rentals; Vehicle Equipment & Supplies Sales & Rentals; Vehicle Parking
Wholesale, Distribution, Storage Use Category
Equipment & Materials Storage Yards; Moving & Storage Facilities; Warehouse;
Wholesale Distribution
Industrial
Heavy Manufacturing; Light Manufacturing; Marine Industry; Trucking & Transportation
Terminals; Mining & Extractive Industries
Research & Development

Conditionally
Compatible

45

45*

45
45

45

45

50

50

50

50

45

45

50

50

50

Indoor Uses

Standard construction methods should attenuate exterior noise
to an acceptable indoor noise level. Refer to Section I.

Outdoor Uses

Activities associated with the land use may be carried out.

Indoor Uses

Building structure must attenuate exterior noise to the indoor
noise level indicated by the number (45 or 50) for occupied
areas. Refer to Section I.

Outdoor Uses

Feasible noise mitigation techniques should be analyzed and
incorporated to make the outdoor activities acceptable. Refer to
Section I.

Indoor Uses

New construction should not be undertaken.

Outdoor Uses

Severe noise interference makes outdoor activities
unacceptable.

Compatible

45, 50

45

Incompatible

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Noise Element 2015.
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Interior Noise
Noise-sensitive residential/habitable interior spaces are required to have an interior noise level no
greater than 45 CNEL pursuant to the California Noise Insulation Standards of the CBC. Proposed
new construction and major renovations must demonstrate compliance with the current interior
noise standards through submission and approval of a Title 24 Compliance Report. Per the General
Plan Land Use - Noise Compatibility Guidelines, building structures that contain retail sales and/or
commercial services must attenuate exterior noise to achieve an interior noise level of 50 CNEL for
occupied areas. Standard construction techniques will provide a 20-25 dB reduction of exterior noise
levels to an interior receiver assuming windows remain closed (Federal Highway Administration
[FHWA] 2011). Given this reduction, standard building construction would result in interior noise
levels of 40 dB CNEL or less when exterior noise sources are 60 dB(A) CNEL or less.

General Plan Policies
The General Plan Noise Element contains the following policies regarding the preparation of
acoustical studies and interior noise guidelines:
a) NE-A.4. Require an acoustical study consistent with Acoustical Study Guidelines (Table NE-4)
for proposed developments in areas where the existing or future noise level exceeds or
would exceed the “compatible” noise level thresholds as indicated on the Land Use – Noise
Compatibility Guidelines (Table NE-3), so that noise mitigation measures can be included in
the project design to meet the noise guidelines.
b) NE-D.2. Limit future residential uses within airport influence areas to the 65 dBA CNEL
airport noise contour, except for multiple-unit, mixed-use, and live work residential uses
within the San Diego International Airport influence area in areas with existing residential
uses and where a community plan and the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan allow future
residential uses.
c)

NE-D.3. Ensure that future multiple-unit, mixed-use, and live work residential uses within the
San Diego International Airport influence area that are located greater than the 65 dBA CNEL
airport noise contour are located in areas with existing residential uses and where a
community plan and Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan allow future residential uses.
1. Limit the amount of outdoor areas subject to exposure above the 65 dBA CNEL;
and
2. Provide noise attenuation to ensure an interior noise level that does not exceed 45
dBA CNEL.

d) NE-I.1. Require noise attenuation measures to reduce the noise to an acceptable noise level
for proposed developments to ensure an acceptable interior noise level, as appropriate, in
accordance with California’s noise insulation standards (CCR Title 24) and Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plans.
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e) NE-I.2. Apply CCR Title 24 noise attenuation measures requirements to reduce the noise to
an acceptable noise level for proposed single-family, mobile homes, senior housing, and all
other types of residential uses not addressed by CCR Title 24 to ensure an acceptable
interior noise level, as appropriate.
f)

NE-E.5. Implement night and daytime on-site noise level limits to address noise generated by
commercial uses where it affects abutting residential and other noise-sensitive uses.

b. City of San Diego Municipal Code
Stationary Noise
Section 59.5.0401 et seq. of the City’s Municipal Code (SDMC), the Noise Abatement and Control
Ordinance, specifies the maximum one-hour average sound level limits allowed at the boundary of a
property. These sound level limits are the maximum noise levels allowed at any point on or beyond
the property boundaries in one hour due to activities occurring on the property. Where two or more
zones adjoin, the sound level limit is the arithmetic mean of the respective limits for the two zones.
Table 4.10-2 shows the exterior noise limits specified in the City’s Noise Abatement and Control
Ordinance.
Table 4.10-2
San Diego Property Line Noise Level Limits
Noise Level [dB(A)]
7:00 a.m. to
7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. to
Receiving Land Use Category
7:00 p.m.
10:00 p.m.
7:00 a.m.
Single-family Residential
50
45
40
Multi-family Residential (up to a maximum
55
50
45
density of 1 dwelling unit/2,000 square feet)
All Other Residential
60
55
50
Commercial
65
60
60
Industrial or Agricultural
75
75
75
SOURCE: City of San Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.0401.

Construction Noise
Construction noise is regulated by SDMC Section 59.5.0404, which states that:
A. It shall be unlawful for any person, between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m.
of the following day, or on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego
Municipal Code, with exception of Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays,
to erect, construct, demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure in such a
manner as to create disturbing, excessive or offensive noise . . .
B. . . . it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City of San Diego, to conduct any
construction activity so as to cause, at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned
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residential, an average sound level greater than 75 decibels during the 12-hour period from
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.

c. Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans
The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (Airport Authority) serves as the Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) for San Diego County. The ALUC is responsible for adopting Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs) for 16 public-use and military airports throughout 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 future land
uses that surround them by addressing noise, overflight, safety, and airspace protection concerns to
minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within the Airport Influence
Area (AIA) for each airport over a 20-year horizon. The City implements the adopted ALUCPs with the
Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone for Brown Field, MCAS Miramar, and Montgomery
Field.
The ALUC does not have jurisdiction over the operation of airports or over existing land uses. Once
ALUCPs have been adopted by the ALUC, local agencies with land located within the AIA boundary
for any of the airports must amend their planning documents to conform to the applicable ALUCP,
unless a local agency makes certain findings in accordance with state law. Details related to each
relevant ALUCP are discussed in Sections 4.1.2.2(b) and 4.7.2.3(i) of this Program EIR.
The purpose of the noise compatibility policies within the ALUCPs is to minimize the exposure of
sensitive receptors to levels of aircraft noise that can disrupt the activities involved. The
characteristics of the airport and the surrounding community are taken into account in determining
the level of noise deemed acceptable for each type of land use.

San Diego International Airport ALUCP
The San Diego International Airport (SDIA) ALUCP contains the following noise compatibility policies
regarding future development associated with the proposed project.
a) Policy N.1 The ALUCP establishes the 60 dB CNEL contour as the threshold above which
noise compatibility standards apply.
b) Policy N.3 When a land use project involves a combination of different land uses as listed in
the ALUCP, each component use must comply with the applicable noise standards.
c)

Policy N.4 New residential development is allowed at or above the 70 dB CNEL contour only
if the affected property is currently designated to allow for residential use in the applicable
general or community plan and it complies with the conditions described in the ALUCP. In
areas exposed to airport noise at or above 70 dB CNEL, general and community plan
amendments from non-residential to residential designations are not allowed.
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Montgomery Field ALUCP
The Montgomery Field ALUCP contains the following noise compatibility policies regarding future
development associated with the proposed project.
a) Policy 3.3.1 Evaluating Acceptable Noise Levels for New Development: The noise
compatibility of proposed land use actions within the AIA of the Airport shall be evaluated in
accordance with the policies set forth in the ALUCP.
b) Policy 3.3.2 Measures of Noise Compatibility: The criteria in the ALUCP indicate the
maximum acceptable airport-related noise levels, measured in terms of CNEL, for residential
and a range of nonresidential land uses. Factors considered in setting the criteria include the
following:
•

Established federal and state regulations and guidelines.

•

The ambient noise levels in the community. Ambient noise levels influence the potential
intrusiveness of aircraft noise upon a particular land use and vary greatly between rural,
suburban, and urban communities. For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, the
Airport vicinity is considered an urban community.

•

The extent to which noise would intrude upon and interrupt the activity associated with
a particular use.

•

The extent to which the activity itself generates noise.

•

The extent of outdoor activity associated with a particular land use.

d) Policy 3.3.3 Acceptable Noise Levels for Specific Types of Land Use Actions:
•

The threshold for evaluation is the projected 60 dB CNEL contour. This contour defines
the noise impact area of the Airport. All land uses located outside this noise contour are
consistent with the noise compatibility policies.

•

The maximum airport-related noise level considered compatible for new residential
development in the environs of the Airport is 65 dB CNEL.

e) Policy 3.3.4 Application of Noise Contours to Individual Project Sites to Determine
Compatibility: Projected noise contours are inherently imprecise because, especially at
general aviation airports, flight paths and other factors that influence noise emissions are
variable and activity projections are always uncertain. Given this imprecision, noise contours
shall be utilized, as follows, in assessing the compatibility of a proposed use at a specific
development site.
•

In general, the highest CNEL to which a project site is anticipated to be exposed shall be
used in evaluating the compatibility of development over the entire site.

•

An exception to this policy is where no part of the building(s) or residential unit(s)
proposed on the site fall within the higher CNEL range; the criteria for the CNEL range
where the buildings are located shall apply.
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MCAS Miramar ALUCP
The Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar ALUCP contains the following noise compatibility
policies regarding future development associated with the proposed project.
a) Policy 3.3.1 Evaluating Acceptable Noise Levels for New Development: The noise
compatibility of proposed land uses within the AIA of MCAS Miramar shall be evaluated in
accordance with the policies set forth in the ALUCP.
b) Policy 3.3.2 Noise Exposure Levels: For noise compatibility planning purposes around MCAS
Miramar, the ALUC shall use the projected noise contours as calculated by the U.S. Marine
Corps.
c)

Policy 3.3.3 Measures of Noise Compatibility: The criteria in the ALUCP indicate the
maximum acceptable airport-related noise levels, measured in terms of CNEL, for residential
and various nonresidential land uses.

d) Policy 3.3.4 Factors Considered in Setting Noise Compatibility Criteria: The principal factors
considered in setting noise compatibility criteria for MCAS Miramar are:
•

The noise compatibility recommendations set forth in the Air Installations Compatible
Use Zone. The California state law (Pub. Util. Code, §21675) requirement that
compatibility plans for military airports "shall be consistent with the safety and noise
standards in the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone prepared for that military airport."

•

The ambient noise levels in the community. Ambient noise levels influence the potential
intrusiveness of aircraft noise upon a particular land use and vary greatly between rural,
suburban, and urban communities. For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, the
communities within the MCAS Miramar AIA are considered urban communities.

•

The extent to which noise would intrude upon and interrupt the activity associated with
a particular use.

•

The extent to which the activity itself generates noise.

•

The extent of outdoor activity associated with a particular land use.

e) Policy 3.3.5 Acceptable Noise Levels for Specific Types of Land Use Development: The
threshold for MCAS Miramar noise impact evaluation is the projected CNEL 60 dB contour.
This contour defines the noise impact area of MCAS Miramar. The majority of land uses
located outside this noise contour are consistent with the noise compatibility policies of this
section. The federal property that comprises MCAS Miramar is not part of the noise impact
area subject to the policies of this Compatibility Plan. The maximum airport-related noise
level considered compatible for new residential development in the environs of MCAS
Miramar is 65 dB CNEL.
f)

Policy 3.3.6 Parcels Located Within 2 or More Noise Exposure Contours: Noise contours shall
be utilized as follows in assessing the proposed use of a specific development site.
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•

Where no part of the building(s) proposed on the site fall within the higher CNEL range,
the criteria for the CNEL range where the proposed building(s) are located shall apply for
the purposes of evaluating the compatibility of the proposed uses and for determining
sound attenuation and other requirements.

•

Where the proposed building(s) fall within multiple CNEL ranges, the criteria for the
highest CNEL range where the proposed building(s) are located shall apply for purposes
of evaluating the compatibility of the proposed use and for the purposes of determining
sound attenuation and other requirements.

Brown Field ALUCP
The Brown Field Municipal Airport ALUCP contains the following noise compatibility policies
regarding future development associated with the proposed project.
a) Policy 3.3.2 Measures of Noise Compatibility: The criteria in the ALUCP indicate the
maximum acceptable airport-related noise levels, measured in terms of CNEL, for residential
and a range of nonresidential land uses. Factors considered in setting the criteria include the
following:
•

Established federal and state regulations and guidelines

•

The ambient noise levels in the community. Ambient noise levels influence the potential
intrusiveness of aircraft noise upon a particular land use and vary greatly between rural,
suburban, and urban communities.

•

The extent to which noise would intrude upon and interrupt the activity associated with
a particular use.

•

The extent to which the activity itself generates noise.

•

The extent of outdoor activity associated with a particular land use.

b) Policy 3.3.3 Acceptable Noise Levels for Specific Types of Land Use Actions:

c)

•

The threshold for evaluation is the projected 60 dB CNEL contour. This contour defines
the noise impact area of the airport. All land uses located outside this noise contour are
consistent with the noise compatibility policies.

•

The maximum airport-related noise level considered compatible for new residential
development in the environs of the airport is 65 dB CNEL.

Policy 3.3.4 Application of Noise Contours to Individual Project Sites to Determine
Compatibility: Projected noise contours are inherently imprecise because, especially at
general aviation airports, flight paths and other factors that influence noise emissions are
variable and activity projections are always uncertain. Given this imprecision, noise contours
shall be utilized, as follows, in assessing the compatibility of a proposed use at a specific
development site.
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•

In general, the highest CNEL to which a project site is anticipated to be exposed to shall
be used in evaluating the compatibility of development over the entire site.

•

An exception to this policy is where no part of the building(s) or residential unit(s)
proposed on the site fall within the higher CNEL range; the criteria for the CNEL range
where the buildings are located shall apply.

Naval Outlying Landing Field (NOLF) Imperial Beach Airport ALUCP
The NOLF Imperial Beach Airport ALUCP contains the following noise compatibility policies regarding
future development associated with the proposed project.
a) Policy N.2 Sound Attenuation: Conditionally compatible land uses must incorporate sound
attenuation to achieve noise levels as specified in Table 2-1 in the ALUCP.
b) Policy N.3 Evaluation of Noise Compatibility for Development with a Mix of Uses: When a
land use project involves a combination of different land uses listed in Table 2-1 in the
ALUCP, each component use must comply with the applicable noise standards.

4.10.3 Significance Determination Thresholds
Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to noise are based on applicable criteria in
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds (2016). Thresholds are modified from the City’s CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds to reflect the programmatic analysis for the proposed
project. A significant noise impact could occur if implementation of the proposed project would
result in:
1) The generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;
2) The generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; or
3) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels.
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4.10.4 Impact Analysis
Issue 1 Noise Levels
Would implementation of the proposed project result in the generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

a. General Ambient Noise Levels
Traffic noise generally dominates the noise environment around the project areas. Transportation
infrastructure provided under the Mobility Choices Program and Housing Program would not be
directly associated with increases in ambient noise levels; however, the proposed ordinances are
intended to incentivize housing development within TPAs (for the Housing Program) and Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32 (for the Mobility Choices Program) which could be exposed to noise. The Housing
Program would incentivize high-density multi-family residential development within Transit Priority
Areas (TPAs). As discussed in Chapter 4.0, the Housing Program could result in a redistribution of the
densities that were evaluated in recent CPU EIRs to focus more within TPAs, but the increases in
allowable density within TPAs are not anticipated to exceed overall densities that were evaluated.
However, in communities within the project areas that do not have recently-updated community
plans, it is possible that the Housing Program could result in densities that exceed those allowed by
the respective community plans. Any shift or increase in density could increase traffic volumes along
local roadways resulting in increases in ambient noise levels. Specifically, the City’s significance
thresholds state that if a proposed development project is currently at or exceeds the significance
thresholds for traffic noise, then an increase of more than 3 decibels (dB) is considered significant.
Recent CPU EIR analyses have shown that various roadways within the Housing Program and
Mobility Choices Program project areas currently generate roadway noise above the City’s
significance thresholds. For example, the Mission Valley CPU Final Program EIR (City of San Diego
2019) found that under the CPU’s density allowances, three roadway segments within the CPU area
would experience an increase in the ambient noise levels that would exceed the City’s significance
thresholds. Likewise, the Final Program EIR for the Uptown CPU (City of San Diego 2016) found three
roadway segments within the CPU area which would also experience an increase in the ambient
noise levels above the City’s significance threshold standards. As both Mission Valley and Uptown
communities are almost entirely located within TPAs and are characterized by dense urban
development, they provide a representative example of ambient noise conditions that could occur
with build-out of CPU densities. Similar to the analysis in these recent CPUs that found significant
ambient noise increases with build-out of CPU densities, future development under the proposed
project could increase traffic volumes and associated traffic-generated noise levels in the project
areas. The increased traffic generated noise could result in an increase in ambient noise levels that
exceed the City’s significance thresholds beyond what was analyzed in recent CPU EIRs and in
communities that have not had a recent comprehensive CPU.
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Increases in ambient noise levels may affect a future project’s consistency with General Plan noise
level standards and could result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to ambient noise levels above
General Plan standards.

Existing Noise Sensitive Land Uses
The increase in ambient noise levels associated with traffic noise from additional potential density
within the Housing Program project areas could result in the exposure of existing noise-sensitive
receptors to a significant increase in ambient noise levels. While additional densities under the
Housing Program and development incentivized by the Mobility Choices Program could result in
increased vehicle trips, the project is anticipated to encourage a mode shift from single occupancy
vehicle to transit and other active transportation modes which generate less noise. Approval of the
proposed project would not specifically permit the construction of an individual project, as no
specific developments are currently proposed. Although it is anticipated that the proposed project
would support a reduction in motor vehicle traffic, the Housing Program would allow for additional
residential units which overall could increase vehicle trips. Therefore, potential ambient noise
impacts to existing noise sensitive land uses would be significant.

Future Noise Sensitive Land Uses
Based on the location of the project areas within TPAs (for the Housing Program) and Mobility Zones 1,
2, and 32 (for the Mobility Choices Program) and a review of recent CPU EIR noise analyses, existing
project areas are generally exposed to high levels of ambient noise due to their location near major
roads, freeways, and other activities. The Housing Program includes design requirements to attenuate
outdoor usable open space areas through project design. While compliance with such regulations
included as part of the Housing Program would reduce potential impacts to future noise sensitive land
uses, it is anticipated that future ambient noise levels would nevertheless exceed the City’s significance
threshold. While transportation improvements associated with the Mobility Choices Program would
not include structures containing noise-sensitive receptors, development incentivized by the Mobility
Choices Program could expose noise-sensitive receptors to ambient noise levels in excess of City
thresholds. Therefore, exterior noise impacts to projects located in areas that exceed the applicable
land use and noise compatibility level would be significant.
Pursuant to the CBC, future projects that could result from implementation of the proposed
ordinance must demonstrate compliance with the relevant interior noise standards through
submission and approval of a Title 24 Compliance Report. Therefore, interior noise impacts would
be less than significant.

b. Traffic-Related Noise Levels
The Mobility Choices Program would provide funding to support the completion of transportation
and infrastructure amenities within the Mobility Choices Program improvement areas and would
incentivize housing production in these areas.
Future development under the proposed project could result in the exposure of sensitive receptors
to ambient noise from motor vehicle traffic that exceeds standards established in the City’s Noise
Element of the General Plan (see Table 4.10-1, above). Recent CPU EIRs found that traffic noise
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generally dominates the noise environments within those CPU areas. For example, the Final
Program EIR for the Uptown CPU states, “Vehicles traveling on I-5, I-8, State Route 163 (SR-163) are
the dominant vehicle noise sources affecting the Uptown CPU area.” (City of San Diego 2016,
Section 6.6.1.2). Likewise, the Mission Valley CPU area was also determined to be dominated by
freeway noise (see Section 4.9.2.3 Mission Valley Community Plan Update Final Program EIR [City of
San Diego 2019]). Both CPU EIRs included analyses which revealed the distances to the 60, 65, and
70 CNEL noise contours in both the existing and build-out conditions for freeways and major
roadways and which showed that new development would be concentrated within these contours.
Similarly, because future development would be concentrated within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2,
and 32, it is anticipated that traffic noise within all project areas would dominate the noise
environment and it is likely that noise levels in outdoor usable spaces may exceed the General Plan’s
Land Use – Noise Compatibility Guidelines. However, as the Housing Program would direct density
into TPAs and support a greater active transportation mode share, ambient noise levels at build-out
could be less than what was evaluated in recent CPUs. Exterior noise levels ranging between 65 and
70 CNEL are considered “conditionally compatible” for multi-family units, and the Noise Element
states (Section B, Motor Vehicle Traffic Noise) that although not generally considered compatible,
the City conditionally allows multi-family and mixed-use residential uses up to 75 dB(A) CNEL in
areas affected primarily by motor vehicle traffic noise with residential uses with a requirement to
include noise attenuation measures to ensure an interior noise level of 45 dB(A) CNEL where a
Community Plan allows multi-family and mixed-use. Although mode share may shift to rely more on
active transportation, noise levels may still exceed these compatibility guidelines. While future
development under the proposed project would attenuate noise at outdoor usable open space
areas through project design, to the extent feasible, even with implementation of design measures,
noise levels may nevertheless exceed the exterior noise standards of the City’s General Plan Land
Use – Noise Compatibility Guidelines (Table NE-3). Therefore, at this programmatic level of review,
exterior noise exposure due to traffic-related noise impacts would be significant.
Residential/habitable interior noise standards of 45 dB(A) CNEL, and non-residential interior noise
standards of 50 dB(A) CNEL would be achieved through compliance with Title 24 requirements
during the building permit review. Pursuant to Title 24, future projects allowed under the proposed
ordinance must demonstrate compliance with the relevant interior noise standards through
submission and approval of a Title 24 Compliance Report (State of California 2019). Adherence to
Title 24 requirements for interior noise analysis prior to issuance of a building permit will ensure
compatibility with the General Plan Noise Element’s interior noise standards.

c. Rail Noise
Railway noise results from trolley and train travel, horns, emergency signaling devices, and
stationary bells at grade crossings. The project areas are composed of land within TPAs and Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32 within proximity to trolley lines and rail corridors. The Morena Corridor Specific
Plan Program EIR (City of San Diego 2019b) analyzed potential noise impacts resulting from rail
noise including the Los Angeles–San Diego–San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) Rail line and the Mid-Coast
Corridor Transit Project which is currently under construction. As detailed in that Program EIR,
sound levels resulting from trolley service were derived from the San Diego Association of
Governments’ (SANDAG) Noise and Vibration Impacts Technical Report for the Mid-Coast Corridor
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Transit Project (SANDAG 2014). Freight and passenger train noise levels were based on Amtrak,
Coaster, and freight train assumptions provided by the Los Angeles–San Diego–San Luis Obispo
(LOSSAN) Rail Corridor Agency (LOSSAN 2012). Based on these studies, the Program EIR found that
rail traffic would generate a noise level of 60 CNEL at approximately 270 feet from the railway
centerline. The analysis within the Morena Corridor Specific Plan Program EIR found that while new
development located adjacent to rail operations could expose residents to noise levels that exceed
the City’s Land Use – Noise Compatibility standards, vehicle traffic noise from nearby freeways
would generate noise levels that exceed the contribution of noise from railroad operations. Noise
conditions evaluated within the Morena Corridor Specific Plan Program EIR provide a representative
analysis of potential rail noise impacts that could occur, with the analysis considering combined
noise from both the LOSSAN rail line in addition to a planned trolley line. The Morena Corridor
Specific Plan Program EIR concluded that impacts associated with rail noise would be significant and
unavoidable. Similar to the Morena Corridor analysis related to potential rail noise, the proposed
project could result in multi-family development in proximity to rail noise. Although Section 1207 of
the CBC requires that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources are not to exceed 45 CNEL
(Community Noise Equivalent Level) in any habitable room, impacts would nevertheless be
significant.

d. Noise Ordinance Compliance
The SDMC regulates noise level limits through the Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance (SDMC
Section 59.5.04010 et seq.), which establishes property line noise limit standards (see Table 4.10-2).
Implementation of the proposed project would incentivize the development of high-density multifamily residential development with affordable housing and community-serving amenities within
TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Development of these future projects would result in noise
associated with these land uses including pedestrian traffic, parking activity, and the use of outdoor
public spaces. Additionally, 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 the City’s standards. As previously discussed, noise levels
throughout the project areas are likely to be dominated by vehicle traffic on freeways and heavily
traveled area roadways. Noise levels from new stationary sources could increase the hourly or daily
average sound level with respect to current conditions from heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
units or similar noise sources. While it is not anticipated that stationary sources associated with the
proposed project would result in noise exceeding property line limits, at a programmatic level of
review it cannot be ensured without site-specific development details and equipment locations
which are not available at this time. However, the City’s Noise Ordinance property line standards
would apply to any future development under the proposed ordinance. Although enforcement
mechanisms for the violation of noise regulations within the City’s Noise Abatement and Control
Ordinance would provide for the correction of potential noise exceedances, impacts would
nevertheless be significant.

e. Temporary Construction Noise
Although no specific construction or development is proposed at this time, construction noise
impacts could occur as future development within the project areas occurs. Due to the developed
nature of project areas, it is anticipated that construction activities could take place adjacent to
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existing structures and that sensitive receptors could be located in proximity to construction
activities.
Construction noise typically occurs intermittently and varies depending upon the nature or phase of
construction (e.g., demolition; land clearing, grading, and excavation; erection). Construction noise in
any one particular area would be short term and would include noise from activities such as site
preparation, truck hauling of material, pouring of concrete, and the use of power tools. Noise would
also be generated by construction equipment, including but not limited to, earthmovers, material
handlers, and portable generators, and could reach high levels for brief periods. Table 4.10-3
summarizes typical construction equipment noise levels based on data from the FHWA (2006).
Construction equipment would generate maximum noise levels between 70 and 95 dB(A) maximum
sound level (Lmax) at 50 feet from the source when in operation. During excavation, grading, and
paving operations, equipment moves to different locations and goes through varying load cycles,
and there are breaks for the operators and for nonequipment tasks, such as measurement. Hourly
average noise levels would be approximately 83 dB(A) Leq at 50 feet from the center of construction
activity when assessing three pieces of common construction equipment working simultaneously.
While future project specific noise levels would vary depending on the nature of the construction
including the duration of specific activities, nature of the equipment involved, and location of the
particular receiver, a significant impact could occur if sensitive land uses are located closer than
approximately 110 feet from construction activities.
The City regulates noise associated with construction equipment and activities through its Noise
Abatement and Control Ordinance. Specifically, SDMC Section 59.5.0404 places limits on the days of
the week and hours of operation allowed for construction. The SDMC does not specify noise
abatement control; however, a permit for after hours construction activity may be granted by the
Noise Abatement and Control Administrator which would include project-specific conditions
including working times, types of construction equipment to be used, and permissible noise levels
as required. Because noise levels due to construction in high-density areas could exceed the
standards in the SDMC, impacts would be potentially significant.
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Table 4.10-3
Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels
Noise Level at 50 Feet
Equipment
[dB(A) Leq]
Auger Drill Rig
85
Backhoe
80
Blasting
94
Chain Saw
85
Clam Shovel
93
Compactor (ground)
80
Compressor (air)
80
Concrete Mixer Truck
85
Concrete Pump
82
Concrete Saw
90
Crane (mobile or stationary)
85
Dozer
85
Dump Truck
84
Excavator
85
Front End Loader
80
Generator (25 kilovolt amps or less)
70
Generator (more than 25 kilovolt amps)
82
Grader
85
Hydra Break Ram
90
Impact Pile Driver (diesel or drop)
95
In situ Soil Sampling Rig
84
Jackhammer
85
Mounted Impact Hammer (hoe ram)
90
Paver
85
Pneumatic Tools
85
Pumps
77
Rock Drill
85
Roller
74
Scraper
85
Tractor
84
Vacuum Excavator (vac-truck)
85
Vibratory Concrete Mixer
80
Vibratory Pile Driver
95
SOURCE: FHWA 2006.

Typical Duty Cycle
20%
40%
1%
20%
20%
20%
40%
40%
20%
20%
20%
40%
40%
40%
40%
50%
50%
40%
10%
20%
20%
20%
20%
50%
50%
50%
20%
40%
40%
40%
40%
20%
20%

Issue 2 Groundborne Vibration
Would implementation of the proposed project cause the generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels?
Transportation infrastructure provided under the Mobility Choices Program would not be associated
with groundborne vibration or noise. Similarly, implementation of the Housing Program would not
be associated with generation of groundborne vibration or noise; however, development
incentivized by the proposed project within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 where trolley and
rail activity could be prominent could expose residents to groundborne vibration. Potential sources
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.10-22

4.10 Noise
of groundborne vibration come from current and future trolley, Amtrak, coaster, and freight trains
which run on tracks throughout some of the project areas. The Federal Transit Authority (FTA)
provides screening distances for land uses that may be subject to vibration impacts from a
commuter rail (FTA 2018). For Category 1 uses such as vibration-sensitive equipment, the screening
distance from the right-of-way is 600 feet. For Category 2 land uses such as residences and
buildings, where people would normally sleep, the screening distance is 200 feet. The screening
distance for Category 3 land uses, such as institutional land uses, is 120 feet. Recent analysis of
potential noise and groundborne vibration from the Green Line Trolley as well as the future Blue
and Purple Line Trolleys and the LOSSAN rail line was completed in the Mission Valley CPU Program
EIR (City of San Diego 2019). The analysis evaluated vibration levels using FTA methodology.
Vibration levels are a function of trolley speed and distance to the nearest structure, among other
factors. Table 4.10-4 summarizes trolley vibration screening distances from the Mission Valley CPU
Program EIR analysis. The analysis found that significant vibration impacts could occur in areas
where noise- and vibration-sensitive uses are located the closest to the tracks (as close as 25 feet).
However, based on the location of sensitive land uses and trolley speeds near stations, vibration
impacts associated with the Blue, Green and Purple Line Trolleys in Mission Valley were found to be
less than significant.

Trolley Speed
(mph)
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60

Table 4.10-4
Trolley Vibration Screening Distances
Distance to (feet)
Vibration Level at 25 Feet
75 VdB
72 VdB
65 VdB
(VdB)
(Category 3)
(Category 2)
(Category 1)
67
1
9
33
70
6
14
48
72
11
21
63
73
16
28
77
74
21
35
90
76
26
42
102
77
31
49
114
78
36
55
125
78
41
62
136
79
45
68
147

SOURCE: RECON Environmental, Inc., 2019.
mph = miles per hour; VdB = vibration decibels

Although it is not likely that future multi-family residential development under the Housing Program
and development incentivized by the Mobility Choices Program would be impacted by vibration near
existing and planned trolley lines and rail lines, the specific location of development is not known at
this programmatic level of review. Therefore, groundborne vibration impacts would be significant.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.10-23

4.10 Noise

Issue 3 Airport Noise
Would the proposed project be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
As discussed in Section 4.7, Health and Safety, and shown in Figure 4.7-1, the project areas are
located within AIAs of the following five airports: Brown Field, Montgomery Field, MCAS Miramar,
NOLF Imperial Beach, and SDIA. A significant impact could occur if implementation of the proposed
project would result in land uses that are not compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined by an
adopted ALUCP. Each applicable ALUCP identifies noise contours within which land uses may be
exposed to airport noise, as shown in Figure 4.10-1. Approximately 762 acres within the project
areas are located within a 65 to 70 CNEL ALUCP noise contour, approximately 495 acres are located
within a 70 to 75 CNEL ALUCP noise contour, and approximately 138 acres are located within a 75
CNEL ALUCP noise contour or higher. However, the proposed project does not propose a change to
any existing land use designation and future multi-family residential development allowed under the
proposed ordinance would be consistent with existing Community Plan allowed land uses and
associated ALUC consistency determinations. Any future development within the project areas
would be subject to applicable overflight notification policies in the respective ALUCP that would be
enforced during the building permit phase. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
While the proposed project could result in a redistribution of the density that was evaluated within
recent CPU EIRs to focus more within TPAs, the shift in density is not anticipated to exceed overall
CPU densities that were evaluated in the respective CPU EIRs. However, in project areas within
communities that do not have a recently-updated community plan, it is possible that the proposed
project could result in additional new development. The potential increase in density could result in
cumulative impacts associated with increases in ambient noise, increases in traffic-related noise due
to higher densities and associated traffic, potential noise impacts to noise-sensitive land uses,
increases in construction noise, and potential groundborne noise and vibration impacts due to
development adjacent to trolley or rail lines. While the potential increase in density could increase
vehicle trips and associated ambient noise levels, the proposed project is intended to support a
mode shift from single occupancy vehicles to active transportation modes, which could result in
reduced noise levels compared to what was disclosed in recent CPU EIRs. However, within project
areas without recent CPUs where densities under the Housing Program could generate traffic noise
in excess of what was anticipated for those communities, the potential cumulative increase in noise
resulting from higher density development within TPAs would be significant. Cumulative impacts
associated with Noise Levels (Issue 1) and Groundborne Vibration (Issue 2) would be significant.
Cumulative impacts associated with Airport Noise (Issue 3) would be less than significant as the
proposed ordinance would not change the allowable land uses within ALUCP noise contours, and
future development within the project areas would be required to comply with the applicable
overflight notification policies in the respective ALUCP that would be enforced during the building
permit phase.
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4.10.5 Significance of Impacts
4.10.5.1 Noise Levels
a. General Ambient Noise Levels
Ambient noise levels in the project areas would increase as a result of implementation of the
proposed project. The increase in ambient noise levels associated with additional potential density
within the project areas could expose existing and future noise-sensitive receptors to a significant
noise impact. The proposed ordinance includes design requirements to attenuate noise levels in
outdoor usable open space areas through project design. While compliance with the design
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 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 CPU EIR analysis shows
noise levels in the project areas are dominated by vehicle traffic exceeding allowable levels. While
design requirements associated with the Housing Program 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.

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 ordinance.
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
would remain potentially significant.
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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) Leq at adjacent properties. While the City regulates
noise associated with construction equipment and activities through enforcement of its Noise
Abatement and Control Ordinance, impacts associated with construction noise would remain
potentially significant.

4.10.5.2 Groundborne Vibration
Groundborne vibration impacts could occur as a result of trolley and train operations where
development is located in proximity to a rail line. The specific location and orientation of future
development is unknown at this time. Due to the anticipated proximity of future multi-family
residential development near rail lines, impacts would be significant.

4.10.5.3 Airport Noise
Portions of the project areas are located within ALUCP identified noise contours. However, during
the building permit process for proposed projects, overflight notification requirements would apply.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

4.10.6

Conclusion

New development under the Housing Program would be required to comply with interior noise
levels regulated by the CBC (Title 24, Part 2 of the CCR) which would ensure that interior noise levels
meet required standards. Future development would also be required to comply with City’s Noise
Ordinance. Additionally, the proposed Housing Program would require future development to
consider designing their site and useing land use buffers to minimize adverse noise effects, as
detailed below. No other feasible mitigation measures are available and impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.
SDMC §143.1025

Supplemental Development Regulations

(b) Buffer from Adjacent Freeways. Development, except for development within the Centre City
Planned District, on a premises within 500 feet of a freeway shall comply with the following:
a.

Land use buffers such as off-street parking and landscaping shall be provided
between the residential and commercial uses and the freeway; and

b.

Outdoor areas such as balconies, patios, parks, plazas, and other spaces occupied
by residents, customers or members of the public shall be oriented away from the
freeway.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.10-26

4.11 Paleontological Resources

4.11 Paleontological Resources
This section analyzes the potential impacts to paleontological resources due to 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 “Mobility Choices Program.” This section provides a
description of relevant state and local regulations related to paleontological resources. The following
analysis is based on a review of available literature, including the City of San Diego’s (City’s) General
Plan, geological mapping based on Kennedy and Tan (2008), and the City’s California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Significance Determination Thresholds (2016).

4.11.1 Existing Conditions
4.11.1.1 Regional Paleontological History
Paleontological resources, also referred to as fossils, are the remains and/or traces of prehistoric
plant and animal life exclusive of human remains or artifacts. Fossil remains such as bones, teeth,
shells, and wood are found in the geologic deposits, or formations, in which they were originally
buried. Paleontological resources represent limited, non-renewable, and sensitive scientific and
educational resources.
The potential for fossil remains at a location can be predicted through previous correlations that
have been established between the fossil occurrence and the geologic formations within which they
are buried. Geologic formations possess a specific paleontological resource potential wherever the
formation occurs based on discoveries made elsewhere in that particular formation.
The City is underlain by numerous distinct geologic units (i.e., formations) that record portions of the
past 450 million years of Earth’s history. Over this period of time, the relationship between land and
sea has fluctuated drastically, such that today there are ancient marine rocks preserved up to
elevations about 900 feet above sea level. In general, time periods late in geologic history are better
represented than periods further back in time because the younger rocks are less likely to have
been eroded away or metamorphosed. This is the case in San Diego County where a general
overview of the geologic setting provides a basis for reasonably predicting the location of
paleontological resources. In the City, the geologic record is mostly complete for parts of the past
75 million years, represented by the Cretaceous Period, the Eocene, Oligocene, and Pliocene Epochs
of the Tertiary Period, and the Pleistocene Epoch of the Quaternary Period.

4.11.1.2 Levels of Paleontological Resource Sensitivity
The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2016) establish a Paleontological Monitoring
Determination Matrix provided in Table 4.11-1, which identifies geological deposits, formations, and
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rock units in the City and describes the potential fossil localities and sensitivity ratings associated
with each formation. The sensitivity of the paleontological resource determines the significance of a
paleontological impact, described as follows:
•

High Sensitivity. High sensitivity is assigned to geologic formations known to contain
paleontological localities with rare, well-preserved, critical fossil materials for stratigraphic or
paleoenvironmental interpretation, and fossils providing important information about the
paleobiology and evolutionary history (phylogeny) of animal and plant groups. Generally
speaking, highly sensitive formations produce vertebrate fossil remains or are considered to
have the potential to produce such remains.

•

Moderate Sensitivity. Moderate sensitivity is assigned to geologic formations known to
contain paleontological localities with poorly preserved, common elsewhere, or
stratigraphically unimportant fossil material. The moderate sensitivity category is also
applied to geologic formations judged to have a strong, but unproven potential for
producing important fossil remains.

•

Low Sensitivity. Low sensitivity is assigned to geologic formations that, based on their
relative youthful age and/or high-energy depositional history, are judged unlikely to produce
important fossil remains. Typically, low sensitivity formations produce invertebrate fossil
remains in low abundance.

•

Zero Sensitivity. Zero sensitivity is assigned to geologic formations that are entirely igneous
in origin and therefore have no potential for producing fossil remains, or to artificial fill
materials that lose the stratigraphic/geologic context of any contained organic remains (e.g.,
fossils).

Table 4.11-1
Paleontological Monitoring Determination Matrix
Geological Deposit/Formation/
Rock Unit
Potential Fossil Localities
Alluvium (Qsw, Qal, or Qls)
All communities where this unit occurs
Ardath Shale (Ta)
All communities where this unit occurs
1
Bay Point/Marine Terrace (Qbp)
All communities where this unit occurs
Cabrillo Formation (Kcs)
All communities where this unit occurs
Delmar Formation (Td)
All communities where this unit occurs
Friars Formation (Tf)
All communities where this unit occurs
Granite/Plutonic (Kg)
All communities where this unit occurs
2
Lindavista Formation (Qln, Qlb)
A. Mira Mesa/Tierrasanta
B. All other areas
Lusardi Formation (Kl)
A. Black Mountain Ranch/Lusardi
Canyon Poway/Rancho Santa Fe
B. All other areas
Mission Valley Formation (Tmv)
All communities where this unit occurs
Mt. Soledad Formation
A. Rose Canyon
(Tm, Tmss, Tmsc)
B. All other areas
Otay Formation (To)
All communities where this unit occurs

Sensitivity Rating
Low
High
High
Moderate
High
High
Zero
A. High
B. Moderate
A. High
B. Moderate
High
A. High
B. Moderate
High
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Table 4.11-1
Paleontological Monitoring Determination Matrix
Geological Deposit/Formation/
Rock Unit
Potential Fossil Localities
Sensitivity Rating
Point Loma Formation (Kp)
All communities where this unit occurs
High
Pomerado Conglomerate (Tp)
A. Scripps Ranch/Tierrasanta
A. Moderate
B. All other areas
B. Zero
River/Stream Terrace Deposits (Qt)
A. South Eastern/Chollas
A. Moderate
Valley/Fairbanks
Ranch/Skyline/Paradise Hills/Otay
Mesa, Nestor/San Ysidro
B. All other areas
B. Low
San Diego Formation (Qsd)
All communities where this unit occurs
High
A. Black Mountain Ranch/La Jolla
Santiago Peak Volcanics (Jsp)
A. Moderate
Valley, Fairbanks Ranch/Mira
A. Metasedimentary
Mesa/Peñasquitos
B. Metavolcanic
B. All other areas
B. Zero
Scripps 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
High
Torrey Sandstone (Tf)
A. Black Mountain Ranch/Carmel
A. High
Valley
B. All other areas
B. Low
Sensitivity Rating
Grading Thresholds for Required Monitoring
High =
> 1,000 cubic yards and 10 feet+ deep
Moderate =
> 2,000 cubic yards and 10 feet+ deep
Zero – Low =
Monitoring not required
NOTES:
1. Baypoint – Broadly correlative with Qop 1-8 of Kennedy and Tan (2008) new mapping
nomenclature.
2. Lindavista – Broadly correlative with Qvop 1-13 of Kennedy and Tan (2008) new mapping
nomenclature.
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 site as indicated on the Kennedy
Maps.
Monitoring may be required for shallow grading (i.e. <10 feet) when a site has previously been
graded and/or unweathered geologic deposits/formations/rock units are present at the surface.
Monitoring is not required when grading documented or undocumented artificial fill.
SOURCE: City of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds 2016.
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4.11.2 Regulatory Setting
4.11.2.1 State Regulations
a. California Environmental Quality Act
Pursuant to Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Sections
15000–15387), a lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment when the project has the potential to eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California prehistory, including significant paleontological resources. The City’s CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds (2016) are used to make this determination.

b. California Public Resources Code
Public Resources Code Section 5097.5 states that a person shall not knowingly and willfully excavate
upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or deface, any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds,
archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, including fossilized footprints, inscriptions made by
human agency, rock art, or any other archaeological, paleontological or historical feature, situated
on public lands, except with the express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over the
lands.

4.11.2.2 Local Regulations
a. City of San Diego Municipal Code
The City’s Land Development Code (San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] Chapter 11 through 15)
provides detailed development regulations which include regulations related to grading and
paleontological monitoring. SDMC Section 142.0151 requires paleontological resources monitoring
in accordance with the General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources in the Land
Development Manual for any of the following:
1. Grading that involves 1,000 cubic yards or greater, and 10 feet or greater in depth, in a High
Resource Potential Geologic Deposit/Formation/Rock Unit; or
2. Grading that involves 2,000 cubic yards or greater, and 10 feet or greater in depth, in
Moderate Resource Potential Geologic Deposit/Formation/Rock Unit; or
3. Grading on a fossil recovery site or within 100 feet of the mapped location of a fossil
recovery site.
If paleontological resources, as defined in the General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological
Resources, are discovered during grading, notwithstanding Section 142.0151(a), all grading in the
area of discovery shall cease until a qualified paleontological monitor has observed the discovery,
and the discovery has been recovered in accordance with the General Grading Guidelines for
Paleontological Resources. The General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources are found

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.11-4

4.11 Paleontological Resources
in Appendix P of the Land Development Manual and do not replace the Significance Determination
Thresholds set forth in Land Development Manual Appendix A for Paleontological Resources.

4.11.3 Significance Determination Thresholds
The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds provides guidance for determining the
potential significance of paleontological resources. Based on the City’s thresholds, a significant
impact to paleontological resources could occur if the proposed project would result in development
that requires:
•

Over 1,000 cubic yards of
deposit/formation/rock unit; or

excavation

in

a

high

resource

potential

geologic

•

Over 2,000 cubic yards of excavation in a moderate resource potential geologic
deposit/formation/rock unit.

The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds includes a Paleontological Monitoring
Determination Matrix (see Table 4.11-1 above). Additionally, the thresholds provide the following
additional guidance for determining significance:
•

If 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, they usually
will not contain fossils.

The potential for fossil remains at a location can be predicted through previous correlations that
have been established between the fossil occurrence and the geologic formations within which they
are buried. For this reason, knowledge of the geology of a particular area and the paleontological
resource sensitivity of particular formations make it possible to predict where fossils will or will not
be encountered.

4.11.4 Impact Analysis
Issue 1 Paleontological Resources
Would the proposed project result in development that requires over 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?
Grading associated with future development resulting from the proposed project involving
excavation that exceeds the criteria noted in SDMC Section 142.0151 (i.e., grading in excess of
1,000 cubic yards, extending to a depth of 10 feet or greater into high sensitivity formations, or that
require grading in excess of 2,000 cubic yards, extending to a depth of 10 feet or greater into
moderate sensitivity formations), could potentially expose undisturbed formations and associated
fossil remains. These development projects could destroy paleontological resources if the fossil
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remains are not recovered and salvaged. In addition, future projects proposing shallow grading
where formations are exposed and where fossil localities have already been identified could also
result in a significant impact. Based on the location of the project areas within existing urban areas
that have been subject to prior grading for development, much of the project areas are likely to be
underlain by artificial fill with no potential to uncover paleontological resources. However, some
project areas may have high and/or moderate resource sensitivity where fossils could be uncovered
during future construction-related activities. Pursuant to SDMC Section 142.0151, paleontological
monitoring would be required in accordance with the General Grading Guidelines for
Paleontological Resources in the Land Development Manual for any of the following:
(1) Grading that involves 1,000 cubic yards or greater, and 10 feet or greater in depth, in a High
Resource Potential Geologic Deposit/Formation/Rock Unit; or
(2) Grading that involves 2,000 cubic yards or greater, and 10 feet or greater in depth, in
Moderate Resource Potential Geologic Deposit/Formation/Rock Unit; or
(3) Grading on a fossil recovery site or within 100 feet of the mapped location of a fossil
recovery site.
If paleontological resources are discovered during grading, the SDMC requires that grading in the
area of discovery cease until a qualified paleontological monitor has observed the discovery, and the
discovery has been recovered in accordance with the General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological
Resources. The General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources are contained within
Appendix P of the Land Development Manual. These guidelines require the placement of a standard
monitoring requirement on all grading plans to ensure paleontological monitoring is implemented
and defines the steps to be taken to ensure significant paleontological resources are recovered,
recorded, and curated, in the event resources are encountered. Implementation of the General
Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources, as required by the SDMC and applicable to all
development, would ensure that impacts resulting from future construction-related activities would
be less than significant.

Cumulative Analysis
Future development projects implemented in accordance with the proposed project combined with
development within the surrounding communities and within the City could involve excavation of
previously undisturbed areas, some of which may contain unique paleontological resources with
fossil-bearing potential. Potential cumulative impacts to paleontological resources were evaluated in
the General Plan PEIR and the analysis concluded that there is a potential for the cumulative loss of
paleontological resources throughout the City as the City continues to develop in response to
projected population growth. Likewise, development implemented in accordance with the proposed
project may result in the loss of unique paleontological resources or geologic formations with fossilbearing potential. Pursuant to SDMC Section 142.0151, all projects must comply with the General
Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources included in Appendix P of the City’s Land
Development Manual. These guidelines also include the standard monitoring requirement, should a
project meet the threshold for paleontological resource monitoring. This regulation would apply to
projects within and outside of the proposed project areas, and would ensure cumulative impacts to
paleontological resources would be less than significant.
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4.11.5 Significance of Impacts
Implementation of the General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources, as required by the
SDMC and applicable to all new development, would require paleontological monitoring to ensure
that potential paleontological resources impacts resulting from future grading activities would be
less than significant.

4.11.6 Conclusion
Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.
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4.12 Public Services and Facilities
This section provides an analysis of the potential significant impacts to public services and facilities
due to 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.” Issues addressed include police services, fire-rescue services, schools, libraries,
and parks and recreation facilities. This section describes the existing conditions, as well as relevant
plans, policies, and regulations.

4.12.1 Existing Conditions
4.12.1.1 Police Services
Until the 1980s, the City of San Diego (City) provided police services primarily from a centralized
facility. In the 1970s, the City conducted studies that evaluated the benefits of decentralizing police
functions. As a result, it was determined that several area stations throughout the City would
provide improved service to individual communities. To accomplish this, the City implemented a 20year facilities plan that resulted in the construction of new area police stations. The San Diego Police
Department has divided the City’s neighborhoods into nine divisions.

4.12.1.2 Fire-Rescue Services
Currently, there are 52 fire stations strategically located throughout the City to provide emergency
service coverage for all communities as well as nine permanent lifeguard stations (31 seasonal
stations during peak period). The City’s varied topography presents demands on fire-rescue services
and can also affect response times. For additional support, the City relies on numerous automatic
aid agreements with jurisdictions adjoining the City to ensure that the closest engine company
responds to a given incident regardless of which jurisdiction they represent. Mutual aid agreements
with county, state, and federal government agencies further allow the City, and any other
participating agency, to request additional resources depending on the complexity and needs of a
given incident.

4.12.1.3 Schools
The San Diego Unified School District (SDUSD) is a pre-kindergarten to twelfth grade school district
that provides educational services to approximately 80 percent of the City. In addition to SDUSD,
Poway Unified School District and 15 other districts including elementary and secondary levels
service the more northern and southern areas of the City.
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4.12.1.4 Libraries
The City’s existing library system is comprised of the Central Library and 36 branch libraries. The
Central Library, located in downtown, serves as the headquarters for the library system and
supplements the limited collections which branch libraries can offer. The library system conducts
regular evaluations of services to adapt to service demands, take advantage of constantly evolving
technology, and to provide for facility construction and maintenance costs. Such assessments
contribute to the provision of adequate collections that are responsive to community needs.
Technological advances will continue to redefine what and how information and materials are
provided and other library services. Some of the City’s strategic library goals entail enhancing the
system’s information infrastructure and customers’ access to digital information and the internet.
While available and applied technologies continue to influence the modern evolution of the library
system, the need for physical library facilities will remain an integral aspect of the City’s public
services.

4.12.1.5 Parks and Recreational Facilities
The City has over 36,300 acres of existing developed and undeveloped park and open space lands
that offer a diverse range of recreational opportunities. The City’s parks, open space, trails, and
recreation facilities annually serve millions of residents and visitors and play an important role in the
physical, mental, social, and environmental health of residents and visitors. The park and recreation
system includes population-based, resource-based, open space, and joint use parks, as well as
various urban and open space trails. The number and type of recreational facilities and populationbased park acres varies between communities in the City. Neighborhood and community facilities in
older urban communities generally tend to have fewer park facilities and acres.

4.12.2 Regulatory Setting
4.12.2.1 State Regulations
a. Assembly Bill 2926
Assembly Bill (AB) 2926, passed in 1986, allows school districts to collect impact fees from
developers of new residential and commercial/industrial building space to assist in providing school
facilities for students. Development Impact Fees (DIFs) are also referenced in the 1987 Leroy Greene
Lease-Purchase Act, which requires school districts to contribute a matching share of costs for
construction, modernization, and reconstruction projects.

b. Senate Bill 50 (Statutes of 1998), State School Funding, Education
Code Section 17620
California Education Code 17620 establishes the authority of any school district to levy a fee, charge,
dedication, or other requirements against any development within the school district for the
purposes of funding the construction of school facilities, as long as the district can show justification
for the fees. Senate Bill (SB) 50, adopted in 1998, limits the power of cities and counties to require
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mitigation of school facilities impacts as a condition of approving new development. It also
authorizes school districts to levy statutory developer fees at levels higher than previously allowed
and according to new rules.

4.12.2.2 Local Regulations
a. City of San Diego Municipal Code
Fire Protection
The San Diego Fire-Rescue Department (SDFD) has an active program that promotes the clearing of
canyon vegetation away from structures in accordance with Section 142.0412 of the San Diego
Municipal Code (SDMC) and the SDFD’s Canyon Fire Safety guidelines and policies related to brush
management. The City thins brush on City property within 100 horizontal feet of a previously
conforming structure unless a site-specific report, which indicates that a greater distance is
necessary, is approved by the SDFD (per SDMC Section 142.0412(i)) or a previously recorded
entitlement requires a width more or less than the standard 100 feet. Other fire prevention
measures include adopting safety codes and an aggressive brush management program.

Development Impact Fees
Per SDMC Section 142.0640, the City requires payment of DIFs to collect a share of the cost of capital
improvements needed to offset the impacts of new development. DIFs are based on communityspecific Development Impact Fee Plans, which set community-level priorities for infrastructure
improvements and ensures that new development pays a share of public facilities costs through the
payment of DIFs.

b. City of San Diego General Plan
Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element
The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element of the General Plan includes policies on the
prioritization and provision of public facilities and services, evaluation of new growth, guidelines for
implementing a financing strategy, and guidelines for the provision of specific facilities. Relevant
standards and policies related to public facilities and services discussed in this section are
summarized below.
Police Protection
The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element establishes average police response time goals.
According to Policy PF-E.2, the City’s goal is to maintain average police response times as
development increases and the population grows. Average response time goals are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Priority E Calls (imminent threat to life) within 7 minutes.
Priority 1 Calls (serious crimes in progress) within 12 minutes.
Priority 2 Calls (less serious crimes with no threat to life) within 30 minutes.
Priority 3 Calls (minor crimes/requests that are not urgent) within 90 minutes.
Priority 4 Calls (minor requests for police service) within 90 minutes.
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Fire Protection
The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element of the General Plan establishes fire response
goals, standards, and policies. Policy PF-D.1 establishes response time standards as follows:
•

To treat medical patients and control small fires, the first-due unit should arrive within
7.5 minutes, 90 percent of the time from the receipt of the 911 call in fire dispatch. This
equates to 1-minute dispatch time, 1.5-minute company turnout time, and 5-minute drive
time in the most populated areas.

•

To provide an effective response force for serious emergencies, a multiple-unit response of
at least 17 personnel should arrive within 10.5 minutes from the time of 911 call receipt in
fire dispatch, 90 percent of the time.
•

This response is designed to confine fires near the room of origin, to stop wildland fires
to under 3 acres when noticed promptly, and to treat up to five medical patients at once.

•

This equates to 1-minute dispatch time, 1.5 minutes company turnout time, and 8minute drive time spacing for multiple units in the most populated areas.

To direct fire station location timing and crew size planning as a community grows, fire unit
deployment performance measures are established based on population density zones, which are
provided in Table PF-D.1, Deployment Measures to Address Future Growth by Population Density
per Square Mile.
Per Policy PF-D.2, the City determines fire station needs, location, timing, and crew size planning as
the population of the City grows. Where more than one square mile is not populated at similar
densities, and/or a contiguous area with different zoning types aggregate into a population “cluster,”
the standards as shown in Table PF-D.2, Deployment Measures to Address Future Growth by
Population Clusters, are referenced to guide the determination of response time measures and the
need for fire stations. If the SDFD is not meeting first-due unit travel times, additional facilities may
be necessary.
Schools
The General Plan seeks to assist school districts and other educational authorities in resolving
problems arising over the availability of schools and educational facilities in the City (Policy PF-K.1 of
the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element). Per Policy PF-K.6, the City seeks to expand and
continue the joint use of schools with adult education, civic, recreational, and community programs,
and also for public facility opportunities.
Libraries
General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element Policy PF-J.2 establishes a goal of a
minimum of 15,000 square feet of dedicated library space for branch libraries, with adjustments for
community-specific needs. Per Policy PF-J.3, the City should plan for larger library facilities that can
serve multiple communities and accommodate sufficient space to serve the larger service area and
maximize operational and capital efficiencies.
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Recreation Element
The Recreation Element of the General Plan seeks to acquire, develop, operate/maintain, increase,
and enhance public recreation opportunities and facilities throughout the City. The element contains
population-based guidelines for parks and recreation facilities and presents alternative strategies to
meet those guidelines. Per Policy RE-A.8, the City’s standard for population-based parks is 2.8 usable
acres per 1,000 residents, which can be achieved through a combination of population-based parks
and park equivalencies, which are established in Policy RE-A.9. Per Table RE-3 of the Recreation
Element, the standard for a recreation center is a minimum of 17,000 square feet per recreation
center to serve a population of 25,000, and the standard for an aquatic complex is one aquatic
complex per 50,000 people or within approximately six miles.
Per Policy RE-A.18, the City seeks to pursue joint use agreements for recreational facilities or other
public agency-owned land to help implement the population-based park acreage requirements if
they meet the criteria for equivalencies. Table RE-4 of the Recreation Element includes a list of
facilities that may be considered as population-based park equivalencies.

4.12.3 Significance Determination Thresholds
Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to public services and facilities are modified
from the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Section XV. Public Services and XVI. Recreation. A significant
impact related to public services and facilities, including recreation, could occur if implementation of
the proposed project would:
1) Promote growth patterns resulting in the need for and/or provision of new or physically
altered public facilities (including police protection, fire-rescue, schools, libraries, or parks or
other recreational facilities), the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts in order to maintain service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives;
2) Result in increased use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated; or
3) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.
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4.12.4 Impact Analysis
Issue 1

Public Facilities

Would the proposed project promote growth patterns resulting in the need for and/or provision of new or
physically altered public facilities (including police, fire-rescue, schools, libraries, or parks or other
recreational facilities), the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts in order to
maintain service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives?
The Mobility Choices Program would result in the installation of transportation and infrastructure
amenities within the Mobility Choices Program improvement areas and is intended to incentivize
housing within transit priority areas (TPAs) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. The Housing Program
would also incentivize high-density multi-family residential development specifically within TPAs and
result in the installation of associated transportation infrastructure and amenities.
The City’s population is forecasted to increase from 1,453,267 persons in 2020 to 1,777,936 persons
in 2050 or by approximately 22 percent (San Diego Association of Governments Regional Growth
Forecast 2013). The proposed project is intended to accommodate anticipated housing needs,
including affordable housing needs. The Housing Program could result in development at higher
densities within the TPAs compared to what was envisioned in recently adopted community plan
updates (CPUs). However, as discussed in Chapter 4.0, overall densities analyzed in recent CPUs are
not anticipated to be exceeded, but rather would be redistributed to focus needed density within
TPAs. Within communities without recent CPUs, densities within the proposed project areas could
exceed what was anticipated in the original Community Plan EIRs.
Construction of additional housing units over time will impact various public services and facilities.
Such growth, for example, would likely require additional fire-rescue and police personnel,
equipment, and facilities to protect and serve the public. Depending on actual demographic shifts
and the number of units constructed, additional schools, libraries, and parks and recreation facilities
may also be needed to serve the increases in population.

a. Police Protection
Additional police stations may be required to serve the additional densities anticipated by buildout
of the Housing Program, although actual needs and potential locations would be determined in the
future as development occurs. Construction of new police facilities in the future could result in
environmental impacts, including disturbances or conversion of habitat, water pollution during
construction, increased noise levels, and an increase in impermeable surfaces. At the time future
police stations are proposed, they would require a separate environmental review and compliance
with regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental impacts related to
the construction and operation of new police stations. However, as the location and need for
potential future police stations cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific
impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the construction
and operation of potential future police facilities would be mitigated to a less than significant level,
impacts would be potentially significant.
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b. Fire-Rescue Services
Additional fire stations and new fire apparatus may be required to serve the densities and building
heights anticipated by buildout of the Housing Program, although actual needs and potential
locations would be determined in the future as development occurs. Construction of new fire
stations in the future could result in environmental impacts, including disturbances or conversion of
habitat, water pollution during construction, increased noise levels, and an increase in impermeable
surfaces. At the time future fire stations are proposed, they would require a separate environmental
review and regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental impacts
related to the construction and operation of new fire stations. However, as the location and need for
potential future fire stations cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific impacts
may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the construction and
operation of potential future fire facilities would be mitigated to less than significant, impacts would
be potentially significant.

c. Schools
Additional schools may be required to serve the buildout population associated with the Housing
Program, although actual needs and potential locations would be determined in the future as
development occurs. California Government Code Section 65995 and Education Code Section 53080
authorize school districts to impose facility mitigation fees on new development as a method of
addressing increasing enrollment resulting from that development. State of California law currently
requires a development fee of $2.04/square foot of assessable area to assist in financing facilities
needed to serve growth. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995, payment of development
impact fees would provide for full and complete mitigation of school capacity impacts. While
payment of fees would address the funding for school districts to address future school capacity
needs, the potential increase in students from implementation of the Housing Program would likely
impact district facilities to the point of reaching capacity. While the school district will be responsible
for the potential expansion or development of new facilities, potential physical impacts associated
with the construction of future school sites are not known at this time. Thus, impacts related to the
construction and operation of future schools would be potentially significant.

d. Libraries
The proposed project could result in additional residents and associated demand for library
services. In the event that implementation of the proposed project results in the need for new or
expanded library facilities, existing development regulations would serve to reduce potential
environmental impacts associated with construction. Additionally, future projects would be subject
to a separate environmental review at the time design plans are available. Nevertheless, this impact
would be potentially significant since impacts associated with the construction and operation of
future library facilities are not known at this time.

e. Parks & Recreation
Future development implemented under the Housing Program would be required to either pay a
Neighborhood Enhancement Fee or provide a community-serving infrastructure improvement as
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described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description. Similarly, the Mobility Choices Program would require
installation of transportation infrastructure and amenities or payment of a Mobility Choices Fee to
fund such improvements within the Mobility Choices improvement areas. Infrastructure amenities
would also provide a recreational function, and could include features such as transit, pedestrian, or
bicycle transportation improvements, outdoor fitness equipment, and children’s play areas. While
proposed infrastructure improvements would largely occur within existing urban/developed areas, it
is unknown where specific future developments would be proposed and what impacts may be
associated with providing future park and recreation facilities, including pedestrian and bicycle
facilities. Additionally, for projects that pay a fee to fund park and recreation improvements, it is
unknown where those future parks may be located. Future park and recreation improvements could
result in environmental impacts, including disturbances or conversion of habitat, water pollution
during construction, increased noise levels, and an increase in impermeable surfaces. Regulations in
existence at that time would address potential environmental impacts related to the construction
and operation of future parks and recreation facilities; however, as specific locations of park facilities
are not known at this time, the significance of impacts cannot be determined. Thus, as it cannot be
ensured that all impacts associated with the construction and operation of potential future parks
and recreation facilities would be mitigated to less than significant, impacts would be potentially
significant.

Issue 2

Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood Parks and
Recreational Facilities

Would implementation of the proposed project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?
The proposed project would incentivize multi-family housing development within TPAs (for the
Housing Program) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 (for the Mobility Choices Program), and the
growth associated with these future developments could result in an increase in the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Project
Description, future development under the Housing Program would be required to either pay a
Neighborhood Enhancement Fee or provide a community-serving infrastructure improvement.
These infrastructure amenities would also provide a recreational function, and could include
features such as a promenade; transit, pedestrian, or bicycle transportation improvements; outdoor
fitness equipment; and children’s play areas.
While the development of these amenities could offset the potential increased use of existing
recreational facilities and their associated physical deterioration, 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 recreation
facilities. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the deterioration of
neighborhood parks and recreational facilities would be mitigated to a less than significant level, and
impacts would be potentially significant.
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Issue 3

Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities

Does the proposed project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
See discussion under Issue 1.e, Parks & Recreation. Future development under the Housing
Program would be required to provide infrastructure amenities which would provide a recreational
function, or pay a Neighborhood Enhancement Fee, as discussed in Chapter 3.0, Project Description.
While regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental impacts related
to the construction and operation of future recreational facilities, it is unknown where specific future
developments would be located and what environmental impacts may be associated with providing
these facilities. As it cannot be ensured 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 potentially significant.

Cumulative Impacts
Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City. As development
occurs, public facility improvements will likely be required to serve additional population.
Cumulative impacts to public facilities are generally addressed by communitywide DIF Plans that
identify necessary facility improvements and form the basis for development of DIFs for public
facilities addressed in the study. Future development within the project areas would be required to
pay applicable DIFs that could support future facility needs. While future facilities would undergo a
separate environmental review and would comply with existing regulations at the time to address
potential environmental impacts, impacts related to the construction and operation of public
facilities would remain significant and unavoidable due to the inability to ensure each future facility
would be able to fully mitigate their potential environmental impacts. Incremental impacts
associated with the construction of public facilities are anticipated to be cumulatively considerable.
Thus, cumulative impacts related to public services and facilities and recreation would be significant
and unavoidable.

4.12.5 Significance of Impacts
4.12.5.1 Public Facilities
Implementation of the proposed project could result in the need for additional police, fire-rescue,
school, library, and parks and recreation facilities. Additionally, transportation infrastructure and
amenities constructed under the Mobility Choices program could result in environmental impacts.
As the location and need for potential future facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is
unknown what specific impacts may occur associated with the future construction and operation of
such facilities. Thus, as it cannot be ensured all impacts associated with the construction and
operation of potential future facilities would be mitigated to less than significant, impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.
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4.12.5.2 Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood Parks and
Recreational Facilities
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 these
future recreational amenities under the 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.

4.12.5.3 Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities
While regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental impacts related
to the construction and operation of future recreational facilities, it is unknown where specific future
developments would be located and what environmental impacts may be associated with providing
these facilities. As it cannot be ensured 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.

4.12.6 Conclusion
No mitigation has been identified at this program level of analysis. Impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable.
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4.13 Transportation
This section analyzes the potential for significant impacts related to transportation that could result
from 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 section describes the existing transportation system within the project areas,
characteristics of the project areas, as well as relevant federal, state, and local regulations and
programs related to transportation.

4.13.1 Existing Conditions
4.13.1.1 Physical Setting
Housing Program project areas are comprised of land that is zoned to allow for multi-family
development and that is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA). 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. The
project areas are located throughout the City of San Diego (City) and are generally within existing
developed areas within close proximity to major roadways and high quality transit.

4.13.1.2 Roadway Classifications
The project areas are located in proximity to freeways and major roadways throughout the project
areas. Roadway classifications throughout the project areas can be found in the respective
Community Plan Mobility Elements. Roadway facilities are categorized into the following street
classifications and functions.

a. Freeway
A freeway is designed to carry through traffic, and is fully access controlled by grade separations,
interchanges, and ramp connections. It normally is maintained by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and is constructed to state criteria, and varies in width from four to eight
or more lanes.

b. Primary Arterial
A prime arterial primarily provides a network connecting vehicles and transit to other primary
arterials and to the freeway system. It carries heavy vehicular movement while providing low
pedestrian movement and moderate bicycle and transit movements. It generally has a raised center
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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median, bicycle lanes, street trees, traffic safety street lighting, sidewalks, and no access from
abutting property. It may include underground utilities.

c. Major Street
A major street primarily provides a network connecting vehicles and transit to other major streets
and primary arterials, and to the freeway system. Secondarily, it provides access to abutting
commercial and industrial property. It generally carries moderate-to-heavy vehicular movement,
low-to-high pedestrian and bicycle movements, and moderate-to-high transit movement. It generally
has a raised center median, street trees, traffic safety street lighting, and sidewalks, and may include
landscaping, pedestrian-scale lighting, underground utilities, on street parking, and/or bike lanes.

d. Collector Street
A collector street primarily provides movement between local/collector streets and streets of higher
classification and, secondarily, provides access to abutting property. It generally carries low- to
moderate-vehicular movement, low- to heavy-pedestrian movement, moderate- to heavy bicycle
movement, and low- to moderate-transit movement. It generally has on-street parking, street trees,
traffic safety street lighting, and sidewalks. It may also include landscaping, pedestrian-scale lighting,
and underground utilities.

e. Local Street
A local street provides, primarily, direct access to abutting property. It carries low vehicular
movement, low- to heavy-pedestrian movement, and low- to moderate-bicycle movement. It
generally has on-street parking, street trees, traffic safety street lighting, and sidewalks. It may
include landscaping, pedestrian-scale lighting, and underground utilities.

4.13.1.3 Public Transit
The City works with the San Diego Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) which provides public
transportation. Transit service exists throughout the project areas including trolley, bus and
commuter train (Figure 4.13-1 Areas A through D).

4.13.1.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
Bicycle facilities and pedestrian walkways are located along roadways throughout the project areas
(Figure 4.13-2 Areas A through D).
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4.13 Transportation

4.13.2 Regulatory Setting
4.13.2.1 State Regulations
a. California Public Utilities Commission
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates privately-owned railroad and rail transit.
CPUC staff ensures that highway-rail and pathway-rail crossings are safely designed, constructed,
and maintained. The Rail Crossings and Engineering Branch engineers investigate and evaluate
requests to construct new rail crossings or modify existing crossings.

b. California Department of Transportation
Caltrans is the primary state agency responsible for transportation issues. One of its duties is the
construction and maintenance of the state highway system. Caltrans has established standards for
street traffic flow and has developed procedures to determine if intersections require
improvements. For projects that may physically affect facilities under its administration, Caltrans
requires encroachment permits before any construction work may be undertaken. In addition,
Caltrans must review proposals to signalize any freeway ramp interchanges through their
Intersection Control Evaluation process (Caltrans Traffic Operations Policy Directive #13-01).

c. California Transportation Commission
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) consists of nine members appointed by the
Governor. CTC is responsible for the programming and allocating of funds for the construction of
highway, passenger rail, and transit improvements throughout the state. CTC is responsible for
adopting the State Transportation Improvement Program and the State Highway Operation and
Protection Program.

d. California Complete Streets Act of 2008
Supporting some of the previously referenced regulations/requirements, the California Complete
Streets Act of 2008 (Assembly Bill [AB] 1358) requires circulation elements as of January 1, 2011, to
accommodate the transportation system from a multi-modal perspective, including public transit
and walking and biking, which have traditionally been marginalized in comparison to automobiles in
contemporary American urban planning.

4.13.2.2 Local Regulations
a. San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (2015)
The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is the regional authority that creates regionspecific documents to provide guidance to local agencies, as SANDAG does not have land use
authority. SANDAG’s Regional Plan combines two of the region’s existing planning documents: the
Regional Comprehensive Plan for the San Diego Region (RCP) and the Regional Transportation
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The RCP, first adopted in 2004, laid out key
principles for managing the region’s growth while preserving natural resources and limiting urban
sprawl. The plan covered eight policy areas, including urban form, transportation, housing, health
environment, economic prosperity, public facilities, our borders, and social equity. These policy
areas were addressed in the 2050 RTP/SCS and are now fully integrated into the Regional Plan.

b. SANDAG Regional Bike Plan
The Riding to 2050, the San Diego Regional Bike Plan adopted by SANDAG supports implementation
of the Regional Plan. It provides a regional strategy to make riding a bike a useful form of
transportation for everyday travel. The plan will help San Diego meet its goals to reduce greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions and improve mobility. The goals of the Regional Bike Plan include increasing
levels of bicycling; improving bicycling safety; encouraging the development of Complete Streets;
supporting reductions in emissions; and increasing community support. In September 2013, the
SANDAG Board of Directors approved funding to implement the Regional Bike Plan Early Action
Program, which focuses on the region’s highest-priority projects. Priority is chosen in part based on
proximity to smart growth areas, taking into account that bikeways would be used more often if they
connect high-density activity hubs within a short distance of each other, and on whether a project
would fill key gaps in the regional bike networks.

c. City of San Diego General Plan
The Mobility Element of the General Plan defines the policies regarding traffic flow and
transportation facility design. The purpose of the Mobility Element is “to improve mobility through
development of a balanced, multi-modal transportation network.” The main goals of the Mobility
Element pertain to walkable communities, transit first, street and freeway system, intelligent
transportation systems, transportation demand management, bicycling, parking management,
airports, passenger rail, goods movement/freight, and regional transportation coordination and
financing.

d. City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan
The City’s Bicycle Master Plan Update (City of San Diego 2013) provides a framework for making
cycling a more practical and convenient transportation option for a wider variety of San Diegans
with varying riding purposes and skill levels. The plan update evaluates and builds on the 2002
Bicycle Master Plan so that it reflects changes in bicycle user needs and changes to the City’s bicycle
network and overall infrastructure.
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4.13.3 Significance Determination Thresholds
Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to transportation are based on applicable
criteria in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. Thresholds are modified from the City’s CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds to reflect the programmatic analysis for the proposed project
and to be consistent with Senate Bill 743 and the most recent CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. A
significant transportation impact could occur if implementation of the proposed project would:
1) Conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the transportation
system, including transit, roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities;
2) Be located within an area on the SANDAG Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) screening maps
estimated to generate resident VMT per capita that is 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 the SANDAG VMT screening maps estimated to
generate resident and/or employee VMT greater than 85 percent of the base year regional
averages;
3) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); or
4) Result in inadequate emergency access.
The VMT threshold identified above is consistent with the intent Senate Bill 743 customized for this
project and is based on guidance provided by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s
(OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR 2018) (OPR Technical
Advisory). The OPR Technical Advisory includes technical recommendations regarding assessment of
VMT, thresholds of significance, and potential mitigation measures. The OPR Technical Advisory
recommends setting a threshold of 15 percent below that of existing development as a reasonable
threshold based on an extensive review of the applicable research, and in light of CARB assessments
of the VMT reductions that would be needed to meet the state’s long-term climate goals. SANDAG
has produced VMT maps that identify the 2012 residential VMT per capita and employee VMT per
employee by census tract, and which areas are above and below this threshold. New development
projects that incorporate similar features to existing development in a project area can be assumed
to have similar level of VMT.

4.13.4 Impact Analysis
Issue 1

Transportation Policy Consistency

Would the proposed project conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
transportation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
The proposed project would not conflict with adopted transportation policies, plans, and programs
including those supporting transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. The proposed project would
provide transit and active transportation supportive densities within TPAs, Mobility Zones 1, and
Mobility Zone 2, and 3, , which would encourage increased transit ridership where public
transportation is currently available, as well as increased bicycling and walking. The proposed
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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project would incentivize higher density housing within TPAs (for the Housing Program) and Mobility
Zones 1, and Mobility Zone 2, and 3 (for the Mobility Choices Program),, which is consistent with and
supportive of the goals of the City’s General Plan, Climate Action Plan (CAP), and San Diego Forward:
The Regional Plan, because it supports high densities within proximity to transit.
Additionally, both the Housing Program and the Mobility Choices Program are intended to support
reductions in citywide VMT per capita through improvements to transportation infrastructure and
amenities within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. The Mobility Choices Program would either require
installation of such improvements associated with proposed development, or for development
within Mobility Zone 43, would require payment of a Mobility Choices Fee that would be used
toward active transportation infrastructure projects within TPA, Mobility Zones 1, and Mobility Zone
2, and 32 zones.
As a whole, the proposed project would result in improved pedestrian, bicycle and transit amenities,
and foster increased safety for all forms of transportation by incentivizing the development of highdensity multi-family residential development near existing transit areas. Thus, impacts related to
conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation would be
less than significant.

Issue 2

Vehicle Miles Traveled

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 mixeduse 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?
Implementation of transportation infrastructure and amenities as part of the Mobility Choices
Program would not be associated with increases in per capita VMT. Rather, implementation of the
Mobility Choices Program is intended to support reductions in per capita VMT by either requiring the
construction of, or funding for, transportation infrastructure and amenities within Mobility Zones 1,
2, and 32 that will encourage non-vehicular travel. The Mobility Choices Program also includes the
adoption of a new significant threshold for transportation impacts that is consistent with Senate Bill
743. Any new development that occurs in an area that generates resident VMT per capita or
employee VMT per employee that is greater than 85 percent of the base year regional average,
absent any mitigation, would result in significant VMT-related impacts. The Mobility Choices Program
regulations are intended to serve as mitigation to ensure an overall reduction in Citywide VMT.
Compliance with these regulations is intended to serve as mitigation for future development
projects. Although the Mobility Choices Program is anticipated to result in the implementation of
infrastructure improvements that could result in per capita VMT reductions, at a program level,
potentially significant VMT impacts could nonetheless remain significant because it cannot be
determined with certainty whether the 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.
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The Housing Program would incentivize the development of multi-family residential units within
TPAs. The Mobility Choices program is also intended to incentivize housing within TPAs Mobility
Zones 1, and Mobility Zone 2, and 3. Incentivizing higher density multi-family residential
development within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, and Mobility Zone 2, and 32 supports the City of
Villages strategy and the City’s CAP and would support transit and active transportation, which both
contribute to VMT reductions. Increasing non-vehicular mode share is anticipated to result in
reduced per capita VMT. Additionally, implementation of the Housing Program would promote use
of public transit by facilitating the development of high density multi-family residential land uses
near existing high-frequency transit and increasing other active transportation modes by increasing
residential units near other land uses and services.
SANDAG has identified base year (2012) resident VMT per capita and employee VMT per employee
by census tract, and mapped locations based on ranges of VMT efficiency compared to the regional
average. New development projects that incorporate similar features to existing development in a
project area can be assumed to have similar level of VMT. The project areas’ VMT efficiency in
relation to the regional averages are shown on Figures 4.13-3 (Areas A through D) and 4.13-4
(Areas A through D). These SANDAG VMT maps were used to identify the potential residential and
employee VMT per capita that could result from future development under the Housing Program. As
shown in these figures and detailed in Table 4.13-1, a majority of the Housing Program eligible areas
are located within areas with VMT at or below 85 percent of the base year average VMT per capita or
VMT per employee, which is below the significance threshold.
Table 4.13-1
Housing Program Project Areas within Residential and Employee VMT Screening Categories
Housing Program Project Areas
Housing Program Project
within Residential VMT
Areas within Employee VMT
Screening Categories
Screening Categories
VMT Screening
% of Project
% of Project
Level of
Categories
Acres
Area
Acres
Area
Significance
≤ 85% Region
Less than
11,911
598%
10,951
543%
average
Significant
> 85% of Region
Potentially
8,628413
412%
9,587372
467%
Average
Significant
SOURCE: City of San Diego GIS Data, Draft SANDAG Screening Maps
NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate.
Over 50 percent of the Housing Program eligible project areas would be located within VMT efficient
areas that fall below the 85 percent of the base year regional average threshold of significance.
Thus, for a majority of the project areas, impacts related to VMT would be less than significant.
However, future multi-family residential development implemented within areas on the SANDAG
maps that are estimated to generate resident VMT per capita greater than 85 percent of the base
year regional average would exceed the VMT threshold and result in a potentially significant impact.
Similarly, future multi-family residential developments that include a commercial component
located within an area on the SANDAG VMT screening maps estimated to generate employee VMT
per capita greater than 85 percent of the base year regional average would result in a potentially
significant impact.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.13-15

Na ti o n a l C i ty

V
U
54

¦
¨
§
5

¦
¨
§
805

C hu l a V i st a

C o ro n a d o

V
U
125

Im p e r i a l
B e a ch

V
U
905

S a n D i e go

MEXICO

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.13-3a-d_ResVMT.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

50% Below Region Average
0

50% to 85% of Region Average
85% to 100% of Region Average
100% to 125% of Region Average

Miles

1

[

FIGURE 4.13-3 Area A
Resident VMT Per Capita By Census
Tract Compared to Region Average

V
U
163

¦
¨
§
8

La Mesa

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
94

S a n D i e go

L e m on G ro v e

V
U
125

C o ro n a d o

V
U

V
U

54

75

Na ti o n a l C i ty

¦
¨
§
5

¦
¨
§
805

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.13-3a-d_ResVMT.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

C hu l a V i st a

50% Below Region Average
0

50% to 85% of Region Average
85% to 100% of Region Average
100% to 125% of Region Average

Miles

1

[

FIGURE 4.13-3 Area B
Resident VMT Per Capita By Census
Tract Compared to Region Average

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
163

¦
¨
§

S a n D i e go

5

V
U
52

S a n te e

¦
¨
§
805

¦
¨
§
8

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.13-3a-d_ResVMT.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

La Mesa

50% to 85% of Region Average
0

85% to 100% of Region Average
100% to 125% of Region Average

Miles

1

[

FIGURE 4.13-3 Area C
Resident VMT Per Capita By Census
Tract Compared to Region Average

E nc i n i ta s

¦
¨
§
5

S o l an a B e ac h

Po w ay

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
56

Del
Mar

S a n D i e go

¦
¨
§
805

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.13-3a-d_ResVMT.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

50% to 85% of Region Average
0

85% to 100% of Region Average
100% to 125% of Region Average
125% Above Region Average

Miles

1

[

FIGURE 4.13-3 Area D
Resident VMT Per Capita By Census
Tract Compared to Region Average

Na ti o n a l C i ty

V
U
54

¦
¨
§
5

¦
¨
§
805

C hu l a V i st a

C o ro n a d o

V
U
125

Im p e r i a l
B e a ch

V
U
905

S a n D i e go

MEXICO

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.13-4a-d_EmpVMT.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

50% Below Region Average
0

50% to 85% of Region Average
85% to 100% of Region Average
100% to 125% of Region Average

Miles

1

[

FIGURE 4.13-4 Area A
VMT per Employee by Census Tract
Compared to Region Average

V
U
163

¦
¨
§
8

La Mesa

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
94

S a n D i e go

L e m on G ro v e

V
U
125

C o ro n a d o

V
U

V
U

54

75

Na ti o n a l C i ty

¦
¨
§
5

¦
¨
§
805

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.13-4a-d_EmpVMT.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

C hu l a V i st a

50% Below Region Average
0

50% to 85% of Region Average
85% to 100% of Region Average
100% to 125% of Region Average

Miles

1

[

FIGURE 4.13-4 Area B
VMT per Employee by Census Tract
Compared to Region Average

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
163

¦
¨
§

S a n D i e go

5

V
U
52

S a n te e

¦
¨
§
805

¦
¨
§
8

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.13-4a-d_EmpVMT.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

La Mesa

50% to 85% of Region Average
0

85% to 100% of Region Average
100% to 125% of Region Average
125% Above Region Average

Miles

1

[

FIGURE 4.13-4 Area C
VMT per Employee by Census Tract
Compared to Region Average

E nc i n i ta s

¦
¨
§
5

S o l an a B e ac h

Po w ay

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
56

Del
Mar

S a n D i e go

¦
¨
§
805

Housing Program Eligible Areas & Mobility
Choices Program Improvement Areas
Mobility Choices Program
Improvements Areas
Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas
M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig4.13-4a-d_EmpVMT.mxd 2/5/2020 fmm

50% to 85% of Region Average
0

85% to 100% of Region Average
100% to 125% of Region Average
125% Above Region Average

Miles

1

[

FIGURE 4.13-4 Area D
VMT per Employee by Census Tract
Compared to Region Average

4.13 Transportation
In addition to providing other community benefits, requirements included in the proposed
ordinances amendments are also intended to address such potentially significant impacts. The
Mobility Choices Program would require the provision of or contribution toward new community
infrastructure improvements, which could include the provision of transit, pedestrian, or bicycle
transportation improvements. Providing such improvements is intended to enhance the experience
for pedestrian and bicycle modes of travel by providing additional amenities and infrastructure to
make the experience safer and more enjoyable, which can increase adoption of alternative modes
by new users. Increasing non-vehicular mode share can result in greater VMT reductions.
While VMT related impacts in the majority of the Housing Program project areas would be less than
significant based on the established significance threshold, the remaining portions of the Housing
Program project areas would remain significant and unavoidable. Although the Housing Program is
anticipated to result in the implementation of infrastructure improvements that could result in per
capita VMT reductions, at a program level, potentially significant VMT impacts could nonetheless
remain significant.
Impacts under the Housing Program for project areas estimated to generate resident VMT per capita
or employee VMT per employee greater than 85 percent of the base year regional average would
exceed the VMT threshold and result in a potentially significant impact.

Issue 3

Design Feature

Would the proposed project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design features (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment))?
The proposed project does not propose any specific changes to roadways. However, as future
projects are implemented in accordance with the Housing Program, transportation improvements
may be provided as part of future development proposals. Additionally, transportation
improvements would result from implementation of the Mobility Choices Program.
Any proposed improvements to roadways or amenities such as bicycle facilities would undergo
review and approval by the City Engineer. Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street
Design Manual, would ensure that a substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not
occur as a result of the proposed project. The proposed 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

Emergency Access

Would the proposed project result in inadequate emergency access?
Future development allowed under the proposed ordinances would be required to comply with all
applicable City codes and policies related to emergency access including the California Fire Code, the
San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 5, Article 5, Division 87: Appendix D – Fire Apparatus Access Roads,
and City Fire Policies A-14-1 Fire Access Roadways, A-14-9 Access Roadways: Modified Roadway
Surface, and A-14-10 Fire Apparatus Access Road for Existing Public Streets. The proposed project does
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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not include any requirements that would result in inadequate emergency access. In addition, as future
development occurs under the proposed project, emergency access would be ensured by the Fire
Marshal. Therefore, impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
Regarding transportation policy consistency, the analysis under Issue 1 addresses consistency of the
proposed project with adopted programs, plans, ordinances and policies addressing the
transportation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. As no policy
conflicts have been identified, cumulative impacts related to transportation policy would be less
than significant.
The VMT analysis provided under Issue 2 is by nature a cumulative issue. As discussed under
Issue 2, the Housing Program is intended to incentivize development within areas that would reduce
per capita VMT compared to other areas outside of TPAs. Thus, cumulative VMT impacts at this level
of programmatic review would be significant for development occurring under the Housing Program
located within areas on the SANDAG maps estimated to generate VMT per capita greater than 85
percent of the base year regional average as discussed in Issue 2 and shown in Figures 4.13-3 and
4.13-4. The Mobility Choices Program would not result in VMT related impacts.
Cumulative impacts associated with increased hazards due to design features and emergency
access would be less than significant as the proposed project would support transportation
infrastructure and amenities intended to increase multi-modal accessibility and safety that would
not conflict with emergency access. Development associated with Housing Program would occur in
existing Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Cumulative impacts associated with Issues 3 and 4 would be
less than significant.

4.13.5 Significance of Impacts
4.13.5.1 Transportation Policy Consistency
Overall, the proposed project would support improved 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. Additionally, the Mobility Choices
Program would further support multi-modal opportunities within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32
consistent with City policies. Thus, impacts related to conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting transportation would be less than significant.
SB 743 requires the Governor’s OPR to identify new metrics for identifying and mitigating
transportation impacts within CEQA. Consistent with the intent of SB 743, the City’s new CEQA
significance threshold are required to be adopted by July 1, 2020.

4.13.5.2 Vehicle Miles Traveled
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
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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. Implementation of
such infrastructure and amenities would not be associated with significant VMT related impacts, and
impacts would be less than significant. Although the Mobility Choices Program is anticipated to
result in the implementation of infrastructure improvements that could result in per capita VMT
reductions, at a program level, potentially significant VMT impacts could nonetheless remain
significant because it cannot be determined with certainty whether the 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. VMT impacts associated with
development under the Housing Program located in less efficient VMT areas would be significant
and unavoidable.

4.13.5.3 Design Feature
Any proposed improvements to roadways or amenities such as bicycle facilities would undergo
review and approval by the City Engineer. Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street
Design Manual, would ensure that a substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not
occur as a result of the proposed project. The proposed 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.

4.13.5.4 Emergency Access
Future development allowed under the proposed ordinances would be required to comply with all
applicable City codes and policies related to 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.

4.13.6 Conclusion
Impacts resulting from future development under the Housing Program located in less efficient VMT
areas (greater than 85 percent of the regional average) (Issue 2) would be significant and
unavoidable as it cannot be determined whether the mobility and infrastructure improvements
would sufficiently reduce potentially significant VMT impacts to below the threshold of significance.
Despite the inclusion of VMT reducing measures and requirements into the proposed project,
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
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4.14 Public Utilities and Infrastructure
This section analyzes potential significant impacts from future development under 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.” The analysis of impacts
relates to public utilities, namely water supply, sewer, storm water, water distribution facilities,
communication systems, and solid waste systems including a discussion of the existing conditions
and regulations applicable to future development that could occur under the proposed project.

4.14.1 Existing Conditions
4.14.1.1

Water Supply

a. Metropolitan Water District
The Metropolitan Water District (MWD) is southern California’s wholesale water provider. The MWD
service area is approximately 5,200 square miles and includes the counties of Los Angeles, Orange,
Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura. There are 26 member agencies of the MWD,
including 14 cities and 12 municipal water districts. MWD owns and operates the Colorado River
Aqueduct, and the Colorado River is one of their two main water sources. Under the priority system
that governs the distribution of Colorado River water made available to California, MWD holds the
fourth priority right of 550,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) (City of San Diego 2016).
MWD’s second major water source is the State Water Project (SWP), owned by the State of California
and operated by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). The SWP’s supply originates in
northern California with water captured from the Feather River Watershed behind Lake Oroville
Dam. MWD is the largest, in terms of population served, of the 29 agencies that have long-term
contracts for water service from DWR. MWD’s contract with DWR provides for the ultimate delivery
of 1,911,400 AFY, which is 46 percent of the total SWP entitlement (City of San Diego 2016).
MWD’s existing water supplies have been historically sufficient to meet demands within its service
area during years of normal precipitation, and while it manages reserve supplies to account for
normal drought conditions, regulatory actions have placed limitations on its ability to provide water
to its member agencies. Future population growth, regulatory restrictions, increased competition for
low-cost water supplies, and other factors such as climate change could impact MWD’s ability to
supply its member agencies even in normal years.
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b. San Diego County Water Authority
The San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) is one of the member agencies of MWD. SDCWA is
the countywide wholesaler and is made up of 24 public member agencies stretching from the
United States/Mexico border to the Orange County and Riverside County borders. SDCWA owns and
operates five large-diameter pipelines to deliver imported water to its member agencies. SDCWA
has embarked on a multi-year Emergency Storage Plan to provide up to six months of emergency
water supplies in the event of a system failure or other issue with receiving imported water from
MWD (City of San Diego 2016).
In November 2012, SDCWA’s Board of Directors approved a 30-year Water Purchase Agreement with
Poseidon Resources, a private investor-owned company, to purchase water from the proposed
Carlsbad Desalination Plant. The plant and conveyance pipeline were completed in 2015 and, as of
2018, meet approximately 10 percent of the region’s water demand (SDCWA 2018).
The SDCWA has encouraged the development of local water supply projects, such as water recycling
and groundwater projects, through the award of Local Water Supply Development (LWSD)
incentives. The LWSD Program sets a Maximum Contribution Rate of $200 per acre-foot yielded by
each local project. This rate can be revisited and adjusted periodically by the SDCWA Board of
Directors (2010).

c. City of San Diego Public Utilities Department
The City of San Diego’s (City’s) Public Utilities Department (PUD) is one of the public member
agencies of the SDCWA and serves a population of 1.33 million, which is expected to increase about
one percent annually over the next 25 years. The PUD’s water system extends over 404 square miles
and includes both potable and recycled water facilities. The City’s water system has nine reservoirs
(commonly referred to as City lakes), two water reclamation plants, three water treatment plants,
and 29 treated water storage facilities. The City’s water system is split into three major service areas:
Miramar, Alvarado, and Otay.

d. Surface Water
The PUD maintains and operates nine reservoirs that capture surface water runoff from rainfall
within local watersheds. These nine reservoirs provide approximately 19 percent of the City’s total
water supply. In the San Diego region, approximately 13 percent of local precipitation produces
surface runoff to streams that contribute to these reservoirs. Approximately half of this runoff
evaporates during reservoir storage, while the other half is used for the municipal water supply.
Most of the runoff to reservoirs is produced in years with much greater than average rainfall. As
with the local climate, average rainfall is about the minimum required to saturate the soils
sufficiently for significant surface runoff (City of San Diego 2016).
In addition to availability, the use of local surface water is affected by water resource management
policies. The PUD’s policy is to use local water first to reduce imported water purchases. The PUD
also operates emergency and seasonal storage programs in conjunction with its policy. The purpose
of emergency storage is to maintain an accessible amount of stored water that could provide an
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uninterrupted supply of water to the City’s water treatment facilities, should an interruption to the
supply of imported water occur. The purpose of seasonal storage is to store surplus imported water
in the wet winter season for use during the dry summer season. The PUD may also increase use of
imported water, in lieu of local water, in the winter so local water may be saved in reservoirs or
groundwater basins for summer use (City of San Diego 2016).

e. Recycled Water
While the PUD has historically imported nearly all of its water from the SDCWA, it also strives for
more local surface water, recycled water, and conservation efforts to meet or offset potable
demands. Recycled water is wastewater that has undergone additional treatment to make it suitable
for a range of beneficial uses. Recycled water has been used in the City for almost 20 years and is
produced by two water reclamation plants: the North City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) and the
South Bay Water Reclamation Plant (SBWRP). The total wastewater treatment capacity of the two
plants is 50,406 AFY. Landscape irrigation continues to be the leading use of recycled water, but the
customer base has become more varied over the years with an increase in the number of industrial
and dual plumbed meter connections (City of San Diego 2016).
The City’s Pure Water San Diego Program (Pure Water), approved by City Council in 2014 is intended
to provide a reliable drinking water supply that is locally controlled and drought-proof. The program
will use advanced water treatment processes to turn recycled water into water of equal or greater
quality than the imported sources. Pure Water will be implemented in phases and is expected to be
completed by 2035 and provide one-third of the City’s water supply (City of San Diego 2016).

f. Conservation
Established by the City Council in 1985, the Water Conservation Program has accounted for more
than 31,240 AF of potable water savings. These savings have been achieved by adopting programs,
policies, and ordinances designed to promote water conservation practices, and by implementing
comprehensive public information and education campaigns. The City offers a broad range of
conservation tactics to help meet the needs of residential and commercial water customers. These
tactics include, but are not limited to, the following:
•
•
•
•

Rebate programs for high-efficiency toilets, washing machines, and commercial water saving
devices;
Rebates for replacing grass with sustainable landscapes and micro-irrigation systems;
Residential interior/exterior and commercial landscape survey programs; and
Public education and outreach.

Planning efforts to increase water conservation is an ongoing process, and these conservation
programs undergo periodic reevaluation to ensure the realization of forecasted savings.
Table 4.14-1 provides a forecast of the estimated savings to result from planned water conservation
to the year 2040.
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Table 4.14-1
Impact of Future Active Water Conservation on City’s Water Demand Forecast
Water Demand (AFY)
Use
2015
2020
2025
2030
2035
2040
1
Total Baseline Water Demand
198,957 209,890 248,756
271,085 279,550 279,027
2
Future Active Water Conservation
8,906
6,718
6,245
5,802
5,619
3
Net Water Demand
200,984 242,038
264,840 273,748 273,408
SOURCE: City of San Diego 2016.
1
Includes retail water sales, wholesale water sales, non-revenue water, and recycled water demands.
2
Estimated by SDCWA for its member agencies.
3
Represents difference between total baseline water demand and future active water conservation.

g. Water Distribution
The PUD’s water system consists of more than 3,300 miles of pipelines, including transmission lines
up to 84 inches in diameter and distribution lines as small as 4 inches in diameter. Transmission
lines are pipelines 16 inches and larger in diameter that convey raw water to the water treatment
plants and convey treated water from the water treatment plants to treated water storage facilities.
Distribution lines are pipelines 16 inches and smaller in diameter that directly service the retail users
connected to a meter. In addition, the PUD maintains and operates 49 water pump stations that
deliver treated water from the water treatment plants to more than 276,000 metered service
connections in 130 different pressure zones (City of San Diego PUD 2018). The PUD also maintains
several emergency connections to and from neighboring water agencies, including:
•

Santa Fe Irrigation District (Miramar Water Treatment Plant);

•

City of Poway (Miramar Water Treatment Plant);

•

Olivenhain Municipal Water District (Miramar Water Treatment Plant);

•

Cal-American Water Company (Alvarado and Otay Water Treatment Plant);

•

Sweetwater Authority (Otay Water Treatment Plant); and

•

Otay Water District (Otay Water Treatment Plant).

The NCWRP is located in the Miramar area, and treats an average of 18,482 AFY of wastewater,
although the plant has an ultimate treatment capability of 33,604 AFY. The Northern Service Area
distribution system consists of 91 miles of recycled water pipeline, two reservoirs, and two pump
stations, with service to 574 meters. The SBWRP is located near the International Border with
Mexico, and treats an average of 8,961 AFY of wastewater, although the plant has a treatment
capability of 16,802 AFY. The Southern Service Area distribution system consists of three miles of
recycled water pipeline, one storage tank, one pump station, and seven meters (City of San Diego
PUD 2018). Each of the project areas contain differing degrees of recycled water facilities and/or
conveyance systems.
Pure Water improvements in the North City area occurring during Phase 1 of implementation of the
Pure Water Program include the Morena Pump Station and Pipelines, an expansion of the NCWRP,
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the North City Pure Water Facility, the North City Pure Water Pump Station and Pipeline, and the
North City Renewable Energy project.

h. Sewer
The wastewater system throughout the project areas is managed by the PUD’s Wastewater Branch,
which operates the two components of the City’s wastewater system: the Metropolitan Sewerage
Sub-System and the Municipal Wastewater Collection Sub-System. The Metropolitan Sewerage SubSystem treats wastewater for 450 square miles and 2.2 million people. The service area includes the
City of San Diego and 15 other cities and districts. The system treats an average of 180 million
gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater (City of San Diego PUD 2018).
The Municipal Wastewater Collection Sub-System is responsible for the collection and conveyance of
wastewater from residences and businesses in the City, serving a 330-square-mile area with a
population of 1.3 million people. There are nine major pump stations and 75 smaller pump stations.
Wastewater is conveyed via the pump stations to NCWRP, the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment
Plant (PLWTP), and the SBWRP (City of San Diego PUD 2018).
The PLWTP, located on the coast, processes approximately 175 MGD of wastewater. The plant has a
treatment capacity of 240 MGD. The plant discharges to the Point Loma Ocean Outfall, a 4.5-mile
long outfall that ends 320 feet below sea level (City of San Diego PUD 2018).
The PUD also operates the Metro Biosolids Center, a state-of-the-art regional biosolids treatment
facility which turns waste into dewatered biosolids that are currently used as soil amendments and
landfill cover, but which may also be used to promote growth of agricultural crops. Scum from the
PLWTP’s surface water is digested and transported through the 17-mile Miramar Sludge Pipeline for
treatment at the Biosolids Center along with solids from the NCWRP. Any remaining wastewater
from the treatment process is returned to the PLWTP (City of San Diego PUD 2018).
The PUD anticipates that planned improvements to the wastewater system will increase capacity to
serve a population of 2.9 million or 340 MGD of wastewater by the year 2050 (City of San Diego PUD
2018).

i. Storm Water Infrastructure
The City’s storm water system is maintained by the City’s Transportation and Storm Water
Department (T&SW), Storm Water Division. It consists of drainage and conveyance facilities such as
underground storm drain pipes, culverts, outfalls, pump stations, open flood risk management
channels, and more. This infrastructure collects and conveys storm water and other runoff
downstream. Storm drains are designed to handle normal water flow, but occasionally during heavy
rain flooding will occur.
The Storm Water Division is responsible for the inspection, maintenance, and repair of the storm
drain system in the public right-of-way and in drainage easements. In addition, other City
departments, such as the Parks and Recreation Department or PUD, may also have the
responsibility and jurisdiction to maintain the drainage systems within their own facilities.
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Each of the project areas drain differently and contain differing degrees of storm water facilities
and/or conveyance systems. Nearly all storm water runoff drains into the San Diego River and
eventually the Pacific Ocean.

j. Communications Systems
Communications systems for telephones, computers, and cable television are serviced by utility
providers such as AT&T, Cox, Spectrum (formerly Time Warner), and other independent cable
companies. In addition, television services are available from the two satellite services, Direct TV and
Dish. Facilities are located above and below ground within private easements. In recent years, the
City has initiated programs to promote economic development through the development of hightech infrastructure and integrated information systems. The City also works with service providers to
underground overhead wires, cables, conductors, and other structures associated with
communication systems in residential areas in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code (SDMC).
Individual development projects consisting of more than four lots are subject to SDMC Section
144.0240, which requires privately owned utility systems and service facilities to be placed
underground.

k. Solid Waste
The City’s Environmental Services Department (ESD) manages residential solid waste disposal for
eligible residences in the project areas pursuant to SDMC Section 66.0101 et seq. Refuse not eligible
for the City’s collection services is collected by privately operated franchised haulers. Waste
generated in the City is taken primarily to three landfills: West Miramar Sanitary Landfill, Sycamore
Landfill, and Otay Landfill.
The West Miramar Landfill is located within the City and is permitted to receive a maximum of 8,000
tons of waste per day. Remaining capacity as of 2014 was 15,527,878 cubic yards. As of 2018, the
estimated closure date of the facility was 2024 (CalRecycle SWIS 2018).
The Sycamore Landfill is operated by Republic Services and is located within the City. The facility is
permitted to receive 5,000 tons of waste per day. As of 2016, remaining capacity at this landfill was
estimated to be nearly 114 million cubic yards. As of 2018, the estimated closure date for the facility
was determined to be 2042 (CalRecycle SWIS 2018).
The Otay Landfill is located within an unincorporated area within the City of Chula Vista and is also
operated by Republic Services. The facility is permitted to receive 6,700 tons of waste per day. As of
2016, remaining capacity at this landfill was estimated to be approximately 21 million cubic yards. As
of 2018, the landfill’s estimated cease operation date was determined to be 2030 (CalRecycle SWIS
2018).
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4.14.2 Regulatory Setting
4.14.2.1 Federal Regulations
a. Safe Drinking Water Act
The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), passed by Congress in 1974, authorizes the federal
government to set national standards for drinking water. These National Primary Drinking Water
Regulations protect against both naturally occurring and man-made contaminants. The SDWA sets
enforceable maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for drinking water, and all water providers in the
United States, excluding private wells serving fewer than 25 people, must treat water to remove
contaminants.
The 1986 amendments to the SDWA and the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act (CWA)
established the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as the primary authority for water
programs throughout the country. The USEPA is the federal agency responsible for providing clean
and safe surface water, groundwater, and drinking water, and protecting and restoring aquatic
ecosystems. USEPA Region 9 (Pacific Southwest) includes Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, the
Pacific Islands (Northern Marianas, Guam, and American Samoa), and 148 Tribal Nations located
within Arizona, California, and Nevada.

b. Clean Water Act
The CWA (33 United States Code Section 1251 et seq.) (1972) is the primary federal law that protects
the nation’s waters, including lakes, rivers, aquifers, and coastal areas. The CWA established basic
guidelines for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and requires
that states adopt water quality standards to protect public health, enhance the quality of water
resources, and ensure implementation of the CWA.
Section 401 of the CWA requires that any applicant for a federal permit to conduct any activity,
including the construction or operation of a facility that may result in the discharge of any pollutant,
must obtain certification from the state. Section 402 of the CWA established the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to regulate the discharge of pollutants from point sources.
The CWA was amended in 1987 to address urban runoff. One requirement of the amendment was
the obligation for municipalities to obtain NPDES permits for discharges of urban runoff from their
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s).

4.14.2.2 State Regulations
a. California Department of Public Health Drinking Water Program
The California Department of Public Health Drinking Water Program conducts most enforcement
activities related to water providers abiding by MCLs set by the SDWA. If a water system does not
meet standards, it is the water supplier’s responsibility to notify its customers. The Drinking Water
Program is within the Division of Drinking Water and Environmental Management, and San Diego
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falls under the Southern California Field Operation Branch in Region V, District 14. The Drinking
Water Program is also responsible for the following tasks:
•
•
•
•
•

Regulating public water systems;
Certifying drinking water treatment and distribution operators;
Supporting and promoting water system security;
Providing support for small water systems and for improving technical, managerial, and
financial capacity; and
Providing funding opportunities for water system improvements.

b. Department of Water Resources
The California DWR was established in 1956 and is responsible for the operation and maintenance
of the California SWP. DWR is also responsible for:
•
•
•
•
•

Overseeing the statewide process of developing and updating the California Water Plan
(Bulletin 160 series);
Protecting and restoring the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta;
Regulating dams, providing flood protection, and assisting in emergency management;
Educating the public about the importance of water and its proper use; and
Providing technical assistance to service local water needs.

c. Senate Bills 221 and 610
Senate Bill (SB) 221 requires water suppliers to prepare written verification that sufficient water
supplies are available prior to approval of a large-scale subdivision of land under the State
Subdivision Map Act. Large-scale projects include residential developments with more than
500 units, shopping centers or businesses employing more than 1,000 people, shopping centers or
businesses having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space, commercial office buildings
employing more than 1,000 people, and/or commercial buildings having more than 250,000 square
feet of floor space or occupying more than 40 acres of land. SB 610 requires water suppliers to
prepare a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) report for inclusion by land use agencies during the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process for new developments that are subject to SB
221. SB 221 and SB 610 went into effect in January of 2002 to improve the link between information
on water availability and land use decisions made by cities and counties.

d. Water Conservation Act of 2009
The Water Conservation Act of 2009 was enacted by the California legislature as SB 7 of the 7th
Special Legislative Session (SB X7-7) to institute a new set of urban water conservation requirements
known as “20 Percent by 2020.” These requirements stipulate that urban water agencies must
reduce per capita water use within their service areas by 20 percent relative to their use over the
previous 10 to 15 years.
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e. State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality
Control Board
In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (RWQCBs) administer the NPDES permitting programs and are responsible for developing
waste discharge requirements. The local RWQCB is responsible for developing waste discharge
requirements specific to its jurisdiction. General waste discharge requirements that may apply to
projects include the SWRCB Construction General Permit, Industrial General Permit, and the
Regional MS4 Permit Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended by Order No. R9-2015-0001 and R92015-0100, administered by the San Diego RWQCB.

f. California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill [AB] 939) was enacted to
reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated in the state to the maximum extent feasible
primarily through source reduction, recycling and composting activities, and by requiring the
participation of the residential, commercial, industrial, and public sectors to reduce solid waste from
landfill disposal.

g. Assembly Bill 341
In 2011, in response to AB 939, the State of California enacted AB 341, which established a policy
goal of a 75 percent reduction of solid waste by 2020 and annually thereafter through recycling,
composting, or source reduction. AB 341 requires that commercial enterprises that generate four
cubic yards or more of solid waste weekly and multi-family dwellings of five units or more arrange
for recycling services.

4.14.2.3 Local Regulations
a. MWD 2015 Regional Urban Water Management Plan
MWD’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) describes and evaluates sources of water supply,
efficient uses of water, demand management measures, implementation strategies and schedules,
and other relevant information and programs. The UWMP is updated every five years, and
information from MWD’s UWMP is used by local water suppliers in the preparation of their own
plans. The information included in MWD’s UWMP represents the district’s most current planning
projections of demand and supply capability developed through a collaborative process with the
member agencies. The MWD’s UWMP does not explicitly discuss specific activities undertaken, which
is the role of MWD’s Integrated Water Resources Plan. The 2015 MWD UWMP found that within the
MWD’s service area, retail water demands can be met with local or imported supplies.

b. MWD 2015 Integrated Water Resources Plan
MWD's Integrated Water Resources Plan is a blueprint for long-term water supply reliability in
southern California. The fundamental goal of the plan is for southern California to continue to have
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a reliable water system, considering future challenges related to prolonged droughts and changing
climate.

c. SDCWA 2015 Urban Water Management Plan
The SDCWA developed its 2015 UWMP in coordination with its 24 member agencies. The main
components of the UWMP include: baseline demand forecasts under normal weather, dry weather
and climate change scenarios; conservation savings estimates and net water demand projections; a
water supply assessment; supply reliability analysis; and scenario planning. SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP
estimates that future water demands will be about 13 percent lower in 2020 and about 12 percent
lower in 2035 compared to projections in the 2010 plan.

d. City of San Diego General Plan
Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element
The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element presents goals and policies related to storm water
infrastructure, water quality, and pollution prevention. Overall goals include the protection of
beneficial water resources through pollution prevention and interception efforts and
implementation of a storm water conveyance system that effectively reduces pollutants in urban
runoff and storm water to the maximum extent practicable. Applicable policies include measures to
ensure proper maintenance of infrastructure over time and financing for future Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) projects and to ensure that storm water conveyance systems,
structures, and maintenance practices are consistent with permit standards.

Conservation Element
The Conservation Element addresses the management, preservation, and utilization of natural
resources. The Conservation Element works together with the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety
Element to provide policies on facility infrastructure and management of resources such as water
and energy.

e. City Council Policies
Council Policy 400-04 outlines the City’s Emergency Water Storage Program. The policy mandates
that the PUD store sufficient water in active, available storage to meet 7.2 months (six-tenths of the
annual) of normal City water demand requirements, excluding conservation. Active, available
storage is defined as the portion of water that is above the lowest usable outlet of each reservoir.
Council Policy 400-13 identifies the need to provide maintenance access to all sewers to reduce the
potential for spills. This policy requires that environmental impacts from access paths in
environmentally sensitive areas should be minimized through the use of sensitive design, canyonproficient maintenance vehicles, and plans that dictate routine and preventative maintenance and
emergency access procedures.
Council Policy 400-14 outlines a program to evaluate the potential to redirect sewage flow out of
canyons and environmentally sensitive areas to an existing or proposed sewer facility located in City
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streets or other accessible locations. This policy requires both a physical evaluation and a costbenefit analysis. If redirection of flow outside the canyon is found infeasible, a Long-Term
Maintenance and Emergency Access Plan specific to the canyon evaluated would be required. The
plan would prescribe long-term access locations for routine maintenance and emergency repairs,
along with standard operating procedures identifying cleaning methods and inspection frequency.
Council Policy 600-43 establishes a set of guidelines for the review and processing of applications for
the placement and design of wireless communication facilities in accordance with the City’s land use
regulations. These guidelines are intended to prescribe clear, reasonable, and predictable criteria to
assess applications in a consistent and expeditious manner, while reducing visual and land use
impacts associated with the construction of new wireless communication facilities. For applicants
seeking the placement of a wireless communication facility on City-owned land, this policy should be
used in conjunction with applicable Council policies and SDMC Section 141.0420.
Council Policy 800-04 assigns maintenance of storm water conveyance facilities located on private
land to those private landowners, absolving the City of responsibility.
Council Policy 800-14 establishes a prioritization process for CIP projects. Prior to inclusion in the CIP
budget, the following prioritization factors are to be considered: risk to health, safety, and
environment and regulatory or mandated requirements; existing conditions, potential annual cost,
and longevity; benefit towards under-served communities and economic prosperity; improvement
on level and quality of service; sustainability and conservation; funding availability; project
readiness; and multiple category benefit. Following inclusion into the CIP budget, the CIP Review and
Advisory Committee utilizes a more detailed scoring methodology in the planning and pre-design,
design, and construction phases of an infrastructure project to ensure an up-to-date and accurate
assessment of the feasibility, cost, and environmental impact and mitigation.

f. City of San Diego Municipal Code
The SDMC contains a number of ordinances regulating public utilities. These include permitting and
requirements for public sewer connections and wastewater facilities, construction waste diversion,
recycling for City-serviced properties and residential properties, controlling non-storm water
discharges, and storm water runoff and drainage from development projects.

g. City of San Diego Water Facility Design Guidelines
The City’s Water Facility Design Guidelines identify general planning, predesign, and design details
that provide uniformity in key concepts, equipment types, and construction materials for facilities
being built. These design guidelines assist in providing professionally sound, efficient, uniform, and
workable facilities – whether pipelines, pressure control facilities, pumping stations, or storage
facilities.

h. Long-Range Water Resources Plan
The City’s 2012 Long-Range Water Resources Plan (LRWRP) is a high-level strategy document that
evaluates water supply and demand objectives against multiple planning objectives. The 2012
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LRWRP was a stakeholder-driven process that evaluated over 20 water supply options such as water
conservation, recycled water, groundwater storage, brackish groundwater desalination, rainwater
harvesting, graywater, and potable reuse. The plan takes a long-range viewpoint through the year
2035, addressing risks and the uncertainty of future water supply conditions.

i. City of San Diego Urban Water Management Plan
The City’s UWMP, adopted by the City Council in June 2016, is the planning document used by water
suppliers to meet the standards set forth in SB 610 and SB 221. The UWMP addresses the City’s
water system and includes a description of the water supply sources, magnitudes of historical and
projected water use, and a comparison of water supply to water demands during normal, single-dry,
and multiple-dry years. The UWMP serves as a long-range planning document for the City’s water
supply.

j. Regional MS4 Permit
The San Diego RWQCB is responsible for permitting, compliance, and other activities to reduce
pollutants in municipal, construction, and industrial storm water runoff. The Storm Water
Management Unit of the San Diego RWQCB also provides important assistance in dispersing state
grant funds to worthy projects that support activities for the reduction and prevention of storm
water pollution. As a co-permittee for the Regional MS4 permit under the NPDES and the CWA (see
State Regulations above), the City must implement several storm water management programs,
including those designed to control storm water and other discharges from new development and
redevelopment.
The San Diego RWQCB regulates discharges from Phase I MS4s in the San Diego region under the
Regional MS4 Permit. The Regional MS4 Permit covers 39 municipal, county government, and special
district entities located in San Diego County, southern Orange County, and southwestern Riverside
County who own and operate large MS4s which discharge storm water (wet weather) runoff and
non-storm water (dry weather) runoff to surface waters throughout the San Diego region. The
Regional MS4 Permit, Order No. R9-2013-0001, was adopted on May 8, 2013 and initially covered the
San Diego County co-permittees. Order No. R9-2015-0001 was adopted on February 11, 2015, and
amended the Regional MS4 Permit to extend coverage to the Orange County co-permittees. Finally,
Order No. R9-2015-0100 was adopted on November 18, 2015, and amended the Regional MS4
Permit to extend coverage to the Riverside County co-permittees. The Regional MS4 Permit expired
on June 27, 2018 but remains in effect under an administrative extension until it is reissued by the
San Diego RWQCB. It is anticipated that the San Diego RWQCB will adopt proposed changes to the
Regional MS4 Permit in late 2019.
The Regional MS4 Permit requires that all jurisdictions within the San Diego region prepare
Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plans. Each of these plans must contain a component addressing
construction activities and a component addressing existing development.
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k. Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan
The City’s Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan provides a total account of how the City plans to
protect and improve the water quality of rivers, bays, and the ocean in the region in compliance with
the Regional MS4 Permit. The document describes how the City incorporates storm water best
management practices (BMPs) into land use planning, development review and permitting, City CIP
project planning and design, and the execution of construction contracts. See also Section 4.9,
Hydrology and Water Quality, of this PEIR.

l. Storm Water Management and Discharge Control Ordinance
As a co-permittee under the Regional MS4 Permit issued by the San Diego RWQCB, the City must
implement storm water management programs, including programs designed to control storm
water discharges from development projects during construction and on a permanent postconstruction basis. The City’s Storm Water Management and Discharge Control Ordinance addresses
these requirements by requiring construction measures and permanent post-construction BMPs for
development projects.

m. Watershed Asset Management Program
The City’s Storm Water Division has prepared the Watershed Asset Management Plan to identify the
broad investments required to maintain the City's storm water management system. The plan is
consistent with the City's general asset management practices and addresses both flood risk
management and storm water quality. The plan incorporates the strategies identified in the City’s
Comprehensive Load Reduction Plans as a foundation for meeting the requirements and
compliance standards of the Regional MS4 Permit issued by the RWQCB on May 8, 2013.

n. City of San Diego Storm Water Standards Manual
The City’s Storm Water Standards Manual 2018 provides information to project applicants on how to
comply with the permanent and construction storm water quality requirements in the City. The
Storm Water Standards Manual is contained in Appendix O of the City’s Land Development Manual
and is organized in three key parts:
Part 1: BMP Design Manual - For Permanent Site Design, Storm Water Treatment and
Hydromodification Management
Part 2: Construction BMP Standards
Part 3: Offsite Storm Water Alternative Compliance Program for Water Quality and
Hydromodification Control
Part 1 of the Storm Water Standards Manual, the BMP Design Manual, addresses and provides
guidance for complying with on-site post-construction storm water requirements for Standard
Projects and Priority Development Projects (PDPs), and provides procedures for planning,
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preliminary design, selection, and design of permanent storm water BMPs based on the
performance standards presented in the MS4 Permit.
Part 2 of the Storm Water Standards Manual addresses storm water impacts and required controls
associated with construction activities in the City. The purpose of these standards is to provide
guidance to prevent construction activities from adversely impacting downstream and on-site
resources through appropriate planning, installation, and maintenance of BMPs. The construction
BMP standards provide guidance on providing the appropriate BMPs to prevent discharges of
pollutants associated with construction activity.
Part 3 of the Storm Water Standards Manual addresses the Offsite Storm Water Alternative
Compliance Program (Offsite Alternative Compliance Program) developed by the City to allow
mitigation of PDP storm water impacts through implementation of off-site structural BMPs. The
program allows for offsite control of water quality and hydromodification impacts, provides design
options and flexibility in the case of site infeasibility, and provides the potential for more effective
regional storm water control solutions to improve watershed scale water quality.

o. City of San Diego Sewer Design Guide
The City’s Sewer Design Guide sets forth criteria to be used for the design of sewer systems, which
may consist of pump stations, gravity sewers, force mains, and related appurtenances. The guide
includes criteria for determining pump station, gravity sewer, and force main capacity and sizing;
alignment of gravity sewers and force mains; estimating wastewater flow rates; designing bridge
crossings; and corrosion control requirements.

p. City of San Diego Climate Action Plan
The City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) aims to reduce landfill waste by promoting a 75 percent waste
diversion goal by 2020 and a Zero Waste goal by 2040.

q. Wireless Communications Facilities Guidelines
In the City of San Diego, Wireless Communication Facilities are defined as the antennas, support
structures, and other equipment or apparatus necessary for providing personal wireless services
and information services. SDMC Section 141.0420 regulates wireless communications facilities, as
well as the City’s Wireless Communications Facilities Guidelines, which provides guidelines to
minimize visual impacts from the installation of wireless communications facilities in accordance
with the City’s General Plan.

4.14.3 Significance Determination Thresholds
Based on the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, which have been adapted to guide
a programmatic analysis of the proposed project, impacts related to water supply; storm water,
sewer, water distribution, and communications systems infrastructure; and solid waste could be
significant if implementation of the proposed project would:

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.14-14

4.14 Public Utilities and Infrastructure
1) Result in the use of excessive amounts of water beyond projected available supplies;
2) Promote growth patterns resulting in the need for and/or provision of new or physically
altered utilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts in
order to maintain service ratios, or other performance objectives; or
3) Result in impacts related to solid waste management, including the need for construction of
new solid waste infrastructure including organics management, materials recovery facilities,
and/or landfills; or result in development that would not promote the achievement of a
75 percent target for waste diversion and recycling as required under AB 341 and the City’s
Climate Action Plan.

4.14.4 Impact Analysis
Issue 1

Water Supply

Would the proposed project use excessive amounts of water beyond projected available supplies?
The Mobility Choices Program would result in transportation infrastructure and amenities within
existing road rights-of-way. While this ordinance would not be directly associated with additional
water demand from development, it is intended to incentivize development within Transit Priority
Areas (TPAs) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 23. The Housing Program would also incentivize the
development of high-density multi-family residential units within TPAs and allow for densities above
existing allowances. The Housing Program would not change the existing zoning or the Community
Plan land use designations within the project areas. Within project areas that have undergone a
recent community plan update (CPU), implementation of the Housing Program would not provide
for an increase in allowable densities beyond what is allowed in the existing Community Plans (as
discussed in Chapter 4.0), and the Housing Program would be consistent with the water demand
projections identified within recent CPU WSAs. While densities could be greater within TPAs within
those project areas compared to the adopted Community Plan land uses and zoning, because the
Housing Solutions program is an incentive program to help the City achieve its Regional Housing
Needs Allocation, this increase in allowable density would be redistributed communitywide with
some of the densities planned outside of TPAs occurring within TPAs, but it is not anticipated that
planned densities overall would be exceeded. Thus, overall water assumptions for areas with recent
CPU EIRs would be consistent with the assumptions of the Housing Program, and would be
accounted for in the City’s UWMP. Additionally, high-density multi-family housing would generally
require less potable water demand due to reduced demand for water use in landscaping compared
to single-family development.
WSAs were prepared for recent CPUs and community plan amendments (see Table 4-1 for a
comprehensive list of applicable communities) to assess whether sufficient water supplies are, or
will be, available to meet the projected water demands of the proposed land use changes. The WSAs
included, among other information, identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights,
water service contracts, or agreements relevant to the identified water supply for the community
plan areas; and quantities of water received in prior years pursuant to those entitlement, rights,
contracts, and agreements. The WSAs evaluated water supplies that are, or will be, available during a
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normal, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year (20-year) period, to meet the estimated demands of
the changes proposed in the CPUs compared to the existing land use plans.
Recent CPUs plan for anticipated growth in the region by changing land use designations to allow for
increased density. The WSAs completed for these recent CPUs demonstrated that the land use
changes would be consistent with the water demand assumptions included in the regional water
resource planning documents of the SDCWA and MWD and there would be sufficient water planned
to supply the CPUs’ estimated annual average usages under all scenarios.
Existing regulations also serve to ensure water efficient fixtures are installed with new development.
The California Green Building Standards Code requires 20 percent reduction in indoor water use
relative to specified baseline levels. SDMC Section 67.0601, Water Submeters, was adopted in April
2010 to encourage water conservation in multi-family residential and mixed-use buildings by
requiring the use of water submeters for each individual residential unit. Billing individual residential
units based on the actual amount of water consumed in the unit creates a financial incentive for
residents of multi-family residential units to conserve water.
Within project areas that have not undergone a recent comprehensive CPU, it is possible that
densities could be permitted in excess of what would have been considered in the latest water
supply planning document. As future CPUs are developed within those communities, an applicable
WSA would be prepared to evaluate the water supply. Preparation of a WSA for the proposed
project would not be feasible at this time because it cannot be known where and how much density
will be ultimately proposed under the Housing Program and whether those densities would be
greater than the current density allowance. Until those future CPUs occur, for purpose of this EIR,
potential impacts related to the availability of water supplies based on existing projections would be
significant.

Issue 2

Utilities

Would the proposed project promote growth patterns resulting in the need for and/or provision of new or
physically altered utilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts in
order to maintain service ratios, or other performance objectives?
The proposed project would incentivize housing development within TPAs (for the Housing Program)
and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 2 3 (for the Mobility Choices Program) and, therefore, would be
associated with growth that could require new utilities. The project areas are located in existing
urban areas and are currently served by existing storm water, sewer, potable water distribution, and
communications systems infrastructure. Future development that would occur under the proposed
project could be located within areas with existing infrastructure deficiencies and could require
capacity improvements to serve future projects implemented under the proposed project.

a. Storm Water
As discussed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, future development projects throughout
the project areas would have the potential to result in urban runoff and associated pollutant
discharges. However, as development occurs, it is likely that the volume and rate of runoff could be
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slightly decreased due to implementation of current City storm water regulations. As new
development occurs, implementation of Low Impact Development (LID) practices that help retain
storm water on-site for infiltration, re-use, or evaporation would be required by the City’s Storm
Water Standards.
Future development occurring under the proposed ordinances could result in a need for the
installation of new storm water infrastructure. The need for new storm water infrastructure would
depend on the condition of existing infrastructure, development patterns, and development
standards. The City assesses the condition of its storm water facilities on a continuous basis.
Additionally, per Council Policy 800-14, the City’s CIP program has established a scoring
methodology to prioritize funding for infrastructure projects, including the construction of new
storm water infrastructure.
All future projects would be required to adhere to SDMC regulations, including conformance with
the City’s Storm Water Standards in place at the time future development is proposed. At this level
of programmatic review and without project-specific development plans, potential physical impacts
associated with the future construction of storm water facilities required to support future projects
are unknown, since the location of specific future development cannot be determined at this time.
Therefore, impacts could be significant.

b. Sewer
Sewer line upgrades are administered by the City’s Public Works Department (PWD) and are handled
on a project-by-project basis. No new sewer collection or wastewater treatment facilities are
proposed in conjunction with the proposed project. Likewise, the location and extent of future
facilities would not be established until such time that individual projects are proposed. Future
development would be required to follow the City’s Sewer Design Guide and to comply with SDMC
Chapter 6, Article 4 regulations regarding sewer and wastewater facilities. At this programmatic level
of review and without project-specific development plans, potential physical impacts associated with
potential sewer facility upgrades required to support future projects are unknown, since the location
of specific future development cannot be determined at this time. Therefore, impacts could be
significant.

c. Water Distribution Facilities
No new water distribution or treatment facilities are proposed in conjunction with the proposed
project; however, as future development occurs in the project areas, a need to increase the sizing of
existing pipelines and mains may be required. The potable water distribution system is continually
upgraded and repaired on an ongoing basis through the City’s CIP. These improvements are
determined based on continuous monitoring by the PWD Engineering Division to determine
remaining levels of capacity. The PWD Engineering Division plans its CIP projects several years prior
to pipelines reaching capacity. Such improvements are required of the water system regardless of
implementation of the proposed project. However, at this level of programmatic review and without
project specific development plans, potential physical impacts associated with future improvements
to water lines required to support future projects are unknown, since the location of specific future
development cannot be determined at this time. Therefore, impacts could be significant.
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d. Communications Systems
New development occurring under the proposed project may result in the need for new
communications systems; however, no specific systems upgrades are proposed, and the location
and extent of future facilities is not known at this time. Future siting of communications
infrastructure would be in accordance with SDMC Section 141.0420, which regulates wireless
communications facilities, as well as the City’s Wireless Communications Facilities Guidelines, which
provides guidelines to minimize visual impacts from the installation of wireless communications
facilities in accordance with the City’s General Plan. Project level review for future communication
systems would be required. However, at this level of programmatic review, potential physical
impacts associated with the future construction of communication systems required to support
future projects are unknown, since the location of specific future development cannot be
determined at this time. Therefore, impacts to communications systems could be significant.

Issue 3

Solid Waste and Recycling

Would the proposed project result in impacts related to solid waste management, including the need for
construction of new solid waste infrastructure including organics management, materials recovery
facilities, and/or landfills; or result in development that would not promote the achievement of a
75 percent target for waste diversion and recycling as required under AB 341 and the City’s Climate Action
Plan?
The California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) provides estimates of
solid waste generation rates for different types of land uses. These rates estimate the amount of
solid waste created by residences or businesses over a specified amount of time. Waste generation
rates include all materials discarded, whether or not they are later recycled or disposed of in a
landfill, because under state law the total amount of waste “generated” is considered to be the sum
of the waste “disposed of” plus the waste “diverted” from disposal. Waste generation rates can be
used to estimate the impact of new development on local solid waste infrastructure. However, it
should be noted that impacts to solid waste infrastructure are not necessarily the amount of waste
generated, but whether any increase would require the development of new facilities. Since the
majority of waste is managed through waste diversion, solid waste facilities include those necessary
to provide composting, recycling, and other collection, separation, and diversion services.
Future projects developed under the proposed project would be required to comply with applicable
SDMC regulations related to recycling for multi-family residential facilities (SDMC Sections 66.0702
through 66.0718) in addition to requirements for the recycling of construction and demolition debris
specified in the City’s Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Deposit Program Ordinance
(Sections 66.0601 through 66.0610 of the SDMC).
SDMC Section 66.0604 sets the following construction and demolition recycling requirements for all
Building Permits or Demolition/Removal Permits issued by the City (Development Services
Department Information Bulletin 710):
(a) All applicants for a Building Permit or a Demolition/Removal Permit, including the City of San
Diego, shall submit a properly completed Waste Management Form Part I with the Building
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Permit or Demolition/Removal Permit application, in accordance with the requirements set
forth in the Land Development Manual; and
(b) All applicants, including the City of San Diego, shall pay a refundable deposit at the time the
Building Permit or Demolition/Removal Permit is issued; and
(c) No Building Permit or Demolition/Removal Permit shall be issued unless the applicant has
submitted a properly completed Waste Management Form Part I and paid the required
deposit.
All future development proposed under the proposed project would be required to comply with
Section 142.0801 et seq. of the Land Development Code (LDC), which outlines the requirements for
refuse and recyclable materials storage that would ensure sufficient project-specific interior and
exterior storage space for refuse and recyclable materials is included in the project design.
The General Plan addresses waste management in Policies PF-I.1 through PF-I.5, focusing on waste
recycling and diversion of materials in PF-I.2. Future projects’ conformance with these policies would
help the City meet a 75 percent recycling target as required under AB 341. Additionally, the City has
adopted a Zero Waste Plan, which aims to achieve 70 percent waste diversion by 2020, 90 percent
waste diversion by 2035, and 100 percent diversion by 2040. Through mandatory compliance with
the SDMC regulations related to solid waste, all new development projects would continue to reduce
solid waste generation and increase recycling efforts. In addition, the proposed ordinances would
require all new development to ensure that waste is diverted from the landfill in accordance with
established regulations.
Through compliance with existing policies and regulations and implementation of the proposed
ordinances, impacts associated with solid waste management would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
a. Water Supply
Water supply planning inherently considers the cumulative supply and demand for water in the
region. According to WSAs prepared for recent CPUs, water demand would not increase within
project areas located in communities with a recent CPU. Within project areas that do not have a
recent comprehensive CPU, it is possible that densities could be built in excess of what would have
been considered in the latest water supply planning document. Thus, at a programmatic level of
review, cumulative impacts related to the availability of water supplies based on existing projections
could be significant.

b. Utilities
Compliance with federal, state, and local regulations would minimize impacts associated with the
construction of, or improvements to, public utilities infrastructure. While mandatory compliance
with City standards for the design, construction, and operation of storm water, water distribution,
wastewater, and communications systems infrastructure would likely minimize significant
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cumulative environmental impacts, at this level of programmatic review and without the benefit of
project-specific development plans, cumulative impacts associated with storm water, water
distribution, wastewater, and communication systems could be significant.

c. Solid Waste
Future development within the project areas combined with additional buildout of communities
outside the project areas would generate solid waste through demolition/construction and ongoing
operations, which would increase the amount of solid waste generated within the region. All future
projects would be required to comply with City regulations regarding solid waste, including those
intended to divert solid waste from the Miramar Landfill to preserve capacity. Compliance with
existing regulations requiring waste diversion would help preserve solid waste capacity. Therefore,
cumulative impacts associated with solid waste could be less than significant.

4.14.5 Significance of Impacts
4.14.5.1 Water Supply
According to WSAs prepared for recent CPUs, water demand would not increase within project areas
located in 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. While existing building code
regulations would serve to ensure water-efficient fixtures are installed with new development and
the California Green Building Standards Code requires 20 percent reduction in indoor water use
relative to specified baseline levels, at this programmatic level of review, 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 water supply planning documents.

4.14.5.2 Utilities
Mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, and operation of storm
water, water distribution, wastewater, and communications systems infrastructure would likely
minimize significant environmental impacts associated with the future construction of and/or
improvements to utility infrastructure. However, at this programmatic level of review and without
the benefit of project-specific development plans, both direct and cumulative impacts associated
with the construction of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and communication systems
could be significant.

4.14.5.3 Solid Waste and Recycling
Future development within the project areas would generate solid waste through
demolition/construction and ongoing operations, which would increase the amount of solid waste
generated within the region. However, future projects would be required to comply with City
regulations regarding solid waste that are intended to divert solid waste from the Miramar Landfill
to preserve capacity. Compliance with existing regulations requiring waste diversion would help
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preserve solid waste capacity. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste could be less than
significant.

4.14.6 Conclusion
4.14.5.1 Water Supply
Development that could occur under the proposed project would be subject to the regulations
identified in this section. No additional feasible mitigation measures are available.

4.14.5.2 Utilities
Development that could occur under the proposed project would be subject to the regulations
identified in this section. No additional feasible mitigation measures are available.

4.14.5.3 Solid Waste and Recycling
In addition to the existing regulations identified in this section that would be applicable to future
development that could result under the proposed project, the Housing Program includes an
additional requirement that would assist with solid waste reduction. Specifically, promenades
developed under the Housing Program would be required to install one trash receptacle and one
recycling container for every 150 feet of street frontage. This measure would help to ensure that
receptacles for recycling are readily available for use by future residents and the public which would
encourage diversion of recyclables from the landfill. Impacts would be less than significant;
therefore, no additional mitigation measures are required.
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4.15 Wildfire
This section analyzes potential impacts related to wildfire that could result from 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 “Mobility Choices Program.”

4.15.1 Existing Conditions
4.15.1.1 Wildfire Hazards
Threat from wildfire hazards is determined based on a number of factors, including fuel loading
(vegetation); topography; climatic conditions, such as wind, humidity, and temperature; and the
proximity of structures and urban development to fire hazards. Wildland fire hazards are most
pronounced in wildland-urban interface areas, or where urban development is located close to open
space areas where vegetation can serve as fuel. Generally, the periods of greatest risk for wildland
fire are the late summer and early fall when vegetation is at its driest. Human activity, including
residential and agricultural burning, campfires, and the use of fireworks can all trigger fires. Natural
causes such as lightning strikes may also start fires.
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has identified areas based on
the severity of fire hazard. These areas, or “zones,” are based on factors such as fuel (e.g., flammable
vegetation), slope, and fire weather. There are three zones, based on increasing fire hazard:
moderate, high, and very high. As shown in Figure 4.15-1 (Areas A through D) and detailed in
Table 4.15-1, the majority of the proposed project areas are located in urban areas not mapped
within a fire hazard severity zone. Approximately 15,517 acres of the project areas are located in a
moderate, high, or very high fire hazard severity zone.
Table 4.15-1
Fire Hazard Severity Zones
Fire Hazard Severity Zones
Project Area (acres)
Moderate
2,517
High
3,841
Very High
9,159
Non-Wildland/Non-Urban
736
Urban Unzoned
66,495
Blank (no data available)
472
Total
83,220
SOURCE: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2015.

NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate.
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4.15 Wildfire
CAL FIRE also maps fire threat potential throughout California. CAL FIRE ranks fire threat based on
the availability of fuel and the likelihood of an area burning (based on topography, fire history, and
climate). The fire threat for the project areas are shown in Figure 4.15-2 (Areas A through D). As
shown in Table 4.15-2, the majority of the project areas are located within a moderate threat level.

Fire Threat
High Threat
Little to No Threat
Moderate Threat
Very High Threat
Extreme Threat
Total

Table 4.15-2
Fire Threat
Project Area (acres)
3,550
7,299
70,611
1,739
21
83,220

SOURCE: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2015.

NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate.

4.15.1.2 Emergency Preparedness
The County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services (OES) coordinates the overall County
response to disasters. OES is responsible for notifying appropriate agencies when a disaster occurs,
coordinating all responding agencies, ensuring that resources are available and mobilized,
developing plans and procedures for response to and recovery from disasters, and developing and
providing preparedness materials for the public.
The OES staffs the Operational Area Emergency Operations Center (EOC), a central facility that
provides regional coordinated emergency response, and also acts as staff to the Unified Disaster
Council (UDC), its governing body. The UDC, established through a joint powers agreement among
all 18 incorporated cities and the County of San Diego, provides for the coordination of plans and
programs countywide to ensure the protection of life and property.
The City of San Diego’s (City’s) disaster prevention and response activities are conducted in
accordance with the U.S. Department of Homeland Security Office of Domestic Preparedness
requirements, and incorporate the functions of planning, training, exercising, and execution. The
City’s disaster preparedness efforts include oversight of the City’s EOC, including maintaining the
EOC in a continued state of readiness, training City staff and outside agency representatives in their
roles and responsibilities, and coordinating EOC operations when activated in response to an
emergency or major event/incident.
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4.15 Wildfire

4.15.2 Regulatory Setting
4.15.2.1 Federal Regulations
a. Disaster Mitigation Act
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 requires that a state mitigation plan, as a condition of disaster
assistance, add incentives for increased coordination and integration of mitigation activities at the
state level through the establishment of requirements for two different levels of state plans:
“Standard” and “Enhanced.” States that develop an approved Enhanced State Plan can increase the
amount of funding available through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. The Disaster Mitigation
Act also established a new requirement for local mitigation plans.

4.15.2.2 State Regulations
a. California Wildland-Urban Interface Code
On September 20, 2005, the California Building Standards Commission approved the Office of the
State Fire Marshal’s emergency regulations amending the California Building Code (CBC) (California
Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24, Part 2). Section 701A of the CBC includes regulations addressing
materials and construction methods for exterior wildfire exposure and applies to new buildings
located in State Responsibility Areas or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Response
Areas.

b. California Fire Code
The 2016 California Fire Code (CCR Title 24, Part 9) establishes regulations to safeguard against the
hazards of fire, explosion, or dangerous conditions in new and existing buildings, structures, and
premises. The Fire Code also establishes requirements intended to provide safety for and assistance
to firefighters and emergency responders during emergency operations. The provisions of the Fire
Code apply to the construction, alteration, movement, enlargement, replacement, repair,
equipment, use and occupancy, location, maintenance, removal, and demolition of every building or
structure throughout California. The Fire Code includes regulations regarding fire-resistance-rated
construction, fire protection systems such as alarm and sprinkler systems, fire services features
such as fire apparatus access roads, means of egress, fire safety during construction and demolition,
and wildland-urban interface areas. The City has adopted the California Fire Code as Chapter 5,
Article 5, Division 1 of the City’s Municipal Code (SDMC), including appendices addressing fire-flow
requirements for buildings.
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4.15.2.3 Local Regulations
a. San Diego Fire Code
The San Diego Fire Code consists of SDMC Chapter 5, Article 5, Sections 55.0101 through 55.9401,
which adopts the 2016 California Fire Code with some modifications, and applicable sections of the
CCR. Provisions of the California Fire Code are described under State Regulations, above.

b. City of San Diego Building Regulations
The City’s Building Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5, Division 1) are intended to regulate the
construction of applicable facilities and encompasses (and formally adopts) associated elements of
the CBC. Specifically, this includes regulating the “construction, alteration, replacement, repair,
maintenance, moving, removal, demolition, occupancy, and use of any privately owned building or
structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or structures within this
jurisdiction, except work located primarily in a public way, public utility towers and poles, mechanical
equipment not specifically regulated in the Building Code, and hydraulic flood control structures.”
The City's Building Regulations also establish acceptable construction materials for development
near open space to minimize fire risk through adoption of Chapter 7, “Fire Resistance-Rated
Construction,” and Chapter 7A, “Materials and Construction Methods for Exterior Wildlife Exposure,”
of the CBC (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5, Division 7).

c. Brush Management
The City’s Brush Management Regulations (SDMC Section 142.0412) are intended to minimize
wildland fire hazards through prevention activities and programs. These regulations require the
provision of mandatory setbacks, irrigation systems, regulated planting areas, and plant
maintenance in specific zones, and are implemented at the project level through the grading and
building permit process.
Brush management is required in all base zones on publicly or privately-owned premises that are
within 100 feet of a structure and contain native or naturalized vegetation. The City requires Brush
Management Plans for all new development, which are intended to reduce the risk of significant
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Unless otherwise approved by the City Fire Marshal, the
brush management plans for all future development would consist of two separate and distinct
zones as follows:
1. Zone One consists of the area adjacent to structures where flammable materials would be
minimized through the use of pavement and/or permanently irrigated ornamental
landscape plantings. This zone is not allowed on slopes with a gradient greater than 4:1.
2. Zone Two consists of the area between Zone One and any area of native or non-irrigated
vegetation and consists of thinned native or naturalized vegetation.
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4.15.3 Significance Determination Thresholds
Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to wildfire are based on the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Appendix G. Impacts related to wildfire could be
significant if implementation of the proposed project is located in or near state responsibility areas
or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, and if the project would:
1) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires;
2) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire;
3) Require the installation or maintenance of 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;
4) 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; or
5) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
Potential impacts related to emergency response planning (Issue 5) are addressed in Section 4.7,
Health and Safety, of this Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).

4.15.4 Impact Analysis
Issue 1

Wildfire

Would the proposed project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
As shown in Table 4.15-1 and Figure 4.15-1, the majority of the project areas are within Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32 without associated wildfire risk. The Mobility Choices Program would result in
transportation infrastructure improvements within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 2 3 and would also
incentivize housing development within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 23. Similarly, the Housing Program
would incentivize development within Transit Priority Area (TPAs). Some of the project areas are
located within or adjacent to High and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones as they are in proximity
to vegetated areas including urban canyons with native vegetation that can pose a wildfire risk.
These areas combined with the limited precipitation within the region results in the potential for
wildland fires. Although some of the project areas are located within or near areas with a potential
wildfire risk, the Housing Program would not change the allowable land uses within the project
areas. However, due to the allowance for additional height and floor area ratio (FAR), development
under the Housing Program could result in additional multi-family residential densities in certain
locations compared to what would be allowed without participation in the program. By increasing
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
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the number of potential residents within areas subject to fire hazards, this could increase the
exposure of people and structures to wildfire. While the project generally incentivizes housing
development within urban areas that are generally less prone to wildfire risk than surrounding
suburban areas, there would still be wildfire risk and potential increases in exposure to wildfire
resulting from the project.
Future development that would occur under the proposed project would be required to comply with
the City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management Regulations aimed at ensuring
the protection of people or structures 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

Pollutants from Wildfire

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the proposed project exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?
Some of the project areas are located within or adjacent to High and Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones. The potential for wildland fires represents a hazard, particularly within areas adjacent to
open space or within close proximity to wildland fuels. Future development under the proposed
project would be required to comply with the City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush
Management Regulations to ensure that wildfire risks are not exacerbated. Transportation
infrastructure and amenities associated with the Mobility Choices Program would not exacerbate
wildfire hazards due to the location of such improvements within existing urban road right-of-ways.
However, the Mobility Choices Program would also incentivize housing development within Mobility
Zones 1 1, 2, and 32 that could be exposed to wildfire risk. Implementation of the existing regulatory
framework would help reduce the availability of fuels that could contribute to the spread of
potential wildfires. Future development under the proposed project would be required to address
site-specific factors to minimize the risk of fires in accordance with the applicable regulations.
Additionally, the proposed project would not change the allowable land uses within the project
areas and it would not expand the potential locations of future multi-family development. However,
the proposed project could increase the number of persons that would be located in areas subject
to potential wildfire hazards. While it is not anticipated the proposed project would exacerbate
wildfire risk, residents may be exposed to pollutant concentrations associated with wildfire.
Therefore, impacts related to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire would be significant.

Issue 3

Infrastructure

Would the proposed project require the installation or maintenance of 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?
The project areas are located within existing built environments that are served by storm water,
sewer, electricity, potable water distribution, and communications systems infrastructure. The
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project areas are served by major roadways within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 that would not
require fuel breaks or other measures to reduce wildfire risk. There are some areas within the
project areas that may have existing infrastructure deficiencies and may require capacity
improvements to serve future projects implemented under the proposed ordinances (see Issue 2,
Section 4.14 Public Utilities and Infrastructure). As detailed in Section 4.14 of this PEIR, mandatory
compliance with City standards would likely preclude significant environmental impacts associated
with future construction and/or improvements to the existing utility infrastructure. However, given
that future specific development projects are unknown at this time, the analysis concludes that the
physical impacts associated with installation of and/or improvements to utilities infrastructure
would be significant and unavoidable. Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be
focused within existing Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 and would be required to comply with all
applicable City standards; thus, these 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

Flooding or Landslides

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?
As detailed in Section 4.9.1 under Issue 1 of this PEIR, impacts related to flooding were found to be
significant and unavoidable primarily due to the fact that the proposed ordinances could facilitate
and increase development potential within areas protected by a provisionally accredited levy within
Mission Valley.
Potential impacts associated with landslides are discussed in Section 4.5.4, under Issue 4 of this
PEIR. As discussed in that section, approximately 798 acres of the project areas are located on a
geologic unit or soil that is at risk of landslides. However, as discussed in Section 4.5.4,
implementation of site-specific recommendations provided within a required geotechnical
investigation would reduce impacts associated with landslides, slope instability, and mudflows to
less than significant.
The proposed project would not change existing allowable land uses within the project areas and it
would not expand the locations where potential multi-family residential housing could be built.
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, potential flooding risks would also be significant.

Cumulative Impacts
The Mobility Choices Program would result in transportation infrastructure improvements within
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 and would also incentivize housing development within Mobility Zones 1,
2, and 32. Similarly, the Housing Program would incentivize development within TPAs; however, it
would not change the allowable land uses within the project areas and it would not expand the
locations where multi-family residential developments could occur. Future development projects
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would be required to comply with the City’s Building Regulations, Fire Code, and Brush Management
Regulations to ensure that buildings and their occupants are not exposed to a significant wildfire
risk. However, development under the Housing Program could result in additional multi-family
residential densities in certain locations compared to what would be allowed without participation in
the program. By increasing the number of potential residents within areas subject to fire hazards,
this could contribute to a significant cumulative increase in the exposure of people and structures to
wildfire and pollutant concentrations resulting from wildfire (Issues 1 and 2).
Although the project areas are served by major roadways, storm water, sewer, electricity, potable
water distribution, and communications systems infrastructure, there are some areas within the
project areas that may have existing infrastructure deficiencies and may require capacity
improvements to serve future projects implemented under the proposed ordinances (see Issue 2,
Section 4.14 Public Utilities and Infrastructure). While mandatory compliance with City standards for
the design, construction, and operation of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and
communications systems infrastructure would very likely minimize significant cumulative
environmental impacts, at this level of programmatic review and without the benefit of projectspecific development plans, cumulative impacts associated with storm water, water distribution,
wastewater, and communication systems is considered to be significant (Issue 3).
Flooding impacts associated with the provisionally accredited levy in Mission Valley is a localized
concern that would not contribute to a cumulative impact. Implementation of and adherence to the
existing regulatory framework would ensure that future projects under the proposed project would
not contribute to cumulative wildfire impacts or to flooding or landslide risks that could be
exacerbated by wildfire. Cumulative impacts related to flooding or landslides would be less than
significant (Issue 4).

4.15.5 Significance of Impacts
4.15.5.1 Wildfire
The proposed project would incentivize the development of multi-family residential units within
TPAs (for the Housing Program) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 (for the Mobility Choices Program);
however, it would not change the allowable land uses within the project areas. The Housing
Program would not expand the locations where multi-family residential 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 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 and
unavoidable.
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4.15.5.2 Pollutants from Wildfire
At a programmatic level of environmental review, site-specific factors such as slope and prevailing
winds cannot be determined; however, due to the allowance for additional height and FAR,
development under the Housing Program could result in additional residents in certain locations
compared to what would be allowed without the Housing Program. Additionally, the Mobility
Choices Program is intended to incentivize development. Additional residents could be exposed to
pollutants associated with wildfire. Therefore, impacts related to pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire would be significant and unavoidable.

4.15.5.3 Infrastructure
Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be focused within existing Mobility Zones 1, 2,
and 32 and would be required to comply with all 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 and unavoidable.

4.15.5.4 Flooding or Landslides
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 of this PEIR related to development downstream of a provisionally accredited levy in
Mission Valley, potential risks related to flooding would also be significant and unavoidable.

4.15.6 Conclusion
While future projects would be required to comply with the regulations discussed in this section,
compliance with regulations would not reduce potentially significant impacts related to wildfire to
less than significant. Thus, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
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4.16 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
This section addresses the potential visual impacts that could result from 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 section
analyzes potential visual effects and neighborhood character impacts as well as the proposed
project’s consistency with relevant design regulations, including the City of San Diego’s (City’s)
General Plan and Land Development Code (LDC).

4.16.1

Existing Conditions

4.16.1.1 Physical Setting
The City is in a region with unique and varied landscapes – the Pacific Ocean, bays, beaches,
estuaries and river valleys, canyons and mesas, hills and mountains, and desert. Much of the City is
situated in the coastal plain portion of southwestern San Diego County. This coastal plain slopes
gently upwards to the eastern foothills and has been eroded into separate mesas. Numerous side
canyons have incised the coastal plain and created major drainages which generally flow westward
towards the coast. These major drainages are the San Dieguito River, Los Peñasquitos Canyon,
Carroll Canyon, Rose Canyon, San Diego River, Los Chollas Creek, Sweetwater River, Otay River, and
the westernmost mouth of the Tijuana River.

4.16.1.2 Structure and Built Form
The Housing Program project areas are located throughout the City within Transit Priority Areas
(TPAs). The Mobility Choices Program improvement areas are located within existing public right-ofways within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Neighborhood and community borders are often
defined by San Diego’s interstate and highway system. Communities are connected through a
system of transportation networks which include major arterial freeways, highways, surface streets,
and public transportation routes. Available modes of public transportation include buses and
regional light rail trains that link San Diego with other municipalities in the county. The City is also
connected to the larger statewide and national transportation networks through established train
lines and interstate freeways. Close proximity to Mexico and the presence of the federal ports of
entry connect the City to the international arena as well.
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4.16.1.3 Scenic Resources
Nearly 28 percent of all existing land use in the City consists of parks, open space, and recreation
areas. These areas are reserved for environmental protection and/or public recreation, and they
protect San Diego’s unique natural landscape and scenic beauty. Natural scenic vistas can be seen
from the 36,000 acres of recreational and open space parks in the City, such as Mission Trails
Regional Park, Marian Bear Memorial Park, Rose Canyon Open Space Park, Tecolote Canyon Natural
Park and Nature Center, San Diego River Park, Los Peñasquitos Canyon Preserve, Black Mountain
Open Space Park, and San Pasqual/Clevenger Canyon Open Space Park.

4.16.2

Regulatory Setting

4.16.2.1 State Regulations
a. California Scenic Highways Program
Recognizing the value of scenic areas and the value of views from roads in such areas, the California
State Legislature established the California Scenic Highway Program in 1963. This legislation sees
scenic highways as “a vital part of the all-encompassing effort . . . to protect and enhance California’s
beauty, amenity and quality of life.” Under this program, a number of state highways have been
designated as eligible for inclusion as scenic routes. The only state-designated scenic highway in
close proximity to the project areas is State Route (SR-) 163.

4.16.2.2 Local Regulations
a. City of San Diego General Plan
Urban Design Element
The Urban Design Element of the General Plan provides guidance on respecting and elevating the
City’s “core values” related to urban form, including the natural environment; unique habitat and
topography; compact and environmentally sensitive development patterns; and physical, social, and
cultural diversity. The Urban Design Element includes general policies, as well as policies relating to
distinctive neighborhoods and residential design, mixed-use villages and commercial areas, office
and business park development, public spaces and civic architecture, and public art and cultural
amenities. Specifically, policies in the Urban Design Element require that open space and landscape
be used to define and link communities, and that development is designed to highlight and
complement adjacent natural features. In terms of building design, the Urban Design Element calls
for street frontages with architectural and landscape interests that provide visual appeal to the
streetscape and enhance the pedestrian experience. Underground and above-ground parking
structures are encouraged to reduce the amount and visual impact of surface parking; similarly, the
visual impact of utilities and wireless facilities is to be minimized through their concealment and
design. Policies relating specifically to residential design call for design continuity and compatibility
with the larger neighborhood community and for subdivision design to maintain community
character. Per the Urban Design Element, neighborhood streets are to improve walkability,
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strengthen connectivity, and enhance community identity. Similarly, mixed-use villages and
commercial areas are to exhibit distinctive architectural features to differentiate residential,
commercial, and mixed-use buildings and promote a sense of identity to village centers, while the
public streetscape is to be designed for greater walkability and neighborhood aesthetics. Policies
related to office and business park development require high quality design of buildings, structures,
and parking areas, and public and cultural amenities are to be integrated into development to
improve the quality of new development and reinforce community identity.

Conservation Element
The Conservation Element of the General Plan guides the sustainable management of the City’s
natural resources, with sections on open space and landform preservation, wetlands, and the urban
forest. Policies call for the conservation of landforms, canyon lands, and open spaces that define the
City’s urban form, serve as core biological areas and wildlife linkages, or are wetland habitats.
Policies related to urban forestry call for the planting of large canopy shade trees where appropriate
and with consideration of habitat and water conservation goals, as well as the retention of
significant and mature trees.

b. San Diego Municipal Code
Zoning
San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Chapter 13 includes land development and design standards for
the City’s base and overlay zones. Citywide base zones specify permitted land uses, residential
density, floor area ratio (FAR), and other development requirements for given zoning classifications.

Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone
SDMC Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 5 provides a supplemental height limit for specific coastal areas.
It states that no building or addition to a building shall be constructed with a height in excess of 30
feet within the Coastal Zone of the City.

Grading Regulations
SDMC Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 1 addresses slope stability, protection of property, erosion
control, water quality, landform preservation, and paleontological resources preservation. Included
in this section are development standards for grading and maximum slope gradients.

Landscape Regulations
SDMC Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 4 addresses planting and irrigation requirements, yard planting
area and point requirements, street tree requirements, revegetation and erosion control, brush
management, and water conservation.
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Off-Site Development Impact Regulations
SDMC Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7 provides standards for air contaminants, noise,
electrical/radioactivity disturbance, glare, and lighting. SDMC Section 142.0730, Glare Regulations,
limits the percentage of a building’s exterior that may be comprised of reflective material and limits
the use of reflective material where it could contribute to traffic hazards, diminish quality of riparian
habitat, or reduce enjoyment of public open space. SDMC Section 142.0740, Outdoor Lighting
Regulations, addresses lighting design and installation to minimize negative impacts from light
pollution to preserve enjoyment of the night sky and reduce conflict caused by unnecessary
illumination.

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations
The City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1)
address steep hillsides and Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA). Steep hillsides are defined as
hillsides at least 50 feet deep with a slope of 25 percent or greater. SFHAs are areas located within
the 100-year floodplain.

Green Building Regulations
The City’s Green Building Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 10) detail the use of building
concepts to reduce negative environmental impacts or create positive environmental impacts, and
encourage sustainable construction practices in planning and design, energy efficiency, water
efficiency and conservation, material conservation and resource efficiency, and environmental
quality. Pursuant to the regulations, new outdoor lighting fixtures shall minimize light trespass
where applicable, or otherwise shall direct, shield, and control light to keep it from falling onto
surrounding properties. The regulations prohibit direct-beam illumination from leaving the premises
and require that most outdoor lighting be turned off between 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. with some
exceptions (such as lighting provided for commercial and industrial uses that continue to be fully
operational after 11:00 p.m. for public safety).

4.16.3

Significance Determination Thresholds

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to visual effects and neighborhood character
are based on applicable criteria in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Appendix G and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2016). Thresholds are
modified from the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds to reflect the programmatic
analysis for the proposed project. A significant visual effect and neighborhood character impact
could occur if implementation of the proposed project would:
1) Result in a substantial obstruction of a vista or scenic view from a public viewing area;
2) Result in a substantial adverse alteration (e.g., bulk, scale, materials, or style) to the existing
or planned (adopted) character of the area;
3) Result in the loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or stand of mature trees;
4) Result in a substantial change in the existing landform; or
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5) Create substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect daytime and nighttime views
in the area.

4.16.4

Impact Analysis

Issue 1

Scenic Vistas or Views

Would the proposed project result in a substantial obstruction of a vista or scenic view from a public
viewing area?
The Mobility Choices Program would result in the construction of transportation infrastructure
within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Examples of public infrastructure improvements that could result
from the Mobility Choices Program are described in Chapter 3.0 of this EIR. These improvements
would not result in an substantial obstruction of a vista or scenic view, as improvements would be
installed on-site for new development or within existing public right-of-ways within TPAs and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Improvements within public right-of-way would generally be smaller
scale than surrounding development and would not substantially block views or vistas along
roadway corridors.
The Housing Program would apply citywide within TPAs in zones that allow multi-family housing. In
exchange for new development that provides affordable housing units and neighborhood-serving
infrastructure improvements, the Housing Program would allow additional building square footage
and height beyond what is otherwise allowed in the base zone, Planned District Ordinance (PDO), or
applicable Community Plan. Height incentives would only apply outside of the City’s Coastal Zone.
Within the Coastal Zone, the existing 30-foot height limit would continue to apply, which would limit
the maximum height and densities that could be accommodated in coastal areas.
Development associated with the Housing Program is not anticipated to affect scenic views or vistas
from designated scenic highways in the City. The only state-designated scenic highway in close
proximity to the project areas is SR-163. However, the designated scenic portion of SR-163 is located
within a canyon and due to topography, surrounding future development would not be visible from
this scenic road. Thus, the proposed project would not adversely affect scenic views or vistas from a
state-designated scenic highway.
The Housing Program’s height incentives would not apply within the Coastal Zone; therefore,
impacts to scenic vistas or scenic views from a public viewing area within the Coastal Zone would be
minimized as future development would be required to adhere to the 30-foot height limit. However,
views toward the coast could be affected by development within TPAs that are located near coastal
areas, but outside of the Coastal Zone. For example, development within TPAs along Morena
Boulevard could block views toward the coast for residents in Clairemont Mesa. While residential
views are not protected views, views toward the coast from public parks within Clairemont Mesa
could be affected. Similarly, there are numerous scenic parks and public viewing locations
throughout the City. Development under the Housing Program could change scenic views and vistas
from public viewing locations where TPAs are visible throughout the City.
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While the Housing Program would waive height limit requirements for qualifying development,
there are a variety of factors that would limit the ultimate heights that could be achieved by
development under the program. As discussed, the 30-foot height limitation would continue to
apply within the Coastal Zone. Additionally, airport height restrictions within proximity to public
airports (i.e., Brown Field, Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar,
Naval Outlying Landing Field Imperial Beach, and San Diego International Airport) would continue to
apply to future development (refer to Section 4.7 of this EIR). In addition, market and construction
factors can contribute to height limitations. Notwithstanding these factors, future development
under the Housing Program is anticipated to result in areas of increased density and building height
that could obstruct scenic views and vistas from public viewing locations. At this programmatic level
of review, impacts associated with scenic views and vistas would be significant.

Issue 2

Neighborhood Character

Would the proposed project result in a substantial adverse alteration (e.g., bulk, scale, materials, or style)
to the existing or planned (adopted) character of the area?
Implementation of the Mobility Choices Program would result in the construction of transportation
infrastructure within existing public rights-of-way or within the development footprint of future
projects. Infrastructure would support and enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use and
accessibility. Development under the Mobility Choices Program would not result in an adverse effect
to neighborhood character since it would result in more amenities that would enhance the character
of the community.
The Housing Program would allow for additional building square footage and height beyond the
allowance in the applicable base zone, PDO, or applicable Community Plan. Height incentives would
only apply outside of the City’s Coastal Zone. Within the Coastal Zone, the existing 30-foot height
limit would continue to apply, which would limit the maximum densities that could be
accommodated in coastal areas and reduce the potential for adverse impacts to neighborhood
character that could result from structure heights that are greater than what currently exists. Within
the Coastal Zone, FAR incentives would still apply; however, the ability to achieve the highest FAR
would be limited by the 30-foot height limit. While the 30-foot height limit would restrict building
square footage, the FAR incentives within the Coastal Zone could result in development that is
inconsistent with the existing neighborhood character. Outside of the Coastal Zone, height
restrictions related to development in proximity to airports would continue to apply which could
limit the height and intensity of development that could occur within areas proximate to airports.
Furthermore, market and construction factors could contribute to height limitations.
Under the Housing Program, development of a certain size would be required to provide public
amenities as discussed in Section 3.5.1.3 of this PEIR. Future development would also be required to
incorporate design 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.
Development would also be required to adhere to the City’s landscape regulations which would
support neighborhood compatibility. Nevertheless, implementation of the Housing Program could
result in development at densities and heights that could substantially alter the existing
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neighborhood character. While the Housing Program is intended to create a more vibrant,
pedestrian-oriented community with transit supportive development, implementation of the
proposed ordinance could result in a substantial change to the existing character within the project
areas. Thus, at this programmatic level of review, impacts associated with neighborhood character
would be significant.

Issue 3

Distinctive or Landmark Trees

Would the proposed project result in the loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or stand of mature
trees?
While the City has policies related to tree preservation in place that are intended to preserve
distinctive, landmark, and mature trees to the extent practicable, it is possible that future
development could nonetheless adversely impact such trees. At this programmatic level of review,
and without project-specific development plans, impacts associated with the loss of any distinctive
or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be significant.

Issue 4

Landform Alteration

Would the proposed project result in a substantial change in the existing landform?
Transportation infrastructure resulting from implementation of the Mobility Choices Program is not
anticipated to result in changes to the existing landform because improvements are anticipated to
occur within public rights-of-way, and/or along existing developed streets. Due to the developed
nature of such areas, landform alteration is not anticipated. Development associated with the
Housing Program could result in changes to existing landforms depending on the constraints and
slope associated with a particular project site. While existing canyons and slopes throughout the
project areas are largely protected from development due to their status as Multi-Habitat Planning
Areas (MHPA), the project areas could contain steep slopes or other topographical features that
could be impacted by development. The City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations
would protect steep hillsides (defined as hillsides at least 50 feet deep with a slope of 25 percent or
greater). Should a proposed project include impacts to ESL-defined steep hillsides, the project would
require a site development permit, including subsequent environmental review, in order to address
potential impacts to ESL protected slopes. While existing protections are in place to preserve the
City’s canyons and steep slopes, specific development proposals and grading quantities are not
known at this time. It is possible that future development under the Housing Program could result in
substantial landform alteration. Even with future discretionary review for projects that impact ESLdefined steep slopes, impacts would be significant.
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Issue 5

Light and Glare

Would the proposed project create substantial light or glare which would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area?
Sources of light within the project areas include those typical of an urban community, such as
building lighting for residential and commercial land uses, roadway infrastructure lighting, and
signage. Future development associated with the Housing Program would introduce new residential
interior and exterior lighting, parking lot lighting, commercial signage lighting, and lamps for
streetscape and public recreational areas. Transportation infrastructure associated with the Mobility
Choices Program could also include additional roadway lighting within or along public rights-of-way.
Future development would be required to comply with the applicable outdoor lighting regulations of
the SDMC (§142.0740 et seq.) which would require development to minimize negative impacts from
light pollution including light trespass, glare, and urban sky glow. Compliance with these regulations
would preserve enjoyment of the night sky and minimize conflict caused by unnecessary
illumination. New outdoor lighting fixtures must minimize light trespass in accordance with the
California Green Building Standards Code, where applicable, or otherwise shall direct, shield, and
control light to keep it from falling onto surrounding properties.
Future development associated with the Housing Program would also be required to comply with
SDMC Section 142.0730 to limit the amount of reflective material on the exterior of a building that
has a light reflectivity factor greater than 30 percent to a maximum of 50 percent. Additionally, per
SDMC Section 142.0730(b), reflective building materials are not permitted where it is determined
that their use would contribute to potential traffic hazards, diminish the quality of riparian habitat,
or reduce enjoyment of public open space. Therefore, through regulatory compliance, the proposed
project would not create substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area, and impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
Future development associated with the Housing Program would contribute to a significant
cumulative impact to scenic views and vistas as future residential structure height could exceed
what is permitted in the existing base zone, PDO, or applicable Community Plan and could
potentially impact scenic views and vistas from public viewing locations throughout the City.
Transportation infrastructure associated with the Mobility Choices Program is not anticipated to
contribute to a cumulative impact to a scenic vista, as these improvements would be located within
or along existing developed public rights-of-way and land and would be smaller scale than
surrounding development.
Development associated with the Housing Program has the potential to cumulatively impact the
visual environment through the design, height, and location of future buildings. As future projects
are developed under the Housing Program, development intensities and building heights could
potentially contrast with the existing neighborhood character within the projects and would result in
a significant cumulative impact related to neighborhood character.
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While distinctive, landmark and mature trees are protected by City Council Policy 900-19, at a
program level of review it is not possible to ensure all possible distinctive, landmark, and mature
trees would be protected. Thus, cumulative impacts would be significant.
As potential impacts related to landform alteration would be localized to a specific project site and
its immediate viewshed, cumulative impacts related to landform alteration are not anticipated.
Furthermore, landform alteration impacts would be minimized through compliance with the City’s
ESL Regulations. Cumulative landform alteration impacts would be less than significant. Future
development would be required to comply with the City’s Off-Site Development Impact Regulations
addressing light and glare, and cumulative light and glare impacts would be less than significant.

4.16.5

Significance of Impacts

4.16.5.1

Scenic Vistas or Views

Transportation infrastructure improvements associated with the Mobility Choices Program would
have a less than significant impact related to scenic vistas or views. Development associated with
the Housing Program located outside of the 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, PDO, or applicable Community Plan. Thus, at this programmatic level of review, and without
project-specific development plans, impacts associated with scenic vistas and viewsheds would be
significant and unavoidable.

4.16.5.2

Neighborhood Character

Development under the Mobility Choices Program would not result in an adverse effect to
neighborhood character since it would result in more amenities that would enhance the character of
the community. The Housing Program would allow for additional building square footage and height
beyond the allowance in the applicable base zone, PDO, or applicable Community Plan. Under the
Housing Program, new development would be required to incorporate design 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. Nevertheless, at this
programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans, impacts associated
with neighborhood character would be significant and unavoidable.

4.16.5.3

Distinctive or Landmark Trees

At this programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans, impacts
associated with the loss of any distinctive or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be
significant and unavoidable.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 4.16-9

4.16 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

4.16.5.4

Landform Alteration

Transportation infrastructure resulting from implementation of the Mobility Choices Program is not
anticipated to result in changes to the existing landform because improvements are anticipated to
occur within public right-of-ways, and/or along existing developed streets. While existing protections
are in place to preserve the City’s canyons and steep slopes, specific development proposals and
grading quantities are not known at this time. It is possible that future development under the
Housing Program could result in substantial landform alteration. Even with future discretionary
review for projects that impact ESL-defined steep slopes, impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.

4.16.5.5

Light and Glare

Required compliance with the SDMC would ensure impacts relative to lighting and glare would be
less than significant.

4.16.6

Conclusion

Adherence to existing City regulations described in Section 4.16.2.2 would reduce significant
aesthetic impacts to the existing or planned character of an area. The proposed project also includes
regulations that would reduce significant impacts related to visual effects and neighborhood
character to the greatest extent feasible, as detailed below.
§143.1025

Supplemental Development Regulations

Development utilizing these regulations must comply with the following Supplemental
Development Regulations, and may not utilize incentives or waivers provided in
Section 143.1010(hf)-(g) to deviate from them:

(a) Bulk Standards for Buildings Over 90 Feet on Premises Over 20,000 Square Feet

in Area. For purposes of this Section, bulk and scale are divided into the two
main areas of the building base and the tower. Buildings over 90 feet in height
located on premises over 20,000 square feet in area shall adhere to the following
requirements:
(1)
For the purposes of this Section, building base means the structural
envelope located immediately above existing grade, proposed grade, or a
basement. The maximum height of the building base shall be 90 feet.
(2)
The minimum height of the street wall shall be 30 feet, except as required
under the Centre City Planned District.
(3)
A street wall shall be provided for 70 percent of the building frontage along
the public right-of-way, with the following exceptions, which may be
subtracted from the length of the frontage:
(A) Publicly or privately-owned plazas or promenades;
(B) Courtyard entrances up to 30 feet wide for residential uses;
(C) Recessed entrances up to a maximum of 25 feet in width and a
maximum of 15 feet in depth;
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(D)

(4)

(5)

Entries into interior or auto courts, or auto drop-offs may be allowed
behind the required street wall; and
(E)
Areas where the existing grade of the public right-of-way differs from
the building pad by more than two feet.
For the purposes of this Section, tower means the structural envelope
located immediately above the building base to the top of the building.
(A) The maximum lot coverage of the tower shall be 75 percent of the lot
coverage of the building base.
(B) Within a single development, towers shall be separated by a minimum
of 50 feet.
Development must comply with the private open space and common open
space requirements of the applicable base zone or Planned District
Ordinance.

These supplemental development regulations would serve to regulate the design of future
development under the Housing Program by minimizing impacts relating to bulk and scale,
providing supplemental lot coverage requirements for tower structures, and providing requirements
related to open space and common area requirements. While the supplemental development
regulations would minimize adverse impacts related to aesthetics, in particular neighborhood
character, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
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5
Chapter 5.0
Effects Found Not to be Significant
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15128 requires that an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) contain a brief statement disclosing the reasons why various possible significant
effects of a proposed project were found not to be significant and therefore were not discussed in
detail in the EIR. Environmental issues not expected to have a significant impact as a result of
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices (proposed project) are agriculture
and forestry resources, mineral resources, and population and housing. A brief discussion of the
reasons for this finding is provided below. 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.”

5.1

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

The project areas are generally located within urbanized settings where the potential for loss of
agricultural and forestry resources is low. Based on the farmland maps prepared by the California
Department of Conservation (2016), the proposed project areas are not identified as containing
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. The proposed project
areas are entirely urbanized and there are no existing agricultural lands or agricultural uses.
Therefore, no impacts to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
would occur. Additionally, the project areas are not zoned for agricultural use and there are no lands
under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, there would be no conflict with agricultural zoning or a
Williamson Act contract.

5.2

Mineral Resources

According to the California Geological Survey Open File Report 96-04, areas mapped as Mineral
Resource Zone 1, 2, 3, and 4 (MRZ-1 through MRZ-4) have been mapped for the City of San Diego
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(City). MRZ-1 areas are locations in San Diego County that have been identified as having no
significant mineral deposits. Areas mapped in MRZ-2 are considered to have extractable aggregate
deposits. Areas mapped in MRZ-3 contain mineral deposits that may qualify as mineral resources.
MRZ-4 areas are those where geologic information does not rule out either the presence or absence
of mineral resources. Based on a review of referenced data, the project areas are located within
urbanized settings where the potential for loss of mineral deposits due to future development is
considered low. The potential for loss of mineral resources is low because there is a lack of known
mineral resources in the area, the feasibility of a mining operation within a highly developed urban
environment is low due to land use conflicts, and there is little undeveloped land available for
mining. There are no existing mineral extraction operations within or surrounding the project areas.
Therefore, no impact to mineral resources would occur.

5.3

Population and Housing

No adverse impacts to population or housing are anticipated from implementation of the proposed
project. As detailed in Section 3.2.3, the proposed project is intended to accommodate projected
population and housing needs within the City for all income levels and would not induce unplanned
population growth as there is a need for housing to serve projected population levels. As detailed in
Chapter 4.0, the Housing Program could exceed planned development assumptions within
Community Plan areas that have not undergone a recent comprehensive update. While this
conservative assumption is made for purposes of the PEIR, the housing densities would be focused
within Transit Priority Areas, consistent with the City of Villages strategy, and would incentivize
housing consistent with the City’s Housing Element goals. Additionally, while the Mobility Choices
Program would not directly result in new housing, it is intended to incentivize housing within TPAs
and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 consistent with planned growth. Thus, development under the
proposed project would not support unplanned population growth. See Chapter 3.0, Project
Description, for additional information. While the project could temporarily displace housing as
lands are redeveloped, the Housing Program includes requirements to ensure affordable units are
not lost, and ultimately, proposed development would replace and increase the supply of housing.
Future construction associated with the proposed project would be associated with a demand for
construction trade skills and labor. It is anticipated that this demand would be met by the local labor
force within San Diego County or surrounding areas and would not require the importation of a
substantial number of workers that could cause an increased demand for temporary or permanent
housing.
It is anticipated that most of the new housing units would be absorbed by existing residents of the
San Diego area and would assist in accommodating projected population growth that would occur
without the proposed ordinances. The number of additional housing units and the corresponding
forecasted number of new residents is not substantial and would contribute to the housing
provision goals of the City’s Housing Element by helping to accommodate regional growth projected
for the project areas, the City, and the region as a whole. Therefore, the proposed project is not
anticipated to result in overall regional population growth, and there would be no population and
housing related impacts.

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR
Page 5-2

6.0 Growth Inducement

6
Chapter 6.0
Growth Inducement
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2(e), the
following growth inducement analysis is required:
Discuss ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove
obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant
might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the
population may tax existing community services facilities, requiring construction of
new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. It must not be
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little
significance to the environment.
According to the City of San Diego’s (City’s) CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, growth
inducement “is usually associated with those projects that foster economic or population growth, or
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly which may result in the
construction of major 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. Accelerated
growth may further strain existing community facilities or encourage activities that could
significantly affect the surrounding environment.” In addition, the Thresholds state that “the analysis
must avoid speculation and focus on probable growth patterns or projects.”
The City’s General Plan PEIR (2008) notes that “population in San Diego will grow whether or not the
Draft General Plan is adopted…” The General Plan incorporates the City of Villages strategy, which
notes that a “village” is a place where residential, commercial, employment, and civic uses are
present and integrated, and are characterized by compact mixed-use areas that are pedestrianfriendly and linked to the regional transit system (City of San Diego 2008). Based on Government
Code Section 65300, the General Plan serves as a comprehensive, long-term plan for physical
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development of the City and, by definition, is intended to manage and address future growth in the
City. Implementation of the City of Villages strategy relies on the future designation and
development of village sites through comprehensive community plan updates.
Recent community plan updates have been adopted that follow the General Plan’s vision and City of
Villages strategy by planning for higher density residential and mixed-use development in areas
near transit. The policies specified within these community plan updates are intended to create
mixed-use urban environments that support transit and pedestrian activity.
Increases in density resulting from existing community plans could result in the need for the
expansion of utilities and public services, as future development occurs. As each community plan is
updated, the City prepares updated Impact Fee Studies that identifies existing public facilities, future
needs, facility costs, and provides an impact fee calculation that would apply to new development.
Implementation of these plans will allow for growth to proportionally fund the cost of providing
necessary public facilities. With the proposed project, services will need to expand to keep ratios of
personnel to population consistent with General Plan goals; however, this expansion will occur
incrementally, allowing the City to adjust over time to the increased demand.
The City’s General Plan Housing Element provides the policy framework for future planning
decisions, and identifies a series of implementation steps to meet the Housing Element’s goals,
objectives, and policies. Goal 1 is to ensure “the provision of sufficient housing for all income groups
to accommodate San Diego’s anticipated share of regional growth…that will help meet regional GHG
targets by improving transportation and land use coordination and jobs/housing balance, creating
more transit oriented, compact and walkable communities, providing more housing capacity for all
income levels, and protecting resource areas.”
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 (Current
Cycle - 2010 through 2020). The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (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.
th

The current 5 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. Because the RHNA targets are set to meet the forecasted housing need, and
production is falling well below this need, the proposed Complete Communities: Housing Solutions
(Housing Program) will further encourage development to help accommodate planned residential
growth.
The proposed Complete Communities: Mobility Choices (Mobility Choices Program) is intended to
support reductions in citywide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by requiring the provision of on-site VMT
reducing measures within the City’s Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) and Mobility Zones, 2, and 3 and by
requiring a contribution from development withinoutside of the TPAs and Mobility Zone 4s 1 and 2
toward active transportation infrastructure projects that would reduce VMT within the TPAs and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. The Mobility Choices Program is intended to incentivize housing;
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however, as the Mobility Choices Program is intended as an implementation strategy for the City to
reduce citywide VMT, and because it would be consistent with the City’s strategy for growth by
encouraging the development of active transportation infrastructure projects, the Mobility Choices
Program would not be growth inducing.
The proposed Housing Program would incentivize and is reasonably anticipated to result in
development of multi-family residential units within areas already suitable for growth because they
are within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). As the Housing Program is intended as an implementation
strategy for the City to realize its existing housing goals, and because it would be consistent with the
City’s strategy for growth by focusing development within areas accessible to transit, the Housing
Program would not be growth inducing. The Housing Program would instead redirect planned
growth into TPAs where the needed infrastructure exists, to help achieve the existing RHNA targets
in an environmentally sensitive manner.
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7
Chapter 7.0
Significant Unavoidable Impacts/Significant
Irreversible Environmental Changes
7.1

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2(c), any
significant unavoidable impacts of a project, including those impacts that can be mitigated, but not
reduced to below a level of significance despite the applicant’s willingness to implement all feasible
mitigation measures, must be identified in the Program Environmental 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.
The significance of impacts and availability of any feasible mitigation measures is summarized in the
Executive Summary Table ES-1. Where feasible, the proposed ordinance has incorporated language
that would reduce potentially significant impacts; however, the following issue areas would remain
significant and unavoidable:
Air Quality
Issue 1
Issue 2
Issue 3

Conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Direct and Cumulative)
Air Quality Standards (Direct and Cumulative)
Sensitive Receptors – Localized Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots (Direct) and Mobile
Source Emissions (Direct)
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Biological Resources
Issue 1
Sensitive Species (Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 2
Sensitive Habitats (Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 3
Wetlands (Direct and Cumulative)
Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources
Issue 1
Historic Buildings, Structures, Objects or Sites (Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 2
Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacred Sites and Human Remains
(Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 3
Tribal Cultural Resources (Direct and Cumulative)
Hydrology/Water Quality
Issue 1
Flooding and Drainage Patterns – Riverine Flooding (Direct), Mudflow (Direct), and
Tsunamis, Downstream flooding (Direct) Tsunami inundation (Direct and Cumulative)
Noise
Issue 1
Issue 2

Noise Levels - Ambient Noise, Traffic Related Noise, Rail Noise, Noise Ordinance
Compliance, Temporary Construction Noise (Direct and Cumulative)
Groundborne Vibration (Direct and Cumulative)

Public Services and Facilities
Issue 1
Public Facilities - Police Protection, Fire-Rescue Services, Schools, Libraries, Parks and
Recreation (Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 2
Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood parks and Recreational Facilities (Direct and
Cumulative)
Issue 3
Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities (Direct and Cumulative)
Transportation
Issue 2
Vehicle Miles Traveled (Direct and Cumulative)
Public Utilities and Infrastructure
Issue 1
Water Supply (Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 2
Utilities (Direct and Cumulative)
Wildfire
Issue 1
Issue 2
Issue 3
Issue 4

Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative)
Pollutants from Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative)
Infrastructure (Direct and Cumulative)
Flooding or Landslides (Direct)

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
Issue 1
Scenic Vistas or Views (Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 2
Neighborhood Character (Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 3
Distinctive or Landmark Trees (Direct and Cumulative)
Issue 4
Landform Alteration (Direct and Cumulative)
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7.2

Significant Irreversible Environmental Impacts

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an evaluation of the significant irreversible
environmental changes which would occur should the proposed project be implemented.
Irreversible changes typically fall into one of three categories:
•

Primary impacts such as the use of nonrenewable resources (i.e., biological habitat,
agricultural land, mineral deposits, water bodies, energy resources and cultural resources);

•

Primary and secondary impacts such as highway improvements which provide access to
previously inaccessible areas; and

•

Environmental accidents potentially associated with buildout of the proposed project.

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that irretrievable commitments of resources
should be evaluated to assure that current consumption of such resources is justified.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant irreversible impacts to
agricultural land, biological resources, energy, mineral resources, or water bodies. For a discussion
of energy consumption, refer to Section 4.4 Energy.
Regarding agricultural resources, the proposed project areas are not identified as containing Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. With respect to biological
resources, the proposed project would primarily affect developed areas and if sensitive biological
resources are present, would be required to undergo a discretionary permit process in accordance
with Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations, the City of San Diego’s (City’s) Biology
Guidelines, and the provisions of the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) as necessary.
Similarly, projects that have the potential to impact wetlands would follow the applicable
discretionary permit process in accordance with City and wildlife agency regulatory requirements.
Project areas located within Multi-Habitat Preservation Area (MHPA) and Vernal Pool Habitat
Conservation Plan (VPHCP) preserve would be subject to ESL Regulations that would ensure no
conflicts would occur in relation to the MSCP Subarea Plan or VPHCP. Additionally, development
adjacent to MHPA or VPHCP lands would be subject to the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines in MSCP
Subarea Plan Section 1.4.3 and VPHCP Section 5.2.1. Thus, no significant irreversible changes to
biological resources would occur. As for mineral resources, the project areas are located within
urbanized settings where the potential for loss of mineral deposits due to further development is
considered low due to a lack of known mineral resources in the area, and low feasibility of a mining
operation within a highly developed urban due to land use conflicts. Thus, no significant irreversible
changes would occur.
Buildout of the project areas would have significant and unavoidable impacts on historical,
archaeological, and tribal cultural resources, as detailed in Section 4.8, Historical and Tribal Cultural
Resources. At a program level of analysis, it is assumed that at least some of those impacts would be
irreversible.
With respect to environmental accidents potentially associated with the proposed project, and as
further discussed in Section 4.7 of this PEIR, potential impacts related to hazardous materials and
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associated health hazards from implementation of the proposed project would be avoided or
reduced to below a level of significance through mandatory conformance with applicable
regulatory/industry standards and codes. Regarding wildfire, existing building codes and brush
management regulations would be applied for all future development within the project areas and
the entire City to ensure buildings and their occupants are not exposed to a significant wildfire risk.
Furthermore, the project areas are located within a highly urbanized environment with minimal
wildland urban interface areas. Thus, the potential for an increase in environmental accidents due to
the proposed project is low.
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8
Chapter 8.0
Alternatives
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) compare the effects of a “reasonable range of alternatives” to the
effects of a project. The CEQA Guidelines further specify that the alternatives selected should
feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives and avoid or substantially lessen one or more
significant effects of the project. The “range of alternatives” is governed by the “rule of reason,”
which requires the EIR to set forth only those feasible alternatives necessary to permit an informed
and reasoned choice by the lead agency and to foster meaningful public participation (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). CEQA generally defines “feasible” to mean an alternative that is
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, while also
taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors.
As discussed in Chapter 4.0, implementation of Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and
Complete Communities: Mobility Choices (proposed project) would result in significant and/or
cumulative environmental impacts related 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. In developing the alternatives to be addressed in this chapter,
consideration was given regarding their ability to meet the basic objectives of the proposed project
and the potential to eliminate or substantially reduce significant environmental impacts as identified
in Chapter 4.0 of this Program EIR (PEIR).
The following objectives for the proposed project support the underlying purpose of the project,
assist the City of San Diego (City) as lead agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives to
evaluate in this PEIR, and will ultimately aid the lead agency in preparing findings and overriding
considerations, if necessary. The primary goals, recommendations, and objectives of the proposed
project are to:
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Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City’s diverse
housing needs;



Incentivize new construction of all types of multi-family housing, with an emphasis on
affordable housing units;



Implement the City’s General Plan to achieve planned housing densities and meet the City’s
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) targets;



Implement the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) to achieve greenhouse gas reductions
through a reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and increased active transportation
mode shares within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) (for the Housing Program) and urban areas
(Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32);



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;



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



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).

The alternatives addressed in this PEIR were selected in consideration of one or more of the
following factors:


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



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



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;



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



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[e]).
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Based on the criteria described above, this PEIR considers Alternative 1: No Project Alternative,
Alternative 2: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative, and Alternative 3: Incentives Available
Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative. A side-by-side comparison of the potential impacts of
the alternatives to the impacts identified for the proposed project is provided in Table 8-1.
Table 8-1
Alternatives Comparison to the Proposed Project
2. Limited Transit
Priority Area
1
Alternative
LS (>)
SU (<)
SU (=)
LS (=)
LS (=)
LS (=)
LS (=)

3. Incentives Available
Citywide Except
Height Incentive
Alternative
SU (>)
SU (<)
SU (>)
LS (>)
LS (=)
LS (>)
LS (=)

Proposed
1. No Project
Environmental Issue Area
Project
Alternative
Land Use
LS
LS (>)
Air Quality
SU
SU (<)
Biological Resources
SU
SU (=)
Energy
LS
LS (>)
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
LS
LS (=)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
LS
SU (>)
Health and Safety
LS
LS (=)
Historical, Archaeological, and
SU
SU (=)
SU (<)
SU (>)
Tribal Cultural Resources
Hydrology/Water Quality
SU
SU (<)
SU (<)
SU (=)
Noise
SU
SU (<)
SU (=)
SU (<)
Paleontological Resources
LS
LS (=)
LS (=)
LS (=)
Public Services and Facilities
SU
SU (=)
SU (=)
SU (=)
Transportation and Circulation
SU
SU (>)
SU (>)
SU (>)
Public Utilities and Infrastructure
SU
SU (=)
SU (=)
SU (=)
Wildfire
SU
SU (<)
SU (<)
SU (>)
Visual Effects and Neighborhood
SU
SU (<)
SU (<)
SU (<)
Character
NOTES: SU = Significant and Unavoidable; LS = Less than Significant;
(=) Impacts the same/similar to the proposed project; (<) Impacts less than the proposed project; (>) Impacts
greater than the proposed project.
1
Alternative 2 includes an option 2a and 2b; both options have the same significance conclusions as compared
to the proposed project.

General descriptions of the characteristics of each of these alternatives, along with a discussion of
their ability to reduce significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed project are
provided in the following subsections. Within the discussions below, Complete Communities:
Housing Solutions is referred to as “Housing Program” while Complete Communities: Mobility
Choices is referred to as “Mobility Choices Program.”
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8.1

No Project Alternative

8.1.1

Description

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 inside TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. 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. Planning for mobility infrastructure would
continue as it currently exists, without a comprehensive mechanism to direct VMT reducing
infrastructure in areas with the greatest potential to achieve citywide VMT reductions.

8.1.2
a.

Analysis of No Project Alternative

Land Use

The No Project Alternative would not implement the proposed ordinances and accordingly would
not incentivize housing construction, affordability, and supply to achieve planned densities in the
City’s General Plan or community plans to meet the City’s RHNA goals. Without the proposed
ordinances, citywide per capita VMT would not be reduced to the same extent as the proposed
project; and funding would not be provided to support the completion of active transportation
infrastructure within the City’s TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 to support planned densities.
Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not provide additional incentives for
development near existing transit corridors, which would be necessary to implement the City of
Villages strategy and the CAP. Therefore, while the No Project Alternative would not conflict with
existing City plans or policies, it would not take the steps needed to fully achieve the goals of existing
City plans or policies including the CAP and City of Villages strategy to the same degree as the
proposed project. Impacts related to conversion of open space or farmland would be the same
under the No Project Alternative as the proposed project as the location of potential development
areas would not change. Conflicts with an adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)
under the No Project Alternative would be similar to the proposed project as future development
would be required to comply with applicable Airport Influence Areas and regulations of the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone.
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b.

Air Quality

Air quality impacts under this alternative would be less than those anticipated under the proposed
project. Regarding existing air quality plans, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with the
adopted Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) or the State Implementation Plan (SIP), because
development intensity under the No Project Alternative would be consistent with projections used
by San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) in developing the RAQS and SIP. Therefore,
impacts associated with consistency with air quality plans would be less than significant and less
than the proposed project.
Regarding operational emissions, impacts under the No Project Alternative would be less than those
anticipated under the proposed project, because buildout without the proposed ordinances could
result in lower densities within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 compared to development
incentivized by the Housing Program. Development under the No Project Alternative would be
consistent with those emission estimates used to develop the RAQS and SIP. In addition,
construction emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than those anticipated under
the proposed project because of reduced development intensities that would be allowed within
TPAs and reduced incentives to develop. While impacts to sensitive receptors under the No Project
Alternative would be less than the proposed project due to the reduced development potential
within TPAs, there could still be potential impacts from construction and operation emissions. Air
quality impacts under the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable, but to a
lesser degree than the proposed project.

c.

Biological Resources

Preservation of the region’s biological resources has been addressed through the implementation of
regional habitat conservation plans. Impacts to biological resources in the City are managed through
the adopted Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan and Vernal Pool Habitat
Conservation Plan (VPHCP), which is incorporated by reference in the City’s adopted General Plan.
The No Project Alternative would not conflict with these adopted conservation plans; therefore,
impacts would be less than significant, the same as the proposed project.
Impacts to biological resources – specifically sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands –
under the proposed project would be significant. While Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)
regulations would largely avoid significant impacts under both the No Project Alternative and the
proposed project, it cannot be determined at this program level of review whether all biological
resources impacts can be avoided. Thus, impacts to sensitive species and habitats and wetlands
would be significant under the No Project Alternative, the same as the proposed project. Under both
the No Project Alternative and the proposed project, impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites
would be avoided through compliance with the MSCP and compliance with protections afforded to
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) and MHPA-adjacent lands. Therefore, like the proposed project,
impacts to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands under the No Project Alternative would
be significant, and impacts to wildlife corridors and nurseries and conflicts with the MSCP Subarea
Plan and the VPHCP would be less than significant.
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d.

Energy

As with the proposed project, future projects under the No Project Alternative would be subject to
existing building and energy code regulations in place at the time in which they were implemented.
However, this alternative would not incentivize the provision of high density multi-family housing in
TPAs and could result in less dense housing developments, and accordingly less energy efficient
housing. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would not include the proposed Mobility Choices
Program which would result in mobility improvements that would support increased bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit infrastructure and amenities. Thus, buildout under the No Project Alternative
would result in higher energy consumption associated with transportation as this alternative would
not support alternative modes of travel to the same degree as the proposed project. The No Project
Alternative would not achieve the planned densities and transportation infrastructure in the City’s
General Plan and community plans, and would contain fewer opportunities to reduce wasteful,
inefficient, and unnecessary use of energy. The No Project Alternative would result in less than a
significant impact related to conflicts with plans and policies that aim to incentivize energy efficiency;
however, this alternative would be less energy efficient than the proposed project.

e.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

All future development requiring grading within the City must prepare a site-specific geotechnical
investigation and implement site-specific measures to avoid geologic hazards. These regulations and
requirements would apply equally to the No Project Alternative and to the proposed project.
Geologic hazards include seismic hazards, erosion or loss of topsoil, geologic instability, and
expansive soils. Adherence to the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) grading regulations and
construction requirements and implementation of the City’s geotechnical study requirements would
preclude significant impacts related to seismic hazards. Conformance to mandated City grading
requirements would ensure that proposed grading and construction operations would avoid
significant soil erosion impacts. Construction in accordance with existing regulations and
implementation of recommendations in the required site-specific geotechnical report would prevent
impacts related to geologic instability. Finally, compliance with existing regulations would ensure
that impacts associated with expansive soils are reduced to less than significant.
With implementation of recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical investigations
required under the California Building Code (CBC) and SDMC, impacts related to geologic hazards
would be less than significant under the No Project Alternative and the proposed project.

f.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The No Project Alternative would result in fewer emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) than the
proposed project due to the reduced development potential and associated reduction in vehicle and
other emissions. However, this alternative would also not include the proposed Mobility Choices
Program that would support increased bicycle, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure and amenities
within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32, which would conflict with CAP goals and the General
Plan’s City of Villages strategy. Additionally, incentives that would increase density near transit
centers would not occur under the No Project Alternative. The absence of the proposed ordinances
supporting land use and mobility improvements within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 would
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not implement the City’s vision to increase density near transit to support alternative modes of
transportation that can ultimately reduce GHG emissions, which would represent a significant
impact related to conflicts with applicable GHG plans and policies.
Although this alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project, which would
translate into reduced GHG emissions, the No Project Alternative would not focus density in TPAs
which is anticipated to result in an overall reduction in GHG emissions when considering planned
population growth in the City. Locating the most intense development in proximity to transit centers
enables a greater proportion of the population to benefit from alternative transportation options
and ultimately reduce overall VMT and GHG emissions. Whereas the No Project Alternative GHG
emissions would not be significant, the alternative would not support the City in obtaining citywide
GHG emissions reduction targets under the CAP, resulting in greater impacts than the proposed
project, due to its inconsistency with the City’s CAP and the General Plan’s City of Villages strategy.

g.

Health and Safety

Compliance with federal, state, regional, and local health and safety laws and regulations would
address potential health and safety impacts under the No Project Alternative, the same as the
proposed project. Hazardous materials and waste would be managed and used in accordance with
all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and neither the No Project Alternative
nor the proposed project would create a significant hazard to the public or environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment. In accordance with City, state, and federal requirements, 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 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-Rescue Department (SDFD), California Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or other
responsible agency. Therefore, impacts to schools would also be less than significant. Regarding
aircraft-related impacts, implementation of the No Project Alternative would be consistent with
adopted ALUCP as future development would be required to show compatibility with the
requirements of the ALUCPs, the SDMC, and associated Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
requirements. Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the Office of
Emergency Services (OES) of San Diego County continue to coordinate to update the MultiJurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other
factors change to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant.
Impacts relating to this alternative would be less than significant, the same as the proposed project.

h.

Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources

As with the proposed project, future development under the No Project Alternative has the potential
to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to historical resources. The extent of impacts to
historical resources resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be similar to
those identified for the proposed project, as the extent and areas of disturbance by development
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would be generally the same and only the type and/or intensity of allowed development would
change under the proposed project. As with the proposed project, implementation of the No Project
Alternative would result in potentially significant impacts related to historical resources at the
program level that would be significant and unavoidable.
Regarding prehistoric, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources, future development under the
No Project Alternative, as with the proposed project, has the potential to result in significant direct
and/or indirect impacts to prehistoric and tribal cultural resources. The extent of impacts to
prehistoric and tribal cultural resources resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative
would be similar to those identified for the proposed project, as the extent and areas of disturbance
by development would be generally the same and only the type and/or intensity of allowed
development would change under the proposed project.
As with the proposed project, implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in
potentially significant impacts related to historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources at
the program level that would be significant and unavoidable.

i.

Hydrology/Water Quality

Potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality of the No Project Alternative include
downstream flooding, water quality impacts, erosion, and sedimentation. However, all future
development must comply with all National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
requirements, including the development of a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) if the
disturbed area covers one acre or more. Future projects would also be required to follow the City’s
Storm Water Standards Manual for drainage design and best management practices (BMPs) for
treatment.
Concerning water quality, new development under the No Project Alternative would be required to
implement LID and storm water BMPs into the design of future projects to address the potential for
the transport of pollutants of concern through either retention or filtration, consistent with the
requirements of the 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 for both the No Project Alternative and proposed project.
Concerning groundwater, storm water regulations that encourage infiltration of storm water runoff
and protection of water quality would protect the quality of groundwater resources and support
infiltration where appropriate. Impacts would be less than significant for both the No Project
Alternative and proposed project.
Concerning downstream flooding, all development occurring within the project areas would be
subject to drainage and floodplain regulations in the SDMC, and would be required to adhere to the
City’s Drainage Design Manual, ESL Regulations protecting floodplains, Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) standards, and the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual. Under the No
Project Alternative, significant impacts associated with mudflow could occur due to development
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areas near steep slopes and associated mudflow risk that could occur. Additionally, potential
riverine flooding impacts would largely be avoided through compliance with the ESL Regulations;
however, for project areas protected by the Provisionally Accredited Levy (PAL) in Mission Valley,
impacts would be significant. These significant impacts of the No Project Alternative related to
mudflows and flooding in Mission Valley downstream of the PAL would be the same for the
proposed project.
Impacts related to tsunami risk under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant with
adherence to current regulations and emergency management plans that would ensure that
potential impacts on people and structures would not be substantial. Impacts of the No Project
Alternative related to tsunami risks would be less than the proposed project due to the reduced
intensity of development that could be located in tsunami inundation zones.

j.

Noise

The No Project Alternative would not incentivize housing and mobility improvements within TPAs
and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32; however, the No Project Alternative could result in development
and improvements within the same areas as the proposed project, with lower densities in TPAs.
Future development implemented under both the No Project Alternative and proposed project
would be required to comply with applicable City and state noise regulations including Title 24
Building Code requirements and the City’s Noise Ordinance. The noise impacts of the No Project
Alternative related to temporary construction noise would be similar to the proposed project, as
construction activities under both the No Project Alternative and the proposed project could
potentially generate short-term noise levels in excess of 75 A-weighted decibels hourly equivalent
sound level [dB(A) Leq] at adjacent properties. While the City regulates noise associated with
construction equipment and activities through its Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, due to
the highly developed nature of the project areas, construction noise could impact sensitive receivers
potentially located in proximity to construction sites. Thus, impacts associated with temporary
construction noise would be the same under the No Project Alternative as under the proposed
project.
Under the No Project Alternative impacts related to general ambient noise levels, traffic-related
noise, rail noise, noise ordinance compliance, and temporary construction would be significant
because it cannot be ensured that these noise impacts could be adequately reduced at a program
level of analysis. Thus, impacts related to noise levels under the No Project Alternative would be the
same as the proposed project.
The proposed project analysis identified a significant impact related to groundborne vibration
impacts due to the potential for future development to occur near existing or planned trolley and
rail lines. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could result in development
adjacent to trolley and rail lines which could expose people and structures to vibration impacts,
although the extent of potential exposure would be reduced. Thus, vibration impacts of the No
Project Alternative would be significant, but reduced compared to the proposed project.
Future development under the No Project Alternative may be located within ALUCP identified noise
contours. However, during the building permit process for new development, overflight notification
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requirements would apply. Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be less than significant,
the same as the proposed project.

k.

Paleontological Resources

Impacts to paleontological resources under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant,
the same as the proposed project. Future development projects implemented under the No Project
Alternative could involve excavation of previously undisturbed areas, some of which may contain
unique paleontological resources with fossil-bearing potential. Potential impacts to paleontological
resources were evaluated in the General Plan PEIR and the analysis concluded that there is a
potential for the cumulative loss of paleontological resources throughout the City as the City
continues to develop in response to projected population growth. Likewise, development
implemented in accordance with future development projects may result in the loss of unique
paleontological resources or geologic formations with fossil-bearing potential. Pursuant to
Section 142.0151 of the SDMC, all projects must comply with the General Grading Guidelines for
Paleontological Resources included in Appendix P of the City’s Land Development Manual. These
guidelines also include the standard monitoring requirement, should a project meet the threshold
for paleontological resource monitoring.
This regulation would apply to all projects within the City, and would ensure that impacts to
paleontological resources under this alternative would be less than significant, the same as the
proposed project.

l.

Public Services and Facilities

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development
occurs, public facility improvements would likely be required to serve the City’s growing population.
While future facilities would undergo a separate environmental review and would comply with
existing regulations at the time to address potential environmental impacts, impacts related to the
construction and operation of public facilities would remain significant and unavoidable due to the
inability to ensure each future facility would be able to fully mitigate their potential environmental
impacts. Thus, impacts related to public services and facilities would be significant and unavoidable
under the No Project Alternative, the same as the proposed project.

m.

Transportation and Circulation

Potential impacts related to transportation and circulation under the No Project Alternative relate to
consistency with City policies, VMT, design features, and emergency access. From a policy
perspective, the No Project Alternative would contain none of the elements included in the
proposed project intended to facilitate the development of high density multi-family residential land
uses and mobility enhancements within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 in order to mitigate
citywide VMT impacts. This alternative would do less to support improved pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit facilities and less to foster increased safety for all alternative modes. While impacts of the No
Project Alternative related to transportation policy consistency would be less than significant, this
alternative would not implement the City’s transportation policies to the same degree as the
proposed project.
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Concerning VMT impacts, the No Project Alternative would not incentivize high density mixed-use
residential development within TPAs and would not result in mobility enhancements in TPAs and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 that would support reductions in VMT. Although the No Project
Alternative could result in lesser development intensity and less potential vehicle trips, it would also
not support and encourage alternative modes of transport by focusing housing in TPAs and
providing associated transportation infrastructure. The No Project Alternative is anticipated to result
in residential development in less efficient VMT screening areas (> 85 percent region average) than
the proposed project due to a lack of incentives provided for development in VMT efficient areas (<
85 percent region average). Under both the No Project Alternative and the proposed project,
development could occur in VMT screening areas that exceed the City’s VMT threshold (> 85 percent
region average), resulting in a significant and unavoidable VMT impact, that is slightly greater than
the proposed project.
Concerning design features, under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to roadways
or amenities such as bicycle facilities would undergo review and approval by the City Engineer.
Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street Design Manual, would ensure that a
substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not occur as a result of the No Project
Alternative. The No Project Alternative 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, the same as the proposed project.
Concerning emergency access, future development allowed under the No Project Alternative would
be required to comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to emergency access and
would be reviewed by the City Fire Marshall to ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore,
impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant, the same as the proposed
project.

n.

Public Utilities and Infrastructure

The No Project Alternative would not implement the proposed project ordinances that would
provide incentives for high density housing within TPAs and support transportation infrastructure
improvements within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Potential impacts related to public
utilities under this alternative relate to water supply, utilities, and solid waste and recycling. From a
policy perspective, water supply impacts under this alternative would be less than the anticipated
impacts of the proposed project because development densities would be consistent with water
supply planning documents and water supply analysis completed in recent Community Plan Update
(CPU) EIRs. The No Project Alternative would not result in densities in excess of what would have
been considered in the latest water supply planning document. In contrast, the proposed project
densities within TPAs could result in densities in excess of what would have been considered in the
latest water supply planning document. Thus, water supply impacts of the No Project Alternative
would be less than the proposed project.
Concerning utilities, mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, and
operation of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and communications systems
infrastructure would likely minimize significant environmental impacts associated with the future
construction of and/or improvements to utilities infrastructure, under any alternative. However, at
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this programmatic level of review and without the benefit of project-specific development plans,
both direct and cumulative impacts associated with the construction of storm water, water
distribution, wastewater, and communication systems would be significant for any future
development, for both the No Project Alternative and the proposed project.
Concerning solid waste and recycling, future development under a No Project Alternative would
generate solid waste through demolition/construction and ongoing operations, which would
increase the amount of solid waste generated within the region, the same as the proposed project.
However, future projects would be required to comply with City regulations regarding solid waste
that are intended to divert solid waste from the Miramar Landfill to preserve capacity. Compliance
with existing regulations requiring waste diversion would help preserve solid waste capacity.
Therefore, impacts of the No Project Alternative associated with solid waste would be less than
significant, the same as the proposed project. Impacts to public utilities under the No Project
Alternative would be significant, the same as the proposed project.

o.

Wildfire

Potential impacts relating to wildfire under the No Project Alternative include wildfires, pollutants
from wildfires, infrastructure, and flooding or landslides. Future development under the No Project
Alternative and the proposed project 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. However, like the proposed project, the No
Project Alternative could result in development in areas subject to wildfire risk, although the No
Project Alternative would not allow the same amount of multi-family residential development within
TPAs, and thus would result in reduced potential exposure of residents to wildfire risk. The
proposed project would allow for additional height and floor area ratio (FAR) in TPAs which could
result in additional residents in certain locations subject to wildfire risk compared to what would be
allowed without the Housing Program. Risk from wildfire and potential exposure of persons to
pollutants from wildfire would be significant and unavoidable under both the No Project Alternative
and the proposed project, although to a lesser degree under the No Project Alternative due to the
potential reduced densities. Wildfire impacts related to required utility improvements and impacts
related to flooding or landslide following a wildfire would be the same (significant and unavoidable)
under both the proposed project and the No Project Alternative.

p.

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

The No Project Alternative would not incentivize the development of multi-family affordable housing
with allowances for additional height and square footage in excess of existing base zone standards
within TPAs. Development under the No Project Alternative would be required to comply with
existing height limits and square footage limitations and would be required to incorporate features
that enhance neighborhood character and minimize adverse impacts associated with increased
bulk, scale, and height as part of the discretionary review process. Building materials, style, and
architectural features would be reviewed to ensure the character of development meets required
development standards. While compliance with existing regulations under the No Project Alternative
would likely minimize impacts related to scenic vistas and views and neighborhood character, it
cannot be ensured that future development under the No Project Alternative would result in less
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than significant impacts. Thus, while development under the No Project Alternative related to scenic
vistas and views and neighborhood character could be significant and unavoidable, impacts would
be reduced compared to development anticipated under the proposed project. While the No Project
Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, these impacts would be reduced
compared to the potential impacts related to scenic vistas and views and neighborhood character
under the proposed project.
Additionally, under the No Project Alternative, impacts associated with the loss of distinctive or
landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be significant because it cannot be ensured at a
programmatic level of review that all impacts could be fully avoided or mitigated. Impacts related to
the loss of distinctive or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be the same as the
proposed project.
While existing protections are in place to preserve the City’s canyons and steep slopes, specific
development proposals and grading quantities are not known at this time. It is possible that future
development under the No Project Alternative could result in substantial landform alteration. Even
with future discretionary review for projects that impact ESL defined steep slopes, impacts would be
significant, the same as the proposed project.
Under the No Project Alternative, required compliance with the City’s Land Development Code (LDC)
would ensure impacts relative to lighting and glare would be less than significant, the same as the
proposed project.

8.1.3

Conclusion

The No Project Alternative would not implement the proposed ordinances that would provide
incentives for the development of high density multi-family housing within TPAs and support
transportation infrastructure improvements within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. Although
the No Project Alternative would allow for development consistent with existing community plans
and zoning, this alternative would not provide the development incentives needed to support longterm GHG reduction initiatives including a transition to non-vehicular forms of travel within TPAs
and would not support higher densities in proximity to transit. This alternative would not assist with
achieving the housing needed to meet RHNA targets and would not provide a mechanism to achieve
necessary transportation infrastructure to support alternative modes of travel in TPAs and Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32.
The No Project Alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project for
the issues of air quality, hydrology and water quality, noise, wildfire, and visual effects and
neighborhood character. However, impacts of the No Project Alternative would be greater than the
proposed project for the issues of land use, energy, GHG emissions, and transportation and
circulation. Overall, the No Project Alternative would achieve the policy objectives of the City’s CAP
and City of Villages strategy to a lesser extent than the proposed project.
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8.2

Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative

8.2.1

Description

a.

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 as shown in Figure 8-1 (Areas A through D). 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 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 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
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.

b.

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 as shown in Figure 8-2 (Areas A through D). 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 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.
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FIGURE 8-1 Area A
Alternative 2A: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative Project Areas within One-quarter Mile of a Major Transit Stop
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FIGURE 8-1 Area B
Alternative 2A: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative Project Areas within One-quarter Mile of a Major Transit Stop
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FIGURE 8-1 Area C
Alternative 2A: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative Project Areas within One-quarter Mile of a Major Transit Stop
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FIGURE 8-1 Area D
Alternative 2A: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative Project Areas within One-quarter Mile of a Major Transit Stop
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FIGURE 8-2 Area A
Alternative 2B: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative Project Areas within One-quarter Mile of an Existing or Planned Trolley Station

M:\JOBS5\9423\common_gis\fig8-2a-d_EIR.mxd 10/4/2019 fmm

V
U
163

¦
¨
§
8

La Mesa

¦
¨
§
15

V
U
94

S a n D i e go

L e m on G ro v e

V
U
125

C o ro n a d o

V
U

V
U

54

75

Na ti o n a l C i ty

¦
¨
§
5

¦
¨
§
805

Alternative 2b Project Areas

C hu l a V i st a

0

Miles

1

[

Coastal Zone Boundary
Transit Priority Areas

FIGURE 8-2 Area B
Alternative 2B: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative Project Areas within One-quarter Mile of an Existing or Planned Trolley Station
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FIGURE 8-2 Area C
Alternative 2B: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative Project Areas within One-quarter Mile of an Existing or Planned Trolley Station
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FIGURE 8-2 Area D
Alternative 2B: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative Project Areas within One-quarter Mile of an Existing or Planned Trolley Station
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8.2.2
a.

Analysis of Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative

Land Use

The Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative would incentivize high density, multi-family housing, but
in fewer and more restricted portions of TPAs than under the proposed project. Under option 2A of
this alternative, incentives for multi-family developments would only be provided for TPAs located
within half a mile of a major transit stop. Under option 2B of this alternative, incentives for multifamily developments would only be provided for TPAs located within one-quarter mile of a major
trolley stop. Compared to the proposed project, both options 2A and 2B would reduce the area
where incentives for development and densification near existing transit would be provided, which
are necessary measures to implement the City of Villages strategy and the CAP. Option 2B would
result in more limited densification than option 2A. While both options would still be consistent with
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan and the General Plan, they would achieve the goals of
incentivizing housing in proximity to transit to a lesser degree. This alternative would result in a less
than significant impact related to consistency with the ESL Regulations, the same as the project, as
existing procedures are in place to ensure compliance with the ESL Regulations. Similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would result in potential exposure of development to sea level
rise, although both the proposed project and this alternative would be consistent with the Coastal
Act. Impacts related to the conversion of open space and farmland and conflicts with an adopted
ALUCP would be less than significant, the same as the proposed project. This alternative would
achieve a portion of the planned densities in the City’s General Plan and community plans, though to
a lesser degree than the proposed project. This alternative’s impact in terms of conflicts with plans
and policies that aim to incentivize housing construction, affordability, and supply would be less
than significant, but greater than under the proposed project.

b.

Air Quality

Air quality impacts under the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative would be similar to the
anticipated impacts under the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the Limited Transit
Priority Area Alternative would permit development with increased emission levels compared to
those anticipated under the existing land use plans. While this alternative would result in fewer
dwelling units and vehicle trips than allowed under the proposed project, the Limited Transit Priority
Area Alternative would also result in greater density than what was anticipated in developing the
RAQS and SIP and, as such, would conflict with implementation of the RAQS and SIP. Therefore, air
quality impacts associated with consistency with the RAQS and SIP under this alternative would be
significant and unavoidable. The air quality impacts for the remaining issue areas under the Limited
Transit Priority Area Alternative related to construction would be similar to the proposed project as
construction emissions could occur to a similar degree as the proposed project. Air quality impacts
related to carbon monoxide emissions would be significant under this alternative, the same as the
proposed project, as traffic volumes over time could result in intersection operation delay and
intersections with 31,600 vehicles per hour or more, which would represent a significant impact. Air
quality impacts related to odors and sensitive receptors would be less than significant, the same as
under the proposed project. For all air quality-related issues, both option 2A and option 2B would
result in the same impact conclusions as the proposed project, although due to reduced density and
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trips, impacts would be slightly less. Option 2B of this alternative would result in the same impact
conclusions, but slightly reduced compared to option 2A.

c.

Biological Resources

The Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative would result in the same level of biological resources
impacts as the proposed project. Implementation of this alternative could result in a potentially
significant impact related to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands. Pursuant to the ESL
Regulations, ministerial projects would be 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 species and habitats
resulting from future ministerial development within the project areas would be less than
significant. However, at a program level of review, impacts associated with potential future
discretionary development under the proposed project would be significant. Similarly, any project
with impacts to wetlands would undergo a discretionary review demonstrating compliance with the
City’s Biology Guidelines, ESL Regulations, and the MSCP Subarea Plan; however, at a program level
of review it cannot be determined whether impacts could be fully mitigated. Therefore, impacts to
wetlands under this alternative would be significant.
Impacts of this alternative related to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be less than
significant, the same as the proposed project due to the location of development areas within
existing urban settings. Impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be also avoided
through compliance with the MSCP and compliance with protections afforded to MHPA and MHPAadjacent lands. Impacts related to MSCP and VPHCP consistency under this alternative would be less
than significant, the same as the proposed project due to required compliance with ESL Regulations
that require that any project located adjacent to the MHPA comply with the MHPA Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines, which would ensure potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitats and
wildlife species within MHPA would be avoided.

d.

Energy

As with the proposed project, future projects under the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative
would be subject to existing building and energy code regulations in place at the time in which they
are implemented. In addition, this alternative would include proposed Mobility Choices Program
improvements and housing incentives near transit that would support increased bicycle, pedestrian,
and transit infrastructure and amenities in accordance with CAP goals, but to a lesser extent than
the proposed project because the project areas would be more limited. The Mobility Choices
Program would provide policies in support of transportation infrastructure and amenities that
encourage non-vehicular travel choices; however, with a lesser degree of implementation of the
Housing Program, transit supportive densities would not be achieved to the same extent as the
proposed project. Both options 2A and 2B of this alternative would increase development potential
within neighborhoods near transit, though in a manner more restricted to the immediate proximity
of transit stops than the proposed project.
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This alternative would contain opportunities to reduce wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary use of
energy and would be consistent with plans and policies that aim to incentivize energy efficiency.
Impacts related to energy would be less than significant and similar to the project.

e.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

All future development requiring grading within the City must prepare a site-specific geotechnical
investigation and implement site-specific measures to avoid geologic hazards. These regulations and
requirements would apply equally to the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative and to the
proposed project. Geologic hazards include seismic hazards, erosion or loss of topsoil, geologic
instability, and expansive soils. 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. Conformance to mandated City grading requirements
would ensure that proposed grading and construction operations would avoid significant soil
erosion impacts. Construction in accordance with existing regulations and implementation of
recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical report would prevent impacts related to geologic
instability. Finally, compliance with existing regulations would ensure that impacts associated with
expansive soils are reduced to less than significant.
With implementation of recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical investigations
required under the CBC and SDMC, impacts related to geologic hazards within the project areas
would be less than significant under the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative and the proposed
project.

f.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The reduced development under this alternative could result in fewer emissions of GHGs associated
due to less density and associated vehicle trips; however, at the same time, reducing the area where
incentives for multi-family residential land uses near transit would apply could result in
development occurring in less GHG efficient areas that require longer trips. Since the Limited Transit
Priority Area Alternative would provide a reduced area where incentives would apply for high
density development near transit, it could result in less development compared to the proposed
project. Overall this alternative would be consistent with CAP goals, because it would include the
same Mobility Choices program as the proposed project and would incentivize housing near transit,
thereby implementing the City’s vision to support alternative modes of transportation that can
ultimately reduce GHG emissions. Impacts associated with GHG emissions would be less than
significant under the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative. Although development densities could
be reduced under this alternative, the reduced area of applicability of incentives near transit could
result in less VMT efficient development and more GHG emissions compared to the proposed
project. At a program level of review, it cannot be determined whether the proposed project or this
alternative would result in more GHG emissions; thus, GHG emissions are assumed to be the same
as under the proposed project.
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g.

Health and Safety

Compliance with federal, state, regional, and local health and safety laws and regulations would
address potential health and safety impacts for the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative, the
same as the proposed project. Hazardous materials and waste would be managed and used in
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and the project would
not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. In
accordance with City, state, and federal requirements, 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 to
occur at a contaminated site until a “no further action” clearance letter from the County of San
Diego’s DEH, or similar determination is issued by the SDFD, DTSC, RWQCB, or other responsible
agency. Therefore, impacts to schools would also be less than significant. Regarding aircraft-related
impacts, 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. Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans,
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. Impacts relating to this alternative would be less than
significant, the same as the proposed project.

h.

Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources

As with the proposed project, future development under the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative
has the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to historical, archaeological,
and tribal cultural resources. Additionally, transportation improvements that are constructed under
the Mobility Choices Program could result in a direct and/or indirect impact to historical,
archaeological, and tribal cultural resources. While the LDC provides for the regulation and
protection of designated and potential historical and archaeological resources and human remains,
at a program level of analysis it is impossible to ensure the successful preservation of these
resources within the project areas. Similarly, existing regulations including the City’s Historical
Resources Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines would provide for the protection of tribal
cultural resources, but cannot ensure all resource impacts could be avoided. Thus, potential impacts
to historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources would be considered significant, the same
as the project. The area of potential impacts would be slightly reduced due to the reduced
applicability of the Housing Program.

i.

Hydrology/Water Quality

Potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality of the Limited Transit Priority Area
Alternative include downstream flooding, water quality impacts, erosion, and sedimentation.
However, all future development must comply with all NPDES permit requirements, including the
development of a SWPPP if the disturbed area covers one acre or more. Future projects would also
be required to follow the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual for drainage design and BMPs for
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treatment. Despite these regulations, impacts related to downstream flooding could be significant
where development is located downstream of the PAL in Mission Valley. Additionally, due to the
potential for this alternative to allow for increased density within project areas subject to tsunami
inundation and potential mudflows after a fire event, these impacts would be significant, but would
be slightly reduced compared to the proposed project given the reduced project area size under this
alternative.
Concerning water quality, new development occurring within the project areas would be required to
implement LID and storm water BMPs into the design of future projects to address the potential for
transport of pollutants of concern through either retention or filtration, consistent with the
requirements of the 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, the same as the project.
Regarding groundwater, storm water regulations that encourage infiltration of storm water runoff
and protection of water quality would protect the quality of groundwater resources and support
infiltration where appropriate. Impacts would be less than significant, the same as the proposed
project.

j.

Noise

Noise impacts under this alternative may include increases in traffic-related noise due to higher
traffic volumes along local roadways, potential noise impacts to noise-sensitive land uses, increases
in construction noise, and potential groundborne noise and vibration impacts due to development
adjacent to trolley or rail lines. While the potential increase in density allowances under this
alternative is not anticipated to exceed overall CPU densities for project areas with a recent CPU,
certain areas without a comprehensive CPU could be subject to densities not considered in recent
CPU analysis. An increase in traffic-generated noise could result in an increase in ambient noise
levels that exceed the City’s significance thresholds beyond what was analyzed in recent CPU EIRs
and in communities that have not had a recent comprehensive CPU. Impacts related to ambient
noise and traffic-related noise increases would be significant and unavoidable. Impacts related to
rail noise would be significant, the same as the project. While it is not anticipated that stationary
noise sources associated with this alternative would result in noise exceeding property line limits, at
a programmatic level of review it cannot be ensured without site-specific development details and
equipment locations which are not available at this time. Thus, impacts related to noise ordinance
compliance under this alternative would be significant, the same as the proposed project.
Future development implemented under both the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative and
proposed project would be required to comply with applicable City and state noise regulations
including Title 24 Building Code requirements and the City’s Noise Ordinance. The temporary
construction noise impacts of this alternative would be similar to the proposed project, as
construction activities could potentially generate short-term noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) Leq at
adjacent properties. While the City regulates noise associated with construction equipment and
activities through its Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, due to the highly developed nature of
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the area with sensitive receivers potentially located in proximity to construction sites, there is the
potential for construction to occur that would expose existing sensitive receptors to significant noise
levels. Thus, impacts associated with temporary construction noise would be the same under this
alternative as under the proposed project.
Future development under the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative would be located within
ALUCP identified noise contours. However, during the building permit process for new development,
overflight notification requirements would apply. Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be
less than significant, the same as the proposed project.

k.

Paleontological Resources

Impacts to paleontological resources under the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative would be
less than significant, the same as the proposed project. Future development projects implemented
under this alternative could involve excavation of previously undisturbed areas, some of which may
contain unique paleontological resources with fossil-bearing potential. Potential impacts to
paleontological resources were evaluated in the General Plan PEIR and the analysis concluded that
there is a potential for the cumulative loss of paleontological resources throughout the City as the
City continues to develop in response to projected population growth. Likewise, development
implemented in accordance with future development projects may result in the loss of unique
paleontological resources or geologic formations with fossil-bearing potential. Pursuant to
Section 142.0151 of the SDMC, all projects must comply with the General Grading Guidelines for
Paleontological Resources included in Appendix P of the City’s Land Development Manual. These
guidelines also include the standard monitoring requirement, should a project meet the threshold
for paleontological resource monitoring.
This regulation would apply to projects within and outside of the future project areas, and would
ensure that impacts to paleontological resources under this alternative would be less than
significant, the same as the proposed project.

l.

Public Services and Facilities

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development
occurs, public facility improvements (e.g., police, fire, schools, libraries, and parks) will likely be
required to serve the City’s growing population. At the time future facilities are proposed, they
would require a separate environmental review and compliance with regulations in existence at that
time would address potential environmental impacts related to the construction and operation of
new facilities. However, as the location and need for potential future facilities cannot be determined
at this time, it is unknown what specific impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all
impacts associated with the construction and operation of potential facilities would be mitigated to a
less than significant level, impacts would be significant and unavoidable, the same as the proposed
project.
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m.

Transportation and Circulation

Like the proposed project, the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative is intended to facilitate the
development of high density, multi-family residential land uses close to existing and planned transit
areas, but in a smaller overall area. This alternative would also support improved pedestrian, bicycle,
and transit facilities and foster increased safety for all alternative modalities. Through the Mobility
Choices Program, this alternative would support multi-modal opportunities within Mobility Zones 1,
2, and 32 and would be consistent with City policies. While the Limited Transit Priority Area
Alternative would provide housing incentives within a smaller portion of the City than the proposed
project, impacts related to conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation would be less than significant.
Concerning design features, under the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative, proposed
improvements to roadways or amenities such as bicycle facilities would undergo review and
approval by the City Engineer. Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street Design
Manual, would ensure that a substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not occur
as a result of the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative. The Limited Transit Priority Area
Alternative 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 under this
alternative, the same as the proposed project.
Concerning VMT, impacts resulting from future development under the Limited Transit Priority Area
Alternative located in less efficient VMT screening areas (> 85 percent region average) would be
significant and unavoidable, the same as the proposed project. However, as this alternative would
reduce the area where incentives can be used, more development could occur within less efficient
VMT areas compared to the proposed project because of the more limited applicability of the
incentives. Thus, impacts would be greater under this alternative compared to the proposed project.
Concerning emergency access, future development allowed under this alternative would be
required to comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to emergency access and
would be reviewed by the City Fire Marshall to ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore,
impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant, the same as the proposed
project.

n.

Public Utilities and Infrastructure

Within project areas with a recent comprehensive CPU, there would be no increase in water demand
under this alternative that would exceed supplies anticipated in water supply planning documents
because densities under the proposed project would be within the density projections of recent CPU
water supply analysis (refer to EIR Section 3.2.4 and Section 4.0). However, 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.
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Mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, and operation of storm
water, water distribution, wastewater, and communications systems infrastructure would likely
minimize significant environmental impacts associated with the future construction of and/or
improvements to utility infrastructure. However, at this programmatic level of review and without
the benefit of project-specific development plans, both direct and cumulative impacts associated
with the construction of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and communication systems
would be significant, the same as the proposed project.
Future development within the project areas would generate solid waste through
demolition/construction and ongoing operations, which would increase the amount of solid waste
generated within the region. However, future projects would be required to comply with City
regulations regarding solid waste that are intended to divert solid waste from the Miramar Landfill
to preserve capacity. Compliance with existing regulations requiring waste diversion would help
preserve solid waste capacity. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste would be less than
significant, the same as the proposed project.

o.

Wildfire

Future development that would occur under this alternative would be required to comply with the
City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management Regulations aimed at ensuring the
protection of people or structures 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. Similarly, the potential increase
in exposure of people to pollutant concentrations from wildfire would be significant. While these
impacts would be significant and unavoidable, they would be slightly reduced compared to the
project due to the reduced area where housing incentives would be provided.
Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be focused within TPAs, Mobility Zones 1, 2,
and 32 and would be required to comply with all 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.
While this alternative’s 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 that also applies to this alternative, potential risks related to flooding would also be
significant.

p.

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

Development associated with the Housing Program located outside of the 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, Planned District Ordinance (PDO), or applicable community
plan. Thus, at this programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans,
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impacts associated with scenic vistas and viewsheds would be significant. This impact would be
slightly reduced compared to the proposed project due to the reduced area of application of
housing incentives.
The Housing Program would allow for additional building square footage and height beyond the
allowance in the applicable base zone or PDO and/or Community Plan, depending on the amount of
affordable units that are provided. With implementation of the proposed regulations, the design of
new development would be required to incorporate design 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.
At this programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans, impacts
associated with the loss of any distinctive or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be
significant, the same as the project. While existing protections are in place to preserve the City’s
canyons and steep slopes, specific development proposals and grading quantities are not known at
this time. It is possible that future development under the Housing Program could result in
substantial landform alteration. Even with future discretionary review for projects that impact ESL
defined steep slopes, impacts would be significant. Required compliance with the LDC would ensure
impacts relative to lighting and glare would be less than significant.

8.2.3

Conclusion

While the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative will incentivize development within TPAs, the
incentives would apply to a smaller area than under the proposed project. The reduced project area
would likely result in a reduction in potential future residents in TPAs, which would lead to a
reduction in vehicle trips in comparison to those anticipated under the proposed project. However,
like the proposed project, the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative is designed to reduce traffic
overall in the long term and facilitate a shift to alternative modes. All impact conclusions of this
alternative would be the same as the proposed project, except 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 be slightly reduced
compared to the proposed project. This alternative would achieve the project objectives slightly less
than the proposed project, in particular due to the lesser degree that the proposed project would
implement the CAP and the City of Villages strategy due to a reduction in project areas within TPAs
that could use the proposed housing incentives.
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8.3

Incentives Available Citywide Except Height
Incentive Alternative

8.3.1

Description

Under this alternative, the Housing Program height incentive would not be available, but all 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 23. Under this alternative, development within
Mobility Zone 43 could participate in the Mobility Choices Program in the same manner as projects
within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 and TPAs. 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, 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.

8.3.2
a.

Analysis of Incentives Available Citywide Except
Height Incentive Alternative

Land Use

The Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative would incentivize multi-family
housing with an emphasis on affordable housing units, but without incentivizing height or requiring
the development to occur within TPAs. Housing would be developed in various areas throughout the
City in zones that allow for multi-family residential development. This alternative would, therefore,
retain land uses similar to those detailed in the adopted General Plan and applicable community
plans. Unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not focus housing and mobility incentives
on development near existing transit corridors, which would result in less focused density occurring
in proximity to transit and reduced consistency with the City of Villages strategy and the CAP. This
alternative would not focus the highest densities within TPA and may incentivize development in
VMT inefficient areas which could conflict with the CAP. This alternative would achieve a portion of
the planned densities in the City’s General Plan and community plans, though less than the
proposed project due to the lack of height incentive. At a program level of review, it cannot be
determined how this Alternative would affect the ultimate distribution of multi-family densities
within the City and associated VMT; however, as the alternative would provide housing incentives in
multi-family areas citywide regardless of VMT efficiency, this could conflict with plans and policies
that aim to incentivize densification near transit in order to achieve associated VMT efficiencies. This
alternative’s impact in terms of conflicts with plans and policies such as the City of Villages strategy
and the CAP would be significant and unavoidable. Impacts related to conversion of open space or
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farmland and conflicts with an adopted ALUCP would be less than significant, the same as the
project.

b.

Air Quality

Regarding existing air quality plans, the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive
Alternative would conflict with the adopted RAQS and SIP because development intensity would be
greater than the projections used by SANDAG in developing the RAQS. Therefore, impacts
associated with consistency with air quality plans would be significant and unavoidable, the same as
the proposed project.
Regarding operational emissions, impacts under the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height
Incentive Alternative would allow for development incentives in multi-family zones Citywide and not
focused in TPAs. This could result in higher operational emission overall due to development
incentives being provided in less efficient VMT areas where longer vehicle trips would likely be
required. However, without the height incentive, the density of development that could be
accommodated would be reduced. At this program level of analysis, impacts related to operational
air emission would be significant and unavoidable.
Construction emissions under the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative
would likely be less than those anticipated under the proposed project because the more dispersed
project area would likely reduce the concentration of construction projects occurring in one location;
additionally, the scale of construction projects would likely be reduced due to the height restrictions
that would remain in place. Like the project, impacts under the Incentives Available Citywide Except
Height Incentive Alternative associated with sensitive receptors would be significant; however, it
would be less under this alternative due to the lesser scale of development that would occur
compared to that allowed under the proposed project.

c.

Biological Resources

The Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative would result in the same level
of biological resources impacts as the proposed project. Implementation of this alternative could
result in a potentially significant impact related to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands.
Pursuant to the ESL Regulations, ministerial projects would be 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 species and habitats resulting from future ministerial development within the
project areas would be less than significant. However, at a program level of review, impacts
associated with potential future discretionary development under the proposed project would be
significant. Similarly, any project with impacts to wetlands would undergo a discretionary review
demonstrating compliance with the City’s Biology Guidelines, ESL Regulations, and the MSCP
Subarea Plan; however, at a program level of review it cannot be determined whether impacts could
be fully mitigated. Therefore, impacts to wetlands under this alternative would be significant.
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Impacts of this alternative related to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be less than
significant, the same as the project due to required compliance with MSCP and VPHCP and the
location of project areas within existing multi-family zoned areas typically within existing urban
settings. Impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be also avoided through compliance
with the MSCP and compliance with protections afforded to MHPA and MHPA-adjacent lands.
However, compared to the proposed project, development could occur within less urban areas that
could impact wildlife corridors. Although impacts would remain less than significant, they would be
slightly greater than the proposed project. Impacts related to MSCP and VPHCP consistency under
this alternative would be less than significant, the same as the proposed project due to required
compliance with ESL Regulations that require that any project located adjacent to MHPA to comply
with MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, which would ensure potential indirect impacts to
sensitive habitats and wildlife species within the MHPA would be avoided.

d.

Energy

As with the proposed project, future projects under the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height
Incentive Alternative would be subject to existing building and energy code regulations in place at
the time in which they were implemented. In addition, this alternative would include proposed
Mobility Choices Program improvements that would support increased bicycle, pedestrian, and
transit infrastructure and amenities, although these improvements would not be focused in
proximity to transit, which could result in increased energy demand related to transportation.
Similarly, housing incentives would not be focused within proximity to transit which would not
support alternative modes of travel to the same degree as the proposed project. This alternative
would not achieve the planned densities near transit stops in the City’s General Plan and community
plans, and would thus contain fewer opportunities to reduce wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary
use of energy, compared to the proposed project. While the Incentives Available Citywide Except
Height Incentive Alternative would result in a less than significant impact related to conflicts with
plans and policies that aim to incentivize energy efficiency, impacts would be greater than the
proposed project.

e.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

All future development requiring grading within the City must prepare a site-specific geotechnical
investigation and implement site-specific measures to avoid geologic hazards. These regulations and
requirements would apply equally to the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive
Alternative and to the proposed project. Geologic hazards include seismic hazards, erosion or loss of
topsoil, geologic instability, and expansive soils. 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. Conformance to mandated City grading
requirements would ensure that proposed grading and construction operations would avoid
significant soil erosion impacts. Construction in accordance with existing regulations and
implementation of recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical report would prevent impacts
related to geologic instability. Finally, compliance with existing regulations would ensure that
impacts associated with expansive soils are reduced to less than significant.
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With implementation of recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical investigations
required under the CBC and SDMC, impacts related to geologic hazards would be less than
significant under Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative, the same as the
proposed project.

f.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The reduced development under this alternative could result in fewer emissions of GHGs due to less
density and associated vehicle trips; however, at the same time, reduced incentives for multi-family
residential land uses near transit could result in development occurring in less GHG efficient areas
that require longer trips. Since the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative
would not focus incentives for high density development near transit and would not allow for
increased height, it could result in less development compared to the proposed project and less
transit supportive density. Overall this alternative would be less consistent with CAP goals, because
it would not focus housing and mobility incentives near transit. This alternative would not support
alternative modes of transportation that can ultimately reduce GHG emissions to the same degree
as the project. While impacts associated with GHG emissions would still be less than significant
under the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative, this alternative would
not achieve CAP policy objectives to the same degree. At a program level of review, it cannot be
determined whether the proposed project or this alternative would result in more GHG emissions;
thus, GHG emissions are assumed to be the same as under the proposed project.

g.

Health and Safety

Compliance with federal, state, regional, and local health and safety laws and regulations would
address potential health and safety impacts for the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height
Incentive Alternative, the same as the proposed project. Hazardous materials and waste would be
managed and used in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations,
and the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment. In accordance with City, state, and federal requirements, 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 to occur at a contaminated site until a “no further action” clearance
letter from the County of San Diego’s DEH, or similar determination is issued by the SDFD, DTSC,
RWQCB, or other responsible agency. Therefore, impacts to schools would also be less than
significant. Regarding aircraft-related impacts, 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. Regarding
emergency evacuation and response plans, 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. Impacts
relating to this alternative would be less than significant, the same as the proposed project.
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h.

Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources

The Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative would allow for Housing
Program FAR incentives in zones that allow multi-family development citywide versus within TPAs
only. Similarly, improvements associated with the Mobility Choices Program would be implemented
citywide instead of focusing in TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. As with the proposed project,
future development under the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative has
the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to historical resources. The extent
of impacts to historical resources resulting from implementation of the Incentives Available Citywide
Except Height Incentive Alternative would be similar to those identified for the proposed project,
except the areas where the program would apply would be extended to citywide. As with the
proposed plan, implementation of Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative
would result in potentially significant impacts related to historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural
resources. While the LDC provides for the regulation and protection of designated and potential
historical and archaeological resources and human remains, at a program level of analysis it is
impossible to ensure the successful preservation of these resources within the project areas.
Similarly, existing regulations including the City’s Historical Resources Regulations and Historical
Resources Guidelines would provide for the protection of tribal cultural resources, but can not
ensure all resource impacts could be avoided. Thus, potential impacts to historic resources would be
considered significant, the same as the project. The area of potential impacts would be slightly
greater due to the Citywide applicability of the Housing Program.

i.

Hydrology/Water Quality

Potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality of the Incentives Available Citywide Except
Height Incentive Alternative include downstream flooding, water quality impacts, erosion, and
sedimentation. Future development must comply with all NPDES permit requirements, including the
development of a SWPPP if the disturbed area covers one acre or more. Future projects would also
be required to follow the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual for drainage design and BMPs for
treatment. Despite these regulations, impacts related to downstream flooding could be significant
where development is located downstream of the PAL in Mission Valley. Additionally, due to the
potential for the alternative to allow for increased density within areas subject to tsunami
inundation and potential mudflows after a fire event, impacts would be significant.
Concerning water quality, new development occurring within the project areas would be required to
implement LID and storm water BMPs into the design of future projects within the project areas to
address the potential for transport of pollutants of concern through either retention or filtration,
consistent with the requirements of the 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.
Regarding groundwater, storm water regulations that encourage infiltration of storm water runoff
and protection of water quality would protect the quality of groundwater resources and support
infiltration where appropriate. Impacts would be less than significant.
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j.

Noise

Under this alternative, the potential increase in density allowances are not anticipated to exceed
overall CPU densities for project areas with a recent CPU; however, certain areas without a
comprehensive CPU could be subject to densities not considered in recent CPU analysis. An increase
in traffic-generated noise could result in an increase in ambient noise levels that exceed the City’s
significance thresholds beyond what was analyzed in recent CPU EIRs and in communities that have
not had a recent comprehensive CPU. Thus, at a program level of analysis, impacts related to
ambient noise and traffic-related noise would be significant and unavoidable. While project impacts
would also be significant and unavoidable, impacts of this alternative would be slightly reduced
compared to the project due to the reduced density and traffic associated with removal of the
height incentive. Impacts related to rail noise would be significant, the same as the project. While it
is not anticipated that stationary noise sources associated with this alterative would result in noise
exceeding property line limits, at a programmatic level of review it cannot be ensured without sitespecific development details and equipment locations which are not available at this time. Thus,
impacts related to noise ordinance compliance under this alternative would be significant, the same
as the proposed project.
Future development implemented under both the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height
Incentive Alternative and proposed project would be required to comply with applicable City and
state noise regulations including Title 24 Building Code requirements and the City’s Noise
Ordinance. The temporary construction noise impacts of this alternative would be similar to the
proposed project, as construction activities could potentially generate short-term noise levels in
excess of 75 dB(A) Leq at adjacent properties. While the City regulates noise associated with
construction equipment and activities through its Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, due to
the highly developed nature of the area with sensitive receivers potentially located in proximity to
construction sites, there is the potential for construction to occur that would expose existing
sensitive receptors to significant noise levels. Thus, impacts associated with temporary construction
noise would be the same under the this alternative as under the proposed project.
Future development under the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative
would be located within the ALUCP identified noise contours. However, during the building permit
process for new development, overflight notification requirements would apply. Therefore, impacts
under this alternative would be less than significant, the same as the proposed project. Thus, both
the proposed project and the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to traffic noise exposure, temporary construction noise, and
construction vibration impacts.

k.

Paleontological Resources

Impacts to paleontological resources under a Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive
Alternative would be less than significant, the same as the proposed project. Future development
projects implemented under this alternative could involve excavation of previously undisturbed
areas, some of which may contain unique paleontological resources with fossil-bearing potential.
Potential impacts to paleontological resources were evaluated in the General Plan PEIR and the
analysis concluded that there is a potential for the cumulative loss of paleontological resources
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throughout the City as the City continues to develop in response to projected population growth.
Likewise, development implemented in accordance with future development projects may result in
the loss of unique paleontological resources or geologic formations with fossil-bearing potential.
Pursuant to Section 142.0151 of the SDMC, all projects must comply with the General Grading
Guidelines for Paleontological Resources included in Appendix P of the City’s Land Development
Manual. These guidelines also include the standard monitoring requirement, should a project meet
the threshold for paleontological resource monitoring.
This regulation would apply to projects within and outside of the future project areas, and would
ensure that impacts to paleontological resources under this alternative would be less than
significant, the same as the proposed project.

l.

Public Services and Facilities

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development
occurs, public facility improvements will likely be required to serve the City’s growing population. At
the time future facilities are proposed, they would require a separate environmental review and
compliance with regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental
impacts related to the construction and operation of new facilities. However, as the location and
need for potential future facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific
impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the construction
and operation of potential facilities would be mitigated to a less than significant level, impacts would
be significant and unavoidable, the same as the proposed project.

m.

Transportation and Circulation

Potential impacts related to transportation and circulation under the Incentives Available Citywide
Except Height Incentive Alternative relate to consistency with City policies, VMT, emergency access,
and design features. From a policy perspective, this alternative would not contain the same
elements as the proposed project intended to facilitate the development of high density multi-family
residential land uses close to existing transit areas, facilitating reductions in Citywide per capita and
per employee VMT. This alternative would incentivize housing Citywide which could allow for more
housing to occur in less VMT efficient areas than the proposed project. Additionally height
limitations would limit achieving higher densities near transit. The Mobility Choices Program would
apply Citywide which would result in the same active transportation incentives for development
within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 as in less VMT efficient areas in Mobility Zone 43. Thus,
pedestrian, bicycle and transit facility improvements would not be focused within TPAs and Mobility
Zones 1, 2, and 32. Implementation of this alternative would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation; impacts would be significant. Concerning VMT,
more development would be located in less efficient VMT screening areas (> 85 percent region
average) compared to the project, which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact
greater than the proposed project.
Concerning emergency access, future development under this alternative would be required to
comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to emergency access and would be
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reviewed by the City Fire Marshall to ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore, impacts related
to emergency access would be less than significant.
Concerning design features, under this alternative proposed improvements to roadways or
amenities such as bicycle facilities would undergo review and approval by the City Engineer.
Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street Design Manual, would ensure that a
substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not occur as a result of this alternative.
The Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative does not include any
requirements that would result in a substantial increase in hazards due to design features or
incompatible uses. Impacts concerning design features would be less than significant.

n.

Public Utilities and Infrastructure

Potential impacts to public utilities under this alternative relate to water supply, utilities, and solid
waste and recycling. From a policy perspective, water supply impacts under this alternative would be
less than the anticipated impacts of the proposed project because, for project areas within
communities that do not have a recently-updated community plan, the Incentives Available Citywide
Except Height Incentive Alternative would not result in densities in excess of what would have been
considered in the latest water supply planning document. In contrast, since not all proposed project
areas fall within communities with recently-updated community plans, it is possible that the
proposed project could result in densities authorized in excess of what would have been considered
in the latest water supply planning document.
Concerning utilities, mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, and
operation of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and communications systems
infrastructure would likely minimize significant environmental impacts associated with the future
construction of and/or improvements to utility infrastructure, under any alternative. However, at
this programmatic level of review and without the benefit of project-specific development plans,
both direct and cumulative impacts associated with the construction of storm water, water
distribution, wastewater, and communication systems would be significant for future development
under both Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative and the proposed
project.
Concerning solid waste and recycling, future development under an Incentives Available Citywide
Except Height Incentive Alternative would generate solid waste through demolition/construction and
ongoing operations, which would increase the amount of solid waste generated within the region,
the same as the proposed project. However, future projects would be required to comply with City
regulations regarding solid waste that are intended to divert solid waste from the Miramar Landfill
to preserve capacity. Compliance with existing regulations requiring waste diversion would help
preserve solid waste capacity. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste would be less than
significant.

o.

Wildfire

Future development that would occur under this alternative would be required to comply with the
City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management Regulations aimed at ensuring the
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protection of people or structures 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. Similarly, the potential increase
in exposure of people to pollutant concentrations from wildfire would be significant. While the
impacts of the proposed project were also found to be significant and unavoidable, impacts of this
alternative would be slightly greater than the proposed project due to the fact that the Housing
Program incentives would apply citywide and within more areas subject to wildfire hazards.
Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be required to comply with all 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.
While this alternative’s 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 that also applies to this alternative, potential risks related to flooding would also be
significant.

p.

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

Unlike the proposed project, the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative
would not incentivize height in excess of the existing base zone, PDO regulations, or Community
Plan height limit. Thus, impacts associated with scenic vistas and viewsheds under this alternative
would be less than significant.
With implementation of the existing regulations, the design of new development would be required
to incorporate design 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 projectspecific development plans, impacts associated with neighborhood character would be significant.
At this programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans, impacts
associated with the loss of any distinctive or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be
significant.
While existing protections are in place to preserve the City’s canyons and steep slopes, specific
development proposals and grading quantities are not known at this time. It is possible that future
development could result in substantial landform alteration. Even with future discretionary review
for projects that impact ESL defined steep slopes, impacts would be significant. Required compliance
with the LDC would ensure impacts relative to lighting and glare would be less than significant.
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8.3.3

Conclusion

While the Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative would result in future
development citywide, the amount and height of development would be reduced compared to the
proposed project. The removal of the height incentive under this alternative would avoid potentially
significant impacts related to aesthetics (views and neighborhood character). The reduced
development potential would also likely result in a reduction in potential future residential
development, which could lead to a reduction in vehicle trips in comparison to those anticipated
under the proposed project. Development under this alternative would not be focused in TPAs and
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32 and could result in development in less efficient VMT areas and less
adoption of transit, as development would not be focused in TPAs. This alternative would not
achieve City goals related to long-term GHG reduction and reducing Citywide VMT per capita and
VMT per employee. Noise impacts of this alternative would be significant, though likely reduced
compared to the proposed project, and may include potentially significant impacts related to traffic
noise exposure and construction noise. Air quality and wildfire-related impacts may also be reduced
under this alternative compared to the proposed project. This alternative would not achieve the
objectives of the proposed project, because it would not allow the highest densities in proximity to
existing and planned transit stations within TPAs.

8.4

Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires the identification of an environmentally superior
alternative among the alternatives analyzed in an EIR. The guidelines also require that if the No
Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then another
environmentally superior alternative must be identified.
Based on a comparison of the alternatives’ overall environmental impacts and their compatibility
with the project goals and objectives, the Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative 2A is the
environmentally superior alternative for this PEIR. While the Limited Transit Priority Area
Alternative 2A would not eliminate any significant impacts of the proposed project, it would reduce
the significance of some impacts due to the more limited project areas. Impacts would be reduced,
but not avoided, for the issues of air quality, hydrology and water quality, wildfire, and visual effects
and neighborhood character. While removal of the height incentive under the Incentives Available
Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative 2A would avoid potentially significant impacts related to
aesthetics (views and neighborhood character), this alternative would not achieve key project
objectives and would conflict with key city policies focused around GHG, per capita VMT reductions,
and focusing development within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 32. In contrast, the Limited
Transit Priority Area Alternative 2A would still incentivize development within TPAs (more so than
Alternative 2B), and would be consistent with project objectives, but to a lesser degree than the
proposed project.
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