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Regarding short-term construction impacts, the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) 

thresholds of significance are used to determine whether the project may have a short-term 

cumulative impact. As shown in Table 5.3-5, the project would not exceed any criteria air pollutant 

during construction. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant cumulative impact 

during construction. Additionally, as shown in Table 5.3-6, the project would not exceed any criteria 

air pollutant during operations. 

Additionally, for the SDAB, the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) serves as the long-term regional air 

quality planning document for the purpose of assessing cumulative operational emissions in the basin to 

ensure the SDAB continues to make progress toward NAAQS- and CAAQS-attainment status. As such, 

cumulative projects located in the San Diego region would have the potential to result in a cumulative 

impact to air quality if, in combination, they would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the RAQS. 

Similarly, individual projects that are inconsistent with the regional planning documents upon which the 

RAQS is based would have the potential to result in cumulative operational impacts if they represent 

development and population increases beyond regional projections. 

Regarding long-term cumulative operational emissions in relation to consistency with local air quality 

plans, the state implementation plans (SIP) and RAQS serve as the primary air quality planning 

documents for the state and SDAB, respectively. The SIP and RAQS rely on the San Diego Association 

of Governments (SANDAG) growth projections based on population, vehicle trends, and land use plans 

developed by the cities and the County as part of the development of their general plans. Therefore, 

projects that propose development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by local plans would 

be consistent with the SIP and RAQS and would not be considered to result in cumulatively 

considerable impacts from operational emissions. As stated previously, the proposed project would 

not result in significant regional growth that is not accounted for within the RAQS. As a result, the 

proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to pollutant emissions.  

As a result, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 

pollutant emissions. Impacts to air quality would not be cumulatively considerable during construction 

and operation. 

6.1.4 Biological Resources 

Cumulative impacts consider how a project may affect biological resources on a regional scale. As 

discussed in Section 5.4, Biological Resources, the project would result in potentially significant 

direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities (Impact BIO-1), and direct impacts to the coastal 

California gnatcatcher, western bluebird, orange-throated whiptail, and Blainville’s horned lizard 

(Impact BIO-2). The project proposes no impacts to jurisdictional resources regulated by the ACOE, 

RWQCB, CDFW or City. In addition, no wetlands will be impacted by proposed maintenance activities 

required within the wetland buffer.  

Impacts to wildlife corridors, habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plan, or 

other approved local regional or state habitat conservation plan, or any local policies or ordinances 

would be less than significant. Impacts related to the introduction of invasive plant species to 

natural open space area would also be less than significant.  
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The project would implement MM-BIO-1 for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities (Impact BIO-

1) and special-status wildlife species (Impact BIO-2), which would mitigate impacts in accordance with 

the City’s Biological Guidelines. Related projects could also result in impacts to sensitive vegetation 

communities. However, all future projects would be required to comply with all City regulations 

pertaining to impacts to biological resources and implement similar project design features and 

mitigation measures, as appropriate, to ensure impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, 

impacts to biological resources would not be considerable and not be cumulatively significant. 

6.1.5 Energy 

Part 6 of Title 24 specifically establishes energy efficiency standards for residential and non-residential 

buildings constructed in the State of California in order to reduce energy demand and consumption. 

The proposed project, in addition to all cumulative projects, would be required to comply with Title 24, 

Part 6, per state regulations. In accordance with Title 24 Part 6, the proposed project would have (a) 

sensor-based lighting controls—for fixtures located near windows, the lighting would be adjusted by 

taking advantage of available natural light—and (b) efficient process equipment—improved 

technology offers significant savings through more efficient processing equipment. Similar energy 

efficiency equipment would be required for the other cumulative projects as well.  

Title 24, Part 11, contains voluntary and mandatory energy measures that are applicable to the 

proposed project, and all other cumulative projects as well, under the California Green Building 

Standards Code. Cumulative projects would result in an increased demand for electricity, natural 

gas, and petroleum. However, in accordance with Title 24, Part 11, mandatory compliance, each 

project applicant would have (a) 50% of its construction and demolition waste diverted from 

landfills; (b) mandatory inspections of energy systems to ensure optimal working efficiency; (c) low 

pollutant-emitting exterior and interior finish materials, such as paints, carpets, vinyl flooring, and 

particle boards; and (d) a 20% reduction in indoor water use. Compliance with all of these 

mandatory measures would decrease the consumption of electricity, natural gas, and petroleum. 

The proposed project would not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to 

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, either during project 

construction or operation. In addition, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct a 

state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Other cumulative projects would also 

be required to demonstrate compliance with regulations, which aim to increase energy efficiency 

and reduce wasteful or inefficient use. Impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

6.1.6 Geologic Conditions 

As discussed in Section 5.6, Geologic Conditions, per the geotechnical investigation, no soils or geologic 

conditions were encountered that would preclude the development of the project site as proposed, 

with incorporation of the recommendations outlined in the geotechnical investigation. Further, the 

proposed project would be required to comply with requirements of the CBC, which would further 

reduce impacts related to geologic hazards. Short-term erosion and sedimentation impacts would be 

addressed through conformance with applicable elements of the City stormwater program, which 

would entail implementing an approved stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and related 
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plans and best management practices (BMPs), and would comply with National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) standards. Specifically, this would entail conformance with applicable City 

regulatory codes, as well as the NPDES Construction General Permit.  

Due to the localized nature of geology and soils, cumulative projects would address potential 

impacts to geology and soils on a project-by-project basis, as potential geologic hazards and soil 

composition varies by site. Each cumulative project would be required to assess individual and site-

specific geologic conditions, which would inform construction and development of each site. All 

cumulative development would be subject to similar requirements to those imposed and 

implemented for the proposed project and would be required to adhere to applicable regulations, 

standards, and procedures. As such, the proposed project would result impacts that would not be 

cumulatively considerable.  

6.1.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Due to the global nature of the assessment of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and the effects of 

global climate change, GHG emissions analysis, by its nature, is a cumulative impact analysis. 

Therefore, the information and analysis provided in Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, to 

determine project-level impacts, applies here and the project’s contribution to global climate change 

would not be cumulatively considerable.  

As discussed in Section 5.7, projects that are consistent with the Climate Action Plan (CAP) as 

determined through the use of the City’s CAP consistency review checklist would not have a 

cumulative GHG emissions impact. Projects that are not consistent with the CAP must prepare a 

comprehensive project-specific analysis of GHG emissions, including quantification of existing and 

projected GHG emissions and incorporation of the measures in this checklist to the extent feasible. 

Per Section 5.7, the proposed project would be consistent with Steps 1, 2, and 3 of the City’s CAP 

Consistency Checklist, and Steps 4, 5, 6, and 7 are not applicable to the project.  

However, the project would not be consistent with City’s CAP because of the changes in land use and 

zoning designation, and does not include a land use plan and/or zoning designation amendment 

that would result in an equivalent or less GHG-intensive project when compared to the existing 

designation. Therefore, the project would conflict with the City’s CAP or any applicable plan, policy, 

or regulation for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, GHG emission impacts would be 

potentially significant. Therefore, impacts from GHG emissions would be cumulatively considerable 

(Cumulative Impact GHG-1). 

6.1.8 Health and Safety  

As discussed in Section 5.8, the proposed project is not located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and a significant 

hazard to the public or environment would not result. Any hazardous materials utilized during 

construction of the project, or during operation, would be transported, stored, handled, and disposed of 

in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to the 

management and use of hazardous materials. The project would not result in hazardous emissions or 
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handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substance, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or 

proposed school. The project would not result in airport safety hazards for people residing or working in 

the project area, as project would be consistent with the MCAS Miramar ALUCP and the project would 

not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working within an airport influence area.  

Health and safety impacts are generally site specific and thus handled on a site-by-site basis. All projects 

identified in Table 6-1 would require the identification of existing hazardous materials on site and would 

be required to comply with existing regulations related to use, transport, and disposal of hazardous 

materials. Similarly, all related projects would be required to analyze and properly mitigate any impacts, 

if impacts are identified. Therefore, impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

6.1.9 Hydrology 

As discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology, development of the proposed project and cumulative 

projects would result in an increase of impervious surfaces in the area. More specifically, other large 

development projects nearby would result in conversion of large pervious areas to impervious. This 

would potentially result in increased surface runoff, alteration of the regional drainage pattern, and 

flooding. However, like the proposed project, each individual project applicant would be required to 

hydrologically engineer the respective project sites to ensure that post-development surface runoff 

flows can be accommodated by the regional drainage system. As such, with implementation of 

storm drain facilities for each related project, if applicable, the proposed project would not result in 

a cumulative impact to hydrology. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to a cumulative 

hydrology impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.1.10 Noise 

Of the cumulative projects listed in Table 6-1, there are no cumulative projects that are located 

within 0.25 miles of the project site. The closest cumulative project to the project site is Sunridge 

Vista RV, located approximately 0.90 miles north of the project site. Because the cumulative projects 

are located over 0.25 miles from the project site, the cumulative projects would be at a substantial 

distance such that noise would attenuate and cumulative impacts would not occur.  

As discussed in Section 5.11, Noise, with implementation of MM-NOI-1, which requires on-site 

noise control and sound abatement, short-term construction noise impacts would be less than 

significant. Further, with implementation of MM-NOI-2, which requires implementation of a 

blasting vibration and noise plan, short-term construction noise impacts due to blasting, as well as 

short-term blasting even vibration impacts, would be less than significant. The project would not 

contribute to a cumulative construction noise impact, and cumulative noise impacts would be less 

than significant during construction. 

As discussed in Section 5.11, the project would not result in potentially significant impacts associated 

with operations, including groundborne vibration, on- or off-site traffic noise, noise from residential 

mechanical equipment, and would not otherwise expose occupants to sound levels that exceed the 

City’s standards. It is anticipated that, if any of the nearby cumulative projects would result in 

operational noise impacts, appropriate mitigation would be implemented to reduce potential impacts 

to less than significant, similar to the proposed project. Therefore, noise impacts during operations 

would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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6.1.11 Paleontology 

As described in Section 5.12, Paleontological Resources impacts would be less than significant based 

on underlying geologic conditions consisting of metamorphic rock, and no mitigation is required. The 

cumulative projects listed in Table 6-1 that require excavation that would exceed the City’s Significance 

Determination Thresholds would be subject to the City’s Municipal Code requirements pertaining to 

the recovery and curation of paleontological resources. As such, potential significant impacts to 

paleontological resources resulting from future development would not rise to the level of significance 

either. Considering that the potential for the proposed project to impact significant paleontological 

impacts is precluded because all other cumulative projects would be required to comply to the City’s 

local regulations pertaining to paleontological resources, impacts to paleontological resources would 

not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.1.12 Population and Housing 

As discussed in Section 5.13, Population and Housing, the proposed project would introduce an 

estimated 169 people to the project site. Because the project proposes a General Plan Amendment 

and Rezone, the estimated population of 169 people would not have been accounted for in 

SANDAG’s projections. Similarly, the City’s current Housing Element does not anticipate any housing 

development at the project site in order to meet the Regional Housing Needs Allocation. However, 

the project would not directly induce substantial unplanned population growth to the area, as the 

expected population change within the Rancho Peñasquitos community is expected to result in the 

addition of 1,164 residents by 2050. Thus, the addition of 169 people to the area would fall within 

the anticipated population change (SANDAG 2013). The proposed project would not indirectly induce 

a growth in population as no extension of infrastructure is proposed beyond what is required to 

adequately serve the proposed project. Further, because the majority of the surrounding area is 

developed, the project would not otherwise result in the extension of infrastructure to an area that 

is currently undeveloped or underdeveloped, thereby removing barriers to growth.  

Various cumulative projects listed in Table 6-1 would either directly or indirectly induce population 

growth. The several of the cumulative projects listed in Table 6-1 involve residential and mixed-use 

development projects that may increase population growth in the surrounding area. The 

introduction of a new population is not, in and of itself, a significant impact. As with a project-level 

analysis, the significance of a cumulative population impact is determined by whether the 

population growth resulting from the combined cumulative projects would be considered 

substantial. In conjunction with other residential developments proposed in the surrounding area, 

the proposed project would not result in cumulative impacts to population and housing. Therefore, 

cumulative impacts to population and housing would be not be cumulatively considerable.  

6.1.13 Public Services and Facilities 

As discussed in Section 5.13, Public Services and Facilities, the proposed project would introduce 

55 dwelling units to the project area, resulting in an increase in population base within the Rancho 

Peñasquitos community and fire/police protection service area, thereby increasing the demand 

for fire/police protection and emergency services within the service area. The cumulative projects 
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in the community would result in additional demand of fire and police protection services as well. 

However, all cumulative projects would be required to offset the increase in demand caused by 

their respective project. Thus, cumulative impacts related to fire and police service would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 

The project, as well as the cumulative projects in the community, would add to the cumulative 

demand for park and recreation facilities in the Rancho Peñasquitos community. All residential 

projects that increase the demand for park and recreation needs in the City are required to provide 

park space and/or pay park in lieu-fees to ensure adequate recreational facilities are provided. The 

projects as well as cumulative projects would participation in this program. Thus, cumulative 

impacts related to recreation would not be cumulatively considerable. 

As discussed in Section 5.13, the project site is located within the Poway Unified School District (PUSD) 

boundary. Thus, the project would be served by PUSD for the provision of school services. Cumulative 

projects that have a residential component within the PUSD would generate students that need to be 

accommodated by either PUSD or another school district in the area. The project applicant would be 

required to contribute development fees to PUSD. All of the cumulative projects in the PUSD service 

area that would in would result in increased demand on schools would be required to pay school fees 

to offset the increase demand, similar to the project. As such, with contribution of required 

development fees by the proposed project and related projects, impacts would not be significant. 

Thus, cumulative impacts related to schools would not be cumulatively considerable. 

The nearest municipal library to the project is the Rancho Peñasquitos Branch Library, located 1.5-miles 

northwest to the project site at 13330 Salmon River Rd. This local branch is part of the City library system, 

which allows residents to use any branch or the main library, and the Serra Cooperative Library System, 

which allows residents of the City and San Diego County to use public library facilities. Currently, the 

Rancho Peñasquitos Branch Library does not satisfy the General Plan’s policy recommendation that 

every branch library be at least 15,000 square feet and thus a public services deficiency exists today. 

Although the population increase associated with the project would increase the demand for library 

services, it would not result in a need for a new or expected library. . Therefore, impacts to library 

facilities would be less than significant.  

Overall, impacts associated with public services as a result of the proposed project would be 

less than significant.  

6.1.14 Public Utilities 

Water 

Cumulative projects within the City would be serviced by the same water supply as the proposed 

project and would contribute to the cumulative demand for water supply and water infrastructure. 

As concluded in the Public Water Study (Appendix L) prepared for the proposed project, the total 

water supplies available to the Public Utilities Department during normal, single-dry and multiple-

dry years within a 20-year projection will meet the projected water demand of the project in addition 

to the demand of existing and other planned uses. Other cumulative projects that are consistent 

with the land use assumptions made in the Urban Water Management Plan would have already 
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been accounted for in demand projections. Projects that are inconsistent with the land use 

assumptions made in the Urban Water Management Plan would also be required to demonstrate 

adequate supply for development. Overall, cumulative impacts to water supply would not be 

cumulatively considerable.  

Further, related projects would be required to assess whether adequate infrastructure exists to 

serve the related projects, and whether additional or expanded water infrastructure would be 

required to be constructed in order to serve these related project and provide water in structure 

improvements as they are needed. All projects would be required to construct water infrastructure 

improvements in order to adequately serve the projects as necessary. Thus, as each cumulative 

project would be required to provide an individual assessment as to whether the project would 

contribute to a direct or cumulative impact to water services. The project would connect to existing 

and new public water mains adjacent to the project site and within the surrounding roadways, and 

no additional improvements would be needed to serve the project. Cumulative impacts to water 

supply/service facilities would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Wastewater 

Project generated wastewater would account for 10.7 gallons per minute (gpm) (15,400 gallons per 

day [gpd]), whereas the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant has a treatment capacity of 30 

million gallons per day. Therefore, existing capacity at the wastewater treatment plant exists to 

accommodate the proposed project. The off-site and on-site sewer system would be able to 

accommodate the flows from the project. Impacts would be less than significant as a result of the 

project. Cumulative projects that result in an increase in density or development over what was 

accounted for could further exacerbate wastewater deficiencies. However, these projects would also be 

required to provide improvements to address infrastructure needs. As such, cumulative impacts to 

wastewater facilities would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Solid Waste 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2020), cumulative 

impacts to solid waste facilities would be significant if a project includes the construction, 

demolition, and/or renovation of 40,000 SF or more of building space. Projects that meet this 

criterion are required to prepare a project-specific Waste Management Plan (WMP) to address waste 

generated during construction and operation. A project-specific WMP was prepared for the project 

(Appendix M) that identifies waste diversion measures. The measures identified in the WMP, when 

implemented, would ensure that potential cumulative impacts to solid waste management facilities 

would be below a level of significance. Similarly, cumulative projects would be required to comply 

with the City’s Recycling Ordinance and prepare WMPs (for those that meet the 40,000-SF threshold) 

to show waste diversion measures. 

As stated in Section 5.14, Public Utilities, in accordance with state diversion targets, a minimum of 75% 

of construction materials would be recycled (see Table 5.14-5). Regarding operation, all occupants shall 

participate in a recycling program by separating recyclable materials from other solid waste and 

depositing the recyclable materials in the recycling container provided for each unit. Recycling services 

are required by SDMC Section 66.0707. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 
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6.1.15 Tribal Cultural Resources 

As discussed in Section 5.16, Tribal Cultural Resources, there are no tribal cultural resources within the 

area of potential effect or expected to occur due to the site conditions. While there is potential for 

other projects within the local tribal area to impact tribal resources, the project would not contribute 

to that impact. Thus, impacts to tribal cultural resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.1.16 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

Projects contributing to a cumulative aesthetic impact include those within the project viewshed. 

The viewshed encompasses the geographic area within which the viewer is most likely to observe 

the proposed project and surrounding uses. Typically, this is delineated based on topography, as 

elevated vantage points, such as from scenic vistas, offer unobstructed views of expansive visible 

landscapes. Due to the topography, none of the cumulative projects are within the same viewshed 

as the project. Of the cumulative projects listed in Table 6-1, Sunridge Vista RV/Mini Storage is the 

closest cumulative project to the project site, located approximately 0.89 miles north. Since these 

projects are both located along the I-15, they would both be visible to motorists traveling on the 

adjacent I-15 freeway. Both of these projects would result in development of former vacant land 

next to the freeway. It is noted that the Sunridge Vista RV / Mini Storage site is currently undergoing 

grading as of Spring 2021.  

While the combination of these two projects along the corridor would result in additional 

urbanization character change along the I-15 corridor, the area is already primarily urbanized along 

this corridor and the change would not be significant. Due to topography and the view being limited 

to the immediate area, construction at these two sites would not impact any significant scenic vista 

or view corridor. The I-15 is also not a scenic highway (Caltrans 2021), and no impacts to scenic 

highway views would occur with the implementation of this project and the cumulative Sunridge 

Vista RV / Mini Storage project.  

Cumulative aesthetic impacts would occur if projects combine to result in substantial adverse 

impacts to the visual quality of the environment and increase sources of lighting and glare. As 

discussed in Section 5.17, the project would comply with the lighting requirements of the San Diego 

Municipal Code and lighting would shield and directed away from property lines to prevent light 

spillage. Further, development of the project site would be guided by the Design Guidelines 

prepared for the project (Appendix O), which include design requirements for the proposed project 

lighting. The cumulative projects located closest to the project site would also be required to comply 

with the same development standards as the proposed project pursuant to the San Diego Municipal 

Code. Overall, with compliance with the Municipal Code, lighting impacts of the project would 

minimally contribute to the nighttime sky impacts within the County and impacts would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 

In conclusion, the proposed project would not combine with other cumulative projects or existing 

developments to result in significant aesthetic impacts. The proposed project would not result in 

aesthetic impacts, and impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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6.1.17 Water Quality  

The City Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2016) note that compliance with 

applicable City (and related) water quality standards is assured through required permit conditions. 

Adherence to the City stormwater standards is thus considered adequate to preclude surface water 

quality impacts, unless substantial evidence supports a fair argument that a significant impact will 

occur. Accordingly, conformance with the City stormwater standards would preclude potential water 

quality impacts from occurring. In addition, preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan, 

which would be implemented during construction, and preparation of project-specific stormwater 

quality management plan, which would be implemented during operation, would preclude potentially 

significant water quality impacts from occurring. All cumulative projects would be required to 

demonstrate compliance with state and local water quality regulations. If projects are not compliant, 

mitigation measures would be required in order to ensure water quality impacts do not occur. Water 

quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

6.1.18 Wildfire 

With regard to wildfire hazards, as shown in Figure 5.18-1 and discussed in Section 5.19, Wildfire, the 

project site is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone within the Local Responsibility Area (CAL 

FIRE 2009). However, all projects proposed within the urban/wildland interface would be required to 

meet minimum fire fuel modification and/or clearing requirements in addition to meeting the 

standards of the various fire codes in effect at the time of building permit issuance. Currently that is 

the 2017 Consolidated Fire Code, 2016 California Building Code, San Diego County requirements for 

Enhanced Building Construction, and California State Fire Marshal requirements for fire resistive 

construction; in addition to meeting the requirements for Brush Management specified within the 

San Diego Municipal Code. For projects within the City, these requirements are implemented 

through preparation of and compliance with a Brush Management Plan, which is reviewed and 

approved by the Fire Marshal and City Landscape Section. 

As stated in Section 5.18, Wildfire, alternative compliance measures for Buildings 1, 2, and 3 are 

required due to the reduced brush management Zone Two. Alternative compliance measures 

proposed for these buildings include a combo masonry block/1-hr fire rated wall or a 6’ high 

masonry block wall. Any additional specific measures would be determined during the ministerial 

review. Brush management Zone Two is the area between Zone One and any area of native or 

naturalized vegetation and would consist of thinned, native, or non-irrigated vegetation. 

Maintenance of brush management zones would include the removal of invasive species. These 

proposed combination of BMZs, and alternative compliance measures would not increase hazards 

to on-site structures from wildland fires and hazards to adjacent properties. As such, through 

compliance with existing regulations and similar project design features, as applicable, cumulative 

impacts to wildfire would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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7 Effects Found Not to be Significant 

Section 15128 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that an 

environmental impact report (EIR) briefly describe potential environmental effects that were 

determined not to be significant and, therefore, were not discussed in detail in the EIR. Based on 

initial environmental review, the City of San Diego (City) determined that the proposed Paseo 

Montril Project (project) would not have the potential to cause significant impacts associated with 

the areas discussed below. 

7.1 Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The project proposes to develop 55 multi-family homes and supporting recreation, open space, 

landscaping, access, and utility improvements within approximately 15.2 acres (project site) of 

undeveloped land. The project also contains an off-site area consisting of 0.85 acres (off-site area) 

(Figure 3-1, Site Plan). It total, the project area is approximately 16.05 acres. Currently, the project 

site is undeveloped, surrounded by existing residential, commercial, and transportation 

infrastructure. The site is primarily characterized by undeveloped land on a hillside (comprised 

of native vegetation communities) and contains areas of non-native vegetation communities and 

urban/developed land and disturbed habitat. The off-site area consists of urban/developed land 

(the existing Paseo Montril road). 

Additionally, the entire project site is classified as “Other Land” under the California Department of 

Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (CDC 2021; SDCIF 2016). Other land is 

defined as land not included in any other mapping category. Common examples include low density 

rural developments, brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing, 

confined livestock, poultry, or aquaculture facilities, strip mines, borrow pits, and water bodies 

smaller than 40 acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban 

development and greater than 40 acres is mapped as other land (SDCIF 2016). 

The project site also does not contain any forest/timberland resources and is not identified for such 

uses. Therefore, the project would result in no impact. 

7.2 Cultural Resources 

A cultural resources letter report was prepared for the proposed project by Dudek in 2021, and is 

included as Appendix N. The cultural resources letter report included an archival historic maps and 

aerial photograph review at the South Coastal Information Center record search with a 1-mile 

radius, a Sacred Lands File search with tribes identified as affiliated with the area per the Native 

American Heritage Commission, and two pedestrian surveys in February 2020 completed by 

archaeologist Scott Wolf and Red Tail Environmental Inc. Native American monitors Shuuluk 

Linton and Corel Taylor. The following analysis is based on the information presented in the 

cultural resources letter report (Appendix N). 
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Dudek consulted historic maps and aerial photographs to understand development of the project 

site and surrounding properties. Historic aerial photographs of the project area of potential effect 

(APE) were available for 1953, 1964, 1966, 1967, 1972, 1980, 1989, 1996, 2002, 2003, 2005, 2009, 

2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016 (NETR 2020). The historic photographs show that the project APE has 

remained undeveloped since 1953. 

The records search results indicate that 78 previous cultural resources studies have been conducted 

within 1 mile of the project APE. Of the 78 studies, five intersect the project area of potential effect 

(APE). Based on the previous studies, approximately 40% of the project APE has been studied. 

None of these studies identified resources within the project site or off-site area.  

The pedestrian survey found that the project APE showed evidence of previous ground disturbances 

from San Diego Gas and Electric service dirt roads, grading activities, cut drainages, modern refuse 

dumping, and homeless activities within the southwestern portion of the site. The Paseo Montril 

portion of the APE is completely developed by an asphalt paved road and concrete sidewalks. 

Minimal ground disturbance was observed within the northeastern portion of the APE. The 

majority of the site consists of a hillside covered with dense vegetation and a drainage that runs 

east-west through the central area of the site. No archaeological resources were identified 

during the field survey. 

As detailed in Appendix N, there is low sensitivity for intact subsurface archaeological deposits 

within the project area of potential impact considering the location of the site on a hillside and lack 

of known resources on the site. In consideration of the negative results of the South Coastal 

Information Center records search, archival research, Native American Heritage Commission Sacred 

Lands File search, previous surveys that covered 40% of the site, and the two intensive-level surveys 

in 2020, no cultural resources are expected to occur on the site. Human remains are also not 

expected to be located on site, and it is assumed that if remains are located, the protocol identified 

in Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code would be implemented in the event of an 

accidental discovery. As such, grading activities are not expected to impact any significant cultural 

resources and no mitigation is warranted. No impact would occur. 

7.3 Mineral Resources 

According to the City’s General Plan – Conservation Element, the project site is designated as MRZ-3 

(City of San Diego 2008). MRZ-3 are areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which 

cannot be evaluated from available data. Despite the known mineral resource designation of the 

project site, the surrounding area has experienced increased urbanization and development with land 

uses (such as residential and commercial) incompatible with typical mineral extraction and processing 

operations. Similarly, the project site and surrounding area are historically and currently designated by 

the City’s General Plan and zoned for uses that would preclude mineral resource operations. 

Additionally, as described in Section 5.3, Air Quality and Odor, grading of the project site would require 

import of soils. As such, the project could use the potential construction grade aggregate located 

within the project site to the extent feasible during grading operations. Therefore, it would not result 

in the loss of mineral resources of statewide or local importance. No impact would result.   
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8 Mandatory Discussion Areas 

This section addresses significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided if the proposed 

Paseo Montril Project (project) is implemented, significant irreversible environmental changes that 

would be involved should the project be implemented, and the growth-inducing impact of the project.  

8.1 Significant Environmental Effects  

that Cannot be Avoided if the  

Project is Implemented 

Section 15126.2(b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires an 

environmental impact report (EIR) to identify significant environmental effects that cannot be 

avoided if a project is implemented (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). As discussed in Chapter 5, Environmental 

Analysis, of this EIR, implementation of the project would result in significant impacts related to the 

following issue areas: land use, transportation/circulation, air quality, biological resources, 

greenhouse gas, and noise. Incorporation of mitigation measures would reduce the project’s 

significant impacts to less than significant, except for impacts to land use, greenhouse gas, and 

transportation that would remain significant and unmitigated. 

8.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental 

Changes Caused by the Project 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires the evaluation of significant irreversible environmental 

changes that would occur should a project be implemented, as follows: 

(1) Primary impacts, such as the use of nonrenewable resources (i.e., biological 

habitat, agricultural land, mineral deposits, water bodies, energy resources, and 

cultural resources);  

(2) secondary impacts, such as road improvements, which provide access to 

previously inaccessible areas; and  

(3) environmental accidents potentially associated with the project.  

Furthermore, Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that irretrievable commitments of 

resources should be evaluated to ensure that current consumption of such resources is justified. 

Implementation of the project would not result in significant irreversible impacts to agricultural 

land, mineral resources, water bodies, historical resources, paleontological resources, or tribal 

cultural resources.  
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The project site consists of a vacant site on a hillside between Interstate 15 and adjacent residential 

and commercial uses. The project site is designated Park, Open Space, and Recreation in the 

General Plan (City of San Diego 2008), and as Open Space in the Rancho Peñasquitos Community 

Plan (City of San Diego 2011). The site is zoned for residential use (RM-2-5 and RS-1-14).  

The project site does not contain agricultural or forestry resources, as the project site and 

immediate surroundings are classified as Urban and Built-Up Land under the California Department 

of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (CDC 2021). No Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance is present on site or would be impacted as a 

result of the project.  

According to the City’s General Plan – Conservation Element, the project site is designated as MRZ-3 

(City of San Diego 2008). MRZ-3 areas contain mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be 

evaluated from available data. Despite the known mineral resource designation of the project site, the 

surrounding area has experienced increased urbanization and development with land uses (such as 

residential and commercial) incompatible with typical mineral extraction and processing operations. 

Similarly, the project site and surrounding area are historically and currently designated by the City’s 

General Plan and zoned for uses that would preclude mineral resource operations. Additionally, as 

described in Section 5.3, Air Quality and Odor, grading of the project site would require import of soils. 

As such, the project could use the potential construction grade aggregate located within the project 

site to the extent feasible during grading operations. Therefore, it would not result in the loss of 

mineral resources of statewide or local importance.  

The proposed project would require the commitment of energy and non-renewable resources, such 

as electricity, fossil fuels, natural gas, construction materials (e.g., concrete, asphalt, sand and gravel, 

steel, petrochemicals, and lumber), potable water, and labor during construction. New development 

within the project site would be required to comply with the California Energy Code (Title 24) and 

California Green Building Standards Code. The proposed project features a number of sustainable 

elements (e.g., rooftop photovoltaic solar panels, energy-efficient lighting and appliances, cool roofs, 

energy-efficient windows) to minimize its consumption of energy and non-renewable resources (see 

Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 5.5, Energy, for further details). However, use of 

these resources on any level would have an incremental effect regionally and would, therefore, 

result in long-term irretrievable losses of non-renewable resources, such as fuel and energy. 

The site does contain biological resources, including sensitive habitat and sensitive species. More 

specifically, the site contains Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat. The following sensitive wildlife 

species were determined to have moderate potential to occur within the project area: Southern 

California legless lizard, San Diegan tiger whiptail, red diamondback rattlesnake, Blainville’s horned 

lizard, Coronado skink, coast patch-nosed snake, and Crotch bumble bee. Two special-status species 

and MSCP Covered Species, coastal California gnatcatcher and western bluebird, were observed on 

site. The project would result in potentially significant impacts to 3.21 acres of Tier II Diegan coastal 

sage scrub (including disturbed forms) (Impact BIO-1). The project was specifically designed to avoid 

the on-site non-wetland waters that crosses the central area of the site east to west. Thus, no 

significant irreversible impacts to water bodies would occur. Refer to Section 5.4, Biological 

Resources, for additional details. The project would implement habitat mitigation (MM-BIO-2) in 
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accordance with the City of San Diego Biology Guidelines. With the implementation of these 

measures, biological resource impacts would be less than significant.   

Implementation of the proposed project has the potential to result in health and safety impacts due 

to demolition and construction activities, which could expose people or workers to a cancer risk 

above the 10 in 1 million threshold. The project would include MM-AQ-1, which requires use of Tier 

4 Interim engines or better, to reduce this potential to below a level of significance, as detailed in 

Section 5.3. All other health and safety impacts of the project would be less than significant (see 

Section 5.8, Health and Safety). Specifically, the project would follow applicable health and safety 

related regulations to prevent any spills or hazardous material use, transport, or disposal from 

resulting in significant environmental accidents. While the project is located within Review Area 2 of 

the MCAS Miramar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the project would comply with the 

applicable noticing requirements and obtain a Determination of No Hazard from the Federal Airport 

Authority prior to construction as a Condition of Approval. Thus, no significant environmental 

accidents would occur as a result of the project. 

The project would not involve a roadway or highway improvement that would provide access to 

previously inaccessible areas. The project includes no additional public roadways, and access to the 

site would be from the existing Paseo Montril roadway. Therefore, the proposed project would not 

result in significant irreversible environmental changes.  

8.3 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines mandates that the growth-inducing impact of a project be 

discussed (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). This guideline states that the growth-inducing analysis is intended 

to address the potential for the project to “foster economic or population growth, or the 

construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment,” 

and to “encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, 

either individually or cumulatively” through extension or expansion of existing services, utilities, or 

infrastructure. This second issue involves the potential for the project to induce further growth 

through the expansion or extension of existing services, utilities, or infrastructure. The CEQA 

Guidelines further state, “it must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, 

detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.” 

The City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2016) state 

that a project would have a significant impact related to growth inducement if it would:  

1. Induce substantial population growth in an area. 

2. Substantially alter the planned location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the 

population of an area. 

3. Include extensions of roads or other infrastructure not assumed in the community plan or 

adopted Capital Improvement Project list, when such infrastructure exceeds the needs of 

the project and could accommodate future development.  
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1  There are multiple sources for estimations of a “person per household” rate. The analysis contained herein 

conservatively uses the SANDAG 2050 regional growth forecast rate for the Rancho Peñasquitos community 

for year 2035, which is the highest out of each forecasted year. By comparison, the City as a whole also has 

a forecasted rate of 2.65 persons per household in 2035 per SANDAG’s regional growth forecast.  

Short-Term Growth Inducement

During project construction, demand for various construction trade skills and labor would increase.It 

is anticipated that this demand would be met predominantly by the local labor force and would not 

require importation of a substantial number of workers or cause an increased demand for 
temporary or permanent local housing. Further, construction of the project is expected to take 
approximately 2 years (see Section 3.3.8, Grading and Construction). Since construction would be 
short term and temporary, it would not lead to an increase in employment on site that would 
stimulate the need for additional housing or services. Accordingly, no associated substantial short- 
term growth-inducing effects would result.

Long-Term Growth Inducement

Per the CEQA Guidelines, growth-inducing effects are not necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of 
little significance to the environment. The project proposes to construct 55 multi-family homes with 
amenities and place the remaining open space within a covenant of easement. Specifically, Lot 1 
would consist of 3.60 acres of residential land uses and amenities, and the remaining 1.3 acres of

Lot 1 and all of Lot 2 would be open space covered by a covenant of easement.. The project would 
also include off-site improvements within Paseo Montril and a sewer easement.

As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, the project site is designated as Park, Open Space, and 
Recreation in the City of San Diego’s General Plan (City of San Diego 2008) and Open Space under

the Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan (City of San Diego 2011). The majority of the project site is 
zoned as RM-2-5, with smaller portions zoned as RS-1-13. The project would require General Plan 
and Community Plan Amendments as well as a Rezone to allow for the proposed residential 
development on site.

Based on the population rate coefficient of 3.07 persons per household1 for the Rancho Peñasquitos 
community, the proposed 55-unit project would introduce an estimated 169 people to the area

(SANDAG 2013). As discussed in Section 5.12, Population and Housing, because the project would 
help accommodate the existing and planned population and population growth anticipated in the 
City and help with the existing housing shortage, the proposed project would not directly induce 
substantial growth through the development of residential land uses within a vacant site.

The City is currently in urgent need for housing and is experiencing a housing shortage, as discussed in 
the City of San Diego General Plan Housing Element 2021-2029. The City of San Diego’s portion of the 
County’s RHNA target for the 2021-2029 Housing Element period is 108,036 homes (City of San Diego 
2020). While the City is planning for additional housing to meet the need and targeted to permit more 
than 88,000 new housing units between 2010 – 2020, less than half of those units were constructed

(42,275) as of December 2019 (City of San Diego 2020). Considering this, the proposed construction of 
55 units is anticipated to help accommodate the existing and planned population and population
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growth anticipated in the City and help with the existing housing shortage. Therefore, the project 

would not directly induce substantial unplanned population growth to the area.  

Regarding infrastructure, the properties surrounding the project site consist of residential and 

commercial development that is served by existing public service and utility infrastructure. As 

discussed in Section 5.14, Public Utilities, the proposed project would use existing utility connections 

that serve the surrounding community to accommodate the internal utility infrastructure needs of 

the development. No major new infrastructure facilities are required specifically to accommodate 

the proposed project. No existing capacity deficiencies were identified for water, wastewater, or 

storm drain facilities that would serve the project. Furthermore, the project would not generate 

sewage flow or stormwater that would exceed the capacity already planned for the sewer line or 

storm drain. In addition, the internal roadway network proposed to be constructed within the 

project site would connect to the existing roadway network surrounding the project site. Since the 

project site is surrounded by existing development, and would connect to existing utility 

infrastructure, implementation of the proposed project would not remove a barrier to economic or 

population growth through the construction or connection of new public utility infrastructure.  

While the project proposes housing on a site planned for open space, the proposed project would 

not induce substantial growth considering the housing shortage in the City and the need for 

additional housing to accommodate planned growth. Therefore, the project would not directly 

induce substantial unplanned population growth to the area. Refer to Section 5.12.3.1 for 

additional details. 
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9 Alternatives 

9.1 Introduction 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that environmental impact reports (EIRs) 

contain an analysis of alternatives to the proposed Paseo Montril Project (project) that would avoid 

or substantially lessen environmental impacts. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that 

an EIR should “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 

project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits 

of the alternatives” (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). The selection of alternatives is governed by a “rule of 

reason” that requires an EIR to evaluate only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 

choice (14 CCR 15126.6[f]). The EIR should identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead 

agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons for 

that determination (14 CCR 15126.6[c]). Additionally, CEQA requires discussion of a No Project 

Alternative to give decision makers the ability to compare impacts of approving the project with 

those of not approving the project (14 CCR 15126.6[e]). 

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, a range of alternatives for the project is considered in this EIR. 

These alternatives were developed in the course of project planning, environmental review, and 

public input. The discussion in this section provides a description of alternatives considered and an 

analysis of whether the alternatives meet most of the objectives of the project.  

Per CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.6(b) and (c), the focus of this analysis is to determine (1) 

whether alternatives are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening the significant environmental 

effects of the project, (2) the feasibility of alternatives, and (3) whether an alternative meets all or 

most of the basic project objectives. This chapter focuses on those alternatives that are capable of 

reducing or eliminating significant environmental impacts, even if they would impede the attainment 

of some project objectives or would be more costly. In accordance with Section 15126(f)(1) of the 

CEQA Guidelines, the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 

alternatives are site suitability; economic viability; availability of infrastructure; general plan 

consistency; other plans or regulatory limitations; jurisdictional boundaries; and whether the project 

proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to an alternative site. 

9.2 Project Objectives 

The following are the goals and objectives of the project: 

1. Assist the City of San Diego (City) in meeting state and local housing goals by providing 

new housing. 

2. Provide new housing opportunities to the City by utilizing an underutilized site not currently 

planned for residential uses.  
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3. Provide an infill development.  

4. Promote homeownership by providing for-sale units with entry-level housing market 

product types.  

5. Provide a cohesive design that is compatible in use, scale and character with the surroundings. 

6. Integrate the project into the existing topography of the site and cluster development in a 

manner that reduces the grading footprint as well as impacts to environmental resources. 

9.3 Significant Impacts 

As discussed throughout this EIR, implementation of the project would result in significant impacts to land 

use, transportation/circulation, air quality, biological resources, greenhouse gas, and noise. Impacts relative 

to air quality, biological resources, and noise would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 

implementation of mitigation measures identified in this EIR. Direct and cumulative impacts related to land 

use, transportation/circulation, and greenhouse gas would remain significant and unavoidable. The project 

alternatives evaluated below were developed to address the project’s significant impacts.  

9.4 Alternatives Eliminated from  

Detailed Consideration  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR should identify any alternatives that 

were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and 

should briefly explain the lead agency’s determination. Factors that may be used to eliminate 

alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR include failure to meet most of the basic project 

objectives, infeasibility, or inability to avoid significant environmental effects. The following are 

alternatives that have been rejected by the lead agency and do not require further analysis in this EIR. 

Off-Site Location Alternative 

Section 15126.6(f)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines provides that off-site alternatives should be considered 

if development is feasible and would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the 

project. Factors that need to be considered when identifying an off-site alternative includes the size 

of the site, its location relative to the general area, the General Plan (or other applicable planning 

document) land use designation, and the ability to meet the project objectives.  

One of the factors for feasibility of an alternative site is “whether the proponent can reasonably 

acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.” No alternative location exists in the 

City that is available, of suitable size, owned and controlled by the Applicant. While there may be 

sites within the City of an approximately equivalent size to the project site that could be redeveloped 

with a multi-family residential project; the project Applicant does not control another site within the 

City of comparable land area that is available for development of the project, and does not have a 

reasonable expectation that a site of similar size and suitability could be obtained. Therefore, off-site 

alternatives were rejected from further consideration because they could not feasibly achieve most 

of the project objectives.  
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Mixed-Use Alternative 

Alternative Project Description 

A Mixed-Use Alternative was considered. This alternative would add a ground-floor commercial 

component within the project site. This alternative would include 55 condominium style units on top 

of approximately 36,000 square-feet of commercial instead of townhomes with garages. As the 

intent of this alternative is to reduce vehicle miles traveled as discussed below, the commercial uses 

would include restaurants, a grocery store and retail. Due to commercial uses typically including 

higher ceiling than residential and the addition of a whole story, the Mixed-use Alternative building 

height would be increased to approximately 60 feet tall relative to the project’s 40-foot building 

height. Due to the inclusion of additional uses and the need to provide parking, that the project 

footprint would be expanded to the north. Due to the site topography, this additional grading would 

entail a significant amount of fill being placed into the valley between the two hillsides as well as an 

increase in retaining wall length along both the eastern and western sides of the site. This would 

result in additional encroachment into environmentally sensitive lands, including both steep hillsides 

and sensitive biological habitat. Notably, the project already exceeds the steep hillside 

encroachment limit of 25% by 2.3%, and this alternative would sustainably increase that 

encroachment considering the additional development area included in this alternative would be 

within steep hillsides. Considering the existing land use designations identifying the site as open space 

and zoning for residential uses, this alternative would require a General Plan Amendment, Community 

Plan Amendment, and a Rezone to allow for the mixed-use development. The Rezone would involve a 

change to a Mixed-Use Zone (see Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 1, Division 7) such as EMX-1 that 

allows for retail, grocery and restaurant uses with multi-family residential. While this is the least intense 

mixed-use zoning, EMX-1 would allow for a floor to area ratio of 3.0 and a maximum building height of 

120 feet (ground floor a minimum of 13 feet tall).  

Impact Analysis 

The intent of this alternative would be to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by co-locating 

commercial and residential uses. More specifically, the intent would be to reduce the distance 

between the proposed residents and commercial uses residents commonly use on a daily basis such 

as restaurants, grocery stores and retail. Due to the lack of a grocery store in the immediate area, a 

grocery store would be a targeted commercial use since it would result in the most reduction in VMT 

of the proposed project residents. Reducing VMT would potentially reduce the project’s significant 

and unavoidable transportation impact (Impact TRA-1).  

While co-locating residential and commercial uses typically would result in less net emissions than 

providing these two uses in separate locations due to a decrease in VMT, the addition of commercial 

uses to the site would still result in an overall net increase of vehicular greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions impacts relative to the proposed project (Impact GHG-1). This increase overall GHG 

emissions at the site where emissions were assumed to be zero by the City’s Climate Action Plan 

(CAP; City of San Diego 2015a), would also worsen CAP consistency land use impacts (Impact LU-1) 

relative to the project.  
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While this alternative would reduce the VMT impacts, it is important to note that the development of 

this alternative would require a larger development footprint and a substantial amount of additional 

grading in order to accommodate the proposed uses and additional parking. Thus, this alternative 

would result in greater significant biological resource impacts to sensitive habitats (Diegan coastal 

sage scrub (Impact BIO-1) and greater impacts to covered species, including the coastal California 

gnatcatcher, western bluebird, orange-throated whiptail, and Blainville’s horned lizard (Impact BIO-

2).  Due to the increase in footprint and proximity of the drainage on the site (Figure 5.4-1, Biological 

Resources), this alternative would also impact the non-wetland waters of the United States/state 

drainage located on the site and require permits from the Army Corps of Engineers, California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Other construction-

related impacts would also be increased due to the greater amount of construction activities 

required, such as construction noise impacts (Impacts NOI-1 to NOI-3) to the adjacent residences 

and air quality emissions from the additional grading and haul trips (Impact AIR-1). Operational 

noise would also potentially increase considering a loading dock and other rooftop equipment 

would be required for the additional commercial uses near the existing homes to the east, and 

additional traffic noise would be generated from an increase in vehicles travelling to the site. 

Similarly, the addition of commercial uses would increase air quality emissions during operations 

considering the additional trips as well as additional energy and water use. Lastly, due to an increase 

in development at the project site, as well as substantial amount of additional grading in order to 

accommodate the proposed uses and additional parking, this alternatives would increase impacts to 

visual effects/neighborhood character, including landform alteration. 

While this alternative would potentially reduce community-wide VMT impacts (Impact TRA-1), this 

alternative would increase GHG, land use, air quality, biological resource, noise, and visual 

effects/neighborhood character impacts.   

Feasibility 

While this alternative was considered since it would potentially reduce the project’s significant 

unavoidable VMT impacts, the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states “[a]n EIR is not required to 

consider alternatives which are infeasible.” Feasibility factors per CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(f)(1) include site suitability, economic viability, general plan consistency, and other plans or 

regulatory limitations. Accordingly, the feasibility of a Mixed-use Alternative based on these factors 

is considered herein.  

Due to the location of the project site on a roadway segment that only leads to the project and site 

access limits due to the topography differences between the roadway and the site, it is not a 

desirable location for commercial uses. Typically, commercial uses are along a more heavily traveled 

roadway where people can stop at the commercial use via a pass-by trip and also where it is visible 

to attract customers. In addition, commercial uses typically require fast access to promote 

convenience and customers coming to the site. The project site would not offer these features 

typically needed by commercial uses and it would be difficult to attract a tenant to occupy the space 

and a tenant that could generate enough customers at this location to sustain a commercial use. In 

addition, the ground-floor commercial space at the site would not be large enough to support a 

grocery store. Thus, it would not be reasonable to assume a commercial use at the project site 

would be viable.  
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In addition, this alternative would involve additional approvals relative to the project. As indicated 

above, this alternative would require land use changes and a Rezone to Mixed Use. It is unknown if the 

community would support the location of commercial uses at the site. In addition, this alternative 

would encroach further into ESL. While the project is consistent with the Steep Slope encroachment 

percentage, this alternative would likely surpass that limit and require additional deviation approvals. 

Similarly, the project is already seeking wall height deviations and this alternative would require 

additional wall height length that would further deviate from the wall height limit.  

Due to the additional grading, this alternative would also impact the non-wetland waters of the United 

States/state drainage located on the site. As mentioned above, such an impact would trigger the need 

for permits from the Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404 permit to fill waters), California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (Streambed Alteration Agreement), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(Section 401 Certification). Due to the presence of coastal California gnatcatcher, coordination with the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife via a Section 10 would also be necessary. These regulatory entities focus on 

minimizing impacts to drainages, which is already achieved by the proposed project design. As such, 

this alternative would be less desirable than the project for these agencies.  

Overall, this alternative was determined to be infeasible due to site suitability, general plan 

consistency, and other plans or regulatory limitations. 

Project Objectives 

Per CEQA Guidelines, the project alternative must “feasibility attain most of the basic objectives of 

the project.” In other words, the alternative must meet at least three of the project’s six objectives 

(see Section 8.2). This Mixed-use Alternative would be a greater height, bulk and scale than the 

surrounding uses, and would potentially not meet Objective 5. Similarly, this alternative would 

require a larger footprint and taller structures that would not be integrated into the topography, 

which would not be consistent with Objective 6. Due to the inclusion of housing (Objective 1), use of 

an underutilized site to provide housing (Objective 2), infill project site location (Objective 3), 

provision of for-sale units (Objective 4), the project would meet the basic project objectives, though 

to a lesser extent than the project considering the reduced residential units provided.  

Conclusion 

Overall, while the Mixed-use Alternative would reduce significant VMT impacts of the project and 

would meet the basic project objectives, the Mixed-use Alternative was rejected based on feasibility. 

Increased Density Alternative 

Alternative Project Description 

An Increased Density Alternative was considered due to the 2021 CAPCOA Handbook (CAPCOA 

2021) identifying that VMT can be decreased through an increase in density (see T-1. Increase 

Residential Density). Instead of the proposed townhomes with garages, this alternative would 

include a denser condominium style development with larger building footprints, taller five-story 

structures, and rooftop open space amenities. This development would include 71 units instead of 

the proposed 55 units, as allowed under the Community Plan Amendment and Rezone of the 
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proposed project. Due to the need to provide parking, it is assumed that the project footprint would 

be expanded to include a parking structure. As a result, additional grading into the valley between 

the two hillsides as well as an additional retaining wall would be required. This would result in 

additional encroachment into environmentally sensitive lands, including both steep hillsides, 

sensitive biological habitat, and the drainage. Similar to the project, this alternative would require a 

General Plan Amendment, Community Plan Amendment, and a Rezone. In addition, this alternative 

would require permits from the Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and 

the Regional Water Quality Control Board for impacts to the drainage.  

Impact Analysis 

The intent of this alternative would be to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by increasing density 

pursuant to the 2021 CAPCOA Handbook (CAPCOA 2021). Increasing density might reduce the regional and 

community-wide VMT, but would not reduce the project’s significant and unavoidable direct and 

cumulative transportation (Impact TRA-1). Thus, while this alternative was originally considered to reduce 

the project’s transportation VMT impacts, further consideration determined that it would not do so.  

While increasing density typically results in less emissions than providing sprawled out residential 

developments, overall GHG emissions would be increased and the GHG impact (Cumulative Impact 

GHG-1) would be greater than the project. This would also increase emissions relative to those 

assumed in the CAP, and thereby increasing the project’s CAP consistency land use impact (Impact 

LU-1) relative to the project as well.  

While this alternative might reduce regional VMT, it is important to note that the development of this 

alternative would require a larger development footprint and a substantial amount of additional grading 

in order to accommodate the proposed uses and additional parking. Thus, this alternative would result 

in greater significant biological resource impacts to sensitive habitats (Diegan coastal sage scrub; Impact 

BIO-1) and greater impacts to covered species, including the coastal California gnatcatcher, western 

bluebird, orange-throated whiptail, and Blainville’s horned lizard (Impact BIO-2).  . Due to the increase in 

footprint and proximity of the drainage on the site (Figure 5.4-1, Biological Resources), this alternative 

would also impact the non-wetland waters of the United States/state drainage located on the site and 

require permits from the Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. Other construction-related impacts would also be increased due 

to the greater amount of construction activities required, such as construction noise impacts to the 

adjacent residences (Impacts NOI-1 to NOI-3) and air quality emissions from the additional grading and 

haul trips (Impact AIR-1). Operational noise would also potentially increase considering additional traffic 

noise would be generated. Similarly, the addition of units would increase air quality emissions during 

operations considering the additional trips as well as additional energy and water use. Lastly, due to an 

increase in development at the project site, as well as taller structures and additional grading into the 

valley between the two hillsides, this alternatives would increase impacts to visual effects/neighborhood 

character, including landform alteration. 

While this alternative was considered in order to reduce VMT impacts (Impact TRA-1 ), it was 

determined that project’s VMT impacts would not be reduced. In addition, this alternative would 

increase GHG, land use, air quality, biological resource, noise, and visual effects/neighborhood 

character impacts.  
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Feasibility 

While this alternative was considered since it would potentially reduce the project’s significant 

unavoidable VMT impacts, the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states “[a]n EIR is not required to 

consider alternatives which are infeasible.” Feasibility factors per CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(f)(1) include site suitability, economic viability, general plan consistency, and other plans or 

regulatory limitations. Accordingly, the feasibility of an Increased Density Alternative based on these 

factors is considered herein.  

This alternative would involve additional approvals relative to the project and may require a 

different General Plan and Community Plan Amendment and Rezone. As indicated above, this 

alternative would require additional deviations for building height to achieve the increase in density 

while also meeting parking needs. It is unknown if the community would support the increase in 

building density and associated increase in building height, considering the density would be greater 

than in the surrounding community. In addition, this alternative would encroach further into ESL. 

While the project is consistent with the Steep Slope encroachment percentage, this alternative 

would likely surpass that limit and require additional deviation approvals. Similarly, the project is 

already seeking wall height deviations and this alternative would require additional wall height 

length that would further deviate from the wall height limit.  

Due to the additional grading, this alternative would also impact the non-wetland waters of the United 

States/state drainage located on the site. As mentioned above, such an impact would trigger the need 

for permits from the Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404 permit to fill waters), California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (Streambed Alteration Agreement), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(Section 401 Certification). Due to the presence of coastal California gnatcatcher, coordination with the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife via a Section 10 would also be necessary. These regulatory entities focus on 

minimizing impacts to drainages, which is already achieved by the proposed project design. As such, 

this alternative would be less desirable than the project for these agencies.  

Overall, this alternative was determined to be infeasible due to consistency and site suitability, and 

other plans or regulatory limitations.   

Project Objectives 

Per CEQA Guidelines, the project alternative must “feasibility attain most of the basic objectives of 

the project.” In other words, the alternative must meet at least three of the project’s six objectives 

(see Section 8.2). This Increased Density Alternative would be a greater height, bulk and scale than 

the surrounding uses, and would potentially not meet Objective 5. Similarly, this alternative would 

require a larger footprint and taller structures that would not be integrated into the topography, 

which would not be consistent with Objective 6. Due to the provision of housing (Objective 1), use of 

an underutilized site to provide housing (Objective 2), infill project site location (Objective 3), 

provision of for-sale units (Objective 4), the project would meet the basic project objectives, though 

to a lesser extent than the project considering the reduced residential units provided.  
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Conclusion 

While this alternative was considered in order to reduce VMT impacts (Impact TRA-1), it was 

determined that project’s VMT impacts would not be reduced. In addition, it was rejected based 

on feasibility. 

9.5 Alternatives Under Consideration 

This analysis focuses on alternatives capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any of the 

significant effects of the project, even if the alternatives would impede, to some degree, the 

attainment of project objectives.  

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), “the no project analysis shall discuss the existing 

conditions…, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the 

project were not approved, but based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure 

and community services.” Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) also indicates that “in certain instances, the no 

project alternative means ‘no build’ wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained.” 

The following alternatives have been identified for analysis: No Project/No Development Alternative, 

Reduced Density Alternative, and Reduced Footprint/Increased Density Alternative.  

9.6 Environmental Analysis 

9.6.1 No Project/No Development Alternative 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that an EIR evaluate a “no project” alternative, along 

with its impacts. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow a lead 

agency to compare the impacts of approving the project to the impacts of not approving it. 

Specifically, Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) requires that an EIR for a development project on an 

identifiable property address the no project alternative as circumstances under which the project 

does not proceed. As the site is designated as open space by the General Plan (City of San Diego 

2015b) and assumed to remain undeveloped in the SANDAG 2050 growth projections (Cortes, R. 

pers comm. 2020), it is reasonable to assume the “no project” conditions would consist of no 

development. None of the improvements resulting from the project would occur. Multi -family and 

affordable units would not be established, no outdoor recreational amenities would be provided 

to residents and the public, and no formal Covenant of Easement to protect the open space would 

be completed. Instead, the site would be left as it exists today. As no changes would occur, the No 

Project/No Development would avoid all significant impacts of the project. Thus, no further 

detailed analysis is warranted. 

Project Objectives 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives set forth in 

Section 8.2, as it would not include housing or any development. 
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9.6.2 Reduced Density Alternative  

Alternative Project Description 

This alternative would have the same footprint of the proposed project, but the density would be 

reduced. This alternative would reduce the number of multi-family homes proposed from 55 to 37 

units. The intent of this alternative is to reduce the severity of impacts associated with transportation 

(Impact TRA-1). A Reduced Density Alternative of 37 units was chosen because with the 

development of 37 multi-family units, an estimate of 296 average daily trips would be expected to be 

generated using a rate of eight trips per dwelling unit, which is below the City’s 300 average daily 

trips threshold to be considered as a small project for screening purposes. As discussed in more 

detail below, the City’s Transportation Study Manual Screening Criteria indicate residential projects 

of this size would typically screen out as presumed less than significant. With this reduction in units, 

it is assumed that one building would be eliminated and the remaining buildings would be 

reoriented within the project site. The buildings would remain the same height and design as the 

proposed project. The grading footprint and retaining walls under this alternative would remain the 

same as the project as well. The same discretionary actions as would be required for the project 

would be needed for this alternative, including a General Plan Amendment, Community Plan 

Amendment, and Rezone.  

Impact Analysis 

Land Use 

Similar to the project, this alternative would not conflict with the environmental principles, goals, 

and policies contained within the General Plan or the Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan. This 

alternative would still require deviations from the zoning code associated with allowable height of 

structures and walls, as well as setback deviations. However, the requested deviations would not 

affect any other environmental issue or sensitive resource beyond that addressed within the EIR. In 

addition, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not conflict with the City’s MSCP or 

an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved 

local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, or any local policies or ordinances. Similar to the 

project, this alternative would not divide an established community, as it would be constructed 

within the same project site. No conflict with the MCAS Miramar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

would occur, similar to the proposed project. As the project would continue to place a development 

on a site assumed to be open space in the SANDAG Series 12 growth projects, the project would 

continue to result in additional GHG emissions relative to those assumed in the City’s Climate Action 

Plan (CAP and would continue to result in a significant and unavoidable land use impact (Impact 

LND-1), even with implementation of mitigation measures MM-GHG-1 (implementation of cool 

roofs), MM-GHG-2 (low flow plumbing fixtures), MM-GHG-3 (implementation of electric vehicle 

charging stations), and MM-GHG-4 (implementation of electric vehicle capable spaces), MM-TRA-1 

(implementation of pedestrian improvements), MM-TRA-2 (implementation of 10 bike parking 

spaces), MM-TRA-3 (implementation of bike parking spaces within residential unit garages), MM-

TRA-4 (implementation of a commute trip reduction program), and MM-TRA-5 (provide one bicycle 

per unit to the first buyer of each unit). Overall, impacts to land use compared to the project would 

be similar under this alternative.  
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Transportation/Circulation 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not result in inadequate emergency access or 

create hazardous design features. This alternative would also be consistent with plans, policies, and 

regulations related to the transportation system. Site access would remain at the same location as 

that proposed under the project, and residents would continue to have access to Paseo Montril.  

Under this alternative, with the development of 37 multi-family units, 296 average daily trips 

would be generated using a rate of eight trips per dwelling unit, as used to determine the 440 

daily trips for the proposed project. Under the City ’s Transportation Study Manual Screening 

Criteria for VMT impacts, projects that generate less than 300 daily unadjusted driveway trips are 

considered to be a “small project,” and are typically presumed to have a less than significant VMT 

impact. Thus, because the Reduced Density Alternative would generate less than 300 trips, it 

would meet this screening criteria and be screened out from a VMT analysis, and presumed to 

have less than significant VMT impact. Therefore, the significant and unavoidable transportation 

impact under the proposed project (Impact TRA-1) potentially would be avoided with 

implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative. 

Air Quality and Odor 

It was determined that the project would result in a potentially significant impact to sensitive 

receptors in regard to cancer risk resulting from TAC emissions generated during construction, 

requiring the implementation of mitigation measure MM-AQ-1, which requires CARB-certified Tier 

4 Interim engines or better. All other impacts related to air quality were determined to be less 

than significant.  

Under this alternative, criteria air pollutant emissions would be reduced as compared to the 

proposed project, due to the density reduction of units to 37 total units under this alternative. 

Although construction activity would occur under this alternative, it would occur to a lesser extent 

than required by the project, due to the reduction in units to be constructed. Thus, construction 

emissions would be reduced compared to the project. Once operational, this alternative would 

result in a reduction of criteria air pollutants compared to the project. With the overall reduction of 

dwelling units, the mobile source emission generators, area source emission generators, and energy 

use would all be reduced as compared to the project, resulting in a reduced level of emissions 

during operations. However, similar to the project, the construction emissions could result in a 

potential Maximum Individual Cancer Risk at nearby residential receptors that would exceed the 10 

in a million cancer risk threshold because this alternative would involve the same grading activities 

as the project. Construction emissions would be below the Chronic Hazard Index threshold however, 

similar to the project. This alternative would result in a potentially significant impact in regard to 

cancer risk resulting from TAC emissions generated during construction (Impact AIR-1) and 

mitigation is required. MM-AQ-1, which requires CARB-certified Tier 4 Interim engines or better, 

would be implemented under this alternative to reduce exhaust PM10 (DPM) emissions. Overall, the 

significance level of impacts would be similar to the project; however, due to the reduction in 

dwelling units under this alternative, air quality emission impacts would be reduced as compared to 

the project.  
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Biological Resources 

No biological resource impacts would be reduced with this alternative, as the grading footprint 

would be identical to the project. This alternative would still result in significant impacts to sensitive 

habitat (Impact BIO-1) and significant impacts to covered species, including the coastal California 

gnatcatcher, western bluebird, orange-throated whiptail, and Blainville’s horned lizard (Impact BIO-

2). . As such, this alternative would similarly implement MM-BIO-1, which requires recording a 

Covenant of Easement on Lot 2 for preservation and protection of Diegan coastal sage scrub, to 

reduce biological resource impacts to below a level of significance. Similar to the proposed project, 

this alternative would comply with the City’s Biology Guidelines. In addition, since the project site is 

not within or adjacent to designated MHPA lands, the alternative would not conflict with the 

provisions of an any adopted conservation plan nor with the City’s MSCP. All other direct and 

indirect impacts associated with biological resources would be less than significant. Impacts would 

be the same as the proposed project as a result of this alternative.  

Energy 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would increase electricity, natural gas, and 

petroleum use during construction and operation as a result of constructing residential buildings 

within a currently undeveloped site. Energy consumption associated with construction and 

operation of this alternative would not be inefficient or wasteful and would be slightly reduced 

compared to the proposed project due to a reduction in development. 

Because the proposed project, and this alternative would comply with Title 24, Part 6 and Part 11, it 

would be consistent with the City’s General Plan Conservation Element policies pertaining to energy 

use, and would implement the required components identified within Step 2 of the City’s CAP 

Checklist, no conflict with existing energy standards and regulations would occur. Therefore, similar to 

the proposed project, energy impacts would be less than significant; albeit reduced in comparison.  

Geologic Conditions 

This alternative would be constructed on the same project site, with the same underlying 

geotechnical conditions. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, with implementation of the 

recommendations and appropriate building design measures consistent with the CBC, the risk of 

potential effects from geologic hazards would be reduced to an acceptable level of risk. Similarly, 

based on implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs as part of, and in 

conformance with, an approved SWPPP and related City and NPDES requirements, associated 

potential erosion and sedimentation impacts from implementation of this alternative would be less 

than significant. Impacts would be the same as the proposed project.  

Greenhouse Gases 

Under this alternative, construction and operational GHG emissions would be reduced because less 

building square footage would be developed, and less traffic would be generated. Similar to the 

proposed project, not be consistent with City’s CAP because of the proposed land use change from 

open space to residential uses. As with the project, this alternative would generate significant GHG 

emissions and would conflict with the City’s CAP that is for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions 
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(Impact GHG-1). This alternative would be required to implement mitigation measures MM-GHG-1 

(implementation of cool roofs), MM-GHG-2 (implementation of low flow plumbing fixtures), MM-GHG-

3 (implementation of electric vehicle charging stations), and MM-GHG-4 (implementation of electric 

vehicle capable spaces), MM-TRA-1 (implementation of pedestrian improvements), MM-TRA-2 

(implementation of 10 bike parking spaces), MM-TRA-3 (implementation of a transit subsidy program), 

MM-TRA-4 (implementation of a commute trip reduction program), and MM-TRA-5 (provide one 

bicycle per unit to the first buyer of each unit). Even with the implementation of mitigation, it cannot 

be demonstrated that the alternative would achieve net zero emissions consistent with the CAP. In 

conclusion, this alternative’s GHG emission impact would be significant and unavoidable after 

mitigation, the same as the proposed project. Overall, construction and operational GHG emissions 

would be reduced compared to the proposed project due to a reduction in the proposed dwelling unit 

count and vehicle trips, but the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Health and Safety 

This alternative would have the same potential risks associated with health and safety as the 

proposed project, as it would be constructed within the same project footprint as the proposed 

project. The project site is not located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 

sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and a significant hazard to the public 

or environment would not result. No existing structures or soil contamination containing hazardous 

materials would be disturbed by construction of this alternative. Any hazardous materials utilized 

during construction or operation would be transported, stored, handled, and disposed of in 

accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to the 

management and use of hazardous materials. Lastly, the development of this alternative would not 

result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substance, or 

waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. This alternative would not result in airport 

safety hazards for people residing or working in the project area. Impacts associated with health 

and safety would be the same as the proposed project.  

Hydrology  

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would increase the impervious surfaces within the 

project site, thereby increasing the quantity of runoff on site. However, the same as the proposed 

project, this alternative would include a private on-site drainage system (storm drainpipes, inlets, 

ditches, and drive aisles) to capture and convey stormwater runoff. The runoff would be directed 

into biofiltration basins for pollutant control and a vault for flow control, located under the parking 

spaces along the eastern boundary of the project site. Storm runoff from the BMPs would be 

conveyed south in a proposed storm drain within Paseo Montril that would connect to the existing 

inlet on Paseo Montril near the Rancho Peñasquitos Boulevard intersection. Detention and water 

quality treatment facilities would be provided within all areas of proposed development in 

accordance with the requirements of the SDMC and San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 

MS4 permit. Similar to the project, the proposed development under this alternative would mitigate 

potential 100-year flow increases from the increased impervious surface area, as needed, with 

detention. The project will have a private on-site drainage system to convey flow to the pollutant and 

flow control BMPs. As such, this alternative would not result in increased runoff or have an adverse 
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effect on drainage patterns, similar to the proposed project. Hydrology impacts associated with this 

alternative would be less than significant and the same as the proposed project.  

Noise 

Noise associated with project construction under this alternative would be similar compared to the 

project because the same grading and similar construction activities would be implemented. As with 

the project, noise associated with construction activities have the potential to exceed the City’s 12-

hour average noise standard of 75 dBA (Impact NOI-1), and construction noise impacts would be 

reduced with implementation of MM-NOI-1, which would still be required under this alternative.  

Regarding blasting operations and blast event vibration impacts, similar to the proposed project, 

construction of this alternative would require blasting in order to construct the buildings. As with the 

project, predicted airborne noise levels from blasting under this alternative could exceed the City’s 

standard of 75 dBA Leq 12-hour for a blast event (Impact NOI-2) and associated blasting vibration 

would be significant (Impact NOI-3), and blasting noise and vibration impacts would be reduced 

with implementation of MM-NOI-2, which would still be required under this alternative. 

Regarding operation, off-site roadway traffic noise would be reduced as compared to the project, 

due to a reduction in vehicle trips that the alternative would generate. Traffic noise exposure to 

project occupants under this alternative would be the same as the project, as all facades are 

anticipated to exhibit a predicted STC rating of at least 34, and thus would provide sufficient 

exterior-to-interior sound insulation from outdoor traffic noise to yield interior background sound 

levels that are less than 45 dBA CNEL. Noise levels generated by residential mechanical noise would 

be similar to the proposed project, as the predicted sound emission level from the combination of 

the air conditioning condenser units would be no more than 44 dBA Leq, and would thus be 

compliant with the City’s nighttime threshold of 45 dBA hourly Leq. Regarding noise as open space 

and balconies, project design features PDF-1 and PDF-2 would be implemented under this 

alternative, the same as the project.  

Thus, construction noise impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, similar as the project 

under this alternative, while operational noise would be the same as well, except that off-site traffic 

noise would be reduced as compared to the project due to a reduction in vehicle trips generated by 

this alternative. Therefore, the severity of noise impacts would be similar under this alternative 

when compared to the project.  

Paleontological Resources 

Impacts under this alternative would be the same as the project, as the same footprint would be 

disturbed as the proposed project. Because the project site is not underlain by any formation with a 

moderate or high-resource potential for the occurrence of sensitive paleontological resources. Thus, 

although development of this alternative would require the excavation that exceeds the City’s 

thresholds for potential impacts to paleontological resources, because the underlying geologic units 

do not possess a moderate or high paleontological sensitivity rating, no adverse impacts to 

paleontological resources are anticipated. Thus, the Reduced Density Alternative impacts would not 

result in an impact, similar to the proposed project. 
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Population and Housing  

Compared to the proposed project, which would generate 169 people, this alternative would result 

in the generation of 114 people. Similar to the project, the Reduced Density Alternative would also 

require a General Plan Amendment and Rezone, but this unplanned increase in population of 114 

people was not previously accounted for in SANDAG’s projections for this project site. . However, 

because the Reduced Density Alternative would provide housing to assist with the City’s housing 

shortage, this growth would not be considered substantial. Additionally, despite the conflict witch 

current zoning and unexpected population growth on the project site, similar to the project, the 

Reduced Density Alternative would not result in a significant impact on the environment because no 

new or expanded services would be required on the project site. The Reduced Density Alternative 

would not directly induce substantial unplanned population growth to the area and population and 

housing impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.  

Public Services and Facilities  

The Reduced Density Alternative would result in less units being developed, and would generate less 

people, which would reduce any increases to fire and police service calls, reduce the amount of 

students generated, and would reduce the usage of people using parks and recreation facilities as 

well as libraries. No facility improvements would be required to service the alternative. Thus, the 

Reduced Density Alternative impacts would be less than significant, the same as the project.  

Public Utilities  

This alternative would reduce the demand on water, reduce the amount of wastewater generated, 

and reduce the amount of solid waste generated. Similar to the proposed project, landscaping 

would include California native drought-tolerant plant palette that is predominantly consistent with 

the established Community Plan palette. Overall, utilities impacts would be reduced under the 

Reduced Density Alternative, but would be less than significant similar to the project.  

Tribal Cultural Resources  

As the site under this alternative would be the same as the project, there would be a similar 

potential as the project for an inadvertent discovery of a tribal cultural resource. The Reduced 

Density Alternative impacts to tribal cultural resources would be considered less than significant and 

similar to the proposed project.  

Visual Effect and Neighborhood Character 

Visual impacts would be similar to the proposed project, as this alternative would be constructed 

within the same footprint as the proposed project and would require a similar amount of grading and 

landform alterations as the proposed project. The building heights would also be similar to the project 

but one building would be eliminated. As this alternative would be required to comply with the Design 

Guidelines and the San Diego Municipal Code similar to the project, the alternative would not result in 

bulk, scale, materials, or style that would be incompatible with surrounding development. Visual 

impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative would be slightly reduced with the elimination of the one 

building, and impacts would remain less than significant, similar to the proposed project.  
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Water Quality 

This alternative would be required to comply with the NPDES permit program similar to the 

proposed project during construction. Under the NPDES permit program, BMPs are mandated for 

construction sites in which grading would be greater than 1 acre, through preparation of SWPPPs in 

order to reduce the occurrence of pollutants in surface water. Temporary construction BMPs would 

typically include street sweeping, waste disposal, vehicle and equipment maintenance, concrete 

washout area, materials storage, minimization of hazardous materials, and proper handling and 

storage of hazardous materials. Typical erosion and sediment control BMPs include silt fences, fiber 

rolls, gravel bags, temporary desilting basins, velocity check dams, temporary ditches or swales, 

stormwater inlet protection, and soil stabilization measures. Implementation of these state-

mandated measures, and implementation of the required SWPPP for this alternative, would ensure 

that short-term impacts from construction-related activities would not violate any water quality 

standards or WDRs and not further contribute to water quality impacts identified in the CWA Section 

303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments.  

During operation, similar to the project, specific site design, source control, and treatment control 

BMPs, Low Impact Development practices, and project design measures would be implemented by 

this alternative in accordance with regulations to ensure proposed water quality would not degrade 

further beyond existing conditions. Moreover, drainage flow volumes would remain the same as 

under existing conditions or would decrease following project implementation. Therefore, runoff 

from the project site would not adversely affect surface waters, water quality, or discharge 

pollutants to an already impaired water body under this alternative. The Reduced Density 

Alternative water quality impacts would be the same as the project.  

Wildfire  

This alternative would utilize the same site as the project. Similar to the proposed project, this 

alternative would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, the San Diego 

Emergency Operations Plan, as access to evacuation routes SR-56 and I-15 would be provided from 

the project site. A reduction of persons within the site under this alternative, compared to the 

project, would add less vehicles to roadways, and would therefore not create additional roadway 

traffic during an emergency evacuation event. Additionally, this alternative would be subject to 

review by the San Diego Fire-Rescue and the SDPD to ensure compliance with applicable safety 

standards, similar to the project.  

Similar to the proposed project, post-development BMZs in conjunction with proper long-term 

maintenance would substantially lower fire behavior intensity during peak weather conditions. This 

would provide the existing adjacent residential structures and proposed structures on site with the 

ability to survive a vegetation fire on the project site with little intervention of firefighting forces. This 

alternative would also implement BMZs and alternative compliance measures, similar to the project, 

which would not increase hazards to on-site structures from wildland fires and hazards to adjacent 

properties. In addition, all habitable structures under this alternative would be equipped with 

automatic alarm and sprinkler systems and would have fire resistance construction per Chapter 7A 

of the CBC. This alternative would comply with state and City standards associated with fire hazards 
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and prevention. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative impacts associated with wildfire would 

be the same as the proposed project.  

Impact Summary 

The Reduced Density Alternative would potentially reduce the severity of the project’s significant and 

unavoidable impacts associated with transportation/traffic (Impact TRA-1) to a less than significant 

level, and would therefore avoid the project’s significant VMT impacts. While this alternative would 

reduce the overall level of greenhouse gas emissions due to a reduction in dwelling units and vehicle 

trips compared to the project, it would not avoid the significant and unavoidable greenhouse gas 

emission impacts due to a conflict with the City’s CAP. As such, the land use inconsistency impact 

(Impact LND-1) and GHG emissions impact (Cumulative Impact GHG-1) would remain significant 

and unavoidable under the Reduced Density Alternative similar to the project. 

The following issue areas that would be less than significant with or without mitigation under the 

proposed project, would be slightly reduced under the Reduced Density Alternative: air quality, 

energy, population and housing, public services and facilities, public utilities, and visual effects and 

neighborhood character. 

The following issue areas that would be less than significant with or without mitigation under the 

proposed project, would be the same under the Reduced Density Alternative: biological resources, 

geologic conditions, health and safety, hydrology, noise, paleontological resources, tribal cultural 

resources, water quality, and wildfire. 

None of the impacts associated with this alternative would be greater than those of the 

proposed project. 

Project Objectives 

The Reduced Development Alternative would meet project objectives 2 through 5 to the same 

extent as the proposed project. However, by reducing the number of units, although this alternative 

would provide new housing in order to assist the City in meeting state and local housing goals, the 

extent to which this alternative would meet this objective would be reduced compared to the 

project, due to the reduction in dwelling unit count. However, this alternative would still meet the 

overall goal of Project Objective 1 by providing new housing. Thus, this alternative would meet the 

objectives of the project, though to a reduced extent considering the reduction in units.  

Feasibility 

Feasibility factors per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) include site suitability; economic viability; 

availability of infrastructure; general plan consistency; other plans or regulatory limitations; 

jurisdictional boundaries; and whether the project proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or 

otherwise have access to an alternative site. The site is considered suitable for the Reduced Density 

Alternative considering the design features that were incorporated similar to the project. There is also 

adequate infrastructure in the area and the development would be fully in the control of the City with 

no jurisdictional concerns. The site proposed to be utilized by this alternative is controlled by the 

proponent, and therefore it is feasible for the applicant to control it. However, it is unknown if this 
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