






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































FIGURE 4.18-2aFire Threat Level in Relation to
the Project Areas - South
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FIGURE 4.18-2bFire Threat Level in Relation to
the Project Areas - South Central
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FIGURE 4.18-2cFire Threat Level in Relation to
the Project Areas - North Central
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FIGURE 4.18-2dFire Threat Level in Relation to
the Project Areas - NorthUV163
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FIGURE 4.18-2eFire Threat Level in Relation to
the Project Areas - North
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Table 4.18-1 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones within the Blueprint SD Initiative 

Climate Smart Village Area 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones Acres1 

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone  7,415.19 
SOURCE: SANGIS 2023 
NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate. 
1Acres are based on areas with a village propensity value between 7 and 14; however, 
development may occur outside of these areas depending on an area’s village 
characteristics and proximity to transit. 

 
Table 4.18-2 

Fire Threat within the Blueprint SD Initiative Climate Smart Village Areas 
Fire Threat Acres 1 

High Threat 157 
Little to No Threat 954 
Moderate Threat 42,420 
Very High Threat 406 
Total 43,939 
SOURCE: CAL FIRE 2014 
NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate. 
1 Acres are based on areas with a village propensity value between 7 and 14; however, 
development may occur outside of these areas depending on an area’s village 
characteristics and proximity to transit. 

 

b. Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment Area 

As shown in Figure 4.18-3 portions of the Hillcrest FPA area are located in a very high fire hazard 
severity zone. There are approximately 153.5 acres of Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone in the 
Hillcrest FPA Area. Fire threat within the Hillcrest FPA area is shown in Figure 4.18-4. As shown in 
Table 4.18-3, the majority of the Hillcrest FPA area is located within a moderate threat level, with a 
small area of very high threat in the north where the Hillcrest FPA area is located adjacent to 
canyons.  

Table 4.18-3 
Fire Threat within the Hilcrest FPA 

Fire Threat Acres 
Little to No Threat 4 
Moderate Threat 373 
Very High Threat 3 
Total 380 
SOURCE: CAL FIRE 2014 
NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate. 

  



FIGURE 4.10-3Airport Influence Areas (AIAs) in Relation to
Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment Area
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FIGURE 4.18-4
Fire Threat Level in Relation to

Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment Area

R
E

Y
N

A
R

D

0
6
T
H

UNIVERSITY

0
1

S
T

EL CAJON

WASHINGTON

FORT STOCKTON

P
A

R
KG

O
L

D
F

IN
C

H

UPAS

UV163

§̈¦8

NORTH PARK

MISSION

VALLEYMISSION

VALLEY

UPTOWN

BALBOA PARK

R
E

Y
N

A
R

D

0
6
T
H

UNIVERSITY

0
1

S
T

EL CAJON

WASHINGTON

FORT STOCKTON

P
A

R
KG

O
L

D
F

IN
C

H

UPAS

UV163

§̈¦8

NORTH PARK

MISSION

VALLEYMISSION

VALLEY

UPTOWN

BALBOA PARK

0 1,000Feet [

M:\JOBS5\9775\common_gis\EIR\fig4.18-4_EIR.mxd   02/12/2024   bma 

Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment Area

Fire Threat Level (Cal Fire)

Little to No Threat

Moderate Threat

Very High Threat

Image Source: Maxar (flown October 2022)



 4.18 Wildfire 

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and University CPU Program EIR 
Page 4.18-16 

c. University Community Plan Area 

As shown in Figure 4.18-5 and detailed in Table 4.18-4, the majority of the University CPU area is 
located in a very high fire hazard severity zone. Approximately 6,836 acres of the University CPU 
area is located in a very high fire hazard severity zone.  

Table 4.18-4 
University Community Plan Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones  

Fire Hazard Severity Zones Acres 

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 6,836 
Total 8,672 
SOURCE: SANGIS 2023 
NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate. 

 
The fire threat for the University CPU area is shown in Figure 4.18-6. As shown in Table 4.18-5, the 
majority of the University CPU area is located within a moderate threat level according to CAL FIRE 
mapping.  

Table 4.18-5 
University Community Plan Fire Threat 

Fire Threat Acres 
High Threat 1,220 
Little to No Threat 446 
Moderate Threat 6,217 
Very High Threat 663 
Extreme Threat 16 
Total 8,562 
SOURCE: CAL FIRE 2015 
NOTE: Numbers in the table are approximate. 

 

4.18.1.3 Emergency Preparedness and Response 

The County of San Diego (County) Office of Emergency Services (OES) coordinates the overall County 
response to disasters. OES is responsible for notifying appropriate agencies when a disaster occurs, 
coordinating all responding agencies, ensuring that resources are available and mobilized, 
developing plans and procedures for response to and recovery from disasters, and developing and 
providing preparedness materials for the public. The City’s Emergency Operations Plan, San Diego 
Police Department (SDPD) Policy and Procedures, Operational Area Emergency Plan, and the 
California Master Mutual Aid Agreement dictate who is responsible for an evacuation effort and how 
regional resources will be requested and coordinated. In the event of a disaster that requires an 
emergency evacuation, the SDPD in coordination with other agencies would identify transportation 
and evacuation points and coordinate the relocation of people to safe areas. Major ground 
transportation corridors in the City would be used as primary evacuation routes during an 
evacuation effort. Primary evacuation routes consist of the major interstates, highways, and prime 
arterials within San Diego County.  



FIGURE 4.18-5 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Relation to University Community Plan Update Area 
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FIGURE 4.18-6
Fire Threat Level in Relation to

University Community Plan Update Area
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The OES staffs the Operational Area Emergency Operations Center (EOC), a central facility that 
provides regional coordinated emergency response, and also acts as staff to the Unified Disaster 
Council, its governing body. The Unified Disaster Council, established through a joint powers 
agreement among all 18 incorporated cities and the County of San Diego, provides for the 
coordination of plans and programs countywide to ensure the protection of life and property. 

The City’s disaster prevention and response activities are conducted in accordance with the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security Office of Domestic Preparedness requirements, and incorporate 
the functions of planning, training, exercising, and execution. The City’s disaster preparedness 
efforts include oversight of the City’s EOC, including maintaining the EOC in a continued state of 
readiness, training City staff and outside agency representatives in their roles and responsibilities, 
and coordinating EOC operations when activated in response to an emergency or major 
event/incident. 

The San Diego Fire-Rescue Department (SDFD) services a total of approximately 343 square miles, 
and encompasses all fire, emergency medical, lifeguard and emergency management services. 
There are 52 fire stations which are located throughout the City. 

4.18.2 Regulatory Setting 

4.18.2.1 Federal Regulations 

For regulations pertaining to flood plain management, refer to Section 4.9.2.1.  

a. Disaster Mitigation Act 

The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 requires that a state mitigation plan, as a condition of disaster 
assistance, add incentives for increased coordination and integration of mitigation activities at the 
state level through the establishment of requirements for two different levels of state plans: 
“Standard” and “Enhanced.” States that develop an approved Enhanced State Plan can increase the 
amount of funding available through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. The Disaster Mitigation 
Act also established a new requirement for local mitigation plans. 

4.18.2.2 State Regulations 

For regulations pertaining to flood management, refer to Section 4.9.2.2.  

a. Attorney General Wildfire Guidance 

The California Office of the Attorney General issued guidance (Guidance) outlining best practices for 
analyzing and mitigating wildfire impacts of development projects under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Office of the Attorney General 2022). The Guidance is 
intended to help local governments’ evaluation and approval considerations for development 
projects in fire-prone areas, and to help project design in a way that minimizes wildfire ignition and 
incorporates emergency access and evacuation measures. Importantly, the Guidance does not 
impose additional legal requirements on local governments, nor does it alter any applicable laws or 
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regulations. The Guidance suggests best practices including establishing baseline conditions, 
guidance for local governments in establishing thresholds of significance, modeling fire behavior 
and risk, providing qualitative assessment of fire risk, and offering potential measures to mitigate 
fire risk. The Guidance additionally addresses wildfire evacuation analysis best practices.  

In wildfire-prone areas, the California Office of the Attorney General Guidance (in Section IV C. 
Analyzing the Project’s Impact on Evacuation and Emergency Access), notes that a lead agency would 
be best positioned to ensure that a proposed development project facilitates emergency access and 
ease constraints on evacuation with an assessment of evacuation modelling and planning prior to 
project approval. The Guidance states that evacuation modeling and analysis should include the 
following:  

• Evaluation of the capacity of roadways to accommodate project and community evacuation 
and simultaneous emergency access.  

• Assessment of the timing for evacuation.  

• Identification of alternative plans for evacuation depending upon the location and dynamics 
of the emergency.  

• Evaluation of the project’s impacts on existing evacuation plans.  

• Consideration of the adequacy of emergency access, including the project’s proximity to 
existing fire services and the capacity of existing services.  

• Traffic modeling to quantify travel times under various likely scenarios. 

• If a project presents significant increased wildfire risks and/or evacuation and access 
impacts, CEQA requires the lead agency to consider and adopt feasible alternatives and 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the project’s impacts (or make a finding of overriding 
consideration). 

b. California Wildland-Urban Interface Code 

On September 20, 2005, the California Building Standards Commission approved the Office of the 
State Fire Marshal’s emergency regulations amending the California Building Code (CBC) (California 
Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24, Part 2). Section 701A of the CBC includes regulations addressing 
materials and construction methods for exterior wildfire exposure and applies to new buildings 
located in State Responsibility Areas or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Response 
Areas.  

c. California Fire Code  

The 2016 California Fire Code (Fire Code) (CCR Title 24, Part 9) establishes regulations to safeguard 
against the hazards of fire, explosion, or dangerous conditions in new and existing buildings, 
structures, and premises. The Fire Code also establishes requirements intended to provide safety 
for and assistance to firefighters and emergency responders during emergency operations. The 
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provisions of the Fire Code apply to the construction, alteration, movement, enlargement, 
replacement, repair, equipment, use and occupancy, location, maintenance, removal, and 
demolition of every building or structure throughout California. The Fire Code includes regulations 
regarding fire-resistance-rated construction, fire protection systems such as alarm and sprinkler 
systems, fire services features such as fire apparatus access roads, means of egress, fire safety 
during construction and demolition, and wildland-urban interface areas. The City has adopted the 
Fire Code as Chapter 5, Article 5, Division 1 of the City’s Municipal Code (SDMC), including 
appendices addressing fire-flow requirements for buildings. 

d. Evacuation Planning Bills - Senate Bill 99 and Assembly Bill 747 - 

Senate Bill 99 [Government Code Section 65302, subdivision (g)(5)] requires Safety Elements to 
identify residential developments in any hazard area that do not have at least two emergency 
evacuation routes. Assembly Bill 747 (Government Code Section 65302.15) requires jurisdictions to 
identify evacuation routes and their capacity, safety, and viability under various emergency 
scenarios. Refer to Section 4.18.2.3c for details about local evacuation procedures.  
 

4.18.2.3 Local Regulations 

For regulations pertaining to flood plain management, refer to Section 4.9.2.3.  

a. San Diego Fire Code 

The City’  Fire Code consists of SDMC Sections 55.0101 through 55.9401, which adopts the 2022 Fire 
Code with some modifications, and applicable sections of the CCR. Provisions of the Fire Code are 
described under State Regulations, above. In 2022, the City adopted local amendments to the Fire 
Code addressing requirements for secondary emergency access. As detailed in SDMC Chapter 5, 
Article 11, Division 82, Appendix D, Section D106.2.1, the City requires multiple family residential 
developments with more than 30 dwelling units located in a state responsibility area (SRA) or a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone to be provided with two separate and approved fire apparatus 
access roads. Additionally, as specified in SDMC Chapter 5, Article 11, Division 82, Appendix D, 
Section D107.1 requires developments of one or two-family dwellings where the number of dwelling 
units exceeds 30 shall be provided with two separate and approved fire apparatus access roads with 
certain exceptions.  

b. San Diego Fire-Rescue Wildland Management and Enforcement 
Programs 

The SDFD Wildland Management and Enforcement section runs four programs including the Real 
Estate Defensible Space Inspection Program, Proactive Door to Door Brush Management Program, 
Annual Weed Abatement Vacant Lot Program and the Weed Abatement and Brush Complaint 
Program. The SDFD does not have resources to conduct weed abatement on behalf of privately 
owned parcels within the City.  

The Real Estate Defensible Space Inspection program went into effect as of July 1, 2021, when 
Assembly Bill 38 became California Civil Code 1102.19(a) established that when you sell property 
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that is located in a high or very high fire hazard severity zone documentation of a compliant 
defensible space inspection that complies with Section 4291 of the Public Resources Code or local 
vegetation management ordinances (SDMC 142.0412) is required.  

The proactive Door-to-Door Brush Management Program is a City-wide program where there is a 
door-to-door brush assessment conducted of privately owned properties on a canyon rim in the 
very high hazard severity zone in the City, which is the local responsibility area. Assessments of 
properties that are not within the program are performed on a complaint basis only. 

The Annual Weed Abatement Vacant Lot Program is focused on addressing privately owned vacant 
lots that are not in compliance with brush management regulations. The SDFD does not have the 
resources to conduct weed abatement, therefore, a privately contracted company is used to 
perform necessary services. The Weed Abatement and Brush Complaint Program is a program that 
includes a process to submit complaints about unmaintained brush. This program includes 
appropriate contacts for weed abatement complaints and provides for investigation of complaints 
located on public and privately owned land in the City.  

c. San Diego Fire-Rescue Constrained Parcel Surveys 

To provide ongoing evaluation of evacuation routes, the SDFD, in coordination with the CAL FIRE, 
conducts a survey of subdivisions of more than 30 dwelling units located in a SR) or Local 
Responsibility Area Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone without a secondary egress route that are at 
significant fire risk. This survey identifies constrain parcels, or any residential development within a 
hazard area that does not have at least two emergency evacuation routes. This program is intended 
to identify areas of concern relating to the ability of emergency personnel to access an area and to 
evacuate community members safely and efficiently in the event of an emergency.  

d. City of San Diego Building Regulations  

The City’s Building Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5, Division 1) are intended to regulate the 
construction of applicable facilities and encompasses (and formally adopts) associated elements of 
the CBC. Specifically, this includes regulating the “construction, alteration, replacement, repair, 
maintenance, moving, removal, demolition, occupancy, and use of any privately owned building or 
structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or structures within this 
jurisdiction, except work located primarily in a public way, public utility towers and poles, mechanical 
equipment not specifically regulated in the Building Code, and hydraulic flood control structures.” 
The City's Building Regulations also establish acceptable construction materials for development 
near open space to minimize fire risk through adoption of Chapter 7, “Fire Resistance-Rated 
Construction,” and Chapter 7A, “Materials and Construction Methods for Exterior Wildlife Exposure,” 
of the CBC (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5, Division 7). 

e. Brush Management Regulations 

The City’s Brush Management Regulations (SDMC Section 142.0412) are intended to minimize 
wildland fire hazards through prevention activities and programs. These regulations require the 
provision of mandatory setbacks, irrigation systems, regulated planting areas, and plant 
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maintenance in specific zones, and are implemented at the project level through the grading and 
building permit process.  

Brush management is required in all base zones on publicly or privately-owned premises that are 
within 100 feet of a structure and contain native or naturalized vegetation. The City requires Brush 
Management Plans for all new development, which are intended to reduce the risk of significant 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Unless otherwise approved by the City Fire Marshal, the 
brush management plans for all future development would consist of two separate and distinct 
zones as follows:  

1. Zone One consists of the area adjacent to structures where flammable materials would be 
minimized through the use of pavement and/or permanently irrigated ornamental 
landscape plantings. This zone is not allowed on slopes with a gradient greater than 4:1. 

2. Zone Two consists of the area between Zone One and any area of native or non-irrigated 
vegetation and consists of thinned native or naturalized vegetation. 

f. City of San Diego General Plan 

Multiple elements of City of San Diego’s General Plan address evacuation and wildfire safety and 
risk. The General Plan provides policies for protecting communities from unreasonable risk of 
wildfire. Applicable General Plan policies, including new and/or updated policy language applicable 
to wildfire include the following.  

The Land Use and Community Planning Element (Land Use Element) provides policies to guide 
the City’s growth and implement the City of Villages strategy within the context of the City’s 
community planning program.  

• Policy LU-C.2.a.5 supports the designation of land uses with careful consideration to fire 
evacuation routes in accordance with Section D: Fire-Rescue of the Public Facilities, Safety 
and Services Element.  

The Urban Design Element establishes goals and policies for the pattern and scale of development 
and the character of the built environment. The following policies found in the Urban Design 
Element are relevant to the project:  

• Policy UD-A.3.h: Use building and landscape materials that blend with and do not create 
visual or other conflicts with the natural environment in instances where new buildings abut 
natural areas. This guideline must be balanced with a need to clear natural plants for fire 
protection to ensure public safety in some areas. 

• Policy UD-A.3.p: Design structures to be ignition and fire-resistant in fire prone areas or at-
risk areas as appropriate. Incorporate fire-resistant exterior building materials and 
architectural design features to minimize the risk of structure damage or loss due to 
wildfires.  

The Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element includes plans, programs, and regulations to 
protect communities from unreasonable risk of wildfire. These include the Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
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Maps from CAL FIRE that have been adopted under SDMC §55.9401 and §145.0703(a)(2), emergency 
evacuation procedures as defined in the City Emergency Operations Plan, SDPD Policy and 
Procedures, Operational Area Emergency Plan, and the California Master Mutual Aid Agreement. 
Additionally, the City’s Brush Management Regulations, the every 5-year survey of constrained 
parcels lacking a secondary evacuation route, fire access roads policy, in addition to emergency 
preparedness education are active programs implemented to reduce wildfire risk.  

Applicable policies included in the proposed updated elements related to fire protection and 
evacuation throughout the City include the following: 

• Policy PF-D.12: Protect communities from unreasonable risk of wildfire within very high fire 
hazard severity zones.  

a. Assess site constraints when considering land use designations near wildlands to avoid 
or minimize wildfire hazards as part of a community plan update or amendment. (see 
also LU-C.2.a.4)  

b. Identify building and site design methods or other methods to minimize damage if 
new structures are located in very high fire hazard severity zones on undeveloped land 
and when rebuilding after a fire.  

c. Require ongoing brush management to minimize the risk of structural damage or loss 
due to wildfires.  

d. Provide and maintain water supply systems to supplies for structural fire suppression.  

e. Provide adequate fire protection. (see also PF-D.1 and PF-D.2 [analyzed in Public 
Services and Utilities in Section 5.13]).  

• Policy PF-D.13: Incorporate fire safe design into development within very high fire hazard 
severity zones to have fire-resistant building and site design, materials, and landscaping as 
part of the development review process.  

a. Locate, design and construct development to provide adequate defensibility and 
minimize the risk of structural loss from wildland fires.  

b. Design development on hillsides and canyons to reduce the increased risk of fires from 
topography features (i.e., steep slopes, ridge saddles).  

c. Minimize flammable vegetation and implement brush management best practices in 
accordance with the Land Development Code.  

d. Design and maintain public and private streets for adequate fire apparatus vehicles 
access (ingress and egress), and install visible street signs and necessary water supply 
and flow for structural fire suppression.  

e. Coordinate with the Fire-Rescue Department to provide and maintain adequate fire 
breaks where feasible or identify other methods to slow the movement of a wildfire in 
very high fire hazard severity zones.  

• Policy PF-D.14: Implement brush management along City maintained roads in very high fire 
hazard severity zones adjacent to open space and canyon areas.  
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• Policy PF-D.15: Maintain access for fire apparatus vehicles along public streets in very high 
fire hazard severity zones for emergency equipment and evacuation.  

• Policy PF-D.16: Provide wildland fire preparedness education for fire safety advance 
planning.  

g. San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The County’s 2017 Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) was prepared to comply with 
the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 to increase disaster planning funding. The purpose of the 
County’s MJHMP (County of San Diego 2017) is to identify the County’s hazards, review and assess 
past disaster occurrences, estimate the probability of future occurrences, and set goals to mitigate 
potential risks to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to people and property from natural and 
human-made hazards. An important component of the County MJHMP is the Community Emergency 
Response Team, which educates community members about disaster preparedness and trains them 
in basic response skills, including fire safety. The MJHMP is intended to educate the public, help 
serve as a decision-making tool, supplement, and enhance local policies regarding disaster planning, 
and improve multi-jurisdictional coordination.  

The MJHMP identifies hazardous materials and wildfire/structure fire among the top 11 hazards in 
the City due to the potential loss of life, injuries, and damage to property, as well as the significance 
in the disruption of services. 

h San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan 

The 2018 San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan describes a comprehensive emergency 
management system that provides for a planned response to disaster situations associated with 
natural disasters, technological incidents, terrorism, and nuclear-related incidents. It delineates 
operational concepts relating to various emergency situations, identifies components of the 
Emergency Management Organization, and describes the overall responsibilities for protecting life 
and property and providing for the overall well-being of the population. The plan also identifies the 
sources of outside support that might be provided (through mutual aid and specific statutory 
authorities) by other jurisdictions, state and federal agencies, and the private sector. 

i.  City’s Emergency Operations Procedures 

The City’s Emergency Operations Procedures is an Administrative Regulation adopted to facilitate 
effective operations during emergency incidents and disasters and is in accordance with the State of 
California’s Standardized Emergency Management System and the National Incident Management 
System. The SEMS sets up protocol for the control and coordination of on-scene emergency 
operations including the designation of an Incident Commander, establish Incident Command Posts, 
conduct response operations according to departmental protocols and Standardized Emergency 
Management System/National Incident Management System principles, request assistance from 
other City departments for support as needed, and inform senior City officials as appropriate. 
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j.  Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps – Local Adoption 

California Government Code Section 51175-51189 requires that all local jurisdictions identify very 
high fire hazard severity zones within their areas of responsibility. Inclusion within these zones is 
based on vegetation density, slope severity and other relevant factors that contribute to fire severity. 
In 2023, the city adopted updates to the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone maps. SDMC 511.4904 
identifies the local adoption of the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone maps and Sections 511.4906 
and 511.4907 identify the requirements associated with development within these zones. The 
purpose of this map is to classify lands in accordance with whether a very high fire hazard is present 
so that public officials are able to identify measures that will retard the rate of fire spread and 
reduce the intensity of uncontrolled fire through vegetation management and implementation of 
building standards developed to minimize loss of life, resources, and property. 

4.18.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to wildfire are based on applicable criteria in 
the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2022). 
The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 
 

2) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

3) Would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire 
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

4) Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such 
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts on the environment? 

5) Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes? 
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4.18.4 Impact Analysis 

Issue 1 Wildfire Hazards 

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires? 

As shown in Figures 4.18-1a through 4.18-1e, 4.18-2a through 4.18-2e, and Tables 4.18-1 and 4.18-2, 
approximately 7,415 acres or approximately 30 percent of the total Climate Smart Village Areas are 
located in a very high fire hazard severity zone; however, despite the urban characteristics of these 
areas, the majority of the Climate Smart Village areas have a moderate fire threat based on CAL FIRE 
mapping that takes into account the availability of fuel and the likelihood of an area burning based 
on topography, fire history, and climate. As shown in Figure 4.18-3, 153.5 acres or approximately 40 
percent, of the Hillcrest FPA area is located in the high fire hazard severity zone. However, as shown 
in Figure 4.18-4, most of the Hillcrest FPA area has a moderate fire threat.  

As shown in Figure 4.18-5 and detailed in Table 4.18-4, approximately 6,836.37 acres, or 78.8 
percent, of the University CPU area is located in a very high fire hazard severity zone. As detailed in 
Table 4.18-5, fire threat within the University CPU area is moderate, with pockets of high, very high, 
and extreme fire threat.  

The risk of wildfire was evaluated during the preparation of the University CPU and Hillcrest FPA 
consistent with General Plan Policy LU-C.2.a.4. Within the University CPU area, the plan identifies fire 
hazard as a significant risk in the plan area. The University CPU includes a variety of policies to 
ensure future build-out is responsive to fire risk:  

4.2.E Re-vegetate graded slopes adjacent to natural hillsides and canyons with native, drought 
tolerant, and fire-resistive species to improve drainage conditions, reduce slope erosion 
and instability, and restore biological diversity. 

5.6.A Retain native vegetation where feasible and revegetated disturbed areas and open space 
with native, non- invasive, drought tolerant, and fire-resistive species to improve 
drainage conditions, reduce slope erosion and instability, and restore biological diversity. 
New development within or adjacent to the MHPA must comply with the MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines. 

7.2.A Maintain sufficient fire-rescue and police services to meet demands of continued growth 
and development in University 

7.2.B Support the upgrades, modernization of facilities and equipment, and/or expansion of 
the stations serving University, as necessary, to adequately respond to fires and 
emergencies. 

7.10.A Protect neighborhoods from unreasonable risk of wildfire within Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity zones through the encouragement of responsible brush management by 
property owners. 
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7.10.B  Maintain ongoing brush management within the City-owned public space to minimize 
the risk of structural damage or loss due to wildfires. 

7.10.C  Promote wildland fire preparedness including emergency evacuation plans and mapping 
of routes for residential households.  

7.10.D  Incorporate fire safe design into development within very high fire hazard severity zones. 
Fire resistant building and site design, materials, and landscaping should be part of the 
development review process.  

Similarly, identification of appropriate land uses within the Hillcrest FPA was evaluated consistent 
with General Plan Policy LU-C.2.a.4 to ensure wildfire hazards were taken into account. For example, 
Urban Design Policy UD-1.10 would ensure avoidance of exposed under-floor areas, large downhill 
cantilevers, and/or tall support columns for overhanging areas for both aesthetic and fire safety 
reasons. Like the Blueprint SD Initiative Climate Smart Village Areas, discussed below, growth in 
Hillcrest would support compact, urban infill development, avoiding growth that encroaches into 
new wildfire hazard areas. Additionally, the City has invested in upgraded fire facilities in this area to 
support anticipated growth with Fire Station 5 being rebuilt in Fiscal Year 2022, Fire Station 8 being 
expanded in Fiscal Year 2020, and Fire Station 3 being remodeled in Fiscal Year 2021. Over the life of 
plan, the SDFD will continue to evaluate upgrades, expansions, and new facilities to maintain 
adequate service to the community, consistent with Uptown Policy PF-1.7. Additional Uptown Fire 
Protection polices (PF-2-1) support a high level of fire protection throughout the community, 
particularly in areas adjacent to natural open space, which exists within the canyon networks in this 
area of the City.  
 
Although the Blueprint SD Initiative would not designate land uses with the current action, it 
anticipates future CPUs and land use change within wildfire hazard areas. The potential for wildfire 
hazards was considered in developing the Village Climate Goal Propensity map. Specifically, the 
modeling to identify the high village propensity areas excluded certain areas that would be 
associated with high wildfire hazards including conservation and non-development land, 
government/public land, federal land, and parks (see Appendix B). Development under the Blueprint 
SD Initiative is specifically designed to occur largely within infill areas in locations proximate to 
transit and major transportation corridors. While much of the City is in a very high fire hazard 
severity zone, including some Climate Smart Village Areas, the Blueprint SD Initiative would 
accommodate anticipated growth in the City in existing urban areas, reducing the potential for 
increased sprawl development into high fire hazard areas.  
 
Due to the project supporting higher intensity development under the Blueprint SD Initiative, the 
Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU, the project could result in higher residential densities in 
certain locations compared to what would be allowed without the project. Future CPUs or other plan 
amendments consistent with the Blueprint SD Initiative may also increase development intensities 
within wildfire risk areas. While the project would focus development within existing urban settings, 
many of the City’s highly urbanized areas are considered to have high fire risk due to the natural 
vegetation within the City’s canyon networks. However, when considering overall suitability for 
development in relation to wildfire hazards, the locations identified for future potential growth are 
the lower risk than high fire risk areas in more suburban settings where development is located near 
vast expanses of natural vegetation and open space areas. Additionally, within the more urbanized 
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settings, the City has been investing in infrastructure to ensure a high level of fire protection to 
support both existing and future anticipated growth. Nonetheless, by increasing the number of 
potential residents within areas subject to fire hazards, this could increase the exposure of people 
and structures to wildfire. While the project anticipates future development would be focused in 
urban areas that are generally less prone to wildfire risk than surrounding suburban areas, there 
would still be wildfire risk particularly in areas near canyons and naturalized vegetation.  
 
Future development that would occur under the project would be required to comply with the City’s 
Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management Regulations aimed at ensuring the 
protection of people or structures from potential wildland fire hazards. While implementation of the 
City’s regulatory framework at the project level would typically be sufficient to reduce potentially 
significant wildfire impacts, at a program level of review and in the absence of project-specific 
development plans, impacts would be significant.  

Issue 2 Emergency Response and Evacuation 

Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

Implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU are planning 
level actions that anticipate future development; however, no specific development is proposed at 
this time. However, the project anticipates future planning and policy actions may be adopted and 
future development may proceed consistent with the policy and land use framework established by 
the project. Implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU 
would guide future development in appropriate locations, including supporting higher residential 
density and mixed-use development, primarily within Blueprint SD Initiative Climate Smart Village 
Areas. Implementation of the Hillcrest FPA would increase the allowable development intensity and 
residential density within approximately 380 acres of the Hillcrest and Medical Complex 
neighborhoods. 

At buildout, the University CPU would result in an overall community-wide increase of approximately 
36,800,000 square feet of planned non-residential floor area and approximately 29,000 additional 
planned residential units. Increases in residential density and development intensities throughout 
the project areas would increase population densities, adding to the total number of people that 
could require evacuation in the event of an emergency. Increases in population in certain areas can 
add to traffic on local roadways and result in congestion during evacuations, potentially exceeding 
roadway capacities.  

Within existing communities, such as the University CPU area, where the existing roadway network 
is established, increased densities throughout the City could create strain on the capacity of 
roadways to support effective evacuations. Although the project does not propose changes to the 
available evacuation routes currently existing or planned in the City, the addition of higher densities 
throughout the City could result in increases in residents and congestion during evacuations. 

In 2022, the City adopted local amendments to the Fire Code addressing requirements for 
secondary emergency access. The City requires multiple family residential developments with more 
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than 30 dwelling units located in a SRA or a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone to be provided with 
two separate and approved fire apparatus access roads. Developments of one or two-family 
dwellings where the number of dwelling units exceeds 30 shall be provided with two separate and 
approved fire apparatus access roads, with certain exceptions. Through City implementation of 
these requirements for secondary fire access, adverse impacts related to emergency response 
resulting from new development is not anticipated.  

However, there may be existing conditions within the City that lack the level of secondary emergency 
access routes that would be required under current regulations. As discussed in Section 4.18.2.3, the 
SDFD regularly (on a five-year basis) conducts surveys to identify constrained areas, or areas where 
residential development of more than 30 units do not have at least two emergency evacuation 
routes. These surveys are used by the City to assess and plan for improvements that may be needed 
to improve fire response. Application of the City’s existing fire code would prohibit any future 
development from exacerbating any existing constraint related to development on a dead-end road 
as specified in SDMC Section 511.8201(f)(5)(2). 

Throughout the City and beyond, there are generally adequate emergency evacuation routes 
through the major interstate system, local highways, and prime arterials within San Diego County. 
Within Hillcrest, there is access to Interstate (I) 5 via University Avenue and Washington Street, 
access to State Route (SR) 163 from University Avenue, Washington Street and Robinson Avenue, 
and access to I-805 to the east via University Avenue or El Cajon Boulevard. Sufficient emergency 
evacuation routes exist in the event of an emergency.  

The University CPU area has a number of transportation corridors that can serve as emergency 
evacuation routes. Interstate 5 traverses the University CPU area along its western edge in the South 
and traverses through the central portion of the community as it heads north. I-805 generally forms 
the eastern boundary of the CPU area while SR-52 forms the southern boundary of the University 
CPU area. These major evacuation routes are accessible from Regents Road, Genessee Avenue, 
Governor Drive, Nobel Drive, Gillman Drive/La Jolla Colony Drive, and Sorrento Valley Road. In 
addition to these major transportation routes, the CPU area has access to the Mid-Coast Trolley 
system. The highest intensity development in the University CPU area is focused around areas with 
transit access and access to major transportation corridors. In addition to existing transit, there are 
future transit improvements planned over the planning horizon (see Figure 3-22) Although there are 
substantial ingress and egress points throughout the community, a key constraint to circulation 
within the University CPU area is the physical separation between the northern and southern 
portion of the community due to Rose Canyon and the Amtrak train tracks that physically separates 
the northern and southern portions of the community. Limited north south connections are 
available, with Genessee Avenue serving as the main north south connection within the community 
and I-805 providing a north south connection along the eastern edge of the community via SR-52. 
The southern portion of the University CPU areas, south of Rose canyon has access to evacuation 
routes including Regents Road to SR-52 and south to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Genessee Avenue 
in both north and south directions, and Governor Drive east to I-805. Although limited north south 
connections exist between the University CPU area, there are adequate evacuation routes within the 
CPU area in the event of an emergency.  
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As future Community Plan Updates are evaluated for adoption consistent with the Blueprint SD 
Initiative and the Village Climate Goal Propensity map, the City would consider the adequacy of 
emergency evacuation routes. Generally, the location of anticipated development within Climate 
Smart Village Areas corresponds to areas with ready access to transit and major transportation 
corridors; therefore, it is anticipated that emergency response routes would be adequate.  

The City’s Emergency Operations Plan, San Diego Police Department Policy and Procedures, 
Operational Area Emergency Plan, and the California Master Mutual Aid Agreement dictate who is 
responsible for an evacuation effort and how regional resources will be requested and coordinated. 
Evacuation routes in the City include major ground transportation corridors including major 
interstates, highways, and prime arterials within San Diego County.  

As detailed in the Attorney General Guidance (California Office of the Attorney General 2022), a 
higher density infill project within an already developed area would likely not require the same level 
of analysis as a new low-density development within the wildland-urban interface and surrounded 
largely by open space. As the project areas are generally associated with urban areas appropriate 
for higher-density infill, impacts related to emergency evacuation would not be anticipated. The 
SDPD is the lead agency for evacuations within the City. During an emergency, the SDPD identifies 
available and appropriate evacuation routes and coordinates evacuation traffic management with 
the California Department of Transportation, the California Highway Patrol, the San Diego County 
Sheriff’s Department, other supporting agencies, and jurisdictions. Modern evacuation response 
includes use of early warning systems and dissemination of emergency information via radio, 
television, social media/internet, and Reverse 911 or Alert San Diego. The reverse 911 or Alert San 
Diego is a regional notification system that sends telephone notifications to residents and 
businesses within San Diego County that may be in danger of being impacted by an emergency or 
disaster. The system is used by emergency response personnel to notify homes and businesses at 
risk, including providing evacuation orders. Mass evacuations and the resulting congestion can 
usually be avoided through use of precise and focused evacuations enabled through the Reverse 
911 or Alert San Diego system. Based on the foregoing information, impacts related to emergency 
evacuation would be less than significant. 

Issue 3 Pollutants from Wildfire 

Would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire?  

As previously described, some of the project areas are located within or adjacent to High and Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones and most of the City as a moderate or higher risk of wildfire. 
Citywide, the potential for pollutant concentrations from a wildfire wildland fires represents a 
potential hazard, particularly within areas adjacent to open space or within close proximity to 
wildland fuels. Implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University 
CPU are planning level actions that anticipate future development; however, no specific 
development is proposed at this time. Future development would be required to comply with the 
City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management Regulations to ensure that wildfire 
risks are not exacerbated. While it is not anticipated that future development would exacerbate 
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wildfire risk, residents may be exposed to pollutant concentrations associated with wildfire and/or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. In the absence of project-specific information to evaluate site 
conditions such as slope and prevailing winds, it is not possible to conclude that the project along 
with all future development anticipated under the project would not exacerbate wildfire risks. 
Therefore, at a program level of review, impacts related to exacerbation of wildfire risks resulting in 
exposure of project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled spread of 
a wildfire would be significant. 

Issue 4 Infrastructure 

Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or result in 
temporary or ongoing impacts on the environment? 

The project areas are located within existing built environments that are served by storm water, 
sewer, electricity, potable water distribution, and communications systems infrastructure. The 
project areas are served by major roadways that would not require fuel breaks or other measures to 
reduce wildfire risk. There are some areas within the project areas that may have existing 
infrastructure deficiencies and may require capacity improvements to serve future projects 
implemented under Blueprint SD, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU. As detailed in Section 
4.16 of this Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), mandatory compliance with City 
regulations would likely preclude significant environmental impacts associated with future 
construction and/or improvements to the existing utility infrastructure. However, given that future 
specific development projects are unknown at this time, it cannot be determined whether the 
installation of such infrastructure would have the potential to exacerbate fire risk or result in 
adverse impacts on the environment. Therefore, like the conclusion in Section 4.16 of this PEIR, the 
physical impacts associated with installation or maintenance of infrastructure and utilities would be 
significant. Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be required to comply with all 
applicable City standards; thus, these improvements are not likely to exacerbate fire risk. However, 
at this programmatic level of review, potential temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment 
due to the installation or maintenance of infrastructure would be significant.  

Issue 5 Flooding or Landslides 

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

As detailed in Section 4.9.4 under Issue 3 of this PEIR, impacts related to flooding were found to be 
significant and unavoidable primarily due to the fact that the proposed project could facilitate and 
increase development potential within areas that could be subject to flooding hazards, such as the 
area downstream of the provisionally accredited levee within Mission Valley.   

Potential impacts associated with landslides are discussed in Section 4.6.4, under Issue 3, of this 
PEIR. As discussed, various levels of landslide risk exists throughout the project areas as defined by 
the City’s Seismic Safety Study (2008) (refer to Tables 4.6-3 and 4.6-4).  
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Implementation of Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU are planning 
level actions that anticipate future development; however, no specific development is proposed at 
this time. However, the project anticipates future planning and policy actions may be adopted and 
future development may proceed consistent with the policy and land use framework established by 
the project. Where future development is proposed in areas with wildfire risk, landslide and/or 
flooding issues, the potential for the project to exacerbate wildfire risk, resulting downstream 
flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes could be 
significant.  

As discussed in Section 4.6.4, future development would require implementation of site-specific 
recommendations provided within a required geotechnical investigation which would ensure 
individual projects would not increase risks associated with landslides and slope stability.  

While future development could be subject to risks associated with downstream flooding or 
landslides, the existing regulatory framework related to flooding and geologic hazards would 
minimize potential risks. Although individual developments would typically avoid impacts associated 
with exposure of people or structures to risk resulting from runoff, post-fire slope instability or 
drainage changes through required compliance with wildfire related regulations along with 
compliance with geotechnical and hydrology studies, at a program level of review the significance of 
impacts cannot be determined. At the time of individual developments, evaluation of site-specific 
conditions would be required. Therefore, in the absence of project-specific information to inform a 
detailed analysis, impacts related to exposure of people and/or structures to significant risks 
because of runoff, post-fire slope instability or drainage changes would be significant.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Future development that may occur due to implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the 
Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU would be required to comply with the City’s Building 
Regulations, Fire Code, and Brush Management Regulations to ensure that buildings and their 
occupants are not exposed to a significant wildfire risk. Additionally, as future CPUs are adopted 
consistent with the Blueprint SD Initiative policy framework including the Village Climate Goal 
Propensity maps, additional community specific evaluation would be conducted to identify 
measures that could be implemented to minimize risk associated with wildfire and emergency 
evacuation. However, development under the proposed project could result in increased residential 
densities in certain locations compared to what would be allowed without the project. By increasing 
the number of potential residents within areas subject to fire hazards, this could contribute to a 
significant cumulative increase in the exposure of people and structures to wildfire and exposure to 
pollutant concentrations resulting from wildfire (Issues 1 and 3). 

Cumulative impacts related to impairments to an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan are not anticipated because of ongoing accessibility to the City’s and wider County 
road network that combined with comprehensive and ongoing emergency evacuation planning that 
continually responds to changing conditions, growth, and current needs. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts related to emergency evaluation would be less than significant (Issue 2) 
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Although the project areas are served by major roadways, storm water, sewer, electricity, potable 
water distribution, and communications systems infrastructure, there are some areas within the 
project areas that may have existing infrastructure deficiencies and may require capacity 
improvements to serve future projects. While mandatory compliance with City standards and 
regulations related to brush management, secondary fire access and fire resistive construction 
techniques in very high fire hazard areas, cumulative impacts of development are not likely to 
exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts on the environment. However, at this 
level of programmatic review and without the benefit of project-specific development plans, 
cumulative impacts associated with storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and 
communication systems is considered to be significant (Issue 4). 

Potential cumulative impacts associated with exposure of people or structures to downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability or drainage 
changes could occur if multiple development projects were to increase wildfire risk and exposure of 
people or structures to significant risk within an area, resulting in greater combined impacts that 
would be anticipated by an individual project. In the absence of project-specific information to 
inform a detailed analysis, cumulative impacts related to exposure of people and/or structures to 
significant risks because of runoff, post-fire slope instability or drainage changes would be 
significant (Issue 4).  

4.18.5 Significance of Impacts 

4.18.5.1 Wildfire Hazards 

Implementation of Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU are planning 
level actions that anticipate both future development and future planning level actions that may 
result in an increase in development intensities including the number of residents located within 
areas having wildfire risk. The increase in the number of residents located within areas at risk of 
wildland fires could increase the exposure of people and structures to wildfires and impacts would 
be significant. 

4.18.5.2 Emergency Response and Evacuation 

Build-out of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU would result in 
higher intensity development within the City, primarily located within Climate Smart Village areas. As 
growth occurs, it would be focused within urban settings, in areas with an established 
transportation network. Throughout the City and beyond, there are generally adequate emergency 
evacuation routes through the major interstate system, local highways, and prime arterials within 
San Diego County. As growth occurs, the City’s would continue to implement its Emergency 
Operations Plan, SDPD Policy and Procedures, Operational Area Emergency Plan, and the California 
Master Mutual Aid Agreement to address emergency evacuation. Further, ad future development is 
implemented in accordance with the Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University 
CPU, application of the City’s existing fire code would prohibit any future development from 
exacerbating any existing constraint related to development on a dead-end road as specified in 



 4.18 Wildfire 

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and University CPU Program EIR 
Page 4.18-35 

SDMC Section 511.8201(f)(5)(2). Based on the foregoing information, impacts related to emergency 
evacuation would be less than significant.  

4.18.5.3 Pollutants from Wildfire 

Future development that would occur under the project would be required to comply with the City’s 
Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management Regulations to ensure that wildfire risks are 
not exacerbated. While it is not anticipated that future development would exacerbate wildfire risk, 
residents may be exposed to pollutant concentrations associated with wildfire and/or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. In the absence of project-specific information to evaluate site 
conditions such as slope and prevailing winds, it is not possible to conclude that the project along 
with all future development and actions anticipated under the project would not exacerbate wildfire 
risks. Therefore, at a program level of review, impacts related to exacerbation of wildfire risks 
resulting in exposure of project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire would be significant. 

4.18.5.4 Infrastructure 

There are some areas within the project areas that may have existing infrastructure deficiencies and 
may require capacity improvements to serve future projects implemented under the Blueprint SD 
Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU. Given that future specific development projects 
are unknown at this time, physical impacts associated with installation of and/or improvements to 
utilities infrastructure would be significant. Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be 
required to comply with all applicable City standards; thus, these improvements are not likely to 
exacerbate fire risk. However, at this programmatic level of review, potential temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment due to the installation or maintenance of infrastructure would be 
significant.  

4.18.5.5 Flooding or Landslides 

While the project areas could be subject to risks associated with downstream flooding or landslides, 
the existing regulatory framework related to flooding and geologic hazards would minimize 
potential risks. Although individual developments would typically be able to avoid impacts 
associated with exposure of people or structures to risk resulting from runoff, post-fire slope 
instability or drainage changes through required compliance with City regulations, at a program 
level of review the significance of impacts cannot be determined. At the time of individual 
developments, evaluation of site-specific conditions would be required. Therefore, in the absence of 
project-specific information to inform a detailed analysis, impacts related to exposure of people 
and/or structures to significant risks because of runoff, post-fire slope instability or drainage 
changes would be significant. 

4.18.6 Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 

Mitigation measures are provided at the program level to serve as the basis for more specific 
refinement of future mitigation measures to be developed as specific projects are proposed. The 
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following mitigation framework provides a program-level framework for reducing significant impacts 
related to wildfire hazards.  

MM-FIRE-1  Wildfire Policy Compliance for Plan Amendments 

As future Community Plan Updates or other plan amendments are proposed consistent with the 
Blueprint SD Initiative and the Village Climate Goal Propensity Map, the City shall evaluate the 
adequacy of evacuation routes, emergency access and fire safety in light of the proposed land use 
and mobility network. The City plan amendment process shall include a review of consistency with 
Policy LU-C.2.A.5, Policy UD-A.3.h, Policy UD-A.3.p, Policy PF-D.12, Policy PF-D.13, Policy PF-D.14, 
Policy PF-D.15, and Policy PF-D.16.  

MM-FIRE-2  Wildfire Safety Policies and Regulation Compliance 

Future projects shall be required to demonstrate consistency with the City’s applicable regulatory 
and policy framework including:  

• The latest update to the Fire Code (SDMC Sections 55.0101 through 55.9401), including 
requirements for adequate fire access and specifications for when two separate fire 
apparatus access roads are required.  

• The latest update to the City’s building regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5) including 
acceptable construction materials for development near open space (SDMC Chapter 14, 
Article 5, Division 7). 

• The City’s Brush Management Regulations (SDMC Section 142.0412) and Landscape 
Standards, adopted as part of the Land Development Manual.  

For projects with a higher level of wildfire or evacuation risk, as determined by the City, additional 
analysis demonstrating consistency with the California Office of the Attorney General issued 
guidance outlining best practices for analyzing and mitigating wildfire impacts of development 
projects under CEQA may be required.  

4.18.7 Significance after Mitigation 

As detailed in MM-FIRE-1, future plan amendments including Community Plan Amendments would 
undergo a planning level evaluation to ensure plans are updated with consideration to fire safety 
and evacuation. With implementation of MM-FIRE-1 to future plan amendments proposed for 
consistency with the Blueprint SD Initiative, impacts related to wildfire hazards would be minimized. 
However, at a program level of review and without community specific evaluation completed at this 
time, impacts related to wildfire hazards, and wildfire hazards related to pollutants from wildfire, 
infrastructure, and flooding and landslides resulting from future plan amendments proposed 
consistent with the Blueprint SD Initiative would remain significant after mitigation. 

Similarly, as future project-specific development is proposed consistent with the Blueprint SD 
Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and/or the University CPU, the City shall ensure implementation of 
MM-FIRE-2 to ensure future development is consistent with the City’s applicable regulatory and 
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policy framework in place to protect against wildfire hazards. In general, project-level compliance 
with the City’s building code, fire code and brush management regulations, combined with ongoing 
City implementation of programs to minimize wildfire risk (see Section 4.18.2.3), would ensure 
impacts related to wildfire would be reduced to less than significant. However, at a program level of 
review and without project-specific details available for site-specific evaluation, potential impacts 
cannot be known with certainty. Therefore, impacts related to wildfire hazards and wildfire hazards 
related to pollutants from wildfire, infrastructure, and flooding and landslides resulting from future 
development implemented consistent with the Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and/or the 
University CPU would remain significant after mitigation.  
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Chapter 5.0 
Effects Found Not to be Significant 
The California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an Environmental 
Impact Report contain a brief statement disclosing the reasons why various possible significant 
effects of a project were found not to be significant and therefore were not discussed in detail in the 
Environmental Impact Report. This chapter analyzes the environmental issues that are not expected 
to have a significant impact as a result of implementation of the following key project components: 

• The “Blueprint SD Initiative,” which includes adoption of a General Plan Amendment and 
associated discretionary actions.  

• The Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community Plan (hereinafter referred 
to as the “Hillcrest FPA”) which includes rezones, amendments to the City of San Diego 
(City’s) Land Development Code, and associated discretionary actions. 

• The University Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan Update (hereinafter referred to as the 
“University CPU”), which includes rezones, amendments to the Land Development Code, and 
associated discretionary actions. 

Issues addressed in this chapter include agriculture and forestry resources, mineral resources, and 
population and housing. A brief discussion of the reasons for these findings is provided below. 

5.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
Farmlands are classified according to soil factors including available water holding capacity, 
temperature regime, acidity, depth to the water table, electrical conductivity, flooding potential, 
erosion hazard, permeability, rock content, and rooting depth. There are several classifications of 
farmland including Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Farmland of Local 
Importance, and Unique Farmland. 

Prime Farmland is land with the best combination of physical and chemical features for the 
long-term production of agricultural crops. It includes land with Class I and Class II Land Use 
Capability classifications by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation 
Service, land which qualifies for a rating of 80 to 100 on the Storie Index, land which supports 
livestock identified by the Natural Resource Conservation Service, and land meeting certain planting 
and economic thresholds. Farmland of Statewide Importance is land with a good combination of 
physical and chemical features for the production of agricultural crops. Unique Farmland is land of 
lesser quality soils used for production of the state’s leading agricultural cash crops. Farmland of 
Local Importance is land that a local unit has designated as having local significance; a local 
designation will take priority over some other classification by the state. 
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A potential impact to agricultural resources could occur when Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance is converted to non-agricultural use. The Blueprint SD Initiatives’ 
policy and land use framework would apply citywide; however, it is anticipated that potential 
impacts associated with implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative are most likely to be 
concentrated within the Climate Smart Village Areas. Implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative, 
the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU would guide future development in appropriate locations, 
specifically within urbanized settings where the potential for loss of agricultural and forestry 
resources is low. Based on the farmland maps prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation (2016), the majority of the project areas are not identified as containing Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; however, the University CPU 
area contains approximately 13.27 acres identified as Farmland of Local Importance. The 
approximately 13.27 acres identified as Farmland of Local Importance is located east of Interstate 
805 near Marine Corps Air Station Miramar south of Miramar Road and Nobel Drive and is within an 
area of undeveloped, sloped land not suitable for agriculture as a portion of the mapped Farmland 
of Local Importance is within developed land associated with Miramar Road. Furthermore, the 
Farmland of Local Importance definition is a definition adopted by the County of San Diego that 
would not be appropriate to land within the incorporated boundaries of the City.  

Therefore, no impacts to Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland 
would occur. As stated above, development in accordance with the project is anticipated to be 
focused within urbanized, developed areas; therefore, the project would not impact areas zoned for 
agricultural use. There are no lands under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, there would be no 
conflict with agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act contract.  

The project areas are generally located within an urbanized area. There are no existing forestlands, 
timberlands, or timberlands-zoned Timberland Production either within the project area or in the 
immediate vicinity that would conflict with existing zoning or the proposed rezoning. 
Implementation of the project would not result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland 
to non-forest use. The project area does not contain existing forestland uses or agricultural uses; 
therefore, implementation of the project would not involve any changes that could result in the 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or the conversion of forestland to non-forest uses. 
Therefore, no impact is identified for this issue area. 

5.2 Mineral Resources 
According to the California Geological Survey Open File Report 96-04 (U.S. Geological Survey 1996), 
areas mapped as Mineral Resource Zone 1, 2, 3, and 4 (MRZ-1 through MRZ-4) have been mapped 
for the City. MRZ-1 areas are locations in San Diego County that have been identified as having no 
significant mineral deposits. Areas mapped in MRZ-2 are considered to have significant measured or 
indicated resources. Areas mapped in MRZ-3 contain mineral deposits that may qualify as mineral 
resources. MRZ-4 areas are those where geologic information does not rule out either the presence 
or absence of mineral resources.  

The Blueprint SD Initiatives’ policy and land use framework would apply citywide; however, it is 
anticipated that potential impacts associated with implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative are 
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most likely to be concentrated within the Climate Smart Village Areas. Based on a review of 
referenced data, the Blueprint SD Initiative Climate Smart Village Areas are located within MRZ-1 
(approximately 1,467.51 acres), MRZ-2 (approximately 2,2776.16 acres), and MRZ-3 (approximately 
20,675.77 acres); the Hillcrest FPA area is all located within MRZ-3 (approximately 379.99 acres); and 
the University CPU area is located within MRZ-1 (approximately 1,547.33 acres), MRZ-2 
(approximately 132.06 acres), MRZ-3 (approximately 6,940.68 acres), and MRZ-4 (approximately 
52.57 acres). 

Although some project areas are within MRZ-1, MRZ-2, and MRZ-3, the potential for loss of mineral 
resources is low because the feasibility of a mining operation within a highly developed urban 
environment is low due to land use conflicts, and there is little undeveloped land available for 
mining. Therefore, no impact to mineral resources would occur. 

5.3 Population and Housing 
No adverse impacts to population or housing are anticipated from implementation of the project. As 
detailed in Section 3.5 and Chapter 6, the project is intended to accommodate projected population 
and housing needs within the City and would not induce unplanned population growth as there is a 
need for housing to serve projected population levels. Thus, development under the project would 
not support unplanned population growth. See Chapter 3.0 for additional information. While the 
project could temporarily displace housing as lands are redeveloped, existing City policies and 
regulations would ensure that affordable units are not lost, and ultimately, proposed development 
would replace and increase the supply of housing.  

Future construction associated with the project would be associated with a demand for construction 
trade skills and labor. It is anticipated that this demand would be met by the local labor force within 
San Diego County or the surrounding areas and would not require the importation of a substantial 
number of workers that could cause an increased demand for temporary or permanent housing.  

It is anticipated that most of the new housing units would be absorbed by existing residents of the 
San Diego area and would assist in accommodating projected population growth that would occur 
without the project. The number of additional housing units and the corresponding forecasted 
number of new residents is not substantial and would contribute to the housing provision goals of 
the City’s General Plan Housing Element by helping to accommodate regional growth projected for 
the project areas, the City, and the region as a whole. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to 
result in overall regional population growth, and there would be no population and housing related 
impacts. 
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Chapter 6.0 
Growth Inducement 
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15126.2(e), the following 
growth inducement analysis is required: 

Discuss ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove 
obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a wastewater treatment plant 
might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the 
population may tax existing community services facilities, requiring construction of 
new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. It must not be 
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little 
significance to the environment. 

According to the City of San Diego’s (City’s) 2022 California Environmental Quality Act Significance 
Determination Thresholds, growth inducement “is usually associated with those projects that foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly which may result in the construction of major new infrastructure facilities. Also, a change 
in land use policy or projects that provide economic stimulus, such as industrial or commercial uses, 
may induce growth. Accelerated growth may further strain existing community facilities or 
encourage activities that could significantly affect the surrounding environment.” In addition, the 
Thresholds state that “the analysis must avoid speculation and focus on probable growth patterns 
or projects.”  

The City’s General Plan Program Environmental Impact Report (2008) notes that “population in San 
Diego will grow whether or not the Draft General Plan is adopted…” The General Plan incorporates 
the City of Villages strategy, which notes that a “village” is a place where residential, commercial, 
employment, and civic uses are present and integrated, and are characterized by compact 
mixed-use areas that are pedestrian-friendly and linked to the regional transit system (City of San 
Diego 2008). The project includes an update to the existing General Plan Village Propensity map 
which defines where development should be focused. The project would include the adoption of a 
new Village Climate Goal Propensity Map which identifies areas for prioritization of future homes 
and jobs and forms the basis for defining where future growth is anticipated throughout the City. 
Based on Government Code Section 65300, the General Plan serves as a comprehensive, long-term 
plan for physical development of the City and, by definition, is intended to manage and address 
future growth in the City. Implementation of the Village Climate Goal Propensity Map and the City of 
Villages strategy relies on the future adoption of land use changes through comprehensive 
community plan updates evaluated in the context of the updated General Plan, the Village Climate 
Goal Propensity Map, and this Program Environmental Impact Report. 

Increases in density resulting from increased housing and non-residential development intensities 
within appropriate areas in proximity to transit including within Climate Smart Village Areas, or areas 



6.0 Growth Inducement 

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and University CPU Program EIR  
Page 6-2 

where the village propensity values range from 7 through 14, could result in the need for the 
expansion of utilities and public services, as future development occurs. With the proposed project, 
services will need to expand to keep ratios of personnel to population consistent with General Plan 
goals; however, this expansion will occur incrementally, allowing the City to adjust over time to the 
increased demand.  

The City’s General Plan Housing Element provides the policy framework for future planning 
decisions and identifies a series of implementation steps to meet the Housing Element’s goals, 
objectives, and policies. Goal 1 is to ensure “the provision of sufficient housing for all income groups 
to accommodate San Diego’s anticipated share of regional growth…that will help meet regional GHG 
targets by improving transportation and land use coordination and jobs/housing balance, creating 
more transit oriented, compact and walkable communities, providing more housing capacity for all 
income levels, and protecting resource areas.” 

The Housing Element establishes the City’s plan to meet the demand of the projected share of the 
region’s housing needs for all income levels over the course of the Housing Element cycle (Current 
Cycle–2021 through 2029). The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) is determined based on 
forecasted housing needs to plan for projected regional growth and is updated every eight years. A 
fair share goal is identified for every city within the region, and each city prepares a Housing Element 
that demonstrates the availability of suitable sites and public facilities to meet the regional share 
goals. 

As detailed in the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element, San Diego is projected to add nearly 154,000 jobs 
between 2012 and 2035 even as the population of senior residents is projected to nearly double, 
growing from 11 percent to 18 percent of the population. These changes will increase demand for 
housing across income levels. The current 6th RHNA cycle target for the City is 108,036 new units by 
2029 (City of San Diego 2021). Because the RHNA targets are set to meet the forecasted housing 
need, and production has historically been well below this need, the project would expand 
opportunities to yield higher intensity housing within appropriate areas to help accommodate 
planned residential growth. Implementation of the Village Climate Goal Propensity map along with 
adoption of the University CPU and Hillcrest FPA would facilitate housing, including higher intensity 
housing, in appropriate locations throughout the City; however, these actions are considered growth 
accommodating based on the population growth estimates referenced above and in light of regional 
housing shortages. Therefore, implementation of the project would not be growth inducing. 

6.1 Blueprint SD Initiative 
Implementation of the Village Climate Goal Propensity map is a General Plan implementation 
strategy to facilitate future Community Plan Updates, Specific Plans, and focused plan amendments 
that will support the City’s realization of its existing housing goals. The Village Climate Goal 
Propensity map incorporates SANDAG’s 2050 regional transportation network and was designed to 
implement the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by locating homes and jobs near high frequency 
transit, with the goal of supporting a shift in mode share from single occupancy vehicles to other 
non-vehicular models of travel including walking, biking, and transit. Therefore, the Blueprint SD 
Initiative is not growth inducing; rather its purpose is to direct planned growth to appropriate 
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locations to implement existing policies, including: the 2050 Regional Plan, the CAP, and the City’s 6th 
Cycle (2021–2029) Housing Element.  

6.2 Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment 
Implementation of the Hillcrest FPA was developed to be consistent with the General Plan and the 
City’s CAP by increasing density and mix of uses by locating homes and jobs near high frequency 
transit, with the goal of supporting a shift in mode share from single occupancy vehicles to other 
non-vehicular models of travel including walking, biking and transit. Therefore, the Hillcrest FPA is 
not growth inducing; rather its purpose is to direct planned growth to appropriate locations to 
implement existing policies, including: the 2050 Regional Plan, the CAP, and the City’s 6th Cycle 
(2021–2029) Housing Element. 

6.3 University Community Plan Update 
Implementation of the University CPU was developed to be consistent with the General Plan and the 
City’s CAP by increasing density and mix of uses by locating homes and jobs near high frequency 
transit, with the goal of supporting a shift in mode share from single occupancy vehicles to other 
non-vehicular models of travel including walking, biking and transit. The University CPU is not 
growth inducing; rather its purpose is to direct planned growth to appropriate locations to 
implement existing policies, including: the 2050 Regional Plan, the CAP, and the City’s 6th Cycle 
(2021–2029) Housing Element. 
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Chapter 7.0 
Significant Unavoidable Impacts/Significant 
Irreversible Environmental Changes  

7.1 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2(c), 
any significant unavoidable impacts of a project, including those impacts that can be mitigated, but 
not reduced to below a level of significance despite the applicant’s willingness to implement all 
feasible mitigation measures, must be identified in the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).  
Significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, hydrology, noise, public services, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, 
utilities and service systems, and wildfire would occur with implementation of the following key 
project components: 

• The “Blueprint SD Initiative,” which includes adoption of a General Plan Amendment and 
associated discretionary actions.   

• The Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment (FPA) to the Uptown Community Plan (hereinafter 
referred to as the “Hillcrest FPA”), which includes rezones, amendments to the City of San 
Diego’s (City’s) Land Development Code, and associated discretionary actions.    

• The University Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan Update (CPU) (hereinafter referred to 
as the “University CPU”), which includes rezones, amendments to the Land Development 
Code, and associated discretionary actions.  

The significance of impacts and availability of any feasible mitigation measures is summarized in the 
Executive Summary Table ES-1. Where feasible, this Program Environmental Impact Report has 
incorporated mitigation measures (see Chapter 9.0) that would reduce potentially significant 
impacts; however, the following issue areas would remain significant and unavoidable: 

4.1 Aesthetics 
Issue 1  Scenic Vistas (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2  Scenic Highways (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 3  Visual Character or Quality of Public Views (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 4  Scenic Quality (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 5   Light, Glare, or Shade (Direct and Cumulative) 

 
4.2 Air Quality 

Issue 1 Conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2 Air Quality Standards (Direct and Cumulative) 
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Issue 3 Sensitive Receptors (Direct) 
Issue 4 Odors (Direct) 
 

4.3 Biological Resources 
Issue 1 Sensitive Species (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2 Sensitive Habitats (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 3 Wetlands (Direct and Cumulative) 
 

4.4 Cultural Resources 
Issue 1  Historic Structures, Objects or Sites (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2  Archaeological Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 
 

4.9 Hydrology  
Issue 3 Inundation – Flood Flows (Direct)  

4.11 Noise 
Issue 1 Ambient Noise Levels (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2  Groundborne Vibration (Direct and Cumulative) 

4.12 Public Services  
Issue 1 Public Facilities – Fire Protection, Police Protection, Schools, Libraries (Direct and 

Cumulative) 
4.13 Recreation 

Issue 1 Deterioration of Parks and Recreational Facilities (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 2 Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

4.14 Transportation 
Issue 2 Vehicle Miles Traveled (Direct and Cumulative) 

 
4.15 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Issue 1 Tribal Cultural Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

4.16 Utilities and Service Systems 
Issue 1 New or Expanded Utilities (Direct) 
Issue 3 Adequate Wastewater Capacity (Direct and Cumulative) 

4.16 Wildfire 
Issue 1 Wildfire Hazards (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 3 Pollutants from Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 4 Infrastructure (Direct and Cumulative) 
Issue 5 Flooding or Landslides (Direct and Cumulative) 
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7.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental Impacts 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an evaluation of the significant irreversible 
environmental changes which would occur should the proposed project be implemented.  
Irreversible changes typically fall into one of three categories:  

• Primary impacts such as the use of nonrenewable resources (i.e., biological habitat, 
agricultural land, mineral deposits, water bodies, energy resources and cultural resources); 

• Primary and secondary impacts such as highway improvements which provide access to 
previously inaccessible areas; and  

• Environmental accidents potentially associated with buildout of the project. 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that irretrievable commitments of resources 
should be evaluated to assure that current consumption of such resources is justified. 

Implementation of the project would not result in significant irreversible impacts to agricultural land, 
energy, mineral resources,  or water bodies. For a discussion of energy consumption, refer to 
Section 4.5 Energy.  

Regarding agricultural resources, the project areas are generally located within urbanized settings 
where the potential for loss of agricultural and forestry resources is low. As discussed in Chapter 5.0, 
Effects Found Not to be Significant, the approximately 13.27 acres identified as Farmland of Local 
Importance within the University CPU area is within an area of undeveloped, sloped land. A portion 
of the mapped Farmland of Local Importance is within developed land associated with Miramar 
Road. Based on the characteristics of this area of mapped Farmland of Local Importance, this land is 
not suitable for agriculture. Furthermore, the Farmland of Local Importance definition is a definition 
adopted by the County of San Diego that would not be appropriate to land within the incorporated 
boundaries of the City. Thus, no significant irreversible changes would occur. 

With respect to biological resources, the project would primarily affect developed areas and if 
sensitive biological resources are present, future development within the project areas would be 
required to undergo a discretionary permit process in accordance with Environmentally Sensitive 
Lands Regulations, the City’s Biology Guidelines, and the provisions of the Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) as necessary. Similarly, future development within the project area 
that has the potential to impact wetlands would follow the applicable discretionary permit process 
in accordance with City and wildlife agency regulatory requirements. Project areas located within 
Multi-Habitat Preservation Area  and Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP) preserve would 
be subject to the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations that would ensure no conflicts would 
occur in relation to the MSCP Subarea Plan or VPHCP. Additionally, future development adjacent to 
Multi-Habitat Preservation Area or VPHCP lands would be subject to the Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines in MSCP Subarea Plan Section 1.4.3 and the Avoidance and Minimization Measures in 
VPHCP Section 5.2.1. Thus, no significant irreversible changes to biological resources would occur. As 
for mineral resources, the project areas are located within urbanized settings where the potential 
for loss of mineral deposits due to further development is considered low due to a lack of known 
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mineral resources in the area, and low feasibility of a mining operation within a highly developed 
urban setting due to land use conflicts. Thus, no significant irreversible changes would occur.  

Buildout of the project areas would have significant and unavoidable impacts on historic structures, 
objects or sites and archaeological resources, as detailed in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources. Buildout 
of the project areas would also have significant and unavoidable impacts on tribal cultural 
resources, as detailed in Section 4.15, Tribal Cultural Resources. At a program level of analysis, it is 
assumed that at least some of those impacts would be irreversible. 

With respect to environmental accidents potentially associated with the project, and as further 
discussed in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this PEIR, potential impacts related to 
hazardous materials and associated health hazards from implementation of the project would be 
avoided or reduced to below a level of significance through mandatory conformance with applicable 
regulatory/industry standards and codes. Regarding wildfire, existing building codes and brush 
management regulations would be applied for all future development within the project areas and 
the entire City to ensure buildings and their occupants are not exposed to a significant wildfire risk. 
However, the increase in the number of residents located within areas at risk of wildland fires and 
within areas of the City that have limited evacuation routes available could increase the exposure of 
people and structures to wildfires. As increased density and development occurs in areas with 
potential wildfire risk, there could be a potential for increases in environmental accidents.  
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Chapter 8.0 
Alternatives 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) compare the effects of a “reasonable range of alternatives” to 
further avoid or reduce the significant effects of a project. The CEQA Guidelines further specify that 
the alternatives selected should feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives and avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more significant effects of the project. The “range of alternatives” is 
governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those feasible alternatives 
necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the lead agency and to foster meaningful 
public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). CEQA generally defines “feasible” to mean 
an alternative that is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, while also taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological, and 
legal factors. 

As discussed in Chapter 4.0, implementation of the project would result in significant and/or 
cumulative environmental impacts related to aesthetics; air quality; biological resources; cultural 
resources; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology; noise; public services; recreation; 
transportation; tribal cultural resources; utilities and services systems; water quality; and wildfire. In 
developing the alternatives to be addressed in this chapter, consideration was given regarding their 
ability to meet the basic objectives of the project and the potential to eliminate or substantially 
reduce significant environmental impacts as identified in Chapter 4.0 of this Program EIR (PEIR). 

The following objectives for the project support the underlying purpose of the project, assist the City 
of San Diego (City) as lead agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in this 
PEIR, and will ultimately aid the lead agency in preparing findings and overriding considerations, if 
necessary. The specific goals and objectives for the project include the following:  

• Provide a policy and land use framework for residential capacity to meet the City’s Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation targets over the next 20 to 30 years. 

• Provide options for services and amenities, such as shopping and grocery stores, public 
spaces, and parks and recreation facilities closer to homes so that most daily needs can be 
met through a short walk, bike, or transit ride. 

• Provide housing of all types and for all income levels in a manner that affirmatively furthers 
fair housing. 

• Establish land uses that facilitate transit-oriented, multiple-use villages, districts, and 
developments within the City’s Sustainable Development Areas (SDAs) in line with the 
General Plan’s Village Climate Goal Propensity Map and the Climate Action Plan (CAP). 
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• Provide affordable and convenient climate-friendly mobility options, such as walking/rolling, 
biking, and public transit, equitably throughout the City with a focus on areas with the 
greatest need. 

• Plan for land uses that maximize the opportunity for housing near existing and future transit 
stations and stops identified in the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) San 
Diego Forward: The 2021 Regional Plan (Regional Plan) and that allow residents, employees, 
students, and visitors to more safely, conveniently, and enjoyably travel by walking/rolling, 
biking, or transit in line with the CAP. 

• Provide a range of densities that will facilitate denser development in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) efficient areas to work towards meeting the greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction 
targets of the CAP. 

• Locate housing and goods/services in select areas near employment centers with convenient 
transit access to improve the jobs-housing balance, enhance, and strengthen employment 
areas, promote employment opportunities, and encourage sustainable development 
consistent with General Plan Refresh (Blueprint SD Initiative) and the CAP. 

• Streamline the environmental review process for future planning documents to expedite the 
implementation of plans that facilitate the development of housing and infrastructure that 
meets the City’s needs and further the CAP goals. 

University CPU Specific Objectives 

• Strengthen the community’s role as a major employment center in the City by co-locating 
biotech and life sciences laboratories with the area’s hospitals and other technological 
offices to create an innovation hub that serves the region. 

• Increase affordable housing near biotech jobs and the University of California, San Diego to 
retain talent within the City and prevent employees and students from leaving the 
community due to high housing costs and long commute times. Look for opportunities to 
increase and enhance transportation connections within the community plan area and 
within the City. 

Hillcrest FPA Specific Objectives 

• Establish and enhance the cultural significance of the Hillcrest FPA area to honor and 
recognize Hillcrest’s role as the historic center of the City’s lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender, queer community. 

• Provide opportunities to increase and enhance transportation options, in particular, active 
transportation networks within the Hillcrest FPA area to create a walkable and active street 
network. 
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The alternatives addressed in this PEIR were selected in consideration of one or more of the 
following factors: 

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

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

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

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

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

Based on the criteria described above, this PEIR considers Alternative 1: No Project Alternative, 
Alternative 2: University CPU and Hillcrest FPA High Density Alternative, Alternative 3: Blueprint SD 
Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative, and Alternative 4: Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density 
Alternative. A side-by-side comparison of the potential impacts of the alternatives to the impacts 
identified for the project is provided in Table 8-1. 

General descriptions of the characteristics of each of these alternatives, along with a discussion of 
their ability to reduce significant environmental impacts associated with the project are provided in 
the following subsections.  
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Table 8-1 
Alternatives Comparison to the Project 

Environmental 
Issue Area Project 

 No Project 
Alternative 

 University CPU 
and Hillcrest FPA 

High Density 
Alternative 

Blueprint SD 
Initiative 

Distributed Growth 
Alternative 

Blueprint SD 
Initiative  

Reduced Density  
Alternative 

Aesthetics  S S (<) S (> S (>) S (<) 
Air Quality S S (<) S (>) S (>) S (<) 
Biological 
Resources 

S S (=) S (=) S (>) S (<) 

Cultural 
Resources 

S S (=) S (=) S (=) S (=) 

Energy LS LS (>) LS (<) LS (>) S (>) 
Geology and 
Soils 

LS LS (=) LS (=) LS (=) LS (=) 

Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions 

LS S (>) LS (<) S (>) S (>) 

Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials  

LS LS (=) LS (=) LS (=) LS (=) 

Hydrology  S S (<) S (=) S (=) S (<) 
Land Use LS S (>) LS (<) LS (>) LS (>) 
Noise S S (<) S (>) S (<) S (=) 

Public Services  S S (=) S (=) S (=) 
S (=) 

 

Recreation S S (=) S (=) S (=) 
S (=) 

 
Transportation S S (>) S (<) S (>) S (>) 
Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

S S (=) S (=) S (=) S (=) 

Utilities and 
Service Systems 

S S (=) S (=) S (=) S (=) 

Water Quality LS LS (<) LS (=) LS (=) LS (<) 
Wildfire S S (<) S (>) S (>) S (=) 
NOTES: S = Significant; LS = Less than Significant; (=) = Impacts the same/similar to the project; (<) = Impacts 
less than the project; (>) = Impacts greater than the project 

 

8.1 No Project Alternative  

8.1.1 Description  

Under the No Project Alternative, the Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA and University CPU, and all 
associated discretionary actions, would not be adopted and growth would continue to occur in 
accordance with the adopted General Plan and applicable community plans. The General Plan, 
University Community Plan, and Hillcrest Community Plan would not be aligned to the same extent 
with the latest policy direction from the SANDAG Regional Plan, the City’s CAP, the Village Climate 
Goal Propensity Map, and other major City policy initiatives. The village propensity values identified 
in the Village Climate Goal Propensity Map serve as a general guide for the City to identify 
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opportunities for future homes and jobs as part of future community plan updates, specific plans, 
and focused plan amendments, with the potential for higher densities and intensities being assigned 
to areas with a higher village propensity value. Without the project and associated Village Climate 
Goal Propensity Map, it is anticipated that new homes and jobs would continue to occur throughout 
the City, but the development would likely not be as focused within Climate Smart Village Areas, 
which are areas that have the highest likelihood encouraging walking/rolling, biking and transit 
usage compared to driving. Under this alternative, future efforts to update community plans would 
take longer to complete, as environmental review would not be streamlined. 

8.1.2 Analysis of No Project Alternative 

a. Aesthetics 

Development under the No Project Alternative would be required to comply with existing height 
limits and square footage limitations and would be required to incorporate features that enhance 
neighborhood character and minimize adverse impacts associated with increased bulk, scale, and 
height as part of the discretionary review process. Building materials, style, and architectural 
features would be reviewed to ensure the character of development meets required development 
standards. While compliance with existing regulations under the No Project Alternative would likely 
minimize impacts related to scenic vistas and public views and visual character, it cannot be ensured 
that future development under the No Project Alternative would result in less than significant 
impacts. Thus, while development under the No Project Alternative related to scenic vistas and views 
and neighborhood character would be significant, impacts would be reduced compared to 
development anticipated under the project. 
 
Similar to the project, development under the No Project Alternative could occur in proximity to 
designated and eligible scenic routes, which could be within the potential scenic viewshed of these 
scenic routes. Therefore, impacts to scenic views or vistas from a state-designated highway would 
remain significant, although slightly reduced compared to the project. 

While existing protections are in place to preserve the City’s canyons and steep slopes, specific 
development proposals and grading quantities are not known at this time. It is possible that future 
development under the No Project Alternative could result in substantial landform alteration. Even 
with future discretionary review for projects that impact Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) 
defined steep slopes, impacts would be significant, the same as the project.  

Under the No Project Alternative, compliance with the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) would 
ensure impacts relative to lighting and glare would be less than significant, the same as the project. 
Buildout of the No Project Alternative could result in development that could create new sources of 
substantial shade in the project areas. Future discretionary projects will undergo a project-specific 
environmental review which could identify additional project features and/or mitigation measures to 
address potential shade impacts. Although the No Project Alternative would result in less dense 
development, shade impacts would remain significant, although reduced compared to development 
anticipated under the project. 
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b. Air Quality 

Air quality impacts under this alternative would be less than those anticipated under the project. 
Regarding existing air quality plans, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with the adopted 
Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) or the State Implementation Plan (SIP), because development 
intensity under the No Project Alternative would be consistent with projections used by SANDAG in 
developing the RAQS and SIP. Therefore, impacts associated with consistency with air quality plans 
would be less than significant and less than the project. 

Regarding operational emissions, impacts under the No Project Alternative would be significant, 
similar to those anticipated under the project. Construction emissions under the No Project 
Alternative would also be significant, similar to those anticipated under the proposed project as 
development would still occur throughout the City, just at different density/intensity and in different 
locations. Similar to the project, impacts to sensitive receptors from construction and operational 
emissions would occur under both the No Project Alternative and the project, and thus, air quality 
impacts would be significant for the No Project Alternative, similar to the project.  

c. Biological Resources 

Preservation of the region’s biological resources has been addressed through the implementation of 
regional habitat conservation plans. Impacts to biological resources in the City are managed through 
the adopted Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan and Vernal Pool Habitat 
Conservation Plan (VPHCP), which are incorporated by reference in the City’s adopted General Plan. 
The No Project Alternative would not conflict with these adopted conservation plans; therefore, 
impacts from conflicting with plans and policies for habitat conservation would be less than 
significant, the same as the project.  

Impacts to biological resources–specifically sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands–under 
the project would be significant. While required compliance with the City’s ESL regulations would 
largely avoid significant impacts under both the No Project Alternative and the project, it cannot be 
determined at this program level of review whether all biological resources impacts can be avoided, 
as it cannot be guaranteed that future projects can avoid or mitigate all impacts. Thus, impacts to 
sensitive species and habitats and wetlands would be significant under the No Project Alternative, 
the same as the project.  

Under both the No Project Alternative and the proposed project, impacts to wildlife corridors and 
nursery sites would be avoided through compliance with the MSCP and compliance with protections 
afforded to Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) and MHPA adjacent lands. Therefore, like the 
project, impacts to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands under the No Project 
Alternative would be significant, and impacts to wildlife corridors and nurseries and conflicts with 
the MSCP Subarea Plan and the VPHCP would be less than significant.  

d. Cultural Resources  

As with the project, future development under the No Project Alternative has the potential to result 
in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to historical resources. The extent of impacts to 
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historical resources resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be similar to 
those identified for the project, as the extent and areas of disturbance by development would be 
generally the same and only the type and/or intensity of planned development capacity would 
change under the project. As with the project, implementation of the No Project Alternative would 
result in potentially significant impacts related to historical resources at the program level that 
would be significant . 

Regarding prehistoric and archaeological resources, future development under the No Project 
Alternative, as with the project, has the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect 
impacts to prehistoric and archaeological resources. The extent of impacts to prehistoric and 
archaeological resources resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be 
similar to those identified for the project, as the extent and areas of disturbance by development 
would be generally the same and only the type and/or intensity of allowed development would 
change under the project.  

The California H&SC provides a process and requirements for the identification and repatriation of 
collections of human remains or cultural items. With implementation of local, state, and federal 
regulations, impacts to human remains would be less than significant. 

As with the project, implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to cultural resources at the program level that would be significant.  

e. Energy 

As with the project, future projects under the No Project Alternative would be subject to existing 
building and energy code regulations in place at the time in which they were implemented. 
However, this alternative would not increase the planned capacity for jobs and housing within the 
project areas, and could result in less dense housing developments, and accordingly less energy 
efficient housing.  

At this program level of analysis, it is too speculative to quantify the construction-related energy 
consumption of future development, either in total or by fuel type. There are no known conditions in 
the project area that would require nonstandard equipment or construction practices that would 
increase fuel-energy consumption above typical rates. Therefore, development implemented in 
accordance with the alternative, like the project, would not result in the use of excessive amounts of 
fuel or other forms of energy during the construction of future projects. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Buildout under the No Project Alternative would result in higher energy consumption associated 
with transportation as this alternative would not support alternative modes of travel to the same 
degree as the project. 

The No Project Alternative would result in a less than a significant impact related to conflicts with 
plans and policies that aim to incentivize energy efficiency; however, this alternative would be less 
energy efficient than the project.  
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The No Project Alternative would not achieve the planned densities and transportation 
infrastructure in the City’s General Plan and community plans, and would contain fewer 
opportunities to reduce wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary use of energy. 

f. Geology and Soils 

All future development requiring grading within the City must prepare a site-specific geotechnical 
investigation and implement site-specific measures to avoid geologic hazards. These regulations and 
requirements would apply equally to the No Project Alternative and to the project. Geologic hazards 
include seismic hazards, erosion or loss of topsoil, geologic instability, and expansive soils. 
Adherence to the San Diego Municipal Code’s (SDMC) grading regulations and construction 
requirements and implementation of the City’s geotechnical study requirements would preclude 
significant impacts related to seismic hazards. Conformance to mandated City grading requirements 
would ensure that proposed grading and construction operations would avoid significant soil 
erosion impacts. Construction in accordance with existing regulations and implementation of 
recommendations in the required site-specific geotechnical report would prevent impacts related to 
geologic instability. Finally, compliance with existing regulations would ensure that impacts 
associated with expansive soils are reduced to less than significant.  

With implementation of recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical investigations 
required under the California Building Code (CBC) and SDMC, impacts related to geologic hazards 
would be less than significant under the No Project Alternative and the project. 

Impacts to paleontological resources under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, 
the same as the project. Future development projects implemented under this alternative could 
involve excavation of previously undisturbed areas, some of which may contain unique 
paleontological resources with fossil-bearing potential. Potential impacts to paleontological 
resources were evaluated in the General Plan PEIR and the analysis concluded that there is a 
potential for the cumulative loss of paleontological resources throughout the City as the City 
continues to develop in response to projected population growth. Likewise, development 
implemented in accordance with future development projects may result in the loss of unique 
paleontological resources or geologic formations with fossil-bearing potential. Pursuant to 
Section 142.0151 of the SDMC, all projects must comply with the General Grading Guidelines for 
Paleontological Resources included in Appendix P of the City’s Land Development Manual. These 
guidelines also include the standard monitoring requirement, should a project meet the threshold 
for paleontological resource monitoring. This regulation would apply to projects within and outside 
of the project areas and would ensure that impacts to paleontological resources under this 
alternative would be less than significant, the same as the project. 

g. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The No Project Alternative would continue the land use patterns of the General Plan, University 
Community Plan, and Uptown Community Plan, and would not accommodate additional capacity for 
homes and jobs in transit-oriented, multiple-use villages within the City’s SDAs in line with the Village 
Climate Goal Propensity Map and the City’s CAP. As the No Project Alternative would not plan for 
housing and goods/services near employment centers with convenient transit access to the same 
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extent as the project, the No Project Alternative would not be as VMT efficient as the project, 
therefore, this alternative would have a greater impact related to conflicts with applicable GHG plans 
and policies.  

This alternative could result in fewer vehicle trips than the project, which could translate into 
reduced GHG emissions. However, the No Project Alternative would not plan for density in Climate 
Smart Village Areas to the same extent as the project. Planning for growth in Climate Smart Village 
Areas is anticipated to result in an overall reduction in GHG emissions when considering planned 
population growth in the City. Additionally, the transit-oriented development envisioned in the 
University CPU and Hillcrest FPA would not be implemented in the No Project Alternative. Locating 
the most intense development in proximity to transit centers enables a greater proportion of the 
population to benefit from alternative transportation options and would ultimately reduce overall 
VMT and GHG emissions. Whereas the No Project Alternative GHG emissions would not be 
significant, this alternative would not support the City in obtaining citywide GHG emissions 
reduction targets under the CAP, resulting in significant and greater GHG and plan inconsistency 
impacts  than the project due to its inconsistency with the City’s CAP.  

h. Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Compliance with federal, state, regional, and local health and safety laws and regulations would 
address potential health and safety impacts under the No Project Alternative, the same as the 
project. Hazardous materials and waste would be managed and used in accordance with all 
applicable federal, state, regional, and local laws and regulations, and neither the No Project 
Alternative nor the proposed project would create a significant hazard to the public or environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment.  

In accordance with City, state, and federal requirements, any new development that involves 
contaminated property would necessitate the clean-up and/or remediation of the property in 
accordance with applicable requirements and regulations. No construction would be permitted to 
occur at a contaminated site until a “no further action” clearance letter from the County of San Diego 
(County) Department of Environmental Health and Quality (DEHQ), or similar determination is 
issued by the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department (SDFD), California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or other responsible agency.  

The alternative would not, on its own accord, increase the likelihood that hazardous emissions or 
the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste would occur near 
schools compared to baseline conditions. Future development implemented in accordance with the 
alternative would be subject to applicable regulations and industry and code standards and 
requirements related to hazardous emissions and the handling of hazardous materials, including as 
they relate to proximity to schools, therefore impacts related to schools under the No Project 
Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the project. 

Regarding aircraft-related impacts, implementation of the No Project Alternative would be 
consistent with an adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) as future development 
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would be required to show compatibility with the requirements of the ALUCPs, the SDMC, and 
associated Federal Aviation Administration requirements. 

 Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the County Office of Emergency 
Services (OES) continue to coordinate to update the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 
(MJHMP) as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors change to ensure that 
impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant. Impacts under the project and the 
alternative would be less than significant.  

i.  Hydrology  

Potential impacts related to hydrology resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative 
include downstream flooding, erosion, and sedimentation, and associated changes in drainage 
patterns. Concerning downstream flooding, all development occurring within the project areas 
would be subject to drainage and floodplain regulations in the SDMC and would be required to 
adhere to the City’s Drainage Design Manual, ESL Regulations protecting floodplains, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency standards, and the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual. Under 
the No Project Alternative, significant impacts associated with mudflow could occur due to 
development areas near steep slopes and associated mudflow risk that could occur. Additionally, 
potential riverine flooding impacts would largely be avoided through compliance with the City and 
federal regulations; however, for project areas protected by the Provisionally Accredited Levee (PAL) 
in Mission Valley, impacts would remain significant. These significant impacts of the No Project 
Alternative related to mudflows and flooding in Mission Valley downstream of the PAL would be the 
same as for the project.  

Future projects under the No Project Alternative would be required to comply with the City’s 
drainage and floodplain regulations in the SDMC and would be required to adhere to the City’s 
Drainage Design Manual, ESL Regulations protecting floodplains, FEMA standards, and the City’s 
Stormwater Standards Manual which would ensure development is designed to avoid drainage 
impacts due to erosion and siltation, surface run-off, stormwater drainage systems, and flood flows;  
therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Impacts related to pollutant release resulting from inundation within the No Project Alternative area 
are anticipated to be less than significant for most areas due to required compliance with applicable 
SDMC and FEMA regulations that require protection from flooding. Future development would be 
required to conform to the City’s Flood Mitigation Plan and the SDMC for Development Regulations 
for SFHAs (Section 143.0145 and 143.0146) which would ensure flood hazards and the 
corresponding risk of release of pollutants due to inundation are minimized. Impacts related to 
development behind the PAL area are considered significant due to the level of uncertainty 
regarding this potential flooding impact.  Under the No Project Alternative, impacts related to 
flooding and inundation would remain significant due to the affected area being subject to 
development in the existing condition.  
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j. Land Use and Planning 

The No Project Alternative would not implement the project and accordingly would not, to the same 
extent as the project, plan for increased residential and mixed-use development intensities within 
areas with a medium to high village propensity value as detailed in Figure 3-1. The land use changes 
proposed in the University CPU and Hillcrest FPA would not be adopted, and the General Plan land 
use framework proposed by Blueprint SD Initiative would not be adopted to facilitate increased 
residential capacity needed to meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment goals. Citywide 
per capita VMT would not be reduced to the same extent as the project; and the environmental 
review process for future planning documents would not be streamlined to expedite the 
implementation of Community Plan Updates, plan amendments, and LDC amendments anticipated 
to implement the Village Climate Goal Propensity map and goals and policies of the General Plan 
Refresh.  
 
Unlike the project, the No Project Alternative would not plan for land uses that maximize the 
opportunity for housing near existing and future transit stations and stops identified in the SANDAG 
Regional Plan and that allow residents, employees, students, and visitors to more safely, 
conveniently, and enjoyably travel by walking/rolling, biking, or transit in line with the CAP. 
Therefore, while the No Project Alternative would not conflict with existing City plans or policies, it 
would not take the steps needed to fully achieve the goals of existing City plans or policies including 
the CAP to the same degree as the proposed project. Conflicts with an adopted ALUCP under the No 
Project Alternative would be similar to the project as future development would be required to 
comply with applicable Airport Influence Areas and regulations of the Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Overlay Zone. Conflicts with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan and VPHCP under the No Project 
Alternative would be similar to the proposed project as future development would be required to 
comply with these conservation plans at the time development is proposed. Impacts related to 
compliance with plans are less than significant. 
 
Development under the No Project Alternative would not implement the policies as the project 
described in Section 4.10.4 Issue 1 which would reduce impacts related to division of existing 
communities. At a program level of review, it is not possible to determine whether future mobility 
improvements would physically divide an established community under the No Project Alternative, 
therefore impacts related to division of a community would be significant. 
 
. Future projects that propose a deviation or variance would be required to make findings 
demonstrating compliance with City policies and regulations. Impacts related to deviations or 
variances would be less than significant and similar to the project. 
 

k. Noise 

The No Project Alternative would not plan for increased jobs and housing capacity in the project 
areas; however, the No Project Alternative could result in development and improvements within 
the same areas as the proposed project, with lower densities. Future development implemented 
under both the No Project Alternative and project would be required to comply with applicable City 
and state noise regulations including Title 24 Building Code requirements and the City’s Noise 
Ordinance. The noise impacts of the No Project Alternative related to temporary construction noise 
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would be similar to the project, as construction activities under both the No Project Alternative and 
the project could potentially generate short-term noise levels in excess of 75 A-weighted decibels 
hourly equivalent sound level [dB(A) Leq] at adjacent noise-sensitive uses. While the City regulates 
noise associated with construction equipment and activities through its Noise Abatement and 
Control Ordinance, due to the highly developed nature of the project areas, construction noise could 
impact sensitive receivers potentially located in proximity to construction sites. Thus, impacts 
associated with temporary construction noise would be significant and the same under the No 
Project Alternative as under the project.  

Under the No Project Alternative impacts related to general ambient noise levels and traffic-related 
noise would be significant because it cannot be ensured that these noise impacts could be 
adequately reduced at a program level of analysis. Thus, impacts related to noise levels under the 
No Project Alternative would be the same as the project.  

The proposed project analysis identified a significant impact related to groundborne vibration 
impacts due to the potential for future development to occur near existing or planned trolley and 
rail lines. Similar to the project, the No Project Alternative could result in development adjacent to 
trolley and rail lines which could expose people and structures to vibration impacts, although the 
extent of potential exposure would be reduced. Thus, vibration impacts of the No Project Alternative 
would be significant but reduced compared to the project. 

l. Public Services  

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development 
occurs, public facility improvements would likely be required to serve the City’s growing population. 
While future facilities would undergo a separate environmental review and would comply with 
existing regulations at the time to address potential environmental impacts, impacts related to the 
construction and operation of public facilities would remain significant due to the inability to ensure 
each future facility would be able to fully mitigate their potential environmental impacts. Thus, 
impacts related to public services and facilities would be significant under the No Project Alternative, 
the same as the project.  

m. Recreation 

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development 
occurs, public facility improvements would likely be required to serve the City’s growing population. 
While future facilities would undergo a separate environmental review and would comply with 
existing regulations at the time to address potential environmental impacts, impacts related to the 
construction and operation of public facilities would remain significant due to the inability to ensure 
each future facility would be able to fully mitigate their potential environmental impacts. Thus, 
impacts related to public services and facilities would be significant under the No Project Alternative, 
the same as the project.  
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n. Transportation 

Potential impacts related to transportation under the No Project Alternative relate to consistency 
with City policies, VMT, design features, and emergency access. From a policy perspective, the No 
Project Alternative would not, to the same extent as the project, plan for land uses that maximize 
the opportunity for housing and jobs near existing and future transit stations and stops identified in 
the SANDAG Regional Plan in order to decrease citywide VMT. While impacts of the No Project 
Alternative related to transportation policy consistency would be less than significant, this 
alternative would not implement the City’s transportation policies to the same degree as the project.  

Concerning VMT impacts, the No Project Alternative would not, to the same extent, plan for land 
uses that maximize the opportunity for housing and jobs near existing and future transit stations 
and stops identified in the SANDAG Regional Plan to support reductions in VMT. Although the No 
Project Alternative could result in lesser development intensity and less potential vehicle trips, it 
would also not support and encourage alternative modes of transport by planning for additional 
capacity for housing and jobs in the project areas. The No Project Alternative is anticipated to result 
in residential development in less efficient VMT screening areas (>85 percent region average) than 
the project due to a lack of planned increased capacity for development in VMT efficient areas (<85 
percent region average). Under both the No Project Alternative and the project, development could 
occur in VMT screening areas that exceed the City’s VMT threshold (> 85 percent region average), 
resulting in a significant VMT impact, which is slightly greater than the project.  

Concerning design features, under the No Project Alternative, proposed improvements to roadways 
or amenities such as bicycle facilities would undergo review and approval by the City Engineer. 
Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street Design Manual, would ensure that a 
substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not occur as a result of the No Project 
Alternative. The No Project Alternative does not include any requirements that would result in a 
substantial increase in hazards due to design features or incompatible uses. Impacts would be less 
than significant, the same as the project.  

Concerning emergency access, future development allowed under the No Project Alternative would 
be required to comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to emergency access and 
would be reviewed by the City Fire Marshal to ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore, 
impacts related to emergency access would less than significant, like the project. 

o. Tribal Cultural Resources 

Future development under the No Project Alternative, as with the project, has the potential to result 
in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to tribal cultural resources. The extent of impacts to 
tribal cultural resources resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be 
similar to those identified for the project, as the extent and areas of disturbance by development 
would be generally the same and only the type and/or intensity of allowed development would 
change under the project.  

As with the project, implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to tribal cultural resources at the program level that would be significant.  
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p. Utilities and Service Systems 

Potential impacts related to public utilities under this alternative relate to water supply, utilities, and 
solid waste and recycling. From a policy perspective, water supply impacts under this alternative 
would be less than the anticipated impacts of the project because development densities and 
intensities would be consistent with water supply planning documents and water supply analysis 
completed in recent CPU EIRs. The No Project Alternative would not result in densities in excess of 
what would have been considered in the latest water supply planning document. In contrast, the 
project would increase capacity for housing and jobs in the project areas, which could result in 
densities in excess of what would have been considered in the latest water supply planning 
document. Thus, water supply impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than the project.  

As site-specific information regarding future demand and available wastewater capacity to serve 
development anticipated under the No Project Alternative is not known at a program level of review, 
impacts are considered significant.  
 
Mandatory compliance with the SDMC regulations, the City’s Sewer Design Guidelines, and Public 
Utilities Department’s Capital Improvement Program Guidelines and Standards would ensure future 
development under the No Project Alternative is required to demonstrate adequate wastewater 
facilities and capacity is available to serve the project, or that appropriate infrastructure 
improvements are constructed concurrent with development to ensure adequate capacity. 
However, at this program level of review and without project-specific development plans, impacts 
associated with the construction of utility infrastructure would be significant for future development 
under both the No Project Alternative and the project. 

 
Concerning utilities, mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, and 
operation of storm water, water distribution, wastewater, energy, and communications systems 
infrastructure would likely minimize significant environmental impacts associated with the future 
construction of and/or improvements to utilities infrastructure, under any alternative. However, at 
this program level of review and without the benefit of project-specific development plans, both 
direct and cumulative impacts associated with the construction of storm water, water distribution, 
wastewater, and communication systems would be significant for any future development, for both 
the No Project Alternative and the project. 

Concerning solid waste and recycling, future development under the No Project Alternative would 
generate solid waste through demolition/construction and ongoing operations, which would 
increase the amount of solid waste generated within the region, the same as the project. However, 
future projects would be required to comply with City regulations regarding solid waste that are 
intended to divert solid waste from the Miramar Landfill to preserve capacity. Compliance with 
existing regulations requiring waste diversion would help preserve solid waste capacity. Therefore, 
impacts of the No Project Alternative associated with solid waste would be less than significant, the 
same as the project. 
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q.  Water Quality 

Potential impacts related to water quality of the No Project Alternative include water quality impacts, 
erosion, and sedimentation. However, all future development must comply with all National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, including the development of 
a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) if the disturbed area covers one acre or more. 
Future projects would also be required to follow the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual for best 
management practices (BMPs) for stormwater treatment. New development under the No Project 
Alternative would be required to implement LID and storm water BMPs into the design of future 
projects to address the potential for the transport of pollutants of concern through either retention 
or filtration, consistent with the requirements of the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 
Permit for the San Diego region and the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual. Implementation of 
LID design and storm water BMPs would reduce the amount of pollutants transported from the 
project areas to receiving waters. Thus, with compliance with the existing regulatory framework 
addressing protection of water quality, impacts would be less than significant for both the No 
Project Alternative and project.  

Concerning groundwater, storm water regulations that encourage infiltration of storm water runoff 
and protection of water quality would protect the quality of groundwater resources and support 
infiltration where appropriate. Impacts would be less than significant for both the No Project 
Alternative and project.  

r. Wildfire 

Potential impacts relating to wildfire under the No Project Alternative includes exposure of people or 
structures to wildfires, impairment of an emergency response plan, pollutants from wildfires, 
infrastructure, and flooding or landslides. Future development under the No Project Alternative and 
the project would be required to comply with the City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush 
Management Regulations which would ensure that people and structures are protected from 
potential wildland fire hazards. However, like the project, the No Project Alternative could result in 
development in areas subject to wildfire risk; however, the No Project Alternative would not plan for 
the same capacity for jobs and housing within the project areas, and thus, would result in reduced 
potential exposure of residents to wildfire risk, thus impacts related to exposure to wildfire hazards 
is significant for the No Project Alternative, similar to the project 

Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the County OES continue to 
coordinate to update the MJHMP as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors 
change to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant. Therefore, 
evacuation impacts under the No Project Alternative are less than significant, similar to the project.  

Risk from wildfire and potential exposure of persons to pollutants from wildfire would be significant 
under both the No Project Alternative and the project, although to a lesser degree under the No 
Project Alternative due to the potential reduced capacity. Wildfire impacts related to required utility 
improvements and impacts related to flooding or landslide following a wildfire would be the same 
(significant) under both the project and the No Project Alternative.  
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8.1.3 Conclusion 
The No Project Alternative would not, to the same extent as the project, plan for land uses that 
maximize the opportunity for housing near existing and future transit stations and stops identified 
in the SANDAG Regional Plan and that allow residents, employees, students, and visitors to more 
safely, conveniently, and enjoyably travel by walking/rolling, biking, or transit in line with the CAP. 
Although the No Project Alternative would allow for development consistent with existing 
community plans and zoning, this alternative would not plan for the transit-oriented jobs and 
housing capacity needed to support long-term GHG reduction initiatives including a transition to 
non-vehicular forms of travel within SDAs and would not support higher densities in proximity to 
transit to the same extent. This alternative would not assist with achieving the housing needed to 
meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment targets to the same extent. 

The No Project Alternative would result In reduced impacts compared to the project for the issues of 
hydrology and water quality, noise, wildfire, and aesthetics. However, impacts of the No Project 
Alternative would be greater than the project for the issues of land use, energy, GHG emissions, and 
transportation. Overall, the No Project Alternative would achieve the policy objectives of the City’s 
CAP and City of Villages strategy to a lesser extent than the project.  

8.2 University Community Plan Update and 
Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment High 
Density Alternative  

8.2.1 Description  
The University CPU and Hillcrest FPA High Density Alternative is a land use alternative that would 
result in greater non-residential and residential development capacity within these two planning 
areas. The Blueprint SD Initiative would remain the same as in the project for this alternative. 
Compared to the University CPU’s proposed increase in non-residential development capacity, this 
alternative would accommodate approximately six million more square feet of non-residential build-
out capacity in the University CPU area. Similarly, residential capacity under this alternative would 
increase, accommodating up to an additional 26,000 new homes compared to the proposed 
University CPU. Under this alternative, the central core of the University community would include 
higher density ranges, allowing up to 290 dwelling units per acre within the highest intensity Urban 
Village designation. This alternative would seek to maximize density in proximity to the Executive 
Trolley Station, Nobel Trolley Station, and the University Towne Center Transit Center. Refer to 
Figure 8-1 for a depiction of the University component of this alternative.  

Under this alternative, the Hillcrest FPA area would also be designated with higher intensity residential 
and commercial land use intensities. Refer to Figure 8-2 for a depiction of the proposed land uses that 
would apply within the Hillcrest FPA. This alternative would accommodate up to approximately 1,000 
additional residential dwellings within the Hillcrest FPA. This alternative would include additional homes 
expanding further along University Avenue at 290 dwelling units per acre and in areas surrounding the 
central core within the Commercial Activity Boundary. This alternative would seek to maximize density 
in proximity to the central core to create a walkable and dense environment.  



FIGURE 8-1 
University High-Density Alternative 
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FIGURE 8-2 
High-Density Hillcrest Alternative 
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8.2.2 Analysis of University Community Plan and 
Hillcrest Focused Plan High Density Alternative 

a. Aesthetics 

Development associated with implementation of the University and Hillcrest High Density 
Alternative could adversely impact public scenic vistas or views to a greater extent than the project 
due to potential additional densities allowed under this alternative. At a program level of review, and 
without project-specific development plans, impacts associated with scenic vistas and viewsheds 
would be significant, the same as the project. This impact would be slightly increased compared to 
the project due to the increase in potential development intensity, massing, and height.  

Development under this alternative could occur in proximity to designated and eligible scenic routes 
and could be within the potential scenic viewshed of these scenic routes. Therefore, impacts to 
scenic views or vistas from a state-designated highway would remain significant and similar to the 
project. 

Both the project and this alternative would implement the proposed Supplemental Development 
Regulations (SDRs) for the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone Type A areas within the 
Hillcrest FPA area and the University CPU area. With implementation of these SDRs, development 
would be required to incorporate design features that enhance the visual character and quality of 
public spaces by including features such as promenades, complete streets, and street trees. 
Development regulations would also minimize adverse impacts associated with increased bulk, 
scale, and height. Building materials, style, and architectural features would be reviewed to ensure 
the development meets required development standards. Notwithstanding these requirements, at a 
program level of review, and without project-specific development plans, impacts associated with 
visual character and quality of public views would be significant for both the project and the 
alternative.  

While existing protections are in place to preserve the City’s canyons and steep slopes, specific 
development proposals and grading quantities are not known at this time. It is possible that future 
development under the project could result in substantial landform alteration. Even with future 
discretionary review for projects that impact ESL defined steep slopes, impacts would be significant. 
Required compliance with the LDC would ensure impacts relative to lighting and glare would be less 
than significant. Buildout of this alternative could result in development that could create new 
sources of substantial shade in the project areas. Future discretionary projects will undergo a 
project-specific environmental review which could identify additional project features and/or 
mitigation measures to address potential shade impacts. Nevertheless, shade impacts would remain 
significant and slightly greater compared to the project due to the increase development proposed 
under this alternative. 

b. Air Quality 

Air quality impacts under the University Community Plan and Hillcrest Focused Plan High Density 
Alternative would be similar to the anticipated impacts under the project. Like the project, the 
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University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative would permit development resulting in increased 
emissions levels compared to those anticipated under the existing land use plans. This alternative 
would theoretically allow for more dwelling units and vehicle trips than allowed under the proposed 
project; however, both projects would result in greater density than what was anticipated in 
developing the RAQS and SIP and, as such, would conflict with implementation of the RAQS and SIP. 
Therefore, air quality impacts associated with consistency with the RAQS and SIP under this 
alternative would be significant.  

The air quality impacts related to construction emissions would be significant, similar to the project 
as construction emissions could occur to a similar degree as the project. Under this alternative, 
operational air quality impacts would result in the same impact conclusions as the project, although 
due to increased density and trips, impacts would be slightly greater. 

Although, implementation of the alternative is not anticipated to create operational-related 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people within the City; at a program level of 
review the specific details of individual projects are not known at this time; therefore, impacts 
related to objectionable odors would be significant. Similarly, because it cannot be known whether 
projects with stationary source emissions that are near sensitive receptors would be able to reduce 
emissions below the significance thresholds, this impact would remain significant. 

c. Biological Resources 

This alternative would result in the same level of biological resources impacts as the project. 
Implementation of this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact related to sensitive 
species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands. Pursuant to the ESL Regulations, both ministerial and 
discretionary projects would be reviewed for the presence of ESL. If the development area is 
determined to support ESL, the project would be reviewed for consistency with the ESL Regulations, 
the City’s Biology Guidelines, and the provisions of the MSCP and VPHCP. Nevertheless, even with 
implementation of existing regulatory protections for biological resources, impacts to sensitive 
species and habitats resulting from future development within the project areas would be 
significant. Similarly, any project with impacts to wetlands would undergo a discretionary review 
demonstrating compliance with the City’s Biology Guidelines, ESL Regulations, and the MSCP 
Subarea Plan; however, at a program level of review it cannot be determined whether impacts could 
be fully mitigated. Therefore, like the project, impacts to wetlands under this alternative would be 
significant.  

Impacts of this alternative related to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be less than 
significant, the same as the project due to the location of development areas within existing urban 
settings. The location of development under this alternative would not change; only the allowable 
intensities. Impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would also be avoided through 
compliance with the MSCP and compliance with protections afforded to MHPA and MHPA adjacent 
lands. Impacts related to MSCP and VPHCP consistency under this alternative would be less than 
significant, the same as the project due to required compliance with the ESL Regulations which 
require that any project located adjacent to the MHPA comply with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines, which would ensure potential direct and indirect impacts to sensitive habitats and 
wildlife species within MHPA would be avoided.  
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d. Cultural Resources 

As with the project, future development under the Hillcrest and University High Density Alternative 
has the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources. While 
the state and local regulations provide for the protection of designated and potential cultural 
resources, at a program level of analysis it is impossible to ensure the successful preservation of 
these resources within the project areas. Thus, potential impacts to cultural resources would be 
considered significant, the same as the project. 

The California H&SC provides a process and requirements for the identification and repatriation of 
collections of human remains or cultural items. With implementation of local, state, and federal 
regulations, impacts to human remains would be less than significant. 

e. Energy 

As with the project, future projects under the University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative would 
be subject to existing building and energy code regulations in place at the time in which they are 
implemented. In addition, this alternative would include an updated mobility framework that 
incorporates the SANDAG Regional Plan transportation network, which would support increased 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure and development intensities near these amenities in 
accordance with the City’s CAP goals. Compared to the project, this alternative would result in 
increased potential development intensities near transit infrastructure, providing transit supportive 
densities to a greater extent than the project Both the project and this alternative would provide 
policies in support of transportation infrastructure and amenities that encourage non-vehicular 
travel choices; however, transit supportive densities would be achieved to a greater extent than the 
project.  

At this program level of analysis, it is too speculative to quantify the construction-related energy 
consumption of future development, either in total or by fuel type. There are no known conditions in 
the project area that would require nonstandard equipment or construction practices that would 
increase fuel-energy consumption above typical rates. Therefore, development implemented in 
accordance with the alternative, like the project, would not result in the use of excessive amounts of 
fuel or other forms of energy during the construction of future projects. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

This alternative would promote a more energy efficient land use pattern and contains opportunities 
to reduce wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary use of energy; thus, it would be consistent with 
plans and policies that aim to incentivize energy efficiency. Impacts related to energy would be less 
than significant and similar to the project. 

f. Geology and Soils 

All future development requiring grading within the City must prepare a site-specific geotechnical 
investigation and implement site-specific measures to avoid geologic hazards. These regulations and 
requirements would apply equally to the University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative and to the 
proposed project. Geologic hazards include seismic hazards, erosion or loss of topsoil, geologic 
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instability, and expansive soils. Adherence to the SDMC grading regulations and construction 
requirements and implementation of the City’s geotechnical study requirements would preclude 
significant impacts related to seismic hazards. Conformance to mandated City grading requirements 
would ensure that proposed grading and construction operations would avoid significant soil 
erosion impacts. Construction in accordance with existing regulations and implementation of 
recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical report would prevent impacts related to geologic 
instability. 

With implementation of recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical investigations 
required under the CBC and SDMC, impacts related to geologic hazards within the project areas 
would be less than significant under both the University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative and 
the project. 

Impacts to paleontological resources under the University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative 
would be less than significant, the same as the project. Future development projects implemented 
under this alternative could involve excavation of previously undisturbed areas, some of which may 
contain unique paleontological resources with fossil-bearing potential. Potential impacts to 
paleontological resources were evaluated in the General Plan PEIR and the analysis concluded that 
there is a potential for the cumulative loss of paleontological resources throughout the City as the 
City continues to develop in response to projected population growth. Likewise, development 
implemented in accordance with future development projects may result in the loss of unique 
paleontological resources or geologic formations with fossil-bearing potential. Pursuant to 
Section 142.0151 of the SDMC, all projects must comply with the General Grading Guidelines for 
Paleontological Resources included in Appendix P of the City’s Land Development Manual. These 
guidelines also include the standard monitoring requirement, should a project meet the threshold 
for paleontological resource monitoring.  

This regulation would apply to projects within and outside of the project areas and would ensure 
that impacts to paleontological resources under this alternative would be less than significant, the 
same as the project. 

g. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The increased residential and non-residential development capacity under this alternative could 
result in greater emissions of GHGs due to greater density and associated vehicle trips; however, 
this alternative would increase capacity for development intensity to be focused around high quality 
transit and in locations where the propensity for alternative modes of transportation such as 
walking/rolling, bicycling, and transit use are high, as compared to single occupancy vehicle use. 
Overall, this alternative would be consistent with CAP goals because it would focus development 
intensity within high village propensity areas and support implementation of the Regional Plan 
transportation network, similar to the project, thereby implementing the City’s vision to support 
alternative modes of transportation that can ultimately reduce GHG emissions. Impacts associated 
with GHG emissions would be less than significant under the project as well as under the University 
and Hillcrest High Density Alternative. Both this alternative and the project would focus 
development density near transit and thus both would be VMT efficient as compared to existing 
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conditions. Thus, GHG emissions are assumed to be similar to the project. Impacts related to 
consistency with the CAP would be less than significant. 

h. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Compliance with federal, state, regional, and local health and safety laws and regulations would 
address potential health and safety impacts that could occur under the Hillcrest and University High 
Density Alternative, similar to the project. Hazardous materials and waste would be managed and 
used in accordance with all applicable federal, state, regional, and local laws and regulations, and 
the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment.  

In accordance with City, state, and federal requirements, any new development that involves 
contaminated property would necessitate the clean-up and/or remediation of the property in 
accordance with applicable requirements and regulations. No construction would be permitted to 
occur at a contaminated site until a “no further action” clearance letter from the County DEHQ, or 
similar determination is issued by the SDFD, DTSC, RWQCB, or other responsible agency.  

The alternative would not, on its own accord, increase the likelihood that hazardous emissions or 
the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste would occur near 
schools compared to baseline conditions. Future development implemented in accordance with the 
alternative would be subject to applicable regulations and industry and code standards and 
requirements related to hazardous emissions and the handling of hazardous materials, including as 
they relate to proximity to schools, therefore impacts related to schools under the alternative would 
be less than significant, similar to the project. 

Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the County OES continue to 
coordinate to update the MJHMP as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors 
change to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant. Impacts from 
hazards and hazardous materials would be similar and less than significant for this alternative and 
the project. 

i. Hydrology  

Potential impacts related to hydrology under the Hillcrest and University High Density Alternative 
include downstream flooding, erosion, and sedimentation.  

Future projects under the alternative would be required to comply with the City’s drainage and 
floodplain regulations in the SDMC and would be required to adhere to the City’s Drainage Design 
Manual, ESL Regulations protecting floodplains, FEMA standards, and the City’s Stormwater 
Standards Manual which would ensure development is designed to avoid drainage impacts due to 
erosion and siltation, surface run-off, stormwater drainage systems, and flood flows;  therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Impacts related to pollutant release resulting from inundation within the alternative area are 
anticipated to be less than significant for most areas due to required compliance with applicable 
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SDMC and FEMA regulations that require protection from flooding. Future development would be 
required to conform to the City’s Flood Mitigation Plan and the SDMC for Development Regulations 
for SFHAs (Section 143.0145 and 143.0146) which would ensure flood hazards and the 
corresponding risk of release of pollutants due to inundation are minimized. Impacts related to 
development behind the PAL area are considered significant due to the level of uncertainty 
regarding this potential flooding impact.  Under the alternative, impacts related to flooding and 
inundation would still be significant in the same areas as under the project where there is existing 
development in flood inundation zones.  

j. Land Use and Planning 

The University Community Plan and Hillcrest Focused Plan High Density Alternative would increase 
residential and non-residential development intensities within the University CPU area in proximity 
to the Executive Trolley Station, Nobel Trolley Station, and the University Towne Center Transit 
Center and would increase development intensities in Hillcrest compared to the project.  

This alternative would result in a less than significant impact related to consistency with the ESL 
Regulations, the same as the project, as existing procedures are in place to ensure compliance with 
the ESL Regulations. Both the project and this alternative would be consistent with the California 
Coastal Act. Impacts related to conflicts with an adopted ALUCP would be less than significant, the 
same as the project as all applicable safety provisions of the ALUCP and Federal Aviation 
Administration regulations would ensure consistency with ALUCP policies. This alternative would 
achieve greater consistency with the SANDAG Regional Plan and the City’s CAP by increasing 
allowable development intensities near high quality transit. Impacts related to MSCP and VPHCP 
consistency would be less than significant and similar to the project as all development would be 
required to comply with applicable requirements of the respective plans. This alternative’s impact in 
terms of conflicts with plans and policies that aim to focus development within transit rich areas to 
support reductions in VMT and GHG emissions, supporting CAP consistency would be less than 
significant, similar to the project impacts.  

Development under this alternative would not physically divide an established community as it 
would still implement the same policies as the project described in Section 4.10.4 Issue 1 therefore 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Future projects that propose a deviation or variance would be required to make findings 
demonstrating compliance with City policies and regulations. Impacts related to division of a 
community and deviations or variances would be less than significant and similar to the project. 

k. Noise 

Noise impacts under this alternative may include increases in traffic-related noise due to higher 
traffic volumes along local roadways, potential noise impacts to noise-sensitive land uses, increases 
in construction noise, and potential groundborne noise and vibration impacts due to development 
adjacent to trolley or rail lines. An increase in traffic-generated noise could result in an increase in 
ambient noise levels that exceed the City’s significance thresholds. Impacts related to ambient noise 
and traffic-related noise increases would be significant, and slightly increased compared to the 
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project. Impacts related to rail noise would be significant, the same as the project. While it is not 
anticipated that stationary noise sources associated with this alternative would result in noise 
exceeding property line limits, at a program level of review it cannot be ensured without site-specific 
development details and equipment locations which are not available at this time. Thus, impacts 
related to noise ordinance compliance under this alternative would be significant, the same as the 
project.  

Future development implemented under both the University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative 
and project would be required to comply with applicable City and state noise regulations including 
Title 24 Building Code requirements and the City’s Noise Ordinance. The temporary construction 
noise impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project, as construction activities could 
potentially generate short-term noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) Leq at adjacent properties. While 
the City regulates noise associated with construction equipment and activities through its Noise 
Abatement and Control Ordinance, due to the highly developed nature of the project areas with 
sensitive receivers potentially located in proximity to construction sites, there is the potential for 
construction to occur that would expose existing sensitive receptors to significant noise levels. Thus, 
impacts associated with temporary construction noise would be significant and the same under this 
alternative as under the project. 

l. Public Services  

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development 
occurs, public facility improvements (e.g., police, fire, schools, libraries) will likely be required to 
serve the City’s growing population. At the time future facilities are proposed, they would require a 
separate environmental review and compliance with regulations in existence at that time would 
address potential environmental impacts related to the construction and operation of new facilities. 
However, as the location and need for potential future facilities cannot be determined at this time, it 
is unknown what specific impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts 
associated with the construction and operation of potential facilities would be mitigated to a less 
than significant level, impacts would be significant, the same as the project.  

m. Recreation 

Existing recreation deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development 
occurs, recreation facility improvements will likely be required to serve the City’s growing 
population. At the time future facilities are proposed, they would require a separate environmental 
review and compliance with regulations in existence at that time would address potential 
environmental impacts related to the construction and operation of parks. However, as the location 
and need for potential future recreational facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown 
what specific impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the 
construction and operation of potential recreational facilities would be mitigated to a less than 
significant level, impacts would be significant, the same as the project. 
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n. Transportation  

Like the project, the University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative is intended to facilitate the 
development of high density, multi-family residential land uses in areas that have existing or 
planned propensity for walking/rolling, bicycling, and transit use. This alternative would increase 
densities within the City’s high village propensity value areas, adding increased opportunities for 
density in areas proximate to transit. Implementation of this alternative would provide greater 
opportunities for housing and jobs near existing and future transit stations and stops identified in 
the SANDAG Regional Plan compared to the project. Impacts related to transportation policy 
consistency would be less than significant, but slightly reduced compared to the project. 

The increased densities under this alternative could support higher transit ridership in the long run 
and decrease citywide VMT compared to the project as this alternative would maximize the 
opportunity for housing and jobs near existing and future transit stations and stops identified in the 
SANDAG Regional Plan to support reductions in VMT. Buildout of this alternative could result in 
greater development intensity and potential vehicle trips; however, it would encourage 
transit-oriented development and support and encourage alternative modes of transport. 
Implementation of this alternative is anticipated to result in residential development in greater VMT 
efficient areas (<85 percent of the regional average); however, at this program level of analysis, it is 
not feasible to ensure full implementation of the SANDAG Regional Plan’s transportation 
investments. Thus, impacts would be significant, but slightly reduced compared to the project. 

Concerning design features, under this alternative, any proposed improvements to roadways or 
transportation infrastructure would undergo the same review by the City Engineer as the project. 
Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street Design Manual, would ensure that a 
substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not occur, the same as the project. The 
University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative does not include any requirements that would 
result in a substantial increase in hazards due to design features or incompatible uses. Impacts 
would be less than significant under this alternative, the same as the project.  

Concerning emergency access, future development allowed under this alternative would be 
required to comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to emergency access and 
would be reviewed by the City Fire Marshal to ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore, 
impacts related to emergency access would less than significant, like the project. 

o. Tribal Cultural Resources 

As with the project, future development under the Hillcrest and University High Density Alternative 
has the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to tribal cultural resources. 
While the state and local regulations provide for the protection of tribal cultural resources, it cannot 
be ensured that all resource impacts could be avoided. Thus, potential impacts to tribal Cultural 
Resources would be considered significant, the same as the project. 
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p. Utilities and Service Systems 

Under the University Community Plan and Hillcrest High Density Alternative, there would be an 
increase in water demand; however, like the project, water supplies are available to support 
substantial growth in the City considering the low residential unit production that has occurred in 
the City in comparison to the high densities that have been authorized in recent CPUs and 
accounted for in water supply projections. Similar to the project, water is anticipated to be available 
to serve the project and impacts would be less than significant.  

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

As site-specific information regarding future demand and available wastewater capacity to serve 
development anticipated under the alternative is not known at a program level of review, impacts are 
considered significant.  
 
Mandatory compliance with the SDMC regulations, the City’s Sewer Design Guidelines, and Public 
Utilities Department’s Capital Improvement Program Guidelines and Standards would ensure future 
development under the alternative is required to demonstrate adequate wastewater facilities and 
capacity is available to serve the project, or that appropriate infrastructure improvements are 
constructed concurrent with development to ensure adequate capacity. However, at this program 
level of review and without project-specific development plans, impacts associated with the 
construction of utility infrastructure would be significant for future development under both the 
alternative and the project. 

 
Future development within the project areas would generate solid waste through 
demolition/construction and ongoing operations, which would increase the amount of solid waste 
generated within the region. However, future projects would be required to comply with City solid 
waste regulations to preserve capacity. Compliance with existing regulations requiring waste 
diversion would help preserve solid waste capacity. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste 
would be less than significant, the same as the project. 

q. Water Quality 

Potential impacts related to water quality under the Hillcrest and University High Density Alternative 
include water quality impacts, erosion, and sedimentation. However, all future development must 
comply with all NPDES permit requirements, including the development of a SWPPP if the disturbed 
area covers one acre or more. Future projects would also be required to follow the City’s Storm 
Water Standards Manual for BMPs for treatment. New development occurring within the project 
areas would be required to implement LID and storm water BMPs into the design of future projects 
to address the potential for transport of pollutants of concern through either retention or filtration, 
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consistent with the requirements of the MS4 Permit for the San Diego region and the City’s Storm 
Water Standards Manual. Implementation of LID design and storm water BMPs would reduce the 
amount of pollutants transported from the project areas to receiving waters. Thus, with compliance 
with the existing regulatory framework addressing protection of water quality, impacts would be 
less than significant, the same as the project.  

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

r. Wildfire 

Future development that would occur under this alternative would be required to comply with the 
City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management Regulations aimed at ensuring the 
protection of people or structures from potential wildland fire hazards. While implementation of and 
adherence to this regulatory framework would reduce potential wildfire impacts, the increase in the 
number of residents located within areas at risk of wildland fires could increase the exposure of 
people and structures to wildfires and impacts would be significant.  

Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the County OES continue to 
coordinate to update the MJHMP as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors 
change to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant. Therefore, 
evacuation impacts under this alternative are less than significant, similar to the project. 

Similarly, the potential increase in exposure of people to pollutant concentrations from wildfire 
would be significant. While these impacts would be significant under the project, they would be 
slightly increased compared to the project due to the increased densities.  

Risk from wildfire and potential exposure of persons to pollutants from wildfire would be significant 
under both the alternative and the project. Wildfire impacts related to required utility improvements 
and impacts related to flooding or landslide following a wildfire would be the same (significant) 
under both the project and the alternative.  

8.2.3 Conclusion 

The University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative would allow for increased development 
potential within high village propensity value areas, which could lead to greater densities within 
areas with a high propensity for walking/rolling, bicycling and transit. These higher density land use 
plans would be consistent with the SANDAG Regional Plan and CAP by adding density in areas 
supportive of alternative transportation and associated reductions in VMT and GHG emissions. 
However, impacts related to noise compatibility would increase due to increased development 
potential near high volume roadways, increasing potential noise incompatibilities. However, like the 
project, the University and Hillcrest High Density Alternative is designed to reduce vehicle trips 
overall in the long term and facilitate a shift to alternative modes. All impact conclusions of this 
alternative would be the same as the project; however, the less than significant impacts related to 
land use, GHG emissions, and energy would be reduced slightly under the alternative. The 
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significant impacts related to transportation would remain significant under this alternative but 
would be slightly reduced. The significant impacts related to air quality, noise, wildfire, and 
aesthetics would remain significant under this alternative, but impacts would increase slightly.  

While this alternative would achieve the project objectives to the same degree as the project, it was 
not selected as the project due to unlikelihood that development at the higher intensities would be 
feasible and actually implemented. No significant impacts of the project would be completely 
avoided by this alternative and on the balance, impacts would slightly increase compared to the 
project.  

8.3 Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth 
Alternative 

8.3.1 Description  

Under this alternative, the General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element Figure LU-1 
would be amended to support growth within areas with a village propensity value of 4 and above 
(Figure 8-3). Additional areas throughout the City would be targeted for residential and mixed-use 
growth, including areas with a lower propensity for alternative modes of transportation such as 
walking/rolling, biking and transit. While this alternative would not implement a land use framework 
that accounts for the SANDAG Regional Plan transportation network and would not achieve CAP 
mode share goals to the same degree, the alternative would distribute density more broadly in the 
City, resulting in lower intensity development and reduced building heights within areas with a 
Village Climate Goal Propensity Value between 7 through 14. The same overall growth projections 
are assumed under this alternative, but they would be achieved in a more distributed manner. In 
other words, this alternative would plan for more growth in areas with a village propensity value of 4 
through 6 and for lower development maximums within areas with a village propensity value of 7 
through 14. Thus, under this alternative, residential and commercial development intensity would 
be more distributed throughout the City, rather than being focused within levels 7 through 14 where 
development would most effectively support shifts in mode share toward walking, transit, and 
bicycling. The University CPU and Hillcrest FPA would remain the same as in the proposed project in 
this alternative.  

The Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would accommodate the same amount of 
growth as the project, but it would occur in a more distributed manner throughout the City. This 
alternative would not achieve the mode share goals of the CAP to the same degree as the project, 
and would result in reduced consistency with the General Plan and the CAP. This alternative would 
distribute growth more widely in areas of the City with less propensity for walking/rolling, bicycling 
and transit, this could conflict with various General Plan land use and mobility plans and policies 
that aim to support densification in areas that would achieve associated VMT efficiencies. 

  



FIGURE 8-3
Blueprint SD Distributed Growth Alternative
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8.3.2 Analysis of Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed 
Growth Alternative 

a. Aesthetics 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would distribute growth throughout the 
City resulting in lower development intensities (e.g., height and floor area ratio) within the higher 
village propensity value areas. Densities would be spread throughout the City, thus impacts 
associated with scenic vistas and viewsheds within the higher village propensity value areas under 
this alternative would be reduced compared to the project; however, greater densities within areas 
with a village propensity value of 4 through 6 could increase adverse impacts related to scenic vistas 
in other areas. 

Development under this alternative could occur in proximity to designated and eligible scenic routes 
and could be within the potential scenic viewshed of these scenic routes. Therefore, impacts to 
scenic views or vistas from a state-designated highway would remain significant and similar to the 
project.  

Implementation of the policy framework within the General Plan and applicable community plans, 
as well as required adherence to the existing regulatory framework including, but not limited to, the 
Supplemental Development Regulations within Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones, 
would ensure that the design of new development would incorporate design features that enhance 
neighborhood character and minimize adverse impacts associated with increased bulk, scale, and 
height. Building materials, style, and architectural features would be reviewed to ensure the 
character of development meets required development standards. Notwithstanding these 
requirements, at this program level of review, and without project-specific development plans, 
impacts associated with existing visual character and scenic quality would be significant and similar 
to the project. 

While existing protections are in place to preserve the City’s canyons and steep slopes, specific 
development proposals and grading quantities are not known. It is possible that future development 
could result in substantial landform alteration. Even with future discretionary review for projects 
that impact ESL defined steep slopes, impacts would be significant. Required compliance with the 
LDC would ensure impacts relative to lighting and glare would be less than significant. Buildout of 
this alternative could result in development that could create new sources of substantial shade in 
the project areas. Future discretionary projects will undergo a project-specific environmental review 
which could identify additional project features and/or mitigation measures to address potential 
shade impacts. Nevertheless, shade impacts would remain significant and similar to the proposed 
project. Overall impacts related to aesthetics would be similar to the project, although changes in 
the location of development would affect different areas of the City.  

Under the Distributed Growth Alternative, as with the proposed project, compliance with the City’s 
LDC would ensure impacts related to lighting and glare would be less than significant. Buildout of 
this alternative could result in development that could create new sources of substantial shade in 
the project areas, although to a lesser extent than the project. Future discretionary projects will 
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undergo a project-specific environmental review which could identify additional project features 
and/or mitigation measures to address potential shade impacts; however, ministerial projects may 
not be subject to the same level of evaluation for shade impacts. Shade impacts would remain 
significant, although reduced compared to the project due to lesser development intensity 
anticipated. 

b. Air Quality 

Regarding existing air quality plans, the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would 
conflict with the adopted RAQS and SIP because development intensity would be greater than the 
projections used by SANDAG in developing the RAQS and SIP. Therefore, impacts associated with 
consistency with air quality plans would be significant, the same as the project. 

Regarding operational emissions, impacts under the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth 
Alternative would spread development throughout the City and would not be focused in high village 
propensity areas. This could result in higher operational emission overall due to development being 
provided in less efficient VMT areas where longer vehicle trips would likely be required. At this 
program level of analysis, impacts related to operational air emission would be significant and 
slightly increased compared to the project.  

Construction emissions under the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would be 
significant, similar to those anticipated under the project because the same amount of development 
would be allowed. However, construction would be more dispersed throughout the project areas, 
which would likely reduce the concentration of construction projects occurring in one location; 
additionally, the scale of construction projects would likely be reduced due to the reduced 
development intensities in certain areas compared to the project.  

Like the project, impacts under the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative associated 
with sensitive receptors would be significant; however, it would be less under this alternative due to 
the fact that development emissions would be spread over larger areas compared to the project.  

Although, implementation of the alternative is not anticipated to create operational-related 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people within the City; at a program level of 
review the specific details of individual projects are not known at this time; therefore, impacts 
related to objectionable odors would be significant, similar to the project. 

c. Biological Resources 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would result in a similar level of biological 
resources impacts as the project; however, increased development potential in lower village 
propensity areas could increase potential impacts to biological resources by distributing growth 
more widely in the City. Implementation of this alternative could result in a potentially significant 
impact related to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands. Pursuant to the ESL 
Regulations, projects would be reviewed for the presence of ESL. If the development area is 
determined to support ESL, the project would be required to demonstrate compliance with ESL 
Regulations, the City’s Biology Guidelines, and the provisions of the MSCP and VPHCP. Thus, with 
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implementation of existing regulatory protections for biological resources, impacts to sensitive 
species and habitats resulting from future development within the project areas would typically be 
able to be reduced to less than significant. However, at a program level of review, impacts of future 
development are not known and it cannot be determined whether impacts could be fully mitigated. 
Therefore, impacts to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands under this alternative would 
be significant and slightly increased compared to the project.  

Impacts of this alternative related to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be less than 
significant, the same as the project due to required compliance with MSCP and VPHCP. Even with 
expansion of development areas into village propensity areas with a value of four and above, 
impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would also be avoided through compliance with the 
MSCP and compliance with protections afforded to MHPA and MHPA adjacent lands. Impacts to 
wildlife corridors would be less than significant, similar to the project.  

Impacts related to MSCP and VPHCP consistency under this alternative would be less than 
significant, the same as the project due to required compliance with the ESL Regulations which 
require that any project located adjacent to the MHPA comply with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines, which would ensure potential direct and indirect impacts to sensitive habitats and 
wildlife species within MHPA would be avoided. 

d. Cultural Resources 

This alternative has the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural 
resources. The extent of impacts to cultural resources resulting from implementation of this 
alternative would be similar to those identified for the project.  

The extent of impacts to historical resources resulting from implementation of this alternative would 
be slightly greater than those identified for the project, as the areas of disturbance by development 
would be greater. Implementation of the alternative would result in potentially significant impacts 
related to historical resources at the program level that would be significant and slightly greater 
than the project. 

Regarding prehistoric and archaeological resources, future development under this alternative has 
the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to prehistoric and archaeological 
resources. The extent of impacts to prehistoric and archaeological resources resulting from 
implementation of this alternative would be slightly greater than those identified for the project, as 
the areas of disturbance by development would be greater than the project.  

The California Health and Safety Code provides a process and requirements for the identification 
and repatriation of collections of human remains or cultural items. With implementation of local, 
state, and federal regulations, impacts to human remains would be less than significant for the 
Distributed Growth Alternative, the same as the project.  

While the LDC provides for the regulation and protection of designated and potential cultural 
resources, at a program level of analysis it is impossible to ensure the successful preservation of 
these resources within the project areas. Thus, potential impacts to cultural resources would be 
considered significant, the same as the project.  
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e. Energy 

As with the project, future projects under the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative 
would be subject to existing building and energy code regulations in place at the time in which they 
were implemented. However, this alternative would not result in a land use pattern focused in high 
village propensity areas, which could result in increased energy demand related to transportation. 
This alternative would not support alternative modes of travel to the same degree as the project. 
This alternative would not achieve the planned densities near transit stops in the City’s General Plan 
and community plans, and would thus contain fewer opportunities to reduce wasteful, inefficient, 
and unnecessary use of energy, compared to the project.  

At this program level of analysis, it is too speculative to quantify the construction-related energy 
consumption of future development, either in total or by fuel type. There are no known conditions in 
the project area that would require nonstandard equipment or construction practices that would 
increase fuel-energy consumption above typical rates. Therefore, development implemented in 
accordance with the alternative, like the project, would not result in the use of excessive amounts of 
fuel or other forms of energy during the construction of future projects. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

While the alternative would result in a less than significant impact related to conflicts with plans and 
policies that aim to incentivize energy efficiency, impacts would be greater than the project. 

f. Geology and Soils 

Under the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative all future development requiring 
grading within the City would prepare a site-specific geotechnical investigation and implement 
site-specific measures to avoid geologic hazards. These regulations and requirements would apply 
equally to the alternative and the project. Geologic hazards include seismic hazards, erosion or loss 
of topsoil, geologic instability, and expansive soils. Adherence to the SDMC grading regulations and 
construction requirements and implementation of the City’s geotechnical study requirements would 
preclude significant impacts related to seismic hazards. Conformance to mandated City grading 
requirements would ensure that proposed grading and construction operations would avoid 
significant soil erosion impacts. Construction in accordance with existing regulations and 
implementation of recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical report would prevent impacts 
related to geologic instability. 

With implementation of recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical investigations 
required under the CBC and SDMC, impacts related to geologic hazards would be less than 
significant under the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative, the same as the project. 

Impacts to paleontological resources under a Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative 
would be less than significant, the same as the project. Future development projects implemented 
under this alternative could involve excavation of previously undisturbed areas, some of which may 
contain unique paleontological resources with fossil-bearing potential. Potential impacts to 
paleontological resources were evaluated in the General Plan PEIR and the analysis concluded that 
there is a potential for the cumulative loss of paleontological resources throughout the City as the 
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City continues to develop in response to projected population growth. Likewise, development 
implemented in accordance with future development projects may result in the loss of unique 
paleontological resources or geologic formations with fossil-bearing potential. Pursuant to Section 
142.0151 of the SDMC, all projects must comply with the General Grading Guidelines for 
Paleontological Resources included in Appendix P of the City’s Land Development Manual. These 
guidelines also include the standard monitoring requirement, should a project meet the threshold 
for paleontological resource monitoring.  

This regulation would apply to projects within and outside of the future project areas and would 
ensure that impacts to paleontological resources under this alternative would be less than 
significant, the same as the project. 

g. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would result in the same amount of 
growth potential; however, the development would be distributed throughout the City. As a result, 
this alternative could result in a greater amount of emissions of GHGs due to reduced VMT 
efficiency. Development occurring in less GHG efficient areas would require longer trips. Less 
development in high village propensity value areas compared to the proposed project would result 
in less transit supportive density. Overall, this alternative would be less consistent with CAP goals 
because it would not focus housing in areas that would support a mode shift towards alternative 
transportation modes. This alternative would not support alternative modes of transportation that 
can ultimately reduce GHG emissions to the same degree as the project. Impacts associated with 
GHG emissions would be significant under this alternative as it would not achieve the CAP’s policy 
objectives. Compared to the project’s less than significant impacts related to GHG emissions, this 
alterative would result in a significant impact due to inconsistency with the CAP.  

h. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Compliance with federal, state, regional, and local health and safety laws and regulations would 
address potential health and safety impacts for the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth 
Alternative, the same as the project. Hazardous materials and waste would be managed and used in 
accordance with all applicable federal, state, regional, and local laws and regulations, and the project 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project. 

In accordance with City, state, and federal requirements, any new development that involves 
contaminated property would necessitate the clean-up and/or remediation of the property in 
accordance with applicable requirements and regulations. No construction would be permitted to 
occur at a contaminated site until a “no further action” clearance letter from the County DEHQ, or 
similar determination is issued by the SDFD, DTSC, RWQCB, or other responsible agency. Therefore, 
impacts relating to hazardous materials sites and schools would also be less than significant.  
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Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the County OES continue to 
coordinate to update the MJHMP as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors 
change to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant.  

i. Hydrology  

Future projects under the Distributed Growth Alternative would be required to comply with the 
City’s drainage and floodplain regulations in the SDMC and would be required to adhere to the City’s 
Drainage Design Manual, ESL Regulations protecting floodplains, FEMA standards, and the City’s 
Stormwater Standards Manual which would ensure development is designed to avoid drainage 
impacts due to erosion and siltation, surface run-off, stormwater drainage systems, and flood flows;  
therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Impacts related to pollutant release resulting from inundation within the Distributed Growth 
Alternative area are anticipated to be less than significant for most areas due to required 
compliance with applicable SDMC and FEMA regulations that require protection from flooding. 
Future development would be required to conform to the City’s Flood Mitigation Plan and the SDMC 
for Development Regulations for SFHAs (Section 143.0145 and 143.0146) which would ensure flood 
hazards and the corresponding risk of release of pollutants due to inundation are minimized. 
Impacts related to development behind the PAL area are considered significant due to the level of 
uncertainty regarding this potential flooding impact.  Under the Distributed Growth Alternative area, 
impacts related to flooding and inundation would still be significant in the same areas as under the 
project where there is existing development in flood inundation zones.  

j. Land Use and Planning  

The Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would accommodate the same amount of 
growth as the project, but it would occur in a more distributed manner throughout the City. This 
alternative would not implement the City of Villages strategy or the CAP to the same degree as the 
project since development would not be focused in high village propensity areas, e.g., areas with a 
village propensity value between 7 and 14. Increases in development would be expanded into levels 
4 through 6, with reduced development potential in levels 7 through 14. This alternative would not 
achieve the mode share goals of the CAP to the same degree as the project, and would result in 
reduced consistency with the General Plan and the CAP. This alternative, as compared to the project, 
would have more potential direct and indirect impacts to sensitive habitats and wildlife species 
within the MHPA. Future development under the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth 
Alternative would be located within the ALUCP identified noise contours. However, during the 
building permit process for new development, overflight notification requirements would apply. 
Therefore, impacts associated with conflicts with the ALUCP under this alternative would be less 
than significant, the same as the project. 

Development under the Distributed Growth Alternative would not physically divide an established 
community as it would still implement the same policies as the project described in Section 4.10.4 
Issue 1 therefore impacts would be less than significant.  
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No deviations or Variances would be proposed as part of this alternative. Future development 
consistent with the alternative may propose deviations or variances. If findings cannot be supported 
by the City, the deviation or variance would not be approved. Therefore, with application of the City’s 
LDC, physical impacts resulting from deviations or variances associated with future development 
anticipated by the project would be less than significant under the Distributed Growth Alternative, 
similar to the project. 

k. Noise 

Under Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative, traffic generated noise would be the 
same as the project, but the location of trips would shift. This alternative, like the project, could 
result in an increase in ambient noise levels that could exceed the City’s significance thresholds. 
Thus, at a program level of analysis, impacts related to ambient noise and traffic-related noise would 
be significant . While project impacts would also be significant , impacts of this alternative would be 
slightly reduced compared to the project as development would be spread throughout the City as 
opposed to being focused in high village propensity areas. Impacts related to rail noise and 
groundbourne vibration would be significant, the same as the project. While it is not anticipated that 
stationary noise sources associated with this alterative would result in noise exceeding property line 
limits, at a program level of review it cannot be ensured without site-specific development details 
and equipment locations which are not available at this time. Thus, impacts would be significant, the 
same as the project.  

Future development implemented under Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative and 
proposed project would be required to comply with applicable City and state noise regulations 
including Title 24 Building Code requirements and the City’s Noise Ordinance. The temporary 
construction noise impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project, as construction 
activities could potentially generate short-term noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) Leq at adjacent 
properties. While the City regulates noise associated with construction equipment and activities 
through its Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, due to the highly developed nature of the area 
with sensitive receivers potentially located in proximity to construction sites, there is the potential 
for construction to occur that would expose existing sensitive receptors to significant noise levels. 
Thus, impacts associated with temporary construction noise would be the same under this 
alternative as under the project.  

Thus, both the project and the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would result in 
similar significant impacts related to traffic noise exposure, temporary construction noise, and 
construction vibration impacts.  

l. Public Services  

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development 
occurs, public facility improvements will likely be required to serve the City’s growing population. At 
the time future facilities are proposed, they would require a separate environmental review and 
compliance with regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental 
impacts related to the construction and operation of new facilities. However, as the location and 
need for potential future facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific 
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impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the construction 
and operation of potential public services and recreational facilities would be mitigated to a less 
than significant level, impacts would be significant, the same as the project.  

m. Recreation  

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development 
occurs, public facility improvements will likely be required to serve the City’s growing population. At 
the time future facilities are proposed, they would require a separate environmental review and 
compliance with regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental 
impacts related to the construction and operation of new facilities. However, as the location and 
need for potential future facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific 
impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the construction 
and operation of potential public services and recreational facilities would be mitigated to a less 
than significant level, impacts would be significant, the same as the project.  

n. Transportation  

Potential impacts related to transportation and circulation under Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed 
Growth Alternative relate to consistency with City policies, VMT, emergency access, and design 
features. From a policy perspective, this alternative would not facilitate the development of homes 
and jobs in areas with a higher village propensity value to the same extent as the project. Spreading 
development throughout the City would not facilitate reductions in citywide per capita and per 
employee VMT. While impacts of the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative related to 
transportation policy consistency would be less than significant, this alternative would not 
implement the City’s transportation policies to the same degree as the project. 

This alternative would result in more distributed development citywide which could allow for homes 
and jobs to occur in less VMT efficient areas (>85 percent region average) compared to the project. 
VMT impacts would be significant and greater than the project.  

Concerning design features, under this alternative, proposed improvements to roadways or 
amenities such as bicycle facilities would undergo review and approval by the City Engineer. 
Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street Design Manual, would ensure that a 
substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not occur as a result of this alternative. 
The alternative does not include any requirements that would result in a substantial increase in 
hazards due to design features or incompatible uses. Impacts concerning design features would be 
less than significant.  

Concerning emergency access, future development allowed under this alternative would be 
required to comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to emergency access and 
would be reviewed by the City Fire Marshal to ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore, 
impacts related to emergency access would less than significant, like the project. 
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o. Tribal Cultural Resources  

The Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would result in the same amount of 
growth potential; however, the development would be distributed throughout the City. While the 
LDC provides for the regulation and protection of designated and potential tribal cultural resources, 
at a program level of analysis it is impossible to ensure the successful preservation of these 
resources within the project areas. This alternative has the potential to result in the same level of 
significant direct and/or indirect impacts to tribal cultural resources as the project.  

p. Utilities and Service Systems 

Potential impacts to public utilities under Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative 
relate to water supply, utilities, and solid waste and recycling. From a policy perspective, water 
supply impacts under this alternative would be the same as than the anticipated impacts of the 
proposed project because the amount of total potential growth would not change. Anticipated 
densities under this alternative would be in excess of what would have been considered in the latest 
water supply planning document. However, like the project, water supplies area available to support 
substantial growth in the City considering the low residential unit production that has occurred in 
the City in comparison to the high densities that have been authorized in recent CPUs and 
accounted for in water supply projections. Similar to the project, water is anticipated to be available 
to serve the project and impacts would be less than significant. 

As site-specific information regarding future demand and available wastewater capacity to serve 
development anticipated under the Distributed Growth Alternative is not known at a program level of 
review, impacts are considered significant.  
 
Mandatory compliance with the SDMC regulations, the City’s Sewer Design Guidelines, and Public 
Utilities Department’s Capital Improvement Program Guidelines and Standards would ensure future 
development under the Distributed Growth Alternative is required to demonstrate adequate 
wastewater facilities and capacity is available to serve the project, or that appropriate infrastructure 
improvements are constructed concurrent with development to ensure adequate capacity. 
However, at this program level of review and without project-specific development plans, impacts 
would be significant similar to the project. 

Concerning utilities, mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, and 
operation of utilities infrastructure would likely minimize potentially significant environmental 
impacts associated with the future construction of and/or improvements to utility infrastructure. 
However, at this program level of review and without the benefit of project-specific development 
plans, impacts associated with the construction of utility infrastructure utility infrastructure would 
be significant for future development under both the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth 
Alternative and the project. 

Concerning solid waste and recycling, future development under the Blueprint SD Initiative 
Distributed Growth Alternative would generate solid waste through demolition/construction and 
ongoing operations, which would increase the amount of solid waste generated within the region, 
the same as the project. Future projects would be required to comply with City regulations regarding 
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solid waste, which would help divert solid waste from the Miramar Landfill to preserve capacity. 
Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste would be less than significant. 

q. Water Quality 

Potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality of the Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed 
Growth Alternative include downstream flooding, water quality impacts, erosion, and sedimentation. 
Future development must comply with all NPDES permit requirements, including the development 
of a SWPPP if the disturbed area covers one acre or more. Future projects would also be required to 
follow the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual for drainage design and BMPs for treatment.  

Concerning water quality, new development occurring within the project areas would be required to 
implement LID and storm water BMPs into the design of future projects within the project areas to 
address the potential for transport of pollutants of concern through either retention or filtration, 
consistent with the requirements of the MS4 Permit for the San Diego region and the City’s Storm 
Water Standards Manual. Implementation of LID design and storm water BMPs would reduce the 
amount of pollutants transported from the project areas to receiving waters. Thus, with compliance 
with the existing regulatory framework addressing protection of water quality, impacts would be 
less than significant.  

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

r. Wildfire 

Future development that would occur under Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative 
would be required to comply with the City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management 
Regulations aimed at ensuring the protection of people or structures from potential wildland fire 
hazards. While adherence to this regulatory framework would reduce potential wildfire impacts, the 
distribution of residents into areas would result in additional residential uses/density being located 
within areas at risk of wildland fires that could increase the exposure of people and structures to 
wildfires. Similarly, the potential increase in exposure of people to pollutant concentrations from 
wildfire would be significant. Impacts of this alternative would be significant and slightly greater than 
the project due to more areas being subject to wildfire hazards.  

Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the County OES continue to 
coordinate to update the MJHMP as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors 
change to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant. Therefore, 
evacuation impacts under the Distributed Growth Alternative are less than significant, similar to the 
project. 

 

Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be required to comply with all applicable City 
standards; thus, associated utility and infrastructure improvements are not likely to exacerbate fire 
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risk. However, at this program level of review, potential temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment due to the installation or maintenance of infrastructure would be significant.  

While this alternative’s project areas could be subject to risks associated with downstream flooding 
or landslides, the existing regulatory framework related to flooding and geologic hazards would 
minimize potential risks. However, based on the potentially significant flooding risk identified in the 
hydrology analysis that also applies to this alternative, potential risks related to flooding would also 
be significant. 

8.3.3 Conclusion 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Distributed Growth Alternative would result in the same amount of 
growth potential; however, the development would be distributed throughout the City. This would 
result in increases in impacts related to wildfire, land use, air quality, biological resources, 
transportation, and energy. For the issues of land use and GHG emissions the less than significant 
impact of the project would be significant under this alternative as this alternative is less consistent 
with the CAP goals and policies. Noise impacts would remain significant but would be slightly 
reduced under this alternative compared to the project.  

8.4 Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density 
Alternative 

8.4.1 Description  

Under this alternative, the General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element Figure LU-1 
would be amended to reduce the overall density allowances within the Climate Smart Village Areas. 
Density would still be focused within areas with a village propensity value of 7 and above, but 
maximum density ranges would be reduced. This alternative would implement a land use 
framework consistent with the SANDAG Regional Plan transportation network, it would not achieve 
CAP mode share goals to the same degree, due to reduced densities that would be less supportive 
to expanded transit investments. This alternative would likely result in an overall lower scale of 
development including reduced building heights within areas with Climate Smart Village Areas. 
Overall growth projections assumed under this alternative would be reduced compared to the 
project.  

a. Aesthetics 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would reduce proposed density within 
Climate Smart Village Areas (e.g., areas with a village propensity value of 7 and above). Development 
in other areas of the City would continue to occur consistent with the proposed Village Climate Goal 
Propensity map. This alternative would result in lower development intensities (e.g. height and floor 
area ration) within the Climate Smart Village Areas. The highest development intensities would still 
be focused within the Climate Smart Village areas, but the overall development intensity would be 
reduced, thus impacts associated with scenic vistas and viewsheds within the Climate Smart Village 
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areas under this alternative would be reduced compared to the project. While compliance with the 
existing regulations would likely minimize impacts related to scenic vistas and public views and 
visual character, it cannot be ensured that future development under the Reduced Density 
Alternative would result in less than significant impacts. Thus, while development under the 
Reduced Density Alternative related to scenic vistas and views and neighborhood character would 
be significant, impacts would be reduced compared to development under the project.  

Development under this alternative could occur in proximity to designated and eligible scenic routes 
and could be within the potential scenic viewshed of these scenic routes. Therefore, impacts to 
scenic views or vistas from a state-designated highway would remain significant, although to a lesser 
extent than the project.  

Implementation of the policy framework within the General Plan and applicable community plans, 
as well as required adherence to the existing regulatory framework including, but not limited to, the 
Supplemental Development Regulations within Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones, 
would ensure that the design of new development would incorporate design features that enhance 
neighborhood character and minimize adverse impacts associated with increased bulk, scale, and 
height. Building materials, style, and architectural features would be reviewed to ensure the 
character of development meets required development standards. Notwithstanding these 
requirements, at this program level of review, and without project-specific development plans, 
impacts associated with existing visual character and scenic quality would be significant but to a 
lesser extent than the proposed project. While existing protections are in place to preserve the City’s 
canyons and steep slopes, specific development proposals and grading quantities are not known at 
this time, thus impacts would be significant. 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, as with the proposed project, compliance with the City’s LDC 
would ensure impacts related to lighting and glare would be less than significant. Buildout of the 
Reduced Density Alternative could result in development that could create new sources of 
substantial shade in the project areas, although to a lesser extent than the project. Future 
discretionary projects will undergo a project-specific environmental review which could identify 
additional project features and/or mitigation measures to address potential shade impacts; 
however, ministerial projects may not be subject to the same level of evaluation for shade impacts. 
Shade impacts would remain significant, although reduced compared to the project due to lesser 
development intensity anticipated. 

b.  Air Quality 

Regarding existing air quality plans, the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would 
conflict with the adopted RAQS and SIP because development intensity would be greater than the 
projections used by SANDAG in developing the RAQS and SIP. Therefore, impacts associated with 
consistency with air quality plans would be significant. Impacts would remain significant, although 
reduced compared to the project. 

Regarding operational emissions, under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative 
development would be focused in high village propensity areas but overall development intensity 
would be reduced compared to the project. This would result in lower operational emissions overall 
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compared to the project due to reduced development potential within high village propensity areas. 
At this program level of analysis, impacts related to operational air emission would be significant 
and slightly reduced compared to the project.  

Construction emissions under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would be 
significant but reduced compared to those anticipated under the project because reduced 
development would be allowed. Additionally, the scale of construction projects would likely be 
reduced due to the reduced development intensities in certain areas compared to the project.  

Like the project, impacts related to odor and sensitive receptors would be significant under the 
Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative. 

c.  Biological Resources 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would result in a similar level of biological 
resources impacts as the project. Implementation of this alternative could result in a potentially 
significant impact related to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands. Pursuant to the ESL 
Regulations, projects would be reviewed for the presence of ESL. If the development area is 
determined to support ESL, the project would be required to demonstrate compliance with ESL 
Regulations, the City’s Biology Guidelines, and the provisions of the MSCP and VPHCP. Thus, with 
implementation of existing regulatory protections for biological resources, impacts to sensitive 
species and habitats resulting from future development within the project areas would typically be 
able to be reduced to less than significant. However, at a program level of review, impacts of future 
development are not known and it cannot be determined whether impacts could be fully mitigated. 
The extent of impacts to biological resources resulting from implementation of the Reduced Density 
Alternative would be similar to those identified for the project, as the extent and areas of 
disturbance by development would be generally the same and only the type and/or intensity of 
planned development capacity would change. Therefore, impacts to sensitive species, sensitive 
habitats, and wetlands under this alternative would be significant and the same as the project.  

Impacts of this alternative related to wildlife corridors and nursery sites would be less than 
significant, the same as the project due to required compliance with MSCP and VPHCP. Similarly, 
through compliance with the MSCP and VPHCP, impacts related to conservation planning would be 
less than significant for this alternative, same as the project. 

d. Cultural Resources 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would result in reduced growth potential 
within Climate Smart Village areas compared to the project. Development would remain focused in 
Climate Smart Village areas with a value between 7 through 14 but would occur at a reduced density 
compared to the project. Like the project, this alternative has the potential to result in significant 
direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources. The extent of impacts to cultural resources 
resulting from implementation of this alternative would be similar to those identified for the project.  

The extent of impacts to historical resources resulting from implementation of the Reduced Density 
Alternative would be similar to those identified for the project, as the extent and areas of 
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disturbance by development would be generally the same and only the type and/or intensity of 
planned development capacity would change. As with the project, implementation of the Reduced 
Density Alternative would result in potentially significant impacts related to historical resources at 
the program level that would be significant. 

Regarding prehistoric and archaeological resources, future development under the Reduced Density 
Alternative, as with the project, has the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect 
impacts to prehistoric and archaeological resources. The extent of impacts to prehistoric and 
archaeological resources resulting from implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would 
be similar to those identified for the project, as the extent and areas of disturbance by development 
would be generally the same and only the type and/or intensity of allowed development would 
change.  

The California Health and Safety Code provides a process and requirements for the identification 
and repatriation of collections of human remains or cultural items. With implementation of local, 
state, and federal regulations, impacts to human remains would be less than significant for the 
Reduced Density Alternative, the same as the project. 

While the LDC provides for the regulation and protection of designated and potential cultural 
resources, at a program level of analysis it is impossible to ensure the successful preservation of 
these resources within the project areas. Thus, potential impacts to cultural resources would be 
considered significant, the same as the project.  

e. Energy 

As with the project, future projects under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative 
would be subject to existing building and energy code regulations in place at the time in which they 
are implemented. This alternative would result in a land use pattern focused in high village 
propensity areas, like the proposed project, but at a lower density. Areas with a village propensity 
value of 5 and 6 could have some land use change with higher intensity development, but less than 
the Climate Smart Village areas–development would continue to occur at the current rate or slightly 
increased densities. While overall growth would be reduced in the Reduced Density Alternative, 
development would continue to focus within Climate Smart Village Areas which are areas with the 
greatest potential to reduce energy expenditure related to vehicle use. Additionally, reduced 
development potential could result in less energy emissions compared to the project. This 
alternative would achieve high densities near transit stops to a lesser extent than the project. The 
land use pattern under this alternative would be energy efficient, like the project due to the 
transportation efficiency.  

At this program level of analysis, it is too speculative to quantify the construction-related energy 
consumption of future development, either in total or by fuel type. There are no known conditions in 
the project area that would require nonstandard equipment or construction practices that would 
increase fuel-energy consumption above typical rates. Therefore, development implemented in 
accordance with the alternative, like the project, would not result in the use of excessive amounts of 
fuel or other forms of energy during the construction of future projects. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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The alternative would result in a less than significant impact related to conflicts with plans and 
policies that aim to incentivize energy efficiency and impacts would be similar to the project. 

f. Geology and Soils 

Under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative all future development requiring 
grading within the City would be required prepare a site-specific geotechnical investigation and 
implement site-specific measures to avoid geologic hazards. These regulations and requirements 
would apply equally to the alternative and the project. Geologic hazards include seismic hazards, 
erosion or loss of topsoil, geologic instability, and expansive soils. Adherence to the SDMC grading 
regulations and construction requirements and implementation of the City’s geotechnical study 
requirements would preclude significant impacts related to seismic hazards. Conformance to 
mandated City grading requirements would ensure that proposed grading and construction 
operations would avoid significant soil erosion impacts. Construction in accordance with existing 
regulations and implementation of recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical report would 
prevent impacts related to geologic instability. 

With implementation of recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical investigations 
required under the CBC and SDMC, impacts related to geologic hazards would be less than 
significant under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative, the same as the project. 

Impacts to paleontological resources under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative 
would be less than significant, the same as the proposed project. Future development projects 
implemented under this alternative could involve excavation of previously undisturbed areas, some 
of which may contain unique paleontological resources with fossil-bearing potential. Potential 
impacts to paleontological resources were evaluated in the General Plan PEIR and the analysis 
concluded that there is a potential for the cumulative loss of paleontological resources throughout 
the City as the City continues to develop in response to projected population growth. Likewise, 
development implemented in accordance with future development projects may result in the loss of 
unique paleontological resources or geologic formations with fossil-bearing potential. Pursuant to 
Section 142.0151 of the SDMC, all projects must comply with the General Grading Guidelines for 
Paleontological Resources included in Appendix P of the City’s Land Development Manual. These 
guidelines also include the standard monitoring requirement, should a project meet the threshold 
for paleontological resource monitoring.  

This regulation would apply to projects within and outside of the Climate Smart Village areas and 
would ensure that impacts to paleontological resources under this alternative would be less than 
significant, the same as the project. 

g. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would result in reduced growth potential 
compared to the project within Climate Smart Village areas. While growth would be reduced under 
this alternative compared to the project, housing and goods/services would be located near 
employment centers with convenient transit access, to the same extent as the project. While the 
Reduced Density Alternative could result in reduced emissions due to less development intensity 



8.0 Alternatives 

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and University CPU Program EIR  
Page 8-46 

being allowed, this could result in the alternative being less VMT efficient due to reduced densities 
near transit. Less development in high village propensity areas compared to the project would result 
in less transit supportive density. 

Overall, this alternative would be less consistent with CAP goals because it would not maximize 
housing development to the same degree as the project in areas that would support a mode shift 
towards alternative transportation modes. The Reduced Density Alternative would accommodate 
housing demands to a lesser degree than the project due to the reduced density and would 
therefore achieve mode share goals to a lesser degree than the proposed project. Impacts 
associated with GHG emissions would be less than significant under this alternative; however, 
slightly greater than the project. This alternative would result in less than significant impacts related 
to consistency with the CAP.  

h. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Compliance with federal, state, regional, and local health and safety laws and regulations would 
address potential health and safety impacts for the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density 
Alternative, the same as the proposed project. Hazardous materials and waste would be managed 
and used in accordance with all applicable federal, state, regional, and local laws and regulations, 
and the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment.  

In accordance with City, state, and federal requirements, any new development that involves 
contaminated property would necessitate the clean-up and/or remediation of the property in 
accordance with applicable requirements and regulations. No construction would be permitted to 
occur at a contaminated site until a “no further action” clearance letter from the County DEH, or 
similar determination is issued by the SDFD, DTSC, RWQCB, or other responsible agency. Therefore, 
impacts related to hazardous materials sites and schools would also be less than significant.  

Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the County OES continue to 
coordinate to update the MJHMP as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors 
change to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant.  

i. Hydrology  

Potential impacts related to hydrology under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative 
include downstream flooding, erosion, and sedimentation, mudflow, and tsunami. Future projects 
under the Reduced Density Alternative would be required to comply with the City’s drainage and 
floodplain regulations in the SDMC and would be required to adhere to the City’s Drainage Design 
Manual, ESL Regulations protecting floodplains, FEMA standards, and the City’s Stormwater 
Standards Manual which would ensure development is designed to avoid drainage impacts due to 
erosion and siltation, surface run-off, stormwater drainage systems, and flood flows;  therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 
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Impacts related to pollutant release resulting from inundation within the Reduced Density 
Alternative area are anticipated to be less than significant for most areas due to required 
compliance with applicable SDMC and FEMA regulations that require protection from flooding. 
Future development would be required to conform to the City’s Flood Mitigation Plan and the SDMC 
for Development Regulations for SFHAs (Section 143.0145 and 143.0146) which would ensure flood 
hazards and the corresponding risk of release of pollutants due to inundation are minimized. 
Impacts related to development behind the PAL area are considered significant due to the level of 
uncertainty regarding this potential flooding impact.  Under the Reduced Density Alternative area, 
impacts related to flooding and inundation would still be significant in the same areas as under the 
project where there is existing development in flood inundation zones.  

j. Land Use and Planning  

The Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would accommodate reduced growth 
compared to the project. This alternative would not implement the City of Villages strategy or the 
CAP to the same degree as the project since development would be reduced in high village 
propensity areas, e.g. areas with a village propensity value between 7 and 14. This alternative would 
not achieve the mode share goals of the CAP to the same degree as the project, and would result in 
reduced consistency with the General Plan and the CAP. This alternative would reduce densities 
within high village propensity areas compared to the project. Compared to the project, the Reduced 
Density Alternative would create reduced opportunity for housing near existing and future transit 
stations and stops identified in the SANDAG Regional Plan which allow residents, employees, 
students, and visitors to more safely, conveniently, and enjoyably travel by walking/rolling, biking, or 
transit in line with the CAP. Therefore, while the Reduced Density Alternative would not conflict with 
existing City plans or policies, it would not take the steps needed to fully achieve the goals of existing 
City plans or policies including the CAP to the same degree as the project.  

Impacts related to noise element consistency related to land use-noise incompatibilities would be 
reduced compared to the project as less development would occur in noise sensitive areas subject 
to vehicle noise. Impacts related to conflicts with an adopted ALUCP would be less than significant, 
the same as the project. Impacts related to MSCP and VPHCP consistency under this alternative 
would be less than significant, the same as the project due to required compliance with ESL 
Regulations that require that any project located adjacent to MHPA to comply with MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines, which would minimize potential direct and indirect impacts to sensitive 
habitats and wildlife species within the MHPA. Future development under the Blueprint SD Initiative 
Reduced Density Alternative would be located within the ALUCP identified noise contours. However, 
during the building permit process for new development, overflight notification requirements would 
apply. Therefore, impacts associated with conflicts with the ALUCP under this alternative would be 
less than significant, the same as the project. 

Development under the Reduced Density Alternative would not physically divide an established 
community as it would still implement the same policies as the project described in Section 4.10.4 
Issue 1; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

 No deviations or Variances would be proposed as part of the Reduced Density Alternative. Future 
development consistent with the Reduced Density Alternative may propose deviations or variances. 
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If findings cannot be supported by the City, the deviation or variance would not be approved. 
Therefore, with application of the City’s LDC, physical impacts resulting from deviations or variances 
associated with future development anticipated by the project would be less than significant under 
the Reduced Density Alternative, similar to the project.  

k. Noise 

Under Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative, traffic generated noise would be slightly 
reduced compared to the project. This alternative, like the project, could result in an increase in 
ambient noise levels that could exceed the City’s significance thresholds. Thus, at a program level of 
analysis, impacts related to ambient noise and traffic-related noise would be significant. While 
project impacts would also be significant, impacts of this alternative would be slightly reduced 
compared to the project as development would be reduced in high village propensity areas 
compared to the project. Impacts related to rail noise and vibration would be significant, the same 
as the project. While it is not anticipated that stationary noise sources associated with this 
alternative would result in noise exceeding property line limits, at a program level of review it cannot 
be ensured without site-specific development details and equipment locations which are not 
available at this time. Thus, impacts would be significant, but to a lesser extent compared to the 
project.  

Future development implemented under Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative and 
proposed project would be required to comply with applicable City and state noise regulations 
including Title 24 Building Code requirements and the City’s Noise Ordinance. The temporary 
construction noise impacts of this alternative would be similar to the proposed project, as 
construction activities could potentially generate short-term noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) Leq at 
adjacent properties. While the City regulates noise associated with construction equipment and 
activities through its Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, due to the highly developed nature of 
the area with sensitive receivers potentially located in proximity to construction sites, there is the 
potential for construction to occur that would expose existing sensitive receptors to significant noise 
levels. Thus, impacts associated with temporary construction noise would be the same under this 
alternative as under the project.  

Thus, both the proposed project and the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would 
result in significant impacts related to traffic noise exposure, temporary construction noise, and 
construction vibration impacts.  

l. Public Services  

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development 
occurs, public facility improvements will likely be required to serve the City’s growing population. At 
the time future facilities are proposed, they would require a separate environmental review and 
compliance with regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental 
impacts related to the construction and operation of new facilities. However, as the location and 
need for potential future facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific 
impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the construction 
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and operation of potential public services and recreational facilities would be mitigated to a less 
than significant level, impacts would be significant, the same as the project.  

m. Recreation  

Existing infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City, and as development 
occurs, public facility improvements will likely be required to serve the City’s growing population. At 
the time future facilities are proposed, they would require a separate environmental review and 
compliance with regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental 
impacts related to the construction and operation of new facilities. However, as the location and 
need for potential future facilities cannot be determined at this time, it is unknown what specific 
impacts may occur. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all impacts associated with the construction 
and operation of potential public services and recreational facilities would be mitigated to a less 
than significant level, impacts would be significant, the same as the project.  

n. Transportation  

Potential impacts related to transportation and circulation under Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced 
Density Alternative relate to consistency with City policies, VMT, emergency access, and design 
features. From a policy perspective, this alternative would not facilitate the development of homes 
and jobs in areas with a higher village propensity value to the same extent as the project. Providing 
reduced density in Climate Smart Village Areas compared to the project would potentially result in 
less reductions in citywide per capita and per employee VMT when compared to the project, 
assuming the same amount of growth needs to be accommodated in the City. While impacts of the 
Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative related to transportation policy consistency 
would be less than significant, this alternative would not implement the City’s transportation policies 
to the same degree as the project. 

This alternative would result in reduced housing in Climate Smart Village Areas compared to the 
project which could allow for more housing to occur in less VMT efficient areas (>85 percent region 
average) compared to the project. Like the project, VMT impacts would be significant, and increased 
compared to the project.  

Concerning design features, under this alternative, proposed improvements to roadways or 
amenities such as bicycle facilities would undergo review and approval by the City Engineer. 
Adherence to City standards, including the City’s Street Design Manual, would ensure that a 
substantial increase in hazards or incompatible uses would not occur as a result of this alternative. 
The alternative does not include any requirements that would result in a substantial increase in 
hazards due to design features or incompatible uses. Impacts concerning design features would be 
less than significant, similar to the project. 

Concerning emergency access, future development allowed under this alternative would be 
required to comply with all applicable City codes and policies related to emergency access and 
would be reviewed by the City Fire Marshal to ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore, 
impacts related to emergency access would less than significant, like the project. 
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o. Tribal Cultural Resources  

The Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would result in reduced development 
intensities within Climate Smart Village Areas, but the ultimate footprint of development would not 
change. While the LDC provides for the regulation and protection of designated and potential tribal 
cultural resources, at a program level of analysis it is impossible to ensure the successful 
preservation of these resources within the project areas. This alternative has the potential to result 
in the same level of significant direct and/or indirect impacts to tribal cultural resources as the 
project.  

p. Utilities and Service Systems 

Potential impacts to public utilities under Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative relate 
to water supply, utilities, and solid waste and recycling. From a policy perspective, water supply 
impacts under this alternative would be reduced as there would be less growth in Climate Smart 
Village areas when compared to the project. Anticipated densities under this alternative would be in 
excess of what would have been considered in the latest water supply planning document. However, 
like the project, water supplies area available to support substantial growth in the City considering 
the low residential unit production that has occurred in the City in comparison to the high densities 
that have been authorized in recent CPUs and accounted for in water supply projections. Similar to 
the project, under the Reduced Density Alternative water is anticipated to be available to serve the 
project and impacts would be less than significant. 

As site-specific information regarding future demand and available wastewater capacity to serve 
development anticipated under the Reduced Density Alternative is not known at a program level of 
review, impacts are considered significant.  
 
Mandatory compliance with the SDMC regulations, the City’s Sewer Design Guidelines, and Public 
Utilities Department’s Capital Improvement Program Guidelines and Standards would ensure future 
development under the Reduced Density Alternative is required to demonstrate adequate 
wastewater facilities and capacity is available to serve the project, or that appropriate infrastructure 
improvements are constructed concurrent with development to ensure adequate capacity. 
However, at this program level of review and without project-specific development plans, impacts 
associated with the construction of utility infrastructure would be significant for future development 
under both the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative and the project. 

Concerning solid waste and recycling, future development under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced 
Density Alternative would generate solid waste through demolition/construction and ongoing 
operations, which would increase the amount of solid waste generated within the region, the same 
as the proposed project. Future projects would be required to comply with City regulations 
regarding solid waste, which would help divert solid waste from the Miramar Landfill to preserve 
capacity. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste would be less than significant similar to the 
project. 
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q. Water Quality 

Potential impacts related to water quality under the Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density 
Alternative could occur due to pollutants associated with construction and operation of future land 
uses. Future development must comply with all NPDES permit requirements, including the 
development of a SWPPP if the disturbed area covers one acre or more. Future projects would also 
be required to follow the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual for drainage design and BMPs for 
treatment. New development occurring within the project areas would be required to implement 
LID and storm water BMPs into the design of future projects within the project areas to address the 
potential for transport of pollutants of concern through either retention or filtration, consistent with 
the requirements of the MS4 Permit for the San Diego region and the City’s Storm Water Standards 
Manual. Implementation of LID design and storm water BMPs would reduce the amount of 
pollutants transported from the project areas to receiving waters. Thus, with compliance with the 
existing regulatory framework addressing protection of water quality, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

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

r. Wildfire 

Future development that would occur under Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative 
would be required to comply with the City’s Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush Management 
Regulations aimed at ensuring the protection of people or structures from potential wildland fire 
hazards. Adherence to this regulatory framework would reduce potential wildfire impacts by 
concentrating development primarily within Climate Smart Village Areas, although less density than 
the project. Impacts would be significant but to a lesser extent than the project. The likelihood of 
exposure of people to pollutant concentrations from wildfire would be slightly reduced compared to 
the proposed project but still significant.  

Regarding emergency evacuation and response plans, the City and the County OES continue to 
coordinate to update the MJHMP as hazards, threats, population, and land use, or other factors 
change to ensure that impacts to emergency response plans are less than significant. Therefore, 
evacuation impacts under the Reduced Density Alternative are less than significant, similar to the 
project. 

Future utility and infrastructure improvements would be required to comply with all applicable City 
standards; thus, associated utility and infrastructure improvements are not likely to exacerbate fire 
risk. However, at this program level of review, potential temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment due to the installation or maintenance of infrastructure would be significant.  

While this alternative’s project areas could be subject to risks associated with downstream flooding 
or landslides, the existing regulatory framework related to flooding and geologic hazards would 
minimize potential risks. However, based on the potentially significant flooding risk identified in the 
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hydrology analysis that also applies to this alternative, potential risks related to flooding would also 
be significant although to a lesser extent than the project. 

8.4.2 Conclusion 

The Blueprint SD Initiative Reduced Density Alternative would result in overall reductions in potential 
growth within Climate Smart Village areas. Impacts would be reduced compared to the project for 
the issues of air quality and noise, although these issues would be significant for both the project 
and this alternative. This alternative would not meet the mode share goals to the same degree as 
the project due to reductions in density in areas with the highest village climate goal propensity 
values. This would result in increased impacts related to GHG and VMT per capita compared to the 
project.  

8.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires the identification of an environmentally superior 
alternative among the alternatives analyzed in an EIR. The guidelines also require that if the No 
Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then another 
environmentally superior alternative must be identified. The University CPU and Hillcrest FPA High 
Density Alternative is considered to be the environmentally superior alternative, based on a 
comparison of the alternatives’ overall environmental impacts and their compatibility with the 
project goals and objectives. While the University CPU and Hillcrest FPA High Density Alternative 
would not eliminate any significant impacts of the project, it would reduce the significance of 
impacts in comparison to the project.  
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Chapter 9.0 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21081.6 requires that a mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program (MMRP) be adopted upon certification of an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) to ensure that the mitigation measures are implemented. The MMRP specifies what the 
mitigation is, the entity responsible for monitoring the program, and when in the process it should 
be accomplished. 

The EIR prepared for the for the Blueprint San Diego Initiative (Blueprint SD Initiative), Hillcrest 
Focused Plan Amendment (Hillcrest FPA) and University Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan 
Update (University CPU), collectively referred to as the “project” (project), incorporated herein as 
referenced, focuses on issues determined to be potentially significant by the City of San Diego (City). 
The issues addressed in the PEIR include aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology, land use, noise, public services, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, 
utilities and service systems, water quality, and wildfire.  

Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires monitoring of only those impacts identified as 
significant or potentially significant. After analysis, following potentially significant impacts were 
identified:   

• Aesthetics:  
• Air Quality  
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Hydrology  
• Noise  
• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Transportation  
• Tribal Cultural Resources  
• Utilities and Service Systems 
• Wildfire 

The environmental analysis concluded that the potentially significant impacts associated with the 
resource areas identified above would be reduced through mitigation, where applicable, to the 
extent feasible; however, at a program level of review, all significant impacts identified were 
determined to remain significant.  
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Table 9-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Timeframe of Mitigation 

Monitoring, 
Enforcement, and 

Reporting Responsibility 
Air Quality - Air Quality Standards MM-AQ-1 Air Emissions   

Future projects shall comply with all applicable regulations pertaining to air quality including but not limited to SDAPCD 
Rule 20 through 20.8, Rule 50, Rule 51, Rule 52, Rule 55, and Rule 67.1. Construction and operation of individual 
development projects shall not exceed criteria pollutant significance thresholds detailed in the latest City’s CEQA 
Significance Thresholds.  

If an individual project is found to have the potential to exceed emission thresholds due to operational emissions, the 
following are example measures that could be implemented to reduce emissions to below a level of significance:  

• demonstrate net zero energy expenditure,  
• Implementation of transportation demand management measures.   
• Prohibit the installation of woodstoves, hearths, and fireplaces in new construction facilitated by the proposed 

project.  
• Expand and facilitate completion of planned networks of active transportation infrastructure.  
• Implement electric vehicle charging infrastructure beyond requirements set forth in the 2022 CalGreen mandatory 

measures, such as Tier 2 voluntary measures set forth in the 2022 CalGreen (or future more stringent) standards. 
• Implement traffic demand measures, such as unbundling parking fees from rent/lease options, 

encouraging/developing a ride -share program for the community, and provide car/bike sharing services, that will 
reduce daily individual car usage and reduce project VMT 

If an individual project is found to have the potential to exceed emission thresholds due to construction emissions, the 
following are example measures that could be implemented during construction to reduce emissions to below a level of 
significance:  

• Equipment meeting USEPA Tier IV emission standards and/or alternative fueled construction equipment, as 
feasibly available.  

• Use architectural coating materials, as defined in SDAPCD Rule 67.0.1, that are zero -emission or have a low -VOC 
content (below 10 grams per liter). Where such VOC coatings are not available or feasible, the coating with the 
lowest VOC rating available shall be used. 

• Additional dust control measures for construction sites to minimize fugitive dust including:  
o Contractor(s) shall implement paving, chip sealing, or chemical stabilization of internal roadways after 

completion of grading;  
o Dirt storage piles shall be stabilized by chemical binders, tarps, fencing, or other erosion control;  
o Enforce a 15 mph speed limit on unpaved surfaces;  
o Dirt and debris spilled onto paved surfaces shall be swept up immediately to reduce resuspension of 

particulate matter caused by vehicle movement. Approach routes to construction sites shall be cleaned daily 
of construction-related dirt in dry weather;  

o Haul trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials shall be covered or 2 feet of freeboard shall be 
maintained; 

o Grading shall be terminated if winds exceed 25 mph;  
o Any blasting areas shall be wetted down prior to initiating the blast.  

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   
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Table 9-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Timeframe of Mitigation 

Monitoring, 
Enforcement, and 

Reporting Responsibility 
Air Quality - Sensitive Receptors MM-AQ-2 Sensitive Receptors 

Future projects consistent with the project that would involve stationary source emissions subject to APCD permitting 
shall be required to obtain applicable APCD permits and demonstrate consistency with all permit conditions and APCD 
rules.   

Future projects that involve heavy industrial land uses such as warehousing and distribution or other land uses that would 
involve substantial sources of mobile source diesel emissions shall be required to prepare a health risk assessment (HRA) 
in accordance with APCD HRA Guidelines (2006) and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air 
Toxics "Hot Spots" Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (2022). The HRA shall include calculation of the excess cancer risk 
and the non-cancer chronic and acute health hazard index (HHI) for the maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR), and 
the maximally exposed individual worker (MEIW). The HRA shall identify best available control technology (BACT) required 
to reduce risk to less than 10 in 1,000,000.  

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   

Air Quality - Odors MM-AQ-3 Odors   

Any project with the potential to result in objectionable odors shall be required to demonstrate compliance with SDAPCD 
Rule 51 (Public Nuisance), which prohibits the discharge of air contaminants or other materials that would be a nuisance 
or annoyance to the public.  

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   

Biological Resources – Sensitive Species, 
Sensitive Habitats, Wetlands, Cumulative 
Impacts 

MM-BIO-1 – Impacts to Sensitive Biological Resources 

Future projects that could directly and/or indirectly impact sensitive species, sensitive habitats and/or wetlands shall 
comply with the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and applicable federal, state, 
and local Habitat Conservation Plans including, but not limited to, the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP) Subarea Plan and Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP) and shall implement avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures in accordance with the City’s ESL Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and MSCP Subarea Plan and 
VPHCP.  

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   

Cultural Resources - Historic Resources MM-HIST-1 Historic Resources 

Future development that could directly and/or indirectly affect a historical building, structure, or object as defined in the 
City’s Historical Resources Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines shall comply with the City’s Historical 
Resources Guidelines and Historical Resources Regulations (SDMC sections 143.0201–143.0280) and shall be required to 
implement avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources 
Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines. 

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   

Cultural Resources - Archaeological 
Resources 

MM-HIST-2 Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Prior to the issuance of any discretionary permit for a future development project that could directly and/or indirectly 
affect a cultural resource (i.e. archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources), the City shall require the following steps be 
taken to determine (1) the potential presence and/or absence of cultural resources, and (2) the appropriate mitigation for 

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   
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Table 9-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Timeframe of Mitigation 

Monitoring, 
Enforcement, and 

Reporting Responsibility 
any significant resources that may be impacted. For the purposes of CEQA review, a cultural resource is defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5. Tribal cultural resources are defined in PRC Section 21074. 

Initial Determination 

The City’s Environmental Designee shall determine the potential presence and/or absence of cultural resources at the 
project site by reviewing site photographs and existing historic information (e.g., Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the 
Archaeological Map Book, the California Historical Resources Inventory System, and the City’s “Historical Inventory of 
Important Architects, Structures, and People in San Diego”) and may conduct a site visit. A review of the cultural resources 
sensitivity map (see Figure 4.4-1a through 4.4-1e) shall be done at the initial planning stage of a project to ensure that 
cultural resources are avoided and/or impacts are minimized to the extent feasible in accordance with the City's Historical 
Resources Guidelines. The sensitivity levels described below shall guide the appropriate steps necessary to address the 
potential resources. Sensitivity ratings may be adjusted based on the amount of disturbance that has occurred, which may 
have previously impacted cultural resources, as well as new data available to the City. 

High Sensitivity: Indicates locations where significant cultural resources have been documented or would have the 
potential to be identified. High sensitivity resources include village and habitation sites and areas near fresh water 
sources. These resources may range from moderately complex to highly complex, with more defined living areas or 
specialized work space areas, and a large breadth of features and artifact assemblages. The potential for identification 
of additional resources in such areas would be high.   

Moderate Sensitivity: Indicates that some cultural resources have been recorded within the area or the area was 
developed before 1984 when CEQA review may not have been applied. Moderate sensitivity resources consist of 
diversity or density of feature and artifact types (e.g., a moderately dense lithic scatter).  

Low Sensitivity: Indicates areas where there is a high level of disturbance or development, and few or no previously 
recorded cultural resources are present based on records search results and due to the timing of development of the 
project site occurring after 1984 when CEQA would have been applied. Within these areas, the potential for additional 
resources to be identified would be low.  

Phase I 

Based on the results of the initial determination, if there is any evidence that the project area contains archaeological 
and/or Tribal Cultural Resources, a site-specific records search and/or survey may be required and shall be determined on 
a case-by-case basis by the City’s Environmental Designee. If a cultural resources study is required, it shall be prepared 
consistent with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. All individuals conducting any phase of the cultural resources 
program shall meet the professional qualifications in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. The 
cultural resources study shall include the background research conducted as part of the initial determination. This 
includes a record search at the SCIC at San Diego State University. A review of the Sacred Lands File maintained by the 
NAHC shall also be conducted at this time. The cultural resources study shall include a field survey and/or an evaluation of 
significance, as applicable if cultural resources are identified, based on the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. Native 
American participation shall be required for all field work.  
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Table 9-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Timeframe of Mitigation 

Monitoring, 
Enforcement, and 

Reporting Responsibility 

Phase II 

Once a cultural resource (as defined in the PRC) has been identified, a significance determination shall be made. If a 
project were to impact areas identified as low sensitivity, it is assumed that any significant cultural resources no longer 
hold integrity or are not present. If a project impacts these areas, no additional mitigation measures shall be required. 

If a project were to impact areas identified as moderate sensitivity, a site-specific records search and/or survey may be 
required on a case-by-case basis. If cultural resources are identified in the records search and/or survey, a significance 
evaluation for the identified cultural resources shall be required. If no significant resources are found and site conditions 
are such that there is no potential for further discoveries, then no further action shall be required. Resources found to be 
non-significant as a result of a survey and/or assessment shall require no further work beyond documentation of the 
resources on the appropriate Department of Parks and Recreation site forms and inclusion of the results in the survey 
and/or assessment report. If no significant resources are found, but results of the initial evaluation indicate there is still a 
potential for resources to be present in portions of the property, then mitigation monitoring shall be required. If the 
resource has not been evaluated for significance, a testing plan shall be required. If the resource is determined to be 
significant, a testing plan, data recovery plan, and mitigation monitoring shall be required. 

If a project were to impact areas identified as high sensitivity, a survey and testing program may be required by the 
qualified archaeologist to further define resource boundaries subsurface presence or absence and determine the level of 
significance. A thorough discussion of testing methodologies including surface and subsurface investigations can be found 
in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. The results from the testing program shall be evaluated against the 
Significance Thresholds found in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. If significant cultural resources are identified 
within the area of potential effects, the site may be eligible for local designation. 

Preferred mitigation for direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources is to avoid the resource through project 
redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible measures to minimize harm shall be taken. 
Mitigation measures such as, but not limited to, a Research Design and Archaeological Data Recovery Program (ADRP), 
construction monitoring, site designation, capping, granting of deeds, designation of open space, and avoidance and/or 
preservation shall be required and shall be determined by the City’s Environmental Designee on a case-by-case basis.  

Phase III  

Archaeological Data Recovery Program 

If a cultural resource is found to be significant and preservation is not an option, a Research Design and ARDP shall be 
required, which includes a Collections Management Plan for review and approval by the City’s Environmental Designee. 
The ADRP shall be based on a written research design and is subject to the provisions as outlined in PRC Section 21083.2. 
The ADRP shall be reviewed and approved by the City’s Environmental Designee prior to distribution of a draft CEQA 
document. 

Local Designation of Resources 

The final cultural resource evaluation report shall be submitted to Historical Resources Board (HRB) staff for designation. 
The final cultural resource evaluation report and supporting documentation will be used by HRB staff in consultation with 
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Table 9-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Timeframe of Mitigation 

Monitoring, 
Enforcement, and 

Reporting Responsibility 
qualified City staff to ensure that adequate information is available to demonstrate eligibility for designation under the 
applicable criteria.  

Monitoring and Archaeological Resource Reports 

Archaeological monitoring may be required during building demolition and/or construction grading when significant 
cultural resources are known or suspected to be present on a site but cannot be recovered prior to grading due to 
obstructions such as, but not limited to, existing development, dense vegetation, or if a data recovery did not reduce the 
impact to the resource. Monitoring shall be documented in a consultant site visit record. 

Native American participation shall be required for all subsurface investigations, including geotechnical testing and other 
ground disturbing activities whenever a tribal cultural resource or any archaeological site.  In the event that human 
remains are encountered during data recovery and/or a monitoring program, the provisions of PRC Section 5097 shall be 
followed. In the event that human remains are discovered during project grading, work shall halt in that area and the 
procedures set forth in the PRC (Section 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5), and in the federal, 
state, and local regulations described above shall be undertaken. These provisions shall be outlined in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program included in a subsequent project-specific environmental document. The Most Likely 
Descendent shall be consulted during the preparation of the written report, at which time they may express concerns 
about the treatment of sensitive resources.  

Archaeological Resource Reports shall be prepared by qualified professionals as determined by the criteria set forth in 
Appendix B of the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. In the event that a cultural resource deposit is encountered 
during construction monitoring, a Collections Management Plan shall be required in accordance with the project’s 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The disposition of human remains and burial related artifacts that cannot 
be avoided or are inadvertently discovered is governed by State (i.e., AB 2641 [Coto] and California Native American 
Graves and Repatriation Act [NAGPRA] of 2001 [Health and Safety Code 8010-8011]) and federal (i.e., federal NAGPRA 
United States Code 3001-3013]) law, and must be treated in a dignified and culturally appropriate manner with respect for 
the deceased individual(s) and their descendants. Any human bones and associated grave goods of Native American 
origin shall be turned over to the appropriate Native American group for repatriation, as identified by the Native American 
Heritage Commission. 

Arrangements for long-term curation must be established between the applicant/property owner and the consultant prior 
to the initiation of the field reconnaissance, and must be included in the archaeological survey, testing and/or data 
recovery report submitted to the City for review and approval. Curation must be accomplished in accordance with the 
California State Historic Resources Commission’s Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collection (dated May 7, 
1993) and, if federal funding is involved, Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part. Additional information regarding 
curation is provided in Section II of the Historical Resources Guidelines. 
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Table 9-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Timeframe of Mitigation 

Monitoring, 
Enforcement, and 

Reporting Responsibility 
Noise – Ambient Noise Levels (Construction 
Noise and Non-Transportation Noise 
Increases) 

MM-NOI-1  Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance 

Future projects shall be required to comply with the construction noise levels limits defined by San Diego Municipal Code 
Section 59.5.0404. If construction noise would exceed the construction noise limits, a permit shall be granted by the Noise 
Abatement and Control Administrator.  If necessary to comply with San Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404, site 
specific noise reduction measures may be incorporated to meet property line limitations.  

Future development with stationary sources of noise shall comply with Section 59.5.0401 et seq. of the SDMC, which 
specifies the maximum one-hour average sound level limits allowed at the boundary of a property. 

 

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   

Noise – Groundborne Vibration MM-NOI-2  Vibration – Construction Activities 

Future projects that include pile driving and would result in vibration levels exceeding the peak particle velocity (PPV) and 
screening distances detailed in Table 4.11-2 shall implement vibration reduction measures to minimize construction-
related vibration impacts. Measures shall be based on the results of site-specific recommendations from an acoustical 
analysis. Measures may include, but are not limited to, limiting the use of vibration-intensive equipment in proximity to 
sensitive receptors, installing low soil displacement piles (e.g., H-piles) instead of high soil displacement piles (e.g., 
concrete piles) for pile-driving, and pre-drilling for pile-driving. Other measures may include pre- and post-construction 
inspections to document any damage and provide repairs in the event damage occurs.  

 

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   

Transportation MM-TRANS-1  Achieve VMT Reductions 

Future development shall be required to demonstrate compliance with the City’s Mobility Choices Ordinance (SDMC 
Section 143.1103 et seq.) and the City’s TSM, including preparation of a VMT analysis, where applicable.  

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   

Tribal Cultural Resources 
 

Refer to MM-HIST-2 Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   

Wildfire - Wildfire Hazards, Pollutants from 
Wildfire, Infrastructure, Flooding or 
Landslides, Cumulative Impacts 

MM-FIRE-1  Wildfire Policy Compliance for Plan Amendments 

As future Community Plan Updates or other plan amendments are proposed consistent with the Blueprint SD Initiative 
and the Village Climate Goal Propensity Map, the City shall evaluate the adequacy of evacuation routes, emergency access 
and fire safety in light of the proposed land use and mobility network. The City plan amendment process shall include a 
review of consistency with Policy LU-C.2.A.5, Policy UD-A.3.h, Policy UD-A.3.p, Policy PF-D.12, Policy PF-D.13, Policy PF-D.14, 
Policy PF-D.15, and Policy PF-D.16.  

Prior to adoption of 
Community Plan or other plan 
amendments.  

City of San Diego   

Wildfire - Wildfire Hazards, Pollutants from 
Wildfire, Infrastructure, Flooding or 
Landslides, Cumulative Impacts 

MM-FIRE-2  Wildfire Safety Policies and Regulation Compliance 

Future projects shall be required to demonstrate consistency with the City’s applicable regulatory and policy framework 
including:  

Prior to the issuance of any 
land development permits or 
development activities. 

City of San Diego   
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Table 9-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure Timeframe of Mitigation 

Monitoring, 
Enforcement, and 

Reporting Responsibility 
• The latest update to the Fire Code (SDMC Sections 55.0101 through 55.9401), including requirements for adequate 

fire access and specifications for when two separate fire apparatus access roads are required.  
• The latest update to the City’s building regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5) including acceptable construction 

materials for development near open space (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5, Division 7). 
• The City’s Brush Management Regulations (SDMC Section 142.0412) and Landscape Standards, adopted as part of 

the Land Development Manual.  

For projects with a higher level of wildfire or evacuation risk, as determined by the City, additional analysis demonstrating 
consistency with the California Office of the Attorney General issued guidance outlining best practices for analyzing and 
mitigating wildfire impacts of development projects under CEQA may be required.  
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