


about:blank


about:blank












































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa










































































































































































































































































































































https://www.gomillie.com/areas/south-bay/










































https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Agust%C3%ADn_de_Iturbide
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/First_Mexican_Empire






https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Point_Loma,_San_Diego,_California








































































































































































































































FIGURE 4.13-4 Area D
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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 
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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 



 4.13 Transportation 

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR  
Page 4.13-26 

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 

Use 
Water Demand (AFY) 

2015  2020  2025  2030  2035  2040 
Total Baseline Water Demand1 198,957 209,890 248,756 271,085 279,550 279,027 
Future Active Water Conservation2  8,906 6,718 6,245 5,802 5,619 
Net Water Demand3  200,984 242,038 264,840 273,748 273,408 
SOURCE: City of San Diego 2016. 
1Includes retail water sales, wholesale water sales, non-revenue water, and recycled water demands.  
2Estimated by SDCWA for its member agencies. 
3Represents 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 Sub-
System 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 high-
tech 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 R9-
2015-0100, 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, canyon-
proficient 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 cost-
benefit 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 post-
construction 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:  
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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 



 4.14 Public Utilities and Infrastructure 

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR  
Page 4.14-19 

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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FIGURE 4.15-1 Area B
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FIGURE 4.15-1 Area C
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FIGURE 4.15-1 Area D
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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.  

Table 4.15-2 
Fire Threat 

Fire Threat Project Area (acres) 
High Threat 3,550 
Little to No Threat 7,299 
Moderate Threat 70,611 
Very High Threat 1,739 
Extreme Threat 21 
Total 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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FIGURE 4.15-2 Area B
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FIGURE 4.15-2 Area C
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FIGURE 4.15-2 Area D
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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 
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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 project-
specific 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-of-
ways 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. 



 4.16  Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR 
Page 4.16-4 

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.    

-- -

-- -



 4.16  Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR 
Page 4.16-6 

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 ESL-
defined 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. 
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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) 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.  

(4) 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. 
(5) 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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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. 

1- -- -
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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 pedestrian-
friendly 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 

6 



6.0 Growth Inducement 

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR  
Page 6-2 

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. 

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. 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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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 Conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2 Air Quality Standards (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 3 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 Noise Levels - Ambient Noise, Traffic Related Noise, Rail Noise, Noise Ordinance 

Compliance, Temporary Construction Noise (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2  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 Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2 Pollutants from Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 3 Infrastructure (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 4 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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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]). 

  

1_ 
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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 

Environmental Issue Area 
Proposed 

Project 
1. No Project 
Alternative 

2. Limited Transit 
Priority Area 
Alternative1 

3. Incentives Available 
Citywide Except 
Height Incentive 

Alternative 
Land Use LS LS (>) LS (>) SU (>) 
Air Quality SU SU (<) SU (<) SU (<) 
Biological Resources SU SU (=) SU (=) SU (>) 
Energy LS LS (>) LS (=) LS (>) 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity LS LS (=)  LS (=) LS (=) 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions LS SU (>) LS (=) LS (>) 
Health and Safety LS LS (=) LS (=) LS (=) 
Historical, Archaeological, and 
Tribal Cultural Resources 

SU SU (=) SU (<) SU (>) 

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 
Character 

SU SU (<) SU (<) SU (<) 

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. 
1Alternative 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 Analysis of No Project Alternative 

a. 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.  

I -- -----
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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 Multi-
Jurisdictional 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 



8.0 Alternatives 

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Program EIR  
Page 8-13 

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 long-
term 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.  

  



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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