
Preliminary Environmental Investigation 
Notes to Support the Conclusions of the PES Form 

(May Also In.clude Continuation of Detailed Project Description) 

Detailed Project Description 

The Coastal Rail Trail (CRT) is a Multi-Jurisdictional project among the coastal cities of Oceanside, Carlsbad, Encinitas, 
Solana Beach and San Diego. Each city serves as the lead agency responsible for ·development of the CRT in their 
community. 

The project will develop an approxil1).ately 40-mile, continuous corridor of multi-use, Class I, Class II, and sO,me Class III 
bicycle facilities to be constructed primarily along the railroad right of way (ROW). The north coastal communities have 
made progress on their portion of the' trail with Solana Beach being the first to complete segments. 

The City of San Diego will develop approximately half of the 40~mile CRT. San Diego's portion is proposed to run for 
approximately 20 miles extending from Downtown, north to the City's border with Del Mar. Presently, the City is focusing 
engineering and environmental permitting efforts on the northerly +/- ten miles of trail from the Gilman DrivelI-5 
intersection to the Sorrento Valley Road/Cannel Valley Road intersection. This will be referred to as the SD City CRT. 

, , 

The purpose ofthe SD City CRT is to: 

• Enhance regional bicycle route connectivity and improve intennodal relationships by connecting existing trails to 
adjacent communities and transit facilities, 

• Improve the quality of recreational bicycle use in this connected system, 
Provide an alternative t6 vehicle commuting and heavily traveled roadways, 

• Provide the opportunity to improve regional air quality, and 
Support the stewardship of San Diego's canyons and protect wetlands and other sensitive habitats 

The needs that will be served by the development of the CRT are as follows: 

Regional Connectivity and Intermodal Relationships 

North coastal San Diego has various bike paths and trails; however, they are intennittent and discontinuous. The CRT project 
would both improve the already existing Class II facilities and create new Class I trails that would link many of the 
intennittent segments of existing trails, thereby enhancing the overall trail network. The quality of recreation bicycle use on 
this system would be greatly enhanced. 

Significant efforts have been made throughout San Diego County to encourage and foster use of the Coaster - the commuter 
rail link servicing north coastal San Diego County. Better access to and connection with coaster stations is needed in order to 
make Coaster commuting an easy and convenient alternative to driving. The proposed CRT project connects bicycle 
commuter trail users to existing and proposed Coaster Stations, specifically the Sorrento VaHey Coaster Station and the 
proposed Nobel Drive Coaster Station. 

Transportation Demand 

According to Mobility 2030, Sandag's regional transportation plan, interregional commuting will increase over the next 30 
years due to expected population growth and job growth. Options need to be available to move people through the region. 
While the automobile is the most popular way to travel in Southern California and San Diego, adequate funding and right of 
way will not be available to wipen highways in order to meet the increased transportation demands. The CRT, as a 
continuous 40-mile trail, would provide an attractive alternative to vehicle commuting to help to reduce traffic congestion. 

Opportunitv to Improve Regional Air Qualitv 

According to the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) of San Diego, toxic air contaminants come from the following 
sources: 

61 % automobiles, 
• 28% industrial facilities, and· 

11 % natural sources 
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Exhibit 6-1 
Instructions for Completing the External Certifications 
(Environmental Doc!lment Quality Control Reviews) 

Local Assistance Procedures Manual 

The APCD also contends that the primary way to fight air pollution is to reduce driving, and suggests methods such as 
combining errands, carpooling, telecommuting, walking, and bicycling. The CRT project would promote better air quality by 
providing a transportation alternative to the use of the private automobile. The reduction in vehicle miles traveled would 
contribute to improved air quality. 

Support for Environmental Stewardship and Conservation Initiatives 

A number of environmental conservation and stewardship proposals, such as the San Diego Civic Solutions Canyon Lands 
tnitiative and the Rose Creek Watershed Alliance Oppornrnities Assessment, call for protection and preservation of San 
Diego's undeveloped canyons and watersheds through education and stewardship. One specific need outlined by San Diego 
Civic Solutions is to support communities and canyon lands with green infrastructure and connections to and between 
canyons. The SD City CRT would preserve the natural corridors of Roselle Canyon and Rose Canyon while better linking 
these undeveloped, ecological sanctuaries to their surrounding communities and to one another. 
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Brief Explanation of How Project Complies, or Will Comply with Applicable Federal Mandate (part A): 

1. Will tbe project require future construction to fully utilize the design capabilitiesincJuded in the proposed 
project? 

No. The proposed project will not require future construction to fully utilize the design capabilities included in 
the proposed project because the proposed project will meet all proposed design capabilities. 

2. Will the project generate public controversy? 
To be determined. The proposed project could generate public controversy based on potential environmental 
effects associated with minor cut and fill operations within Rose and Roselle Canyons. 

3. Is the project a Type I project as defined in 23 CFR 772.5(b); "construction on new location or the pbysical 
alteration of an existing bighway, wbich significantly changes either the horizontal or vertical alignment or 
increases the number of through-traffic lanes"? 

No. The proposed project is not categorized as a Type I project as defined in 23 CFR 772.5 (h). 

4. Does the project have the potential for adverse construction-related noise impact (such as related to pile 
driving)? 

No. The project does not have the potential for adverse construction-related noise impacts. 

5. Is the project in a NAAQS non-attainment or maintenance area? 

Yes. The San Diego Air basin is currently designated as a federal attainment for all criteria pollutants. 

6. Is the project exempt from the. requirement that a conformity determination be made? 
Yes. The proposed project is exempt from conformity requirement (40 CFR 93.126) and is categorized in 
Table 2 of 40 CPR 93.126 as AQ-2 (Air Quality - Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities). 

7. Is the project exempt from regional conformity? 

Yes. Per Exhibit 6-B, 'Instructions for Completing the PES Form', this question can be skipped ifno 
conformity determination is required from Question #6. A conformity determination is not required since the 
project is one of the project types included in Table 2 of 40 CFR 93.126 as AQ-2 (Air Quality - Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Facilities). 

8. If project is not e~empt from regional conformity, (If 'No' on Question #7) 

N/A.· 

9. Is there potential for bazardous materials (including underground or aboveground tanks, etc.) and/or 
hazardous waste (including oil/water separators, waste oil, asbestos-containing material, lead-based paint, 
ADL, etc.) within or immediately adjacent to the construction area? 

To Be Determined. A hazardous materials study will be conducted to determine the potential for hazardous 
rpateIials or hazardous waste within or immediately adjacent to the construction area. 

10. Does the project have the potential to impact water resources (rivers, streams, bays, inlets, lakes, drainage 
sloughs) within or immediately adjacent to the project area? 

. Yes. The proposed project has the potential to impact water resources (rivers, steams, bays, inlets, lakes, 
drainage sloughs) within or immediately adjacent to the project area. Roselle Canyon is a tributary to Carroll 
Creek and. Rose Canyon is a tributary to Rose Creek. 

11. Is the project within a designated sole-source aquifer? 
No. The proposed project site is not located within one of the three sole-source aquifers within Califomia; one 
in Fresno County; the Santa Margarita Aquifer in Scotts Valley, Santa Cruz county; and the 
Campo/Cottonwood Creek Aquifer in butte County: 

12. Is the project within the State Coastal Zone, San Frailcisco Bay, or Suisun Marsh? 

LPP 08-02 

Yes. The proposed project is within an area regulated by the State Coastal Zone Management Agency. 
Specifically, the proposed Sorrento Valley segment is located withilljurisdiction of the Califomia Coastal 
Commission. 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

Is the construction area located within a regulatory floodway or within the base floodplain (IOO-year) 
elevation of a watercourse or lake? ' 

Yes. The proposed project will encroach on the base (lOO-year) floodplain. Portions of the proposed segments 
along Sorrento Valley Road, Roselle Street, and in Rose Canyon below Nobel Drive are within the 100-year 
floodplain. 

Is the project within or immediately adjacent to a Wild and Scenic River System? 
No. According to the National Park Service's most recent regional list ~fWild and Scenic Rivers, the 
proposed project is not within or adjacent to a designated wild and scenic river. 

Is there a potential for a federally listed threatened or endangered species, or their critical habitat or 
essential fish habitat to occur within or adjacent to the construction are'a? 

Yes. There is a potential for a federally listed threatened or endangered species, or their critical habitat to be 
located within or adjacent to the construction area. Rose and RoseIle Canyons are potential habitat for the 
California Gnatcatcher. Rose Canyon is also potential habitat for the San Diego 'Fairy Shrimp. 

Does the project have the potential to directly or indirectly affect migratory birds, or their nests or eggs 
(such as vegetation removal, box culvert replacement/repair, bridgewQrk, etc.)? 

Yes. Rose and RoseIle Canyons are potential habitat for migratory birds. A NES will be perfonned to 
determine the potential to directly or indirectly affect migratory birds,or their nests or eggs (such as vegetation 
removal, box culveli replacement/repair, bridgework, etc.). 

Is there a potential for wetlands to occur within or adjacent to the construction area? 
Yes. The proposed project construction area is potentiaIly within a wetland. Proposed segments through 
RoseIJe and Rose Canyons cross some minor drainages that contain wetlands. 

Is there a, potential for agricultural wetlands to occur within or adjacent to the construction area? 
No. There are no agricultural lands within or immediately adjacent to the proposed alignment. Therefore, no 
agricultural wetlands will be affected. 

Is there a potential for the introduction or spread of invasive plant species? 

Yes. There are is the potential for the introduction or spread of invilsive plant species. 

Are there any historic sites or publicly owned public parks, recreation areas, or wildlife or waterfowl refuges 
[Section 4(t)) within or immediately adjacent to the construction area? 

Yes. There are open space/recreation areas within or immediately adjacent to the project construction area. A 
Section 4(t) analysis will be perfonned to detelmine ifthere are Section 4(f) resources that will be impacted 
wi~hin or immediately adjacent to the construction area. 

Does the project have the poten'tial to affect properties acquired or improved with Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act [Section 6(t)) funds? ' 

No. The project does not have the potential to affect properties acquired or improved with Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act [Section 6(f)] funds. 

Does the project have'the potential to affect any visual or scenic resources? 
Yes. The proposed project has the potential to effect aestheticaIly visual resources within the region. The 
RoseIle and Rose Canyon segments wiII likely involve cut and fiIJ structures with associated retaining waIJs 
and new lighting components. 

Will the project require the relocation of residential or business properties? 
No. The proposed project will not require the relocation of residential or business properties. 

Will the project require any right of way, including partial or full takes? Consider construction easements 
and utility relocations. ' 

Yes. The proposed project will require right of way acquisition. A right of way study will be required to 
determine the amount of right of way (partial or fuIl takes). Right of way engineering plans will be designed 
and reviewed along with right of way maps. 
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25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

Is the project inconsistent with plans and goals adopted by the community? 
-To,be determined. The proposed project has the potential to be inconsistent with local plans and goals. A 
community impact technical memorandum will be performed to determine the impact with community goals. 

Does the project have the potential to divide or disrupt neighborhoods/communities? 
No. The proposed project does not have the potential to divide or disrupt neighborhoods/communities. 

Does the project have the potential to disproportionately affect low-income and minority populations? 
No. The proposed project does not have the potential to disproportionately affect low-income and minority 
populations. 

Will the project require the relocation of public utilities? 
To be determined. The proposed project may have the potential to require the relocation ofpubIic utilities. 

Will the project affect access to properties or roadways? 
To be detennined. The proposed project may have the potential to affect access to properties or roadways. 

Will the project involve: changes in access control to the State Highway System (SHS)? 
No. The proposed project will not involve a change in access control to the SHS because there-are rio-highways 
involved. 

Will the project involve the use of a temporary road, detour, or ramp closure? 
No. As a result of the proposed project, no changes to local traffic patterns (short or long-term) will occur 
because no temporary roads, detours or ramp closures are anticipated. 

Will the project reduce-available parking? 
No. The proposed project will not change the number and/or location of parking spaces (either temporarily or 

pennanentIy). 
-Will the project construction encroach on state or federal lands? 

No. The proposed project construction will not encroach on state and federal lands. Although, the proposed 
Sorrento Valley segment is adjacent to Los Penasquitos Lagoon, which is part of the Torrey Pines State 
Reserve, it is not anticipated that there will be any adverse environmental impacts to Los Penasquitos Lagoon. 

Will the project convert any farmland to a different use or impact any farmlands? 
No. The proposed project will not convert any farmland to a different use and is not located immediately 
adjacent or within prime or unique fannlands. 

Is there National Register listed, or potentially eligible historic properties, or archaeological resources within 
or immediately adjacent to the construction area? (Note: Caltl'alls PQS allswers questioll #35) 

Is the project adjacent to, or would it encroach on Tribal land? 
No. The proposed pr<!ject is not adjacent to no~ would it encroach upon Tribal land. 

Distribution I) Original- DLAE, 2) Local Agency Project Manager, 3) DLA Environmental Coordinator 
4) Senior Environmental Planner (or designee), 5) District PQS 
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SCH No. 2010091064 
11-SD-05- KP R46.1/R49.1 (PM R28.6/R30.5) 

EA 022330; PI 1100000012 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code 

Project Description 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with the City of San Diego 
(City), proposes to improve the Interstate 5 (I-5)/Genesee Avenue interchange and make related 
improvements to the freeway, on- and off-ramps, Voigt Drive overcrossing, and Gilman Drive 
(Project).   

Determination 

Caltrans has prepared an Initial Study for this Project and, following public review, has determined 
from this study that the Proposed Project would not have a significant effect on the environment for 
the following reasons:  

The Proposed Project would have no effect on agricultural resources, air quality, climate 
change, community character, cultural resources, geology and soils, growth, hazardous wastes 
or materials, hydrology and water quality, land use, mineral resources, population and housing, 
public services, recreation, or utilities and emergency services. 

The Proposed Project would have no significant impacts on traffic, aesthetics, biological 
resources, temporary construction noise, or paleontology because the following measures 
would reduce potential effects to insignificance: 

Traffic

1. A public awareness campaign informing public about the Project and promoting alternate 
modes of transportation and alternate routes. 

2. Motorist information strategies, including portable changeable message signs (PCMSs) 
and the Caltrans Highway Information Network (CHIN). 

3. Incident management, including Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement Project 
(COZEEP), which includes assistance in moving disabled vehicles and increased 
California Highway Patrol (CHP) visibility, and additional Freeway Service Patrol. 

4. Various construction strategies to minimize traffic disturbance such as determining the 
best times for lane or ramp closures, a “Delay Clause” that penalizes contractor for 
failure to reopen lanes as specified, and coordination to avoid conflicts with other 
projects or special events at nearby businesses, hospitals, of the University of California, 
San Diego (UCSD). 

5. Alternate route strategies may include temporary detours, traffic signal modifications, 
and adjustments to ramp meters to accommodate diverted traffic. 
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Aesthetics 
 

1. Development and implementation of a comprehensive landscape concept plan.  This 
plan would be consistent with corridor-wide design themes developed by the office of the 
District 11 Landscape Architect.  This plan would include planting and irrigation layouts 
that specify plant materials and container sizes.  Types of landscape features would 
include: 

  Drought tolerant and sustainable landscape palettes. 

  Trees planted between the freeway traveler’s viewpoint and retaining walls taller than 
3 meters (m; 10 feet [ft]) tall, where feasible. 

  Vine planting sufficient to cover 90 percent of retaining walls within five years to 
reduce the visual impact of the walls and to act as a graffiti deterrent. 

  Median oleanders would be replaced where they cannot be preserved. 

  Slopes graded to 2:1 or flatter to sustain landscape planting and irrigation.  Grading 
design and operations would include techniques such as slope rounding, slope 
sculpting, and variable gradients to mimic the appearance of natural topography.  
Steeper slopes may be possible if they are serrated and contain benches wide 
enough to accept plants from 15-gallon containers. 

 
2. Bicycle lanes, pedestrian lighting, wider sidewalks and other urban amenities on the 

local street sections of structures would be consistent with local Community Plan 
guidelines and the corridor-wide design themes. 

 
3. Lighting and signage attachments would occur at pilasters or be incorporated in other 

architectural features and be consistent with corridor-wide design themes developed by 
the office of the District 11 Landscape Architect. 

 
4. Visible sections of retaining walls would receive color and texture treatments consistent 

with corridor-wide design themes developed by the office of the District 11 Landscape 
Architect. 

 
5. Structure design would be enhanced with architectural features consistent with corridor-

wide design themes developed by the office of the District 11 Landscape Architect. 
 

6. Retaining walls would be designed to visibly blend with graded slopes using techniques 
such as slope rounding, slope sculpting, and variable gradients to mimic the appearance 
of natural topography when feasible. 

 
7. Enhanced landscape plantings, including more densely spaced vines, a wider variety of 

vines, some with seasonal color, and more trees would be planted in front of the 
retaining wall on the south side of Genesee Avenue, east of I-5, and the retaining walls 
on both sides of I-5 south of Genesee Avenue, where possible.  

 
Biological Resources 
 

1. Indirect impacts to sensitive habitats and species shall be mitigated by the 
implementation of the following measures: 



 

iii 

  All sensitive habitats (including non-native grasslands) outside the impact areas 
would be designated as environmentally sensitive areas.  These environmentally 
sensitive areas would be fenced with orange plastic snow fencing, and no personnel, 
debris, or equipment would be allowed in the environmentally sensitive areas.  
Fencing would be installed in a manner that would not impact habitats to be avoided 
and such that it is clearly visible to personnel on foot and operating heavy 
equipment.  Fencing would be maintained throughout the construction period to 
preclude human entry into the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA).  No construction 
activities, materials, or equipment would be permitted outside the fenced Project 
footprint.  Caltrans would submit the final plans for initial clearing and grubbing of 
habitat and Project construction to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for 
approval, at least five days prior to initiating Project impacts (except for impacts 
resulting from clearing to install temporary fencing).  These final plans would include 
photographs that show the fenced limits of impact and all areas to be impacted or 
avoided.  If work occurs beyond the fenced or demarcated limits of impact, all work 
would cease until the problem has been remedied to the satisfaction of USFWS.  
Any impacts that occur beyond the approved fenced area would be offset in 
consultation with USFWS.  Temporary construction fencing would be removed upon 
Project completion. 

  Proposed post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) would include the 
use of appropriate devices/techniques such as landscaping/revegetation and 
vegetated swales/grass strips.  Energy dissipaters would reduce the velocity and 
downstream erosion potential of runoff leaving the Project area and would help 
maintain pre-development velocity rates.  All site design BMPs would reduce long-term 
urban contaminant generation by minimizing runoff volumes and velocities, removing 
accumulated contaminants, and increasing infiltration. 

  Bioswales would be planted with appropriate species.  Slopes adjacent to developed 
urban areas would be vegetated with native and drought tolerant non-invasive 
species selected by the landscape architect in coordination with the biologist and 
others.  Interchanges located in urban areas would be landscaped with native or 
ornamental non-invasive species. 

  Drainage from the construction area and new and proposed developed areas in and 
adjacent to the preserve would not drain directly into the MHPA.  Topography of the 
site is such that MHPA lands directly adjacent to the project are at a higher elevation.  
The Project would use biofiltration to treat road runoff prior to discharge into 
receiving water bodies.  The use of structural and non-structural BMPs and the 
restriction of grading and paving activity during significant rain events would reduce 
potential impacts associated with construction.  The project design would comply 
with Caltrans Municipal Stormwater Permit criteria of the State Water Resources 
Control Board and the Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board for the Project.  Erosion and 
sediment control devices used for the Project, including fiber rolls and bonded fiber 
matrix, would be made from biodegradable materials such as jute, with no plastic 
mesh, to avoid creating a wildlife entanglement hazard. 

  Caltrans would ensure that the following conditions would be implemented during 
Project construction: 

o Contractors and construction personnel would strictly limit their activities, 
vehicles, equipment, and construction materials to the fenced Project footprint; 
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o The Project site would be kept as clean of debris as possible.  All food-related 
trash items would be enclosed in sealed containers and regularly removed from 
the site; 

o Pets of construction personnel would not be allowed on the Project site; 

o All equipment maintenance, staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, coolant, or any 
other such activities would occur within the fenced Project impacts limits.  The 
changing of oil, refueling, and other actions that could result in a release of a 
hazardous substance would be restricted to designated areas that are a 
minimum of 30.5 m (100 ft) from any drainages.  Such designated areas would 
be surrounded with berms, sandbags, or other barriers to further prevent the 
accidental spill of fuel, oil, or chemicals.  Any accidental spills would be 
immediately contained, cleaned up, and properly disposed; 

o Impacts from fugitive dust would be avoided and minimized through watering and 
other appropriate measures; and 

o Cut and fill would be balanced within the Project or the construction contractor 
would identify the source or disposal location.  All spoils and material disposal 
will be disposed of properly. 

 
2. Temporary and permanent impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed) 

would be mitigated by implementation of the following mitigation measures: 

  Mitigation for temporary impacts to 0.4 ha (1.1 ac) of Diegan coastal sage scrub 
(including disturbed) would include (1) temporary revegetation on site (at a 1:1 ratio) 
by hydroseeding with a Diegan coastal sage scrub plant palette and (2) off-site 
creation of Diegan coastal sage scrub (at a 2:1 ratio).  The slopes would be 
temporarily revegetated until the proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project is 
implemented, at which time the final slopes would be permanently revegetated.   

  Mitigation for permanent impacts to 1.9 ha (4.7 ac) of Diegan coastal sage scrub 
(including disturbed) is proposed at a 2:1 ratio with off-site creation  of Diegan 
coastal sage scrub at the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.   

 
The draft mitigation plan for the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel has been 
reviewed by the resource agencies, and the final draft has been completed and is in 
review.   
 
A perpetual biological conservation easement or other conservation mechanism 
acceptable to USFWS would be recorded over the areas preserved, restored, and/or 
enhanced by the Project at the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.  The 
conservation mechanism would specify that no easements or activities (e.g., fuel 
modification zones, public trails, drainage facilities, walls, maintenance access roads) 
that would result in soil disturbance and/or vegetation removal would be allowed within 
the biological conservation easement areas.  Caltrans anticipates that the mitigation 
parcel would be placed into a conservation easement or other conservation mechanism 
prior to initiating Project impacts; however, annual reports would be provided on the 
mitigation parcel’s status until the conservation mechanism has been placed.   
 
Caltrans would prepare a perpetual long-term management, maintenance, and 
monitoring plan (e.g., a Habitat Management Plan [HMP]) for the Pardee (Deer Canyon) 
Mitigation Parcel.  The HMP would include, but not be limited to, the following: method of 
protecting the resources in perpetuity (e.g., conservation easement), monitoring 
schedule, measures to prevent human and exotic species encroachment, funding 
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mechanism, and contingency measures if problems occur.  The City has agreed to own 
and manage the mitigation parcel with a management endowment that would be paid by 
Caltrans, in accordance with the requirements of the TransNet Memorandum of 
Agreement.  Caltrans would establish a non-wasting endowment in an amount approved 
by USFWS based on a Property Analysis Record or similar cost estimation method to 
secure the ongoing funding for the perpetual long-term management, maintenance, and 
monitoring of the biological conservation easement area by an entity approved by 
USFWS.  Caltrans would submit a draft HMP including a description of perpetual 
management, maintenance, and monitoring actions, and the Property Analysis Record 
or other cost estimation results for the non-wasting endowment to USFWS for approval.  
Caltrans would submit the final HMP to USFWS and transfer the funds for the non-
wasting endowments to the appropriate management entities.  Caltrans anticipates that 
preparation of the HMP and transferring of the funds for the non-wasting endowment 
would not occur prior to initiating Project impacts; however, annual reports would be 
provided on the status until the final HMP has been provided and the endowment funds 
have been transferred. 

 
3. Impacts to coyote brush scrub would be minimized by implementation of the following 

measures: 

  Mitigation for temporary impacts to 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) of coyote brush scrub would 
include off-site creation of Diegan coastal sage scrub (at a 2:1 ratio) and temporary 
revegetation on site (at a 1:1 ratio) by hydroseeding with a Diegan coastal sage 
scrub plant palette.  The slopes would be temporarily revegetated until the proposed 
I-5 North Coast Corridor project is implemented, at which time the final slopes would 
be permanently revegetated.   

  Mitigation for permanent impacts to 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) of coyote brush scrub is proposed 
at a 2:1 ratio with off-site creation of Diegan coastal sage scrub at the Pardee (Deer 
Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.   

 
4. Temporary and permanent impacts to non-native grassland would be minimized by 

implementation of the following measures: 

  Temporary impact areas would be hydroseeded with native grassland and forb 
palette for erosion control measures. 

  Mitigation for permanent impacts to 3.5 ha (8.7 ac) of non-native grassland is 
proposed at a 0.5:1 ratio with off-site preservation of 1.7 ha (4.4 ac) of non-native 
grassland at the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.   

 
5. Mitigation for temporary (0.02 ha [0.05 ac]) and permanent impacts (0.45 ha [1.12 ac]) to 

southern willow scrub is proposed at a 3:1 ratio.  The southern willow scrub is 
considered jurisdictional wetland by the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG).  The off-site mitigation for southern willow scrub (including disturbed) would be 
completed at the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.   

 
6. Mitigation for temporary and permanent impacts to drainage/streambed under U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (Corps) jurisdiction is proposed at a 1:1 ratio.  Mitigation for 
temporary and permanent impacts to Corps jurisdictional wetland would be completed at 
the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.  No net loss of wetlands would occur with 
the implementation of mitigation.  A total of 0.04 ha (0.09 ac) of mitigation would be 
provided for impacts to Corps jurisdictional area. 
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7. The following avoidance and minimization measures would minimize impacts to special 

status animal species and raptors: 

  Temporary and permanent impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat (including 
disturbed) would be reduced through the implementation of avoidance and 
minimization measures described in Measure 2 for Biological Resources. 

  All native vegetation, trees, and large shrubs shall be cleared outside the breeding 
season of southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, northern harrier and other 
raptors, and other migratory birds (February 15 through August 31) to avoid breeding 
birds.  If Project construction occurs during the breeding season, pre-construction 
surveys and avoidance of nesting birds would be required by a biologist approved by 
USFWS.  If nesting southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, northern harrier or 
other raptor, or other migratory birds are observed/detected within the Project limits, 
construction would not be permitted to commence until the conclusion of the 
breeding season (August 31), or until all young have fledged.  No direct impacts to 
nests are allowed during the breeding season. 

  All lighting (including night lighting during construction) installed in the vicinity of the 
MHPA, native vegetation communities, and/or other open space areas would be 
directed away or shielded to prevent light overspill.  Streetlights would be low-
intensity and shielded to minimize illumination of the adjacent habitat.  Night lighting 
of construction areas would be of the lowest illumination necessary for human safety, 
selectively placed, shielded, and directed away from natural habitats. 

 
8. Implementation of the following avoidance and minimization measures would reduce 

direct and indirect impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher: 

  Temporary and permanent impacts to gnatcatcher habitat would be reduced through 
the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures described in Measures 
2 and 3 for Biological Resources. 

  All native vegetation, trees, and large shrubs shall be cleared outside the coastal 
California gnatcatcher and migratory bird breeding season (February 15 through 
August 31) to avoid breeding birds.  If ornamental vegetation clearing occurs during 
the breeding season pre-construction surveys and avoidance of nesting birds would 
be required by a biologist approved by USFWS.  If nesting gnatcatchers are 
observed/detected within a proposed impact area, on-site clearing would be 
suspended until the end of the breeding season (August 31), or until all young have 
fledged.  No direct impacts from Project operations (post construction) to nests are 
allowed during the breeding season. 

  A biologist would be present on site during initial clearing and grubbing, as well as 
weekly during Project construction located within 152 m (500 ft) of off-site 
gnatcatcher habitat to ensure compliance with all conservation measures.  The 
Project biologist would be familiar with the habitats, plants, and wildlife in the Project 
area to ensure that issues relating to biological resources are appropriately and 
lawfully managed.   

  To minimize construction noise impacts to nesting gnatcatchers, all pile driving for 
the Project that would occur near habitats that support gnatcatchers would be 
conducted between September 1 and February 14 to avoid the gnatcatcher breeding 
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season (or sooner than September 1 if the Project biologist can demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of USFWS that all nesting is complete). 

9. Implementation of the following avoidance and minimization measures would reduce 
impacts associated with invasive species: 

  A qualified biologist would review the Project landscape concept plans to ensure that 
no invasive species (as listed in the California Invasive Plant Inventory) are included.   

  A biological monitor would educate construction crews (prior to construction) on the 
benefits of cleaning equipment prior to ingress and egress.  

  Upon completion of grading, all areas of temporary disturbance would be 
revegetated with native species or ornamental landscaping to limit colonization by 
invasive species.  

  Following installation of revegetation and landscaping, such areas would be 
monitored and maintained to minimize invasive species. 

  In compliance with Executive Order 13112, and subsequent guidance from the 
FHWA, the landscaping and erosion control included in the Project would not use 
species listed as noxious weeds.  In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions 
would be taken if invasive species are found in or adjacent to the construction areas.  
Such precautions could include the inspection and cleaning of construction 
equipment and eradication strategies to be implemented should an invasion occur. 

 
Noise 
 
To avoid unnecessary annoyances from construction noise, the following construction noise 
control measures would be implemented: 

  Compliance with Caltrans’ Standard Specifications 7-1.011 (2006d) Sound Control 
Requirements.  “The contractor would comply with all local sound control and noise 
level rules, regulations and ordinances which apply to any work performed pursuant 
to the contract.  Each internal combustion engine, used for any purpose on the job or 
related to the job, would be equipped with a muffler of a type recommended by the 
manufacturer.  No internal combustion engine would be operated on the project 
without said muffler.” 

  Idling equipment would be turned off. 

  A noise-control monitoring program would be implemented to limit the impacts. 

  Noisier operations would be performed during the times least sensitive to receptors. 
 
Paleontology 
 

1. The following mitigation measures would effectively avoid or address potential impacts 
to paleontological resources from the Project. 

  A qualified principal paleontologist (Master of Science [M.S.] or Doctor of Philosophy 
[Ph.D.] in paleontology or geology familiar with paleontological procedures and 
techniques) would be retained to be present at pre-grading meetings to consult with 
grading and excavation contractors. 

  A paleontological monitor, under the direction of the qualified principal paleontologist, 
would be on site to inspect cuts for fossils at all times during original grading 



involving sensitive geologic formations. As grading progresses, the qualified 
paleontologist and paleontological monitor would have the authority to reduce the 
scope of the monitoring program to an appropriate level if it is determined that the 
potential for impacts to paleontological resources are lower than anticipated. 

• When fossils are discovered, the paleontologist (or paleontological monitor) would 
recover them. Construction work in these areas would be halted or diverted to allow 
recovery of fossil remains in a timely manner. During the monitoring and recovery 
phases, the paleontologist (or paleontological monitor) would routinely collect 
stratigraphic data to provide a stratigraphic context for any recovered fossils. 

• During the monitoring and recovery phases, the paleontologist (or paleontological 
monitor) would routinely collect stratigraphie data to provide a stratigraphie context 
for any recovered fossils. 

• Fossil remains collected during the monitoring and salvage portion of the mitigation 
program would be cleaned, repaired, sorted and cataloged. 

• Prepared fossils, along with copies of all pertinent field notes, photos and maps, 
would then be deposited in a scientific institution with paleontological collections. 

• A final report would be completed that outlines the results of the mitigation program. 

viii 



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR 

Interstate 5/Genesee Avenue Interchange Reconstruction Project 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has determined that the Build Alternative 
will have no significant impact on the human environment. This Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) is based on the attached Environmental Assessment (EA) which has been 
independently evaluated by Caltrans and determined to adequately and accurately discuss the 
need, environmental issues, and impacts of the proposed project and appropriate mitigation 
measures. It provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) is not required. Caltrans takes full responsibility for the accuracy, 
scope, and content of the attached EA (and other documents as appropriate). 

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action requi red in accordance with 
applicable Federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried-out by Caltrans under its 
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327. 

Date of Approval Bruce l. April 
Deputy District Director, Environmental 
District 11 
California Department of Transportation 

;, 
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SUMMARY 
 
S.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as assigned by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), and in cooperation with the City of San Diego (City), proposes to improve 
the Interstate 5 (I-5)/Genesee Avenue interchange and make related improvements to the freeway, 
on- and off-ramps, Voigt Drive overcrossing, and Gilman Drive.  The proposed I-5/Genesee 
Interchange Reconstruction Project is hereafter referred to as “Project.”  Caltrans is the lead 
agency for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance and for National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance of the Project pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327.  
 
The Project is included in the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 2030 San 
Diego Regional Transportation Plan: Pathways for the Future (2030 RTP) adopted on 
November 30, 2007 (SANDAG 2007) and the Financially Constrained 2010 Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (2010 RTIP) adopted on December 14, 2010 (SANDAG 
2010).  The total project cost (in 2010 dollars) is estimated at $145 million pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 
327. 
 
S.2 OVERVIEW OF PROJECT STUDY AREA 
 
The Project study area encompasses a segment of the I-5 corridor that extends approximately 
3.0 kilometers (km; 1.9 miles [mi]) between the La Jolla Village Drive northbound 
on-ramp/southbound off-ramp to the south at kilometer post (KP) R46.1 (post mile [PM] R28.6) 
and the Sorrento Valley Road interchange to the north at KP R49.1 (PM R30.5), a segment of 
Genesee Avenue that extends approximately 1.0 km (0.6 mi) from Science Center Drive to the 
Scripps Memorial Hospital entrance driveway, a segment of Voigt Drive that extends 
approximately 0.5 km (0.3 mi) in length, and a segment of Gilman Drive that extends 
approximately 0.3 km (0.2 mi) in length.   
 
The Project site is located in western San Diego County, within the City’s University City 
Community Plan area, which is located in the central western portion of the City.  The Project site is 
approximately 2.4 km (1.5 mi) east of the Pacific Ocean and 5.5 km (3.4 mi) north of State Route 
52.  The Project area includes a portion of I-5, a major north-south freeway.  Within the Project 
study area, I-5 is an eight-lane divided freeway with four lanes in each direction that are each 3.6 
meters (m; 12 feet [ft]) in width.  The inside shoulders are approximately 2.4 m (8 ft) wide, while the 
outside shoulders are approximately 3.0 m (10 ft) wide.  The existing median is approximately 5.9 
m (19 ft) wide and is unpaved beyond the shoulders.  The horizontal alignment of I-5 is relatively 
straight between La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue and then curves gently to the east, 
north of Genesee Avenue.  The vertical alignment of the freeway slopes upward at a 1.6-percent 
grade from La Jolla Village Drive to just south of the Voigt Drive overcrossing, and then slopes 
downward at a 3-percent grade to the north end of the Project study area.   
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S.3 PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
Purpose of the Project
 
The purpose of the Project is to: 

  Complete the continuity of Genesee Avenue as a six-lane primary arterial facility from 
North Torrey Pines Road to Regents Road, as identified in the University Community 
Plan 

  Improve traffic flow and reduce congestion on Genesee Avenue and at the I-5/Genesee 
Avenue interchange 

  Provide improvements of sufficient length to effectively address environmental matters 
and traffic concerns 

  Not preclude the ultimate I-5 freeway condition1  

  Allow the widened Genesee Avenue overcrossing to meet current Caltrans standards for 
vertical clearance 

  Improve general access and mobility within the University area, including bike and 
pedestrian access at the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange 

 
Need for the Project
 
The need for the Project arises from freeway, roadway, and intersection current capacities, 
which are mostly unacceptable; future transportation demands; a roadway that is not up to 
current Caltrans and City standards; and modal interrelationships and system linkages, as 
discussed in this section. 
 
Capacity and Transportation Demand  
 
The I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange currently experiences considerable congestion during 
peak-hour periods, resulting in unacceptable levels of service (LOS) and congested conditions.  
The terminology "level of service" is used to provide a "qualitative" evaluation based on certain 
"quantitative" calculations that are related to empirical values associated with the roadway or 
intersection capacity.  LOS is a measure developed in the Highway Capacity Manual as a 
means for documenting the performance of roadways and intersections.  LOS A is defined as 
excellent while LOS F is defined as poor or unacceptable.  LOS E and F are unacceptable for 
the City of San Diego.  Vehicle queues at both I-5 ramp intersections with Genesee Avenue 
currently exceed storage lengths of lanes during morning, midday, and evening peak hours.  
These queues impede traffic flows and contribute to congestion in the Project area.  In addition, 
the segment of Genesee Avenue between the southbound I-5 ramps and the northbound I-5 
ramps currently operates at an unacceptable LOS. 
 
Existing operations at the Genesee Avenue interchange are not up to current Caltrans and City 
standards and will worsen over time as a result of growth and associated traffic volume 
increases in the Project area.  Specifically, the San Diego County region is anticipated to 

1
 The ultimate configuration for this segment of I-5, after the implementation of the Proposed Project and the full 

implementation of the I-5 North Coast Corridor project, would consist of one high-occupancy vehicle lane, one 
auxiliary lane, and five general purpose lanes in each direction as indicated in the ultimate layout plan for the I-5 
North Coast Corridor project. 
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increase from a population of approximately 3.1 million in 2004 to 4.0 million in 2030 and the 
University community is expected to increase from a population of approximately 54,100 in 2007 
to 61,300 in 2030 (SANDAG 2008).  The following paragraph highlights how the Project area is 
not up to current Caltrans and City standards using Year 2030 No Build conditions as an 
example.   
 
According to the Traffic Operational Analysis (2008), under the Year 2030 No Build conditions, 
both I-5 intersections with Genesee Avenue would operate at LOS F with significant delays 
during the morning and evening peak periods.  Both intersections would operate at approaching 
or above capacity during morning, mid-day, and evening peak hours based on intersection lane 
vehicle (ILV) methodology.  Also under Year 2030 No Build conditions, all ramp merge/diverge 
locations would operate at LOS F in at least one of the peak periods analyzed.  The segment of 
Genesee Avenue between the southbound I-5 ramps and northbound I-5 ramps would operate 
at LOS F.  Lastly, in the Year 2030 No Build conditions, both the mainline and weaving2 
volumes would be over capacity for the southbound I-5 weave in the morning and evening peak 
periods and for the northbound I-5 weave in the evening peak period.  Only the weaving 
volumes would be over capacity for the northbound I-5 weave in the morning peak period, 
instead of the mainline and weaving volumes being over capacity as in the previously discussed 
scenarios. 
 
Roadway Deficiencies 
 
The Project proposes to widen the Genesee Avenue overcrossing structure to increase the 
roadway LOS to current City standards.  The existing Genesee Avenue overcrossing structure 
has a vertical clearance of 4.6 m (15.2 ft).  This vertical clearance does not meet current 
Caltrans’ standards.  Current standards require a vertical clearance of 5.1 m (16.5 ft).  Due to 
this existing vertical shortage, any widening of the existing structure would also not meet vertical 
clearance standards.  Therefore, the Project proposes to replace the existing bridge with a wider 
structure that conforms to Caltrans’ vertical clearance standards.  The new overcrossing would 
be increased from 23.2 m (76.1 ft) to 47.2 m (154.9 ft) in width.  Additionally, the existing 
overcrossing structure is not long enough to span the ultimate width of the planned I-5 widening 
improvements.  Such freeway widening improvements would not occur as part of the Project, 
but are planned by Caltrans as a separate future project.  Therefore, the proposed structure 
would be lengthened from 73.3 m (240.5 ft) to 91.8 m (301.2 ft), which would not preclude the 
ultimate I-5 freeway condition.  The increased structure length would increase the depth of the 
structure.  The increased structure depth and the current non-standard vertical clearance, 
combined with the need to maintain falsework clearance during construction and maintain 
current vertical clearance requirements in the future if I-5 is widened, require that the profile 
along Genesee Avenue be raised.  The height of the bridge deck would be increased from 6.1 
m (20.0 ft) to 10.3 m (33.8 ft) and the proposed vertical clearance when this Project is complete 
would be 6.8 m (22.2 ft).  The vertical clearance would be decreased if I-5 is widened in the 
future, but would continue to meet current vertical clearance requirements.   
 
Modal Interrelationships and System Linkages 
 
The Project area has a large concentration of business/employment land uses in the region.  
Maintaining or improving the accessibility of and mobility within this area is essential to the 
continued economic health of the region.  Genesee Avenue is designated as a Regionally 

2
 Weaving is defined as the crossing of two or more traffic streams traveling in the same general direction along a 

significant length of highway. 
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Significant Arterial by SANDAG and is part of the Regionally Significant Transportation Network, 
which consists of interstate freeways, state highways, arterial corridors, and regional transit 
services, as well as arterial streets that accommodate larger volumes of traffic.  All of these 
multi-modal facilities and services are considered essential to meeting the mobility and 
accessibility goals of the region.  The Project would include the appropriate length of roadway 
and freeway improvements considering the existing and anticipated future environmental and 
traffic conditions of the regional transportation network.  Specifically, the Project would be of 
sufficient length to provide a connecting link to facilitate traffic circulation between the east and 
west sides of I-5.  The length of the Genesee Avenue overcrossing would allow for anticipated 
future freeway widening.   
 
In addition, the Project would allow for future planned improvements to the transportation 
system, and would not preclude the ultimate I-5 freeway condition.  Project features have been 
designed to be compatible with and allow for such future planned improvements in the Project 
area.  Proposed overcrossings, ramp improvements, auxiliary lanes, and road improvements 
would provide for the ultimate improved I-5 configuration, inclusive of High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) lanes.  Additionally, bicycle and pedestrian facilities are proposed that would be 
consistent with planned multi-modal transportation facilities and goals in the Project area. 
 
S.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Proposed Build Alternative (Project)
 
The Project would reconstruct the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange to accommodate widening 
of Genesee Avenue and meet vertical clearance requirements for the overcrossing.   
Construction of the Project would not preclude the ultimate I-5 freeway condition.  The Project 
would replace the existing Genesee Avenue four-lane overcrossing with a new six-lane 
overcrossing.  The new overcrossing structure would be wider, longer, and higher than the 
existing structure, and would be shifted slightly to the north (the centerline would shift 
approximately 16.1 m [53 ft]) so that the existing overcrossing could continue to carry traffic 
during construction of the new overcrossing.  The four ramps at the Genesee Avenue 
interchange also would be widened and lengthened to accommodate increased (future year 
[2030]) traffic flows and the proposed overcrossing structure.   
 
The Project includes the addition of auxiliary lanes in both directions between the Genesee 
Avenue ramps and the adjacent ramps for La Jolla Village Drive and Sorrento Valley Road.  A 
ramp meter would be installed at the Sorrento Valley Road southbound on-ramp to control the 
volume of potential weaving traffic coming from Sorrento Valley Road during peak periods.  
Along with the ramp meter, two additional lanes would be added, including an HOV bypass.  
One additional lane would be added to the Sorrento Valley Road northbound off-ramp. 
 
Implementation of the auxiliary lanes between Genesee Avenue and La Jolla Village Drive 
would require replacement of the Voigt Drive overcrossing.  The Voigt Drive overcrossing 
structure would be designed such that it does not preclude implementation of other currently 
planned roadway and transit improvements at that location.  The future projects that are 
currently being planned are the ultimate widening of I-5 and direct access ramps3 under the 
proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project and a Light Rail Transit (LRT) crossing of I-5 adjacent 
to Voigt Drive under the Mid-Coast Corridor project.  To account for these future projects, the 

3
  Direct access ramps provide direct access from roadways to high-occupancy vehicle lanes in the center of the 

freeway. 
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Voigt Drive overcrossing would be lowered, lengthened, and widened.  The existing Voigt Drive 
overcrossing has a vertical clearance of 9.1 m (29.8 ft), which is higher than the required vertical 
clearance of 5.1 m (16.5 ft).  The Project proposes to lower the profile of Voigt Drive and provide 
a 6.0 m (19.7 ft) vertical clearance.  Lowering the profile of the Voigt Drive overcrossing would 
allow for improved profile geometry on the planned direct access ramps that would tie into the 
Voigt Drive overcrossing.  Lowering the profile of the Voigt Drive overcrossing also would allow 
for the planned LRT crossing of I-5 to be grade separated from the planned direct access 
ramps.  The new structure also would be longer to account for the future planned widening of I-5 
under the proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project and an LRT crossing of I-5 adjacent to 
Voigt Drive under the Mid-Coast Corridor project. The new Voigt Drive overcrossing would be 
constructed slightly to the north (the centerline would shift approximately 11.2 m [36.7 ft]) so that 
the existing overcrossing could continue to carry traffic during construction of the new 
overcrossing.  The Project also includes realignment of a portion of Gilman Drive and 
modifications to its intersection with Voigt Drive.   
 
The Project would be designed to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic, as well as 
vehicular traffic, within the Project corridor.  The proposed overcrossing structure would include 
a Class II bike lane4 that is 1.8 m (6 ft) wide in each direction.  The City of San Diego Bicycle 
Master Plan also identifies an existing Class III bike route5 along the shoulders of I-5 connecting 
Genesee Avenue and Sorrento Valley Road.  The proposed interchange improvements would 
include a two-way Class I bike path6 along the southbound I-5 shoulder with a barrier separating 
the bike path from the vehicular traffic.  Accordingly, the proposed improvements would include 
a bicycle and pedestrian link between the eastern and western sides of I-5 and would be 
consistent with planned multi-modal transportation facilities and goals in the Project area.   
 
Both the Genesee Avenue and Voigt Drive overcrossings would be improved for bicyclist and 
pedestrian access and operations.  The Genesee Avenue interchange would include a sidewalk 
that is 2 m (6.6 ft) wide on the north side of Genesee Avenue, bike lanes in both directions, 
striped/signalized pedestrian crossings and Americans with Disabilities Act- (ADA-) compliant 
pedestrian ramps at each intersection.  The Voigt Drive overcrossing would include sidewalks 
and bike lanes.  Existing free-right turns at the Genesee Avenue interchange would be removed 
to avoid conflicts with pedestrian and bicycle traffic.   
 
The Project also would involve the relocation of existing utilities that are located on the Genesee 
Avenue and Voigt Drive overcrossings.  These utilities would be re-installed on the replacement 
overcrossings.   
 
It is anticipated that construction staging would occur in a disturbed area between the Sorrento 
Valley Road southbound on-ramp and the I-5 freeway that was previously used for construction 
staging for the I-5/Interstate 805 (I-805) merge.  Other construction staging areas and access 
routes would be located within disturbed or developed areas within Caltrans right-of-way (R/W).  
 
It is anticipated that construction of the Project would not require borrow.  A portion of the 
excess soil would be used as an earthen buttress to stabilize an ancient landslide in the 
northwest quadrant of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange as part of this Project.  The 

4
  A Class II bike lane shares the right-of-way with a roadway or walkway.  It is indicated by a bikeway pictograph on 

the pavement and a continuous stripe on the pavement or separated by a continuous or intermittent curb or other 
low barrier. 

5
  A Class III bike route shares the right-of-way with a roadway or walkway.  It is not indicated by a continuous stripe 

on the pavement or separated by any type of barrier, but it is identified as a bikeway with signs. 
6  A Class I bike path is intended for the exclusive use of bicycles.  While it may parallel a roadway, it is physically 

separated by distance or a vertical barrier. 
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remainder of the excess soil would be disposed of off site in accordance with Caltrans’ standard 
specifications.   
 
The Project would be landscaped in accordance with the measures identified in the Visual 
Impact Analysis and the proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Design Guidelines.  
Architectural features, textures, integral concrete colors, and the creative use of materials would 
be used in the Project to create shadow lines and relief, and to reduce apparent scale.  
Enhanced surface materials such as mosaic tile and weathering steel may also be used if it 
meets the community design goals.  Trees, shrubs, and vines would be used to provide erosion 
control and to prevent graffiti. 
 
It is anticipated that the Proposed Project would be constructed in two phases.  The first phase 
would include reconstruction of the I-5/Genesee interchange, the addition of auxiliary lanes 
north of Genesee Avenue, and improvements to the Sorrento Valley Road on- and off-ramps.  
The second phase of Project construction would include the addition of auxiliary lanes south of 
Genesee Avenue, replacement of the Voigt Drive overcrossing, and realignment of Gilman 
Drive.  Per the Traffic Management Plan, construction phases would be split up into stages.  
Phase 1 (construction of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange) would include four stages and 
Phase 2 (construction of Voigt Drive and Gilman Drive) would include three stages.  Stages 
would be coordinated to minimize impacts to traffic flows.  Construction of the first phase is 
anticipated to begin in 2014 and to be completed in 2016.  Construction of the second phase 
would begin between 2015 and 2020 to coincide with the schedule for the proposed I-5 North 
Coast Corridor project and is expected to last two years.   
 
No Build Alternative
 
Under the No Build Alternative, none of the proposed improvements would be implemented, and 
the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange would remain in its current configuration.  This alternative 
would not address the fact that existing and projected operations at the Genesee Avenue 
interchange are not up to Caltrans and City standards.  It is expected that current and future 
development in the area would generate traffic volumes far beyond what the I-5/Genesee 
Avenue interchange can accommodate in its existing configuration.  The Project, which is 
consistent with regional goals in SANDAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and planned 
transportation facilities within the University City community and along the I-5 corridor, would not 
be implemented, and existing congestion would be exacerbated through growth planned in the 
City and in the region in general.   
 
S.5 PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED 
 
The following permits, reviews, and approvals would be required for Project construction: 

 
 

Table S-1
REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

Agency Permit/Approval Status
California Coastal Commission  Consolidated Coastal Development Permit Pending
United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) 

Section 7 Consultation for threatened and 
endangered species

Completed 

United States Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide 
Permit

Pending 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 
REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

Agency Permit/Approval Status 

California Department of Fish 
and Game 

Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement

Pending 

San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification Pending
Conformance with General Groundwater 
Extraction Waste Discharge Permit

Pending 

State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) 

Conformance with Caltrans Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges From Caltrans 
Properties, Facilities, and Activities  

Active  

General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit  

Active  

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Utility Construction Permit Request Pending 

 
 
S.6 PROJECT IMPACTS 
 
Project impacts associated with the Project that are analyzed in this document include those 
relating to land use; growth; community impacts; utilities and emergency services; traffic and 
transportation/pedestrian and bicycle facilities; visual/aesthetics; cultural resources; hydrology 
and floodplain; water quality and storm water runoff; geology/soils/seismic/topography; 
paleontological resources; hazardous waste/materials; air quality; noise and vibration; and 
biological resources, including natural communities, wetlands and other waters, plant and 
animal species, threatened and endangered species, invasive species, cumulative, and climate 
change.  Table S-2 provides a complete summary of potential impacts and avoidance, 
minimization, and/or mitigation measures of the Project and the No Build Alternative.   
 
Revisions in the Project plans would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to an acceptable 
level and there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that 
the Project may have a substantial adverse effect on the environment. 
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Table S-2 
SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 
Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Land Use No impact This alternative would not comply with RTP, 
RTIP, RCP, General Plan, and University 
Community Plan.  No mitigation measures 
are proposed. 

Growth No impact No impact 

Community 
Impacts 

No impact No impact 

Utilities Relocations of some utilities may be required.  Implementation of the 
following avoidance and minimization measure would avoid or minimize 
impacts to utilities:  

  Caltrans and the construction contractor would coordinate with utility 
providers during construction to finalize utility relocation and/or 
removal efforts. 

No impact 

Emergency 
Services 

Emergency services would likely be inconvenienced during construction 
of the Project.  Implementation of the following avoidance and 
minimization measure would avoid or minimize impacts to emergency 
services:  

  A Traffic Management Plan would be implemented to provide passage 
for emergency vehicles on roadways that would be temporarily 
affected during Project construction.  In addition, construction plans 
generally require the contractor to coordinate with local emergency 
services so that public safety is not threatened.   

Emergency services would likely experience 
deteriorating response times due to increased 
traffic congestion.  No mitigation measures 
are proposed. 
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Table S-2 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 
Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

A potential impact to traffic and transportation could occur as a result of 
construction activities prior to implementation of a project 
feature/minimization measure:  

  To minimize impacts to traffic and transportation, implementation of 
the Traffic Management Plan (2008) would be included as a part of the 
Project.   

 
The Genesee Avenue corridor is being designed to accommodate 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic in addition to vehicular traffic.  The 
following measures would avoid/minimize impacts to pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities: 

  Improve bicycle facilities.  The University City Community Plan 
identifies Genesee Avenue as a Class II bike lane facility from North 
Torrey Pines Road to State Route 52.  This facility has been fully 
implemented except for the portion across I-5 because the existing 
overcrossing structure is not wide enough to accommodate bike lanes.  
The proposed overcrossing structure would include sufficient space for 
a bike lane in each direction.  The University City Community Plan 
also identifies a Class III bike path along the shoulders of I-5 
connecting Genesee Avenue and Sorrento Valley Road.  The 
proposed interchange improvements also would include a two-way 
Class I bike path along the southbound I-5 shoulder with a barrier 
separating the bike path from the vehicular traffic.  

  Improve pedestrian accessibility.  Both the Genesee Avenue and Voigt 
Drive overcrossings would include improved pedestrian access.  The 
Genesee Avenue overcrossing would include a standard width 
sidewalk and striped/signalized pedestrian crossings and ADA-
compliant pedestrian ramps at each intersection.  The Voigt Drive 
overcrossing would include oversized (3-meter-wide [10-foot-wide]) 
sidewalks, striped crosswalks, and ADA-compliant pedestrian ramps. 

Intersections, roadways, freeways, and ramps 
would operate below acceptable levels 
(LOS F) in 2012 and/or 2030.  The 2012 and 
2030 freeway weave and intersection queuing 
analyses concluded that impacts would occur. 
No mitigation measures are proposed.   
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Table S-2 (cont.) 
SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 
Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Visual/Aesthetics 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Retaining walls proposed along I-5 and Genesee Avenue generally 
would introduce new visual elements within the I-5 corridor visual 
environment, resulting in an impact to visual/aesthetics resources prior to 
implementation of Project features and minimization measures.  
 
Visual mitigation for impacts to the I-5 corridor would consist of adhering 
to the following design requirements in cooperation with the Caltrans 
District 11 Landscape Architect.  

  Development and implementation of a comprehensive landscape 
concept plan.  This plan would be consistent with corridor-wide design 
themes developed by the office of the District 11 Landscape Architect.  
This plan would include planting and irrigation layouts that specify 
plant materials and container sizes.  Types of landscape features 
include: 
o Drought-tolerant and sustainable landscape palettes.  
o Trees planted between the freeway traveler’s viewpoint and 

retaining walls taller than 3 m (10 ft) tall, where feasible. 
o Vine planting sufficient to cover 90 percent of retaining walls within 

five years to reduce the visual impact of the walls and to act as a 
graffiti deterrent. 

o Median oleanders would be replaced where they cannot be 
preserved. 

o Slopes graded to 2:1 or flatter to sustain landscape planting and 
irrigation.  Grading design and operations would include 
techniques such as slope rounding, slope sculpting, and variable 
gradients to mimic the appearance of natural topography.  Steeper 
slopes may be possible if they are serrated and contain benches 
wide enough to accept plants from 15-gallon containers. 

  Bicycle lanes, pedestrian lighting, wider sidewalks, and other urban 
amenities on the local street sections of structures would be consistent 
with local Community Plan guidelines and the corridor-wide design 
themes. 

No impact 
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Visual/Aesthetics 
(cont.) 

  Lighting and signage attachments would occur at pilasters or be 
incorporated in other architectural features and be consistent with 
corridor-wide design themes developed by the office of the District 11 
Landscape Architect. 

  Visible sections of retaining walls would receive color and texture 
treatments consistent with corridor-wide design themes developed by 
the office of the District 11 Landscape Architect. 

  Structure design would be enhanced with architectural features 
consistent with corridor-wide design themes developed by the office of 
the District 11 Landscape Architect. 

  Retaining walls would be designed to visibly blend with graded slopes 
using techniques such as slope rounding, slope sculpting, and variable 
gradients to mimic the appearance of natural topography when 
feasible. 

  Enhanced landscape plantings, including more densely spaced vines, 
a wider variety of vines, some with seasonal color, and more trees 
would be planted in front of the walls, where possible.  

 
These measures may take longer than five years to be effective, but 
eventually would reduce the apparent scale of the walls and reduce the 
contrast of these structures with the existing and retained undeveloped 
slopes and vegetation. 

No impact 
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Cultural Resources 
 
 
 
 

Construction may result in discovery of cultural resources or human 
remains.  The following avoidance and minimization measures would be 
implemented: 
  If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-

moving activity within and around the immediate discovery area would 
be diverted until a qualified archaeologist can assess the nature and 
significance of the find. 

  If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 states that further disturbances and activities would 
cease in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie remains, and 
the County Coroner contacted.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American, the 
coroner would notify the Native American Heritage Commission who 
would then notify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD).  The person who 
discovered the remains would contact Caltrans District Senior 
Environmental Planner for Cultural Resources, so that they may work 
with the MLD on the respectful treatment and disposition of the 
remains.  Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as 
applicable. 

No impact 

Hydrology and 
Floodplain 

The Project would result in new impervious surfaces (approximately 4.76 
ha [11.76 ac]).  The Project would slightly encroach into a mapped 100-
year floodplain; impacts would be minimal.  Avoidance and minimization 
measures include appropriate sizing and location of proposed and 
existing drainage facilities, using appropriately sized energy dissipation 
structures at all drainage outlets to reduce flow velocities prior to 
discharge, minimizing Project encroachment into mapped floodplains, 
and matching existing curb and pavement grades for proposed 
improvements within floodplains.   

No impact 
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Water Quality and 
Storm Water 
Runoff 
 

Potential short-term water quality impacts related to Project construction 
include erosion/sedimentation, on-site use and storage of construction-
related hazardous materials (e.g., fuels, etc.), proposed reuse of soil 
containing aerially deposited lead, potential presence and 
removal/disposal of materials containing asbestos and creosote, and 
disposal of extracted groundwater (if required).  Long-term water quality 
impacts resulting from operation and maintenance of the Project involve 
the generation and discharge of constituents, such as total suspended 
solids, total dissolved solids, nutrients, metals, and trash, which could 
affect downstream receiving waters.  Avoidance and minimization 
measures related to water quality concerns include the use of 
construction site BMPs to prevent or minimize the potential short-term 
impacts of construction operations, as well as design pollution prevention 
BMPs, and treatment and maintenance BMPs for the long-term potential 
impacts.   

No impact 

Geology/Soils/ 
Seismic/ 
Topography 

The Project is susceptible to seismic hazards including ground rupture, 
ground acceleration, and liquefaction.  Proposed grading activities would 
increase the potential for erosion and transport of eroded material 
(sedimentation) downstream of the study area.  Avoidance or 
minimization measures would involve implementing recommendations 
from the Project geotechnical analysis such as design criteria, 
construction methodologies, field observations/testing, and site-specific 
geotechnical analysis, as well as conforming to applicable regulatory 
requirements and industry standards.  Construction-related erosion and 
sediment control measures would be implemented as part of required 
water quality conformance.  Implementation of the geotechnical 
recommendations and conformance with applicable regulatory/industry 
standards would effectively avoid or address potential short- and long-
term impacts related to geology/seismicity/ soils.  

No impact 
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Paleontology 
 

Project implementation could result in potential impacts to 
paleontological resources associated with short-term (construction) 
activities such as excavation and grading, although such impacts are 
considered long term because the associated loss of resource values 
would be permanent.  The following measures would effectively avoid or 
address potential impacts to paleontological resources from the Project. 
  A qualified principal paleontologist (Master of Science [M.S.] or Doctor 

of Philosophy [Ph.D.] in paleontology or geology familiar with 
paleontological procedures and techniques) would be retained to be 
present at pre-grading meetings to consult with grading and excavation 
contractors. 

  A paleontological monitor, under the direction of the qualified principal 
paleontologist, would be on site to inspect cuts for fossils at all times 
during original grading involving sensitive geologic formations.  As 
grading progresses, the qualified paleontologist and paleontological 
monitor would have the authority to reduce the scope of the monitoring 
program to an appropriate level if it is determined that the potential for 
impacts to paleontological resources are lower than anticipated. 

  When fossils are discovered, the paleontologist (or paleontological 
monitor) would recover them.  Construction work in these areas would 
be halted or diverted to allow recovery of fossil remains in a timely 
manner. 

  During the monitoring and recovery phases, the paleontologist (or 
paleontological monitor) would routinely collect stratigraphic data to 
provide a stratigraphic context for any recovered fossils. 

  Fossil remains collected during the monitoring and salvage portion of 
the mitigation program would be cleaned, repaired, sorted and 
cataloged. 

  Prepared fossils, along with copies of all pertinent field notes, photos 
and maps, would then be deposited in a scientific institution with 
paleontological collections. 

  A final report would be completed that outlines the results of the 
mitigation program.

No impact
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Hazardous 
Waste/Materials 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

According to the aerially deposited lead (ADL) site investigation, 
exposed soil is not a hazardous waste with regard to ADL.  Lead-based 
paint and asbestos-containing materials may exist on site.  An impact 
could potentially result from construction activities that disturb surfaces 
with lead-based paint, treated wood, and/or asbestos-containing 
materials, if present.  No other hazardous wastes or materials in the 
vicinity or on site pose a risk.   
 
The following measures would avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate for the 
presence of asbestos-containing material, treated wood, and lead-based 
paint hazards (if present) on site: 
  Contract specifications would include a line item for loading, 

transportation, and disposal of any contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater generated/encountered during Project construction.   

  Bridge railing gaskets and any other materials found during 
construction containing asbestos containing-materials shall be handled 
using proper Health and Safety precautions, and the materials shall be 
property disposed as hazardous waste according to federal, state, and 
local regulations.  Asbestos-containing materials would be removed by 
a licensed asbestos abatement contractor.  The certified asbestos 
consultant also would conduct abatement project planning, monitoring 
(including air monitoring), oversight, and reporting.   

  Yellow paint striping on the Genesee Avenue overcrossing and 
portions of the roadway contain lead-based paint.  If yellow paint 
striping or yellow thermoplastic paint stripe of pavement marking is 
removed by itself, it shall be contained and collected immediately so 
that it is not emitted into ambient air and disposed at a Class I Landfill 
facility.  A licensed abatement contractor would remove lead-based 
paint under the oversight of a qualified contractor prior to removal and 
demolition of the painted materials. 

  Treated wood waste must be managed as a non-hazardous 
designated waste by being disposed of at a landfill facility permitted to 
accept such wastes.   

No impact
 
 
 
 



Summary 

 

Interstate 5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project IS/EA S-16
June 2011 

Table S-2 (cont.) 
SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 
Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Hazardous 
Waste/Materials 
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  Because of the potential hazard from exposure of workers and the 
public to lead-contaminated soil and other potential hazards, a 
Certified Industrial Hygienist would prepare a site-specific Lead, 
Asbestos, and Treated Wood Compliance Plan  prior to grading.  In 
addition, site workers who may potentially be exposed to chemical 
hazards during the Project would have completed a training program 
meeting the requirements of 29 CFR 1910.120 and 8 CCR 1532.1 The 
plans developed by the Certified Industrial Hygienist would include a 
hazard analysis, and would describe dust control measures, air 
monitoring, signage, work practices, emergency response plans, 
personal protective equipment, decontamination, and documentation.

No impact
 
 
 
 

Air Quality 
 

A temporary impact could potentially result from construction activities 
that produce emissions.  
Implementation of the following measures would minimize any air quality 
affects resulting from construction activities:  
  The construction contractor shall comply with Caltrans’ Standard 

Specifications Section 7-1.01F and Section 10 of Caltrans’ Standard 
Specifications (2006d). 

  Apply water or dust palliative to exposed soil surfaces at the Project 
site as frequently as necessary to control fugitive dust emissions. 

  Spread soil binder on any unpaved roads used for construction 
purposes, and all construction parking areas. 

  Wash off trucks as they leave the Project site as necessary to control 
fugitive dust emissions.   

  Use track-out reduction measures such as gravel pads at access 
points to minimize dust and mud deposits on roads affected by 
construction traffic. 

  Remove dust and mud that are deposited on paved, public roads due 
to construction activity and traffic to decrease particulate matter. 

No impact
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Air Quality 
(cont.) 

  Cover transported loads of soils and wet materials prior to transport, or 
provide adequate freeboard (space from the top of the material to the 
top of the truck) to reduce PM10 and deposition of particulate matter 
during transportation. 

  Install mulch or plant vegetation as soon as practical after grading to 
reduce windblown particulate in the area. 

  Properly tune and maintain construction equipment and vehicles.  Use 
low sulfur fuel in all construction equipment as provided in California 
Code of Regulations Title 17, Section 93114. 
Locate equipment and materials storage areas as far away from 
residential and park uses as practical.  

No impact 

Noise 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To avoid unnecessary annoyances from construction noise, the following 
construction noise control measures would be implemented: 
  Compliance with Caltrans’ Standard Specifications 7-1.011 (2006d) 

Sound Control Requirements.  “The contractor would comply with all 
local sound control and noise level rules, regulations and ordinances 
which apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract.  Each 
internal combustion engine, used for any purpose on the job or related 
to the job, would be equipped with a muffler of a type recommended by 
the manufacturer.  No internal combustion engine would be operated 
on the Project without said muffler.” 

  Idling equipment would be turned off. 
  Noise-control monitoring program would be implemented to limit the 

impacts. 
  Noisier operations would be performed during the times least sensitive 

to receptors. 

No impact 
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Noise  
(cont.) 

The Noise Study Report states that calculations based on preliminary 
design data indicate that a sound wall would reduce noise levels by 
5 dBA at R15A and R15B, which would reduce the sound level at those 
locations to below the NAC.  The sound wall at Warren Field would need 
to be 204 m (669 ft) long with a maximum height of 2.4 m (8 ft).  The 
Noise Abatement Decision Report deems the wall to be feasible; 
however, a wall in this location would not be reasonable due to cost.  A 
cost estimate shows that the wall would cost $424,788.  While the wall 
would provide a reduction in noise, the cost per residence is higher than 
the cost per residence allowance, thus rendering the wall unreasonable 
to construct.  If during final design, conditions have substantially 
changed, noise abatement may not be necessary.  The final decision of 
the noise abatement would be made upon completion of the Project 
design and the public involvement processes. 

No impact 

Natural 
Communities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Final mitigation ratios and the location for off-site mitigation would be 
determined during the permit process.  Mitigation ratios within this 
document are based on mitigation requirements for recent, similar 
Caltrans projects.  
 
Given that Caltrans is proposing additional improvements along this 
portion of I-5 as part of the proposed I-5 North Coast project, which 
overlaps with this Project, areas subject to temporary impacts would be 
hydroseeded with an appropriate native species palette.  
 
Permanent impacts to 1.9 ha (4.7 ac) of Diegan coastal sage scrub 
(including disturbed), 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) of coyote brush scrub, and 3.5 ha 
(8.7 ac) of non-native grassland (including disturbed) would occur.  In 
addition, temporary impacts to 0.4 ha (1.1 ac) of Diegan coastal sage 
scrub (including disturbed), 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) of coyote brush scrub, and 
0.9 ha (2.2 ac) of non-native grassland (including disturbed) would occur.  
Direct impacts to natural communities within the Multi-Habitat Planning 
Area (MHPA) would include 0.2 ha (0.6 ac) of temporary impacts and 
1.1 ha (2.8 ac) of permanent impacts. 
 

No impact 
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Natural 
Communities 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The following measures would minimize impacts to natural communities: 
 
Natural Communities

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (including disturbed).  Avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been incorporated into the Project design.  
Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub would be minimized through the 
installation of retaining walls and construction of manufactured 2:1 
slopes rather than 4:1 to minimize the grading footprint.  All sensitive 
habitats (including Diegan coastal sage scrub) outside the impact areas 
would be designated as environmentally sensitive areas.  These 
environmentally sensitive areas would be fenced with orange plastic 
snow fencing, and no personnel, debris, or equipment would be allowed 
in the environmentally sensitive areas.  Fencing would be installed in a 
manner that would not impact habitats to be avoided and such that it is 
clearly visible to personnel on foot and operating heavy equipment.  
Fencing would be maintained throughout the construction period to 
preclude human entry into the MHPA.  No construction activities, 
materials, or equipment would be permitted outside the fenced Project 
footprint.  Caltrans would submit the final plans for initial clearing and 
grubbing of habitat and Project construction to USFWS for approval, at 
least five days prior to initiating Project impacts (except for impacts 
resulting from clearing to install temporary fencing).  These final plans 
would include photographs that show the fenced limits of impact and all 
areas to be impacted or avoided.  If work occurs beyond the fenced or 
demarcated limits of impact, all work would cease until the problem has 
been remedied to the satisfaction of USFWS.  Any impacts that occur 
beyond the approved fenced area would be offset in consultation with 
USFWS.  Temporary construction fencing would be removed upon 
Project completion. 
 
Temporary and permanent impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub 
(including disturbed) would be minimized by implementation of the 
following measures: 
 

No impact 
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  Mitigation for temporary impacts to 0.4 ha (1.1 ac) of Diegan coastal 
sage scrub (including disturbed) would include (1) temporary 
revegetation on site by hydroseeding with a Diegan coastal sage scrub 
plant palette and (2) off-site creation of Diegan coastal sage scrub (at a 
2:1 ratio).  The slopes would be temporarily revegetated until the 
proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project is implemented, at which 
time the final slopes would be permanently revegetated. 

  Mitigation for permanent impacts to 1.9 ha (4.7 ac) of Diegan coastal 
sage scrub (including disturbed) is proposed at a 2:1 ratio with off-site 
creation of Diegan coastal sage scrub.  

 
Off-site Diegan coastal sage scrub creation is proposed at the Pardee 
(Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.   
 
The draft mitigation plan for the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel 
has been reviewed by the resource agencies, and the final draft has 
been completed and is in review.    
 
A perpetual biological conservation easement or other conservation 
mechanism acceptable to USFWS would be recorded over the areas 
preserved, restored, and/or enhanced by the Project at the Pardee (Deer 
Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.  The conservation mechanism would specify 
that no easements or activities (e.g., fuel modification zones, public 
trails, drainage facilities, walls, maintenance access roads) that would 
result in soil disturbance and/or vegetation removal would be allowed 
within the biological conservation easement areas.  Caltrans anticipates 
that the mitigation parcel would be placed into a conservation easement 
or other conservation mechanism prior to initiating Project impacts; 
however, annual reports would be provided on the mitigation parcel’s 
status until the conservation mechanism has been placed.   
 
Caltrans would prepare a perpetual long-term management, 
maintenance, and monitoring plan (e.g., a Habitat Management Plan 
[HMP]) for the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.  The HMP would 

No impact 
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include, but not be limited to, the following: method of protecting the 
resources in perpetuity (e.g., conservation easement), monitoring 
schedule, measures to prevent human and exotic species 
encroachment, funding mechanism, and contingency measures if 
problems occur.  The City has agreed to own and manage the mitigation 
parcel with a management endowment that would be paid by Caltrans, in 
accordance with the requirements of the TransNet Memorandum of 
Agreement.  Caltrans would establish a non-wasting endowment in an 
amount approved by USFWS based on a Property Analysis Record or 
similar cost estimation method to secure the ongoing funding for the 
perpetual long-term management, maintenance, and monitoring of the 
biological conservation easement area by an entity approved by 
USFWS.  Caltrans would submit a draft HMP including a description of 
perpetual management, maintenance, and monitoring actions, and the 
Property Analysis Record or other cost estimation results for the non-
wasting endowment to USFWS for approval.  Caltrans would submit the 
final HMP to USFWS and transfer the funds for the non-wasting 
endowments to the appropriate management entities.  Caltrans 
anticipates that preparation of the HMP and transferring of the funds for 
the non-wasting endowment would not occur prior to initiating Project 
impacts; however, annual reports would be provided on the status until 
the final HMP has been provided and the endowment funds have been 
transferred. 

Coyote Brush Scrub.  Avoidance and minimization efforts have been 
incorporated into the Project design.  Impacts to coyote brush scrub 
would be minimized through the installation of retaining walls to minimize 
the grading footprint.  All sensitive habitats (including coyote brush 
scrub) outside the impact areas would be designated as environmentally 
sensitive areas.  These environmentally sensitive areas would be fenced 
with orange plastic snow fencing, and no personnel, debris, or 
equipment would be allowed in the environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
 
 

No impact 
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Impacts to coyote brush scrub would be minimized by implementation of 
the following measures: 

  Mitigation for temporary impacts to 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) of coyote brush 
scrub would include off-site creation of Diegan coastal sage scrub (at 
a 2:1 ratio) and temporary revegetation on site (at a 1:1 ratio) by 
hydroseeding with a Diegan coastal sage scrub plant palette.  The slopes 
would be temporarily revegetated until the proposed I-5 North Coast 
Corridor project is implemented, at which time the final slopes would 
be permanently revegetated. 

  Mitigation for permanent impacts to 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) of coyote brush 
scrub is proposed at a 2:1 ratio with off-site  creation of Diegan coastal 
sage scrub at the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.   

 
Non-native Grassland (including disturbed).  Avoidance and minimization 
efforts have been incorporated into the Project design.  All sensitive 
habitats (including non-native grasslands) outside the impact areas 
would be designated as environmentally sensitive areas.  These 
environmentally sensitive areas would be fenced with orange plastic 
snow fencing, and no personnel, debris, or equipment would be allowed 
in the environmentally sensitive areas.  Temporary impacts to species 
occupying or using non-native grasslands would be minimized through 
the implementation of the following measure: 

  Temporary impact areas would be hydroseeded with a native 
grassland and forb palette for erosion control measures.  

 
Permanent impacts to non-native grassland would be minimized by 
implementation of the following measure: 

  Mitigation for permanent impacts to 3.5 ha (8.7 ac) of non-native 
grassland is proposed at a 0.5:1 ratio with off-site preservation of non-
native grassland at the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation Parcel.   

 
 
 

No impact 
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Multiple Species Conservation Program
 
The Project has been designed to minimize impacts to the MHPA.  Direct 
impacts to natural communities within the MHPA would include 0.2 ha 
(0.6 ac) of temporary impacts and 1.1 ha (2.8 ac) of permanent impacts.  
The loss of these habitats would be minimized through implementation of 
the mitigation identified for the habitats above, and implementation of the 
mitigation described below for Wetlands and Other Waters (for impacts to 
southern willow scrub [including disturbed] within the MHPA).   
 
Direct and indirect impacts due to adjacency concerns related to fugitive 
dust and invasive species would be avoided or minimized to acceptable 
levels through Project design, and implementation of the following 
avoidance and minimization measures: 

  All sensitive habitats outside the impact areas would be designated as 
environmentally sensitive areas.  These environmentally sensitive 
areas would be fenced with orange plastic snow fencing, and no 
personnel, debris, or equipment would be allowed in the 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

  Fugitive dust would be minimized through the application of water or 
chemical palliatives to active construction areas and unpaved 
surfaces. Areas of temporary impacts would be hydroseeded with a 
Diegan coastal sage scrub or native grassland and forb plant palette for 
temporary revegetation and would contain only native species. 

  Invasive plant species would not be used in Project landscaping. 

  Site design BMPs are intended to control construction and post-
development runoff, erosion potential, and contaminant generation.  
Construction-related BMPs would include: 
o Installing erosion and sediment control devices such as silt fences, 

fiber rolls, bonded fiber matrix, mulching, and gravel bags in 
appropriate locations; 

o Placing temporary filters at storm drain inlets (e.g., gravel 
bags/filter fabric); 

o Stabilizing construction entrances;  
o Designating containment areas for material storage 

(e.g., covering/berming of soil stockpiles);

No impact 
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o Providing containment areas for solid waste storage and concrete 
washout; and 

o Using energy dissipators in appropriate locations.  
 
Post-construction BMPs would include the use of appropriate 
devices/techniques such as landscaping/revegetation and vegetated 
swales/grass strips.  Energy dissipaters would reduce the velocity and 
downstream erosion potential of runoff leaving the Project area and 
would help maintain pre-development velocity rates.  All site design 
BMPs would reduce long-term urban contaminant generation by 
minimizing runoff volumes and velocities, removing accumulated 
contaminants, and increasing infiltration. 
 
Bioswales would be planted with appropriate species.  Slopes adjacent 
to developed urban areas would be vegetated with native and drought 
tolerant non-invasive species selected by the landscape architect in 
coordination with the biologist and others.  Interchanges located in urban 
areas would be landscaped with native or ornamental non-invasive 
species. 
 
Drainage from the construction area and new and proposed developed 
areas in and adjacent to the preserve would not drain directly into the 
MHPA.  Topography of the site is such that MHPA lands directly 
adjacent to the project are at a higher elevation.  The Project would use 
biofiltration to treat road runoff prior to discharge into receiving water 
bodies.  The use of structural and non-structural BMPs and the 
restriction of grading and paving activity during significant rain events 
would reduce potential impacts associated with construction.  The 
project design would comply with Caltrans Municipal Stormwater Permit 
criteria of the State Water Resources Control Board and the Clean Water 
Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board for the Project.  Erosion and sediment control 
devices used for the Project, including fiber rolls and bonded fiber matrix, 
would be made from biodegradable materials such as jute, with no 
plastic mesh, to avoid creating a wildlife entanglement hazard. 

No impact 
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
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Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Natural 
Communities 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Caltrans would ensure that the following conditions would be 
implemented during Project construction: 

  Contractors and construction personnel would strictly limit their 
activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction materials to the 
fenced Project footprint; 

  The Project site would be kept as clean of debris as possible.  All 
food-related trash items would be enclosed in sealed containers and 
regularly removed from the site; 

  Pets of construction personnel would not be allowed on the Project 
site; 

  All equipment maintenance, staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, 
coolant, or any other such activities would occur within the fenced 
Project impacts limits.  The changing of oil, refueling, and other 
actions that could result in a release of a hazardous substance would 
be restricted to designated areas that are a minimum of 30.5 m (100 
ft) from any drainages.  Such designated areas would be surrounded 
with berms, sandbags, or other barriers to further prevent the 
accidental spill of fuel, oil, or chemicals.  Any accidental spills would 
be immediately contained, cleaned up, and properly disposed; 

  Impacts from fugitive dust would be avoided and minimized through 
watering and other appropriate measures; and 

  Cut and fill would be balanced within the Project or the construction 
contractor would identify the source or disposal location.  All spoils 
and material disposal will be disposed of properly. 

No impact 
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 
Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Wetlands and 
Other Waters 
 

The Project would temporarily impact 0.02 ha (0.05 ac) and permanently 
impact 0.45 ha (1.12 ac) of southern willow scrub (including disturbed), 
for a total wetland impact of 0.47 ha (1.17 ac).  The Project would impact 
0.04 ha (0.09 ac) of Corps jurisdictional areas and 0.47 ha (1.17 ac) of 
CDFG jurisdictional areas.  Water quality could be affected during 
construction or operation by potential surface runoff, including 
sedimentation, fertilizers, and car petroleum products.  Decreased water 
quality may affect vegetation, aquatic animals, and terrestrial wildlife that 
depend upon these resources.   
 
The following avoidance and minimization measures would minimize 
impacts to wetlands and other waters: 
 
Wetland and Riparian Habitats/Jurisdictional Areas 
 
The Project has been designed to avoid and/or minimize temporary and 
permanent impacts to wetland and riparian habitats/jurisdictional areas.  
The area of impact in other portions of the Project site has been reduced 
with the use of retaining walls that minimize the Project grading footprint. 
 
Southern willow scrub impacts would be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio at the 
Pardee (Deer Canyon) mitigation site.  The site is located near other 
areas successfully restored to wetland habitat and is suitable for wetland 
creation.  Caltrans proposes to create approximately 5.0 ha (12.3 ac) of 
southern willow scrub to meet the no net loss requirement for wetland 
impacts along either side of the existing cobble channel, without 
impacting the channel itself within the Pardee (Deer Canyon) Mitigation 
Parcel.  Wetland impacts from several other projects also would be 
mitigated at this site.   

No impact 
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Table S-2 (cont.) 
SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 
Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Wetlands and 
Other Waters 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wetland communities occur in proximity to the Project footprint in several 
areas, including freshwater marsh (including disturbed) within 
approximately 1.5 m (5 ft), southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest 
within approximately 96.0 m (315 ft), emergent wetland within 
approximately 41.2 m (135 ft), open water within approximately 1.5 m 
(5 ft), and disturbed wetland within approximately 54.9 m (180 ft) from 
the Project site.  Additionally, the freshwater marsh (including disturbed), 
southern willow scrub (including disturbed), open water and emergent 
wetland communities located outside the direct impact areas would be 
designated as environmentally sensitive areas.  These environmentally 
sensitive areas would be fenced with orange plastic snow fencing, and 
no personnel, debris, or equipment would be allowed in the 
environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
No net loss of wetlands would occur with the implementation of mitigation.  
Approximately 1.46 ha (3.60 ac) of southern willow scrub is required for 
mitigation for impacts to southern willow scrub and drainage/ streambed. 

No impact 

Plant Species No impact No impact 

Animal Species 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Project would impact riparian habitat; therefore, there is a potential to 
impact yellow warbler and yellow-breasted chat.  Impacts to this habitat 
have been minimized and to date, neither of these species has been 
detected in the riparian habitat to be impacted; thus, no avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation measures would be required for those species. 
 

Avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into the 
Project design to reduce impacts to habitat supporting orange-throated 
whiptail, southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, northern harrier, 
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, San Diego black-tailed 
jackrabbit, San Diego desert woodrat, and southern mule deer.  Such 
avoidance and minimization efforts include installation of retaining walls 
and construction of manufactured slopes with 2:1 slopes rather than 4:1 
to minimize the grading footprint.  Avoidance efforts include designating 
all sensitive habitats (including those occupied by sensitive animal 
species) outside the impact areas as environmentally sensitive areas, 
fencing environmentally sensitive areas with orange plastic snow 

No impact 
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
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Impacts Related to the No Build 
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Animal Species 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

fencing, and prohibiting personnel, debris, or equipment within the 
environmentally sensitive areas.  Temporary and permanent impacts to 
Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed) and non-native 
grassland would be reduced through the implementation of avoidance 
and minimization measures described above for Natural Communities.  
The following avoidance and minimization measure would reduce 
impacts to special status animal species and raptors: 

  All native vegetation, trees, and large shrubs shall be cleared outside 
the breeding season of southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, 
northern harrier and other raptors, and other migratory birds (February 
15 through August 31) to avoid breeding birds.  If Project construction 
occurs during the breeding season, pre-construction surveys and 
avoidance of nesting birds would be required by a biologist approved 
by USFWS.  If nesting southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, 
northern harrier or other raptor, or other migratory birds are 
observed/detected within the Project limits, construction would not be 
permitted to commence until the conclusion of the breeding season 
(August 31), or until all young have fledged.  No direct impacts to 
nests are allowed during the breeding season. 

  All lighting (including night lighting during construction) installed in the 
vicinity of the MHPA, native vegetation communities, and/or other 
open space areas would be directed away or shielded to prevent light 
overspill.  Streetlights would be low-intensity and shielded to minimize 
illumination of the adjacent habitat.  Night lighting of construction 
areas would be of the lowest illumination necessary for human safety, 
selectively placed, shielded, and directed away from natural habitats. 
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Table S-2 (cont.) 
SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 
Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species 

The Project would impact Diegan coastal sage scrub, the preferred 
habitat of the coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica 
californica).  Implementation of the Project would result in temporary 
impacts to 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) and permanent impacts to 1.5 ha (3.7 ac) of 
Diegan coastal sage scrub, and temporary impacts to 0 ha (0.1 ac) and 
permanent impacts to 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) of disturbed Diegan coastal sage 
scrub.  Direct impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub would occur where 
one pair of coastal California gnatcatcher was observed/detected.  
 
In addition, Project construction would generate noise that could 
potentially result in a temporary impact to coastal California gnatcatcher.  
Noise-related direct impacts would occur if coastal California 
gnatcatchers were displaced from their nests and failed to breed.  
Construction-related noise would result in a limited impact to coastal 
California gnatcatchers given the relatively high existing ambient noise 
from the adjacent roadway and that the construction noise would be 
temporary. 
 
No permanent indirect impacts would occur given that ambient noise levels 
were 61.1 dBA Leq at the southern measurement location and 66.4 dBA Leq 
at the northern measurement location, and noise levels are not likely to rise 
substantially (2 dB[A] or less) during operation of the new facilities. 

No impact 
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The following avoidance and minimization measures would effectively 
avoid or minimize impacts to threatened and endangered species: 
 
Coastal California Gnatcatcher  
 
Avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into the 
Project design to minimize impacts to habitat supporting coastal 
California gnatcatcher, including installation of retaining walls and 
construction of manufactured slopes with 2:1 slopes rather than 4:1 to 
minimize the grading footprint.  Avoidance efforts also include 
designating all sensitive habitats (including those occupied by coastal 
California gnatcatcher) outside the impact areas as environmentally 
sensitive areas, fencing environmentally sensitive areas with orange 
plastic snow fencing, and prohibiting personnel, debris, or equipment 
within the environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
Temporary and permanent impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub 
(including disturbed) habitat would be reduced through the 
implementation of avoidance and minimization measures described 
above for Natural Communities.  In addition, implementation of the 
following avoidance and minimization measure would reduce direct and 
indirect impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher:  
  All native vegetation, trees, and large shrubs shall be cleared outside 

the coastal California gnatcatcher and other migratory bird breeding 
season (February 15 through August 31) to avoid breeding birds.  If 
ornamental vegetation clearing occurs during the breeding season 
pre-construction nesting bird surveys and avoidance of nesting birds 
would be required by a biologist approved by USFWS.  If nesting 
gnatcatchers are observed/detected within a proposed impact area, 
on-site clearing would be suspended until the end of the breeding 
season (August 31), or until all young have fledged.  No direct impacts 
to nests are allowed during the breeding season. 

  A biologist would be present on site during initial clearing and 
grubbing, as well as weekly during Project construction located within 
152 m (500 ft) of off-site gnatcatcher habitat to ensure compliance with 

No impact 
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
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Alternative 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species (cont.) 
 

all conservation measures.  The Project biologist would be familiar 
with the habitats, plants, and wildlife in the Project area to ensure that 
issues relating to biological resources are appropriately and lawfully 
managed.   

  To minimize construction noise impacts to nesting gnatcatchers, all 
pile driving for the Project that would occur near habitats that support 
gnatcatchers would be conducted between September 1 and February 
14 to avoid the gnatcatcher breeding season (or sooner than 
September 1 if the Project biologist can demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of USFWS that all nesting is complete). 

Invasive Species 
 

Construction activities could result in the further spread of invasive plant 
species within the BSA.   
 
Implementation of the following avoidance and minimization measures 
would reduce impacts associated with invasive species: 
  A qualified biologist would review the Project landscape concept plans 

to ensure that no invasive species (as listed in the California Invasive 
Plant Inventory) are included.  A biological monitor would educate 
construction crews (prior to construction) on the benefits of cleaning 
equipment prior to ingress and egress. Upon completion of grading, all 
areas of temporary disturbance would be revegetated with native 
species or ornamental landscaping to limit colonization by invasive 
species. 

  Following installation of revegetation and landscaping, such areas 
would be monitored and maintained to minimize invasive species 

  In compliance with EO 13112, and subsequent guidance from the 
FHWA, the landscaping and erosion control included in the Project 
would not use species listed as noxious weeds.  In areas of particular 
sensitivity, extra precautions would be taken if invasive species are 
found in or adjacent to the construction areas.  Such precautions could 
include the inspection and cleaning of construction equipment and 
eradication strategies to be implemented should an invasion occur. 

No impact 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Project-related contributions to the visual and biological environment 
would not be cumulatively considerable.    

No impact 
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 
Impacts Related to I-5/Genesee Interchange Reconstruction Project 

and Proposed Measures to Minimize Harm 
Impacts Related to the No Build 

Alternative 

Climate Change Due to the reduction in vehicle hours traveled and improved traffic flow 
following Project buildout, carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions should be 
reduced.    
 
To the extent that it is applicable or feasible for the Project and through 
coordination with the Project Development Team, the following 
measures would be included in the Project to reduce the GHG emissions 
and potential climate change impacts from the Project: 
  Landscaping would use reclaimed water, where possible.  Currently 

30 percent of the electricity used in California is used for the treatment 
and delivery of water.  Use of reclaimed water helps conserve this 
energy, which reduces greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from 
electricity production.  

  Landscaping would be utilized to reduce surface warming and through 
photosynthesis decreases CO2.  The Project proposes planting of 
ornamental, drought tolerant trees, shrubs, vines, and groundcover on 
modified slopes, medians, and landscaped strips.  This vegetation 
would help offset any potential CO2 emissions increase.   

  According to Caltrans Standard Specification Provisions, idling time for 
lane closure during construction is restricted to 10 minutes in each 
direction; in addition, the contractor must comply with San Diego Air 
Quality Management District’s rules, ordinances, and regulations in 
regard to air quality restrictions. 

  Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol are working with regional 
agencies to implement intelligent transportation systems (ITS) to help 
manage the efficiency of the existing highway system.  ITS is 
commonly referred to as electronics, communications, or information 
processing used singly or in combination to improve the efficiency or 
safety of a surface transportation system. 

  The City of San Diego provides ridesharing services and park-and-ride 
facilities to help manage the growth in demand for highway capacity. 

No impact
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Implementation of the auxiliary lanes between Genesee Avenue and La Jolla Village Drive 
would require replacement of the Voigt Drive overcrossing.  The location of the existing 
overcrossing foundations precludes any widening of the freeway.  The Voigt Drive overcrossing 
structure would be designed such that it does not preclude implementation of other currently 
planned roadway and transit improvements at that location.  The future projects that are 
currently being planned include the ultimate widening of I-5 and direct access ramps4 under the 
proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project and a Light Rail Transit (LRT) crossing of I-5 adjacent 
to Voigt Drive under the Mid-Coast Corridor project.  To account for these future projects, the 
Voigt Drive overcrossing would be lowered, lengthened, and widened.  The existing Voigt Drive 
overcrossing has a vertical clearance of 9.1 m (29.8 ft), which is higher than the required vertical 
clearance of 5.1 m (16.5 ft).  The Project proposes to lower the profile of Voigt Drive and provide 
a 6.0-m (19.7-ft) vertical clearance.  Lowering the profile of the Voigt Drive overcrossing would 
allow for improved profile geometry on the planned direct access ramps that would tie into the 
Voigt Drive overcrossing.  Lowering the profile of the Voigt Drive overcrossing also would allow 
for the planned LRT crossing of I-5 to be grade separated from the planned direct access 
ramps.  The new structure would also be longer to account for the future planned widening of I-5 
under the proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project.  The new Voigt Drive overcrossing would 
be constructed slightly to the north (the centerline would shift approximately 11.2 m [36.7 ft]) so 
that the existing overcrossing could continue to carry traffic during construction of the new 
overcrossing.  Details of the proposed Voigt Drive overcrossing are provided below under “Voigt 
Drive Overcrossing and Gilman Drive Realignment.” 
 
The proposed modifications to the Voigt Drive overcrossing, as previously described, include 
changes to both the horizontal and vertical alignment of Voigt Drive approaching the 
overcrossing.  As a result of these changes, the portion of Gilman Drive approaching the Voigt 
Drive intersection also would need to be reconstructed to meet the revised geometry and 
lowered grade.  The Gilman Drive reconstruction would be designed such that it does not 
preclude implementation of other currently planned roadway and transit improvements at that 
location.  Planned future projects that could impact this section of Gilman Drive include the 
ultimate widening of I-5 under the proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project and an LRT 
crossing of I-5 adjacent to Voigt Drive under the Mid-Coast Corridor project.  To account for 
these future projects, the reconstructed portion of Gilman Drive would be realigned to the west 
and the profile modified.   
 
The Project would be designed to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic, as well as 
vehicular traffic, within the Project corridor.  The Community Plan and the City of San Diego 
Bikeway Master Plan identify Genesee Avenue as a Class II bike lane facility from North Torrey 
Pines Road to State Route 52.  This facility has been implemented except for the portion across 
I-5 because the existing overcrossing structure is not wide enough to accommodate bike lanes.  
The proposed overcrossing structure would include a Class II bike lane that is 1.8 m (6 ft) wide 
in each direction.  The City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan also identifies an existing Class III 
bike route along the shoulders of I-5 connecting Genesee Avenue and Sorrento Valley Road.  
The Project would include a two-way Class I bike path5 along the southbound I-5 shoulder with 
a barrier separating the bike path from the vehicular traffic.  Accordingly, the proposed 
improvements would include a bicycle and pedestrian link between the eastern and western 

4
Direct access ramps provide direct access from roadways to high-occupancy vehicle lanes in the center of the 
freeway.

5  A Class I bike path is intended for the exclusive use of bicycles.  While it may parallel a roadway, it is physically 
separated by distance or a vertical barrier. 
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sides of I-5 and would be consistent with planned multi-modal transportation facilities and goals 
in the Project area.   
 
Both the Genesee Avenue and Voigt Drive overcrossings would be improved for bicyclist and 
pedestrian access.  The Genesee Avenue overcrossing would include a sidewalk that is 2 m 
(6.6 ft) wide, striped/signalized pedestrian crossings, and Americans with Disabilities Act- 
(ADA-) compliant pedestrian ramps at each intersection.  The Voigt Drive overcrossing would 
include sidewalks and bicycle lanes.  Existing free-right turns at the Genesee Avenue 
interchange would be removed to avoid conflicts with pedestrian and bicycle traffic.   
 
Project components and proposed improvements of the Project are summarized below. 
 
Genesee Avenue Overcrossing 
 

  Remove and replace the existing four-span overcrossing with a new two-span, 
cast-in-place, pre-stressed reinforced concrete structure similar to the existing 
overcrossing.  The Project proposes to widen the Genesee Avenue overcrossing 
structure to increase the roadway LOS to current City standards.  The new overcrossing 
would provide for three lanes in each direction and provide two left-turn lanes in each 
direction.  The left-turn lanes would be continuous across the overcrossing structure and 
extend westward and eastward onto Genesee Avenue to maximize queue storage.  The 
existing Genesee Avenue overcrossing structure has a vertical clearance of 4.6 m 
(15.2 ft).  This vertical clearance does not meet current Caltrans’ standards.  Current 
standards require a vertical clearance of 5.1 m (16.5 ft).  Due to this existing vertical 
shortage, any widening of the existing structure also would not meet vertical clearance 
standards.  Therefore, the Project proposes to replace the existing bridge with a wider 
structure that conforms to Caltrans’ vertical clearance standards.  The new overcrossing 
would be increased from 23.2 m (76.1 ft) to 47.2 m (154.9 ft) in width.  Additionally, the 
existing overcrossing structure is not long enough to span the ultimate width of the 
planned I-5 widening improvements.  Such freeway widening improvements would not 
occur as part of the Project, but are planned by Caltrans as a separate future project.  
Therefore, the proposed structure would be lengthened from 73.3 m (240.5 ft) to 91.8 m 
(301.2 ft), which would not preclude the ultimate I-5 freeway condition.  The increased 
structure length would increase the depth of the structure.  The increased structure 
depth and the current non-standard vertical clearance, combined with the need to 
maintain falsework clearance during construction and maintain current vertical clearance 
requirements in the future when I-5 is widened, require that the profile along Genesee 
Avenue be raised.  The height of the bridge deck would be increased from 6.1 m (20.0 ft) 
to 10.3 m (33.8 ft) and the proposed vertical clearance would be 6.8 m (22.2 ft).  The 
vertical clearance would be decreased once I-5 is widened in the future, but would 
continue to meet current vertical clearance requirements.   

  Widen Genesee Avenue to six lanes (three lanes in each direction) east and west of the 
overcrossing to be consistent with the three lanes in each direction along Genesee 
Avenue.  Construct two dedicated right-turn lanes for the westbound to northbound 
on-ramp and the eastbound to southbound on-ramp, and two left-turn lanes for the 
eastbound to northbound on-ramp and the westbound to southbound on-ramp.   

Auxiliary Lanes and Ramp Improvements 
 

  Reconstruct existing interchange ramp junctions, ramps, and ramp terminals at the 
I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange.  Widen and lengthen all four ramps to accommodate 
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increased (future year; i.e., 2030) traffic flows and the increased overcrossing length and 
height.  Widen the Genesee Avenue off-ramps to two lanes to improve traffic flow in the 
ramp junction areas at higher future year exiting volumes.  Widen the off-ramps from two 
to four lanes (two left-turn and two right-turn lanes) at the ramp terminals allowing 
sufficient length to store expected queuing.  Widen the Genesee Avenue on-ramps to 
three lanes (two general purpose and one HOV).  The northbound on-ramp would taper 
down to two lanes, and the southbound on-ramp would taper down to one lane.   

  Widen the Sorrento Valley Road on-ramp to three lanes (two general-purpose and one 
HOV) at the terminal intersections, add ramp metering, and then taper down to one lane 
at the ramp junction with I-5. 

  Widen the Sorrento Valley Road off-ramp from one to two lanes at the ramp junction and 
from two to three lanes at the terminal intersection. 

  Construct auxiliary lanes in both directions between the Genesee Avenue ramps and the 
adjacent ramps for La Jolla Village Drive and Sorrento Valley Road.  The auxiliary lanes 
are being proposed to accommodate projected future year increases in traffic volumes 
entering and exiting the freeway at Genesee Avenue.  Future year entering/exiting traffic 
volumes would exceed the capacity of the existing direct merge/diverge ramp junction 
configurations, which would cause increased congestion on I-5 and increased queuing 
on Genesee Avenue. 

 
Voigt Drive Overcrossing and Gilman Drive Realignment 
 

  Replace the Voigt Drive overcrossing due to implementation of the auxiliary lanes 
between Genesee Avenue and La Jolla Village Drive.  The Voigt Drive overcrossing 
would be designed so as not to preclude future transportation network improvements.  
The Voigt Drive overcrossing structure must be designed so as not to preclude the 
ultimate widening of I-5, and direct access ramp connections being proposed by 
Caltrans in the proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project and possible Bus Rapid Transit 
Superloop and LRT routes along Voigt Drive being proposed by SANDAG.   

  To avoid precluding these future projects, the replacement Voigt Drive overcrossing 
must be longer, widened to five lanes (four through lanes with a center left-turn lane), 
and the profile lowered.  The lower profile of Voigt Drive would assist in reducing the 
grade and length of the direct access ramps and allow for full grade separation from the 
proposed future LRT facility.  The length of the new overcrossing would be increased 
from 90.0 m (295.3 ft) to 120.3 m (394.7 ft), and the width would be increased from 
12.2 m (40.0 ft) to 29.7 m (97.5 ft).  The height of the overcrossing would be lowered 
from 11.0 m (36.1 ft) to 8.6 m (28.2 ft).  These changes to the overcrossing configuration 
and the ultimate widening proposed for I-5 also require some intersection and 
realignment modifications to Gilman Drive immediately west of the freeway. 

  Realign Gilman Drive and modify the intersection with Voigt Drive, so as not to preclude 
the proposed and ultimate widening of I-5. 

 
Other Design Components 
 

  Sixteen retaining walls are proposed at various locations along the Project corridor.  The 
walls are expected to be of various types including Type 1, Type 5, soil nail, tie-back, 
and soldier pile with lagging walls.  The maximum heights of the walls range from 
approximately 1.0 m (3.3 ft) to 15.8 m (51.8 ft).  The locations of the proposed retaining 
walls are shown in Figure 1-4.   
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  New drainage facilities would be constructed adjacent to the freeway and the cross 
roads, including storm drain inlets, storm drain pipe, bioswales, brow ditches, and 
headwalls.  Some of the existing drainage structures would be abandoned and replaced 
with new structures. 

  Construct an earthen buttress to stabilize the ancient landslide embankment.  The 
buttress would be placed just northwest of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange.  The 
size and weight of the buttress would counteract the driving force along the potential slip 
plane of the ancient landslide. 

 
Transportation System Management Features 
 
Although Transportation System Management (TSM) measures alone could not satisfy the 
purpose and need of the Project, the following TSM measures have been incorporated into the 
Project: 
 

  Metering of on-ramps (Sorrento Valley Road and Genesee Avenue), warranted by 
entering volumes 

  Auxiliary lanes in both directions between La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue 
and between Genesee Avenue and Sorrento Valley Road  

  Traffic signal optimization at the I-5/Genesee Avenue ramp intersections 
 
Utilities
 
The Project would involve the relocation of existing utilities that are located on the Genesee 
Avenue and Voigt Drive overcrossings.  These utilities would be re-installed on the replacement 
overcrossings.  The following utilities may require relocation or be protected in place during 
Project construction: 
 

  Water, reclaimed water, electric, gas, and telephone lines contained in the University of 
California, San Diego (UCSD) utilities tunnel south of Voigt Drive 

  Three sewer lines south of Voigt Drive 

  Gas and electric lines that connect to Scripps facilities north of Voigt Drive and east of 
I-5 

  Water and electric lines located along Gilman Drive, including the 69-kilovolt (kV) San 
Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) line that requires an action with the Public Utilities 
Commission (PUC) 

  Electric and water lines that pass through or under a proposed wall west of Gilman Drive 

  Telecommunication, water, sewer, electric, fiber optic, and cable lines located along 
Genesee Avenue, east of the interchange 

 
Staging and Access 
 
It is anticipated that construction staging would occur in a disturbed area between the Sorrento 
Valley Road southbound on-ramp and the I-5 freeway that was previously used for construction 
staging for the I-5/I-805 merge.  Other construction staging areas and access routes would be 
located within disturbed or developed areas within Caltrans R/W.  
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Borrow 
 
It is anticipated that construction of the Project would not require borrow (i.e., excess fill soil 
from off site).  A portion of the excess soil would be used as an earthen buttress to stabilize an 
ancient landslide in the northwest quadrant of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange as part of 
this Project.  The remainder of the excess soil would be disposed of off site in accordance with 
Caltrans’ standard specifications.   
 
Landscaping
 
The Project would be landscaped in accordance with the measures identified in the Visual 
Impact Assessment and the I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Design Guidelines.  This would 
include the following aesthetic elements:   
 

  Architectural features, textures, integral concrete colors, and the creative use of 
materials would be incorporated into walls and other surfaces to create shadow lines 
and relief, and to reduce apparent scale.  Enhanced surface materials such as mosaic 
tile and weathering steel may also be used if it meets the community design goals.   

  Streetscape elements, such as sidewalks, pedestrian-oriented lighting, fencing, and 
railings, would be designed to reflect corridor-wide design guidelines consistent with 
context-sensitive solutions. 

  Landscape treatment consisting of large shrub and tree massing would provide buffer 
planting adjacent to the walls.  Other planting would enhance the community streetscape 
and pedestrian experience.  Trees, shrubs, and vines would be used to provide erosion 
control and to prevent graffiti. 

  Median oleanders would be replaced where they cannot be preserved. 
 
Construction Phasing, Local Access, and Right-of-Way 
 
It is anticipated that the Proposed Project would be constructed in two phases.  The first phase 
would include reconstruction of the I-5/Genesee interchange, the addition of auxiliary lanes 
north of Genesee Avenue, and improvements to the Sorrento Valley Road on- and off-ramps.  
The second phase of Project construction would include the addition of auxiliary lanes south of 
Genesee Avenue, replacement of the Voigt Drive overcrossing, and realignment of Gilman 
Drive.  Construction of the first phase is anticipated to begin in 2014 and to be completed by 
2016.  Construction of the second phase would begin between 2015 and 2020 to coincide with 
the schedule for the proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor project and is expected be completed in 
two years.  Access to and from adjacent properties would be maintained throughout the 
construction period.   
 
I-5 would be closed in one direction for ten nights during construction of the Genesee Avenue 
and Voigt Drive overcrossings.  In addition, it may be necessary to close each of the northbound 
and southbound on- and off-ramps at the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange and the northbound 
off-ramp and southbound on-ramp at the I-5/Sorrento Valley Road interchange for one day per 
ramp.  Temporary freeway closures would result in diversion of through traffic to alternative 
routes; however, construction would be scheduled during nighttime or early morning hours, and 
a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be implemented.  Ramp closures would require traffic 
diversion to alternative routes, including La Jolla Village Drive, North Torrey Pines Road, and 
the Genesee Avenue segments between these roadways.  Ramp closures would be staged on 
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separate days.  Preliminary construction staging for Phase I of the Project would occur in four 
stages.  The traffic configuration would vary per stage.  Below is a list of work to be done: 
 
Construction Staging for I-5/Genesee Avenue Interchange (Phase I) 
 
Stage 1
 
Existing traffic configuration would remain open during this stage. 

  Construct earthen buttress for landslide mitigation along southbound off-ramp 

  Construct temporary segment of I-5 northbound on-ramp  

  Construct temporary segment of I-5 northbound off-ramp  

  Construct temporary segment of I-5 southbound on-ramp  

  Construct temporary segment of I-5 southbound off-ramp 

  Remove and pave existing raised median at Genesee Avenue (west) 

  Remove and pave existing raised median at Genesee Avenue (east) 

  Construct southwest retaining wall 18 along Genesee Avenue 

  Construct southeast retaining wall 11 along Genesee Avenue 

  Construct temporary paving along southwest Genesee Avenue 

  Construct temporary paving along southeast Genesee Avenue 

  Construct re-striping and signing revisions 

  Construct temporary traffic signals 
 
Stage 2
 
I-5 traffic entering from and exiting to Genesee Avenue would move through temporary ramp 
terminals.  Westbound Genesee Avenue traffic would be shifted south at the east end of the 
work zone. 

  Construct retaining wall 8 

  Construct retaining wall 21 

  Construct retaining wall 17 

  Construct 1-5 northbound auxiliary lane between Genesee Avenue and Sorrento Valley 
Road, and widen Sorrento Valley Road off-ramp 

  Construct I-5 northbound on-ramp 

  Construct retaining wall 4 

  Construct I-5 northbound off-ramp 

  Construct retaining wall 1 

  Construct retaining wall 3 

  Construct the I-5 southbound on-ramp 

  Construct northwestern retaining wall 14 along Genesee Avenue 
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  Construct northeastern retaining wall 10 along Genesee Avenue 

  Widen southbound on-ramp from Sorrento Valley Road 

  Construct auxiliary lane and I-5 southbound off-ramp 

  Construct north section of Genesee Avenue overcrossing 

  Construct northwestern Genesee Avenue roadway 

  Construct northeastern Genesee Avenue roadway 
 
Stage 3 

There would be no direct access from westbound Genesee Avenue to the southbound on-ramp.  
A temporary detour would be implemented to access the southbound on-ramp by routing traffic 
beyond the interchange and using a U-turn onto eastbound Genesee Avenue to access the 
southbound on-ramp.  This stage also would require short-term interruption of traffic from the 
northbound off-ramp to westbound Genesee Avenue.  A temporary detour would be 
implemented during this stage.  
 
This stage would be constructed using 24-hour-per-day and other accelerated construction 
techniques to minimize the amount of time that any intersection movements would be closed.  
This stage is intended to last no more than two days.   

  Westbound and eastbound Genesee Avenue traffic to use new northern side of 
Genesee Avenue roadway section 

  For access to southbound on-ramp from eastbound Genesee Avenue, use temporary 
roadway section 

  For access to eastbound Genesee Avenue from northbound off-ramp, use new 
northbound off-ramp 

 
Work to be done in Stage 3 includes the following: 

  Construct southbound on-ramp roadway tie-in section to northern side of Genesee 
Avenue roadway section 

  Construct northbound off-ramp roadway tie-in section to northern side of Genesee 
Avenue roadway section 

  Construct tie-in on southbound on-ramp from Sorrento Valley Road 
 
Stage 4 
 
All ramp traffic would occur on new ramps.  During this stage, westbound and eastbound 
Genesee Avenue traffic would use the northern side Genesee Avenue roadway section. 

  Construct southwestern side of Genesee Avenue roadway section 

  Construct southeastern side of Genesee Avenue roadway section 

  Construct southern section of Genesee Avenue overcrossing 

  Final striping and permanent signing 

  Traffic signalization 
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  Landscaping 
 

A detailed stage construction and traffic handling plan would be developed during the Plans, 
Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) stage to mitigate impact to traffic. 
 
Construction Staging for Voigt Drive/Gilman Drive (Phase 2) 
 
Construction for Voigt Drive and Gilman Drive would occur in three stages.  Existing traffic 
configuration would remain open during construction as described below: 
 
Stage 1 

  Construct temporary pavement at southern end of Project limit on Gilman Drive (±200 m 
[660 ft]) 

  Re-stripe and signing revisions 

  Traffic signal modifications 
 
Stage 1A 

  Construct northern half of Voigt Drive overcrossing 

  Construct northern half of proposed Voigt Drive alignment/roadway section 

  Construct retaining wall 9 at northeastern side of Voigt Drive overcrossing 

  Construct western half of the proposed Gilman Drive roadway alignment/roadway 
section 

  Construct retaining wall 2 along western side of Gilman Drive 

  Construct retaining wall 20 along western side of Gilman Drive 

  Construct retaining wall 13 

  Construct retaining wall 15 

  Construct retaining wall 16 
 
Stage 2 

  Construct Voigt Drive/Gilman Drive intersection roadway section 

  Construct intersection (access to an existing parking lot) at eastern end of Voigt Drive 
overcrossing 

Stage 3 
 

  Construct southern half of Voigt Drive overcrossing 

  Construct southern half of proposed Voigt Drive alignment/roadway section 

  Construct eastern half of proposed Gilman Drive roadway alignment/roadway section 

  Construct northbound auxiliary lane from La Jolla Village Drive to Genesee Avenue 

  Construct southbound auxiliary lane from Genesee Avenue to La Jolla Village Drive 

  Construct final striping and permanent signing 
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  Landscaping 
 
Much of the proposed improvements would be constructed within the existing I-5 R/W. The 
following improvements are proposed outside the existing R/W and would require a combination 
of new permanent R/W, temporary construction easements (TCEs), and permanent easements 
(PEs) as indicated: 

  Grading to construct the northbound auxiliary lane north and south of Genesee Avenue 
(new Caltrans R/W) 

  Grading to realign the northbound on-ramp and construct a retaining wall north of 
Genesee Avenue (new Caltrans R/W) 

  Grading to widen Genesee Avenue east of the I-5 interchange and construct a retaining 
wall north of Genesee Avenue (new City R/W) 

  Access for construction and maintenance of a retaining wall along the northbound off-
ramp south of Genesee Avenue (TCE and PE) 

  Modification of Voigt Drive east and west of I-5 to tie the widened overcrossing into the 
existing lane configuration of Voigt Drive (new City R/W, TCE) 

  Grading to construct the southbound auxiliary lane from just south of Voigt to Genesee 
Avenue (new Caltrans R/W) 

  Construction of the southbound on-ramp and retaining wall (new Caltrans R/W) 

  Grading and construction of retaining walls for widening of Genesee Avenue west of the 
interchange (new City R/W) 

 
1.4.2 Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative
 
The TSM Alternative consists of strategies to maximize efficiency of the existing facilities by 
providing options, such as ridesharing, parking, and traffic signal optimization.  TSM options to 
improve traffic flow typically increase the number of vehicle trips a facility can carry without 
increasing the number of through lanes.  This ability to increase the number of vehicle trips is 
often included during consideration of existing and forecast operational characteristics of a 
facility.  Such strategies include replacing existing stop signs with traffic signals at intersections 
to improve existing peak hour traffic flow and to reduce queuing of vehicles.  TSM also 
encourages automobile, public and private transit, ridesharing programs, and bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements as elements of a unified urban transportation system.  As stated 
previously, TSM measures alone would not satisfy the purpose and need of the Project.  The 
following TSM measures would be incorporated into the Project: 

  Metering of on-ramps (Sorrento Valley Road and Genesee Avenue), warranted by 
entering volumes 

  Auxiliary lanes in both directions between La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue 
and between Genesee Avenue and Sorrento Valley Road  

  Traffic signal optimization at the I-5/Genesee Avenue ramp intersections 
 
1.4.3 Traffic Demand Management (TDM) Alternative
 
The TDM Alternative focuses on regional strategies for reducing the number of vehicle trips and 
vehicle miles traveled, as well as increasing vehicle occupancy.  It facilitates higher vehicle 
occupancy or reduces traffic congestion by expanding the traveler's transportation choices in 
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Executive Summary

This Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Planning Study will guide 

design and implementation of mobility infrastructure and 

programs as the campus population grows and facilities are 

planned and sited. The overall approach for this master plan 

study is summarized in the following paragraphs, which also 

constitute the planning goals for this study.

It is imperative that a “cycling and walking perspective,” 

guide bike and pedestrian planning. The unique char-

acteristics, needs and priorities of these users must be 

taken into account when making walking and cycling 

decisions on use policies or facilities. 

Cycling and walking are fundamental components of 

campus transportation planning, which addresses bi-

cycle facilities on and off streets, pedestrian facilities of 

all types, as well as modal integration at transit centers 

and parking facilities.

Planning for bicycles should not be focused on any par-

ticular facility type so much as it should be focused on 

the safe and efficient travel of cyclists, while addressing 

pedestrians’ needs where shared use is appropriate. 

This will generally require both the use of the existing 

transportation infrastructure and the construction of 

special facilities for cyclists.

The coexistence of pedestrians, cyclists and drivers on 

roads and pathways requires that all are sensitive to and 

recognize a common set of rules. Training, education 

and enforcement are as important as physical planning 

and design.

Facility maintenance, monitoring and performance as-

sessment are critical for ensuring safe and efficient trav-

el for cyclists and pedestrians. Planning for them is an 

ongoing process.

Campus land use and transportation planning should 

continue to support projects that reduce automobile 

dependence. This study acknowledges and supports 

future land use and population projections with facility 

and program recommendations to continue to reduce 

auto reliance.

Mobility Vision
The study vision is a campus where the majority of its students, 

staff, faculty and visitors commonly walk, bike or use public 

transit to get to and around the campus, instead of automati-

cally reaching for their car keys. Many other campuses and 

communities are pursuing a similar vision, but this study pro-

poses a mobility blueprint tailored for this university’s unique 

mix of topography, layout, transportation infrastructure and 

climate. The expected benefits include physical, social and 

mental health improvements for those who choose to bike 

or walk as well as lowered transportation costs and in many 

cases, time savings. Benefits are also available for those who 

do not walk or bike. These benefits include reduced traffic, 

lowered parking congestion, cost savings for the campus from 

lower parking infrastructure investments, improved air quality 

and lowered green house gas emissions. 

“UC San Diego is intent upon becoming a 

state-of-the-art, carbon-neutral campus 

that embraces sustainable facility designs 

and maximizes “green” operations.” 

Source: LRDP
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Findings and Recommendations

Bicycle Circulation
Improved campus connections with the overall regional bike 

network will become increasingly valuable as commuting by 

bicycle increases and access to the campus from surrounding 

areas is sought as a mobility option. Decisions by students, 

faculty and staff on where they choose to live and how they 

access the campus will be influenced by the perceived com-

pleteness and safety of bike facilities accessing the campus.

Bike-specific facilities on the campus are difficult to find 

and do not represent a connected network between origins 

(student housing, parking hubs and transit stops) and destina-

tions (classrooms, support facilities and employment centers).

Community and Regional Connections

Connections across Interstate 5, with surrounding communi-

ties and the overall region are of paramount importance for 

enabling the university community to make bicycle circulation 

a viable commuter mode. This will require close coordination 

with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 

the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the 

City of San Diego to ensure that planned improvements are 

implemented in a timely manner and that they connect with 

the campus in a way that will make potential bicycle commut-

ers seriously consider riding instead of driving. 

Intra-campus Movement

Once on campus, bicycles also play a significant intra-campus 

travel role since the campus is large enough to make cycling 

convenient, but small enough to put all campus destinations 

within a reasonable cycling range. Quality facilities, including 

clear wayfinding and convenient bike parking, can make the 

difference between riding and not riding. Support programs 

can also help to encourage bicycle use, such as a centralized 

web portal where users can access information on bicycle 

facilities, suggested routes, parking, training, classes and 

other services to make cycling more convenient. 

Pedestrian Circulation
All trips involve walking at some point. Within the campus 

itself, the eucalyptus-shaded walking environment is and 

will continue to be a distinctive campus feature and should 

be carefully maintained and employed as the backbone that 

supports the overall mobility network. 

Some routes would benefit from improved lighting and better 

surfaces. Other routes are not direct between destinations 

while some are too steep to meet universal accessibility goals. 

Others lack adequate distinction between pathways and driv-

ing surfaces and some pathways end abruptly. 

Other Mobility Modes
Linking these improvements with other mobility modes, such 

as shuttles, buses and light rail, enhances the effectiveness 

of all since some intra-campus trips and many commuting 

trips involve more than one mode. Making the connections 

between modes as seamless as possible will do much to en-

courage faculty, staff, students and visitors to arrive via some 

other mode than driving their own vehicle. 

Long-range Planning 
With adoption of the 2004 Long Range Development Plan 

(LRDP), the UC San Diego campus is anticipating significant 

enrollment growth and an increase in the proportion of un-

dergraduate students living on campus with the stated goal 

of 50 percent on-campus housing for these undergraduates. 

This study’s recommendations support the university’s long-

term vision of a more sustainable footprint with a substantially 

smaller reliance on the automobile, as well as implications for 

a genuine evolution in land use planning, particularly since it 

will no longer be necessary to house the numbers of parked 

vehicles assumed in the past. The reduction in parking lots 

and structures from what was once envisioned will provide 

the space for more efficient multi-functional development, 

such as buildings that combine housing, classrooms and 

services and inspiring outdoor spaces that take advantage of 

the university’s climate and unique character. 
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4. Gilman Bicycle Path Connection

Problem: 

With construction of Class 1 bicycle path along Interstate 5 corridor, terminus of bicycle path is at Voigt Drive.

Proposed Improvement: 

Continue Class 1 bicycle path along Gilman Drive via joint-use agreement between UC San Diego and Caltrans. (Bicycle path 

would connect north to Class 1 at new Voigt Drive bridge and south to bicycle facility on new Gilman Drive bridge.)

Top 5 Projects



University of California San Diego Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Planning Study

 85

Background

The Interstate 5/Genesee Avenue Interchange Project, funded 

by Caltrans, SANDAG and the City of San Diego, will include 

the construction of a Class 1 bicycle path between the Sor-

rento Valley Coaster Station and UC San Diego. The path will 

generally follow the west edge of Interstate 5. As planned, 

the path will terminate north of Voigt Drive near the Campus 

Services Complex. This planned project is highly anticipated 

by the community. 

This project is one of the BPMPS Top 5 priority projects. 

In BPMPS community workshops and online surveys, the 

campus community indicated a desire for a bicycle path to 

connect to the future Caltrans bicycle path.

Description of Need
UC San Diego is one of the region’s top universities and a 

major employer and students, faculty and staff travel to the 

campus from throughout the region. Campus commuters 

predominantly drive. Approximately 11 percent of the campus 

community currently walks or bikes to campus and another 

11 percent currently takes transit. The Metropolitan Transit 

System (MTS) is the primary commuter transit provider on 

campus. Regional commuter rail, provided by the North 

County Transit District, comes within 1.5 miles of the UC San 

Diego campus, but has no convenient connection for com-

muters who wish to walk or bike to campus

The proposed bicycle path west of Interstate 5 will provide a 

basic connection between the Sorrento Valley Coaster Station 

and UC San Diego. However, as proposed, the bicycle path in 

Caltrans’ right-of-way will stop just north of Voigt Drive, far 

from key campus destinations. 

Extending the bicycle path south of Voigt Drive will offer 

students, faculty, staff and visitors a safe and viable transpor-

tation option for biking to the UC San Diego campus from 

the Sorrento Valley Coaster Station. Members of the campus 

community would use the facility year-round.

Project Description

The proposed project would add a Class 1 bicycle path on 

the east side of Gilman Drive between Voigt Drive and the 

future Gilman Drive bridge over Interstate 5. This segment is 

approximately 2,000 feet in length and would better connect 

to key campus destinations and the Veterans Administration 

Medical Center. The path would connect directly to the Voigt 

Drive/Gilman Drive intersection and the intersection of Gil-

man Drive with the new Gilman Drive Bridge over Interstate 5.

Gilman Drive Options

North End

At the north end of the project, the Class 1 bicycle path along 

Interstate 5 could connect to Voigt Drive with an underpass 

of Gilman Drive immediately south of their intersection in 

addition to an at-grade crossing at the intersection. This 

would provide a safer connection to the campus for cyclists 

transitioning to Voigt Drive westward into the campus, if a 

Class 1 pathway was also provided. 

South End

At the south end of the project, the Class 1 bicycle path 

could pass under the proposed Gilman Drive alignment at 

the bridge over Interstate 5 and loop around to align with 

the proposed north-south leg of Gilman Drive to form a four-

way, stop-controlled intersection. The fourth leg would be 

the southern terminus of the Class 1 bicycle path. This would 

be a safer transition for cyclists leaving the bicycle path and 

proceeding on Gilman Drive.

Mid-segment

If North Coast Project construction of does not leave enough 

space for the development of both a Class 1 bicycle path and 

Class 2 bicycle lanes on Gilman Drive, Class 3 bicycle route 

could instead be designated and defined by signage and 

sharrows since they do not require additional space like Class 

2 bicycle lanes. In any case, the Class 1 bicycle path should 

be included. If, for some reason, it can not be implemented, 

a Class 2 or 3 facility on Gilman Drive must be maintained to 

support this regionally significant route.

Cost Estimate
$407,640

Candidate Funding Sources
Caltrans North Coast Project

Top 5 Projects
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5 Top 5 Projects

4. Gilman Drive Bicycle Path Connection
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Top 5 Projects
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Add landing at corner for cyclists to position 

themselves where they are most visible to 

motorists.
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Construct 10-12 foot wide shared-use (Class 
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Connect to future GIlman Drive Bridge over 

Interstate 5.
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Provide lighting to campus standards.
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State of California -The Natural Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
South Coast Region 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 
(858) 467-4201 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov 

July 20,2012 

Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. . Governor 
CHARL TON H. BONHAM, Director 

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) for the Bicycle Master Plan, San Diego, CA (SCH# 
2012031075) 

Dear Mr. Szymanski: 

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) ha~ reviewed the above-referenced 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 
Bicycle Master Plan for the City of San Diego (City) in the County of San Diego. The 
City has an approved Subarea Plan (SAP) and Implementing Agreement (IA) under the 
Subregional Multiple Species Conservation Program which is a State-approved Natural 
Community Conservation Plan. The proposed project consists of an update to the 2002 
City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan, which includes a bicycle network, related 
projects, policies, and programs. The Bicycle Master Plan covers segments as far 
south as San Ysidro Boulevard and as far north as Mira Mesa Boulevard. 

The PEIR for the proposed plan must ensure and verify that all requirements and 
conditions for the SAP and IA are met. Issue areas in the PEIR that may be influenced 
by the SAP and IA include, "Land Use," "Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character," 
"Biological Resources," "Geologic Conditions," "Drainage/Urban RunofflWater Quality," 
"Noise," "Air Quality," "Greenhouse Gas Emissions," and "Cumulative Effects." The 
PEIR should also address biological issues that are not addressed in the SAP and lA, 
such as specific impacts to and mitigation requirements for wetlands, sensitive species, 
and habitats that are not addressed by the SAP and IA. In addition, the environmental 
document should describe why the proposed project, irrespective of other alternatives to 
the project, is consistent with and appropriate in the context of the SAP. 

Specifically, the Department encourages the City to design bicycle paths that do not 
bisect existing open space. Bicycle transport routes which bisect open space have 
potential implications for wildlife including but not limited to: edge effects, increased 
road kill, and lighting/noise impacts. Where such designs cannot be avoided, fencing, 
under-crossings, and signage are recommended to minimize impacts to open space 
and associated wildlife. 
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Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski 
July 20,2012 
P~ge 2 of2 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact Jennifer Edwards at (858) 
467 -2717 or via email atjedwards@dfg.ca.gov if you would like to discuss this response 
to the NOP. 

v:r:kJU, ~ tk: 
-:~~en M. Juarez 
Environmental Program Manager 
South Coast Region 

. ''o I 

cc: David Zoutendyk;'U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse, Sacramento) 
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AND IMPACT ANALYSIS 

UNIVERSITY CITY TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR 

Merkel & Associates, Inc. 
September 29, 2004 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY/ABSTRACT 

September 29, 2004 

The purpose of .this biological survey was to identify the biological resources present and analyze 
biological impacts in a defined study area, within which are planned transportation system 
modifications to improve the traffic flow in a generally north/south direction in the University City 
Community of the City of San Diego. Seven altematives for the project are being evaluated: 1) no 
project; 2) constructing a bridge to allow Regents Road to cross Rose Canyon; 3) widening Genesee 
Avenue (which currently crosses Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon); 4) grade separation at 
Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive; 5) Grade separation and Regents Rpoad Bridge, 6) a 
combination of constructing a bridge to allow Regents Road to cross Rose Canyon; and widening 
Genesee Avenue, and 7) Limited Roadway Changes, includi ng new left turn lanes at the interchanges 
of SR52 with Genesee Avenue and Regen~ Road. 

The existing conditions confirmed the presence of biological resources typical of the canyon/mesa 
complex within the urban interface, Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon are typical riparian 
corridors running generally east and west through the study area, The canyon slopes and much of the 
floor are covered with Non-native Grassland, and various forms of sage scrub extend up from the 
canyon bottoms to the urbanized mesas. Rose Canyon is the subject of the majority of project 
construction impacts. and aJso provides the majority of the sensitive resources in the study area. 
Both canyons are part of the Multiple Species Conservation Plan 's (MSCP). Biological Core and 
Linkage Area and are identified as Core Resource Areas (within the spec ific Kearny Mesa Core 
Resource Area). The native habitats in both Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon are part of the 
City of San Die~o ' s Urban Area Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), 

In addition to conducting general biological surveys and a jurisdictional wetland delineation, 
focused, protocol surveys were performed for the Least Bell 's Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax rraillii exrimus), and California Gnatcatcher (Polioprila 
cali/ornica californica). The vireo and flycatcher surveys yielded negative resul ts in that neither 
species was detected during the investigations. Two pairs of gnatcatchers were observed using 
numerous small patches of Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation in Rose Canyon, in the vicinity of the 
proposed Regents Road Bridge. Sensitive plants found within the study areas include San Diego 
Sagewort (Artemisia palmeri), Clay-field Goldenbush (Isocoma menziesji var, decul11bel1s) and Spiny 
Rush (Juncus acutus spp. leopoldij). Although not verified by fonnal investigations, both Rose 
Canyon and San Clemente Canyon serve as wildlife movement corridors, 

The impact analysis indicates that Alternative 5 (Regents Road Bridge and Rose Canyon 
Combination) would result in the most significant biological impacts. The least impactive 
alternatives would be "No Project" and "Grade Separation at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive", 
The Mitigation Element proposes actions such as habitat restoration [hat are expected to lower the 
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impacts to a level below significance. The Noti ce and Protection Elements provide guidance for the 
long·term protection of the proposed mitigation sites. 

INTRODUCTION 

Merkel & Associates, Inc. (M&A) performed a series of biological investigations for the University 
City Transportation Corridor Project at the request of Project Design Consultants, on behalf of the 
Ci ty of San Diego. The biological investigation included general biological surveys, a jurisdictional 
wetland delineation, and focused, protocol surveys for the Least Bell' s Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii eXfimus), and California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
cali/ornica califorl1 ica). The purpose of these investigations was to delennine the ex tent of 
biological resources present within the two study corridors. i,dentify potential biological resource 
impacts resulting from the proposed project, and recommend measures to avoid, minimize, andlor 
mi ti gate project impacts cons istent with the Cal ifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 
City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) Subarea Plan. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project involves planning for transportalion system modi fications to improve rhe traffic 
fl ow in a generall y north/sou th direction in the Uni versiry Ci ty Community of the Ci ty of San Diego. 
This public project involves seven alternatives in the San Clemente Canyon and Rose Canyon areas 
in the vicinity of Genesee Avenue and Regents Road, in the City of San Diego. The alternatives are 
I) No Project; 2) Regents Road Bridge; 3) Genesee Avenue Widening; 4) Genesee Avenue/Governor 
Drive Intersection grade separation; 5) Grade Separation and Regents Road Bridge,6) Regents Road 
Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening Combination, and 7) Limited Roadway Changes. 

AiJert/alive 1 . No Project 

As the name suggests, this alternative involves no project. Therefore, the existing biological 
conditions would remain unchanged. Since this alternative would not impact biological resources, it 
is not analyzed further in this report. 

Alternative 2 - Regeflts Road Bridge 

The Regents Road Bridge alternati ve proposes the continuation of Regents Road across Rose 
Canyon, a length of 1,600 feet (0.30 mile). As it exists, Regents Road provides 4 lanes of traffic (2 
in each direction), from State Route 52 to approximately 450 feet north of Governor Drive where it 
narrows to 2 lanes and rernlinates. Under thi s alternati ve, Regents Road would continue over Rose 
Canyon in the fonn of a bridge that would be constructed as a Four-Lane Major Arterial from the 
vicinity of Lahitte Court to the north end of Rose Canyon. Additionally, the portion of Regents Road 
that is located approximately 450 feet north of Governor Drive in the vicinity of Lahine Court, would 
be expanded to create 4 lanes of traffic (2 in each direction). The bridge would span a length of 
approximately 86 1 feet across the canyon. Approximately 480 feet of support wall s would be 
required, and .manufactured slopes would extend horizontally to a maximum of 150 feet. Rights-of
way (permanent easements) would be required in the canyon to construct the slopes and the walls. A 
portion of the existing tra il from Regents Road into Rose Canyon would need to be reconstructed. 
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AltematiJ'e 3 - Genesee Avenue Widening 

The Genesee Avenue alternati ve involves the widening of Genesee Avenue from State Route 52 to 
Nobel Drive, a length of approximately 7,700 feet (1.46 miles). Genesee Avenue, currently a four
lane road, would be widened to a Six-Lane Major Arterial. This would be accompJjshed by reducing 
the median from 16 feet to 8 feet and the parkway from 10 feet to 6 feet. Approximately 5,900 linear 
feet of wall would be required; normal height would vary from 4 to 12 feet, but the tallest wall would 
be 22 fee t, near State Route 52. The slopes would be about 15 feet average and the maximum 
horizontal extent of slopes would be approximately 70 feet. The existing righlS-of-way would 
accommodate most of the basic cross section (roadway and parkway); however, additional land (in 
fee) would be required at the intersections, with other streets and major dri veways, to accommodate 
the basic cross section. Additional rights-of-way (permanent ~asements) would also be required to 
construct the slopes and the walls. 

Altemative 4 - Grade Sepamtioll at the IJltersectioll of Gellesee A ve,me arid Governor Drive 

This alternative is not further discussed herein, because it occurs entirely within developed land; 
therefore, a biological analysis was not deemed necessary. 

Alternative 5 - Grade Separatioll and Regents Road Bridge 

This alternative is not discussed separately in this report because the biological impacts would be the 
same as those for the Regents Road Bridge alternative. 

Alternative 6 - Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Wide1ling Combinatioll 

The Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening Combination involves the combination of 
Alternative 2 (Regents Road Bridge) and Alternative 3 (Genesee Avenue Wideni ng). 

A lternative 7 - Limited Roadway Changes 

Three potential roadway changes have been proposed for construction with or without all or some of 
the alternatives discussed above. These are SR521Genesee Avenue Interchange (addressed in this 
report as parr of Genesee widening), SR 521Regents Road Interchange (addressed in this report as a 
separate Limited Roadway Change), and Governor Drive Left-Tum Lane (not addressed in this 
report because of lack of biological impacts). 

LOCATION 

The University City Transportarion Corridor study area, which encompasses all the possible project 
alternatives, is located in and between the San Clemente Canyon and Rose Canyon areas of the City 
of San Diego, between Interstate 5 to the west and Interstate 805 to the east. The Corridor is located 
in unsectioned land of Township 15 South, Range 3 West of the San Bernardino Base Meridian, 7.5' 
La Jolla, California USGS Quadrangle (Figure 1). 

METHODS 

The biological surveys and analysis for (he University City Transportation Corridor project were 
conducted in accordance with the City of San Diego' s (City) Guidelines for Conducting Biology 
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Surveys (City of San Di ego 2002a) and the City 's Land Development Code Biology Guidelines (City. 
of San Diego 2001). The survey effort consisted of general biological surveys and U.S ., Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocol surveys for the Least Bell's Vireo, Southwestern Willow 
Flycatcher, and California Gnatcatcher. The surveys were conducted in May, June, and July 2003. 
Additionally, in October 2003, a jurisdicti onal well and delineation was performed. In September 
2004. additional field work , including a jurisdictional wetland deli neation, was conducted at the 
Regents Road bridge over the Marian Bear Park access road near the SR 521Regents Road 
Interchange. A designated study area, including two corridors - one over the alignment of Regents 
Road (from State Route 52 to north of the SDNRlCoascer Railroad Track), and the other over the 
alignment of Genesee Avenue (from State Route 52 to north of Nobel Drive), was provided to M&A 
by Project Design Consultants. The study area was designed to encompass the an the project 
alternatives. The Least Bell 's Vireo and Southwestern Willpw Aycalcher protocol surveys and 
wetland delineation, however, were limited to the proposed impact area that contained sui table 
habitat. Table I summarizes the survey information, and the fo llowing text details the methods for 
each survey. 
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Table 1. Survey Informati on 
DATE . TIME • CONDITIONS : P URPOSE S'EAFF 

Partly sunny, 20% cloud 

May 21.2oo3 0830·1130 
cover Least Bell' s Vireo Protocol 

Melissa Booker Wi"nd 1-2 mph West Survcy 
Teme.68-75cF. 

Overcast Least Bell's Vireo and 
May 30, 2003 0745-1030 Wind calm Southwestern Willow Geoff Rogers 

Temp.60G F. Flycatcher Protocol Surveys 

Overcast 
California Gnalcatcher June 5, 2003 0900·1200 Wind 0-3 mph Groff Rogers 

Teme 62_65 GP. Protorol Survey 

Overcast 
Least BeU's Vireo Protocol June 9,2003 0645-1012 Wind 0-4 mph Adam Koltz 

Temp. 68_70° Survey 

Partly sunny, 10·5% cloud 

June 13,2003 0930-1045 
cover Cali fornia Gnatcatcher 

Diana Jensen Wind 0-3 mph Protocol Survey 
Temp. 6O-65Of. 

Overcast Least Bell's Vireo and 
June 19,2003 0745-1130 Wind calm Somhwestem Wj]]ow Geoff Rogers 

Temp. 6O·66cP. Flycatcher Protocol Surveys 

Overcast 
Californi a Gnlltcatchcr June 23, 2003 0930-1045 Wind calm 
Protocol Survey Adam Koltz 

Temp. 64°P. 

Overcast 
June 23, 2003 0930-1530 Wind calm General Biological Survey Kyle lnce 

Temp. 64°P. 

Overcast 
California Gnatcalcher June 24, 2003 0900·1000 Wind 0-3 mph 
Protocol Survey 

Adam Koltz 
Temp. 64°P. 

Overcast 
June 24, 2003 0900· 1600 Wind 0-3 mph General Biological Survey Kyle lnce 

Temp. 64°P. 

Overcast 
Southwestern Willow 

June 27,2003 0800-1100 Wind calm 
Flycatcher Protocol Survey 

Geoff Rogers 
Temp.60·67°F. 

Overcast, clearing to 0% 

June 30, 2003 0800- 11 00 
cover Least Bell's Virco Protocol Antonette 
Wind 0· 1 mph Survey Gutierrez 
Temn.68·74°F. 
Overcast, clearing to 50% 

July 9, 2003 0800· 1120 
cover Southwestern Willuw 

Geoff Rogers 
Wind 0-2 mph Aycalcher Protocol Survey 
Temp. 64 70°F. 

Overcast 
Least Bell's Vireo Prolocol 

July 10. 2003 0745· 1130 Wind ()..2 mph 
Survey 

Adam Koitz 
Temp. 73·74°F. 
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Overcast, clearing to 20% . 

July 16, 2003 0750·1030 
cover Southwestern Willow 

Geoff Rogers Wind calm Flycatcher Protocol Survey 
Temp, 65· 700 P 
Partly sunny, 30% cloud 

July 21,2003 0735-1100 
cover lellst Bell's Vireo PrOlocol 

Melissa Booker Wind 2·6 mph Survey 
Temp.70·84°P. 
Overcast clearing to 90% 

Melissa Booker 
July 31. 2003 0825-1005 

cover least Bell's Vireo Protocol 
and Amanda Wind 0·2 mph Survey 

Temp. 70· nor. Gonzales 

Sunny, 0% cloud cover 
lurisdictional Wetland Stephen Rink and Oct 8, 2003 0930·1530 Wind 0·2 mph 

Temp, n·75°p 
Delineation Daylon Teel 

Sunny, 0% cloud cover . 

Feb 18, 2004 1030-1200 Wind 2-4 mph Rare Plant Survey Adam Koltz 
Temp. 65·68' F 

Overcast 
Jurisdictional Wetland Kyle [nee and 

Mar 23,2004 1000-1200 Wind 5-10 mph 
Temp. 65°F 

Delineation Adam Koltz 

Sunny, 40% cloud cOver 
Jurisdictional Wetland Daylon Teel and 

Sep 9, 2004 0945-1130 Winds 3-5 mph 
Delineation Adam Koltz 

Temp. 80°F 

The scientific nomenclature used in thi s report is from the following standard references: vegetation 
and wildlife habitat, Holland (1986) and Oberbauer (1996); flora, Hickman (1993); butterflies, Opler 
and Wright (1999); amphibians and reptiles, Crother (2000); birds, American Ornithologists' Union 
(1998 and 2003); and mammals, Wilson and Reeder (1993). 

GEl'o'ERAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEYS 

The general biological surveys consisted of vegetation mapping, taking an inventory of the flora and 
fauna, searches for sensitive species, and identification of the potential presence of sensitive species 
on-site. 

Initially, vegetation communities were determined in-house using color aerial photographs of the site 
and MSCP infonnation. This infonnation was then transformed into digital Geographic Information 
System (GIS) data for future ground-trothing. During the general biological surveys, the in-house 
vegetation mapping was ground-truthed. Vegetation communities and slope exposures within the 
specified study area were surveyed on-foot. Plant identifications were either resolved in the field or 
were later detennined through verification of voucher specimens. Wildlife species were determined 
through direct observation (aided by 8 x 40 power binoculars), identification of avian songs or call 
notes, or by detection of indirect sign (burrows, tracks, scat, etc.). 
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General Survey limitations 

Complete, comprehensive biological inventories require many of field hours during different seasons, 
as well as nocturnal sampling for some animal groups such as owls and small mammals. Depending 
on tbe season during which (he field surveys are conducted, some amphibians, reptil es, migratory 
birds, mammals, and annual plants can be difficult to inventory. Through a review of perti nent 
literature, as well as knowledge of the habitat requirements and di stribution patterns of indiv idual 
species, the probability of a given species being present on a si te can often be fairly accurately 
predicted. 

J URISDlCfIONAL W ETLAND D ELINEATION 

A jurisdictional wetland deli neation was performed using the routine on~sjte determination methods 
noted in the 1987 u.s. Army Corps of Engineers' (ACOE) Wetland Delineation Manual (ACOE 
1987). In addition, tbe delineation effort was expanded to identify Non-wetland Waters of the U.S. 
under federal jurisdiction, wetlands and streambeds under the jurisdiction of the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and wetlands under the jurisdiction of the City. The 
del ineation was limited the areas of proposed development. Jurisdictional habi tats (wetl ands and 
waterways) within the proposed development area were plotted on an aerial photograph map of the 
project site. Streambed widths were also noted on the map to prov ide true j uriSdictional dimensions. 
Evidence supporting jurisdictional determinations was recorded on wetland field data forms and 
depicted in photographs of the project site. 

Within the Regents Road Corridor, the del ineation originally was performed only in Rose Canyon, as 
no Regents Road construction wasproposed in San Clemente Canyon. The delineation was 
performed for the entire width of the study corridor (approximately J ,000 feeO, along the alignment 
of the proposed bridge in Rose Canyon. ill September, 2004 the proposed wideni ng of the Regents 
Road Bridge over San Clemente Canyon was added as a "Limited Roadway Changes" alternative, 
and consequently a wetland delineation was performed in lhal area. 

Within the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the jurisdictional wetland detennination was performed both in 
Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon. The width of the study conidor was approximately 250 
feet in San Clemente Canyon and 500 feet in Rose Canyon. 

Wetland Parameters 

The fo llowing text describes the three parameters used to delineate wetlands and Non-wetland 
Waters of the U.S. Additional information on the overall delineation process and regulatory 
jurisdictions may be found in the federal delineation manual (ACOE 1987), state and federal enacting 
legislati on, or through guidance provided by judicial interpretation, solicitors' opinions, and 
regulatory guidance issued to District ACOE offi ces, CDFG field staff, and City staff. 

Vegeta tion 

Vegetation communities which meet the criteria of wetland-associated vegetation ure dominated by a 
preponderance (>50%) of species classified as obligate wetland plants (OBL), facultative wetland 
plants (FACW), or facultat ive plants (PAC) based on the Nationa l List of Plant Species that Occur 
in Wetlands (USFWS 1988). Obligate wetland plants are defined as occurring almost always in 
wetlands (estimated probability >99%) under natural conditions. Facultative wetland plants are 
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defined as occurring usually in wetlands (estimated probability 67% to 99%), Facul tative plants are 
defined as having a similar likelihood of occurring in both wetlands and uplands (estimated 
probabil ity 33% to 67%), Areas defined as Non-wetland Waters of the U.S. andlor streambed 
typically lack vegetation or are dominated by upland species, but exhibi t wetland hydrOlogic 
characteristics. 

Hvdrologv 

Hydrologic wetland indicators include botb surficial characteristics (e.g. , visual observation of 
surface flow , drainage patterns, watermarks, and drift lines) and sub-surficial characteristics (e.g., 
presence of free water in the test pit). 

To confirm the presence of hydric soils, soi1 test pits are excavated using a shovel. Soils taken from 
depths ranging from 8 to 12 inches are examined for physical and chemical evidence of hydric 
conditions. Excavated soil s are evaluated using tbe chroma index from tbe Munsell Soil Color 
Charts (Munsell Color 2000); however, soil color is not used as the only indicator. Additional 
indicators of hydric soils sucb as vertical streaking, high organic matter content in the surface 
horizon, mottling, and sulfidic odor are also evaluated during the delineation. 

Jurisdiction of Wetlands and Waterways 

Wetlands and jurisdictional waters on the project site are regulated by one, two, or all of the 
following agencies: ACOE, CDFG, and City. The fo llowing text describes each agency's 
jurisdiction and enacting legislation. 

U.S. Armv Corps of Engineers Jurisdiction 

Under section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the ACOE has regulatory authority over the discharge of 
dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States (1344 USC). The tenn "waters of the 
United States" is defined in 33 CFR Part 328 and includes: (1) all navigable waters (including all 
waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide); (2) all interstate waters and wetlands; (3) all other 
waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intennittent streams), mudflats, wetlands, 
sloughs, prairie . potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or 
destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce; (4) all impoundments of water 
mentioned above; (5) all tributaries to waters mentioned above; (6) the territorial seas; and (7) all 
wetlands adjacent to waters mentioned above. Judicial interpretation under the recent U.S. Supreme 
Court ruling on the case of Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County (SWANCC) v. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers has narrowed the historic reading of jurisdiction under 33CFR 328(a)(3). 

Wetlands are defined at 33 CFR 328.3(b) as "those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient [0 support ... a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions." Typically all three wetland parameters must be present 
fo r an area to be considered a jurisdictional wetland under the ACOE. 

In the absence of wetlands, the limits of ACOE juriSdiction in non-tidal waters , such as intermittent 
streams, extend to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) which is defined at 33 CFR 328.3(e) as: 
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.. .that line on the shore established by the fluctuation of water and indicated by 
physical characteri stics such as clear, natura] line impressed on the bank, shelving, 
changes in the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation , the pTesence of 
li tter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the 
surroundi ng areas.' 

California Department of Fish and Game Jurisdiction 

CDFG regulates alterati ons of "streambeds" through the development of a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (Agreement) pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, sections 1600- 1603 of the Fish and Game 
Code. An Agreement is requi red whenever a project would "diven , obstruct or change the natural 
flow or bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or lake desigm,lted by the Department." 

The breadth of areas subject to regulation by CDFG under section 1600 are less clearly defined than 
those regulated by ACOE; however, in general, the policies are fairly.consistent. It is clear that all 
rivers, streams, lakes and streambeds which may exhibit intemlittent flows of water are covered by 
the Californ ia statutes, and typicall y only one wetland parameter needs to be present for an area to be 
considered a jurisdjcLional wetland under CDFG. Secti on 1600 et seq. does not extcnd to isolated 
wetlands and waters such as small ponds not located on a drainage course, wet meadows, vernal 
pools, or tenajas. Furthennore, department jurisdiction does not extend over tidal waters. However, 
section 1600 et seq. jurisdiction extends over all riparian habitats supported by a river, stream, or lake 
regardless of the ripari an area's federal wetland stalus. 

Unlike the ACOE process, the Slreambed Alteration Agreement is not a di scretionary permit, but 
rather an Agreement developed between an appli cant and CDFG with mitigation, impact reduction, 
or avoidance measures. These measures are subject to acceptance by the applicant or may be 
countered with alternati ve measures. If an Agreement cannot be reached between CDFG and the 
applicant, a formal arbitration process is available. 

City of San Diego 

The City regulates wetlands under the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations (ESL), San 
Diego Land Development Code, Chapler 14, Division 1, Section 143.0 10 1 et seq., and the Open 
Space Residential (OR- 1-2) Zone, SDLDC, Chapter 13, Division 2, Section 131.020 I et seq. These 
guidelines are the basel ine biological standards for processing Neighborhood Development Pennits, 
Site Development Permits, and Coastal Development Permits issued pursuant to the ESL. 

Under the ESL, wetlands are considered sensitive biological resources, and the defi nition of wetlands · 
in the ESL regulation is intended to differenti ate uplands (terrestrial areas) · from wetlands, and 
furthennore to differentiate naturall y occurring wetland areas from those created by human activities. 
Except for areas created for the purposes of wetl and habitat or resulting from human actions to create 
open waters or from the alteration of natural stream courses , it is not the intent of the City to regulate 
arti ficially created wetlands in historically non-wetland areas unless they have been delineated as 
wetlands by the ACOE and/or the CDFG (City of San Diego 2001). 

According to the City, naturall y occurring wetland vegetation communities that are typicall y 
dominated by hydrophYlic plant species are characteristic of wetland areas. However, areas that lack 
narurally occurring wetland vegetation communities are still considered wetlands if hydric soil or 
wetl and hydrology is present and past human activities have occurred to remove [he hi storic 
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vegetation, or catastrophic or recurring natural events preclude the establishment of wetland 
vegetation. Furthermore, seasonal drainage patterns that are sufficient enough to etch the \andscape 
(i.e., ephemeraVintermittent drainages), but do not support wetland dependent vegetation, would not 
satisfy the City's wetland defini tion unless wetland dependent vegetation is either present in the 
drainage or lacking due to past human activities, Lastly, areas lacking wetland vegetation 
communities, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology due to non-pennitted filling of previously existing 
wetlands, will be considered a wetland under the ESL and regulated accordingly (City of San Diego 
2001). 

CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER PROTOCOL SURVEYS 

M&A conducted three protocol presence/absence surveys for the federally listed, threatened 
California Gnatcatcher at the University City Transportation Corridor project site. The focused 
surveys were authorized under federal Endangered Species Act, Section IO(a)(l)(A) pennit #797999-
5 and a California Department of Fish and Game Memorandum of .Understanding. The surveys 
followed the recommended guidelines of the USFWS Coastal California Gnatcatcher 
Presence/Absence Survey Protocol dated July 28, 1997. While these latter surveys can be completed 
at any time of year, they were conducted during the recommended period within the gnatcatcher 
breeding season. 

L EAST BELL'S VlREO AND SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATClffiR PROTOCOL SURVEYS 

M&A conducted protocol presence/absence surveys for the federally listed, endangered Least Bell's 
Vireo and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher at the University City Transportation Corridor Project 
site. Surveys took place during the breeding season for these species. The focused surveys were 
authorized under federal Endangered Species Act section 10(a)(1)(A) Pennit #797999-5 and 
California Department of Fish and Game Memorandum of Understanding. The surveys followed the 
USFWS Least Bell's Vireo Survey Guidelines (dated August 200l) and Southwestern Willow 
Flycatcher Survey Protocol (dated July 2000). 

SURVEY RESULTS 

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Existing Land Use 

Both the Regents Road Corridor and the Genesee A venue Corridor traverse botb San Clemente 
Canyon and Rose Canyon. Rose Canyon is classified by the City as the "Rose Canyon Open Space 
Park"; it extends from the western edge of Genesee A venue well to the west of Regents Road (on the 
south side of the railroad tracks) and encompasses 411 acres. Rose Canyon is part of the Tri ~Canyon 
open space area that is made up of the closely related Tecolote Canyon, Marian R. Bear Memorial 
Natural Park, and Rose Canyon Open Space Park. The survey areas for the portions of both corridors 
that lie in San Clemente Canyon, south of State Route 52, are in Marian R. Bear Memorial Natural 
Park. The remaining portions of the corridor study areas are classified as Urban Lands, and consist 
mainly of single family housing, apartment units, and small malls and business establishments. 
University City High School is in the portion of the Genesee Avenue Corridor to the east of Genesee 
A venue and just south of Rose Canyon. Both study corridors are part of the MSCP Biological Core 
and Linkage Area and Core Resource Areas (within the specific Kearny Mesa Core Resource area). 
Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon are part of the City'S MHPA (Figure 2). 
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There is no designated Cri tical Habi tat for listed species wilhin or adjacent to the study ~rea . The 
study area is not within the Coastal Overlay zone, as revised pursuant to revised pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 30150, an amendment to the Coastal Act of 1976, effective January 1, 1980. 
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Topography alld Slope 

The topography of each corridor is typical of the San Diego CanyonlMesa complex. The low 
elevation of the Genesee Avenue Corridor is approx imately 180 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL), 
and rhe high elevation is approximately 340 feet MSL, near the intersection of Genesee Avenue and 
Governor Drive. 

For the Regents Road Corridor. the low elevation is approximately 150 feet MSL in San Clemente 
Canyon and 180 fee l MSL in Rose Canyon. The high elevation is approximately 350 feet MSL, 
occurring near the intersection of Regents Road and Governor Drive. Rather steep, north-fac ing 
slopes are found below the southern rim of Rose Canyon. 

Geology alld Soils 

Underlying geology is mapped as Eocene Marine (canyons) and Pleistocene Marine and Marine 
Terrace Deposits (mesas) (Rogers 1965). On-site soils are mapped as Redding Urban Land 
Complex, 2-9 % slopes; Redding Cobbly Loam, Dissected. 15-20 % slopes; Ailamont Clay, 30-50 % 
slopes; GavioIa Fine Sandy Loam, 30-50% slopes; Sal inas Clay Loam. 2-9% slopes; Huerhuero 
Loam, 9-15% slopes, eroded; and Huerhuero Loam, 15-30% slopes, eroded (Bowman et. al. 1972). 

Water Resources 

Rose Creek is toe central waler feature of the Rose Canyon drainage. As with the ma.in drainage in 
San Clemente Canyon, it is an ephemeral water featu re; fl ow is seasonal and is dependent upon the 
amount of winter precipitation and urban runoff throughout the dry season. A small side drainage 
which runs down the south side of Rose Canyon in the vicinity of the proposed Regents Road Bridge 
contained water through early October 2003, and is probably wholly dependent upon urban runoff. 
These water resources are di scussed in greater detail in the wetland sections of this report. 

Adjacent Land Uses 

Natural habitats and open space extend east and west of both study corridors in both Rose Canyon 
and San Clemente Canyon. Adjacent land uses for the remainder of the study corridors 
predominantly consist of residential development. 

BIOLOGICAL REsOURCE'S 

Botanical Resources-Flora 

A total of 96 species of plants was found at the project si te, of which 67 are native (Appendix 1). An 
additional 15 to 25 percent of the site's flora is expected to be comprised of annual species that could 
not be detected during the early summer survey dates. The number of non-native species present 
(29) is considered relati vely high and is typical of areas situated amongst urban development. 
Several sensitive species were observed in the study area and are discussed further in the sensitive 
resources section of the report. 
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Vegetation Communities 

Fourteen vegetation communities were identified and mapped within the study area: Southern 
Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, Southern Willow Scrub, Coast Live Oak Woodland, Coastal 
and Valley Freshwater Marsh, Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Chamise Chaparral , Coastal 
Sage/Chaparral Scrub, Native Grassland, Non-native Grassland, Eucalyptus Woodland , Exotic 
Plantings, UrbanI Developed, Ruderal Disturbed Lands, and Native Plant Garden (Figures 3a and 
3b). 

It is noted here that the Rose Canyon Open Space Park has been subject to riparian habitat 
enhancemen t and restoration. In 1997, the City of San Diego appl ied for and received a Habitat 
Conservation Fund grant from the State of California Department of Parks and Recreation Local 
Agency Program (City of San Diego 2002b). A major goal of the grant program was to remove 
noxious non-native species (e.g., Giant Reed [Arulldo dOllax], Pampas Grass [Cortaderia jubata], 
Eucalyptus [Eucalyptus spp.], Acacia [Acacia spp.], Gennan Ivy [Senecio mikanioides], Pepper Tree 
[Sch inus spp.], Fennel [Foeniculum vulgare], and Castor-bean [Ricinus communis]) from Rose Creek 
and replace them with native plant material (Fremont Cottonwood [Popu/usjremolltii ssp·fremontii], 
Willows [Salix spp.], and Mule Fat [Baccharis salicifolia)). The restoration effort also included 
some upland areas, which were planted with Mission Manzanita (Xylococcus bicolor), California 
Sagebrush (A rtemisia caiijornica), Laurel Sumac (Malosma lau rina) and Chamise (AderlOsfOma 
fasciculatum). The enhancement/restoration efforts were completed in 2002. Restoration sites are 
monitored by City of San Diego Park and Recreation Department personnel. Much of the restoration 
activity is unmapped and unmarked , and in many cases indi stinguishable from native habitats. 
Therefore, these restoration areas are not called out separately in the following vegetati on table or 
discussion. 

The 1996 Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer proj ect also resulted in habitat restoration in Rose Canyon 
Open Space Park. Examination of the biological mitigation "as-built" plans for this project show 
that a high percentage of the Trunk Sewer line in the vicinity of Genesee A ve.nue and the proposed 
Regents Road bridge has been subject to vegetation restoration efforts. While most of the line was 
treated with an upland seed mix, some sections were also re-planted with riparian forest elements. 
While these impacts are noted in the Impact section of this report under the appropriate vegetation 
categories , they are also noted separately because the resource agencies may require higher 
mitigation ratios' for impacts to previously restored areas . 

The acreages of each vegetation community are li sted below in Table 2 and are separated for the 
Regents Road Corridor and the Genesee A venue Corridor. Each of these vegetation corrununities 
and the associated flora l species are discussed in greater detail below. 
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Chamise Chaparral 

Small areas of Common Chamise (Adenostoma Jasciculatum) surrounded by Diegan Coastal Sage 
Scrub vegetation occur on a west facing slope just east of Regents Road and south of Governor 
Drive, 

Coastal Sage/Chaparral Scrub 

An ecotone of coastal sage scrub and chaparral plant species occurs on a north·facing slope just south 
of University City High School. The area is relati vely disrurbed wi th various pedestrian trails. 
Species include typical sage scrub plants such as California Sagebrush, Flat-top Buckwheat, and 
Black Sage as well as chaparral associates such as Common Ch~mise and Toyon. 

Native Grassland 

Small patches of nati ve grassland were identified within the study area. In some of these areas, clay 
soil s support typical native perennial grassland habitat consisting mostly of Purple Needlegrass 
(Nassella pulchra) mixed with some non-nati ve grasses such as Wi ld Oat (Avena barbara) and Red 
Brame (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens). Other clay associates incl uding bulbs/corms such as 
Sharp-toothed Sanicle (Sanicuia arguta), Wild Hyacinth (Dichelostemma capitatum ssp. capiratum ), 
and Common Goldenstar (Bloomeria crocea) would also be expected in these areas during the 
spring. This habitat also includes an area of Beardless Wild Ryegrass (Leymus triticoides), which 
occurs in moist soil s adjacent to Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest habitat. 

Non-native Grassland 

Non-native Grassland is mapped for extensive areas in both study corridors (mainl y within Rose and 
San Clemente Canyons) which support mostly non·native grass and forb species. Weedy grass 
species include Ripgut Grass (Bromus diandrus), Slender Wild Oat, Red Br.ome, and Soft Chess 
(Bromus hordeceus). Non-nati ve forbs include ShoTt-pod Mustard (HirschjeLdia illcana), Horseweed 
(Conyza bonariensis), and Common Sow Thistle (Sonchus oleraceus). Native (orbs with weedy 
tendencies such as Doveweed (Eremocarpus setigerus) and Telegraph Weed (Heterotheca 
gralldiflora) are also present. 

Eucalvptus Woodland 

Eucal yptus Woodland is mapped for areas dominated by Eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus spp.) in both 
srudy corridors. generall y adjacent to urban/developed lands. These non-native species release 
alle10pathic chemicals from their stems and leaves, which precludes most understory growth. The 
understory includes mostly leaf li tter or in some cases exotic ground cover species such as Hottentot
fig (Carpob rottls edulis). 

Exotic Plantings 

The study area includes various landscaped slopes in both study corridors adjacent to urban 
development. Numerous exotic tree and shrub species, which are not pertinent to the purpose of the 
biological survey, can be found in these areas. These planted species include invasive species such 
as Acacia (Acacia [ali/olia), Peruvian Pepper (Schinus moUe), Ngaio (Myoporum laetum), Hottentot
fig , and Pampas GTass (Cortaderiajubata). 
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Disturbed Habitat 

Disturbed Habitat mapped for those areas, which typicall y have some sort of associated di sturbance. 
These areas typically have less then 30 percent cover attributable to annual, non-native grasses. 
These areas consist of bare ground or non-native ruderal species such as Russian Thistle (Salsola 
tragus), Garland Chrysanthemum (Chrysanthemum coronarium), or Horseweed (Conyza 
canadensis). 

Native Plant Garden 

A native plant garden is located on the south side of Rose Cree~, just west of Genesee. Several sage 
scrub and chaparral associated species have been planted in this area including Nunall 's Scrub Oak 
(Quercus dUnJosa), Wart-stemmed Ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucosus), Coulter's Matilija Poppy 
(Romneya COL/fIeri) , HOlly-leafed Cherry (Prunus ilicifolia ssp. ilicifolia), and Bladderpod (Isomeds 
arborea). 

Urban/Developed 

Much of the study area in both study corridors includes residential and urban development that is 
devoid of native habitats. Vegetation within these developed areas includes mostly ornamental 
vegetation discussed above, which is of little biological value. 

Zoological Resources-Fauna 

Appendix 2 contains a complete list of all faunal species obser:ved or detected on site. 

Amphihians and Reptiles 

No amphibians were observed or detected within the study area. However, species stich as the 
Pacific Treefrog (Pseudacris reg ilia), Western Spadefoot (Spea hammondii). and Garden Slender 
Salamander (Batrachoseps nUljor) have potential to occur on-site due to the presence of suitable 
habitat. 

Reptile species observed within a variety of habitats include Western Fence Lizard (Sceioporous 
occidemalis), Side-blotched Lizard (Uta stansburiana), Common Kingsnake (LampropeiIis getuLa) , 
and Western Raulesnake (Crotalus viridis). Additionally. the Ring-necked Snake (Diadophis 
punctatus). Two-striped Ganer Snake (Thamnophis hammondi), Night Snake (H)'psigLena torquata), 
Long~nosed Snake (Rhinocheilus lecontei), and Yellow-bellied Racer (CoLuber constrictor monnon) 
were recorded in Rose Canyon by herpetologist Laurence Klauber (Klauber, unpub. field notes). 

Other reptile species expected to found on-site include the Coronado Skink (Eumeces skiltonianus 
i11ferparieralis), Southern Alligator Lizard (Eligaria multicarinata webbi) . Red Diamond Rattlesnake 
(Crotalus ruber), and Striped Racer (Masticopliis lateralis). The Orange~throated Whiptail 
(Aspidoscelis hyperythra) and the Coastal Rosy Boa (Lichanura trivirgara roseo/usca) may also 
occur in the canyons in limited numbers. 
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A {O[al of 48 species of birds was observed within the project study area and surrounding habitat. 
Generally, M&A findi ngs were consistent with web-published "Friends of Rose Canyon Bird Species 
List" based on San Diego County Bird Atlas coverage of the canyon (Friends of Rose Canyon 2003). 
While the previous list was gathered and compiled over several years and multiple seasons, M&A 
results were compiled over one summer. 

White-tailed Kite (Elanus leucurus), Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Red-shouldered Hawk 
(Buteo lineatus), Cooper 's Hawk (Accipiter cooperii), Common Raven (Corax corax), and American 
Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos) were observed on-site. Each of these species likely nests on-site as 
sui table habitat exists; however, no nests were observed. Fledgling White-tailed Kites were seen 
wi th adults at the tops of the tallest Western Sycamores. Additionally, in the spring of 2003, 
successful nesting by Red-shouldered Hawks resulted in three fledglings along the urbani zed 
southern edge of Rose Canyon between Regents Road and Genesee A venue. 
Ms. Debby Knight , of the Friends of Rose Canyon, provided additional infonnation regarding 
nesting birds and other avian species observed within Rose Canyon. A family of Bam Owls (Tyto 
alba) have been reported from the southern edge of Rose Canyon, inhabiting a palm tree (D . Knight 
peTS. comm.). A nesting Great Homed Owl (Bubo virginianus) has also been reported from the 
southern rim of Rose Canyon. According to reports received in April 2004, the nest was occupied by 
two Great Homed Owl chicks (D. Knight pers. comm.). 

Other species observed in the ripari an habitat during the M&A surveys included, but were not limited 
to, Downy Woodpecker (Picoides pubescells), Acorn Woodpecker (Melallerpes jorlllicivorus), Ash
throated Flycatcher (Myiarchus cillerascens), Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia), Black-headed 
Grosbeak (Pheucticus melanocephalus), Hooded Ori ole (Icterus cucullalUs), Bewick's Wren 
(Thryomanes bewickii), Wrentit (Chamaea !asciata), Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), 
Song Sparrow (Melospi7.ll melodia), and House Wren (Troglodytes aedon). The Southern 
Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest and Southern Willow Scrub habitats on-site offer potentially 
suitable habitat ·to both the Least Bell 's Vireo and Southwestern Wi llow Flycatcher, which are 
federall y listed endangered species. However, focused, protocol surveys conducted by M&A did not 
conclude either species' presence on-site. More detai ls regarding these survey results are discussed 
in the Sensitive Species secti on of thi s report. 

M&A biologists also recorded the following species in sage scrub habitat Wrentit, Bewick 's Wren, 
Californi a Towhee (? jpilo crissalis), Spotted Towhee (Pipilo maculates), California Thrasher 
(To:costoma redjvivum), and Califo rnia Gnatcatcher (more details regard ing the presence of this 
species on-site are included in Sensilive Species section). 

The Eucal yptus Woodland that exists off-s ite, but in the vicinity of the study area, is relati vely 
expansive. This habitat is broadly utilized by larger birds for nesting (e.g. , corvids and raptors), and 
by smaller species for perching (e. g. , flycatchers). However, the Eucalyptus Woodland on-si te is 
relatively small and patchy; thus, uses by av ian species are expected to be limited to perching and 
occasional foraging. 

Mammals 

Relatively few mammalian species were observed on-site. This is, in part, due to the fact that most 
nati ve mammal species are primarily nocturnal and not easily observed during diurnal surveys. The 
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California Ground Squirrel (SpemlOphilus beecheyi) and Desert Cottontail (Sylvi/agus audubonii) 
were both infrequently seen on-si le, allhougb both are considered common to the area. Exposed soil 
occurs in many disturbed areas and is conduci ve to the presence of Botta's Pocket Gopber 
(Thomomys bonae), which is expected to be found on-si te . Mid-level predators such as Opossum 
(Didelphis virginialla), Long-tailed Weasel (Mustela fre nata), Racoon (Procyon 101Or), Gray Fox 
(Urocyon cineroargemeus), and Striped Skunk (Mephitis mephitis) were either observed or expected 
to occur. However, their populations are expected to be moderated by higher-level predators such as 
Coyote (Canis latran.s) and Bobcat (Felis rufus), both of which, were detected on-site during the 
M&A surveys. These laner two species have been directly observed and photographed by local 
residents, and the latest Bobcat sighting . was reported from November 30, 2003 (D. Knight pers. 
comm.). The presence of higher-level predators such as Bobcat verifies the ecological efficiency of 
the canyon in providing habitat for all species throughout the fo~ cbain (Crooks and Soule 1999). 

Several rodent species are also expected to occur within the project study area, including: San Diego 
Pocket Mouse (ChaetodipHS fallax fallax), Deer Mouse (Peromyscus. maniclIlatus). Cactus Mouse 
(Peromyscus eremicfls), Cal ifornia Vole (Microtus califomicus), and House Mouse (Mus musculus). 
Although not observed, various bat species (Order Chiroptera) are expected to use the canyon 
habitats within the study area. Such species include California Leaf-nosed Bat (Macroris 
californicus), Mexican Long-tongued Bat (Choeronycleris mexicana), Western Mastiff Bat (Eumops 
perotis), Hoary Bat (Lasiurus cillereus), and Yuma Myotis (Myoris yumanensis). 

Urban proximity dictates the occasional presence of domestic species of dog and cat (Canis 
familiari,'; and Felis carus, respectively). On several occasions dogs were seen on and off-leash in the 
canyon . Dogs do not carry out levels of predation that cats do since they are largely retained under 
the control of their owners and not given to independent nocturnal foraging. Cats are considered 
mid-level predators , and by virtue of their independent and ryocturnal habits fonn a viable threat to 
birds and small mammals. As mentioned, the presence of higher-level predators serves to moderate 
this threat. 

WETLANDS AND J URISDICTIONAL NON-WETLAND R ESOURCES 

ACOE, CDFG, and City jurisdictional wetlands and waterways delineated for the study area are 
shown in Figur~s 4a, 4b, and 4c and are summarized in Table 3. As previously mentioned, the 
delineation was limited to the areas of potential, jurisd ictional habitat within the proposed impact 
area (considering each project alternative). The following jurisdictional habitats were delineated: 
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, Southern Willow Scrub, Mule Fat Scrub, Coastal and 
Valley Freshwater Marsh. Native Grassland (Wet Meadow). and Non-wetland Waters of the 
U.S.lStreambed. The following text discusses these jurisdictional habitats with regard to hydrophytic 
vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. The results for each study corridor (Regents Road 
Corridor and Genesee Avenue Corridor) are discussed separately. Appendix 3 contains the wetland 
data forms and photo points. 

Regellts Road Corridor (Rose Callyon) 

Southern Willow Scrub 

Southern Willow Scrub habilat occurs along incised channels situated along the northern and 
southern slopes of Rose Canyon. The canopy of this vegetation is dominated by Arroyo Wi llow, 
which is a FACW species. The understory includes wetland associated species such as Western 
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Ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya), Mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana) , and San Diego Sagewort, as 
well as some non-indicator species including Poison Oak and Ripgut Grass. Greater than 50% of the 
dominant plants. are wetland plants, thus meeting the wetland vegetation criteria. Soil te'sts in the 
SOUlhern Willow Scrub habitat revealed soils with a low-chroma matrix color, which is an indicator 
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of hydric conditions. The so il was also moist during the time of the survey, and the area displayed 
drainage patterns. 

The breadth of ACOE jurisdiction over the Southern Willow Scrub is limited to the vegetation within 
the drainage. The remaining Southern Willow Scrub habitat that occurs just outside but adjacent to 
the drainage fall.s under the jurisdiction of the CDFG as adjacent riparian habitat. It also falls under 
the City's jurisdiction, since the habitat is dominated by hydrophytic vegetation. Two other isolated 
stands of Southern Willow Scrub are located in the canyon, but not along or adjacent [0 a streambed. 
Therefore, these stands are not jurisdictional under either the ACOE or CDFG. These areas are, 
however, under the City'sjurisdiction since they support a dominance of hydrophytic vegetation. 

Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest 

Well-developed Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest occurs within the main east-west 
running drainage on the canyon floor of Rose Canyon. This vegetation community is dominated by 
Western Sycamore and Arroyo Willows, which are both FACW species. Other species included in 
this habitat are Premont Cottonwood and Goodding's Black Willow. Understory species include 
Western Ragweed, Bermuda Grass (Cyanodon dacrylon), and Cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium). 
Drainage patterns indicated wetland hydrology and hydric soils were indicated by the presence of 
low-chroma soils and mottles. These areas are jurisdictional under ACOE, CDFG, and the City. 

Coastal and Vallev Freshwater Marsh 

Several small and narrowly configured stands of Coastal and VaHey Freshwater Marsh were found 
on or at the base of the northern and southern slopes of Rose Canyon within incised channels. These 
areas are situated outside of [he willow canopy and provide Hnkages between the stands of Southern 
Willow Scrub. This habitat is dominated by Broad-leaved Cattail (Typha latifolia), an OBL wetland 
species. Drainage patterns indicated wetland hydrology, and hydric soils were indicated by the 
presence of free water in the test pit. Another small stand of Freshwater Marsh was found just east of 
Regents Road, and south of the bridge over the park access road. Th~se areas are jurisdictional under 
ACOE. CDFG and the City. 

Native Grassland (Wet Meadow) 

An area of Native Grassland (Wet Meadow) vegetation is located in a low-lying area situated 
between a hillside and a berm formed by the dirt access road. The vegetation is dominated by 
Beardless Wild Ryegrass, a FACW species. Other species present include Curly Dock (Rumex 
crispus) and Softchess (Bromus hordeaceus). No indicators of wetland hydrology or hydric soils 
were found. This area falls onl y under City's jurisdiction since it supports a dominance of 
hydrophytic vegetation. 

Mule Fat Scrub 

One small area of Mule Fat Scrub is found along an eastern incised channel of Rose Canyon. This 
vegetation type is dominated by Mule Fat, a FACW species. The understory consists of Western 
Ragweed, and non-native grasses such as Slender Wild Oat. This area lacks hydri c soil and 
hydrology indicators; however, it occurs immediately above a channel and is, therefore, under CDFG 
jurisdiction as adjacent riparian habitat. This area also falls under the City 's jurisdiction, since it 
supports a dominance of hydrophytic vegetation. 
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Non-W etland waters of the U.s.lStreambed 

Several jurisdictional, ephemeral , drainage channels, devoid of hydrophytic vegetation, are found 
within the corridor. Most of these drainages are located in low areas between hill sides and feed into 
the more prominent waterways on-site. Others consist of non-vegetated segments of a drainage 
situated between stands of willow habitat. These drainages are jurisd ictional under the ACOE as 
Non-Welland Waters of the U.S. and CDFG as Streambeds. 

Regents Road Corridor (Sail Clemente CanyoIJISR 52)) 

Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest 

The Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest vegetation found within the San Clemente 
Canyon study area in the vicinity of the Regents Road bridge crossing is similar to other stands of 
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest found throughout the .project .site. This vegetation 
type is dominated by Western Sycamore and Arroyo Willow, both FACW species. Other species 
noted in this assemblage are Fremont Cottonwood and Goodding's Black Willow. Understory 
species in tlti s area include Poison Oak and Hotten tot-Fig (Carpobrotus edulis) both non-indicator 
species. Drainage patterns indicated wetland hydrology, and hydric soils were indicated by the 
presence of low-chroma soils and monies. The breadth of ACOE jurisdiction over the Southern 
Willow Scrub is limited to the vegetation within the drainage. The remaining Southern Willow 
Scrub habitat that occurs just outside but adjacent to the drainage falls under the jurisdiction of the 
CDFG as adjacent riparian habitat. It also fa ll s under the City'S juri sdiction, since the habitat is 
dominated by hydrophytic vegetation. 

Coastal and Vallev Freshwa ter Marsh 

A small stand of Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh was found on the eastern side of Regents 
Road, a short distance to the south of the main channel. This area is situated .outside of the willow 
canopy and at the headwall discharge point of an approximate 5-foot culvert which links 
underground with a concrete drainage on the east side of Regents Road as it comes down the canyon 
from the south. This habitat is dominated by Broad-leaved Cattail (Typha latifolia ), an OBL wetland 
species. Drainage patterns indicated wetland hydrology, and hydric soils were indicated by the 
presence of free water in the lest pit. This area is jurisdictional under ACOE, CDPG and the City. 

Non-Wetland waters of the U.S.lStreamhed 

A jurisdi ctional~ ephemeral, drainage channel, devoid of hydrophytic vegetation, is found under the 
bridge as well as both upstream and downstream of the bridge. This drainage is jurisdictionaJ under 
the ACOE as Non-Wetland Waters oftbe U.S. and CDFG and the City as Streambed. 

Genesee A venue Corridor (Rose Canyon) 

Southern Cottonwood-Willow Ripa rian Forest 

The Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, found within the Rose Canyon portion of the 
Genesee Avenue .Corridor, is characterized by a dominance of Western Sycamore and Arroyo 
Willow, both FACW species. Other species included in this assemblage are Fre mont Cottonwood 
and Goodding's Black Willow, FACW and OBL species, respectively. Understory species include 
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Western Ragweed, Mugwort, and Mule Fat Drainage .patterns indicated wetland hydrology , and 
hydric soils were indicated by the presence of low-chroma soils and mottles. 

A small stand of Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest habitat occurs outside of, but 
adjacent to a drainage. Thus, this stand is jurisdictional only under CDFG (as adjacent riparian 
habitat) and the City. 

Genesee Avenue Corridor (San Clemente Canyon) 

Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest 

The Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest vegetati9n found within the San Clemente 
Canyon study area is similar to other stands of Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest found 
throughout the project site. This vegetation type is dominated by Western Sycamore and Arroyo 
Willow, both FACW species. Other species noted in this assemblage .are Fremont Cottonwood and 
Goodding's Black Willow. Understory species include Poison Oak, a non-indicator species, and Tall 
Aat Sedge (Cyperus eragrostis) a FACW species. Drainage patterns indicated wetland hydrology, 
and hydric soils were indicated by the presence of low-chroma soils and mottles. 

Two small seg~ents of Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest habitat occur outside of, but 
adjacent to the main drainages within the study area. These segments are jurisdictional only under 
CDFG (as adjacent riparian habitat) and the City. 

Mule Fat Scrub 

One small area of narrowly configured Mule Fat Scrub is fqund along an un vegetated cobblestone 
drainage channel. This vegetation type is dorrunated by Mule Fat. The understory consists of 
Coyote Bush (Baccharis piluiaris), and non-native grasses such as Slender Wild Oat, both non
wetland indicator plants. This area lacks hydric soil and hydrology indicators; however, it occurs 
adjacent to the main drainage channel and is jurisdictional as under CDFG adjacent riparian habitat. 
This area also falls under the City's jurisdiction since it supports a . dominance of hydrophytic 
vegetation. 

Wetlands Functions and Values 

The jurisdictional wetlands and waterways on site represent relatively high quality habitats. The on
site wetlands mostly consist of dense and continuous Southern Willow Scrub and Southern 
Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest. These habitats provide a multi-layer canopy, which support 
many common riparian birds such as Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia), Lesser Goldfinch 
(Carduelis psaltria), Yellow-rumped Warbler (Dendroica coronata), and Common Yellowthroat 
(Geothlypis trichas). The habitat also provides potentially suitable habitat for several sensitive 
species including Least Bell's Vireo, Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, Yellow Warbler (Dendroica 
petechia), and Yellow-breasted Chat (lcreria virens). Additionally, some smaller ponding areas and 
the abundance of leaf litter beneath the larger stands of willows may provide breeding habitat for 
various amphibian species including Pacific Chorus Frog (Pseudacris regilla) and Western Toad 
(Bufo boreas). The tall heights of the Western Sycamores and Goodding's Black Willc?ws are 
indicative of a mature, well-developed riparian system. 
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Overall, the on-site wetlands and waterways have moderately high physical and chemical functions. 
This is mainly attributed to the areas that run beneath the Southern Cottonwood-Willow, Riparian 
Forest The herbaceous vegetation in the understory and the widening of the drainage in some areas 
allows fo r groundwater recharge, sediment retention, toxicant retention, and nutrient transformati on. 
The sediment and toxicant retention of these areas improves the conditions of the areas downstream 
by reducing sediment loading. Most of the upstream portions consist of narrower drainages that lack 
herbaceous vegetation within the channel. Waters in these drainages tend to flow quicker, yielding 
significantly less groundwater recbarge, sediment retention, and nutrient transfonnation. Thus, these 
areas have lower physical and chemical functions. 

SENSITIVE SPECIES 

Sensitive species include those listed by USFWS (2003), CDFG (2003a and b), and the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) (CNPS 2001). They also include species covered by the 
MSCP and those considered narrow endemic species (City of San Diego 1997). 

Sensitiye Flora 

A total of 6 sensitive plant species was identified within the project site and each is discussed in 
Table 4. They include San Diego Sage wort, Clay-field Goldenbush (lsocoma menziesij var. 
decumbens), Spiny Rush, Nuttall ' s Scrub Oak (Quercus dumosa) , Coulter's Mntilija Poppy 
(Romneya coulteri), and Wart-stemmed Ceanothus (Ceanorhus verrucosus). The latter three species 
were planted and found only in the Native Plant Garden located south of Rose Creek and west of 
Genesee. Hence, these species were not mapped. The locations of the San Diego Sagewort, Clay
field Goldenbush, and Spiny Rush are shown on Figures 3a and 3b. 

Table 5 lists sensitive plant species that are known from the region, but were not observed on-site. 
Reasons for absence are included in the table. 
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Table 2. Acreage Summary of Vegetation Communities 

Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest (Holland 
Code 61330) 

Southern Willow Scrub (Holland Code 63320) 

Coast Live Oak Woodland (Holland Code 71 160) 

Coastal and Vaney Freshwater Marsh (Holland Code 
52410 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (Holland Code 32500) 

Chamise Chaparral (Holland Code 37200) 

Coastal Sage/Chaparral Scrub (Holland Code 37GOO) 

Native Grassland (Holland/Oberbauer Code 42100) 

Non-native Grassland (Holland Code 42200) 

Eucalyptus Woodland (Holiand/Oberbauer Code 
11 100) 

Exotic Plantings (Holland/Oberbauer Code 11000) 

Urban Developed (Hollnnd/Oberbauer Code 12000) 

Disturbed Habitat (Ho\land/Oberbauer Code 11 300) 

Native Plant Garden 

Total 

Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest 

12.46 

1.41 

1.28 

... 0.01 

30.07 

0.19 

0.00 

0.31 

19.89 

3.30 

32.49 

121.55 

4.70 

0.00 

227.66 

September 29. 2004 

17.77 30.23 

2.98 4 .. 39 

15.59 16.87 

om 0.02 

16.83 46.90 

0.22 OA1 

0.54 0.54 

0.04 0.35 

25.42 45 .31 

9.46 12.76 

44.37 76.86 

191.86 313.41 

0.66 5.36 

0.76 0.76 

326.51 559.17 

This broad-leaved riparian vegetation type is well developed in both San Clemente and Rose Canyon. 
Dominant canopy species include Western Sycamore (Plata1lus racemosa), Arroyo Willow (Salix 
lasioLepis), and Lance-leaf Willow (Salix Lucida ssp. lasia1ldra). Other tall canopy trees include 
Goodding's Black Willow (Salix gooddingii) and Fremont Cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. 
fremontii). Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia) occurs sporadically along the upper embankments of 
the creeks. It should be noted that although Western Sycamore and Coast Live Oak are not typical 
components of Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, no other HollandiOberbauer category 
better suits the on-site conditions. A high diversity of understory shrubs and herbaceous species are 
also present. These include Mule Fat (Baccharis salicifolia ), Poison Oak (Toxicodendron 
diversilobum), California Rose (Rosa californica), San Diego Sagewort (Artemisia palmeri), and 
Spiny Rush (luncus acutus ssp. leopoLdii). The San Diego Sagewort and the Spiny Rush are 
sensitive species. 
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Southern Willow Scrub 

This habitat occurs within tributary drainages to both San Clemente and Rose Canyon and typically 
lacks taller trees such as Western Sycamore and Fremont Cottonwood found in Southern 
Cottonwood-Wi llow Riparian Forest. This habitat is dominated by Arroyo Willow, which typically 
varies from 15 to 25 feet in height. Secondary canopy species include taller trees such as Goodding's 
Black Willow and Lance-leaf Willow. Understory species include Narrow-leaved Willow (Salix 
exigua), Mule Fat, Poison Oak, Great Marsh Evening Primrose (Oenothera elara ssp. hirsurissima), 
and Tall Flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis). 

Coast Live Oak Woodland 

Large stands of Coast Live Oak Woodland occur on the relatively mesic north-facing slopes of San 
Clemente Canyon. A dense canopy of mature Coast Live Oak trees occurs in this area. The 
understory consists mostly of leaf litter. Coast Live Oaks have cupped leaves with spine-tipped 
margins, which secure the leaves to the ground and provide the trees with a natural mulch. This 
mulch keeps the tree's roots cool and moist, as well as precludes competition from other potenti all y 
invasive species. As a result, understory plants are naturally limited but include several shade
adapted species such as Fuchsia-flowered Gooseberry (Ribes speciosum) , Meadow Rue (Tltalictrum 
fendleri var. polycarpum), and California Rose. 

Coasta l and Va llev Fr eshwater Marsh 

Several small and narrowly configured stands of Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh were found 
on or at the base of the northern and southern slopes of Rose Canyon within incised channels. These 
areas are situated outside of the willow canopy and provide li nkages between the stands of Southern 
'Willow Scrub. Another small stand was found in San Clemente Canyon in the vicinity of the 
Regents Road bridge crossing the Marian Bear Park access road. This habital is dominated by 
Broad-leaved Cattail (Typha latifolia). 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub is comprised of mostly drought deciduous subshrubs, which range from 2 
to 4 feet in height. Various fonns of this habitat occur on-site. Most commonly represented is a type 
that is dominated by Poison Oak. This type is typical of steep north and east-facing slopes occurring 
immediately below urban landscaping, where moist soil conditions support thick stands of Poison 
Oak. Other species include California Sagebrush (Arlemisia californica), San Diego Monkeyflower 
(Mimulus aurantiacus), as well as taller shrubs such as Lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia ), Toyon 
(Heteromeles arbutifolia), and Blue Elderberry (Sambucus mexicana). 

On drier south and west fac ing slopes, this habitat is more characteristic of typical Coastal Sage 
Scrub. Dominant species include California Sagebrush, Flat-top Buckwheat (Eriogonum 
Jasciculatum var.!olio[osum), White Sage (Salvia apiana), and Laurel Sumac (Malosma laurina). 
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S~Je!lt~f~ N~.~!~'>r ~~"mriloll Nh.ine Habitat· '.~. c ,Federal ~: ~1.'1a(e O,,!I'S , MSOP , Site,Stutus 
:, .. "~ . ,1, V , ';\ . '. ": . ." }, . ,_,:" Stlltus _ l.8fll(US if " . "~an~s . .T~ ~'" ~, "" . .. " . 

Artemisia San Diego Sage wort Cottonwood-willow None None L is t: 4 None Dense populations occur along 
palmeri Riparian Forest Rose Creek at both the 

Genesee "and Regents Road 
crossmg areas. 

Isocoma Clay-field Coastal Sage Scrub. None None List IB None This plant is sporadic in areas. 
m~lIziesii var. Goldenbush Native ood Non- of Non-native and Native 
decllmbells Native Grassland Grassland habitats. 
Querclls dllmosa Nuttall's Scrub Oak Nati ve Plant Garden None None List I B None Planted in native plant garden 

j ust south of Rose Creek and 
west of Genesee. 

ROllllleyo Coulter 's Matilija Native Plant Garden None None List 4 None Planted in native plant garden 
cOlllteri Poppy just south of Rose Creek and 

west of Genesee. 
C~allol}IIIS Wart-stemmed Native Plant Garden None None List 2 Covered Planted in native plant garden 
w!rnfCOSJU Ceanothus just south o f Rose Creek and 

west of Genesee. 
J IIIICUS acutus Spiny Rush Cottonwood-willow None None List 4 None Occurs sporadically within 
ssp. leopoldii Riparian Forest wetland habitats of Rose 

Canyon and San Clemente 
Canyons 

., 
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Table 5. Sensitive Floral Species Not Observed but Potenlially Present. 

Ado/phia califomicll 

Arctostaphylos 
glandulara ssp. 
CrosSi/oUa 
Atriplu par:i/icll 

Brodiata orcurrii 

Calalldrinia maririma 

CllOrilJJnrh~ 

polygonoidUl'(Jr. 
longisJlina 

Comarosfaphylls 
divus'!.olia up. 
divusitolia 
Cort!throgynt 
filogillifolia \"tIr. lillifalia 

Dichoodm occidclllaliJ 

Fcrococrus viridcsuns 

lIarl'agond/lll'olmcri 

Microstris douglasii 
ssp. JlIlllJ.::arp/w 

Califomia Adolphia 

Del Mar Manun1ta 

SDulh Coast Sall$eale 

Orcutt's Brodiaea 

Seaside Calandrinia 

Long.spioed 
Spinenower 

Summer Holly 

Del Mar S;md Aster 

Weslem Dithondrn 

San Diego Ollft'Cl ClICNs 

Pahller's Gmpplinghook 

Srn DIl R o wer 
Microseris 

Chaparrol, coastal scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland/clay; elevation 45·300 melefS. 
Shrub (deciduous). blooms Deccmber.f',·lay 

Chap::UTIII (maritime, sandy); elevation 0·365 
meters. Scrub (evergreen), blooms I)e(: ·April 

Coastal bluff scrub, c03.5tal scrub p!ayl.$; 
elevation 0·100 meters. Annual helb , blooms 
Marth-October 
Closed--cont coniferous fOre.5t. ehaparral. 
cisrnOlllane woodland, me~dows and seeps, 
valley and foothill grassland, vernal 
pools/mesic, clay, someti mcs serpitinite; 
elevation 30·1615 meters. Perennial he lb 
(bulbi[crGllS) , bloolIlS May·July 
Coastal bluff scrub, coasta l scrub, vnlley and 
foothill grassland/sandy; d eVlltion 5·300 
melCTS. Annual herb, blooms Fcbrua!1l·Aultust 
Chaparral, coas lal scrub, meadows and seeps, 
valley and foolhill gTll$slandlofien day; 
elevation 3~ 1450 metet$. Annual hem, 
blooms April·July 
Chapal11ll; elevation 30-550 meters. Shrub 
(evCfgreen), blooms Apri l·June 

Chaparral, coastal bluff scrub, coasta! scrub; 
eleVlltion 5· 151) meters , Permni.! herb. 
blooms June-Senternber 
Chaparral. c:ismootiUle v."OOdland. coas~l 
scrub, valley and foothill gnlssland; elevadon 
50-500 meters. Pen:nnial hero (rh izomatous), 
blooms Marth·July 
Ch:J.parrnI. coastal scrub, valLey lind fOOlhili 
grassland. vemal pools; elevatiol1 3450 
meters. Shrub (stem succulent), blooms May· 
June 
Chaparral, coastol scrub, vaHey and foothill 
grassland/clay; elevation 20-8)0 meteR. 
Annual herb, blooms March·May 
Cismonlane Woodland, coasral scrub, valley 
and foothill grassland, verna l pools/clay; 
elevation 15·1070 mete rs. Allnual herb. 
blooms March·Mal' 
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FE 

None 

None 

None 

Nooo 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

SP Us!: 18 

SP Ust: IB 

SP Usc: IB 

SP Ust4 

SP U n: l B 

SP U st: 1 B 

SP Usc IB 

SP Usc 4 

SP Us!: 2 

SP List: 4 

SP List: 4 

Covered 

None 

Covered 

None 

No~ 

None 

Covt:red 

None 

Covered 

None 

Noo, 

September 29 2004 

low probability of oecum.nce. Although 
suitable habitat is present, this pelennial 
shrub is n:latively conspicuoU5. If it were 
to occnr on·site, it would have been 
observed. 
low probability of occurn:nce, lack bf 
chaparral habitat prescnt io study area. 

Low probability of occurrence in 
openings of coastal sage scrub vege tation. 

low probability of occurrence in suitably 
mesic nn:as. 

low probabi lity of occurrence in 
openings of coastal sage scrub. 

Low potcntial in openings o f coastal sage 
scrub on levd termin. 

Low probability of occurrence. Lack of 
suitable, ndecjuate chaparral habitat 
within Ihe study area. 
Low probabilily o f occurn:nce in sandy 
substrates. 

Modenlle probability of occum.nct in 
uorlerslOry o f coastal sage scrub. 

Moden lle pf"Obabi lity. 
vicinily of study area. 

Expc:cled in 

Moderate probability in gr~ss land habi tat 
with clay soils. 

Low potenlio1 in mesic opc:nings in 
coastal soge scrub with 0 day sub.tr:ue. 
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MOlla~ddlo linoidl!J up. Willowy Monardella 
Viminl!o-

Aluilla cfl!" I! /andii San Diego Goldenstar 

Ophiogloullm California 
cnlifomicum Addc:r's-tongue 

Oro/xure/' I! parish;i ssp. Short-lobed 
bracl.yloba Broomrape 

. 
Closed-cone coniferous forest. ehapilmll, 
eoaslal scrub, ri~rian scrub, ri parian 
woodland; elevation 50-400 melet"t. Perennial 
herb, blooms June-Augusl 

.. 
Chaparral. eoas llli Strub , valley and foolhill 
grnss lllnd, vernal poolS/clay: elevalion 50-465 
melers. Perennial hero (bulbiferous), blooms 
Ma.,. 
Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland, vemal 

poo" (margins)/mesie; ele vation 60-300 
mele("5. Perennial herl.I (.hizorn.atous), feni le 
Deccmbc:r-May 
Coaslal bluff scrub, coaslal dunes, cOllSlal 
scrubfsandY;i~~~vlll ion )-305 melen. Perennia l 
herb ( arasilic . blooms April-October 

FE SE 

None N~ 

None N~ 

FSC None 

FSC = Federal Species of Concem, FE - Federal (ESA) Endangered, SP _ SpeCial Plant 

SP Lisl: I B 

SP 

SP USI: 4 

SP Ust: 4 

Co ...... 

Covered 

None 

September 29 2004 

Low probabilily of occum:m:e_ Ahhough 
it is known from San Clemenle Canyon, 
this perennial shnab is relatively 
conspicuous. If il were 10 occur on-si le. 
it would have been observed . 
Low polcntial on slopes in coas tal sage 
sClUb vegetation. 

Low probability of occum:n~ Lade of 
adequale chap;"ln1ll habilal or mesic 
openings in coaslal SII~ $CCUb vegelation. 

Low po/cntial of occum:oce in sandy 
terrain. 

· Historic populations of willowy monardella are known from San Clemente Canyon. The nearest historic locations are approximately one-half mile to the west, 
and just east of Genesee A venue south of SR 52, but well out of the impact area of proposed improvements to Genesee A venue. The latter population was 
searc hed for as part of the fie ld survey for this study, but was not found. Similarly, the general botanical survey conducted within Ihe boundaries of the study 
area did not reveal the presence of this species. 
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Sensitive Fauna 

A total of 7 sensitive wildlife species was identified within the project si te during M&A surveys. 
They include White-tailed Kite, Cooper's Hawk, Nuttall 's Woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), 
California Gnatcatcher, California Thrasher, Yellow Warbler, and Yellow-breasted Chat. Details 
regarding these observed/detected sensitive species are summarized in Table 6. 

Several raptors were observed or reported (courtesy of D. Knight) from the study area, and many are 
suspected or known to nest on-site. Such species include Red-shouldered Hawk, Red-tailed Hawk, 
Barn Owl, and Great Horned Owl. Although none of the aforementioned species are considered 
sensitive, any active raptor nests are afforded protection under tbe California Fish and Game Code 
Section 3503.5 (CDFG 2000). Additionally, although it was. not concluded that all the sensitive 
species observed/detected on-si te are nesting in the area , there is a high likelihood that they do given 
the available, suitable habitat. 

Focused, prolocol surveys were conducted for three federally listed avian species: Southwestern 
Willow A ycatcher, Least BeU's Vireo, and Californi a Gnatcatcher. The resulrs of these surveys are 
included in Appendices 4 and 5. Neither Southwestern Willow Flycatcher nor Least Bell 's Vireo 
was detecred in or near the project study area. However, two male/female pairs of California 
Gnatcatchers were found within the proposed Regents Road corridor project area in Rose Canyon. 
Although nesting was not confirmed, it is strongly suspected that at least one pair breeds on-site or in 
the vicinity , as juvenile birds were seen with one pair during early surveys. 

Other sensitive species not observed during the M&A survey work have been reported from the study 
area by local residents or other interested parties. Such species include, but are not limited to 
Rufous-crowned Sparrow (Aimophila rujiceps), Black-chinn\!d Sparrow (Spizella atrogularis), and 
Northern Harrier (Circus cyalleus). The derails regarding these species and other species not 
observed on-site' but known from the region are summarized in Table 7. 

Although Southwestern Pond Turtle (Emys marmorata pallida) and Arroyo Toad (Bufo califomicus) 
are known from the region in habitats such as those that occur on-site, neither species was 
observed/detected during the M&A surveys nor have they been hi storically reported from the area. 
They are not expected to occur due to the absence of specific habitat conditions that are required by 
these species. The area lacks subsrantial , permanent ponding areas and sandy washes along stream 
courses that are necessary to support the pond turtle and Arroyo Toad. respectively. 

The Burrowing Owl (Athene crmicularia) is a species that generally occurs in Disturbed Habitat 
andlor grasslands. This species occupies ground squirrel burrows, which are present on-site. The 
Burrowing Owl was not observedldetected during the recent surveys, nor has it been hi storically 
reported from the area. The grasslands and Disturbed Habitat on-site lack the specific habitat 
conditions that preferred by thi s species, such as open, flat terrain . Furthermore. the site's location 
amongst urban development may aJ so preclude the presence of this species. This species is not 
expected to be found on-site. 

No vernal pools were found within the project area. The area lacks appropriate conditions for vernal 
pools; thus, no sensiti ve species associated with vernal pools (i.e., San Diego Fairy Shrimp 
[Brwlchinecta sandiegonensis]) are expected to occur on-site. 
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Table 6. Sensitive Faunal Species Found On·site. 

Name , i i 

~ 
~'~'~ 

SIo,", : ," ., "', , , Kit., , ' , ~"d', ,,,,d ' No", No"' I Ado'" ,ad i 
leuclln/$) with areas of dense , nesting Western Sycamores. No nests were 

I ~i;;~rved , but this species likely nesl$ on· 

', H,wk, ?~k: i i No", No", CSC ' Moy, 
cooperii) usually near water Willow Forest habitat 

I Co,; i 

::",""~ ', I 0,",,' i , FSC No", SA No", li" 
v ' Alders, COllonwQods, and bay trees growing Riparian Forest and Southern Willow Scrub 

:~~n~~reams lined wi th Coast Uvc: Oaks. Snags on·site. 
,ad , H 'mb" Ho," , , of sage scrub IT Nori, CSC using s":a~1 ~.~~eg:AnA _ 

(Polioptila caJifornica) Coastal Sag~ ~crub in?' , r~l near 
'h' , Ro,d Brid';, 

.. d :' 

W," b,"" i"" 10'" ' FSC No", SA Noo, 
habitat. l~~pected to nest on-site. (Toxostoma rediviwun) . i as well a<p~~kS and 

, 'Cd,"" 00",' i, , , 

""u/~ ) 
, ,< No", No", CSC No"' , 

pelec lIa Will~w Riparian Forest. Mosllikely 10 nest 
ooo,i" , with d,"" No", No", CSC No", I o"·,ilO '" : 

(!eteria virens) of willows 

~d:ngered, Sft:;~~~lifornia TI 
o FT = F,d,m' , esc ,= i ; 0' :.~ = , 

I "'"" '" = 
i , Species of Special Concern, Covered - MSCP Covered Species. 
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T bl 7 S a e ~pecles F auna I S ~pectes N Ob 0 1 serve db P . II P UI otenlta ly rese nt. 

Name 
, 

Habitat F edera l S tate Sf.atu s CDFG Status I\IISCP Probability of O ccurrence 

.. . . . Sta tus ., " . Status; . , 

Quino Checkers pOI Open grasslands and o(J(:nings within shrub FE None SA NE, Low to none. Outside of current 
(Elfphydryas ~difl!(l qrdllo) habitats that support Dlvarf Plantago (PIU/rlago None known range. 

erecla). 

Harbison 's Dun Skipper Oak woodlands. riparian woodlands. and riparian FSC None SA Covered Low. 1-1051 pianl nol prescnt on-site. 
(Elt/,hyu v($ lris scrub. Host plant is San Diego Sedge (Cara 
harbonsoni) spiua) 
Western Spadefoot (Sp~(I Sandy or grayelly soil in grasslands, sage scrub. FSC None esc None r-.'loderRtc. Potentially present in 
halllll lolldii) chaparral. and pine-oak woodlands; grasslands lirllited nunlbers. 

with shallow temoorarv ooois are ootima!_ 
San Diego Homed Lizard Chaparral. sage scrub. oak woodlands, and FSC None esc, Protected Covered Moderate. Potentially present in 
(PIIIYllosom(l corollawllI grasslands; sometimes occurs along seldom used li mited numbers. 
bfarm'i lli i ) dirt roads where native ant soecies are oresent 
Coronado SlUnk (Erllll eces Variety of habitats including grasslands, sage FSC None CSC None- Moderate. Potentially present in 
ski itOllialllls illterpari~/olis) scrub, and various woodlands. limited numbers 
Orange-throated Whiptail Open sage scrub and chaparral, prefers sandy areas FSC None esc Covered lI igh. Potentially present in limited 
(CII~midop"oms with patches of brush and rocks numbers. 
Ii),/ erlfll1u) 
Coastal Whiptail Coastal Sage Scrub, chaparral, and grasslands FSC None SA None "'(odemte to High. Potentially present 
(Aspidoscelis ligris in limited numbers. 
sle 'lIell~n) 
Silvery Legless Liurd Shows a preference for areas of leaf litter and FSC None CSC None Moderate. Potentially present in 
(Anni~lla pille/1m plt/d lm ) loose soil along washes, beach sand dunes, open limited numbers. 

scrub and woodland, and sandy benches along 
alluvial fans. 

Coastal Rosy Boa Rocky outcrop areas within chaparral and sage FSC None SA - None Low. Rock outcroppings within 
(licllGllll ra triv;rgata """b. appropriate habi tat are limited on-site. 
ros~o(jtsca) 

Two-striped Garter Snake Auociated with semi-permanent and permanent No~ None CSC, Protected None Moderate. Although there is a lack of 
(TlllImllophis IlomlllolldiJ bodies of water in a variety of habitats; requires a suitable habitat on-site, it has been 

relatively dense riparian border historically reported from the area 
(Klauber, unpub. field notes), 

Northern Red Diamond Occupies rocky outcrops and are3.'l of heavy brush FSC None CSC None High_ Site supports suitable habitat 
Raulesnake (Crotalus mber or rugged terrain in chaparral, sage scrub, or desert although rock outcrops are limited. 
mher) scrub on both coastal and desert slopes, usually Reported~:~.om area (Klauber, unpub. 

below 4000 feet field notes. 
Sharp-shinned Hawk Mlxed woodlands near open areas, prefers but not None None CSC None Moderate. Site supports adequate 
(Accipi tt r st,.iatus) restricted to riparian habi tats amount of open habitat for foraging. 
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Name Habitat Federa l state Status ... G:DFG S!Atus MSCP ProbaBili ty jjf OCcurrence 

.. . .Statils. 'C .. stattis , 
" . , 

Northern Harrier Occurs in grassland, agricullural fields, fresh None None CSC Covered Moderate. Has been reponed from 
(Circus cyaneus) and sallwater mashes and desert sinks the area (Friends of Rose Canyon); 

however, not expected to nest on·si te 
due to limited habitat wi th appropriate 
conditions (generally prefers flat 
terrain). 

Red-breasted Sapsucker Breeds ;n coni ferous "'" conifer aspen rsc None SA None Low. Has been reported from the 
(S/JhyrapicIIJ I1Ibtr) associations, inc:Judi ng ihe humid coastal area (Friends o f Rose Can)'{ln); 

lowlands. Also occurs in open woodlands and however, this species is (In uncommon 
partes in winter. Require Jive or dead trees winter visitor and is not expected to 
sui table for cavity nests. be commonly fou nd in the area. 

Westem Bluebird (Sialia Open woodlands, farmlands, and orchards None None None Covered High. Has been reponed from the 
mexicana) area (Friends of Rose CanYOn). 
Hermit Warbler (DfmJro ica Cool, wet coniferous forests made op , r FSC None SA None Moderate. Has been reponed from 
occidellialis) Douglas.fir, hemlock, and western red cedar. the area (Friends of Rose Canyon); 

however, this species is a migrant in 
San Diego County and is not expected 
to nest on·site. 

Tricolored Blackbird Feeds in grasslands and croplands, breeds near FSC None CSC Covered Low to moderate. Very limited 
(Age/(l illJ tricolor) freshwater preferably ;" marshes " other habitat occurs on-site. 

emergent wetlands 
Black·chinned Sparrow Chaparral in rocky landscapes. Nest in sagebrush None None SA None High. Has been reported from the 
(Spil.ello alro IIlaris) and ·greasewood. FOl}Ige in ODen areas in winter. area (Friends of Rose Can 'on). 
Southern California Rufous- Rocky hillsides supponing sparse, low scrub or FSC None CSC Covered High. Substantial amounts of 
crowned Sparrow chaparral , sometimes mixed with grasses. adequate habitat on-site. Has been 
(Aimopllila nificeps . reported from Ihe site (Friends of 
callescells) Rose Canyon). 
Chipping Sparrow (Spizel/a Open areas on the edges o f coniferous woodlands None None SA None Moderate. Has been reponed from 
passeriua) and thickels, wi th sparse grasses under the forest the area (Friends of Rose Canyon). 

canopy. 
Beil's Sage Sparrow Relatively open chaparral (e.g. Chamise FSC None esc None Low to Moderate. Suitable habitat 
(Ampil ispiz.a belli bellI) Chaparral) and sage scrub; Non-fragmented, exists; however, specific conditions 

contiguous areas on relatively nat terra in appear to . may not be suitable. 
be Dreferred 

Burrowing Owl (A/hell e Occurs in open dry grasslands, agricultural, FSC None esc Covered Low to None. AJlhough potential 
clllliclilaria) rangelands and desert habi tats. Inhabi t grass, forb habitat exists, the si te lacb sui table 

and shrub slages of pin)'{lo and ponderosa pine condit ions. 
habi tats as well as ai rports, golf couf$eS, and 
vacant urban loIS . 
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Nn me H abi!at ). 
- , Federal S tllte S ta tus COFG Statu s MSCP . 

Probability or OccurieilCe 
• "i- . . Stalus S ta tus .' 

Vaux's Swi ft (Chaetura P9nderosa Pine, mixed conifer, Jeffrey Pi ne FSC None CSC None Moderate. Has been reported from 
vauxi ) forests, and possibly black oak woodlands. the area (Friends o f Rose Canyon). 

Require tall , hollowed out snags o r burned Ollt This species is a migrant species in 
stumps for nesting. San Diego County lind is not expected 

to nest on-site. 
Rufous Hummingbird Northwestern parks and gardens, chaparral, f SC None SA None Moderate. Has ·been reported from 
(Se /aspbo/"lfs nt/lis) meadows, forest edges, riparian thickets of the area (Friends o f Rose Canyon). 

coniferous woodlands. · High mountain meadows This species is a spring and fall 
and open areas where flowers are present, during migrant alld rare winter visitor. 
migrat ion. 

Oak Ti tmouse (BlIe% phlis Warm, dry. intact oak or oak-pine woodland FSC None SA None Low. Site does not support adequate 
inomllflfJ) habita t. Nests in na tural cavities and old amount of oak woodland habitat; 

woodpecker holes. 
Loggerhead Shrike ( !.ani/Is Found wi thin grassland or open habitats with bare FSC None CSC None Moderate. Site supports adequate 
IlIdol'iciQlllls) grountlllnd sparse shrub andlor tree cover for amount of open hnbi!nt for foraging. 

nesting and perching 
Western Bluebird (Silliia Open woodlands with bordering grasslands. None None None Covered High. Potentially present as migrant 
IIItxicQlJa) or wintering. 

Coastal Cactus Wren Areas of sage scrub \vith robus t stands of Opwllia None None CSC Covered Low to None. Substantial stands of 
(Campy/orh)1Zchos , po Opllnlia spp. do not occur on-si te 
bnmneicQoillrls calles;) 
San Diego Black-tailed Relatively open chaparral and sage scrub and FSC No ne CSC None l\'loderate. Potentia lly present in low 
Jackrabbit (Leplls grasslands numbers. 
cailfomiclIs be/meum 
Northwestern Snn Diego Sandy. open habitats with rocks or coarse grnvel. FS!2 None CSC None Low. Al though soil and plant 

I ;'OCk;~aMouse (Chatlodiplls . requirements for th is species are not 
allax aI/ax) known 
Pacific Pockel Mouse Fine, alluvial soil s near ocean bluffs. also rarely. FE None CSC NE Low. Although soil and plant 

(Pt;if;~l!at"Hs IOlig imelllhris coastal sage scrub. requirements for this 'species are not 
I paci /cIIS) known 

Mountain Lio n (Puma Chaparral or .... 'OOdlnnd habitats with requisite areas None None Protected Covered Low. Has been hi storically 
concolor) of riparian vegetation and interspersions o f rock documented to use Rose Canyon as a 

outcrops and irregUlar terrain where deer are present corridor. bll t the site is nOI expected to 
offer long term or permanent habitat 
for this species. 

Mule Deer (Odocoi/tlls Chaparral and open forest habitats with abundant None None None Covered High. Has been reported from Rose 
hemiOl!lIs) , ed2e and interspersed riparian habitat Canyon. 

FE _ Federal (ESA) Endangered, Ff _ Federal Threatened, FSC - Federal Specles of Concern, SA Cahforma (CESA) SpeCIal 
Animal, SE = Calirornia Endangered, ST = California Threalened, eSc = California Species of Special Concern, Covered = 
MSCP Covered Species . . 
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WILDLIFE CORRIIiORS 

A wildlife corridor can be defined as a linear landscape feature utilized by resident or transient 
wildlife. Wildlife corridors can be regional or local in nature. The literature on corridors is 
contradictory because of the ambiguous use of the term "corridor", which is often used to describe 
landscape components with divergent functions (Rosenberg et al. 1997). Although a linear landscape 
feature may function solely as habitat for some residential species, in this report we intend the term 
"corridor" to specifically address linear landscape features allowing animal movement between two 
patches of more suitable habitat. A corridor is not expected to provide sufficient space and resources 
to meet all of th~ life history needs of all of its target species. 

The MSCP preserve was designed to maintain connections qetween core habitat areas, including 
linkages between coastal lagoons and more inland habitats, and linkages between different 
watersheds. In addition to allowing for demographic and genetic exchange by all species between 
core preserve areas, linkages are intended to allow larger predators (mountain lions, coyotes, and 
bobcats) to move among conserved habitat blocks and reach coastal habitats (Conservation Biology 
Institute 2003). 

Wildlife corridors are important in so far as they playa role in preserving species diversity. In the 
absence of corridors, habitats become isolated islands surrounded by developmem. Fragmented 
habitats support significantly lower numbers of species and increase the likelihood of extinction for 
species restricted to small areas (Soule et al. 1988, Belovsky et al. 1994), Connections between 
areas of open space are integral to maintaining biological diversity and population viability. 

The native habitats of Rose and San Clemente Canyons are part of the City' S MSCP MHPA. Rose 
Canyon stretches westward from military lands east of Inters~te 805 to Interstate 5. Here, the Rose 
Canyon habitats bend southward to the vicinity of the State Route 52/1-5 interchange and form a 
constrained connection to San Clemente Canyon (Marian Bear Memorial Park), which in turn 
connects to the eastern military lands. According to the San Diego AssociatioI! of Governments GIS 
data, both canyons are part of the MSCP's Biologica] Core and Linkage Areas and Core Resource 
Areas. 

The Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar Integrated Natural Resources M anagement Plan 
(INRMP) states, in part, "The entire eastern portion of MCAS Miramar provides important habitat 
linkage with adjacent open spaces. Rose and San Clemente canyons provide important corridors 
through western MCAS Miramar that connect open space areas west of the Stati'on to eastern MCAS 
Miramar. These corridors link tbe wildlife (and to a lesser extent plants) of the Station to adjacent or 
nearby open space and regional corridors through Mission Trails Regiona] Park, Sycamore Canyon 
County Park, Marian Bear Regional Park, and Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve" (USMC 2(00) 
(Figure 5), Mule deer, bobcat, and mountain lion have been documented in Rose Canyon in the 
western portion of MCAS Miramar (USMC 2000). The INRMP goes on to say " ... (wildlife) 
corridors connect western Miramar with open space west of 1-805. San Clemente Canyon, which 
runs from the northeast comer of MCAS Miramar to the southwest corner, apparently dead ends into 
the 1-805 and State Route 52 interchange. However, there is a system of open drainages with dirt 
trails along the borders that provide access' through the interchange into Marian Bear Regional Park 
on the west side of 1-805. Rose Canyon, another east-west corridor within tbe open space of MCAS 
Miramar, funnels !.he movement of wildlife under the 1-805 bridge over tbe railroad easement within 
Rose Canyon. On !.he west side of 1-805, thi s wildlife corridor continues along the railroad easement 
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to the west until.it connects with Marian Bear Regional Park at the end of San Clemente Canyon and 
continues south". 

The portions of Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon associated with this project lie within the 
MSCP's ''Urban Areas". Urban MHPA areas contribute to the overall MHPA by providing babitat 
for native species to continue to reproduce and find new territories, or by providing necessary shelter 
and forage for migrating species (City of San Diego 1997). Rose Canyon, in conjunction with San 
Clemente Canyon, provides for the reproduction and dispersal of a variety of species. Plants and 
animals may disperse along the streamside habitats eastward toward the extant open space owned by 
the military, or between the two canyons through either the eastern, · broad, military lands or the 
western, constrained corridor. The MCAS Miramar lNRJ..1P documents corridor use by Mule Deer, 
Mountain Lion, and Bobcat; the latter bas been documented i.n ,Rose Canyon by residents living near 
the project area. Mule Deer Sign was seen by Merkel & Associates biologists during fieldwork for 
the Nobel Drive Extension study in the mid· to late·90s in Rose Canyon just west of 1-805. It would 
not be unreasonable to expect intermittent sightings of Mule Deer in . the western portions of Rose 
Canyon, although Merkel & Associates have received no recent reports as of the date of this report. 
Merkel & Associates found no evidence of Mule Deer during the course of field surveys for this 
project. However, Mule Deer were seen in Rose Canyon in 2002 (Carla Frogner, Senior Park 
Ranger, pers. comm.). 

The other large mammal known to inhabit MCAS Miramar, the Mountain Lion could possibly use 
Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon as a movement corridor, and possibly a hunting area, but its 
occurrence is far less probable than that of Mule Deer. In 2002, as part of a study of sensitivities of 
mammalian carnivores in fragmented habitats in coastal southern California, Crooks reported no 
Mountain Lions in urban fragments (Crooks 2002). 

Rose Canyon functions as a wildlife corridor supporting movement of individual s (and thus genetic 
material) from within Rose Canyon to open space eastward and into Sun Clemente Canyon and vice 
versa. 

VERNAL POOLS 

A focused search for vernal pools was not perfonned over the entire study area. However, the 
proposed impact areas (both permanent and temporary) were carefully surveyed. No vernal 
pools or vernal pool indicator species were found. and none are expected to occur within any of 
the project alternatives, due to lack of suitable conditions. 

A literature search of previously completed vernal pool surveys (Bauder 1986, U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 1997. and City of San Diego 2004) revealed no historic locations of vernal pools 
within the study area or its immediate vicinjty. The nearest extant vernal pools are over one mile to 
the northeast in the vicinity of Nobel Drive and McAs Miramar. 

Merkel & Associales, Inc. # 02-099-01 43 



M&A 

Pacific 
Ocean 

REGIONAL CORRIDOR S 
AND LI NKAGES 

SAN DIEGO 

University City Transportation Corridor 
Regional Corridors and Linkages 

F1':l"'" I' 

Figure 5 

Merkel & Associates , 




