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ERRATA TO THE FINAL EIR 
 

The purpose of these errata is to correct factual inaccuracies or typographical errors, or to 
provide clarifying information in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Otay 
Mesa Community Plan Update Project and cover revisions to City responses to comment 
letters and Final EIR (FEIR) analysis sections. These revisions are shown below as 
strikeout and underlined text. Where underline was shown in the FEIR and new text was 
added or deleted, the revision will be shown in double strikeout/double underline for 
clarity. 

The 2nd paragraph on Page 2 of the FEIR Conclusions is revised to read as follows: 

The updated Otay Mesa Community Plan would provide a long-range, 
comprehensive policy framework for growth and development in Otay Mesa over 
the next 20 to 30 years through an assumed buildout year of 2062. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC C-4:  

 
 The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the community 

plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground disturbance that would 
impact vernal pool resources.  Therefore, per the definition of interim projects in 
Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, the CPU is not considered to be an interim 
project since it would not adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat.  All 
future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would require subsequent 
environmental further review in accordance with CPIOZ Type A. As discussed in 
Response to Comment No.  3, the CPU includes specific policies and 
recommendations for the protection of vernal pools which currently do not exist in 
the adopted community plan.  In addition, Conservation Element Policies 8.1.-1 
through 8.1-6 include direction to implement the Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Regulations, the MSCP SAP, and the Biology Guidelines.  

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC D-2:  

Comment noted. Due to the cost of providing additional freeway lanes and 
interchange improvements on SR-905, the resultant facilities benefit assessment 
fees that would be required to provide the improvements would make 
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development economically infeasible. In addition there is some uncertainty 
related to the actual development and associated traffic impacts that will 
materialize over time. Transportation studies prepared for Specific Plans and 
subsequent development projects would more accurately identify impacts and 
provide appropriate mitigation through Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) 
amendments and project-specific mitigation – either physical improvements or 
transportation demand management measures which may be more cost effective 
than alternative infrastructure improvements, or both. The PFFP project 
descriptions for projects T-11.1, T-11.2, T-16.7, T-21.1, T-21.2, T-25.2, and T-
25.3 have been modified to indicate that these additional improvements should be 
considered based on future specific plan and development project studies.  
Furthermore, although mitigation in the form of one HOV lane in each direction 
on SR- 905 would reduce impacts on all five segments identified in the TIA, the 
state declined to include the HOV lanes as part of the SR-905 project and funding 
for the HOV lanes is not programmed at this time; therefore it is not included in 
the PFFP. This remains a significant unmitigated impact in the CPU. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC D-7:  

Draft CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations and City 
response to comments will be made available to Caltrans, other commenter’s and 
City decision-maker with release of the Final EIR. In addition, reasons for not 
recommending certain transportation improvements by the CPU have been 
incorporated into the FEIR Executive Summary (Pages S-28 and S-29) and in the 
Transportation Section (Pages 5.12-42 and 5.12-51) 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC H-6: 

The two CPIOZ overlays are required to ensure protection of sensitive resources, 
construction of the circulation infrastructure, and conformance with the 
appropriate policies from the Urban Design Element. The first CPIOZ, Otay Mesa 
CPIOZ, is an overlay on all commercially and industrially designated and zoned 
properties except for the approximately 26-acre site that is designated Business 
Park, Residential Permitted (BPRP). The BPRP 26-acre site would have its own 
BPRP CPIOZ, and will be required to address the maximum area for residential 
development within the industrial designated and zoned area, and to ensure 
conformance with the appropriate policies from the Urban Design Element. 
Subsequent development projects located within the CPIOZ areas would be 
reviewed by appropriate City staff at the Process 1 (ministerial) or Process 2 
(discretionary) levels, which are considered ministerial, and regulated by 
Municipal Code 
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Chapter 11 Article 2 Division 5. For Subsequent development projects that are 
consistent with the CPIOZ Type A requirements, ministerial permits would be 
processed. For subsequent development projects that are not consistent with the 
CPIOZ Type A requirements, CPIOZ Type B, a discretionary action, would 
apply.  
 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC H-11: 

The Economic Prosperity Element is addressed in PEIR Section 5.1.3.1a. The 
PEIR concluded that the CPU is consistent with its goals and policies; no land use 
impact would result. In addition, the PEIR properly analyzes the implementation 
of BPRP relative to the surrounding IBT land use. The CPU anticipates that 
should residential development occur, it shall would be located close to the 
proposed village area to the west and not abutting Britannia Blvd., or near the 
existing uses east of the site. Further, the site is separated from the industrial lands 
north of I-905. It should be noted that implementation of the Otay Mesa CPU will 
implement the Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan and apply the 
proper industrial land use designations to the community, as well as protect 
approximately 1,990 acres as Prime Industrial Lands. 
 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC H-17: 

The assertion that CPIOZ Type A does not include a policy review is incorrect. 
The CPU states that CPIOZ Type A is applicable where development is consistent 
with the CPU as related to certain plan policies. The Project Description (FEIR 
Chapter 3) has been revised to further define the specific sections and policies of 
the CPU applicable to projects submitted for review in accordance with CPIOZ 
Type A. However, it also states that projects inconsistent with said policies are 
subject to CPIOZ Type B. The CPU provides specific text relative to which 
policies of the plan apply to CPIOZ Type A. Also see Response to Comment H-6. 
 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC H-20: 

The General Plan Economic Prosperity Element EP.A-11 states “Encourage the 
provision of workforce housing within employment areas not identified as Prime 
Industrial Land.” Further, the Land Use Element LU.I-10 encourages increased 
housing opportunities near employment opportunities. While the CPIOZ’s allow 
for Process One (ministerial) and Process Two (discretionary) reviews, it is 
unknown at this time whether subsequent development projects would meet the 
requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no projects have been submitted. See 
Response to Comment H-6 for further information on the CPIOZ process. 
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In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC H-29: 

All projects are subject to compliance with the City’s noise abatement 
requirements prior to the issuance of building permits, regardless of whether a 
ministerial or discretionary permit is required or processed. Therefore, all future 
buildings will be required to comply with the City’s General Plan standards and 
Municipal Code requirements. While the 
CPIOZ’s allow for Process One and Two ministerial reviews, it is unknown at this 
time whether subsequent development projects would meet the requirements for 
CPIOZ Type A, as no projects have been submitted. See Response to Comments 
H-5 and H-6 for further information on the CPIOZ process. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC H-34: 

This comment reflects an opinion regarding the amount of revisions anticipated to 
the PEIR prior to certification. While tThe information included in this comment 
is correct regarding the requirements in accordance with CEQA for recirculation 
of an environmental document if significant new information is added after public 
review [Section 15088.5(a)(1) through (4)] of the State CEQA Guidelines]. 
However, in accordance with Section 15088.5(a), new information added to an 
EIR is “not significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an 
effect that the project’s proponents have declined to implement. This section of 
CEQA further defines what constitutes “Significant new information” requiring 
recirculation. Based on this guidance, the City has determined that the revisions 
made in the PEIR prior to certification are intended to clarify or amplify or 
modify language to assist the decision-makers in review of the CPU, which does 
not meet the definitions of “Significant new information” requiring recirculation. 
The Draft EIR has not been modified in a way that recirculation of the document 
is necessary. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC L-7: 

Page 5.12-1618 has been revised accordingly to be consistent with the City’s 
Street Design Manual. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to the third (3rd) paragraph in RTC O-7: 
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The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the 
community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground 
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources.  Therefore, per the definition 
of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, the CPU is not 
considered to be an interim project since it would not adversely impact vernal 
pool species and habitat.  All future projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU where biological resources are identified in a biology report would be 
implemented in accordance with the CPU and would require subsequent 
environmental review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B. As discussed in 
comment O-3 C-3, the proposed CPU adds specific policies and recommendations 
for the protection of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted 
CPU.  Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 include direction to implement the 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations, MSCP, and Biology Guidelines. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC O-31: 

As stated in Section 5.4 of the PEIR, impacts to sensitive plant and animal species 
are potentially significant. As this is a programmatic EIR, site specific impacts 
and mitigation for future projects cannot be identified.  Instead, the PEIR provides 
a detailed mitigation framework that all future projects, which have the potential 
to impact such resources, must follow.  Compliance with the mitigation 
framework in the PEIR, along with community plan policies and existing federal, 
state and local regulations would ensure that all impacts are mitigated to below a 
level of significance at the program level.  With this foundation, future projects 
demonstrate how the specific mitigation will be accomplished before a project can 
be approved. If a project cannot demonstrate mitigation compliance, it would be 
determined to be inconsistent with the CPU, thus requiring a supplemental EIR 
preparation of an initial study in accordance with CEQA. Depending on the 
conclusions of the initial study, a determination would be made as to whether the 
project is consistent and can rely on the PEIR or if a Negative Declaration, 
Mitigated Negative Declaration; or Addendum, Supplemental or Focused EIR 
would be required for the project. 
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In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC 0-55: 

The impacts of the CPU to specific roadway intersections, including their future 
LOS condition, are clearly identified in Section 5.12.3.1 of the PEIR. No feasible 
mitigation beyond the 10 intersection lane configurations presented in the PEIR 
has been identified (see Figures 5.12-4a-g). The EIR has been revised to provide 
further clarification on impacts associated with roadway intersections and 
feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also further addressed in the draft Findings 
and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project. The EIR does not 
violate the stated General Plan policy. As subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU are submitted for review, project-
specific traffic analysis will be required and measures identified to reduce impacts 
at the project-level. While the program-level conditions cannot be fully mitigated, 
implementation of project-level improvements will serve to improve such 
conditions including the provision for providing sidewalks that meet City 
Engineering standards; maintenance of which is the responsibility of the 
applicable asset manager (City department) and is dependent upon appropriate 
funding. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC 0-62: 

There is no requirement for a Community Plan to include an assessment of GHG 
emissions beyond 2020. The City has is developing a CAP and a CMAP that will 
address GHG emissions and reduction strategies in compliance with State 
regulations. Furthermore, it is too speculative to analyze beyond a specific point 
in time; therefore the impact is considered significant and unavoidable at the 
program level. 
  

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC 0-68: 

Please see Response to Comment G-2. In addition, CEQA Section 15126.6(e)(2) 
requires the identification of another alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative (ESA) if the No Project Alternative is the ESA. FEIR Section 
10.2.1.19 provides further discussion regarding the reasons why the No Project 
Alterative is not the ESA. This discussion has also been included in the Draft 
Findings. 
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In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to RTC P-2: 

Comments received in response to the 2010 NOP were incorporated into the 
Public Review Draft EIR. Please refer to Appendix A.  
 
The City is in receipt of the comment letter on the Draft PEIR. Comments and 
responses to the letter referenced in Exhibit B can be found under “O” in the 
City’s RTC above and are provided in conjunction with the Final PEIR prior to 
hearing. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to only the 1st paragraph in RTC P-5: 

See Response to Comment P-4. Also, throughout the CPU process, there have 
been multiple designations analyzed on this property, including residential and 
commercial uses. The Planning Division has been advised that The City’s Street 
Design Manual typically would not allow driveway access along Otay Mesa Road 
and both the northern and southern portion of La Media Road may not be allowed 
driveway access due to proximity to the freeway and the classifications of the 
streets (primary arterials) which would could affect the viability of commercial 
development. Additionally, based on the CPU market analysis, the draft land uses 
for Scenario 3B include adequate commercial capacity for build-out of the 
community. 

 

In the City’s Responses to Comments (RTC), the following revision has been made 
specifically to only the 1st paragraph in RTC P-18: 

Exhibits attached are for reference only and do not require response to this 
comment letter . They have been included in Appendix O of the Final EIR. 
Additionally, responses to the comments included in this appendix can be found 
under RTC Nos. O and P. 

 

The 1st paragraph on page S-1 of the Executive Summary is revised to read as follows: 

 This summary provides a brief synopsis of: (1) the community Plan Update 
(CPU) to the adopted 1981Otya Mesa Community Plan, General Plan 
Amendments, the associated rezoning and Land Development Code (LDC) 
amendments; (2) the results of the environmental analysis contained within this 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR); (3) the alternatives that were 
considered; and (4) the major areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by 
the Lead Agency.  This summary does not contain the extensive background and 
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analysis found in the PEIR.  Therefore, the reader should review the entire PEIR 
to fully understand the CPU and its environmental consequences. 

The 1st paragraph on page S-1 of the Executive Summary is revised to read as follows: 

 Discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and addressed in this PEIR, 
include: adoption of the CPU and associated actions; approval of a General Plan 
Amendment; rescission of the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD); and 
adoption of amendments to the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) to include 
of an “International Business and Trade” (IBT) Zone and the IP-3-1 Zone to 
implement the proposed Business Park – Residential Permitted (BPRP) land use 
category; adoption of a rezone ordinance, rezoning all properties currently zoned 
OMDD to Citywide zoning; adoption of two Community Plan Implementation 
Overlay Zones (CPIOZs); and adoption of an updated Public Facilities Financing 
Plan (PFFP); and amendments to the City’s Land Development Code. 
Certification of the PEIR at a noticed public hearing (Process 5) would also be 
required in conjunction with adoption of the CPU and associated actions. 

The 3rd bullet item on page S-3 of the Executive Summary is revised to read as follows: 

• Open Space: Protect the canyon lands, adjacent mesa tops, and sensitive 
biological resources while providing recreational opportunities. 

 

The last sentence in the 2nd paragraph on page S-7 of the Executive Summary is revised 
to read as follows: 

This alternative generally meets all project objectives but would not accommodate 
future population growth to the same extent as the CPU per the Housing Element 
Major Goals 1 and 4. 

 

Table S-1 on Page S-31 of the Executive Summary under “UTILITIES” has been revised 
as follows: 

Would the CPU result in a need for new systems, or require substantial 
alternations to existing utilities, the construction of which would create physical 
impacts? 

 
The 2nd paragraph on page 3-59 of the Project Description is revised to read as follows: 
 

For residential land use designations, an average of approximately 75 percent of 
the maximum of the density range was used calculated and added to the low 
number of the density range. The percentage varied in different locations within 
the CPU area, because certain areas of the CPU are already developed and some 
areas are entitled for development. In all cases, the density assumption was based 
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on gross acres. Within mixed-use designations, a land use mix was used. The 
“Village” and “Business Park-Residential Permitted” mixed-use designations 
were based on approximately 50 percent of the maximum density for residential 
portions of the gross area within these designations because a market for the 
highest density housing, such as what is developing in downtown San Diego, 
would develop during the latter years of community  build-out (not during the 
CPU planning horizon). The Business Park - Residential Permitted allows for 
optional dwelling units to occur on 49% of the total area, approximately 13 acres. 
The density is determined by taking 75% of the density range, and adding that 
number to the lowest number of the range, resulting in a density of 37 dwelling 
units per acre, for a count of 478 dwelling units.  The dwelling units for the 
Village mixed use area is calculated in the same manner, with a density of 22 
units per acre.  The projected CPU buildout residential densities and land use 
intensities are summarized in Table 3-7. 

 
The 2nd paragraph on page 5.4-57 of the Biological Resources Section (Mitigation 
Framework) is revised to read as follows: 
 

Adherence to the recommendations below is anticipated to will minimize impacts 
to sensitive biological resources. 

 
The 5th paragraph on page 5.9-8 of the Energy Conservation Section is revised to read as 
follows: 
 

A citywide Draft Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Action Plan (CMAP), dated 
was developed in August 2012, 2013has been developed to provide a mechanism 
for the City to achieve the goals of Assembly Bill 32 and the CARB Scoping Plan 
at a program-level. This document, now called the Climate Action Plan (CAP), 
has been revised is currently undergoing revision with the goal to include 2035 
targets that are on the trajectory for meeting the 2050 GHG reduction goals 
established by Executive Order S-3-05. The draft CAP was released for public 
review on December 3, 2013.  

 
The following sentences have been added to the end of the 2nd paragraph on page 5.12-1 
of the Traffic/Circulation Section as follows: 
 

In order to provide a meaningful analysis and identify ultimate recommendations, 
the traffic study analyzed roadways based on the Adopted Community Plan 
Classifications and the CPU transportation network instead of the existing 
functional classifications. The TIA (see Appendix J) analysis identifies 
recommended CPU classifications, which were 
incorporated into the CPU (Mobility Element). 
 
 



Errata to the Final EIR 

 

Otay Mesa Community Plan Update 1-10 Revised February 21, 2014 

Final Environmental Impact Report   

The 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th paragraphs on page 5.12-2 of the Traffic/Circulation Section have 
been revised as follows (the entire paragraph is not shown; only where text is added or 
deleted in the paragraph is shown here): 
 

Further mitigation at the programmatic level is not recommended by the CPU at 
the remaining 24 roadway segments due to various factors such as adjacency to 
environmentally sensitive land and/or steep slopes, existing development 
conflicts, and/or multi-modal and urban design context. 
 
Further mitigation at the programmatic level is not recommended by the CPU at 
the 39 intersections that would continue to be significantly impacted after 
mitigation due to considerations such as adjacency to environmentally sensitive 
land, steep slopes, routes to schools, and multi-modal and urban design context, or 
because additional study would be required in order it would be too speculative at 
the program level to make additional recommendations. 

 
Mitigation in the form of one HOV lane in each direction on SR- 905 would 
reduce impacts on all five segments, with three segments continuing to be 
significantly impacted. However, since funding for the HOV lanes is not 
programmed at this time and is not included in the PFFP, five freeway segment 
impacts would remain significant and unmitigated at the programmatic level. For 
the CPU, this remains a significant unmitigated impact because the state declined 
to include the HOV lanes as part of the SR-905 project. 
 
Five ramp meters locations on SR- 905 would be significantly impacted by the 
CPU. These measures cannot be implemented at the program level. At the project- 
level, pPartial mitigation may be possible in the form of TDM measures that 
encourage carpooling and alternate means of transportation or other 
improvements such as auxiliary lanes or adding a lane to the freeway onramp, that 
would require further study. These measures would be implemented at the project 
level. At the time future discretionary development projects are proposed, project 
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed recommendations. 

 
The 1st line in the 1st paragraph on page 5.12-4 of the Traffic/Circulation Section has been 
revised as follows: 
 

The City’s Bicycle Master Plan (City of San Diego 2002 2013) seeks to foster a 
bicycle-friendly environment to serve commuter and recreational riders. The plan 
is currently undergoing an update and identifies policies, routes, programs, and 
facility priorities to increase bicycle transportation, safety, access, and quality of 
life. Similar to improved pedestrian environments and routes, improved bicycle 
routes can increase ridership, which provides community and regional benefits 
(reduced traffic congestion, energy consumption, vehicle emissions, etc.). 
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The 2nd paragraph on page 5.12-22 of the Traffic/Circulation Section has been revised as 
follows: 
 

The SANDAG 2050 RTP includes the addition of two managed HOV lanes to the 
I-805 and a northbound auxiliary lane. As these projects were funded and planned 
by Caltrans, the analysis included these improvements. SR-905 was designed to 
allow for future HOV lanes as well; however, the funding for these improvements 
has not been secured. However, the State declined to include the HOV lanes in the 
SR-905 project. Therefore, the SR-905 HOV lanes are not included in the traffic 
analysis. The 2050 RTP also includes SR-11 which will continue east-west from 
SR-905 to the County to a future additional Port of Entry; a full interchange 
between SR-125 (toll), SR-905, and the future SR-11 (toll). 

 
The 1st paragraph on page 5.12-42 of the Traffic/Circulation Section has been revised as 
follows: 
 

to be significantly impacted. The TIA identified further potential improvement 
measures such as additional intersection turning movement lanes that are not 
recommended as part of the CPU and are not included as part of the project. The 
reasons for not recommending the improvements include considerations such as 
adjacency to environmentally sensitive land, steep hillsides, routes to schools, and 
multi-modal and urban design context, or because it would be too speculative at 
this point additional study would be required in order to make additional 
recommendations are detailed in the Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. At the project-level, partial mitigation may be possible in the 
form of transportation demand management measures that encourage carpooling 
and other alternate means of transportation. At the time future discretionary 
subsequent development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses 
would contain detailed recommendations. All project-specific mitigation for 
direct impacts shall be implemented prior to the issuance of Certificate of 
Occupancy in order to provide mitigation at the time of impact. 

 
The 2nd paragraph on page 5.12-51 of the Traffic/Circulation Section has been revised as 
follows: 

The remaining 39 intersections would continue to operate at unacceptable levels 
with the proposed mitigation. Additional intersection mitigation measures are not 
desirable and not recommended by the CPU as discussed in the Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for various factors such as adjacency to 
environmentally sensitive land and/or steep hillsides, existing development 
conflicts, and/or multi-modal and urban design context. Additional mitigation 
such as TDM measures may be identified in the future at the project-level. Thus, 
these impacts would remain significant and not fully 
mitigated at the program-level. 
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The last paragraph on page 5.14-25 which carries over the page 5.14-26 of the Utilities 
Section has been revised as follows: 
 

At the project-level, adherence to existing storm water regulations contained in 
the City’s Storm Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations of the LDC and as 
further outlined in HYD/WQ-1 and HYD/WQ-2 in Sections 5.7.3.3 and 5.7.6.3, 
the applicable Mitigation Framework, conformance with General Plan and CPU 
policies, and review under CEQA would assure that impacts associated with the 
requirements for and/or construction of storm water infrastructure would be less 
than significant at the program-level. 

 
The last paragraph on page 5.18-10 of the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Section has been 
revised as follows: 
 

A citywide draft Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Action Plan (CMAP), dated 
was developed in August 28, 2012, has been developed 2013 to provide a 
mechanism for the City to achieve the goals of AB 32 and the CARB Scoping 
Plan at a program-level. This document, now called the Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) has been revised is currently undergoing revision with the goal to include 
2035 targets that are on the trajectory for meeting the 2050 GHG reduction goals 
established by Executive Order S-3-05. The draft CAP was released for public 
review on December 3, 2013. The draft CMAP elements have been prepared 
pursuant to guidance from the amended CEQA Guidelines and CARB 
recommendations for what constitutes an effective GHG reduction plan. 

 

The 3rd paragraph on page 10-28 of the Alternatives Section has been revised as follows: 

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative generally meets the CPU objectives 
per the Housing Element Major Goals 1 and 4. The alternative preserves more 
area in open space and in turn reduces the extent of residential development, 
within areas designated for Community Commercial, and industrial/business park 
development. This would not however, preclude this alternative from meeting 
General Plan and Community Plan goals relative to mixed-use, transit-oriented 
communities, but would not accommodate anticipated population growth to the 
same extent as the CPU. 
 

The last paragraph on page 10-38 of the Alternatives Section has been revised as follows: 

The Reduced Density Alternative also lessens the intensity of residential 
development within both villages. Greater density within the village areas, such as 
that proposed under the CPU, better implements General Plan and CPU goals for 
compact communities, a wider range of housing types, affordability, greater 
transit opportunities, etc and a diverse mix of land uses. The Reduced Density 
alternative would allow for more suburban-type development, which could be 
more autocentric, and contribute to, rather than reduce GHG impacts. 



   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SUBJECT: CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL of a updated Otay Mesa Community Plan, General Plan 

Amendment, Rescission of Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) and Adoption 
of a Rezone ordinance (to replace the OMDD with citywide zoning and creation of 
two (2) new Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones), approval of the 
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP), and amendments to the City’s Land 
Development Code (LDC) as further described below. The Otay Mesa Community 
Plan Update (CPU) is a comprehensive update of the 1981 community plan. Approval of 
the CPU would establish land use designations and policies to guide future development 
consistent with the City’s General Plan (2008).  The CPU is intended to implement the 
General Plan policies through the provision of community-specific recommendations. 
The concurrent rezone would rescind the existing OMDD and implement development 
regulations consistent with citywide zoning classifications. Amendments to the City’s 
LDC are required to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new 
Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZ Type A and Type B) for 
proposed commercial and industrial land use designations under the CPU and for the 
creation of new zones to implement the new International Business and Trade (IBT 1-1) 
and Business Park Residential Permitted (BRTBPRP) land use designations.   An updated 
PFFP would be adopted with the CPU to allow for implementation of the CPU.  The CPU 
would additionally serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as 
parkland acquisitions, transportation improvements and public facilities.  The update 
includes modifications to the various elements of the Plan to incorporate current planning 
policies and practices in the City of San Diego, as well as to make the Plan reflective of 
the substantial land use changes (e.g., adopted alignments of SR-905 and SR-125) that 
have occurred over the last twenty-five years. The Otay Mesa community encompasses 
approximately 9,300 acres in the southeastern portion of the City of San Diego.   The 
community is bordered by the San Ysidro and Otay Mesa-Nestor communities on the 
west, the City of Chula Vista and the Otay Valley Regional Park on the north, the County 
of San Diego on the east and the US/Mexico border and the City of Tijuana on the south.  

 
APPLICANT: City of San Diego - Planning, Neighborhoods and Economic Development Department 

 
The community plan update project components include: 

 
1. City of San Diego General Plan Amendment.  Adoption of the CPU constitutes an 

amendment to the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 
 

2. Rescission of the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) and Adoption of a Rezone 
Ordinance (to replace the OMDD with citywide zoning) to citywide zones contained in 
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the Land Development Code (LDC).  The concurrent rezone would rescind the existing 
OMDD and make development regulations consistent with citywide zoning classifications.  
 

3. Other Land Development Code Amendments.  Amendments to the City’s LDC are 
required to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZ Type A and Type B) for proposed commercial and 
industrial land use designations under the CPU and the creation of new zones to implement 
the new International Business and Trade (IBT 1-1) and Business Park Residential Permitted 
(BRT BPRP) land use designations. 
 

4. Otay Mesa Community Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) Update. The PFFP 
includes the community’s boundary, a development forecast and analysis, a capital 
improvement program, and an updated fee schedule.  Both Facilities Benefit Assessments 
(FBAs) and Development Impact Fees (DIFs) provide funding sources for public facilities 
projects in Otay Mesa.  An updated PFFP would be adopted with the CPU to allow for 
implementation of the CPU. 
 
The updated Otay Mesa Community Plan would provide a long-range, comprehensive policy 
framework for growth and development in Otay Mesa over the next 20 to 30 years. Guided 
by citywide policy direction contained within the General Plan (adopted by the City Council 
on March 8, 2008), the updated community plan will identify a land use strategy with new 
land use designation proposals to create villages, activity centers and industrial/employment 
centers along major transportation corridors, while strengthening cultural and business 
linkages to Tijuana, Mexico via the Otay Mesa Port of Entry, as well as other enhancements 
to the existing planning area. The Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (Project) will be 
consistent with and implement the City’s General Plan and will include the following 8 9 
elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities, 
Services and Safety; Recreation; Conservation; Historic Preservation; and Noise. In 
conformance with CEQA Section 15152, the environmental analyses for the draft PEIR 
would “tier” from the General Plan Final PEIR (Project No. 104495/ SCH No. 2006091032) 
and will incorporate by reference the general discussions disclosed in this certified 
environmental document.    

The CPU contemplates land use designations that support a fully integrated circulation 
system which includes, but is not limited to, high frequency transit and/or public 
transportation.  Circulation changes (i.e., roadway deletions, reclassifications, and alignment 
modifications) would involve primarily Siempre Viva Road, Beyer Boulevard, Otay Mesa 
Road, Old Otay Mesa Road, Airway Road, Heritage Road (north and south of SR-905), 
Cactus Road, Britannia Road, La Media Road, Otay Valley Road, and Lonestar Road. 
Moreover, the CPU takes into account the alignment for the recently opened SR-905, which 
is different from that assumed in the existing community plan.   
  
The CPU would re-designate land uses to increase the number of allowed residential units 
and reduce the acreage for industrial uses. New land use designations are proposed to allow 
the establishment of  industrial centers, mixed commercial and residential uses, and, where 
appropriate, residential uses near industrial uses. Modified industrial and commercial land 
use designations also are included that are similar to the industrial intensity found in the 
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adopted community plan. The International Business and Trade (IBT) would be the dominant 
industrial land use designation. Other features of the CPU include: 

 
 Increasing housing unit yield in the southwestern residential areas 
 Creating a village center in an area south of SR-905 and west of Britannia Boulevard 
 Designating a corridor of Business Park industrial uses along SR-905 
 Seeking to enhance the image of the community along SR-905 with flex space and 

corporate office users flanking the freeway 
 Encouraging outdoor storage and heavy industry uses to shift to the border area 

 
UPDATE 12/18/2013:  
Revisions and clarifications have been made to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
when compared to the Draft EIR to address comments received during public review, and to 
correct text, tables and figures in various sections. These revisions are indicated by strikeout and 
underline format. Correction of typographical errors, minor edits and other non-substantive 
revisions which have been made throughout the document are not shown in strikeout and 
underline format. A copy of the Final EIR showing all strikeout and underline text will be 
available for inspection in the office of the Development Services Department upon request. 
 
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15088.5 the addition of 
new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modification does not require 
recirculation as there are no new impacts and no new mitigation identified. An environmental 
document need only be recirculated when there is identification of new significant environmental 
impacts or with the addition of a new mitigation measure required to avoid a significant 
environmental impact. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: 

 
Based on the analysis conducted for the project described in the subject block above, the City has  
prepared the following Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the 
significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented, identify 
possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project 
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121).  As further described in the attached EIR, the City has 
determined that the project would have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s):  
Land Use, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Transportation/Circulation, Geology/Soils, 
Historical Resources, Hydrology/Water Quality, Paleontological Resources, Human Health/Public 
Safety/Hazardous Materials, Noise, Utilities, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
 
With the exception of impacts related to Air Quality (RAQS Criteria Pollutants, Stationary 
Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation, Noise (Traffic/Stationary Sources and 
Construction), Utilities (Solid Waste), and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, mitigation measures are 
proposed (Chapter 11) that would reduce Project impacts to below a level of significance.  The attached 
Environmental Impact Report and Technical Appendices document the reasons to support the above 
Determination. 
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MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:   
 
A series of mitigation measures are identified within each issue area discussion in the EIR to reduce 
environmental impacts. The mitigation measures are fully contained in Chapter 11 of the EIR. 
 
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR REDUCING SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS 
 
Based on the requirement that alternatives reduce significant impacts associated with the proposed 
project, the EIR considers the following Project Alternatives which are further detailed in the Executive 
Summary and Chapter 8 10 of the EIR: 

 
1. No Project  
2. Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative 
3. Reduced Density Alternative 

 
Under CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative, the EIR must also identify which of the other alternatives is environmentally 
superior. The EIR identified Alternative 2 as the environmentally superior alternative because it would 
meet the Project objectives while further reducing and avoiding biological, historical (archaeological) 
and paleontological impacts when compared to the Project.  
 
PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION: 
 
Individuals, organizations, and agencies that received a copy or notice of the draft EIR and were invited 
to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency is provided below.  Copies of the Final EIR, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the 
Advanced Planning & Engineering Division, or purchased for the cost of reproduction. 
 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:   

 
 (  ) No comments were received during the public input period. 

 
(  ) Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). No response is necessary and the letters are attached at the 
end of the EIR. 

 
( X ) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) were received during the public input period. The letters and responses are located 
immediately after the EIR Distribution List. 

 
 
                                                                      September 10, 2013    
Cathy Winterrowd, Interim Deputy Director Date of Draft Report 
Development Services Department  
 December 18, 2013                   
Analyst:  Myra Herrmann Date of Final Report 
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DISTRIBUTION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: 
 
Copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the following individuals, organizations, and agencies: 
 
U.S. GOVERNMENT 
Federal Aviation Administration (1) 
Department of Transportation, Region 9 (2) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Karen Ringel-Director of Real Estate (8) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest (12) 
Army Corps of Engineers (16 & 26) 
Environmental Protection Agency (19) 
Border Patrol (22) 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23) 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Services (25) 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
State Clearinghouse (46A) 
Caltrans Planning, District 11 (31) 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (32) 
Cal Recycle (35) 
California Environmental Protection Agency (37A) 
Housing & Community Development (38) 
Department of Toxic Substance Control (39) 
Natural Resources Agency (43) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44) 
California Air Resources Board (49) 
Office of the Attorney General (50) 
Caltrans –Division of Aeronautics (51B) 
California Transportation Commission (51A) 
Native American Heritage Commission (56) 
Office of Planning & Research (57) 
Highway Patrol (58) 
California Energy Commission – Eileen Allen (59) 
Department of Conservation (61) 
State Lands Commission (62) 
 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO  
Air Pollution Control District (65) 
Planning and Land Use (68) 
Department of Parks and Recreation (69) 
Department of Public Works (72) 
Water Authority (73) 
Hazardous Materials Management Division (75) 
Department of Environmental Health – Land and Water Quality Division (76) 
Chuck Tucker (232) 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
Mayor’s Office (91) 
 Interim Mayor, Todd Gloria 
 Walt Ekard – Interim Chief Operating Officer  
 Scott Chadwick – Assistant Chief Operating Officer Council District 3 
Council President Pro Tem Sherri Lightner, District 1 
Councilmember Kevin Faulconer, District 2 
Council District 3 
Councilmember Myrtle Cole, District 4  
Councilmember Mark Kersey, District 5 
Councilmember Lorie Zapf, District 6 
Councilmember Scott Sherman, District 7 
Councilmember David Alvarez, District 8 
Councilmember Marti Emerald, District 9 
Office of the City Attorney – Shannon Thomas  
Development Services Department 
 Tom Tomlinson, Interim Director 
 Cathy Winterrowd, Interim Deputy Director  
 Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner - Environmental 
 Gary Geiler  
 Ann Gonsalves 

Jim Lundquist 
Frank January, Facilities Financing  
Patrick Thomas 
Mehdi Rastakhiz 
Leonard Wilson 
Don Weston 

Planning & Neighborhood Restoration Department 
Bill Fulton, Director 

 Nancy Bragado, Interim Deputy Director 
 Theresa Millette, Senior Planner – Project Manager 
 Jeanne Krosch  
 Tait Galloway 
 Kelley Stanco 
Howard Greenstein 
Maureen Gardiner 

Real Estate Assets Department  
 James Barwick  
 Roy Nail 
 Michael Tussey  
Park & Recreation Department - Open Space Division 
 Chris Zirkle 
 Laura Ball 
Public Works Department - Engineering and Capital Projects  
 Kerry Santoro 
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Transportation & Storm Water Department 
 Kris McFadden  
 Drew Kleis 
 Ruth Kolb  
 Linda Marabian 
Public Utilities Department 
 Anne Sasaki 
 Nicole McGinnis  
Fire and Life Safety Services  
 Larry Trame 
 Michelle Abella-Shon 
Police Department 
 Kevin Mayer 
Library Department – Government Documents (81) 
 Environmental Services Library (81J) 

Otay Mesa-Nestor Branch Library (81W) 
San Ysidro Branch Library (81EE) 

Historical Resources Board (87) 
Lisa Wood - Environmental Services Department (93A) 
Wetland Advisory Board (91A/MS 908A) 

 
OTHER AGENCIES 
City of Chula Vista (94) 
San Diego Association of Governments (108) 
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110) 
San Diego Transit Corporation (112) 
San Diego Gas & Electric (114) 
Chula Vista School District (118) 
San Diego Unified School District (125) 
San Ysidro Unified School District (127) 
San Diego City Schools (132) 
San Diego Community College District (133) 
Sweetwater Union High School District  
Otay Water District – Robert Scholl 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL/BIOLOGICAL ORGANIZATIONS 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165) 
San Diego Canyonlands (165A) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
San Diego Audubon Society (167) 
Mr. Jim Peugh (167A) 
Environmental Heath Coalition (169) 
California Native Plant Society (170) 
San Diego Coast & Baykeeper (173) 
Ellen Bauder (175) 
EC Allison Research Center (181) 
Endangered Habitats League (182/182A) 
Vernal Pool Society (185) 
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HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSOCIATIONS 
South Coastal Information Center (210) 
San Diego History Center (211) 
San Diego Archaeological Center (212) 
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214) 
San Diego County Archaeological Society (218) 
 
TRIBAL DISTRIBUTION 
Carmen Lucas (206) 
Ron Christman (215) 
Clint Linton (215B) 
Frank Brown (216) 
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
Native American Distribution – Public Notice Only (225A-S) 
 Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians 
 Campo Band of Mission Indians 
 Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians 
 Inaja Band of Mission Indians  
 Jamul Indian Village 
 La Posta Band of Mission Indians 
 Manzanita Band of Mission Indians 
 Sycuan Band of Mission Indians 
 Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians 
 Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 
 San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 
 Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel 
 La Jolla Band of Mission Indians 
 Pala Band of Mission Indians 
 Pauma Band of Mission Indians 
 Pechanga Band of Mission Indians 
 Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 
 San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians 
 Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians 
 
CIVIC/PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS 
Citizen’s Coordinate for Century III (179) 
San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157) 
Building Industry Association (158) 
Convis (159) 
Local 30 (191) 
League of Women Voters (192) 
Industrial Environmental Association – Jack Monger 
Otay Valley Regional Park CAC (227) 
Otay Mesa Nestor Planning Committee (228) 
Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce (231A) 
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OVRP – San Diego County Parks (232) 
Marilyn Ponseggi –City of Chula Vista, Planning Department (234) 
Otay Mesa Planning Committee (235) 
San Ysidro Planning and Development Group (433) 
United Border Community Town Council (434) 
Chula Vista Chamber of Commerce 
San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
San Ysidro Chamber of Commerce 
Tijuana Chamber of Commerce 
Tijuana Economic Development Corporation 
South County Economic Development Corporation 
Regional Economic Development Corporation 
 
OTHER GROUPS AND/OR INDIVIDUALS  
Union-Tribune City Desk (140) 
Metro News (141) 
Southwestern College 
Theresa Acerro (230) 
Janay Kruger (233) 
Janet Vadakkumcherry (236) 
Kaiser Permanente 
Jean Cameron 
Jimmy Ayala, Pardee Homes 
John Ponder, Shephard Mullin 
Mark Rowson, Land Development Strategies 
Nicola Boon, Metro Airpark, LLC 
Jack Gorzeman, ESA  
Stephanie Morgan Whitmore - RECON (Consultant) 
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OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE  
Letters of Comment and Responses  

Letters of comment to the Draft PEIR were received from the following agencies, 
organizations, and individuals.  Several comment letters received during the Draft PEIR 
public review period contained accepted revisions that resulted in changes to the final 
PEIR text.  These changes to the text are indicated by strike-out (deleted) and underline 
(inserted) markings. The letters of comment and responses follow. 

A State Clearinghouse ...................................................................................... RTC-3 
B U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ....................................................................... RTC-4 
C U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/California Department of Fish and Wildlife. .... RTC-5 
D California Department of Transportation ...................................................... RTC-12 
E Native American Heritage Commission ....................................................... RTC-20 
F San Diego Association of Governments  ..................................................... RTC-25 
G Endangered Habitats League ...................................................................... RTC-29 
H Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce ............................................................. RTC-32 
I Otay Mesa Property Owners Association .................................................... RTC-44 
J Rincon ......................................................................................................... RTC-49 
K San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. ........................................... RTC-51 
L ColRich (CR Otay Canyon Ranch Associates LLC) ..................................... RTC-53 
M Melvyn Ingalls .............................................................................................. RTC-55 
N National Enterprises Incorporated (NEI) ...................................................... RTC-58 
O Sheppard Mullin (Chang) ............................................................................. RTC-60 
P Sheppard Mullin (Torrey Pines) ................................................................... RTC-88 
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LETTER 

ST AT E OF CA L IF OR N I A 

Governor's Office of Pla11n.ing and R.es!!arcb 

St.>Ji;e Clearinghouse and Plannrng Unll 

Letter A 

EdlJl.lnJ (i, B,mm Ji 
Oo\'fcmi,· 

A-1 

Oc,ober 25, 20 l'.l 

M)raHermnu 
City of Sao Diego 
1212 Fll'St Av<nite, MS·:>01 
S.n t)i~1:c, CA 92101 

s,t>jec;; Otay )tlesa Connnunuy Pl;.n Update 
SCH~: 2004051076 

Dear Myra flemnan: 

"[1)!'. ~uLeClearinthot1sc S'1bm.iitcd the above named O1aft.ElR L:, selected stutt agencie! for revje"'· 1.bc: 
l'eri;·"' triad cl~sed on October 24: 20 u. and no St3tc agencies submlllt.:4 c~mmcnts.by ,hat ~t~. TI11

$ 

Jeter nfkt.i.oWlc-d~s that. )'\)U hove-c,j\mphed \\~th the State Clc-annghou.i,e ;ev1ew teimr~nents fo1 draft 
environrncoinl docume,us. pursuant tu lh:. California En"ir'Q1uneo1al Quality Act. 

Pl•ase call the Slale Cleonnghous, a1 (916) 445-0613 if you hav~ any questions re_g:,.rding the , 
en~•jronmenlal t·tview process. tfyou have a question sbouT 1.1.tC 1.1bov:.-na.t1cdpr0Jcot., plcns4.refo1 1<> mc
le:a d1git sm . .e Clearinehouse munbe:r ,.vben C\111lacting thJ5 office. 

s~+ 
Soo11Mor1,sm 
.Di.l·ee,or, State Cleant'IBhouge 

A-1 

RTC-3 

RESPONSE 

Comment acknowledged. Please note that comment letters were 
received directly from the following State agencies before the close of 
public review on October 25, 2013: Department of Fish & Wildlife Uoint 
letter with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service), Native American Heritage 
Commission, and the Department of Transportation. All letters and City 
responses follow this SCH letter. 
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Office of the Otlel 
Regulalo_ry Division 

LETTER 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Los Angeles O'.StrlctCotps of Eng:inogrs 
Regutatory Divliion-CarCsbad field Otflce 

5900 U1 P~t'.11 Court. Stlltc 100 
Cer1s'J.ad, CA 92008 

October 31, 2013 

Ms. MyrAHerrman.n;, EnVU'orune:nt.,d J'lr1nn& 

Oty of San Diego Development Services Center 
1222 First Avenue, MS501 
San Diego, CaUJomta ~2101 

SUBJECf· lnformation regarding requ iremcnt for Department of lbe Army Permit 

Dear .Ms. Hcrmmno:-

Letter B 

This is in response to infonnation received regarding Ot,1y Mesa Community Ploo 
update, Basit:d vn Lhe infon:n1.1tivn you hnvc prov:idcd, wo ;,ire t.tn~hJ~ f'o det~mune ~ the~ 
propos,.'<l work would be ,egulatcd under Section 404 oJ the Clean ~ater Act or Socllon 10_ of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act. Flease review your project n.nd determme if you need a penrnt. 

Applications and oddHio,al information are avail•ble on ow ,,cbsitc 
http://www.spl.usoce.aTmy.miVMissions~egulatory/PermitProcess.as~x. If you have any 
questions. please contact Shari Johnson ol my staff at 760-602-4829 ot \Ila L~mail at 
Shari.Johnson®us~ce.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

Chief, Sou.th Co.st Branch 

B-1 

RTC-4 

RESPONSE 

The project submitted to the USACOE for review involves a community 
plan update which is intended to provide guidance for future 
development in the community. The CPU, in and of itself does not 
require a Section 404 permit. However, Section 404 permits may be 
required for future development projects implemented in accordance with 
the CPU. This will be determined when site-specific biological studies 
are prepared during project-level environmental review. 
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LETTER 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Corl3bad FCsb ana WllaJlfc. Q(fke 
2171 s,u. A\'t11Ue,Smre2SO 
Carl:sl)ad. California 92008 
760-13H1440 
FAX lM-431-9614 

ln Reply Refer 'Fol 
FWS/CDl'W•l400007-14TA0003 

M.,. Myrn I lemnonn 
Bnvironmontal Planner 
Clty ot San Diego Development Services Center 
Plnnning Division 
1222 First Avenue, MS SOI 
San Diego, CA 9210 I 

Letter C 

C.lifomia Ocpmmco, of Fish and Wildllf< 
South Coa,t Regloo 
3883 Ruffo> Road 
San l>iego, California 92113 
158-167-4201 
FAX 858-467-4299 

OCT 2 6 2013 

Subject: Comm,'11tS 011 the Public Draft Otay Mesa Community Plan Update and the 
assocfo1ed OraftProgtam Environmen1al lm(1ac1 Report City of San Di~o 
(SCB//2004051076) 

Dear Ms. lierrmaM: 

The Cal ifomia Depar1men1 of Fish and Wild Ii Fe (Oepanment) and 1he lJ.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service), hereafter collectively referred to as the Wildlite Agencies, have reviewed the 
above-referenced dmtt 01ay Mes., Community Plan UpdJ\te (CPU) ond Program Environmental 
lm))l1Ct Report (PEI.R). dated Scptcmbe1 10,2013. 1l1e comments provided btrein are bast>t.l 011 
intonnation i;rovide(I in the<lratl CPU. l't;IR and nssociate(I documei;u;, our knowledge of 
:se,nsttlve and declinh\g vegct.a1i.on e.l)rt,munilfos !,1 the City of San Diego (Chy). and our 
participation in Ute Mltltiple S()<!cies CQ11servu1io11 Program (MSCP) and the City's MSCP 
Subarea Plan (:'>Al'). 

The pdmory eoncern and mandate oft he Service is the pro1e.:tion ofpublicfoh and "~ldlife 
resources and their 11a~irnis. TDe Service tu,s !~gal responsibility For the welfare ofmigr.itory 
birds. anadromous tish. and threatened and endangered anim•ls and pl3/lts occurrin~ in the 
United States" Th~ s~rvtce is also responsible ior adrninisrering the f>cc;leml Endangered Species 
Act of I ':/73 (Act), as amended (16 U.S.C. L53 t et ~eq.). tnclud.i.ng habiu11 conservation plan~ 
(HCP') developed under section I 0(a)( I )I B) of the Act. The Depart111ent is a Truslee Agency and 
a ResJ>OnsibleAgency pursulltll I<> tl1e Califon1ia E:nvirownental Quality Act (CEQ/\.; s§ 15386 
and 15381, 1-espectivcly) WJQ is respouslbk for eusuriug ~ppropriate wns,rva1io11 of the $tau,'s 
biological rc:;ources. inchtdini; rare. threutened. a□<! endangered plMt 1J11d animal species, 
pursuant IP the Califonda Endangered Species Ac, (Pish and Oam<.'Code § 2050 et s<q.) and 
lllhcr s1,-ctio11s of the J'isll uud Garn< Co~c. The Dopanuieut •Isa ul)m111istc11< 1hc Nnturdl 
Co1J1munity Conserv&tion Plaming (N('CP) pr<>gr<tm. The City partkipaies in tb<c> NCCP and ihe 
I,ervicc's HCP programs by implcmcnti11g its ~pproved SAP. 

111e Otay Mesa CPU serves as n comprehensive update to the adopted 1981 Olay Mesa 
Community Plan (Community Plan) and was undertaken tQ address substantial land nse .:h11ages 

C-1 

C-2 

RTC-5 

RESPONSE 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 
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LETTER 

Ms. '.\Jl)'ra llcrnnann (FWSICDFW-1400007-14TA000J) 

1ha1 hln>Coccurrcd since th<d 1i1m ... Thi;: CPlJ ii; iniendc:d ro refine :ud impkment rhc got11;."Tal 
vision and goals of the 2008 City of San Diego General Piao Updntc a.s ii relates 10 land use and 
circu)mion ,vilhin •h~ npprox.i111n1cly 9,300-aerc Otay Mesa community. ·n,-,.Cl?U will alsn 
1·c,1uire the ado11tion ofh,·<> Con1111l111ity Jll~m lrnpknH:.11tatilH1 Overlay Zones.(CPIOZ~) 1hat will 
be used to detenuine whether subsequent projects will be processed ,uini.s-terially (CPIOZ Type 
A) or require discretionary approval through a Site l)cvelopmcnt Pcnnit [CPIOZ Type 0). 
Pro,j~t~ pn,ccs~l!d u:ude1 tl,c Cl>iOZ i:vpe 1;3 -applicatioo will ,-cyuir<: p1'\:ptu'"Jt)')u uf au initial 
study ia accordance with CEQA 10 d,tenuine \\'hed1er die projeft can rely on tlte Olay lVlesa 
CPU PEL!lor will r<!quire $ubsoqucnt CEQA doc1101enlatilln and review (e.g., mitigated ncgati1·e 
Joclunnion or PHlR ad<lcndwn). 

Wo have hcen mcding r-~gularly with City slall'on both thcCP(J and the Cily'$ propooed Venial 
Pool HCP {VPllCJ>),. tUl\i it h.1:s tl]ways bc..,11 our Ntom..n1cndtltiQt1 that these two doctl1lH.mts 
move forward conmlrrently given their in.tcr-rdntcdncss. Otay Mesa en~omp..1Ssc-.s 1hcmajoril) 
ofvcmal pool resources in the City that have not already been addressed ( co11scr\'cd or 
U.npactod) within tht City's. SAP: 1hcrot◊N. th~ CPU is critte~,J to 1hc,suocoss of tho VPIICP. \Ve 

arc cooocmed that the ahemati\'I'., evaluated in lhc CPU docs not match 1hc City's preferred 
altema1ive being developed for the VPHCP. 

·11,e Wildlife Agencies and the Clly sign~d a Planning Agr<~mtnt in October 2009 regarding 1hc 
V PHCP. The 1'1a11niug Agiwment induded a commitment by the City to follow an Interim 
Pr◊j"'~' Rc,iu,, 1 Proc .. '6~ (Exhihil C to lh..: r>hmning Ag1·~mmt) lo .;:nsurc Llrnt proj.wl.s ~r 
ac1iv1Lics ~ial were approv.xl or iniLiOled in the Planning :\roa hefore ~ornpletion of lh<, VPHCP 
nrt L·onsistent wi1h 1he. prelimini1ry conservaiion ohje:ctives and do 1101 .;()lllpromise $UCCe~$fid 
completion and iQ1plcmcn1:11lon ofth~ VPHCJ>. Tc> lwlp ensure this commitment is mcl, the 
PEIR should iuclud~ an 11nalysis of the consistency of caob nltematiYc with the goals and 
objectives ◊ftb,. VPHCP, and consistcn~y with the Vl'HCP should be used IQ dctcnninc what 
altcn1a1ivc !s s"~lc,:t('d. Ahhoug,h the CPU (CPU Plan 1>otfoy S. I. 8) pr,opo~c~ 1◊ ruucnd Lhc 
coillmunity plan upon completion of the VP HCP. we recommend th,t the CPIJ not be finalized 
u11lil the VPI ICP is oomplekd 10 help eri<ure tl,at the City's commitment~ in the Planning 
Agrct-mcnt are met. 

'Jli;, Reduced l31olog1cal lm1x1cts Alten1a1Jv" mduded 1n lh< ,trail Pt:IR (pag< 10-18) IS tho lllQSt 

consij::l~ot with the. C-ity's pti'fCrlXld alten,ative for th~ YPHCP. Jt \\'{)u.)d rei::uh in incr.:,o._~~d 

prt:Ser\':U.ion ofvemal pool! co:l!fl;-11 s.:Jge scn:1h1 m:irilime St1Cc~den1 se:mb. nnd non-native 
gr,ssland habilat while pro\'iding for improvcdlc.xpandcd local wildlife oorridors. TI1is 
,1.ltc.n\ativc would also lcssc11 in1pacts I\'> bul'rowing owl (A thl?n'1 cu,1iculm•itf). If the City 
finalizes the Cl"U prior to con1plctingthc Vl•HCP. we rcco01mcnd t,ha1 the City adopt U,c 
Reduce,:! Diological Impacts Altemativefortht CJ'U. t\'en i:ftbe Reductd J.liological Impacts. 
AJ1ernative is adop1t.d. fur1he1· moditica1'io1'1 to the Community Plan may he neces~ary to ensur~ 
co1J.Si.ste11c) with the VPllCP. 

RESPONSE 

C-3 Comment noted. The City acknowledges the significant role that Otay 
Mesa has in the comprehensive City-wide planning efforts for vernal 
pools as part of the VPHCP. The CPU and VPHCP projects have been 
closely coordinated; however, they are two separate and distinct projects 
with different processing schedules. It is anticipated that the draft 
VPHCP and associated environmental document will be distributed for 
public review and then followed by the public hearing process in 2014. 

The CPU Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative is similar to the 
proposed vernal pool preserve mapping for the VPHCP project, 
however, it also includes increased preservation of upland habitats (i.e., 
coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub) that do not contain 
vernal pools resources. As discussed above, in addition to the planning 
for the VPHCP, subsequent to adoption of the CPU, a specific plan will 
be prepared for the Southwest Village area which contains a significant 
number of vernal pools. Neither one of these plans have been through 
the discretionary review and hearing process. 

C-4 The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the 
community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground 
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources. Therefore, per the 
definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, the 
CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not 
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat All future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU would require subsequent 
environmental review. As discussed in Response to Comment C-3, the 
CPU includes specific policies and recommendations for the protection 
of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted community 
plan. In addition, Conservation Element Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 
include direction to implement the Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Regulations, the MSCP SAP, and the Biology Guidelines. 

C-5 Comment noted. The Reduced Biological Impact Alternative correctly 
identifies biological impacts, including those to vernal pool resources that 
would be reduced if this alternative were adopted. 
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C-6 Comment noted. Please see responses to General Comments provided 

below. 
 
 
 
 
 

C-6 
Ms. Myra Herrmann (FWS/CDFW-14B0007-14TA0003) 3 

Our specific commen1S on the draft Otay Mesa CPU aod PEIR are enclosed. We appreciate the 
opportwtity to comment on the two documents. If you have any question regarding this letter or 
would like to schedule a meeting to discuss the CPU and PEIR. please contact Kyle Dutro of the 
Department at 858-467-4267 or Patrick Gower of the Service at 760-431-9440, extension 352. 

cu~~ 
Karen A. Goebel 
Assistant field Supervisor 
U.S. Fi h and Wildlife Service 

Sincerely, 

:lJa:lo/ 
GailK.S~s 
Environmental Program Manager 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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C-8 

C-9 

C-10 

C-11 

C-12 

LETTER 

Ms. '.11l)'ra I lcrnnann tfWSIC'DFW • I 400007-14TA000J) 

(:t:Nf:R-1.1, co~"fl?.NTS 

Enclosure. page I 

I. ·n,e Wildlife Agencies ,1r< concerned wirh 1hc City·, prOposcd proc<ldure for processing 
suWcqucnt &vcJopmcnt prt~iNl:S within Otay M~a .. OasciJ on ow· h11crprda1ion of 
informal ion provided in the PEfil, the City will process some future projects nunisterially 
and oU,er.; could potentially rely on the CEQA ana.l)csis provided in the Pl!lR. ln the 
abs~o~vC-projcct :,;1:,,.:cifi,;; public r~view. how will die City i111µl.:mcnt tbt 111Jcriu1 
Project Review Proc,'Ss that is included in the VPHCP Plaiu1U1g Agreement? fo addition. 
we ,~ly on \lie (.;f,QA public rovicw process to fulfill our oversight responsibilities uudcr 
the \ 1fSCP, Pleu.,c;o 1>roviJe 1norc detailed infonnation in the. l>}~IR r\!"gat<ling rn)\\' fuum:, 
proj«:ls will be processed and. irliotur~ projects may rely entirel)· on the CEQA analysis 
provid~d in th<> PF.IR, how the City will coordinat~ wit.h Lhe Wildlife Agencie~ 10 .,,,sure 
projccb ru-v .consist.cot with ~{SCP ood the VPI ICP (llaoning Ag-Nonhll\1. 

2. Please revise any rdcreuoos to ''State Fish aud \Vildlifr Code'' in the PEffi 10 read "Fish 
tUld Cam.c Code:·•. Allhough th.:· lxpnrtm,;ut. s muu~ has cbang.;,d to Fish .ind WildlifQ, 
the legal code mxicr which the Dcparlm!!tll operate-s continues under the fomJer name. 

Sl'ECIJ-'tc.. COMMENTS ON THE CPlT 

L Section 2.0 (Land Ust Elemet11) should be updated to include a goal !hat address~s lhe 
prooon•,UiQn, mum15Cm\!nl, ,md monilorin& of open t:p.ac..: wilhin dw MHP/\ .;01tsistcol 
with theCity·s SAP and the VP HCP. Table 2-3 (C,1mmunity Plan Lnnd t'se 
T)~ign~ujon$) indudi?s n 1,.'lhle. of lhe communiry pl:m land u.~ d~signa1i()n!;, Plea~e. 
cl:uify wb.nt th~ d(ffcr~ncc i$ bch, 1~~n "'open ~_pitt-e-" ru:::id ·'r.:Sourcc h:L';e(I parks.'"' \Vhich 
designation would be used for ~IHPA lands ll1a1 arc being conserved under the City's 
SAP -and VPHCP? 

2. Sec1ion 2, l (Specific Plan Areas) should be updated to include a reference to the City's 
SAP and V-PIJCP. h1 addition it should include policies and rc"onu11cndahoo,s that 
addr.?u pr~s~rvcdctiiSrl, mloimiz.atio11 of cdS'° effect~ m:.iint..-nanc~ of corridors, a11,d tl1<: 
requirements ofU1e MlfPA Guidelines for Otay Mesa and River Vall<y (pages 8 to 10). 
secti1m 1.4:2 (<.kner:d Plannmg l'ohci<-,; aod l)e;;ign Ouitldinos) aml 'fable 3-5 
(C(~1H.litio11.s of'Cow.-tagc) lo th€? City·fi SAP. 

3. Scc1ion 2.6 (Opc11 Space and ?arks) should be 1~1dntcd to emphasize the imponanoo of 
tlte vc-maJ pool resour.:!cs as wdl as tbc. grasslands fot -raptors.. iucludi.og the burrowing 
owl lt should difforc"Otiate bctw~n lands to be conscrwd as pal1 of the City's SAi' and 
VPllCP and active park lands and 111cl11de specific policies and recommeodatious for 
both tyJ)eS of open space. 

4. Sec1100 3 (Mobtfily Element) uicludes a discussion of all fonns of transportation, 
includjng. a neiwork of streets and freewaySi, many of which will cros:s the M HPA. ·n1is 
section shvuld hut updated tu i,,dudc a discussion regarding how roads will be designed 
tow coosist,:nl With tbe Mlil'A Ouidetmes for Olay Mesa and K1ver Valley (pages~ to 

RESPONSE 

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS: 

C-7 

C-8 

C-9 

C-10 

C-11 

C-12 

RTC-8 

See Response to Comment C-3. In addition, all industrial and 
commercial development implemented in accordance with the CPU will 
be subject to review under CPIOZ. The village areas require specific 
plans which are discretionary projects requiring City Council approval 
prior to any development, and will be subject to further review and 
analysis. 

This revision has been made to the Final EIR. 

Goals for preservation, management, and monitoring of open space are 
contained in the Conservation Element (specifically, Policies 8.1.-4 
through 6). See Table RE-2 of the General Plan for definitions of 
resource-based parks and open space. MHPA lands that are conserved 
have an Open Space land use designation. 

Land Use Policy 2.1-2 b states that a subsequent specific plan provide a 
land use map consistent with a future VPHCP. The policy has been 
updated to include a reference to the MSCP Subarea Plan. 

The Conservation Element addresses the City's resources (see CE-6 & 
CE-7, including vernal pools and burrowing owls. The Recreation 
Element addresses park lands and includes specific policies related to 
active and passive park uses. 

Per the TIS for the CPU, all roads are necessary for access and 
circulation within the CPU area, regardless of which alternative is 
approved. The existing circulation plan, adopted November 23, 1999 by 
Resolution R-292480, was evaluated under the City's SAP. The existing 
circulation plan includes Siempre Viva Road connecting with Camino de 
la Plaza in San Ysidro, as well as a rail line connecting the San Ysidro 
rail to Siempre Viva Road across Spring Canyon. The proposed CPU's 
circulation plan removes the rail line and the Siempre Viva Road-Camino 
de la Plaza connection, which reduces impacts in the southwest 
quadrant of the community planning area. As future alignments are 
submitted, a biological analysis will be required when applicable and 
each project will be subject to subsequent review in accordance with 
CEQA, as well as review for consistency with City's MSCP SAP and 
Biology Guidelines. 

Siempre Viva Road across Spring Canyon was not modeled or 
considered as an option for the CPU. 



C-12 
cont. 

C-13 

C-14 

C-15 

C-16 

LETTER 

M,. '.lllyra I lcrnnann (fWSICDFW • I 400007 -14TA000J) bndosurc, page 2 

10). ~cCJicm 1.4.2 (Otncra1 Planning Pulici~ nod ~:-.ig.n CT11idcli11e"-) ancl Table J.5 
(Conditions ofCovcr,1gc) in th~ Citv's SAP. To the c~1c,1t feasible, we rccornnicnd ro:1d 
c,is,mei1ts occurout~idc oft he ).-IHPA, be designed to cros$ tho sho11e.st knJllh of MHPA 
as po...,siblc. ~ml pr<>vide for J\.iUy functivnal wildlife mo,·cmcnt th.rough use \lfbr·idges- o.r 
culverts and fencing, We also recommend that the final PEIR include a ligurede.1rly 
dcpkting th<-se roads and any other propostd encroachment into the MIIPA (e.g. u1ilitic.5, 
h1til:;;) :;;owe can better l1tt.dt:11>1.tnd th\'.:: o, C:J'.:111111<,p~ed impact to Hie Ml-IPA .. \ltbvugh 
the City's SAP does aUow for infrastructure to cross the :VLHPA under certain 
circumstancc1>. \\1c art very i.;oncerrt~ with s~vcral ofth~ proposed roadways and lht 
pot~ntia! i,:np;.wt~ to both lh'IJ City·$ SAi' and VPHCJ>. Of purticular 00110(m uto thi;;. 
proposed e.<1e1~~io11s or &:,er Road, /\1rway Road aild Siempre Viva Road acrus.s Spring 
Canyon, and Ll,e proptiscd reclassillcations of'I ,)n~slar R,,a<l, Aviator Road, 1-lerilage 
Road, and Calicrrto Avcnuo. os dv .. '16<) have tho potcntiaJ for iucr.onsod in1p,1ct, to biological 
resources when compared 1o the adoplcd communi1y plan evil luatod und"r 1he Ci1y•s 
SAi'. 

5. Section 3.4 (Oicyclcs) include$ a recommendati.0115 (3.4-1.) t~ connect bikcwa)'S \\•ithin 
Ute viUage areas to trail heads with access to Ll1e canyon system trails and pathwa~~, and 
(3.+2) 1<> pr~vidc- mult.i-usc trn.iltt .. Rci:onun,mdation 3.4-2 Jocs i11cl\ld~ a.rcforooc¢. to 
being consistent with l'it)'s SAP, but O,cn ,~forcnccs a ligurt of proposed trails (Figure 
7. L) Ll1at we ba, < had no discllSsion or input on. Prior to designating atl} trails williin lhe 
MHJ>A, u n.,lunt1 rc!"l<ttm:.: nrnn.'l_g;.'fl1cn1 _plan (NlU,ilP) should h-, oomrletcd for lh~.ar.;{I 
lhat id~ntifi<:; Lhc biological goals :o.nd objective'$ for this seclion ~f th~ ~IBP,\ :Jnd 
includes i\rca Sp..->cific M•nog,men1 Oirechve.s (t\SMl}.s) for 1lH\Se species requi,ing 
them !I.$ t\ condition of" covcrnsc, ·n) .. , NJlJv.lP C:~lll th.:-:u b~ ll9Cd t.o dot.,;,m1(11c. wb.cth~r 
trails aoo 111ounrain bike riding arecompatiblc witb those biological goals aud objectives. 

G. Scc1ion 7.2 (Op(m Sp:)cc Lands and Rc1:;ourcc Oased P3rkc;) fo<:w;c~ on 1hc canyom:-~ but 
does nol discuss 1be mesa top areas that suppo,1 vernal pools and burrowi11g owls. 1l1is 
scctio11,hould include a discuss,011 oftbesc ,·oluabk resources and how th~y will be 
prokcfod. 

SPECWIC COMMENTS ON THl: PEIR 

I. Section 3.3 (CPI· O~ieclives) should reference 1he City', S,\P anrl VPHCP. ·me ()pen 
Spa~~ ~jcctivc should be reworded to stat~: J'rornct the canyon lands, adjacent mesa 
lop$. s:upportinn vem:11 pool lrnhifa1, and s...-..usitivl!-biologicaJ re.sources c-oniiis1e1l1 witll 1he 
goals and objectives ofihc Citv·s SAl' and VPHCP. We rc.:omtnend that rccr<a\icnal 
goals be addressed in a separate objective from tbe biological goals of lite City's SA.I' ood 
VPIICP. 

2. SectJoo 3.4.2. 7 lConservation Element) reteren<es preserving biological re~owces. 
including v~mal pools.> ho\\ie\'l!I' it doe. nolrefden(.."t" lh~ 'City ts SAP or VPHCP. This 

section ,lwul<l Nfcrouc~ i111pl<'11entingthe goals and objecti,e~ ol'thcCit) 's S/\P and 
VPHCI'. '.lb~ Conservauon t;lemeut mcludes goals regardmg \Yater supply and Iota I 

RESPONSE 

C-13 Large portions of the open space and MHPA lands are privately owned. 
Specific Plans prepared for the village sites would provide further 
analysis and design for any trails and when applicable, would include 
input from the Wildlife Agencies. As part of the subsequent review 
process for the Specific Plans and trail plan, ASMDs would be identified. 
Otherwise, at such time that the City begins the process for acquisition of 
lands for the MHPA and open space, an NRMP, which would include 
ASMDs, would be completed. 

C-14 Language has been added to Section 7.2 of the CPU. 

C-15 As recommended, the following language has been added to the CPU 
objectives and to Conservation Element Policy 8.1-2: "and adjacent 
mesa tops." The Conservation Element of the CPU (Section 8.1) 
discusses and provides policies related to the City's MSCP SAP, 
VPHCP, and biological resources, including vernal pools. 

C-16 Section 3.4-2.7 includes a reference to the City's MSCP SAP and draft 
VPHCP. Community farms and gardens are anticipated to be located 
outside of any MHPA lands. However, if this use were proposed within 
the MHPA, it would be a Mure project requiring subsequent review for 
consistency with the CPU goals and policies, the City's MSCP SAP, and 
the Biology Guidelines. 

RTC-9 



C-16 
cont. 

C-17 

C-18 

C-19 

C-20 

LETTER 

~fa. .\Jlyra llcrnuam, (l'\VSICDFW-1400007-14TA000J) bndosure. page J 

l't)v.:l g~n..:mtion 1hmugh LX)mmuni1y l:um~ .t11d garden;<,, Plcm1c. t..~lnrifr tww 1h<~..: goals 
will be met given the nbscn~ nf any water <torage or ngricultural land nsc dcsignoiions. 
A~ an ex:1mplc! t.."Onnmrni1y fonns-{lnd gardtns :'1rt not fin (denlifo.-d compatihl~ use \.Vi'lhin 
the: MtrrA: d,crc:rorc. is i1 ..:nvisic.rncd that thi-s could beac,:ompliiiihcd within the non 
MJ ll' A park lauds? 

:l. Sc(:tiou 3.4.J. J (Spl!:cific r1t~11 A,1ca1>) iuc-Jud~~ a list of pulicic:s. arn.l 1..:tv111111~uJativus fq1 
Specific Plans. It would b,: helpful to r,fereuce figure 3-9 which depicts the two ace as 
proposed for Specific Plans. ll1is section rd'er,'Occs lht V Pl·K!P; holl'CVcr, it ,shotlld also 
t~f..:ir-..:-nl\! lltc City'R S1\l>. including poli4-'lk.:. r1;.\gardi11g pw~""'ei dt~ig11, m111i111,z.ution or 
edge dlects. mainten:111~< or conidors, and 1he requir;,monL~ ol'the .\IHI'/\ Guidelines fbr 
01ay M.sa :111d River V,illey (pages 8 kl I 0). sec!ion 1.4.2 (Gener:~ Plannn1g Policies and 
Jksign Cuidoliuo•) ru,d Tab(-, '.l-5 (Couditions of Covorngo). 

4. Sec1ion 3.4.3.7 (Pai-ks, Open Space. and Recrcmio11). 1l1is section should rcl'eret1c~ 1he 
C.i1y's SAP :iud vrucr. R~rontional opportuniti.:s·shOllld b,c C(lttsistont with goals at\d 
ohjeetivcs oftbe City's SAP. VPI ICP and any NRMf>s developed forOtay Mesa. As we 
stated above. it may be appropriate to separate out mreational goals from the biological 
s<>als and ~bjoctiv~s <>f City's SAP and V PHCP. 

5. Section 3.4.4 (Mobility Elemenl Roadways) includes a table of changes Iv lhe CPL' area 
.;:ir..:ulttliun n.;:lyvvrk :.ind" rd~r~nca lo Figur~ 3-6, Fi5ur-l}.J·6 is c,lifli,.."l.11110 r~ad :.mtl <lou6 
not have .all the roadwa}s l.ahelcd that are includ~d in ,11~ tahlc. Pica.,, update 1he figure 
to make i1 e~'li:;itr fbr the re:1d~r fo lQC~Ht e~£.'h of1J1e road ~~gment;; iden1 ified in Lhe l:\bk 
Ln nddhk>.11,:, it ,vculd b.:? h.~lpful to Jist nil Qfth~. p.rop,:>$od mobility .:iiloincrtt ro:"td,iv:\ys. n,>t 
just tl1c ones being changed. 

G. Rchkd to the ,,.m::-crtai.o ui;-0 of a CllQA pr<x:('$$", ,ve.:tr~ tspcciolly cono~c:ncd ,Vlth those 
proj~ts that c-ould impact burrowing owl. Tue drall PEIR (Page l4-49) concludes that 
impacts to noo-nat,ve gras$la11d would a 11cct U1c preform! habitat or U1c burrowing owl 
and ,,·Quid likely reduce populat_ion numb~ffi. II aJsu cqrr.:ctly conc-tudes th~ Uw Jo$£. of 

agrioul!urnl lands and disturbed liu1ds ma~ also negatively alTecl U1e cons<rvation or 
burrowmg <1wl~. Tabk 3-5 ofll10 C,ty's SAP 1<ls1itili•s ssvcral aruas wilhu, Utt: Ota.y 
Mc!-:l Ci,mmuniLy Plai"I ru"i!~. th:11 arc 1f'nro11:tnl (<'1' t~ C()ni:::en·atioo <.,fhurrQwing mvls. 

including Spring Canyon, Otay Mesa, and theOrn.y River Vall"Y· We havil h.!on \tOrking 
wi1 b the Ci1y 10 develop n comprd,cnsivc cons(tv1U ion SlJ'lllcgy fo,· burrowing owfa and 
rc"'omm·Jrtd th:ll tbe strau.•gy be <.'omplcted ro it-can b~ i.uclu&d t4 th!! CPU_ Because a 
slra1cgy for burrowing o\\l has nc,,I been complc1cd, aud u~c of methodologies lo actively 
or passively relooate burrowittg owls req111res approval by the W ildlil~ Agencies. we 
~trong_lyeocourase early coordination witl1 tJ1e \Vildlife A.g~ncies-10 develop project
spcclfic burrowing owl mitigation plan, unlil a comprehensive str•tegy is completed . 
.EarJycoordina11ou sbOuld avoid untimely <i:lays to tl1e Jl(OJect applicant, be CO!>l
efJ\..."Cti\le. and re...:ult 3 beHer o-ufcome for U1,e local owl populalio1L 

RESPONSE 

C-17 A reference to Figure 3-2 has been added, as that figure includes the 
land use designations for the CPU. This section has also been updated 
to include a reference to the City's MSCP Subarea Plan. 

C-18 As suggested, the following language "and consistency with the City's 
MSCP Subarea Plan" has been added to Land Use Policy 2.6-1. 

C-19 Figure 3-6 provides an illustration of the backbone roadway infrastructure 
proposed within the CPU area. Due to the size of the exhibit, it is not 
practical to illustrate every roadway. 

C-20 Comment noted. Early coordination with the Wildlife Agencies would be 
facilitated by the project biologist and City staff during the subsequent 
project review process. 
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C-22 

LETTER 

~fr .\llyra llcrnuam1 (l-'\\ISIC'DFW-1400007-14'.rAOO<Xl) tndasure. page 4 

7. ~n,o l'EJR (p.1t~~:,i; 5.4--$9 tmd 5.4-62) iudic,ne.~thm ~c,·~1111 mo"'ility clt111t:111 ro,ub .U"I: 

plo11ncd within or ndjaccnl to ~,c MITPA ,11-.J m•kcs •~for~nc~ to figure 5.4-8: however. 
\Ve tannnl tind 1hi~ tiguN The fi1ml l'E!Rslimdd i11cl11da a fig,m sh~wing lhe loc~tions 
of'thc-:µ; ro~ds 1·dat·iv .... toth'-' MUrA. 

8. CPU Plan PolicvCE 8.1.6 (page 5.4-45 uflh< i'EIR) stales 1ha1 .l\SMDs -..ill be 
implern'-1rttc<l a:,, pal'L of Che CPU anll sen•.: h> reduce iu11,:tcts hJ lNlow a kvd of 
sigliificaoce (page 5. 1-64 of tbe PEJR). Please. clari(v wbenll1ow these ASM.Ds wiU Ix: 
developed and implentenkd. 

RESPONSE 

C-21 The two references to Figure 5.4-8 have been revised to reference the 
correct Figure 5.4-5. 

C-22 Please see Response to Comment C-13. 
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LETTER 

Letter D 
S.W..Ei'P..C.AUf.!lkl~klADAttlR~N~'OllJ,rtONAt.-,,·>~,,., .. _,_•v _________ _ 

DEPARTMENT OF 'f'RANSl'OR'l'ATION 
OISlRICr 11 
,l<)S0'1'1' Yl.OllS1'l\£~1. MS><~ 
~"N rni;c;q c•,1 92110.2rn 
PIJONl \61~) 6#8-,;~l(-O .Fk.u'Q#r tU1•0J 

(l,.,,,i,,'&J'(j/,,itmJ' MX (619) "88-4299 
ITV 711 
"ww.Jot.ca.go" 

D-1 

D-2 

Oclob<r 23. 2013 
I l-SD-qo5 

PM VAR 
Olay Mesa CQnun11ni1y Plan Up,L1te 

Draft PEI R -SCH#200405 I 076 
M,;. Myra t l•mnann 
CiLy of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
San Diego, CA 9.2101 

Dear Ms. Herrmann; 

T~c California Department of Transportation (Callra11s1 appreciates the opportunity to comment 
011 the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) and Technical Studies for Lhc 
Olay Mo>a Conuuun_ity Plan Update {CPU), s11cc_i Fic;,llr the includod T rdlt>fl<>rlation Analy,;s 
dated Jw1e 14.1012. The Olay MesaConunu11ity 1s located within u,., sou(bem rtgion of the 
City of San Diego (City), bounded on the no11h by the City of Chula Vista and on the soulh by 
lh,: Tiju.u.l'HJ Ri¥cr Valloy und the San V~idro Communilic~. The- Slate highways serving Ot~y 
Mesa ate Interstate 805 {1-805), State Route 905 (SR-905}, State Route 125 (SR-125) and the 
propo&:d State Route 11 (SR-I I). 

Caltrru1s would like to submil the follr1win1; comments on these tive documents: 
l. Olay Mesa CPU Dmll PEIR_; 
2. Owy Mesa Cl>U Dr-a.It Pl:IR, Appendix I: Noise Analysis; 
3. Otay Mesa CPU Draft PBIR, Ap~ndix J: Transportation /\nalysis; 
4. Otay Mesa CPU Public Draft: and 
5. Ota}• Mesa CPU Drnft Public l'acilitics l'inancing Plan and focililies Benefit Assessment. 

I Oray Mesa CPU Draft PEIR September JO 2013 

One ofCallrans' ongoing responsibilihes is 10 collaborate with localageocies to a,oid. cliniinale, 
or reduce tt'I insignificance potell(ial ad.verse iru-pacts to high\"3)' fat.:1li\y up:ration~ by local 
development on Staie highways. Therefore, Caltrans is concem .. >d that the Dtafi PEfR stales on 
page 5.12-48, and throughout 1he document, U1a1: 

71,e Cl'(! wou/J.<ii;niflcantly impat:I jive <cgmenls ofSR-905 [betweCll Picador 
J:luulev~rd and La Meclja Roadj. Calirtms has designed 1he SR-905 roo/lowjor rh, 
comlrut'finn ,,fHQJ/ lanP.s, which wmJ,J re,luct 1he CPU impaeu 10 helo,1J a level o.f 
significance 01 two of rhe five impacted fi'etwoy segments. However, /he oddilio11 of/ IOV 
lanes roSR,.!}05 is fl()f a fimded orpla11nedprojec1 0/ lhir rime anti impro,·emeuts lo lhese 
foci/iJie~ cannn1 be ,({'Jtu·unteed ltl bP J)11plt>1m:m1ed bJ, the Cily. At!dW"nal mitlgatlon such 

RESPONSE 

D-1 Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

D-2 Comment noted. Due to the cost of providing additional freeway lanes 
and interchange improvements on SR-905, the resultant facilities benefit 
assessment fees that would be required to provide the improvements 
would make development economically infeasible. In addition there is 
some uncertainty related to the actual development and associated 
traffic impacts that will materialize over time. Transportation studies 
prepared for Specific Plans and subsequent development projects would 
more accurately identify impacts and provide appropriate mitigation 
through Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) amendments and 
project-specific mitigation either physical improvements or 
transportation demand management measures which may be more cost 
effective than alternative infrastructure improvements, or both. The 
PFFP project descriptions for projects T-11.1, T-11.2, T-16.7, T-21.1, T-
21.2, T-25.2, and T-25.3 have been modified to indicate that these 
additional improvements should be considered based on future specific 
plan and development project studies. 
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Ms. Myra Herrmann 
October 23,2013 
Page2 

LETTER 

,,, TDM mea,w-.s "'".!' b, idemtfl,d 1111he f111qre ur the projec1-leve/, 71111s. a, r/le 
wogmm-le1<el, CPU impacts ro theflv, SR-905./i·ef!lt'O.l'Segfl/en/s would remain. 
sig11!fic11n1 crnd ,rnal'oidahle. 

Where feasible., Caltrans endeavors v.ith any direct and cumulative impatts to the State highway 
system be eliminated or reduced to a level of insignificance pursuant to the Qilifornia 
EnvkOl\lncntal Quality A<;I (CEQA) slandarJs. Therdore, "ith Ille ackuowle<lgemm11 Ihm lhc 
SR-905 projec~ comple,ed in July 2012 as a six-lane 1ieeway from 1-805 to the Otay Mesa Port 
of Ent!)' (POE). was designed "h1 allow for the oon~tniotion ot'JJOV lanes, which would red11ce1 
the-CPU impact::, to belo~v-a lc:vi:I of;;i~nificance at rwo of the live impacted freeway scgrucms~" 
and Uta! "the addition of HOV !,mes 10 SR-905 is not n funded qr planned project at ibis time." 
Call.!a11s would appreciate an explanation of why 'ihese facilities canno1 be guara~teed to be 
implcmcnlcd by the Cit)," a.nd ore t!Qf included in tJ1c Oral\ Public Facilities financing.Plan 
(PFFP) aod f'nciliries Benefit Assessment (FBA). This stra1Cgy ~nd statement in the PEIR defers 
the respon~ibility oftbc iJJ1plcmeo1a1ion of such improvements t<> .. others." 

Accordingly. the Mi!iga1ion Framework in the PEJR for traffic impacts to SR-905 states that: 

At the lim~ future discretionary develOf>rmtnl fJr<IJt:CI.>' CIH prupu.'tftd, prqfc,•f-specifk· 
traffic analy,es would cont.lilt detailed recommendations. All projctl-specific mllixnrlon 
for direct impac1s shall he imp/eme11ted prior lo the issuancf ofCerrificate ofOct11prrncy 
itt ur<l(:r Iv 11ro,•irl<.: millgat/Qn at the. time. u.f impact (page S-28), 

As a result. the Draft PETR defers the identi.ficaliou of detailed mitigation req,mmendations for 
direct imp,,cts to SR-905 to future discretionru:y development projocis on o ceso-by-cnsc b~ls. 
lns1cad it is recommended bi· Cal1mn~ that th< inclusion of HOV lru,es and/or other 
unpro\'e111cnts to SR-905. such as auxiliary lane~ or interchange improvements be con,sideced in 
the Draft PFFP and PB,\ tu allow future Jiscre1ionary dovclopmenl projects to better identify and 
conliibute their fair share, as well as identify potential local c0S1 sharing for such improvements. 

The Ci1y shouJd. continoo Lo ooor(linntc with Calt1·:111s to implement necessary improvements at 
imcrse,'ltions and in1erchangcs where the agencies have joint jurisdiction. 

r.nltrnM nr1prC<:iatcs lhe explanatioo starting on page 4 .. 1 that: 

In. accorda11ce with CEQA G1rideli11es. the ~nselir,e for establi.1-hing the enviromnenral 
s,tlfng nnd uistmg ,,mdirio111 is delennin<!I/ le> be thu dote lfhcn !he NOP [Notice of 
Preparation] is pµb/i.rhed. ... The baseline for 1he purpo.w tl} !hi.< Pl!:/,~ is, rhereji,r, ,hose 
concli11011s oc,•U1Ting(ll !he lime of !he third NOi' !October I, 2010) and are the 
cnndi1lom.,· 11/Jnn whil'lt phy3•ical cha11g1s <1r£• ,,xt,mim,d in fhe PF.JR II sltonld he noted 
houever. /hut the baseli11e fi,r onalysi< f!f'lhe 1rrmsporta1io11/Ci1•c11/aiion Sec1ion is 
c/iffere,,1 becau.•• oj changes 10 the circ11/afio,i wi·1e111 belt\'ee11 wnen rhe 20 I (I NOi' war 
issued and Jlw lhne Jh/.o; PF.JR u-n,t mnde publiC'. Thi.r is .fpecif,~af!y evident rclatrvc fc~ 
Stott: RJ,we 905. which wns 11nde.-co11s1nic1io11in 20/0 «nd LI 110w open for u.ie w,rl,in 
1hc CPU a.-ea; m wellJiJr lire reopening o}S1a1e Rowe 125. 

D-3 
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RESPONSE 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), "In assessing the 
impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency 
should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published." Although there were multiple changes to the 
circulation system between issuance of the NOP in 2010 and release of 
the PEIR for public review, the existing conditions analysis was not 
updated to reflect the changed conditions due to the fact that updating 
the analysis would not have any bearing on the identification of 
significant impacts at buildout of the community plan. Therefore, the 
2010 NOP is the appropriate baseline conditions, as further described in 
Section 5.12.2 of the PEI R and as acknowledged in the comment. 



0-4 

0-5 

0-6 

0-7 

0-8 

~l"S-11.h--.aH("l'ffll:,Jttl 
Oc1obti ~J 2013 
l'agc,J 

LETTER 

!"kl= 1!04< 1la1 lnuddh,an 10 ~lt.<IOS anJ Sl!•l.?.~, cxh1bh• and analysc..'lhrocJghoJt (l,., 01~ 
Mcu C'rlJ l>tllll f'r·lR ltnd Tcd!niClOI •~od,c;s n:rm:nciOji SR•I 1 or~ ootGt.!l'l'lem. ar.J $li1>1ild 
n:11t't'I ~ rr,:f.;!T(d 1har ... tl•~ (ot Sit• 11 rr,.,m l!"' C.lltmt1s Stair,.,,.,, Jl wtdJltr w.,, .,r,.,, 
£q11 POl.' Fl,irJ 7 /U II t.,mr()J''ll<'llul l11r(JQ<"t ll•J."" J.nwu,1,iJtli/u/ lrflltlJl:.I .<:s111t1n~nl 
(EIRl£1il>, Mlltcll WI~. ~rnJ)' It\ iailol!I~ ., 
bJtq;!'..,.,. ,we;,,. gro·1d1•~stSQ.ilJ lflJI ttth bnnt 

In •d411ion. ~ :mws., lblll ~exbihu and ul3.lyse~ n,ftttneiJl,11111-, Sculll lu_y R11, Ri.riJ 
fom..J! pl\'JCl,"1,l!Q11W re1kct tM-r;wtc aligllll.'la11 Md <&of~ ll~ prup."'°'I b) SANllM.i "' lite 

f'N)je(1'1 fit\ll r1nironn>err1..al •~ R~ c.:nili<'CI m tut~ 2013 

Cali.mi,,, i111ttS ,Yi11, IN "Build-ot([ R~,c:•ornntotn.kd L.t1< C.,,nhaumto<lil-,p l<>r 1bc, J.ltl)S P,aJu,, 
\,-cn11Cin1CNhar.s-, o--s1ho,m 10 figurr S.l!..f..t U"iJC ~.l!-'lflf l•l~ n<Jle 11 .. 1 im-final 
Ca!tims l'rojca Swctr Rq,on (P:c;RI r.,,-1111: 1-ll\J-SJT'alm ""'"'IC 11<1m:h 1n# pro!ffl. Qrrm,'t'J ,,n 
Jut) 1 7, .!O 13, ~• an Ea.<tlXlund IC.• 'llombhclli~ lc,"1' IWl•mnp ~ the tne)'fl bt~ly abJ:m1U•c 
dc:!oigu, 141UI •llg~ll> df1Tcrert1 I.au: ,t1<f'ln11 tlw! whi,t " ,t,,,11>tl tn 1hr Oatft PEIR. ond 
!1Jbsequ."1ltly ill 1M l°fl!.ll.11/1lf1Ati11<1 An.>lyd:,;(,'\fll!C',Jii..JI 

fu Dmil PEfR alJG t.W .. .,. II~ ·n,. n:u.1-1,11, r.,, 1,ol lc;C,wTIITl ...... rll'j_: IJK' l!JIJIIIJ\ffil,,:QL"\ (111 ?~ 
nal\\11) ~JJ:nu U11il -f9 !t11c~c;!()nat 11r<1 .lci:i,, ltd in th<-l'milivg, llllJ the $Wdlle11,1 <1r 
0,,i:.trid.illj! Coosl.kmlom Thi! tmi,.,.;IS ~ COIJ$1th:nod KiQnlrkaal JtnJ um,ol,:I.J,blc (po~ i,,. ~b 
lilll.l ~.:1i flowc>cr, ~c 1-8 ell\1'1.tl"i 1~.11 "a SWcfl>t111 efCh-miJinF Coosidm.tioo, ro, 
llllpl(U 1Jc,n.dfi,:d in l!lr DnJL l'r 11\ ID ~lgn,(ic•nt ond t1nmil1~t -.ill ~ fl"~N•td a,,J 
,;ompikd.,. J'l)n ufw l'ECk nnaJOJ11lOl\ rt~~-• lind llff !hem,-..., ,,,1 ,.-1 u~,ubble r,,r ie\,~w. 
PJt:a.SC pmvhle Calrmn. .. ,111 lhe S111cnx~1 or<hcmd•~ l"<-iul,k,-,,0011• '"Ji..r1 .,, 111c, c,1y•, 
~1D><IDlhcliCC<'lfflmc,ru;. 

Tn.rl •tJl1mm/or t~W> SR-WIJ SR-US arwiSR-I1 ,m-, tlbJaJ&'i/f,,,..,. c:,Jr~"""' 
.0.,-.Irll'r~lfl ef frmll(pOrt.11/on (C,rJrra,u) Ind .,.,..,ru (Calt,Q,~• ~I Fut I \1H: ,1 

lrf/;/_/lr ,,,i;t i,f flJ J ~,-·cnt t"'1 J.: p,,.r{tlf1 i,lffl,_ uucb <1nJ 1 · r-rr111 tmr,'f tl'M'.b 

._.,, .,_u,;mt.1 F,~ SH-?l>.5 Wf.nJ. ond SR-I I "tru(J)r mr, 1,/yJ II /l'rrmn 'WI I.> 
/'f<,url 111.,Jii,m I~. ,1-,,J 2 ISl1n:n,i rru,l<Mmo,futn,·.I 

11- nctlC-ti'..al SR-ll 11115 OOl )'ti b:ro (OftlilNacJ. ... , orNl'lh the l'lraJI Pf.lR 11a. .. r11,,,i,r !-010 
llt1J •tit Daft PEJ.R ~ii; review of Str,1<cJ11ilo-{kw-\>ct 10 I; lh~r,:(n~ -.,,..i ,.,jUJt,es ,10tJ,d 
111'1 l>t: aVIW!bk!, 

RESPONSE 

0-4 Comment noted. Notes have been added to the figures in the Final EIR 
Transportation/Circulation section that show the future SR-11 and Otay 
Mesa East Point of Entry to refer readers to the Caltrans SR-11 and 
Caltrans Final Tier II EIR/EIS, dated March 2012 for the preferred 
alternative. 

0-5 The Mobility Element Transit Route Map has been revised to reflect the 
interim alignment of the southbound BRT in addition to the ultimate 
alignment that will be in effect when the SR-905/SR-125 freeway 
interchange is constructed. In addition to the planned southbound BRT 
stop at the Port of Entry, the figure shows an additional "potential transit 
stop" at the future Lone Star interchange which the City understands is 
not part of the current BRT project, but which may be desired in the 
future. 

D-6 Comment noted. 

0-7 Draft CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations and 
City response to comments will be made available to Caltrans, other 
commenter's and City decision-maker with release of the Final EIR. 

D-8 Comment noted. 
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D-10 

Ms, Myra Herm1a11n 
O,tol><r 23, 2013 

Page~ 

LETTER 

J, Qta 1'~.fil!Cl'U Draft Pl:IR.Apoen;iiu;J'ransmr1;Hjr,n AnalY•is l1111e 14 201' wi1h 
£9J!ggjonsda1<.-d Augusl 30.2013 

Pages 8-4 to 8-5 of the Transpor1alion i\1111ly~1s stat-, Lile followley regsming sil!l>iiicant impact< 
to the Statf Hl1th\\·ay Sys1em: 

71,e Adopleu SANJJA(J 2(150 l?~!!i//111;/ Tr,111.iporralion Plan indur/e., two m1111ag6d J,,,,,., 
t/rl l-805 ill u,ch d/n,c1/nn mm/, of SR-90j_ •.. 'These added mtmaged /a11e.r sh(lu/d b• 
"""'itl,,,.ctl 1mrt/u/ mltlgc,t/nnfr,r restonul ('Jlnwfullve trirffic impacu·. TIie t111p/<1menl'1IIUT1 
11{1h1111/J1/l'luti1111 Demrmd MfJflfl!!•mem Plans for /11rgedevtlop111•n11>1·nj•ct., wuu/,I "'"' 
n•1~1ce. 1>111 nm miti~11/e /ot·, r,gional cumulatfre fi·eeway impacls. 

Srme ll.0111e 905 ,raff,c i111pae1s would be •i111i/icam cmd 1111111ili11utetljiir o/1 ll•·c1, 
scenarl~.,, Slate Ro/lie 905 hfls be,n designed ,<0 1/1111 mt1dt,,m 1/lgh Occupan<:y Vchirle 
/a11,.T c'Culd i,e l,u1q/let! ifl the fi1hJ.re.. !mt ur~ rwl cmrr;:11//y ptunmui or jimrled hy 
Ca/lra111 The adclition Qf I/Of/ Janes would 11ro11id, pqrtial n1if/J!!1/i<111 tor local 011d 

r~g1u11a/ cumu/afiw nr1p<1CIS 611/ ll'UU/d not pruvide acceplahle lei•els 1!( 1·ei•rict 011 
seg"1e11/s o/SR-905 JJf'vjccM/ tu l,,: ul /e:vcl ,,J.wrvice ·'r", ;,o 1/u11 SR-90,l truJJlc /~,parts 
w1Juld r<f/lai11 significa11/ am/ 11nmitigu1ad. 17,e Ciry nj'Srm nie1w IWJl/e.<led 1hm / f() &' 
lanes 011 SR-9/JJ be adde1/ llJ 1/te Rexionul Tr111t1p11rtarion !'Ian a, puri of C/J111~1Mls ,m 
1/,c Dr,lfl :J05Q fl'/'/'()£///, '/111' L Uncon~tr•in,dJ N(;Jwork In lite ZOJO RTf /11c/uae, /I 
freeway/ams anSR,-!105, 

C.Jtran.s oppNc:io(~s 1he coordinulinn bot ween I.be Ci1y :u,d SANOAO on including, 
1111]Jrmements Ul Lhe Stal~ Highway Sys1·e0;1 iQ 1hu Regional Tmnsponatiun Plan (RTP). 
Howe,er. as this analysis guides th~ impacts lllld mitigation measures identiticd in the Drall 
PEIR, t:a)lran, wvuld like Lu reiternteo rcquo,o for on <Xplauation of"~'} J JOY lanes anJ/01 
i111prowmeots to & li'ecway Innes on SR-905 "c!U;Ulot be guaranteed to be 1m1)lemcnted by U1t 
City.'' and were not included in the Drafi l'l'FP and rnA. Suchdefenuent ofimprovements 10 
lhe po,,.,bJ• inclusion in future Ri'P updates is 1t0tapp,opria10. lo,clusion ,;fimpr,M:mcni,; in the 
Pl'PP 1llld P13A could 1nslcadltelp fac.ilitate a local co$tsharit1i; for improvemcnl~ to region11I 
11'1111spQrtnrion facilities, which may nlso assist in th~ future con;ideration uf1mprwement, 1n the 
R'fP 

l'loasc note that t:;R-Y05 h~s t<ldil1onal phases, as dc~cnbcd below: 

Phase J - Thu S R.-905/SR-l 2i freoway-10-rroeway interrlW1gt; will be constructed during 
llnsph!OSC, A fo\/l'•lane local access ramp will bcCQ11SltuClc,i from lheSR-905/SR-125 
interchange t.!a51 to lilt intersetti(J'1 wl1h Pnrico Fermi Drive. Thii, prt,jcctis not funded at 
U1is ti.lJlc and J,a.s 11,,1 been scheduled. 

l'ha"' ~ - n., li1111l r,hn.se will construct lho IJeiilog< Road irrto,chnni;, rwnpa, Ph""" ,1 
will nnly be constmctcd 011cc other panics bav<c' matie o\~tr ~ey impr11vc111cm!-1, 1,1 lhe 
arc1~ which fa not expected 10 occur prior LO 2016. It is antlcipato.,d that tb~ City 11f'Sa11 

RESPONSE 

0-9 See Response to Comment D-2. 

D-10 Comment noted. 
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Ms. Myra llemnaJ\Jl 
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Page 5 

LETTER 

Diego wlll Ononcc ~,cramps lo accommodate d1<.: fulJ build-um of ihe Qu,y lYJci;a 
community plan arc;,. · 

A, for the SR-905 i1ncr<ba.ni~s with lhc local road network. Calu111 ,s co11cw1< will, tho 
Transportation Analysis that: 

/mp,·.;wcm~nt~ urc re.;c,,m,u:ruled ai 1/ie. i11terchu11gc r-ampsfi,r 8R-90J/Culltmtr A ,·enue, 
SR-905/Fun,re lferirage Road, SR-905/Brilannia Buu/erurd: SR-91)5/1,a Media Rood: 
SR-905/Siempre Vivo Road. Subsequent de,ign req1dremcn1s fi'om Ca/trans may change 
the recommt.nded lunr c,mfigurCJliunx (pu_gt 13S-7 J ), 

Howe,er, die Draft PEIR. £1ates lhal for the aforementioned SR-905 interchange ramps, ~the 
following mitigation shall be provided [to redooe loopatl,]: TRE-1: lmcrscctions shall be 
impro,ed per O,e in1ersc>c1ion lane designations idmtificd in f'igurc 5.12.4'' (Draft PEm. page S· 
27). /Is "Subsequent design rcq~iremeors from Caltrans may change the recommended lane 
configumtions'' pc.r the T1·nnsportntion Al1a.lysis. 

Cnlrrans recommends 1ha1 the. Ci1y initiate the process of working with Caltre.ns 10 develop m1d 
idcoti::fy imprnvcmcnt~ for each of the aforementioned SR~905 i.1llCn:hauges.! tm<l/or oOn:r 
irr.pro,·cmm1s, in order to detenn,ne Caltrans design requirements, oosl eslillll!lc~, and t0 
prese"e right-of-way. II is ?J1ticipated that all SR-905 ramps will b;, metered and in operation 

4. OJav Mesa CPU Public Draft. September 2013 

A!, of January l, 2011, Assembly Bill 135& requires that any substantive revision of the 
circulation element of a general plan mclude planning for u balanced mul1i-modal transportation 
network that meets the needs of all user~ of Slrt::t:t~, roads, and highwnys in n manner that i; 
suitable to Ute cont<l.Xl oflhe gener.il plan. The Act defines all users as motorists, pcdestdans, 
bicyclisrs, cluldren, pcr,,ons with disabilities, seniors. movers o[eommercial goods, and users of 
public. tr..-msporlalion. CnllrJns supports Complete Stt~ts polici-cs and continues to implement 
our own Complete Streets directive, OD·64·RI. 

Callraus l-U[>ports the r.onccpi of l1 local circulatioo sys(em which is pedestrian, bicycle, and 
trllll~it,fricndly in order to enable residents 10 choose alternative modes of transportation. As a 
result, potential tramit mitigation for development m,p,cts should also be analyzed, such a:; 
improved transit accommodation tltrough the provision of park and ,idc (aciliLies: bicycle acce.~s, 
signal prioritization for transit, or other enhancements which can improve n19hility and alle,~a1e 
u--.iflic impacts to Stale facilities. 

caltrans appreciates the acknowledgement or pas! and ongoing ~ollabormion between the City 
aull regional stakeholders, as stated on page 1-fO: 

Because /he Otay Me.1·c1 ,·mmmmity plfmnin(!;urea includes regional impaas and iss11es. 
/he Utyworl{s Closely with .San Diego 11ssoda11on of Governments (SANDA Ci), the 
Califnrnio Departmenr ofTi·tmsportaJian (Caltra11.,), /he Alrporr Awhoriry. tht City of 

RESPONSE 

D-11 Comment noted. The City agrees that further study is needed to develop 
future freeway and interchange improvements. As specific plans and 
other discretionary development projects in Otay Mesa are processed, 
the City will coordinate review of transportation analysis with Caltrans, as 
appropriate; in order identify recommended improvements or other 
measures to mitigate impacts. Meanwhile, the Public Facilities Financing 
Plan projects T-11.1, T-11.2, T-16.7, T-21.1, T-21.2, T-25.2, and T-25.3 
have been mod1fied to indicate that additional improvements may be 
indentified in the future. 

D-12 As stated in Section 5.12.6.1 of the PEIR, the CPU includes several 
alternative transportation policies with which future development projects 
would be required to comply. These policies promote the future 
availability of transit, alternative transportation convenience (including 
connectivity and speed), and the appeal of alternative transportation. 
Because the transit policies are included as part of the policy framework 
of the CPU, no impacts related to transit were identified, and therefore, 
no additional mitigation is required. Potential transit mitigation measures 
for development project impacts would be analyzed and identified during 
the development review process and through coordination between the 
City and SANDAG. 
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LETTER 

Chuh, Jll,wa und Co11nty sraffro coortliruuf'" a compr,·h1t11:•;ivt; upproach 011 pl arm mg issues 
Iha/ cross jUl'isdictional boundaries. 

Funhcr coorditmtioo is oced«.l bttwc~n Caltrans and the City 10 ptoperl} i111ple111em Policy 3.1· 
l(b) on page ME-210 uProvide safe. convenient. and attractive pedestrian crossings orSR-905.'" 

further coordination is-also ru:Q-d;d b..'1wct:n Call.rans and the Chy on how LO sirnultonl?ously 
implcmcn1 both Policy J.5-6 to ''Maintain Uri1a1mia Boulevard, I .'.l Media Road. 11nd ti1e oordcr 
access road as lhe truck routes. Work w,U, Ca!lrans periodically 10 assess 1ruek movement and 
needs along lhc truck routes" (p11ge Mt;-20), anJ Policy 2.4-9 to~Provide adcqua1.c bum:,·., such 
as land uses. landscap<:. walls, and distance between the residential component of the Business 
Perk-Residential Pero,itte<l lands. SR-905, und Brilannia Boulevard 10 minimize negative 
impact.:; of .:i.ir quality, m.>hc~und truck transpQnation on n;siUcms" (page LU·27), Tbi: Or11fl 
CPU acknowledges that ·'Mul,i-fomil)• residential uses arc allowed !in Business Park-Residcn~al 
Pcnnttl~dl at a d~o,ily rdnteof 15-44 dwelling units per actc." and 1hat "these la.ndHre in close 
proximilyto SR-905, nnd 1hedcsignn1cd tt\lck route ofDritanni• Uoulcv•rd.• (page LU•2o). 
O!llr:ms wants to ensure that major goods movement designated truck routes are compatible with 
surrounding lone! uses. We recommend that the City consider an implementation ~trat<gy lor Lbe 
Hcritnge/SR-905 inlcrcr.angc to ~!low for its coru,tmclion bcfot< a\lowuis any 11'sidcruial 
developments to avoid mixing residential uses with heavy trucks. 11te Cali lornia Air Resources 
Board (ARB) recommends a~a g11idelioea buffer of500 feet between residential uscsantl 
f'Ncways. 

S. Q1~v M,;.sa CPU Draft PubJlc facilities Finaucjng Plan t.tnt.l J.acifi1ios Hcncfit Asscssn1cn1, 
Piscal Year20l4 

his U1>::!erst00d that the City of San Diego will coordin:ite with Coltrons to identify a list oE 
irupcovement projects for the Otay M~sa CPU Financing Plan. The Otay Mesa CPU as currently 
devised deJcrs U1c idenlilication of detailed mitigation recon1111cnda1ions for direct impacts to 
SR-90.S to future discrctionnry development projce1s on a case-by-case- basis. Again, including 
improvemmts lb SR-905 io the Draft PPFP and FBA may allow ru\'urc discretionary 
development pmjec1s 10 he11er identify and contribute their fair share, as well as identifv local 
cost sharing for "lUch imrrovemcn1s • 

As preoio11sly stared, C.Olnan~ also recommends that the City initiate the p.rocess of working wilh 
Cilltrans to develop and identify improvemeni. for each of the afon:m~ntioned SR-905 
interchanges, and/or other improvements, in order to determine Cal trans de.sign requirements, 
cost csthnatcs. and to preserve right-of-way. ll is anticipateJ that all SR-905 rumps will bt 
metered and in operalion. 

Please ooce t.bat the Drall l'fl'l' and FHA ,s inaccurate lor I.he 1-805/Palm Avenue imcrchangc 
pr~ject. as page 32 sho-.s construction financing is schcdu led for Fiscal V cars (FY s) 2028 and 
2029. The final l'SR forthe 1-805/Palm /\venueprojea has programmed Caltrans resources for 
a construction S\art date of 2017. The Environmental Phnsc is scheduled to start soon. Caltrans 

RESPONSE 

0-13 Comment noted. It is anticipated that this coordination will occur through 
the project review process as improvements are planned and 
implemented. 

0-14 Comment noted. It is anticipated that coordination related to Policy 3.5-6 
will occur through the Caltrans coordination section in the Transportation 
and Storm Water Department's - Transportation Engineering Operations 
Division and coordination related to Policy 2.4-9 will occur through the 
subsequent development project review process. 

0-15 Development of the PFFP project schedule considered many factors 
including projected demand for facilities and availability of revenues 
based on development projections. Available funding limits the number 
of projects that can be implemented in the early years of the schedule. 
Subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU will be required to demonstrate compliance with the applicable 
CPIOZ, CPU and GP policies as well as development standards and 
guidelines specific to the project type. Also see Response to Comment 
0-11. 

RTC-17 

The PFFP has included $5.1 Million of Continuing Appropriation and an 
additional $0.3 Million in funding during FY 2014 for a total of $5.4 Million 
available to the 1-805/Palm Interchange project as early as FY 2014. 
(Refer to Otay Mesa PFFP, page 32) 
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M,;. Myra Hcmnann 
()ctnber Z, 2013 
Page 7 

LETTER 

expect$ at leasl some stage 11f con~lructioa 10 1a,k(...., place al UUs ?nterchange once 1.hc 
cnviroumental 1focumen1 is complcrcd. 

Pages 102 und 103 of tbc Draft PFFP and FDA identify $50,000 for design and consrructlon b1 
FY 2025 for SR-905/Caliellle Avenue_ to "WIDE!\ CALLEN tE A VENUE OVER PASS TO 
PROVIDF.rwo NORTHBOUND AND TWO SOU1118OlJNI) J.Ef/TTURN LANES. nm 
Lf:NGHI OF TURN LANES fN nus CASE WOULD Bf 300 LINEAL FEET:· Meanwhile. 
page 7-34 of the Traiisportation Anal)'sis also recommends widening or the Caliente Avenue 
Overcrossing structure, meaning that tho identified $50,000 is inadequate. Since the current SR-
905/CA!ieutc Avenue inlcrchangc is dcsig11e<l r,,. onc-l<tlf build•ou1, cx1cnslw cOl!struction will 
be needed 10 accommodate local development. Also, any Calt:rons approved PSR design m.\)' 
ha,·c an impact on adjacent future City intersection mul roadway scgrueu1 projects already 
progrruumed in U,c Di:nft PrFP (e.g., U,c Otay MeSII Road/Calicn1e Avcnw in1er~ec1ioa). A 
build-om design oftbe SR-905/Calicate Avenue interchange should occur fusl to protect R/W 
before the encroachment of development. 

Pages 134 and 135 of the Drnfl l'FFP idcntify$21,700,000 in FY2030 and FY 203 I to 
"PROVlDll FOR TIIE DESlGN AND CONSTRl:CTION OF FOUR RAMPS CONNECTING 
SR-905 AND H8Rrr,\GE ROAD.'' Pie= note 1ha1 Calu11us' most n.-,;cnt engineeliJJg cstlmalc 
for half build-out of ibc SR-905/Hcriiage Road interchange is $54.8 million for R/W capilal and 
cons1ruc1ioo capital cos1s. 

Page,~ 162 and 163 of the Drafl PFFP have identified a prl)jecl tilkd "SIEMPRE VIVA ROAD 
(UlayCenter Road to Pasco de l;isAmericas)" forSl,400,000 in f'Y2038 for"DESfGN AND 
C'ONSTRl:CTION OF lMPROVEMENTS TO THIS sr-:c1·ION OF SJl:MPR.E VJVA AS A 
SIX-L,\NEPRJMARY ARTERIAL. IMPROVEMENTS [that) WTLL INCLt.:DE 
CONSl'RUC nON Of INTERS!lCT'ION ruRN LANES, LANDSCAPING AND SlREET 
ttGHTING. TIIIS ROAD SEGMENT IS APPROXIMJ\l'F.LY 2,480 FEBT," The SR-
905/Siempre-Viva Road interchang~ is within this project segment, yet the listing does not 
it)cludc improvements to lhe \ulerchang~ as recommended in the Transportation Analysis, for 
which ~1.400,000 would be 111~d«1uate, 

Meanwhile. the Draf1 l'ff P ha~ not identified funding for any improvements t\l tbe SR-
905t8ntam,ia Boulevard Mr the ~R.qo,n,a Media Road inlerchanges. 

Tiie Draft PPFP has also not idcnlificd freeway ramp meter projects, except Ill 1-805/Palm 
A\'enur. Please nov that Call-ran_~ is co111.mit1«t tousinB ramp ru~tering: os nn ctfcc1h·c traffic 
tnanagemenl stmtcgy to maximize the efficiency of State facilities, p.,r directive DD-35-RL 

S1nrunary of significat11 oomrncnLs: 

• l11e traffic study base line does not include existing SR-905 as it predrues its opening. This is a 
significant cioan!!i• 1h~1 Caltrans has asked previously to be updated. 

• !mpacts to SR-905 are significant and unavoidahle. The PEIR relics on the RTP and future 
development on a case-by-case basis tu address fumrc impac1s. 

D-15 
cont. 

RESPONSE 

The available funding for the project is sourced from the Otay Mesa 
FBA. As the project develops and additional funding is needed, the 
other possible funding source that the Palm/I-805 project may qualify for 
is TransNet. The project team is also evaluating Federal & State grant 
opportunities to assist with funding needs. Since a preferred alternative 
needs to be identified, the total project cost has not yet been 
determined. At present project costs range from $10 million to $42 
million, depending on the project alternative. The I-805/Palm Avenue 
Interchange Project is currently beginning the Project Report I 
Environmental Document phase which will assess the viable project 
alternatives and will aim to identify the preferred alternative. Due to 
funding limitations, the project team will start the next phase of 
development by conducting a value engineering/analysis (VA) study of 
the project. Some considerations in the VA study will be to evaluate 
phasing of project scope with available funding (present & future) as 
programmed. In addition, the on/off ramp system is one component that 
will be evaluated in depth as part of the phasing of work. In addition, the 
VA study will also evaluate innovative traffic interchange geometry 
(Diverging Diamond Interchange}, a proposal that is reported to be 
effective in improving LOS and is cost effective. It is understood that the 
intermediate improvements will provide relief to traffic congestion at the 
interchange. The City is proposing to fund the remainder of the 
improvements in FY 28 and FY 29 as indicated. 

D-16 Comment noted. The traffic impact study was completed before SR- 905 
was completed and updating the existing conditions analysis to reflect 
the SR-905 opening would not affect the identification of significant 
transportation related impacts. Also see Response to Comment D-2. 
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Ms. Myra I lerm,a1m 
October 2J, 2013' 
Page 8 

LETTER 

• Caltnuu suggests unde11aking s111u1esJo ,demi1y imcrchange and/or other improvements that 
individual Jl1Qjcc1 dcamnces in lhe thnire coulrl use to help n,iti~,uc tbeir impact,. 

• CnltrAns supports ~ulTcrs between truck toutcs .nd residential usi,s l() ensure that major gMds 
movement designated truck routesarecompa1JMc with M11TOuntling land uses. 

Callrans appreciates the continued coordina(iQn with City staff on this plnn, Jf you have any 
qu<.>s1io11s, please contact Conue,y Cep<.-<la, o[the l'ubllc, ln:111Sf)Ortn1ion/Cimnt Adminlsu·a1ion 
B,anch, at (619) 688-6003 or co11nerv cenetlal@d,,1 "" gov. 

S~c~ly, /" / 

,'.~p--t;o~ ARMSTRONG, Chic!' 
Dcwl11p111t11l Review Branch 

c: Starn Clearit)ghotl5c 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIALL Y BLANK 
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Letter E 

~~~ ____ _,.e~m1md~~!!f 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
l 560 HalDOf 80--ulevatd 
WM SOO'am&lto, CA 95691 

~ 
16) 313-3716 
16) 373-5'171- FAX 
mail: d;_noto~po::bol.oot 

September 13. 3013 

Myra Herrmann, Senior Environmental Consultant 

City of San Diego Development Services Department 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego. CA 92101 

RE: SCH#2004051075 CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the "OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE;" 
located the Otay Mesa area near the U.S. - Mexico International Boundary; san 
Diego County, California 

Dear Ms. Herrmann: 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the 
CEQA Notice regarding the above referenced project. In the 1985 Appellate 
Court decision (170 Cal App 3"' 604), the court held that the NAHC has 
jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agoncy, ovor affected Native 
American resources impacted by proposed projects, including archaeological 
places of rellgiOus significance to Native Americans, and to Native American 
burial sites. 

This project may be subject to California Government Code Sections 
65040.2, et seq. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project 
which includes archeological resources. is a significant effect requiring the 
preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064.S(b). To adequately comply with 
tills provlsron anCI mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources, 
the Commission recommends the following actions be required: 

Contact the appropnate Information Center for a record search to 
determine :If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously 
surveyed for cultural places(s), The NAHC recommends that known traditional 
cultural resources recorded on or adjacent to tne APE be llste<I in 1he draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), 

If an addltional archaeologlcaJ Inventory survey is required, the final stage 
is the preparation of a professional report detailing the findings and 
recommendations of the records search and field survey. We suggest that this 

RESPONSE 

E-1 Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

E-2 A Cultural Resources Report (2013) was prepared for the CPU and is 
included as Appendix E to the PEIR. A record search was conducted in 
May 2011 at the South Coastal Information Center, San Diego State 
University using the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS). A total of 262 prehistoric and historic sites/structures have 
been recorded within the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update 
boundaries (APE). The recorded resources are listed in Table 2 of the 
Cultural Resources Report which is included as an Appendix to the EIR. 

E-3 Please refer to the Response to Comment E-2. The Cultural Resources 
Report (2013) prepared for the CPU was submitted to and approved by 
the City of San Diego Environmental Analysis Section. The City of San 
Diego recognizes the confidential nature of the NAHC Sacred Lands 
Inventory as well as the locations of all types of archaeological and 
Native American sites within our jurisdictional boundaries. All 
archaeological site information obtained as a result of evaluating the 
potential for cultural resources within the community plan boundaries are 
included in a separate confidential appendix to the Cultural Resources 
Report which was not made available to the public with distribution of the 
Draft EIR. 
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cont. 

E-4 

E-5 

LETTER 

be coordinated with the NAHC, if possible. This area is known to the NAHC to 
be very culturally sensitive. The final report containing site forms, site 
significance, and mitigation measurers should bo submitted immediately to the 
planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American 
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate 
confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure pursuant 
to Calfornia Government Code Section 6254.10. 

A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning 
the project site has been provided and is attached to this letter to determine if the 
proposed active might impinge on any cultural resources. Lack of surtace 
evider,ce of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface 
existence. 

lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the 
identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources, 
pursuant to California Heatth & Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(1). In areas of identified 
archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated 
Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all 
ground-disturbing activities. Also, California Public Resources Code Section 
21083.2 require documentation and analysis of archaeological items that meet 
the standard in Section 15064.5 (a)(b)(f). Lead agencies should include in their 
mitig"lion pl"n provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in consultation 
with culturally affiliated Native Americans. Lead agencies should include 
provls!Ons tor discovery of Na five American human remains in their mitigation 
plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public 
Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of 
an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location ther 111an a 
dedicated cemetery. 

cc: State Clearinghouse 

Attachment Native American Contacts list 

RESPONSE 

E-4 In accordance with Senate Bill 18, letters were distributed to all tribal 
groups identified by the NAHC with a potential interest in the CPU on 
February 26, 2007. The City did not receive any requests for consultation 
from any of the tribal groups or individuals identified by the NAHC within 
the 90 day period. In addition, all culturally affiliated tribal groups in the 
San Diego County area and other members of the Native American 
community (as noted on the public review notice distribution list) were 
sent a copy of the public notice for the Draft EIR in accordance with the 
provisions of CEQA, the City's General Plan, and the Land Development 
Code, CEQA Implementation Procedures. Other than the comment 
letter received from the NAHC, only one tribal group, the Rincon Band of 
Luiseno Indians submitted a letter. This letter provided information to the 
City regarding Kumeyaay Aboriginal Territory for the project and a 
recommendation to contact the appropriate Kumeyaay tribe to address 
how to handle discoveries in the project area. In addition, the City is 
committed to an on-going relationship with the local Native American 
community through informal meetings and/or regulatory compliance 
requirements. 

E-5 Comment noted. The Mitigation Framework for archaeological resources 
included in the CPU FEIR includes specific guidance for evaluating the 
potential for archaeological and Native American resources within the 
Community Plan boundaries for future development projects. In 
addition, the City of San Diego's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP), which would be implemented during construction
related activities for future development projects includes a subsection 
which provides specific direction in the event that unanticipated human 
remains are encountered. The MMRP requires immediate 
implementation of the provisions explicitly stated in Section 5097.98 of 
the Californja Public Resources Code, Section 27 491 of the California 
Government Code, and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and 
Safety Code for the discovery and subsequent treatment of human 
remains. 
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Barona Group of the Capitan Grande 
Clifford LaChappa, Chairperson 
1095 Barona Road Dlegueno 
Lakeside , CA 92040 
sue@barona-nsn.9ov 
(619) 443-6612 
619-443-0681 

La Posta Band of Mission Indians 
Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson 
PO Box 1 1 20 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Boulevard , CA 91905 
gparada@lapostacasino. 
{619) 478-2113 
619-478-2125 

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 
Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson 
PO Box 1302 Dlegueno/Kumeyaay 
Boulevard , CA 91905 
ljbirdslnger@aol.com 
(619) 766-4930 
(619) 766-4957 Fax 

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 
Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson 
PO Box 365 Diegueno 
Valley Center, CA 92082 
allenl@sanpasqualband.com 
(760) 749-3200 
(760) 749-3876 Fax 

Thia Utt II cun.nt only• Dfthll da:t.Gf 'lhfti clOC-LnNNrt. 

Native American Contacts 
San Diego County 

September 13, 2013 

Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation 
Daniel Tucker, Chairperson 
5459 Sycuan Road Dlegueno/Kumeyaay 
El Cajon , CA 92019 
ssilva@sycuan-nsn.gov 
619 445-2613 
619445-1927 Fax 

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
Anthony R, Pico, Chairperson 
PO Box 908 Dlegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 91903 
jhagen@viejas-nsn.gov 
(619) 445-3810 
(619) 445--5337 Fax 

Kumeyaay Cul1ural Historic Committee 
Ron Christman 
56 Vlejas Grade Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 92001 
(619) 445-0385 

Campo Band of Mission Indians 
Ralph Golf, Chairperson 
36190 Church Road, Suite 1 Dlegueno/Kumeyaay 
Campo , CA 91906 
chalrgolf@aol.com 
(619) 478-9046 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

Oiotrlbutlon oftl!lo lot-not ,.llow •ny ""'"°"oft!-.~ rNp01111lblll!ya doflnod n Section 70&0.5 of 1111- ond 8ml), Code, 
Soctloo sot7.~ of tho Public R__,,.... Code and Soction ll091,98 of ti-. Pul>llc llooour<M ~ 

~•• Utl • only appllcable for contaoUng local N11llve .Americana wUh regard to cultural resources for the proposod 
SC~l2004051075; CEQA NoUc:• or Compll!!!Uon; dreitt Environmental llllpa(:t Report (DEIR) for the OTA.Y MESA COMMUNITY PLAN 
UPOATE;Jocated In the! •outhem portion of the city or San Ologo: San Ole,go Couri.ty, Calilomla. 
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Jamul Indian Village 
Raymond Hunter, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 612 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Jamul , CA 91935 
Jamulrez@sctdv.net 
(619) 669-4785 
(619) 669-48178 • Fax 

Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 
Mark Romero, Chairperson 
P.0 Box 270 Dlegueno 
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070 
mesagrandeband@msn.com 
(760) 782-3818 
(760) 782-9092 Fax 

Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians 
Carmen Lucas 
P.O. Box n5 Diegueno -
Pine Valley , CA 91962 
(619) 709-4207 

lnaja Band of Mission Indians 
Rebecca Osuna, Chairman 
2005 S. Escondido Blvd. Diegueno 
Escondido , CA 92025 
(760) 737-7628 
(760) 747-8568 Fax 

Tht. Ast I ■ a.ir19nt only H of the ISlw ol' lha. ~ment. 

Native American Contacts 
San Diego County 

September 13, 2013 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 
Steve Banegas, Spokesperson 
1095 Barona Road Dlegueno/Kumeyaay 
Lakeside , CA 92040 
sbenegas50@gmall.com 
(619) 742-5587 
(619) 443-0681 FAX 

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
ATTN: Julie Hagen, cultural Resources 
P.O. Box 908 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine CA 91903 
jhagen@viejas-nsn.gov 
(619) 445-3810 
(619) 445-5337 

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Ottice 
Will Micklin, Executive Director 
4054 Willows Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 91001 

wmicklln@leaningrock.net 
(619) 445-6315 -voice 
(619) 445-9126 - fax 

lpay Nation of Santa Ysabel 
Clint Linton, Director of Cultural Resources 
P.O. Box 507 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070 
cjlinton73@aol.com 
(760) 803-5694 
cjlinton73@aol.com 

OfotrtbuUon olffllo Ital - not..., ... any pe,son of tho ltatulory-ntlllilit)> .. -nod In Seetlon 7050.5 oltha Haith Ind Smty Code, 
s.ctlon 61J97 .M of a. Public: Rflour0N CoClto l.nd a.ctlon 50'7 .N of tlNI Public RMoul'tlN Cod•. 

hl!I Ust ., only applleabl& for contacting loeol Nlltin Americana wllh regard to cultural raaource_, ror U'IC prop,o.Nd 
SCHl200405107ti; CEQA Not.lee ol Comp1eUon; Cl,att Envlronment1Jl Impact Aeport (DE/Ft} tor 1"1• OTA Y MESA COMMUNITY PLAN 
UPOATE:locoltld in lhe eouthom portion of the ell)' Of San Diego; San Diego County, Callfomlll. 
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Kumeyaay Diegueno Land Conservancy 
Mr. Kim Bactad, Executive Director 
2 Kwaaypaay Court Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
El Cajon , CA 91919 
(619) 445-0238 - FAX 
(619) 659-1008 - Office 
klmbactad@gmail.com 

Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Protection Council 
Frank Brown, Coordinator; Viejas THPO 
240 Brown Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 91901 
lrbrown@vlejas-nsn.gov 

(619) 884-6437 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 
Bernice Palpa, Vice Spokesperson 
1095 Barona Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Lakeside , CA 92040 
(619) 478-2113 
(KCRC is a Coalituon of 12 
Kumeyaay Governments) 
bp@Japostatribe.com 

11111 lllt la e1.1min1onJy u of the dllle of'lhl• ClocUment. 

Native American Contacts 
San Diego County 

September 13, 2013 

Dllltrfbution of thia llat doaa not nlfn. -,y peqon of tha atatutory r.ponalblHy • daftned In s.ctton 7050.5 of tM HNtth and s.rl4y Cada, 
8Ktion 5097.M oltllo Public Rooou,._ ~ and 8oellon llOJ7.N of tho Publlo Roso<,,..o C-. 
his n111 .sonly 11ppllcsble l0rcontactlnt;1 Jocal NaUite American■ wltn regard to cultural rnoun:n for the proposed 
SCHl'2004051075; CEOA Natlceof Complellon; dratt Envlronmental Impact Fleport (OEIFt) fo, the OTAY ME:SA COMMUNITY PLAN 
UPOATE:tocaleod In the south!!m porllon ol lhe city of San Diego: San Diego County, Celilornla. 
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LETTER 

Octobe,2S,201J 

Mi Th1tet• Mlllette 
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Letter F 

fl1, N.,..,_ lllOJOO 

SU8,Ec;T: 01.i,y M..., Cofflmun:1y Pl•n Upcl.ll"' ,.,bl~ Oran •11ci Dr"ft 
Pn,g•eM>Ntic tm l'OMIC"i.l '"'.P<lcl A.eoort 

-1,.,,, you to, tJ,e oppo,tunlt)o 10 co,nm•rtt 011 tM Olly Mfia c°""'"""' ty 1'11t1 
Ulld•1• (C,U~ draft ~T00™1WNlf< fn•R11m1nl•I tllPiKI ~IIQ01 ('00. ind 
tt• Ot,w Me5:a c:PU P\lbl < Or•!\, 

Oaf (0"1m<'"U .. ,.. .,.,.(1 O>'l DO<iOes included I\ t~f' RP.glo,,tl(Olr~l'ffi@-1\9\'. 
Pitt (~CP) •Mr Ille 10SO ~IONI lf-Jkl•Y1ioQ,II Pl•~ and ltl ~llltfln,blt 
C-,,an,1ln Wattgy (~ R'ff/SC$l. .incl l>"t J1.lbm1t'l<ld from • rc,g-1 
pcrJ11«1"\.., lfflp~aulrtiJ r!\t need f0< !:And ..,.. "'1d lroMJ)Offllllon 

<oord11Nt,Of' ,.,,., fflPl•,..,.,11-i;on of ,,.,.rt grOWlh •"" w,to nob!. 
d<mf<>pmt111\ urndt> 'lhv !lo..i o! Iii• reglono1 pl- II to fowi ~ •nd 
job O•O'Nfh In utl>•n~ ••~a• Vll'1t•" lil~t• ll o,.<,W"9 8M pllM-oti 
11an1por1:1-t1011 lntttttruitiut• &o c.rt.at•, ~ s;.,:ITN.n-.Abl• rt9b,.. 

-IM San 0r•110 Anocl1tio" or C.Ovorn"1tl'U OAlfDACi) provldei ti.. fo,lowl~ 
<Cm-"U 011 Ille 01.of Moe CPU a11•I """"""•tl!<I ,J,af\ PEI~ 

Sm.an Growth. Land u.:-. and Tnm1portatlon 

• SAND,\G >J-»OrU t~c poll<,<s alMI rcu,,nmend•t!on, 11\'<lughoul the 
Oter M- CJ'l, on~ a, en•'r«<I n the drift PCIII,, ...... h encour~<e• ittc 
- cl b<1~n ... pail •-'Ch •II.I 01'1'-', u,u LO bul!11 1~L1a 
OP\l>lopene,t .md m1!1u~e <KeplOl'J rrom UildlUOINII och.lS1MI mes. n 
-~ M lmJ>~rtl hor, 1r,1<k • .,., frolght tr •n~,t "" In In'< ••'I gOOcl• 
mow.,..., c<1nl:»- fht cdloubon ol r"1d1<11lal de~lo;,,.,.,,, ,, the 
Cfn111I llifoge odj""""! to lite ind,,.11:lal l.d.,._ State Roule_ '105, -
D rlt.lnnl• Oo,;.~•rd could result In neg•ll•e lmooru c:n ,.,.. tr,e """' M1C1 
>u it I, trni:,Olt.r,l to ..,...... m\lnq •d lvtwt ltlm?<"l.alc.< 
dtveiOPITll!nts ,, Ille ipl)'O'til Of re,ldenij•I Ille$ h tl\11 aft:f S/ltlDAG 
ll,Pfl(ll1t tfWI prQ••'-'M ., "'° l)(npMMI PUIM up,1110 rn>I ...,..,..,~ 

f'OlWlm'ly '°"fllcting ut• '" wt CS'V ~~• t~rough & """"b" o-f pok!.1 
"'9"'''1f"lil b111f0< IIICi. ... .,..-.xi"" dirt- •no I~• location of .cnoiti"" 
•o0<epton °" tl<,,llt >-.iaof tne bo,d.,, 

F-1 

F-2 
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RESPONSE 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

The Central Village will process a Specific Plan, which requires approval 
by the City Council. The specific plan would determine refined land uses 
and zoning within the specific planning area, and would be consistent 
with all CPU policies, including buffer and transitional use policies. 
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F-6 

F-7 
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LETTER 

• SANDAG promotes Smart Growth Principles, which result in higher density development in 
areas that arc near transit, focuses growth near jobs and services, and can increase housing and 
trol"l,p<irtotion choices for re$ident:s. SANDAG approci.ltos th;>t the p,oposcd Otay Mesa CPU is 

generally supportive of these principles and has identified opportunities to contribute to a 
jobs/housing balance by providing a diversity of employment opportunities within walking 
di.stanc~ of resido"ccs. 

• The boundaries of the proposed Otay Mesa CPU contain three areas that are identified as 
potential Sm•rt Growth Ar~a. on the SANDAG Smart Growth Concept Map (SGCM): SD OM-1 • 
Potential Community Center, SD OM-2 - Potential Urban Center. and SD OM-3 • Potential Special 
Use Center. Upon adoption of the proposed Otay Mesa CPU, the smart growth designations for 
this planning area will need to be reevaluated to reflect the changes in land use designations 
and density requirements. SANOAG is available to coordinate with city staff to update the 
SGCM once the plan update is co,npleted. Plta5e refer to the- SGCM and SGCM Site Oesc.ription.s 

on the SANDAG website. 

Transportation Demand Management 

The 2050 RTP/SCS sets forth a rnultimodal approach to meeting the region's transportation needs. 
Therefore, it is, recommen~ed that the CPU ilnd ,ub~qucnl ~peclfic pl,1r1s ind project a?prov:ils 
cor,sider the needs of motorists, trans~ riders, pedestrians, and bicyclists, and the implementation of 
a robust Tfansporta1ion Demand Management (TDM► P10gram. 

• Where potentially significant traffic impacts are expected, please consider implementing lOM 
programs as rnitjgatlon. In support of this, policies M£1 through MES of the Mobility Element of 
the City of San Diego's General Plan encourage TOM to rnduc.e single occupant vMide tra¥el 
and to mitigate traffic impacts related to development projects. 5ANDAG supports policies 
Included In the Otay Mesa CPU Public Draft that promoce 1ransit-orle11ted development, a 
multlmodal transportation oetwork. and efforts to decrease Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTJ 
througn a jobs-housing balance. 

• Given that employment and other development will increase substantially In the Otlly Mesa 
Community Planning Area, consider TOM policies and programs 1hat require o, incentivize new 
developmenu and employers Lo provide site designs and/or on site amenities that support 
alternative modes of transPOrtation. The 5ANDAG TOM division, iCommute, can assist with 
efforts to promote ~nd implement TDM measures. Please refer to the SANOAG publication, 
Integrating TDM into the P/dnning and Oevtlopment Process - A Referen(t! for Cities, for 
additional information. 

Consider parking management strategics that en<.ovrage alternative tr"ruportation optiom. In 
support of thi~ policies ME·G1 through ME-GS of the Mobility Element of the City of 
San Oiego·s General Plan encourage parking strategies that contribute to a multimodal 
@n\/ironment. SANDAG recognizes th:1t tha Ot.ay Me,a CPU entourages multjmodal 
transportation options through its policies and recommendations and the SANDAG lOM 
division can assist with parking management efforts. Please refer to the SANDAG publication, 
Parking Strategies for Smart Growth, and the future pafking stralegies tool box that SANOAG is 
in the process of preparing., 
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RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

Upon adoption of the CPU, staff will work with SANOAG to update the 
Smart Growth Concept Map. 

The General Plan and Otay Mesa CPU Mobility Elements contain goals 
and policies that consider the needs of motorists, transit riders, 
pedestrians and bicyclists, and TOM programs. At the specific plan and 
project level, potential TOM mitigation measures for development project 
impacts would be analyzed and identified during the development review 
process and through coordination between the City and SANOAG. 

As indicated in the PEIR in Section 5.12, at the project level, partial
mitigation for roadway segments, intersections, freeways and freeway 
ramp metering impacts may be possible in the form of transportation 
demand management (TOM) measures that encourage carpooling and 
alternate means of transportation. At the time future discretionary 
development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses 
would contain detailed recommendations. 

See Response to Comments F-5 and F-6. 

Comment noted. 
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LETTER 

• The SchoolPool program, offered by iCommute, is available to assist residents w;th commute 
trips to schools both in and around the community. Carpools, walking, and biking groups assist 
in redudng traffic <onge:stion on tocal roild$ dur'i.ng peak travel times. Givon that multiple 

schools are Jcx:ated within the proposed CPU boundaries, the program may benefit existing and 
future residan 1s. 

Active Transportation 

SANOAG appreciates the polkies and recommend3tion-s included in the Otay Mesa CPU that 
emphasize the lmportance of well-connected bicycle and ~deS1rian facilities and patl,wa~ to link 
activity centers with rc,sidentlal areas and pubhc facilities. 

• In a robust multimodal networl(, secure bike parking is important in the decision an individual 
makes in choosing biking as a viable travel mode. Please consider the estabJishment of )ecute 
hi(ycle parking. oarticularly near transit and/or the community village areas, 

• Creation of jobs 111 and neaf the community lhot ne olso dosety compatible with the skills of 
community residents can help to reduce VMT and the distances travelled for work. Jobs located 
in close proximity to employees can help to facilitate a more walkable and bike-friendly 
community, SANOAG o(knowledges: that re5,idential dcvctopm~t is p1al'lned in th~ proposod 
Central VitlJge with the goal of providing housing in close proximity of efllployment, which 
could support multimodal transportation options. 

Natural Environment 

A key RCP objective is to prosoNc ~nd maintain natural areas in urban ntighbo,hoods, such as 
canyons and creeks, and provide access for the enjoyment of the region's residents. IANOAG 
appreciate-> the preservation of canyons-as a valuable natural ,,source and f'ecognizes the pol!cies 
included in the Ota:,, Mesa CPU that support a comptehenSl've distribution of welkonnecte-d parks 

and open spaces in the proposed CPU area, 

other Considerations 

Please consider the following State of California laws when developing the dr~ft environmental 
impact rep0rt: Assembly Bill 32 (Nunez, 2006), Senate BIii 375 (Steinberg, 2008), and Senate Bill 97 
(Dutton. 2007), which call for the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, it is suggested 
lha\ consideration be given to the policie) included in the SANDAG Regioool Energy Strategy, which 
promote the reduction of energy demand anclwater consumption. 

We os.;prec:iate the opportunity to comment on the Otoy MC:!O CPv and O.S$0•ci~ted draft PEIR, We also 

encourage the City of San Diego, where appropriate, to consider the following tools in evaluating 'this 
update, future specific plans, and development projects proposed !n this area based on the following 
SANOAG publicatiof\S:, which <.;)n bo found on our websltQ at: \.V\N'W,.s"ndaig.org/ig,. 

1) Designing for Smart Growth, Creating Great Places in the San Diego Region 

2) Planning iJnd Designing for Pedestrians, Model Guidelines for tf.e San Diego Region 

3) Trip Generation for Smart Growlh 

RESPONSE 

F-9 Comment noted. 

F-10 Comment noted. 

F-11 To supplement General Plan Policy ME-F.4, the Otay Mesa CPU ME 
Policy 3.2-3.b. has been edited to specify integration of bicycle parking. 
In addition, ME Policy 3.4-1 f. has been added which states: Provide 
secure bicycle parking, especially near transit and in the community 
village areas. 

F-12 Comment noted. 

F-13 Comment noted. 

F-14 The requirements of the noted legislation were considered in the 
preparation of the technical analyses and EIR (see EIR section 5.18_ 1.3). 
AB32 is the basis for the reduction requirements placed on future land 
uses. Similarly, the analyses of GHG emissions included consideration 
of regional and state strategies to reduce energy and water demand (see 
Section 5.18.4, 5.14 and 5.9). However, it should be noted that while SB 
375 includes requirements for SANDAG and other metropolitan 
transportation authority's to work with CARB on development of regional 
emission reduction targets and develop sustainable community 
strategies, SB 375 does not require a City's or County's General Plan or 
other planning policies to be consistent with the sustainable communities 
strategy. 

F-15 Comment acknowledged. 

RTC-27 
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LETTER 

4) Parking Strategies for Smart Growth 

S) Rcgfonol Multimodttl Transportation Art:Jlysis: A/torn;Jtive Approaches for Ptep;ulng_ 

Muftimodal Transportation Analysis in E/Rs 

6) lnb>grating Trart<portatfon Demand Manaoemenr into ille Planning and Development Proc,ss • 
A Referena, fol Cities 

7) Riding to 2050, the San 0/ego Regional Bike Plan 

lf you have -any quc~t\6ns or con<erm reguding this lettc(, ptc&c contort m~ nt (619) 699.·HM3 or 
susan.baldwin@~andag,org. 

SUSAN BALDWIN 
Senior Reg1onal Planner 

SSA/bga 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIALLY BLANK 
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Letter G 

ENDANGER.ED HABITATS LEAGUE 

G-1 

G-2 

Br £L£I. 'TWJA'IC 11,IU. 

\l_1ra 11,·1-munn. fJIWl)'l'lltfll•I l'Lwm 
t"lry ntSnn Dltf'-' lk'-'tk~1rt1~n1 ~tr.,-..~ t.:C111~ 
1222 rint .\,.,,,u,. \IS SOI 
San ni,go, C-.\ '9::!IOl 

'Tho L,d..,~cd lfobi1 ... L,:,>guo ([J 0..) h "r.-:g,Mul .-.,.1"".11~, org;,t,!ZlUt.1tl 
w,tlJ m~mNl'I< 1hrr111cJ,oot Sc,ull,.,_m C.Olif<>mi.t. incll.lding tb~ Cil) r,f'S111 Oi.:jl,l fill 
~n._, 1>,.,, (oll.,.,a,s:,<>mPlrol• Ol1 IIQl\llll ofil►ol(•n<l <l•ID<ll>Nl"<'h Lil,~--• f<' 
u~ th.• Cnmm11:r111y l'l.m for tl1~ <luy \/e,-a ar.e., ("l',o,u,-) ond 111• .IS$oc:IJJW1 l>rnll 
!'t.,g-.al'lm111l~ &11;,...,,.,....,..u l,11pa,.--t 11-<l"-"'I 1~DEIR') ,'-' \\c ,s-plnin "-'lo••• w1,"< 111, 

l'mj.:. I \\nuld "'""'' in Mt,1ir,.;:1n1110.-·111,.ul>lc in1]"1Jd•. i1 "'"llil>l h.: Oll(ln••·~,t L"IWl<ill"111 
w,th <:RQ,\ ".,.,..,, ,~ .. .; ~,., 11llcm•ltv,.,. 11,at "'"" .-,a l'lvJ,'<1 11"'1' ...... c~ .. , 0,,1' --~rd 
a, oitl ,,.. !ltlh<L'l11<i>"v '"""'-"' th,,.,. •miu<eb K.:~,,t ,urll"" 4t,.,.....,,,., ,.:k!, •II~ 
RoNl11<ed 131.11lo_sical lmp>:I ,\I t.:m11h ,-Cl.QA pK<l"4,_. "ff!N'-"l oE 1!1• l'tqj..,1. 

"rtn, 'rul"'1Rnl1,~ 1'tumb:1c· c,l'(:f.Q \ r.cljliir~ "puhhc .r~n,--c,; Ill n,lm111 frm, 
UPftN-'t,'U'S prq~--ts witl, •i9ufi.:111t '"-n,1tr.'ran..:nt.11.t erlcct_-t. jf~tfk....,...: :1"-rcef\1Mc:i 

olt""1.3U\<:!< or ml ug11i<111 mearui,:s' 1lu1 car, n,lt<ullli:ill) l.sf.-n Of ""ill iho,ie dl'-'Ct.~ • 
(C<>MIJ o'"S..~DJ<'f/i>V r;,oa,,l'IC)ot1-<·r.y,.,,,.,."O ,~,.o· l'o//. Dnt (200~ ,,., CAl, ,\w 
o1n, i.:<1. 9lt l Hcc;,,ibr 11!~ l'1'1'1i""-1 h~~ ,,,-,,1~1-1111 in ~l&11if..:Jm .. nJ ,.,_•,oid.1htt 111\p.a."l, 

,,a 1rufli~, a1n1...,lil). ""'"' ancl 0110 ,,111.,.,<n>. LI,~ C,ly roul I,.: JlbJ-, lo''™'" l"I) ,.._,u 

or rind•!~ 111.:-Cd)' 11111!<1 flm Ll..'lcrmiM LM ~'if~ «"Ol'lfflllC, kgs1l.1~'hM\(>j\i.-al.. 
l.'r(t(hor ,.,,,.,d,n,1io,\5 . mu.~ lr./N'J ~r, . tlo: pro;,-a a/Jt:rnQif<'U JCL'fftifo,,...-1 in lho 

li~il l'IR,~ IC:J.l,J,\ Ciul,Monc• t l-'091 •ul>d. (<t)(..l)) Th~ -~,d "'1.:,,,,,,.:n" • 
,ut<!tll.:111 of .,...,..,.;J■ljj ~ ... tiid,rn:i<>n... p,1t10Litin~ '11.1 ~•)' lo aw,,,.~ a p,,,j.,.:1 d<,pi10 

IIN"'W-tt~~ of•~Uic..tlll.ffl\'llt'!lllll~rtll! m~.a.b. (CFQA Owddin..-. f 1,0?I) 
u.~ ,h~ r.iJJIIP '""\111"'1t•m.• ,111r1,-m""1 c.tQ,\ ·• .,..,,i.1111,·, 11141>d.l.l~ iJ"" J11ll,,1,, 
i{fd .. ..,, ... n.-rrmr, rmm ,,ppm\ Ulj 11"!1' .. 1, '""' •'ITI• lklu,J "'"'""'1111"11•1 nnpul• "li<n 
!her. •ro fo»ihl. ~ft<mlJIIW• «1t1itien1i,,,11n:v11r:t lh~L <1lll kum or .,.,du.:,, 
imflliJA, u liu1 QJ'm.-,• u p-oi,1lu1«1 fnlJfl """1...,,,,g I,-.., ll!t:nllJ ~ wml ,, /to.r p,q~rl>• 

RESPONSE 

G-1 Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

G-2 Because the proposed project will result in one or more unavoidable 
significant environmental effects, the City must make findings with 
respect to the alternatives to the proposed project considered in the 
FEIR; evaluating whether these alternatives could feasibly avoid or 
substantially lessen the proposed project's unavoidable significant 
environmental effects while achieving most of its objectives as listed in 
Section 3.3 of the FEIR. 

RTC-29 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the FEIR and the Record of Proceedings, and pursuant to Public 
Resource Code §21081(a)(3) and State CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(3), 
will be required as part of a noticed public hearing before the City 
Council to make specific findings with respect to the alternatives 
identified in the FEIR as noted below: 

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including considerations of the provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the FEIR. 

"Feasible" is defined in Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines to mean 
"capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, social, and technological factors." The CEQA statute (Section 
21081) and Guidelines (Section 15019(a)(3)) also provide that "other" 
considerations may form the basis for a finding of infeasibility. Case law 
makes clear that a mitigation measure or alternative can be deemed 
infeasible on the basis of its failure to meet project objectives or on 
related public policy grounds. 

A Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093, has been prepared for the consideration of the decision
making body (City Council) and, left to its discretion to determine 
whether project benefits outweigh any significant unavoidable impacts. 
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City ()f San Diego 
Ocrobcr25, 201.l 
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LETTER 

addressed lite first. (S,:e tl!QA Guidelines. § I SO\I l. subd. (I). subd. (c ): .\to1111ta111 Lum 
Foimdarlortv. Fish & Came Co111miuion (1991) 16C..l 4U• 105,134) 

TIies,: findings mu~t be supported by substantial evidence in the record. {Pub. 
Re,. Cod¢§ 2J081.5; CEQA Gui<klln.:s. § 15091. sub<I. (b).) Any fo1di11g rhal ,m 
ahcrn:Jtive is: infoasiblc om~t not only reflect n r~-a.c:.on<..~d anatysis. but must he ba..~ed on 

specific and concrete cvidcnc~. For cxrunplc. in Cflizens of Goleta Valley v. Board cf 
S11pe111i.wrs(l988) 197 Cal.1\pp.Jd 1167. u,e c,n1rt rejected a linding of inferu.ibility or 
;du:111auv~:$ l>a~cd 011 ~011dusvry .tS$~rtjorn; of wmcccplal>l~ "os4 uoliug Ll1a1: 

·"The foci I hal an ahem:u.ive m;ly he more expensive or h.>s..~ profitable i~ nru 
!-.Uflldcru to shov., tb:u thcallcm:nivc is (ioancially inf~a~iblc. \Vhru is required ls 
evidencetha1 the oddirional coSls or losr profilabili1y arc ,utlicieutly sc,rerc as lo 
rcndcT it impractical to proceed will, the, project." (ld. alp. 1181.) 

Only ift11is I in ding can prop.aly be made ma} a lead agency r~ly on 4 st,11em~nl or 
overriding considerations necessary lo approve the Proje<.1. 

Rosed 1>11 rhe inlonn:ilion rrovided in rhe DF.IR, suh.siantial evidance do.ls nor 
exi<I lo pennir !he City l<1 rnako rliese required lindings. ·111< Reduced l:liulogic'al lmp:,cL< 
Altenrnliv.: concededly is feasible and will at least "substantially lesson·, tit< sigu.i1icanl 
iiupm.:ts of lhe Pruj..:i.'l while ~uisfyiug aJ I proj¢cL purposes. 

rite Reduced 13iologic~I lrnpacLs ;\ll~m:itivc is Ji,asiblc, bccatLsc. a,; thr DlilR 
acknowled!,'1.!'~, it i$ .. generally consi!\l\."nt with the policies of the <Jenernt Plan and lhe 

CPU~• :md "generally meclr; ihe CPl: obj<:ctivcs.u• (DI!lR. at l~-d) AJthough this 

altc.:rnativc "would not ao::ommodatc an1ic1patcd p◊pu1stion grov.1h lo the same C)l.1tnt as 
1hc cru:· it wu11ld SI ill "meet tho goals and objectives of tho Oeoeral Plan and the San 
Diego Associ:uion ofGol'ommcnls' (SANDAG) R~gioMI Compr~hcttsm.i Pl:111 (HCI'):' 
(Td.) 

This ah~mat.ivc will also "subsuu1tially kss~n" hllpacts. In lh~ words of th~ 
IWIR: 

"lheRcduccd Biological Irupacts Altcmativc would be considered 
envirorottemally iuperior b~caus~ il would pt..:sea:V< 1nore open sp:lce ru1d. 
therefore. result. in fcw~'r iinpae1s 1-0 biological. archaeol.ogical and paltonlological 
resoorccs; hydrofogy/\vatcr quality: human 1:tcalthlpnblic safety/hazardous 
otah:riah~ mid u.tilitj.;s (im:luding SQlid w~l~). r..-s-ultm5-froma dc.;n:a~,; in 
dcvdopablc land I.hat could he graded. It also would reduce (but not a\·oid) the 
significant and uti:ivoidablc impacts of the CPL {i.e .. air quality (RAQS. 
51.ulionary ~ou-rci:;-/colloc1.1tio11). t1ois<; (lruffic. con:;t.n?Cliun <u1J. stutio11iry 

G-3 
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RESPONSE 

Please refer to Response to Comment G-2. 

Comment noted. The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative generally 
meets the CPU objectives. Specifically, this alternative preserves more 
area in open space and in turn reduces the extent of residential 
development within areas designated for community commercial and 
industrial/business park development. This would not however preclude 
this alternative from meeting General Plan and Community Plan goals 
relative to mixed-use, transit-oriented communities, but would not 
achieve the level of density and intensity necessary to support the 
Community Village goals and objectives that are included in the City's 
General Plan. Further justification to support adoption of the CPU as 
stated in the Project Description will be included in the Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared for the consideration of 
the decision-making body (City Council) as part of the public hearing 
process for adoption of the CPU. 
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M't"'f'lt I lr.rrnwrin 
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<:Q11rlldl1. tranic clrc:1.IJ1ifln, ,u,llllii-s f-alJJ """"'· nm.I .-~i..~i;,: ii1s crni<>f1•n'-• 
lOHlhtl~J 

In '-1!11, "'-""•>e th1H1114-rnJl1w ~ f•.&>1hl..,, Jl.lllt 11,,,,;ompllllli:a.J: I ~'ro)c'i:I 
1'"11"' ........ oo-1 i, ... ,., rrtll'l/'11(:ll~lly ,,r,pcrlM r, ~if'ttuilh o II ~~ ... , n,o,, N~l,lrl'I IU 
udapti'11'l 

1111 "'"" llf',irl frtl'll •~<" 1io • ~ M1ijl lliM\,,OO<'fl'~ll1 ('Ii lhi~ Dllfmllr\\' 
m,)..,. ;•>ud rl...:mql,l ond rd1., ...,...,,.. •\•A"'"''"'' fllllC1<:<.,11.11111.IJ •lt'\."fll:U..•• tit, 
C'il) ~ ~dlir1tJ MsC'P :uul ttsul1 lt1 a n-M' ""'4m l\OW1\ M tl>c l)MR IIOIZ<. 

~11y Jenaihon k ll<d"'"°'"" l•iologiail lfflfl'>cb Alt-,m.1li,c "'"uld in.re""' Ill< 
~-e <•( lliol"'ito I :,cmiu, c !Qbiwl ,a,) ,r-,.-,;:i.-s p1,o,,m e,I thalui.):,cu lhc Cl'L 
11tti, 11'11 s •11.:rn.lll\C \\!>ii.Id r<dlict imr;,.:t~ le>-~, "1'" &'<111' nr,;I muilimc: 
,1;<,'IIIMI ~nib 11,,l,;1;11, .,,.or<1t1,.: jp.1S<I.An<I<, ,cmol f'(-ol, .uld ,enul r-1 
•recic-.,1100 b111T1lui~<1"I l111bit.11 \\ithin 11'>.: S01,1h""-">1 ViU.at, 111'«1 

/\Jd11ioo1o1il). muld111 ... nAl. til"'fioll\. JIJlJ 11un-t1a1i1t i;,aMLuiJ -.outJ b-c 
prt>,"Y\t'J ,1il~l11 t!it, J1.1tn.1o:~ .u.-.r --~• 1>fLJ M,'\J'O Ro,1d. Pn.-..:f\,olilMt of il,: 
OOMllf~( ~"nnd< '11,0IJl<l at.., rtt1"-'C lmp.1rt< ooJ J"l.'<c'l'\'t' \('!'Ml rool• OI\.I 
~lt a~!OOci.llL'J \\au.-nll.-d;..11$ 11o.'IJ as. b111kw IOJ' ootru"IIIIS 01,1. \\'rldlilo.' 
.,sJ<Tidon .. t;o \\ullld N ..,.,,.,,n',..t to a r,t« ~Atcnl .....i,., ihi, ahmuiw 111 
...tJ ''"" 10 nocrtiP4'.I r..:-->cm11,on oft.,, bloloii1c"1 ,,.,., ....... ,,. ~ 1>ltoru1•0< 
,, vulJ iOo;NllM' "' ,ul~b~ n,;na,"" k r r.:11>..,11011 vf 1 ""11<11 ~ w,J bun;,'I\ hry 
ho'- 111. rm•,\d;, ~r-bl v.ihfli<~ llinbre-, ,,nil ,l.'('to't"<' lml"'l<'I• in <tl1i;;J1l 
!I.\)> t.,11,,r ~r, ll'll/i" 1111) <~n"'r ""~ 1'-t•i>r>l.'11(1 •('WIJi\.. (OJ.llt OI 111-1 I I 

And, h."'-""'·• th'-' rcd=-J «-cl"'J)ln~111 foo1rrfn1 ,1c,ul.d r~lly ,nc.i I'll!$"~~ It= 
""'•w.r.Jlllf cmirctnl!llt:tl 1'cndilli \IOUld ltf•l r,qurr.rnny s:a:riflcl-ro tt.'llll'll [-, gr 

pl•onirtg obj~iv<-> 11111n-\\in l!Qlulwn 

HU ~-lnlia,ll) J~~ ,~e C'il} t.• lOOJIC the Reduced Rl<ll;,glall tmp.1,t~ 
"11ar--L11i\ <" Shr,d.i )OO wim .., d~= ~ COOl<tiu oftlu;s l..'lfl!f l\inhcr. ;,t•ta-f ~I free 
h, u11t:a1 t th,, ,n-1~~ifnird 

Oon ,,l\C•f M 0 
h~._.11__, l)ir,-..,k>r 

RESPONSE 

G-5 Comment noted. 
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LETTER 

Oc!OOC'r 22, 2013 

Myn,HcffllWID 
&vmi,,mmtal Pbnnc:r 
Ciey of San Di~ 
~clopmcnt Scr\'i«s o:tittt 
1222 Fim AYe111Je, MS SOI 
SanOkgo. CA 92101 

Letter H 

Ile: OLlr} Mesa C.ltDmllillt}' Pl.1n. lJpdnte F..l It ('.,,mmmlll (303-3M040'.l2) 

<"1 bcbtJJ or Ille ocuy M- Chamber of Comitttce, pl...- 6.nd ow 
c,11mmen1s rcl11rcd 10 Ille mviromllmrll impe« ttNff !or tl,.c, Oa,,, Mca 
Qimnwmcy Pim upd,tc. • 

flbUel'fpf1tt 

I f>g. 2 • The ootiot CG!y ld«ltlr~ ""1.lo.u «'latma lo lbc City of S&n 
Oieao ~ lit<! lllffl\<m or I.he Ococtal Piu, tll..-c \riU aoo be 
~mdll> 10 ll1e ~it ~'1il)' lllcrnen1 oflhe Ococnl c,tan 
In order"' tl'\11~ (hi, map of Prime lndllS!rial Lancb bucd on I.be 
foDowfog G<Dlftl P'li!A LM~ ~Amend die 'bomdarics cf F,gu,,, 
IZP•I if oommunii,-pl&n upci:atu or conummi!)' plu, smtililtt,,iu• lee<J 
to an &d:dmoo of Prime lodllSlrial Lands.~ 

I ..... l-9 Caocll>Si~ ltl rht lll!lt ~pl,, ~ .i.-mcn1 foib 10 
idcnufy Realm ad Publk Sa.fey "' .,, 1111mil>pted ~ 
impecL Thh "oafficis wbh lnfomutiaa in lbc publk DOCJQe. 

I. Pg. $-8, lirii .~ ·- llc&lth 1111d P\lblk Safety impa.:u ore 
001 ~ The :PEUl also l..ckJ a 1abl¢ or ClOIIUnbl.. 

11••'-~.,.._~....., ►1•'-n~t•tlt\"41 
41t tl14111 F# ill!MllllJ ~--

RESPONSE 

H-1 Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

H-2 Although not explicitly stated in the public notice, actions associated with 
adoption of the CPU will include amending the General Plan Land Use 
Element and the Economic Prosperity Element Prime Industrial Map, 
Figure EP-1. 

H-3 Both the Public Notice and the Conclusions identify Human Health/Public 
Safety/Hazardous Materials as a significant environmental effect of the 
project. This impact would be less than significant after mitigation, as 
described in Section 5.6 of the PEIR, and is therefore, not an 
unmitigated impact as stated in the comment. Page 3 of the Conclusions 
states: "With the exception of impacts related to Air Quality (RAQS, 
Stationary Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation, Noise 
(Traffic/Stationary Sources), Utilities (Solid Waste), and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, mitigation measures are proposed (Chapter 11) that 
would reduce Project impacts to below a level of significance." This 
would include Health and Public Safety and, thus. is not in conflict with 
the public notice. 

H-4 See Response to Comment H-3. Page S-8 accurately characterizes the 
impacts associated with the Environmentally Superior Alternative which 
include Air Quality (criteria pollutants, sensitive receptors, stationary 
Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation ( capacity), Noise (traffic, 
construction and stationary sources), Utilities (solid waste), and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
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A Table of Contents was included in the Draft PEIR and can be found 
after the Executive Summary and title page (See Pages i-xii). 



H-5 

H-6 

LETTER 

Proicd Descriptjoo. Scdioo 3 

l. Pgs. 3-41, "Allow offiec, research and dcvelop01ent, Md optlonal rcsld.eotial uses ht 
the B~iness Park-Residential Pennilted area and allow optioaal residential uses with 
proposals that confonn to A.PCD and lfAZMA T adjaccucy guidelines md regulations." 
The CPIOZ, which directs conformance with APCDII-TAZMAT rcguL,tious, i& o 
ministerial process. In addition. it is not the burden of midential dcvelopmem to 
confonn to HAZMAT/APCD regulations, since these regulatioos would 8j>ply lo 
(ndU-stnal dovelopmonL Since thc. collocatio• slandard,, in the Gencrul Plan hove not 
been applied, the statcm<mt is false. 

2. Pgs, 3-53, 1be design considerations listed in section 3.6 and sp:cificd in the 
community plan tO reduce or nvoi(l in).pacis is only appliell to CPIOZ B, There{ore, lhc 
con.:litions associaled with hWlh and w~ty impacts of industrial uses on re!>idemi;J uses 
cannot be applied. This is particularly evident in Ille BPRP area, where tlie locatioru of 
residential uses are not even specified. 

A l'rogrammotic-level EfR is not intendoo to cover off ~projects." The PEIR ne(Xis to be 
more specific in its analysis of the impacts of industrial uses on sensitive receptors 
(re~dential) and their impacts related to futme development of the BPRP. A progiam 
EIR analysis asrumes that fut11re developme01 .is discretionruy thereby examining ooote 
specific environmental impacts. 

Environmt111ral Anatvsis, Section 5 

Land Use, Section 5. l 

I. 'Ille PEfR incorrcclly concludes thal there is no significant land use impacts related to 
the two significant thresholds identified here. CEQA provides for the identification 
of significant land use impacts if t:here are secondary indirect environmental impacts. 
lbcse associated environmental impacts include but arc not limited 10 those impacts 
identified in the PETR as significant, unavoidable, and wunitigated, specific:Jlly Air 
Quality, Noise, l'llblic Health and Safety, and Transportation. 

2. "Based on the City's Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land u.se 
impact would occur if the CPU would: Conllict \\ith any applicable land use plan, 
policy. or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over ihe project;" 

The proposed CPU confilcts with !be General !'Ian Land Use, .Economic Pros!ICrilY, 
and Noise Elements due to the following: 

a) The Land Use .Element of the C'ie11Cral Plan directs that "A$ part of community 
plan updAtes or amendments that involve land use or intensity changes, evaluate 
public health risks associated wilh identified sources of hazardous substances and 

RESPONSE 

H-5 Implementation of the CPIOZ is a process for streamlining the 
subsequent development project review process and does not 
supersede nor supplant regulatory requirements at the federal, state, or 
regional level, such as air quality and hazardous material regulatory 
requirements_ The CPIOZ does not direct APCD/HAZMAT compliance. 
Compliance with outside agency regulations are assured at the building 
permit stage by providing verification from the regulatory agency that any 
issues have been adequately addressed. 

The policy has been revised to clarify as follows: " ... area and allow 
optional residential uses with industrial proposals that conform to 
APCD and HAZMAT adjacency guidelines and regulations." BPRP is an 
industrial designation that may include optional residential development 
opportunity_ 

H-6 The two CPIOZ overlays are required to ensure protection of sensitive 
resources, construction of the circulation infrastructure, and conformance 
with the appropriate policies from the Urban Design Element. The first 
CPIOZ, Otay Mesa CPIOZ, is an overlay on all commercially and 
industrially designated and zoned properties except for the 
approximately 26-acre site that is designated Business Park, Residential 
Permitted (BPRP). The BPRP 26-acre site would have its own BPRP 
CPIOZ, and will be required to address the maximum area for residential 
development within the industrial designated and zoned area, and to 
ensure conformance with the appropriate policies from the Urban Design 
Element. Subsequent development projects located within the CPIOZ 
areas would be reviewed by appropriate City staff at the Process 1 or 2 
level, which are considered ministerial, and regulated by Municipal Code 
Chapter 11 Article 2 Division 5. For Subsequent development projects 
that are consistent with the CPIOZ Type A requirements, ministerial 
permits would be processed. For subsequent development projects that 
are not consistent with the CPIOZ Type A requirements, CPIOZ Type B, 
a discretionary action, would apply. 
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LETTER 

Projed Dexriptiou. Section 3 

I. Pg,. 3-4 l, "Allow offiee, rcStMch and development, nnd optionnl .r,sidentioJ uses in 
the Business Park-Residential Permitted area and allow optiooal residential wes with 
proposals that confonn to APCD and f:JAZMAl adjacency guidelines and regulations." 
The CPIOZ, which di=ts conformance with APCD/1-TAZMAT rcgul•tions, i• n 
ministerial process. In additioo. it is not lhe burden of residential developmem to 
conform to 1-IAZMA T/APCD regulations, since these regu\atioos would apply lo 
indu.stnal development. Since the coUocatioA ~landards in the Gcne,ul Pion have not 
been applied, the starement is false. 

2. Pgs. 3-53, "lbc design coosiderations liS(cd in section 3.6 and specified in the 
cornmUJlity plan to reduce or avoid impac!S is only applied to CPlOZ B. Therefore, the 
cootlitions aisoclated with health and Wety impacts ofindu.(;tnal uses Of\ residential \lSCS 

cannot be applied. This is partkularly c,•idC!lt in d)e BPRP area, where the locations of 
residential uses are not even specified. 

A Progtammotic-level EIR is not intended to cover off "projects." Tue PEIR needs to be 
more specific in its analysis of the impacts of industrial ~ on sensitive tecept0rs 
(residential) and their impact$ related lo future develupme,il of th., BPRP. A program 
Ell{ analysis a.~sumcs that future development is discretionary ihereby examining ooore 
specific environmental impacts. 

Environmental Analysis. Sedion 5 

Land Use, Section 5.1 

1. 'fhe PEfR incorrcctly concludes that there is no significant land use in,pads related to 
the two significant thresholds identified here. CF.QA provides for Ille identification 
of significant land use impacts if there are secondary indirect environmental impacts. 
These associated environmental impacts include but arc not limited to those impacts 
identified in the PETR as significant, unavoidable, and unmitigated, specifically Air 
Quallty, Noise, f'ublic Health and Safety, and Transportation. 

2. "Based on the City's Significance Dettrminalion Thresholds, a significant land use 
Impact would ouur if tbc CPU would: Conllict ,;,.ith any applicable land use plan. 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project;" 

The proposed CPU conflicts with the General Plan Lan:! Use, f.conomic Prosperity, 
and Noise Elements due to lbe following: 

a) The Land Use Element of the Gc1JCral Piao din:cts that "As pan of community 
plan updlltes or amendments that involve land use or intcnsiry changes. evaluate 
pub I ic health risks a.-;sociared with idcnlified sources of hazardous substances and 

RESPONSE 

H-7 The PEIR provide a framework for how subsequent development 
projects will be processed in the future and provides an analysis of the 
proposed land uses and implementing actions necessary for 
implementing the CPU ( Section 3.0 - Project Description). The PEIR 
does not provide the level of analysis necessary to allow subsequent 
development projects to proceed without additional review for 
compliance with the Land Development Code. The PEIR does however 
provide a mitigation framework for subsequent development projects that 
are subject to discretionary and environmental review in accordance with 
CEQA. Therefore, the PEIR analysis relative to the collocation of 
industrial and sensitive land uses is adequate at the program-level. 

The PEIR addresses the issues related to the OMCPU, including 
revisions to the existing land use patterns. The CPU also addresses 
issues required through the City's General Plan which includes the land 
use adjacency issues such as industrial lands and sensitive receptors. 
The CPU provides transitional uses between industrial and residential 
land uses as discussed in the City's General Plan. In this case, the 
CPU includes a Zoning Ordinance amendment to create two new CPIOZ 
overlays which includes a process for streamlining the subsequent 
development project review process and is thoroughly addressed in the 
PEIR. In addition, a PEIR need not assume that future development is 
ministerial or discretionary. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183(a), Projects Consistent with a Community Plan or Zoning, "CEQA 
mandates that projects which are consistent with the development 
density established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan 
policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require additional 
environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whether 
there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the 
project or its site. This streamlines the review of such projects ... " 

H-8 The Land Use Section of the PEIR included four (4) Issues for analysis, 
two (2) of which were determined to be less than significant after 
implementation of the applicable Mitigation Framework. This analysis did 
not identify any significant land use impacts associated with the air 
quality, noise, public health and safety or transportation. 
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Project Description, Srdioo 3 

l. Pgs. 3-41, "A)low office, 1'CStarch and development, o.nd optional residential uses in 
lhe Business Park-Residential Pennitted area and allow optiooal JCsidential uses with 
proposals that conform to APCD and HAZMAl adjacency guidelines and regulillions." 
Th• CJ'IOZ, which directs oonfor,n,mec with APCP/HAZMAT rcgularioos, is a 
ministerial process. In addition, it is not lhe burden of residential development to 
conform to HAZMA Tl APCD regulations, since these regulatfons would apply to 
indu.stri,.J dewloproon'l. Since th<> coUocatiop s1mdords in tbc Gcnerul Plan have not 
been applied, the statement is false. 

2. Pgs, 3-53, The design considerations listed in section 3.6 and specified in the 
community plan to ttdwie or avoid impacts is only applied ro CPlOZ 8, Therefore, the 
coodi!ions associated with h•allh and wety impacts of indu.strial us,s on n,sidential = 
cannot be applied. This Is particularly evident in die BPRP area, where the locations of 
residential use,s are not even specified. 

A Programmatlc-level EIR is not iniended' to cover off "projects." Tho PEIR ncoos to be 
more specific in its analysis of tbe impacts of indUstrial ~ on sensitive cec.ep10rs 
(residential) and their Impacts related to future developme.it of the BPRP. A program 
ElR analysis asSUllles that fut11re development is discretionary thereby examining more 
specific environmental impac1S. 

Environmental Analysis, Section !I 

Land Use, Section 5.1 

1. 'Tl)e l'ELR incorrectly concludes tha1 there is no •ignificaot land use impacts related to 
the two significant thresholds identified bere. CEQA provides for the identification 
of significant land use impacts if tbere are secondary indirect environmentaf impacL~ 
l~ associ>ted environmental impacts include but arc not limited to those impacts 
identified in the PElR as significant, unavoidable, and unmitigated, specifically Air 
Quality, Noise, Put>JicHealth and Safely, 8J!d Transponation. 

2. "Based on the Cil)''s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use 
impact would occur If the CPU would: Conllict 111ith any applicable laJld use plan. 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project;" 

The proposed CPU conflicts With the General Plan Land Use, f.conomic Prosperity. 
and Noise Elements due to the foUowing: 

a) The Lund Use Element of the Geocral Plan di~ts that "As part of community 
plan updates or amendments that involve land use or intensiiy changes, evaluate 
public health risks associaled with identified sources of hazardous substances and 

RESPONSE 

H-9 The proposed Otay Mesa CPU addresses land use considerations 
across the entirety of the community and to the maximum extent 
feasible, eliminates conflicts between the land use plan, policies, and 
regulations within the City's jurisdiction, as required. The criteria 
provided in the General Plan relative to Economic Prosperity, Noise, and 
Land Use, were carefully considered during the CPU process. 
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Specifically, the land use plan does not create conflicts between 
residential and industrial land uses, as transitional uses such as office 
uses, are provided. Where noise is anticipated to exceed acceptable 
standards, uses are generally prohibited (site specific noise analysis is 
required at building permit stage). 

The CARS Guidelines were created to provide local jurisdictions with 
guidance in addressing air quality issues, where warranted. While the 
guidelines have not been adopted at the local jurisdiction, it should be 
noted that they, like most of the air quality standards, are evolving into 
more stringent polices which may become local laws and policies. 

While the BPRP CPIOZ does allow for Process One ministerial projects, 
it is unknown at this time whether a future development project would 
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no project has been 
submitted. See Response to Comment H-6 for further information on the 
CPIOZ process. 
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cont. 

H-10 

H-11 

H-12 

H-13 

LETTER 

10,ic ru.r emissions (see also Conservation 1,lemen¼ Section F). Create adegoate 
distance separation, based on documents such as those recommended by the 
California Air Rcsou= Board and site spccui• analysis, betwocn sensitive 
receptor land use dcsigna\ions and p0tential identified sources of hazardous 
subs1ances such as freeways, industrial operations or areas such as warehouses, 
train depots, port tllciiilics, ct•.~ The CARB guidcline11 nrc not referenced in the 
Community Piao. Siie-specilic analysis cannol be conducted for the BPRP site, 
since the permit ii ministerial. 

b) The Land Use Element oflhe General Plan states that "Apply zoning designations 
1luu separate industrial and sensitive recep10r uses as presented on tu Table 4." 
The BPRP land use dcsigno.tion dots not achieve this sepan1tion since the site is in 
very close proximity to lhe !BT 1.one, which permits light industria~ wholesale, 
end distnbution uses 1lllll have the capacity to generate toxic air contaminants and 
hllZOJ'doU/1 Wl>/lt4.nCCS, 

c) The Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan provides policies for 
commercial ond !ndustriol development, wbich are insufficienUy llJ\Qtyz<XJ io th<l 
PEI.R. See below#2a. 

d) The Noi.1e Elc,11..,t of the Owcrnl Plan requ.il'O$ udhe,-encc lo lhe Goncrul l'!Clll 
Noise Guidelines. Since the Bl'RP is ministerial, these standards cannot be 
applied. 

3. ''Based on the City's Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use 
impact would occur if the CPU would: Result in the collocation of residential and 
indwtriaJ land UBO< and/or conver&ion of indus1rial to re•idential land w:••• proposed 
as pm of the CPU, create land use incompatibilities or result in physical changes as a 
result of precluding ac.llievement of regional economfo development 
objectivts/policies for industrial development. 

a) The [l(;onumic Prosperity El=ent or Ille Oeneml Piao identifies Otay Mesa as a 
Sul,.regional Employment Area in the General Plan. Appendix C. Figu.re BP. 
This section empbasiws Otay mesa's role in the entire re~~on to provide base 
sector employmenL The addition of more than 65,000 residents within the plan 
area conflicts with this policy. In addition, the following is an excerpt from the 
appendix related to land u.,;e designations and permitting: "Support of 
infra:strucrure devtloprnent and preservation of an.'"US for prilnarily induslrlal uses 
that support manufacturina and international trade e.ctivities are essential to 
provide ro.iddle-incomc job opportunities and contri.bute to the growth of the 
City's overall economic base." The lll(ge amoum of resJdenUal and their 
supporting infrastructure and land uses proposed in ihc CPU conflict with the 
adopted General Plan for Otay Mesa's role in the City and entireregioo. 

b) The policies in the General Plan Economic Prosperity Element are intended to 
protect base sector uses that provide quality job opportunities iru:ludiog middle. 
income jobs; provide for second4ry employment and supporting uses; ~d 

RESPONSE 

H-10 The properties east of the BPRP are currently developed with office and 
distribution uses and are designated "Other Industrial" on the Prime 
Industrial Map. The CPU anticipates that should residential units be 
developed, they would occur closer to the other residential units planned 
for the village area directly to the west The PEIR identifies mitigation to 
address these uses. 

H-11 The Economic Prosperity Element is addressed in PEIR Section 
5.1.3.1a. The PEIR concluded that the CPU is consistent with its goals 
and policies; no land use impact would result. In addition, the PEIR 
properly analyzes the implementation of BPRP relative to the 
surrounding IBT land use. The CPU anticipates that should residential 
development occur, it shall be located close to the proposed village area 
to the west and not abutting Britannia Blvd., or near the existing uses 
east of the site. Further, the site is separated from the industrial lands 
north of 1-905. It should be noted that implementation of the Otay Mesa 
CPU will implement the Economic Prosperity Element of the General 
Plan and apply the proper industrial land use designations to the 
community, as well as protect approximately 1,990 acres as Prime 
Industrial Lands. 

H-12 Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for development, acoustical 
analysis must demonstrate that the proposed use complies with State 
requirements for internal noise attenuation. 

H-13 The comment implies that residential land uses will be intermixed across 
the planning area; however, the residential land uses are generally 
located in the western half of the community, thereby separated from the 
industrial lands to the east of Britannia. The southeastern portion of the 
planning area is almost exclusively designated for industrial development 
with supportive commercial and no residential uses. 
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The existing community plan has a total of 12,400 dwelling units at build 
out with an estimated population of 45,324. The CPU has a total of 18, 
774 dwelling units with a population estimate of 67,035 a difference of 
21,711. To say there is an addition of more than 65,000 residents is 
incorrect. The change in land uses amounts to a 3% reduction in 
Industrial acreage, with 2% changing to Open Space and 1 % changing 
to Village. The CPU maintains 2,528 acres for industrial uses, and has 
protected 1,990 acres as Prime Industrial Lands. The CPU implements 
the Economic Prosperity, Land Use and Housing Elements of the 
General Plan. 
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10,fo air emissions (see also Conse1Vacion J,lemen1, Section F). Create adequate 
distance separation, based on documents such as those recommended by the 
Cruifomia Air Resources Board and site spcdJh;: anab•sis, between scusitivc 
n;ceptor land use dcsii;.~ions and p0tential identified sources of hazardous 
subslanecs such as freeways. industrial operetions or areas such as warehouses, 
train dcpota, port fllciiilici, ct<.~ The CARB guidclinco nrc not referenced in the 
Community Piao. Site-specific analysis cannol be conducted for the BPRP site, 
&nee tbe permit i~ ministerial. 

b) The Land Use Element oflhc General Plan states that "Apply zoning designations 
that separate indus1rilll and sensitive recep10r uses as presented on t.U Table 4." 
The BPRP land u~ dcsigno.tion d= not achieve this scpnrntion since the site is in 
very close pmx.imity to lhe !BT 1.one, which permits light lndustria~ wholesale, 
end distribution uses truu have the capacity to generate toxic air contaminants and 
haznrdout1 aul;etanccs. 

c) The Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan _provides policies for 
CX>mmcrcial ond lodustriol development, which o.re insufficienUy anstyzcd io the 
PEIR. See below#2a. 

d) The Noi$, Elemeot of the Oeocro.l Plan ~uire$ udhc,'encc lo ihc Goncrul 1'11111 
Noise Guidelines. Since the BPRP is ministerial, these ~illndsrds cannot be 
applied. 

3. ''Based on the City's Sigcificance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use 
impact would oocur if tht CPU would: Resull in the collocation of resideniial and 
indwtrial land w,es and/or convenion of indus1rial to ,...idential land w:•-. proposed 
as ~ of the CPU, create land use incompatibilities or _result in physical changes as a 
result of precludlng achievement of regional econo.mfo development 
objectives/policies for industrial development. 

a) The Ecooomic Pro$perity Eloment of Ilic Oener<II Plan idenlifies 0tay Mesa as a 
Sul,.regional Employment Area in the Ga:ieral Plan, Appendix C. Figu.re BP. 
Tb.is section emphasiws Otay mesa's role in lhe entiro rc:h~on to provide base 
rector employmenL The addition of more than 65,000 residents within the plan 
orea conflicts with this policy. In addition, the following is an excerpt from the. 
appendix related to land u.,;e designations and permitting: "Support of 
infrostrucrure development aud preservation or at<.'"Wi for primarily industrial uses 
1h01 supJ10li mMufacturina and international trade activities are essential to 
provide m.iddle-income job opponunities and comri.butc to the growth of the 
City's overall economic base." The llllge amoum of resldcnUal and their 
supporting infrastructure and land uses proposed in the CPU conflict with the 
adopted General Plan for Otay Mesa's role in the City and entire regioo. 

b) The policies in the General Plan Economic Prosperity Element are intended to 
ixotect base sector uses that provide quality job op])Ortunities including middle
income jobs; provide for seCX>nd4ry employment 1111d supporting uses; ~d 

RESPONSE 

H-14 As stated above, the residential land uses are generally located in the 
western half of the planning area, while the eastern half of the 
community is designated industrial with some supportive commercial 
uses. The CPU implements the General Plan's Economic Prosperity 
Element Policy EP-A.12 by amending the Prime Industrial Lands to 
include approximately 1,990 acres in Otay Mesa. The CPU goals and 
policies are based upon many factors, including a comprehensive 
evaluation of market analysis, housing needs, and resource protection. 
Through the CPU's separation of residential and industrial land uses, 
and its fostering of innovative industrial land uses, implementation of the 
collocation/conversion suitability factors is demonstrated throughout the 
CPU. According to Appendix C, EP-2 of the General Plan: Transit 
Availability- present (bus corridor along Airway Road); No Adjacent 
Prime Industrial lands; Significance of Residential/Employment 
Component - only 49% of BPRP land use is allowed to be residential, 
the mix of uses with technology serves to attract a broader employment 
base to Otay Mesa; Community Village is adjacent to BPRP, which 
provides for additional retail and residential uses; Public Health -
mitigation requirements in place per PEIR; Separation of Uses - see 
Table 5.6-1 of PEIR indicating no known hazardous uses nearby. 
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cont. 

H-15 

H-16 

H-17 

H-18 

LETTER 

main1ain areas where smaller emerging industrial uses can locate in a multi-tenant 
selling. "When updating community plans or considcri11g plan amendmenls, the 
indusuiol lund u.,e d0$ignJ11ioos contained in the Land U:sc and Community 
Planning Element should be appropriately applied to protect viable si~ for ~ 
sector and related employment uses". 

More specific direction is as follows: "Justificatioo fot 11 land u.~c change mu..~ be 
supporu:d by an evalwition of the prime induslrial land criteria in Appendix C, 
'El'•l, und the Collocatio,vConversion SuitahiUty foctors." Although Tublo 5.1· 
11 of the PEIR presents the criteria for deteanining whether a use is suitable for 
collocation/conversion, PEIR lacks the required analysis. Though, the PEIR states 
on pg. S.1-4& that "Preparation of the CPU considered city\\idc economic 
prosperity gollls and, based upon a comprehensive evaluation of the General 
Plan's collocation/coll\-ersion suitability factors", there is no evidence in the CPU 
that UUil occur.red. 

"In i.lldustrial areas not identified as Prime Industrial Lands on figure EP-1, the 
redes;gnation of industrial land, to •on-industrial uses should evaluate the A= 
Characteristics factor in Appendix C, EP-2 to enrure that other viable industrial 
areas are protected". No !ands were designated as prime indwtrial in Otay Mesa 
because the plan update was underway; therefor,;, this analysis should be included 
in the PEJR as part of the land use analysis. 

e) This J..,k of analysis has resulted in the CPU l.lllld U.., Pl11n, wru<h contains an 
ov=ncentralion of residential uses in close proximity of industrial u.,,..>s in the 
IBT area, particularly in the Central Area. The same wholesaling, distribution. 
and manufachtri"ll uses in 1he Ught lndustri,1 l)csignatioos are permitted in the 
IBT. As such, this designation caru10t serve as a gradual tramition of 1Lo;cs often 
referred to in the PEIR as a means reduced land use conflicts in the CPU. The 
SIMemcnt on pg. S. 1-47 of the FIR "to •void or reduce potential ~ch 
associated with the collocation of residential and industrial uses, the CPU 
generally focuses lighter, more resideotla!Jy, compatible industrial uses adjaceru 
lo m,t!tif•mily resideo1;a1 .,.e;s, while locating heavier, less n,sidentialJy. 
compatible categories of industrial uses to the south and southeast" is false. 

d) l'gs. 5.1-48 of the PEIR states: "Additionally, the Olay Me.a CPIOZ would apply 
to the areas designated for industrial uses. The CPIOZ WCJUld en.sure consistency 
of all future development within these areas with CPU direction and policy, 
including otherwis, furore nunisterial projects. Smee the CPIOZ A (ministerial) 
io the CPU cooU!ins no conditions or language to gauge compatibility, this 
staUment is false. A ministerial project by iU nature cannot be subject to general 
policy interpretation contained in a community pl1111. 

c) The residenlinl entitlements gained in the Central Area through adoption of the 
OMCPU, are oot adequately analy1,ed in the P8ffi, even !liven ihi, future Spe.ci.fir. 
Plan process. If the required analysis were 1mdcrtllken, this issue would result in a 

RESPONSE 

H-15 Each of the General Plan's elements were carefully considered and 
evaluated during the evolution of the plan update as each community 
plan must be consistent with the applicable policies of each element of 
the General Plan. One of the actions of the CPU is to amend the Prime 
Industrial Lands Map to include approximately 1,990 acres in Otay Mesa. 

H-16 The Central Village is only adjacent to IBT on the northern portion and is 
separated from the IBT by the freeway. Land use policies include 
providing adequate buffers uses and distance between residential and 
industrial uses. The CPU implements the policies of the Economic 
Prosperity Element through clustering industrial uses together and 
providing land use transitions to the residential areas. These policies 
include EP-A.1 through EP-A.11. 

H-17 The assertion that CPIOZ Type A does not include a policy review is 
incorrect. The CPU states that CPIOZ Type A is applicable where 
development is consistent with the CPU as related to certain plan 
policies. However, it also states that projects inconsistent with said 
policies are subject to CPIOZ Type B. The CPU provides specific text 
relative to which policies of the plan apply to CPIOZ Type A. Also see 
Response to Comment H-6. 

H-18 No "residential entitlements" will be granted through the CPU process. 
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The CPU has redesignated two areas with the community as Specific 
Plan Areas. As stated in the CPU, "in order to comprehensively plan the 
Southwest and Central Village Areas using the General Plan's City of 
Villages Strategy, one Specific Plan covering each of the village areas 
will be required prior to consideration of any comprehensive 
development and rezoning proposals ... Specific plans should be privately 
sponsored and developed in collaboration with the City of San Diego. 
Both Specific Plans will be considered amendments to the Community 
Plan, and must adhere to the City's process for plan amendments and 
any associated rezoning." A project-level CEQA analysis would be 
required in conjunction with any future Specific Plan applications and 
associated entitlements (permits). Therefore, at the program-level, the 
analysis of the CPU is adequate and the impact conclusions in Chapter 5 
of the PEIR are supported. 
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H-19 

H-20 

H-21 

H-22 

LETTER 

significant UDIDitigated impaCL 

f) The BPRP lltC4 is l=ted in close proximity to indu.sll'ial bnd use designations, 
which permit mauutilcturing, wholesaling, aod distribution. Appendiit C of The 
General Plan contains a policy suggesting 1,000 feel between the property lines o.f 
indusll'inl u.se• and sensitive rcuptors or~ specific study. The CPU ioe<>rrcctly 
interprets tbe 1.000 1\. as between Ibo uses. The requirement is not part of the 
CPIOZ A stnndruds. 

ln sum, we disagree with the deteanillatioo that colloeatioo and conversion land 
use impacts are less than significant since the analysis is oot provided lo the 
PElR.. lo addition, lhe n,inisterial nature of the CPlOZ A designakd prop<rtie< 

(the majority of the CPU area) does not allow for future environmental review. 
contrary to lllll))erous statements in S«tion 5.1 of the PEIR to the contrary. To 
allow residential useJ witboll! future environment.al .review in thi!. area is al$O 

contrary 10 the Environmental Justice Policies contained in the Geaerol Plan. 

AiL_Qmlily, Seetion 5.3 

I. This section fails 10 analyze the health impacts of Diesc-1 Particulate Matter (a known 
carcinogen) on re<idential use.s per ihe California Air Resou1ce Board Guidelines, 
particularly on the residentia.1 u.~es in the Centr31 Specific Plan area and the BPRP 
site both of which are directly adjacent to the future 1-905 freeway. Contra,y to 
the conclusion in the PEI.R, this risk is significant. 

2. Pg. 5.3-32 correctly S1ates thaJ "Therefore, impacts related to exposure to air taxi.cs 
would be significant and unavoidable". However, this conclusion is also bears on 
lhe significance of the health and safety aod land use issues. 

I. Pgs. 5.6-21 incorrectly states that I leahh and Safety l wards due to exposure to toxic 
conlallllnanu (relatco 10 sections 5.3, Air Quality arul Sections 5.6.4, and 5.6.5) are 
reduced to below a level of significance due to mitigation contained i,1 5.6.5.3 
requiring a Phase I site assessmenl and remediation. This does not mitigate 
significant air quality lmpa<:ts. In addition, since the majority of development in Otay 
Mesa will be in CPTOZ-A (ministerial) this assessm,nt cannot be required. 
Therefore, this impact is significant and unmitigated. 

2. Pgs. 5.6 -22 incotTectly slates that a futute risk of an e)(Jllosion or the release of 
hazardous substances (including, but 001 lim.ited to, gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or 
radiation) c><p0sc people or lbe cnwonrncnr to a slgaificant haz.ard through the 
routine Jransport, use-. or disposal ot hazardous materials is not significant due lo the 
requirement of future environmental review aad discretionary approval to ensure 
lljlJ)roprilLIC uses reduce lhe potential for hazards. As stated above, tbis is 001 correct 
except possibly in the Specific Plan Areas. which docs not include indus1rial uses 
where the mitigation would 01os1 likely apply. Tb.is CPU assigns land uses, so a more 

RESPONSE 

H-19 Per Appendix C of the General Plan, the 1,000 foot buffer is suggested if 
there are hazardous uses identified within a ¼ mile of proposed sensitive 
receptors. According to Section 5.6 of the PEIR, there are no hazardous 
uses identified within that distance from BPRP site. Accordingly, the 
provision for 1,000 feet between property lines is not applicable. 
Mitigation Framework AQ-4 includes a Health Risk Assessment 
requirement if sensitive receptors are developed in the buffer areas for 
the land uses identified in Table 5.3-7 of the PEIR. 

H-20 The General Plan Economic Prosperity Element EP.A-11 states 
"Encourage the provision of workforce housing within employment areas 
not identified as Prime Industrial Land." Further, the Land Use Element 
LU.1-10 encourages increased housing opportunities near employment 
opportunities. While the CPIOZ's allow for Process One and Two 
ministerial reviews, it is unknown at this time whether subsequent 
development projects would meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, 
as no projects have been submitted. See Response to Comment H-6 for 
further information on the CPIOZ process. 

H-21 As stated in Section 5.3.5.1b of the PEIR the incremental cancer risk 
and the chronic hazard index related to traffic-generated diesel exhaust 
emissions are both less than significant at any modeled receptors. 
Acute hazards due to diesel particulate matter are also less than 
significant as stated on page 5.3-25. Both are detailed in Appendix C of 
the PEIR, the Air Quality Study. The PEIR analyses show that 
residential receptors could be located within the CPU with less than 
significant health risk impacts from freeway emissions. The PEIR 
included an assessment of diesel particulate matter and evaluated the 
impacts from all roadways in the CPU area that qualify for consideration 
in the California Air Resource Board's Air Quality And Land Use 
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (i.e., carried the minimum 
traffic volumes). This analysis included 1-805, 1-905, SR-125, Otay 
Mesa Road, and La Media Road as the primary roadways of concern 
for exposure to diesel particulate matter. 

H-22 Section 5.3.5 of the PEIR clearly identifies a significant unavoidable 
impact related to air toxics "associated with the potential co/location of 
incompatible land uses". Section 5.6.3(a) Health Hazards, in the PEIR 
refers the reader to the discussion of toxic air emissions found in 
Section 5.3.5 of the PEIR. No additional air toxic impact relative to 
health and safety or land use has been identified, and therefore, the 
PEIR is adequate in its analysis and disclosure of the impact. 
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signifioot UDmitigatcd impaCL 

f) The BPRP lltC1l is lo<:>ted in close pr<>ximity to indu.sll'io.1 l,nd use designations, 
which permit mauuliictw'ing, wholesaling, aod distribution. Appendiit C of The 
Generol Plan contains a policy sugsesting 1,000 feet between the property lines of 
indusll'inl use• and sensitive receptors or a specitie study. The CPU ioeorrectly 
interprets the 1.000 Jl. as between Ibo uses. The requirement is not part of the 
CPIOZ A stnndruds. 

ln sum, we disagree with the deteani.oatioo ibat collocation and conversion land 
use impacts are less than significant. since the analysis is 001 provided in the 
PEIR. lo addition, lhe ministerial nature of the C?lOZ A designatd prop<erti•< 
(the majority of fue CPU area) does not allow for foture eovironmcntal review. 
contrary to numerous statements in Sect.ion 5. I of lhe PEIR 10 the contrary. To 
allow re'"dentiaJ uset withott future eovitonrnental .review in thi!i: atta i$ al$O 

co.ntrary to 1he Environmental Justice Policies contnined in the General Plan, 

I. This section tails 10 analyze the health impacts of Diesc-1 Particulate Matter (a known 
carcinogen) on residential use.s per the California Air Resource Board Guidelines, 
particularly on the residentia.1 uses in the Central Specific Plan area nnd the BPRP 
site both of which are directly adjacent to the future 1-905 freeway. Contrary to 
1hc conclusion in the PE1R, this risk is ;ignitieant. 

2. Pg. 5.3-32 correctly S1ates thaJ "Therefore, impacts related to exposure to air toxics 
would be significan1 and unavoidable". However, this conclusion is also beal'S on 
1he significance of the health and safety and land Ilse issues. 

1. Pgs. 5.6-21 incorrectly siates that I lea.Ith and Safety HJl23t'ds due to exposure to toxic 
contam.fnanu (reJa1co IO sections .5.3, Air Quality and Sections .5.6.4, and .5.6.5) are 
rcdtJCed to below a level of significan~ due to mitigation contained in 5.6.5.3 
requiring a Phase J site assessmenl and remediation. This does not mitigate 
signitlcant air quality impac1S. In addition, since the majority of development in Otay 
Mesa ~;u be in CPTOZ-A (ministerial) this assessment cannot he ,equ1red. 
Therefore, this impact is ~ignificant and Wlmitigaled. 

2. l'gs. 5.6 -22 incorrectly s1ates that a future risk or an eX}llosion or the release of 
b.azardous substances (including, but ooi limited to, gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or 
radiation) expose people or the environment to a significant ha2.ard through the 
routine lransport. use .. or disposal of hazardous materials is not significant due lo the 
requirement of future environmental review and discretionary approval to ensure 
IIJlproprlalc uses reduce lhe polealial for hazards. As staled above, Ibis is 001 correct 
except possibly in the Specific Plan Areas. which does not include industrial uses 
where the mitigation would niost likely apply. This CPU assigns land usl-s, so a more 

RESPONSE 

H-23 The commenter fails to acknowledge the state and federal 
requirements associated with a business operation using toxic or 
hazardous materials. Use of such materials requires approval from 
state and federal regulators and compliance with the associated 
permits. City issuance of a ministerial permit does not waive the state 
and federal permit requirements to use or handle toxic or hazardous 
materials. Compliance with all of these requirements is included in the 
mitigation requirements. Additionally, the Significance after Mitigation 
discussion in Section 5.6.3.4 of the PEIR has been revised to include a 
reference to the Mitigation Framework in Air Quality Section 5.3.5. As 
concluded in Section 5.3.5.4, impacts related to exposure to air toxics 
would be significant and unavoidable with the mitigation framework. 

H-24 The combination of existing federal, state and local regulations along 
with adopted GP policies and proposed CPU policies together would 
result in impacts that are less than significant. Section 5.6.4.2 has 
been revised to include a summary statement that impacts would be 
less than significant, consistent with the analysis in Section 5.6.4.1. 
Also see Response to Comments H-5 and H-6. 

RTC-40 



H-24 
cont. 

H-25 

H-26 

H-27 

LETTER 

detailed analysis of land use conflicts cannot be deferred to a later date. Although the 
CPU contains some general me~= lo avoid impacts al the programmatic level, 
they will not apply to the vast majority of properties in the CPU area. All !!Ind U$C$ 

are being applied in the CPU now. Additionally, lhese policies, or any safety 
mitigation measure.~, are not includod in CPIOZ..A. 111erefore, this impact is 
significanl and unmitigated. 

3. Pgs. 5.6-25 (Section 5,6.4.2) Significame o/lmpacts states that improved roadway a11d 
trnnsporw.tion modificctioruo reduce the risk of exposure due to spill,, etc-. The PElR 
does not specify what these modifications are and tlie transporta~oo section only 
specifies cil)' standards. This section locks ndeqmte facts to support the conclusion 
of insign.ificant impocts. Although the El.R elc"11y stales thnt resident,; would be 
subject 10 exposure, it wrongly concludes that it is not significant, presumably sin.oe 
there are no schools nearby. 

4. Pgs. S.6-26 Significance after Mitigation, inoorrectly stotcs Iha! all projects aT!l subject 
to discretionary review. 

5. l'gs. S.6-28 (HazardiJu.r Sites) mitigotion only requires a Phase T site assessment aod 
remediation for disqetionary project~, therefore does oot qualify as mitigation for the 
majority of the OMPCU orcn. 

6. Tn the Central Specific Plan area Md the BPRP site, future resi.denlS' ability to evacuate 
n site in the event of• hazardous iJloident is highly compromfaed due to 1he timing of 
the Heritage Road/1-905 interchange and associated road improvements which are not 
scheduled to occur for over 10 years. Due to the lack of di!cretiooa,y review for the 
BPRP ,ite (to apply phasing and/or improvement requirements) future r,:sidents will 
be forced to u.,;e Britannia Rd., a major truck route 10 the border crossing. The 
associated health and safety impacts of mix.iDg trucks with residential traffic arc not 
Malyzed in the l'EtR. 

Nobe, Section 5.10 

I. Pgs. 5, I 0-16, Significance of lmpacts-'lrqf//c and Stationary Scurce Nofa·t stat.cs lhat, 
even given jl(Oject-specific noise abatement, it caOJ10t be gt1arante.:d Iba! future land 
uses t!nd traffic from those uses would not expose existing and future uses to noise 
levels in excess of City standards. Thcrofon,, impacts 1clated to noise impacts 
(exterior and potentially interior) to new residences would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Even with the proposed mitigation to Jeduce noise levels such as site•spocific 
acoustics! analysis with mitigation measures 211d adherence to the CPU Acoustical 
report, it is still significant. However, even these mitigation measures cannot be 
required unless tllere is futw-e dlscrodonary review. 

Traffic/Cin:ulation, S"ction 5.12 

RESPONSE 

H-25 The existing roadway system lacks adequate improvements which 
include unpaved and narrow roads. The planned transportation system 
includes fully improved and widened roadways that reduce the risk of 
collisions and spills. The backbone roadway system includes widening 
the major roadways to four and six lanes. These roadways include 
Airway, Britannia, and La Media Roads which will provide safer routes 
for truck traffic and passenger vehicles. Furthermore, the majority of 
residential development is located in the western half of the community 
while the industrial area is located in the eastern half of the community. 
Additionally, Section 5.6.4.2 of the PEIR has been revised to clarify the 
"modifications" related to the designation of truck routes in Otay Mesa. 
Also see Response to Comments H-23 and H-24. 

H-26 While the BPRP CPIOZ allows for Process One review, and the Otay 
Mesa CPIOZ allows for Process One and Two ministerial reviews, it is 
unknown at this time whether subsequent development projects would 
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no projects have been 
submitted. The Significance after Mitigation (Section 5.6.4.4) has been 
revised to clarify the process for determining which future development 
projects are subject to discretionary review. Also see Response to 
Comment H-6. 

H-27 Mitigation Framework Section 5.6.5.3 has been revised to clarify that 
the process for determining which future development projects are 
subject to discretionary review, Furthermore; all projects are required to 
comply with state, federal, and county requirements relative to 
hazardous sites and materials, regardless of the City review process. 
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LETTER 

detailed analy~is of land use conflicts cannot be deferred to a later date. Although the 
CPU cootains some general meas~ lo avoid impacts al the programmatic level, 
they will not apply to the vast majority of properties in the, CPU area. All !!Ind U$C$ 

are being applied in the CPU now. Additionally, lhesc policies, or any safety 
mitigation measure.~, art not includtod in CPIOZ-A. Therefore, this impact is 
significanl and unmitigated. 

3. Pgs. 5.6-25 (Section 5,6.4.2) Significance oflmpacts states that improved roadway a11d 
tmmporw.tion modificntioruo rcduc,c, the risk of exposure due to spill$, etc-. The PElR 
does not specify what these modifications .ue and !lie transportation section only 
specifies cily standards. This section locks ndeq1tete facts to support the conclusion 
of insign.ificant impacts. Although the EIR clcwly stales thnt resident,; would be 
subject 10 exposure, it wrongly concludes that it is not significant, preS11mably sin.oe 
there art no schools nearby. 

4. Pgs. 5.6-26 Significance after Mitigation, inllorrectly states that all projcciS arc subject 
to discretionary review. 

5. l'gs. 5.6-28 (Hazardo1Lr Sites) mitigation only requires a Pha.,;e I site assessment and 
remediation for disqetionary project~, therefore does not qualify as mitigatioo for the 
majority of the OMPCU orcn. 

6. Tn the Central Specific Plan area ond the Bl'RP site, future residents' ability to evacuate 
• site in the event of• bn.mrdous incident is highly coD)promfaed due to ihe timing of 
the Heritage Road/1-9()5 interchange aod a..<SOciated rood improvements which are not 
scheduled to occur for over IO years. Due 10 the lack of discretiooa,y review for the 
BPRP ,ite (to apply phasing and/or improvement 11?quirernents) future r,:sidents will 
be force:! to u.,;e Britannia Rd., a major truck route t0 the border crossing. The 
associated health and safety i.lllpacts of mL'Wll! trocks with residential traffic arc not 
,walyzed in the l'EtR. 

H-29 Nobe, Section S.10 

H-30 

I. Pgs. 5.10-16, Significance of Jmpacts-'lrqf//c and Stationary Scu"·e Nofa·t stat.cs lhat, 
even given jl(Oject-speeific noise abatement, it caOJIOt be g11arante.:d that future land 
uses and trllffic from those uses would not expose existing and future uses to noise 
levels in excess of City standards. Thcrofon,, impacts 1clated to noise impacts 
(exterior and potentially interior) to new residences would be significant and 
unavoicbble. 

Even with the proposed mitigation to reduce .noise levels such as site•spccific 
acoustics! analysis with miligation measures 211d adherence to the CPU Acoustical 
report, ii is still significant. However, even these mitigation measures cannot he 
required unless tllere is future dlscrollonary review. 

Traffic/Cin:ulation, Section 5.12 

RESPONSE 

H-28 As detailed in Section 5.6.1.5, the County Office of Emergency 
Services (OES) is responsible for: notifying appropriate agencies when 
a disaster occurs; coordinating all responding agencies; ensuring that 
resources are available and mobilized; developing plans and 
procedures for response to and recovery from disasters. Additionally, 
the City's Emergency Operations Center (EOC), is responsible for 
maintaining the EOC in a continued state of readiness and coordinating 
EOC operations when activated in response to an emergency or major 
event/incident. If an incident involving hazardous materials were to 
occur in the near-term (until completion of the Heritage Road 
interchange) evacuation will affect all parties in the area, rather than 
just residents and the mixing of truck traffic and vehicular traffic on 
Britannia Boulevard would be short-term and temporary in nature 
(during evacuation). No health risks would be anticipated from a short
term, temporary condition as noted above. In addition, the specific 
route of evacuation cannot be determined at this time as each property 
will be developed independently based on market conditions at the time 
of application. Also see Response to Comments H-5 and H-6. 

H-29 All projects are subject to compliance with the City's noise abatement 
requirements prior to the issuance of building permits, regardless of 
whether a ministerial or discretionary permit is required or processed. 
Therefore, all future buildings will be required to comply with the City's 
General Plan standards and Municipal Code requirements. While the 
CPIOZ's allow for Process One and Two ministerial reviews, it is 
unknown at this time whether subsequent development projects would 
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no projects have been 
submitted. See Response to Comments H-5 and H-6 for further 
information on the CPIOZ process. 

H-30 Within the CPU, policies 2.4-2, 2.4-7, 2.4-9, and 4.1-17 provide 
direction for transitional uses for the separation of sensitive receptors to 
the freeway. truck routes, and industrial uses. 
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H-31 

H-32 

H-33 

H-34 

LETTER RESPONSE 

I.Pgs. 5.12-42 wid 43, state that Traffic Hazards ID vehicles and pedesbians ore not 
si8"ificant due lo edhorcocc to eity standards and tbe p<ovision of transitlonal lan.d 
uses. As stated above in Section 5.1, Jc, this transition does not exist. 

Alt~niativ .. , Section 10.0 

1. Pg.s. I 0-33, the PEIR incortectly slates that the health and public safety impacts of bot!) 
the CPU and 'Reducod Density l\ltcmativc :ire not &il!J'itic:ant. Since Section S.3, Air 
Quality impocts are included in this detennination, this impact is significant 

2. Th< Reduced Density Alternative does not go far enough to reduce significant 
impacts such as land use, tmffic, air quality, public health and safety, and noise to 
below a level of significance as required of an alternative per CEQA. This altemntive 
should include the elimination of the BPRP land 11sc area and relocation of land uses 
which in.elude residential development in the Central Village ~way frol1l the impacts 
of the l-905 to the north and from industrial development to the cast and south. 

The PETR as written inadequately addresses the impllCtS of the OMPCU. As 
cnumented above, the PB[R allows the application of land uses without proper 
onalysis and mitlgatioA measures. The conclusiotl9 of the PEIR are based on a laclt. of 
undcrstsnding of how they will be applied to future projects as directed in the CPU. 
lo many cases, signific,mcc detcnulAations are based on analysis thai is lacking or 
deferred to a later time, but, in fact, will not occur. The introduction of residential 
uses to Otay Mesa, in the amounts and locations as proposed by lhe proposed plao, 
will have significant negative and costly impacts on the businesses trying lo operate 
in Otay Mesa. 

Due to the magnitude of changes, which u~JI have to take place to the l'E[R and CPU 
to meet CEQA guidelines, the OMCC belie,•es both documenis will need to be re
circulated for public review. 

Thank you for yourcoosideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

~A.Al t\N1 LI ;~vv\ 
Alejandra Mier y Teran 
E.xecuU ve OireclOr 

CC: 
City Councilmembers 
Planning Commissioners 
Bill Fulton 

H-31 Please refer to Response to Comment H-22. 

H-32 CEQA requires that a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate the significant effects on the environment be evaluated in an 
EIR. The PEIR provides an analysis of an adequate range of 
alternatives in Chapter 10. 

H-33 This comment asserts that the PEIR inadequately addresses impacts; 
specifically with respect to collocation and adjacent land uses. This 
comment is inconsistent with the facts. A zoning ordinance will be 
adopted in conjunction with the CPU which will provide the mechanism 
for review of subsequent development projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU. All subsequent projects will be subject to 
review in accordance with CPIOZ for the specific area where it will be 
located. The Southwestern and Central Village sites will be required to 
submit applications which include preparation of a Specific Plan subject 
to discretionary review in accordance with CEQA and the City's Land 
Development Code. Also see Response to Comments H-6, H-7, and 
H-18. 

H-34 This comment reflects an opinion regarding the amount of revisions 
anticipated to the PEIR prior to certification. While the information 
included in this comment is correct regarding the requirements in 
accordance with CEQA for recirculation of an environmental document 
if significant new information is added after public review [Section 
15088.5(a)(1) through (4)) of the State CEQA Guidelines]. However, in 
accordance with Section 15088.S(a), new information added to an EIR 
is "not significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial 
adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate 
or avoid such an effect that the project's proponents have declined to 
implement. This section of CEQA further defines what constitutes 
"Significant new information" requiring recirculation. Based on this 
guidance, the City has determined that the revisions made in the PEIR 
prior to certification are intended to clarify or amplify or modify language 
to assist the decision-makers in review of the CPU, which does not 
meet the definitions of "Significant new information" requmng 
recirculation. The Draft EIR has not been modified in a way that 
recirculation of the document is necessary. 

RTC-43 



1-1 

1-2 

1-3 

LETTER 

OMPOA 
Otay Mesa Property Owners Association 

Octobor 25, 2013 

M•. Myra Herrmann, Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego Developmant Services Center 
1222 first Avenue, MS 501 
S•n Oio90.CA92101 

SUBJECT: Otay Mesa Community Plan Update, #30330/304032 

D6ar Ms. 1-lerrmano 

Letter I 

Tho Otay Mcoa Property OW,crs P=oci,,tion ("OMPOA") opprcciatc3 the o~portunlty to 

comment on the adequacy of tl\e Draft Program Environmental lmp.,ct Report ('PEIR") for the 
Olay Mesa Community Plan Update ('CPU"). As you arc awarg, th<> OMPOA rcprcsonts th<> 
lntar~scs of propeny ov.,,ers In lhe 0t11y Mesa area of c-,e City cf San Diego and meelS at least 
o~ .a month to .discuss issues of common concern. A list of these members fs included on the 
final page for your reference. In surnnary, we support lhe CPU as proposed and have 
concluded that 'Mth the exceptions noted below, the PEIR adequ<1tely discl.oses and analyzes all 
potontial significant environmonta1 irll)acts and pr<>poses approp<i.ata mitigat:on moaunos. 

In particular, vw note t11c following: 

Purpose and Need (Section 3) 

~ the PEIR ~nts out. tile current plan is out of date and tile vision many of us sharod v,ith the 
Ci1y In 1981 has not been realized. We agree that the changing characteristics Of Industry, the 
need for more housi,11, lhe need for more middle income jobs and a better understandin11of the 
transportaiion - land use connec!ion have created a need for a more integrated land use plan. 

We fur1heragree that the selected alternative will Increase the number of allowed residential 
un~s v.hile achieving a more balanced community through Integration ofhousing·and 
approp, late employmenl ltmds, 

Table 3-1 Community Plan Land Use Designations {page 3-32) 

The maxlrrum FAR for the Cesrgnation Business Pa1k•Res,dential Perrritted should be 
rootnoted to reflect me sarr,e langua,ge that Is proposed In me lmpteme ntlng zone (IP•3· J) Whieh 

providos for a 2.0 FAR v.ith the foUov.;ng language· 

"Within lh-e Otay MeH; CQmrn.mlty Planning Ar•a, the n~ximum floor are~ re5o i$ 0.5.0 
unless a final map has been reoord.ed prior to ONSE RT lhe ef!ectiVe date of this 
ordinance). This restriction does not apply to residential development in accordance Wih 
Section 131.0623(i)." 

.HU Cami110 del "io North, Ste, 100 
San Diego, Cl\ 92108 
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RESPONSE 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

Comment noted. 

The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the language of the amended 
Zoning Ordinance relative to the IP-3-1 Zone. 
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LETTER 

OMPOA 
Otay Mesa Property Owners Association 

Section 5,0 Environmental Impact Analysis: 

There are several references throughout section 5.0 that make referen~ to lhe Community 
F'lan Implementation Overloy Zone (CPIOZ) being disc,etiorn,,Y in Msture. Other parb of the 
Draft BR appropriately reference the distinction between CPIOZ A v.nich is ministerial and 
CPIOZ B v.hich is disctetionary. 

"OeVelopm,mt proposals that do not comply willl the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations Vtoufd be subject to discretionary rev;e\"f in accordance with Cf"IOZ Type B. '' 

The following sections delineated in bold should be changed or s!Jicken in order to properly 
reflect the two typco of CPIOZ (Mlniotcriol :>n<i Olocrctionory) which will be uocd lo impJomont 

~ Community Plan. Specifically, lrrplementation of the Business Park Residential Permitted 
Land Use designation does not require disc,-etionary review unless a does not comply with the 
provisions of CPIOZ A. 

• (page 5,1-5~ section 5.1.5.1 a.) "All future projects located 111/hin the 100-year nood 
htnard tkre9 If~ idel'tlified in s projet:f-spt¥:ific dralf'IA'JA study, would be subjecl fo fhe 
CPIOZ, which would ensure discretionary review of all future development within 
this area." 

• (page 5.6-22 section 5.6.4.1 Impacts) strike the last sentence: "In addJtjon, future 
development would be subject to environmental review ond discretionary 
approval to ensure appropriate uses reduce the potontia/ for hazards." 

• (page 5.6-26 sedion 5.6.4.4 Signifocance after Mitigation) strike or modify the second tD 
last senlenco:"Fulure development would be subject to discretionary review with 
su~oquent environmental revi•w to en~uro r~~ ~'°minimized." 

The document appropriately recognizes that no significant impact has been identified 
because there are toail policies in place (ministerial) that reduce potential impacts to 
below a level of signfficance including the example provided: "For example. disclosure 
law$ re,qui(tl oil us,:,~. pf'Qdu"""r:;, and tr811~pornlr:s of hat.ardou:;. rru,tdrilJ/$ to ,;/tn:uJy 
identify materials they store, use, or lr8nsporf and to notify the appropriate agency in the 
event of a violation.· Section 6.3.6 of the PEIR (Human Health/Pubfic Safety/Hazardous 
Mat0riak) provicfqs additional analysis that corrpliancQ with tithor ministeri~I or 
discretionary regulations •,ould ensure that no direct or cumulative impacts related to 
Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Matertals would result from Implementation of 
the CPU, 

• (pago 5.6-27 section 5,7.5.1 Impacts) striko or modify tho fobowing sontonco: "All fut<lrs 
projects localed within the 100-year llcod hazard area along Olay Creek, BS Identified (n 
tne CPU drainage sway, WOUid De SUDject co me CPJOZ, WII/Ch WOUid ensure 
discretionary review of all future development within Ws ares." 

311 J Camlr,o del Rio North, Ste. 100 
San Diego, CA 92108 
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RESPONSE 

See Response to Comment H-6 which provides further clarification on 
the CPIOZ process. 

Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.1.5.1.a to clarify the 
appropriate review process for subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. 

Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.6.4.1 to clarify the 
appropriate review process for subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. 

Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.6.4.4 to clarify the 
appropriate review process for subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. 

Comment noted. Please also see Response to Comments H-5, H-2-3 
and H-24. 

Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5. 7 .5.1 to clarify the 
appropriate review process for subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. 



LETTER 

OMPOA 
Otay Mesa Property Owners Association 

1-10 Policies Referenced 

1-11 

1-12 

1-13 

There are numerous references within the PEIR tq design guidelines from the Community Piao. 
Sorne or the po!h.;les 1efc1enced In the PEIR have been 111<><.lined urdele1ed In the uuoentdrafi 
of the Comn.ontty Plan, A comparison should be done of the pollcles refereoc,,,d in the PEIR for 
consislency wilh those that have been meddled or omitted from the current draft orth9 
Communijy Plan. An cJ<amplc ol a policy that has been modified ln the CPU: 

(PEIR page 5.6·23) read~; "a. Apply fr,f({c-ca/m/ng lechniql!es, such ss popoufs, raised 
cro,,swa/ks. <1nd p"rk,v<fy,; ,it /rt.Jck rol./te 1n1 .. r:oec/iorn, with Airw'1y RO<fd ilncl wher., the 
truck, routes ere adjacent to Village and park uses.• 

(CPU page UD-9) reads:"a. Apply trafffc-oalmina techniques that address vehicu/arhruck 
and pedeslren movements where the /ruck routes are adjacent to village and park 
uses." 

!~acts: Land Use (Section 5. 1) 

Wa ccncur thatthe CPU is consistent with SAND.A.G's Regional Comprehen$ive Plan and 
Regioral fransportation P1an as well as with the C~y's General Plan and related ordinances 
and poli<io•. 

We runher agree that vanous polIc1es contatnea In the CPU I/viii serve to limit Incompatlbllittes at 
the interface batween residential and industrial uses and v..ijl promote both a desirable 

residential communly and opportunities for ccotinued industrial development. Finally, we agree 
with the conclus10n that the impacts oi colocation as proposed would be less than sign~lcant 
and that no mitigation should bG roquired. 

We suppon t11e rec,imrrnnded conversion of some industrial tand to residential, mixed 
residentlal commercial and lnstltutional uses and agree that the impacts l,ll()Uld be less then 

·significant and no nitigalion v.ill be required. 

IIT'4)acts: Air Quality (Section 5.3) 

W• note that emissions will be less lhM und"' the adopted plan, that in,:,:iets will be less than 
significant and tha.t no mftigaUon will bo requirnd (5.3-18). 

We have attached for the record a "Review of the Olay Mesa Comm.mity Plan Update PEIR Air 
Oual~y Section• prepared by Environ. With regard to planned residential development In the 
CPU, t.ne revtew reterer,:;es \he followmg conclusions (n tile PEIR: 

• Ris~s to resldcnls from freeway emissions (specifically giesol pa,ticulate matter 
emfs~i•ons) are beloVII signitiCll!nce thre,holds. 

• If the California A.~ Resources Board Handbook is followed. !hero will be a less Umn 
significant impaci in collocating res1dential 'and uses With commercial and industrial land 

311 l C..millO d•I ~io North, Ste, 100 
San Diego, 0\ 92108 
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RESPONSE 

The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the correct policy language as 
written in the CPU. 

Comment acknowledged. 

Comment acknowledged. 

Comment acknowledged. 
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LETTER 

OMPOA 
Olay Mesa Prnperty Owners Assoc,atlon 

wes. F1111tlernl0,e, ,r -loprn,nl'> al re,,<ll!rrtlal land u!>E'S ocwr vdl1in Llllr MB 1>111..i 

ctsta- rrf~l,c,,n mec>~IJ•VS ~ .... been lnciorpe.nrad IMO lhlt Oocunfrtl In l)"lftiQ,il;tr 
fflOlltUf• ,AQ..4 

F'no.ty tho 5n·,Nn ,.v.ow IDCOll'fflO"rh modiy:,,g M~lian Uc,uuro A0-3 which WIK u..~ 
·J>liOI IO IIW ISS~"°' OI bvifcl.,O pennrlS I« any MW i.c:ollly IMI -..OUIO haw ~ 
p,,:onb.ll lo o"'n· lo>ti,c; • r Ol)nlilmmnt5, In """''donoo 'loiUI Ae 2588. • n or'ri5oiol'I• 
lmmory •nd tt.allh ri1!c; DllftHllWl'll .~, be IX'OPll.d.. 

TM r.W.w ~t, cul ~I lhi~ IOJ'91•llt QC~ 1)6~ cvnent AA8 end APCO M!!9 en,et 
re?ll.lt'°"5anc3 could oe.ita .rn Q(oe$slW bur~n on dew~ ol lndU&tri:ll al'l<l 00ffmer0ial 

lar,<15. Thijl 5.nwon rocqm,y,gnOs Ct,;, fol!Q,YIV la-~fU..(10 "'~"" ltl~I ~tro to. PEIR· 

•p"°' l<'.I 1h11 tHUllnOII <>I - ... g Poffl"l:S fill any llldlty lbAI \1.CUld lla\'.111,.,. poqw.111111) 
fMnil 1.o)(ic al' cottarnlnanl• al lowlc 1h31 ""3111d Subjoct •I to a hoth rial! UHIMIMtrl 
~ 30APCO Rlllo 1100, •n •ml1$Nlln mww:ory &nO hHlb ritk h$Nffl>effl a~U be 
l)<♦ptloel" 

Impacts.: PoPUl~Uon ~nd Hooslno(Sec:Uon S.15) 

W. ocmc:ur that v.hlle oopglalian giov.th 111 the umn••.milv woglcf ba wl»urntlal lml)ads wo..td 
Ot lli'.IU Illa~ $1gnftlc.lr,t bclc:au!M! '"°GPU"'°"° 

• lrrii'ement SA~OAG's RCP and Regtonal Ho1JSlnO Eleme'll and Iha City's General Pbn 
and HOW"9 Elor,,qnl by provlcmg a l'lllll d ~'9 fypo$ '"-!l~in meted-use "8M91'1 
linked to l)<lbie tran.i,por14~on. 

• Ina-use lbe Clly'r. ■nd regbn's $1Jppfy d ""ded '-1no ainMS!ilr( 'M1h SANO,QG's 
••g-1 gio,,u,foroeul. 

• too.ti mGlff$09 hoining 1upply ...,11,ln o:,~ 11111~111» c:,;,ndu.:"'° to ,upporting 
troquom ,,.,.. JaM<,o"" •~«dJnc:o ~ (~ l!CP •M (;eNlflll PIM OOOlll Md 
pollcio1 \5. I $.7) 

R~b Hi;,;1<1n 
ChaJrm1n Ol~y M.a Property °"'1et'I ~gabl,n 

~Ill (4miPcr d,1 ft;., Nonh, sic. JI);) 

s.m Orrgo, CA 91.10S 
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RESPONSE 

Comment references the text from the analysis. No additional response 
is necessary. 

Rule 1200 is a regulatory requirement administered by the SDAPCD 
which is required when an Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate 
is required, or for which a Notice of Intention or Application for 
Certification has been accepted by the California Energy Commission. 
AQ-3 is designed to be broader to provide protection and disclosure for 
local residents and other air quality sensitive land uses. Additionally, as 
AB 2588 is a state level regulation and requirement, it supersedes local 
air district rules and would be required for all uses included under Rule 
1200. This is further supported by SDAPCD Rule 1200's requirement 
that inventory requirements, HRA requirements, and notification comply 
with the requirements of AB 2588. As the requirements of AB 2588 are 
incorporated within Rule 1200, no revision is required. 

Comment noted. 
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LETTER 

RINCON BAND OF LUISE.NO INDIANS 
Culture Commlltee 
l W Trihal Road · Vallty Ccnln C".alifoTnia 92082 · 
(760) 21/7-262! 01•(760) 297-2ii35 & Fa,:(760) H7-'.!/j39 

September 19, 2013 

TI>e City of San Diego 
Development Scnriccs Dcpal'tmc1'll 
1222 First Avenue.MS 501 
San. Diego, CA 92101 

Letter J 

Subject: Otay Mesa Community Plan Update, Project No. 30330/304032/SCH No. 2004651076 

Dear Myra Henmann, 

This letter is '"Yittcn oo bd1alf uf die- (Uncon Bani.I of Luisr;:f10 loiliuru;, nmok )OU for inviting us 
to submit comments on tbcOtay Mesa Community Plan Update, Project No, 30330/304032/SCH 
No. 2004651076. Rincon is submitting thesecommenrs concerning your ProjL'<:t's potential 
impact ou LuiscilO cuJtu.raJ resources. 

J-2 The Rincon Baitd bas concerns for fmpucts to historic and cultun~ resources and findings of 
sisnificant cultural valoo that could be disturt>cd or de.t,oye<l o.nd ore cons,dcrcd cohuritlly 
significant to the T,uiseiio people, This is to iofomi you, your lden.ti6c<i location is not within th~ 
Luisciio Aboriginal Territory. In fae\, your project falls within the boundaries of the Kumeyaay 
Abo·riginal Territory. \Ve recommend that y<>u locmcu Tribe within the projeoc area to recc-i,,e 
dir.:ctio11 on how to handle any inadvertent findings according 10 their traditions nod C,ttlioms. 
Also, we recommend a Native American Monitor be present during any and all ground 
disturbances, 

J-3 

J-4 

If you would like i11fonnation on Tribes within your project area, please contact the Native 
American HoritagoCommi~sion un<l Otey will n.ssi:st with a referral. If for some reason you arc 
unable to locate no interested tribe please notify us and we win be happy to assist you in the 
matter. We also request you update yourcoruact mformation for Rincon and send any future 
letters and correspondence to l.bc Rincon Tribal Chuinnoo o.nd the 'Tribal Historic--Prcsavation 
Officer in the Cultural Resource Center, I W. Tribal Road, Valley Center, CA 92082 (760) 297-
2635. 

Note that our address has cbnnged. Pleose11pdatc your records to replace the prcvi= address of 
PO Box 68, Valley Center, CA 92082 with the followiugaddress: I W. Tribal Road, V•lley 
Center, CA 92082. 

OoMaucui 
Tnb(IC'h:lii'l:'lnn 

Stephanie Sp:ncer 
\'i~ChAu'wo:J".A.n 

Steve Sllltling,, 
Ccw,;il ;1cmlxr 

Laurie E. Gonzak.-z Frnnk Ma,z..--t!i U1 
Cowc.il M:mbcr Coooo:1 MtJlbcT 

RESPONSE 

J-1 Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

J-2 

J-3 

Comment noted. The Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians received a copy 
of the Draft EIR along with all federally recognized and culturally 
affiliated tribal groups in San Diego County. This list was provided to 
the City of San Diego by the Native American Heritage Commission in 
accordance with SB 18. At the close of public review, only two 
comment letters were received: one from the Native American Heritage 
Commission and this letter from the Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 
indicating that the CPU is not within the Luiseno Aboriginal Territory. No 
other comment letters or requests for consultation were received from 
San Diego County Native American tribal groups or individuals as a 
result of this process. 

In accordance with the City of San Diego's General Plan Historic 
Preservation Element and the City's Historical Resources Guidelines 
Native American monitors are required on all projects within City 
jurisdiction when significant archaeological resources have been 
identified, and during all phases of a project that involve either survey 
or ground disturbing activities on projects. In addition, the City is 
committed to an on-going relationship with the local Native American 
community through infonnal meetings and/or regulatory compliance 
requirements. 

As stated in the Cultural Resources Report (2013) for the CPU 
(Appendix E of PEIR), the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) was contacted by the City of San Diego in accordance with 
Senate Bill 18 requirements for community plan updates. A reply from 
the NAHC indicated that they had no record of Native American 
religious or sacred sites within the CPU area boundaries. A Native 
American contact list was provided by the NAHC, and contact letters 
were sent by the City to the listed parties on February 26, 2007. The 
City did not receive comments from any federally recognized or 
culturally affiliated tribal groups within the 90-day period recommended 
by the NAHC. 

J-4 Comment noted. City staff has verified that the address noted in this 
comment is correct on City records. 

RTC-49 
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LETTER 

RINCON BAND OF LVISENO INDIANS 
Culture Coru mittec 
I W. Tribal Road • \IJlle) Ce11ter California ~2082 
(760) 297-2422 or•[76(/) 297-2635 & F•rr760) 297-2639 

Thank yt>u fQr Ibis opPQrtunity co prot~I and preserve our cultwal ssi,ets 

s~~ud 
~,&'. 
Ri1tcou Culture Committee Chainnau 

Bo 1'.~an~tti 
Tn1u1Chnimun 

Steplllln;e Spetter 
Vit< 0!11P•onu.t1 

SteveSmllings 
Cu\tOCilMcmbcr 

Laurie I,, Gon:,:alez frank!.1(17,7.<0i nr 
CWndl Ml:mffl Col.ml Manbl.i-

RESPONSE 

J-5 Comment noted. 
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Letter K 
o,i.co eo + t,+ 

... > ., ~ 

c;z ~ .. San Diego Coun_ty Arc~aeological Society, Inc. 
~ V ,. Environmental Rcv1e,v ColilJlllttee 

(\ "' ~ ... 
~ f- 0 r., 24 September 20) 3 

0toc,e"°" • 

To: 

Subject: 

Ms. Myrn Herrmann 
Development ~rvices L>epartmcm 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 50 I 
Sao Diego, California 92101 

Draft Environmental Impact Repon 
Otay Mesa Community Plan Update 

Dear Ms. J-Je.rrmonn: 

I have reviewed me historical resources aspects of the subject DEIR on bchalfofthis 
committee ol'lhc San Diego CoUJ1ly Arcbacological Society. 

Based on the information contained in the DEIR and its bfstorical reSQurccs appendix, we 
ba,oe the following comm~nts: 

I, On page S-17 of the DEIR, in the box for Mitigation Framework for 
Prehistoric/Historical Sites, there are references lo DElRSc.-ction 5.4. It should be 
Section 5.S. 

2. lu about the middle or page 5.5-24, and the corresponding location on page 50 oftbe 
•p~ndJx, reference ls n,ade tot.he "San Oiego Arch2eology Center". The correct 
name is San Diego ArchaeologicaJ Center. 

3. On page 5.5-25 ofthe DETR a.nd page 51 ofihe appendix, the sentence beginning 
"Resources found to be non-signilicant. .. " needs to be rc"ised to make it clear that 
any collec1ions resulting from "survey and/or assessment· are to be curated. Such 
co11ection,s and their analysis hnvc, in f:iet, mW gated the impacts to such site.t. 

4. Mitigation m-...asure HfST-2 in the DElK (pages 5.5-27 and 28) and the corresponding 
tex-t in Section 7.2 of 1he appendix. include "f, Removing indush·i,I pollution at the 
source-of production.• It is not cle&r what the intent of this statement acn,ally is. 
Please clari f)•, 

P. 0. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1105 (858) 53~35 
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RESPONSE 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

The revision has been made in the Final PEIR. 

The revision has been made in the Final PEIR. 

In accordance with the City's Historical Resources Guidelines, non
significant resource types are defined as isolates, sparse lithic scatters, 
isolated bedrock milling stations, and shellfish processing stations. 
Resources found to be non-significant at the survey level do not require 
any further action beyond documentation in a report prepared in 
accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines. Curation is not 
required for these resource types because they are not classified as 
"collections" and are generally limited to one isolated artifact, contain a 
minimal amount lithics and no subsurface component (in the case of 
sparse lithic scatters) or have no associated surface or subsurface 
components. All other phases of archaeological evaluation which result 
in the recovery of artifacts will require curation in accordance with the 
General Plan and City Historical resources Guidelines. 

This measure was taken directly from the adopted City of San Diego 
Historical Resources Guidelines. The measure was intended to provide 
additional protection for historical buildings or structures located 
adjacent to industrial areas where exhaust or ash from such uses could 
have an adverse effect on exterior character defining features of a 
historical building. While the intent of this measure has good merit, the 
City recognizes that it would be difficult at best to require an adjacent 
use to stop such activity, unless of course the industrial pollution 
affecting the adjacent resource is illegal, at which point the appropriate 
regulatory agency would be contacted to address any violations. With 
respect to Otay Mesa, the City has determined that this measure is not 
applicable and had deleted it from Mitigation Framework Measure 
HIST-2. The City will also consider removing this measure from the 
Historical Resources Guidelines during a future update process. 
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LETTER 

5. Other thnn the above, we concur in the impact t1J1aiy1is and mitigation mt:aSures as 
proposed. 

SDC/\S apprecimes bclng inclucfed in the City's en1lronmemal review prwess for ihis 
project. 

cc: RECON 
SDCAS President 
File 

Slntereli•, 

~o~-
Environnicnl<ll Review ComJJ;1ttl-e 

P.O. eo, 61106 • San tilego, CA ~213ll-1 l06 • (658) 638,0035 

RESPONSE 

K-6 Comment noted. 
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Letter L 

GolRich 
11-r. \k,.,,111it1," •~U 1,; W 
5"4"\0!")."',._c.,.,_, 1 ... ~1r; 
1~11\t\• ,,.,""".1(1,,,U , ~· 
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RESPONSE 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

The methodology used to calculate the number of dwelling units within 
a Village area for the purpose of CEQA analysis was based on the 
following calculation: 

• 75% of the density range within the applicable land use designation 
(i.e., neighborhood village= 15-25 du/ac) resulting in 7.5 du/ac 

• 7 .5 du/ac was added to the low number of the range (in this case 15) 
resulting in 23 du/ac 

The text in Section 3. 7 has been modified to reflect the above 
methodology used for calculating dwelling units as noted above. 
Including density/intensity assumptions for each land use category at 
the program level would be speculative. 

Assumptions were made for commercial square footages, residential 
dwelling units and business/industrial uses for the Village and Business 
Park-Residential Permitted land use designations. However, for the 
BPRP, CPIOZ implementation will only allow for 49% of the area to be 
developed with residential units at 15-44 du/ac as indicated in 
Table 3-1. While the Village area included both commercial square 
footages and residential dwelling units' assumptions, Specific Plans will 
be required to provide more detailed information regarding how land 
uses are sited within the village and will be subject to discretionary and 
environmental review. 

The PEIR (Table 3-5) has been revised to include these future actions. 

Figure 5.2-8 has been revised to include a complete legend. 

Section 5.6.4.2 has been revised to include a summary statement that 
impacts would be less than significant, consistent with the analysis in 
Section 5.6.4.1. 
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RESPONSE 

Section 5.7.1 of the PEIR has been revised to ensure consistency 
among all text, tables and exhibits. 

Page 5.12-16 has been revised accordingly to be consistent with the 
City's Street Design Manual. 

The Otay Mesa PFFP applies the Trip Generation Manual as 
augmented on Page 13 of the PFFP for the determination of 
ADTs applicable to non-residential development. The applicability of 
ADTs to non-residential fees is reflected on the PFFP on the Fee 
Schedule (Table 2, page 10) and in the Cashflow (Table 5, page 15). 

Regarding residential development, while ADT assumptions were used 
in the derivation of the single-family and multi-family residential fees, 
the fees are set at fixed values in the PFFP as reflected on the Fee 
Schedule (Table 2, Page 10). The fees reflect ADT assumptions for 
single-family and multi-family dwelling units as determined by City staff 
based on analysis specific to Otay Mesa during the development of the 
PFFP. As the residential fees are set at fixed values as established in 
the PFFP (Table 2, Page 10), they are not related to or dependent on 
the Trip Generation Manual. 

L-9 The SUHSD is amenable to siting a high school within either village 
area or just outside and, therefore, a future high school site is not 
specifically identified on Figure 5.13-1. However, as part of the Specific 
Plan process, the City of San Diego and future developers will 
coordinate with the SUHSD to determine the appropriate location for an 
additional high school. As such, the following sentence has been 
deleted from the paragraph as noted on Page 5.13-24: 

RTC-54 

"While siting has not yet been determined, the CPU indicates that this 
facility would be located within the central portion of the planning area, 
south of Airway Road (see Figure 5.13-1)." 
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Ms. Myra Hermann, !:1w1to11111en1a1 Planner, and Ma ThnMr.11 Mlllnllo, Sonlnr P1nn11or 

Clly OI Sen Ul/lf!O DijVOIOJ)l)1011I Soi-vloes COlllar 

1222 Flr11tAven~1Q, MS 501 

Sal'I Diogo, CA 92101 

SUBJECT: Otoy Moi:;o Communlly Pl1,1n Updnle. //30330/304032 

Dear Mi;, Mormann and Ms l heroaa Mlllelle, 

Thank you for the opportunity lo review lho r>EIR, ihe lollowlng ere our comments and 
concorl'\S, Tho common ts 1ncludad In tl1ts lelter are commonts on lho land use enalysle 
,1 lho OMCPU Dralt PEIA and tho Olay Mose Oommunlly Plan Update. 

B.fl..rnLC!2o...!.: Thoro are mnny useoble lots North of the proposed Airway Fload 
~llgnmont JL1stWoot or C11ctus Road We would lll<o to roquGsl thal \heeo p11roela tie 
Included In the Central VIilage Specific Plan Area, Additionally, we would like to raquesl 
that Iha lollowing parcel that I curronlly own In the same described oron, (APN II 846-
093•04'00), b8 inoludod fn the Centml VIilage Speclllc Plan Area. The parcel Is llal end 
useuble, h11s boon lnm1ed and cultll/atod tor yours, and has 110 environmental resoul'ces 
on•slto or concorns that would othenvise preclude development as part of this Specific 
Pinn aroa. Attachod are tome photos tor your rotero11ce of parcel # 846-093-0'1-00. 
Clourty, n:1 uvldoneod by 111030 photoo, this property should not bo designated as opon 
:;por:o ns plullOl'itly con1cmip1ntod by lho Plan UpdnJe, 

8,iaueqt pOJ:: We are also the owners of Ocean View Village (VTM 314829/SDP 
320732), 1'111 entitled rnlxed•11se project consisting ol 143 multl-lamlly restdentlal units, 
-l0,678 :;1:1unro foot ol no ~hborhood commorclnl, o~d 37,850 squaro foet of lndustrlnl 
dovolopmonl, This projoct wos llpproved by the City Council on Oecernber I, 2008. 
Thi& projoct l110k1dea n transportation phasing plan requlremer1t lhnl, In ardor to exceed 
107 mufll-fsmlly units, ths construction ot the Horlloge Roed/SR-905 lntorchengo must 
be assured to the satlaloctlon ol lhe City Engineer, 

If the oonalruotlon of only the I 08th realdontlal unit In Ocean View VIiiage t1lggers tM 
need for this lnlerchange, It would be reasonable lo conolucle thnt this lntorchenge la a 
''noar term' Improvement requirement lex tho entire Otey Mesa Community. Yel, bolh 
tt,o Tralflc lmp.101 Ansly5ls end tho Community Plan Updela oro allent as to me Imminent 
need for this Interchange lmprovoment. rhta omission, wllan coupled with t110 City's 
reco11t app1ovala ol two 01110, significant projecta, Brown Flold'a Motropol11on Alif)OrK 
PrOJ&Ct and lhe Cross &1d0r /\lrport iaunlnal Project, nelihar of whI0I1 roq1Ill ocl U10 
assurance of the Horllage Hoad/SR-905 lnto,changa In 1110 no~, torm, t>nly rolnlorr.o~ 
the conclusion that the Heritage Road/SR-905 Interchange Is no longer a near torm 
1mprovemenl requli-ement. 
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RESPONSE 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

While the alignment for Airway Road appears to run along the canyon 
edge as it approaches Cactus Road, the more specific alignment will 
occur with the submittal of the Specific Plan. It is anticipated that any 
properties north of any alignment of Airway Road and south of the 
canyon would be included in the Central Village Specific Plan. 

At this time, amending the permit condition for the Ocean View Village 
project is not identified as an action for the CPU. 
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('.ql'l"'IIJ~111, tww! '"' 014 lil)O~lfd. mm .. C;Jl[IIIJI O,ii11 ~A•lt"ill CIOcvllltl"CtllOn 1111 
~«iJi-'Mi .n 1ii. Jta, to, 111• O!~y M•i11 etJmmun11vf'1"', Updiit;,, l~lh111 l\llh th• 11A'• 
fn"t"(ly p,-pn,IKI 11m ,w"7ll¥d for 1'111 •lxMi rtJlll!'DIW<MI P"')acta. h •• ~.ad Q\llr, 
n P"•l'I ol lho IIPJ1!0Va1111 1119 Qtiiy Mu:i CammuM\' ri.ln VPI•~,. ,~. llf'OlllCR•. ~· 
1111 Oi;.mn V,fiW var,;]&, jhftl ti"V" t'~ ohllg11lll:,I\ to .... ,,"f th!I ~')l'lll•n..a;:tlon <-1 R·,,. ~11l\llti 
fli)llril1j_R.,0Qt, ln111roli,cqir l)u ••'it(i,!!00 ,roi n llllt 11Tll)IOl,i6iilunl 11 I l'H'tlt u,1,n ~(){>ii 

~ 11,,,,, d•vuloi,,11"'"'" l,.,o-,,v4'lr""i'• -.1111■ 111° rti,ntau11 fioi1dl!lf'\.1l<lll lnt..-cbang• 
II(• ~d 11nd lur!Ck'd by l'1D I U.I\ prugrnm '" Olay 1,141.,. 11nd 1hlo p11ym1ni of ro,t, 
l~u IIOOllkl l:11 aut1ldan1 parll!:,;mll;in ~ ltli• prtijlX:l 

1Jpa11n111m,J l\dn11Jiwli'Y, •~+r• 'IAVII it1111n 1hi.11 ff•••m Cli~fl)tn:. 'llil!il 111• N,t,ly 
hi 1'1,tl h111~11 Jlll 11111 ff',11 il•JIJl1fl Jtfilllll"'t ft1~11• \ii~ t ll\ nvt Nl!Hilly r!llt• .,. kl 
mnt ITiO.•i l:llilftl)I)' 111111111 m, f'Wl-t lillalllllUll~ WI wou.11 •~· l<J - AU ~oa. AB 
:i.sJ ~!kl ,-_1) 111l lH! kidU\l.a Ill lh!!' r'tllt 
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RESPONSE 

The assembly bills referenced in this comment are not part of the 
regulatory framework for the CPU; therefore, they have not been 
included in the PEIR. Requests for Extension of Time (EOT) are 
covered by the Subdivision Map Act and implemented in accordance 
with the provisions of the City's Municipal Code when an EOT 
application is submitted for review or when new legislative requirements 
are enacted. 
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-
1.1, t,lrr• llerr:l';i1111 C"l111ro,n,ncnlal Pbnncr 
r:11y ot San a,ego Uwe'iop'!lml.1 ~ eani., 
122:Z rni A·;cnue MS ~01 
5411 c.go CA 02101 

Letter N 

R•: Oby MON C.ommunhy Plan Updat<>. f>rotu.t Ho.1033013~.0ll - DBR 
Comn11na 

f:•l'~I ~ Ht>IT'nllnl! 

N-1 We are It\ 1ec,e,pt ot ,Qyl f'ubt,c ~otce at~ Or.tit l::ll'ilt«,rmerJ.1I lm~r;t ~pcir, p~l:)ft1 
fo1 •.ht, <)l>Oll~•"'C1Jtr1111¢1,S ~•O!~ jt,1g leell:,r i$ In I •~••~ U, ',0111 li,,(lll(':~! r:ir 
oomrl''l?nl!. 011 Ille Ot:IR tote ~Jb"ll,cla(I by O~r .l!i 201 :3. 

NaLon~I ErrtQ~ Inc (l'tEl1 managesa~proocmoCaly2,200 ii~ t.ilhin the City 
and (;,:.1:m,,-l'('lmllm Ill Ott1y MAU WIIWI \Ill! lln'I nlhMClr.1)1 M~ ~~I'!\ 

w1=port Ill• Conn1111 I)' f'1an U;,cla!e ['CPU") - need to an,uro tb.1:1 he 11ot~ lad 
c.,1 ,,. ""' CPU are cons,u,,r,t1y ::ipp •"II to >11 Pl'Di'tC:~ 

N-2 As ~c:'1 wv ~ 111a1 ti1e Ouy M•u Commun/()' Ptli:n 1mp,.m,n1ab011 ov,r,ay 
Zone CPtOZ A.'4<11..•~~ ce<1a1n pelrdea lh~I do r,1)1 ~pplr 11>the 8usirKt.n P11k, 
ffHl4•nl1•1 P•rmltt•d Comm11111ty Pllfll fmp!•tm111faflOII Ow.my Zcm• I n.-u 
~"'' ues OD,..,, lhit l(tl,iwl11,;J llcrr1> 

• C'.1'!1'11~ l' Vl'III~ d1111,1• ltO<'fl l'>l!!:NJ ~11,!ltal ll~ DI UW ~ ~f'~t tM9 

• Can~l!dl~ ,ty (Jd".h\'H I 
• L,vety etraeu.,gne 
• PalllWIV'llll~!tv,lpMU 

• Nof&c wrrie~ or blilre11> 
• Fccu on pcdMinon e11e~:a-
• No cul.de.I.a" 
• At'~nldt11,., par~•MQ de~ivns 

N-1 

RESPONSE 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

N-2 The Urban Design Element policies within the Otay Mesa CPIOZ include 
specific policies for both industrial and commercial uses. As such, the 
commercially-specific policies are not referenced in the Business Park, 
Residential Permitted CPIOZ because it is an industrially designated and 
zoned area. The Otay Mesa CPIOZ and the BPRP CPIOZ address the 
bullet points as follows: 

RTC-58 

1. Visual distance: With reference to UDE 4.1-9, the BPRP 
implementing zone allows limited office and research and 
development uses by right, and is a mixed use designation that 
would allow for vertical and horizontal mixed use. Any proposal 
beyond what is allowed by right would trigger discretionary review. 

2. Connectivity pathway: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1 apply 
within both CPIOZ areas. 

3. Lively street signs: The CPIOZs do not address street signs. 
4. Pathways linking parks: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1 

apply within both CPIOZ areas. 
5. Noise barriers: The CPIOZs do not address noise barriers. 
6. Pedestrian orientation: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1 apply 

within both CPIOZ areas. 
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• »11,g1tborhooa ean11r, n1qu1••a and 

• H.> bt, l.hoJ w~ ~ 
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RESPONSE 

7. No cul-de-sacs: UDE policy 4.2-4 was not applied to the BPRP 
CPIOZ as the site is currently mapped. Should the owner desire to 
reconfigure the lots and local streets, that would trigger discretionary 
action, and CPIOZ B would then apply. 

8. Alternative parking designs: UDE 4.2-7 applies to the village areas 
and specific plans, not the CPIOZ areas. UDE 4.2-8 b and 4.2-9 are 
applied in both CPIOZ areas. 

9. Non-sensitive design: UDE 4.3-1 applies to properties adjacent to 
canyons and open space. The BPRP property is not adjacent to 
canyons or open space. 

10. Public view opportunities: UDE 4.2-5 applies to both CPIOZ areas. 
11. Neighborhood identity required: UDE 4.3-5 applies within both 

CPIOZ areas. 
12. No building walls: The CPIOZs do not address building walls. 

N-3 The minor differences between the two CPIOZ areas have been 
addressed in Response to Comment N-2. 

RTC-59 
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RESPONSE 

Comment acknowledged. This letter supersedes that of the one 
submitted on October 25, 2013. No additional response is necessary. 

The CPU represents a comprehensive planning effort by evaluating and 
coordinating a multi-modal transportation network, balancing economic 
prosperity with housing needs, and coordinating infrastructure financing 
and phasing with complex land use decisions. The land uses were 
determined in a public process through the community planning group. 
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rcntJC,. tlMI cPIJ ocf,~ 

Sooor,d ltlc PtollCftY -J ~tilol Gil Por.;' ~o•~•o~ la 1"'°'011')' a• ire CPIJ • nol 
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RESPONSE 

This comment provides a summary of existing conditions. 
additional response is required. 

No 

The September 2013 draft OMCPU Land Use Map, Figure 2-1, 
removed the potential high school site from the map and designated 
that portion of the property Business Park. The community park was 
reduced to an approximately 36-acre site at the southeast corner of 
Airway and Cactus Roads. The current draft zoning map was amended 
to reflect the latest Land Use Map. 

Because Otay Mesa is a developing community, General Plan park 
standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered in 
Otay Mesa during the update process. 
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RESPONSE 

See Response to Comment 0-4. 

The CPU was evaluated for consistency with the General Plan's Land 
Use Element applicable policies in Sections A and B. As indicated in 
PEIR Section 5.1.3.1, " ... the CPU is consistent with and would 
implement the goals and policies of the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan and would apply the City of Villages strategy to the setting 
and needs of the CPU area." The CARS Scoping Plan is discussed in 
the GHG Section of the PEIR; refer to Sections 5.18.1.3, 5.18.3 and 
5.18.4. 

No Specific Airport was referenced in the comment. A consistency of 
analysis of the CPU with operations at Brown Field was conducted. 
This issue is addressed in PEIR Sections 5.1.3.1, 5.6.3.1, and 5.10.5. 

The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the 
community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground 
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources. Therefore, per 
the definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, 
the CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not 
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat. All future projects 
would be implemented in accordance with the CPU and would require 
subsequent environmental review. As discussed in comment 0-3, the 
proposed CPU adds specific policies and recommendations for the 
protection of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted 
CPU. Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 include direction to implement the 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations, MSCP, and Biology 
Guidelines. 

According to the City's CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of 
environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of 
constructing new public service facilities and not response times. At the 
present time, significance response time deficiencies due to a lack of 
personnel or equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory 
approval by the City Council of the affected department's budget 
proposal of operations within the affected area because developers 
cannot be required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make 
bud eta decisions re ardin such fundin . Develo ers are re uired 
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• AN,,..,u IIOw l)Olcic, f,e anCI CMT can r,iacl' al par-,s of t'le CPU area w lhln !ht: 
rc,oponoe ~~ l:Sl'nti...,<11~ •re Gtlneral r1an .. C'ty reportS (I,'\ rre l!CMCO ~cto ~ 
difflt41lty ~t ~l"ll $UQ> $tondc,ild• •...:t ...:.0'1'ffl~C."8"91'1Q lt,e I~ W!U 
•'.andal'tl• tiul rt>t-Geoor~• P1,n 1ta1 ... ~ ;tie·~ l'lel90-ise ti-ft~ 11 t~ C,:y rlffl 
~arJJl'!~I IS AOIT111 tc: UH !ho "'WC"K ~= !lO;cwrmcndc,d III t~e ~ 10 tre 
C~V \!,en" G<'1-.e•al l"la.,A~mt<11$ :9Qul~ See Po..:1 LIJ·C 11~>) 

~:.Y. •n f'EIR m~ fat,,Je en ev~ O'!. ,enonal>kt ra,ne ol 11etma.1ivn 
,c,11 !If M,tyN(J(J(J v l~ lk•ifit,J S,J, o,~ (2012\ 208 Cal A1,,;.401 362, .c2• 1 "11e CPU PEIR 
d0l!~no1 ll'ltlul" 111n.ilW111i1UVe 1t,~t111c:o1po:,r;if(,&<11~ed~o(l)af~ 3'a'eage ilfil.l 
l"l!:reased acre~ under 1111! t;(lfllmt:fci• d~v,;f:>On Ttc CPU PEIR .lhl,\,.ld li.lW »<:Cif,...,~ 
OOMlder!!d 1h15 B'illlnatlV!l ii~. re/atl!S :o ,,~ l'TDPl<rtl', wnl:n Ii Ille, Clllntm~I) llJIICltUI 

.,;~,-ma1IVl! TIWelCfe Ille O'I.J F'tlR ~ ro1 ~ a ,easoo.ablt raigo cf stlerr,all\e11 •l'ld 
$/,(lt.,l(j bf, N!jemad 

Ill Propo~ell CPU Oul3MUpr1 

Wvi BfltP"'1Q SM;l,r,Aro 2nd Al<Way ~llll ~$ '"" 11"~1\ U'ti1We4ll"ra1.s W 111 hi!)I\ 
••111-11(11111,,es ,,,., pNl'III""' ,.,al'lt and ft,,. ~~ si"--t ~ha,.tli:J nc>I ~,. ~l!CI ll Cti) rt- lW(I 
r-.ys 1'1 c:r:li' to tn9•1rl!' ,,... m:w,f') .,. -,rntr,cnqn :)I n,;,,i~n ,Qfll(y """''"~"""' -
p,c,mOllng n::ruiect tratt,c •nd o«:.J.t-on l,r,1~.-ci. t11411 P<oor.tv ~~ iltJWil) "°"" ,,_ 
l:w'larna l:!0Ulevan1 to Cactus Hoad "'OUld bo!s, ~M!O 1H a t.r.u.-e ~ .. ~,.,.,, =-rcpr 3<{'• 
!nil( CU u'lillZAI ,ne Ul1'~ VOUlll8 to .s3"\'E \f';E n•ed~ a/ th• tesld!!nl5, cua -~ Jird lnd\JS::nal 
"•" 111 !ho ,'(ln111 ..., I• ~i11n1> mere~••_.., ,_st"',,.~ atr 

P.1 tt ,.1a1v1 IQ Ii-. ~t>pfe>< ""-"~r twt~w-en. (23) =• 61 •pc,e~tial Higtt 
School ste· .,tsd ll1 Che MN#l'1\\INI w..~·11111 ~, ,~ p~ :he CPU n!).Jl(I OH1g,'l•Le il"ll)'tH 

0-7 
cont. 

RESPONSE 

to fund construction of new facilities with DIF and FSA as conditions of 
project approvals. The City Council adopted new standards in 2011 
with a Fire Services Standards of Deployment Study. The new 
performance measures are being incorporated into a General Plan 
amendment that is currently in process and anticipated to be adopted at 
City Council in early 2014. 

0-8 CEQA requires that a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate the significant effects on the environment be evaluated in an 
EIR. The OMCPU EIR provides an analysis of alternatives as provided 
in Chapter 10. 

0-9 See Response to Comments 0-4 and L-9. 
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SheppardMutlln 

•-•ltllr. -,LIW;,11,,,,_ 
~H.Z,•! 
~s 

LETTER 

"'1d 011r- IOJtt on c.e1~ R«-0 or S.eMI>'" Vise Rmid. bel;M,e both are ~11 C0"9l!t1ed 
lltn11 l<1rwn R00d and Brdilnm• 8911 '.IY•rll T~~ t.f ~ -,Id e!1'1t "1 h!Ch,a;;!!>II e!,';IIOM\e>nta 
11np.,..~ "~al!v 1'IOl&q.1t~lf,e .,'Cl , t r,u.ol~v .mp•tt~ Aodrional y 111 lhe ...,,Ml lfle r,,t;il 
!id1:,ol Iii unn~sary o. the 5,;u, of the :w"<Xll 11 1~cii.,;c,d ttio CPU i,hould :,ctttn I t)ie 
rem.in1<ll!1 of u,e P,c~y lo~ dllve oped•~ M ~inc,• p;,!11, wt.,.uAe wi-1 wrr~ur,dng 
n~,., U0<eo.~. 11 u e e,etit 111..i lhe olla <11 u,,, ~ Piltll. whdl ,. QP1"l'r lly de~ICd 
IO~lll!PU))"Ma~I)' thln1 ()!11 =~ l&ledUCl!tl .. ~r IIY!Nllhiotnl UM.mill·•·"'",~ Of 

cll1cJ attnue• 11'\e CPU ihoutd 1115.0 oermt t~ 1em..,,,~, w1tn l",®'.'fly uode, lhs d~• ,o., 
to toe <Mlvt>l~f"!d ;:n; 111 bl I\ ~11,, pari, 

IV Concluslo,I) 

rP!b Ct,a~IJS "•ve ~ielpateo al'lil W1'1me'l'EO ""1>"',l ~ \he CPO ll"CC.CU •Md 
raw OO">Slllef'llt/ j;~rk•t.d t~• ::r,3'1!3~ Ire"' I~,- llldU,411'111 dHl(JnatWt fl> p.(iJc U!6 \'lie ha•11 
..-;pondM to ~all's ro,qlllff~ IOT -• ltifCl!'Nl!Wt aM 81'Jreueo ~f<; ple\f>OIJ6 ~~= 
W& ·~•roloro <np,K'tlully 1'9:lUtl1 lti;ol 1h~ C.IIV ~., ,,,.r,..,,,.... ltoil ~1,ll'IIBd ,;es 1111{ IN! 
CPU 

encl Eml>t. I\ Memo,. O,;ft ?61R Co,mm•nr& Otlb~ 2b 201l 

e1: Jtt.v ;,,,.,ot1 Ch~ng 
8>1 Fulto, Qe?Ortffio"t of Jlo::lrnrg a'>d N•~•?O'l'e>CC A!x'.CQlton 
Oaunci"nrntwf\JY- c.y .. rs..~DIJ\lo 

RESPONSE 

0-10 Comment noted. 
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SheppardMumn 

MEMORANDUM 

To Mvr• Hii,rmann Cillo October 25, 2013 
Thereaa MDoCto 
Cd,y Wlnttlm:M'd 

Cc-, J~-l,linCh■n11 

From Jol1n P"n:let, l;t<i, tile N.t"l''ber 28Pf<.1&2&5e 

Re Cammems o" Otex Meu Comm!i!l''IX Pflo \JpdJJe Qrpft Program EIR 

~"9 haw r8\ll4\VOCI 1114 01'111 P~ En-'lormanlal tmo!tcl Rlll)Q<I ('PEIRj r°' 
Ille Oto/ MHB Caml!Ubt/ Plan l.,j)C.a11 f PtQltCI") fc'euecl (Of pw'Jc 00ff'menl OA Sepl.embct 
10, ~13 and Offec-1t>e eommerrtt herein This m~rM<ancM'II ~o'tlclH oeta ed comment. on or 
~UIISIIOl'lt ~ b)' e:aC/1 lndl\lld<ial ectlOn Of ll'le PEIR I am avalla«M to dlsQqs Ille specl'lc 
'""" rMll!O oelC,N 'Mlh the Ck) ID dam'; Iha ~a'!WlQ al« li,;ial ballt for w COl!l'l'tri. 0, 

draft CWN11aflllU390 fCY tilt PSIR 

Paga 
0, 

fiyv111 
tlo. ~i..o1119 Comm--

S~ s-... -mm-.,.,-o-r-4-,,T,...tlc'""PEl""'""~'""lmP!-ro-~-rfy-$ral_M.....,lh-ot ... ll ... CICM-... ,~-ed'""t,-=u1-re.,,.~-o--,lhe,---;-N,-o--l 
Project P,ojoct /\tcmahvo. Cho RWI/Wd 8:.olog1e0i 4ml)IICIS Allernat,,,., 
~I,_ Md lhe R~ucc,d Ocnliiy Allc:matrvo.' ThlG tihrtilmofll ll!'leell ffl 

il'rc,ro~t dologillofl c( a.thor.ty to al.Ill! o~ uourpal),(M! of 11,& l\gt,t 
of the Cey COoJMJ u trle fna, decls~ to wnJid<l< o ~I'll!• 
of ronwa!lb ,11e,.,..11vee and dc!fflllfl'lll whcbe, lo leicCII or 
re,ect U,e aierT'e!M=I ll1<i abcwe etatemen Is llll 11dnhasi0n thal 
trie 11,emali\tt oo not co~• ,u~o,,ob4e rllftQe b!Jeai,111 !WM 
ol lhs allema1i"'9a ate IGAtw •rid would ~nll8!jy red- e 
$lonlfte.1111l ll'IIP$d 

~ S.5.Z.21Reduced 
~I 
ltnplKltS I Atternatives 

Tllit alle!Tlat.Ve I$ tlle -ntaly .superior •lte~ pn~ 
lo CEQA Wdellriea 90Qll0n 15126.G (e)(2► 

1'M ~ 81~11~ Alte:m-prow:lca '-""' 
dwelln_g unb as-~ to lhe CPU Wi ~I mce4a ttre $101111 
i,nc1 «>,ec11•1ft r;t;ll1e ~I Plan and SIINDAG Rl!l9icrtal 

ehlnahie Plan. llw ltl»or lrUr.1i1v "4 -ldent1411 lite ....ct 

0-11 

RESPONSE 

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the 
content of the letter. 

0-12 On page S-5 of the PEIR, the document indicates that only the "Vernal 
Pool and Vernal Pool Conservation Alternative" was considered but 
rejected. The three alternatives referenced by the commenter were 
brought forward for detailed consideration as indicated on page S-6 of 
the PEIR Summary and as detailed in Chapter 10 of the PEIR. An 
editorial correction has been made in the FEIR. 

0-13 
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Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the 
discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives to a project, or the 
location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives. 

The alternatives evaluated in detail within the PEIR include the: 1) No 
Project Alternative; 2) Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative; and 3) 
the Reduced Density Alternative. Each of these alternatives was 
selected in order to avoid or minimize a significant impact associated 
with the CPU. These alternatives permit informed decision making and 
public participation because there is enough variation amongst the 
alternatives that provide a reasonable range. As required under CEQA, 
the alternatives would avoid or minimize significant impacts associated 
with the CPU while also meeting at least some of the project objectives. 
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LETTER 

A TTORIEY-CUEIIIT PRJVtl.ECE ANO AT""O:U.EY Vl~K PRODUCT OOCTRINE 

:~• I 

"~"'"' No. Secoon. ll♦Mlng Con,me,,ta 

3'1l0 P1.1~anci 
3-3 Need 

•~ r-, nurnt,e, v. eommefC<III ~enm eJla,.ed tor Iii ltll• 
ate•fl•IM: m,n1rno111 ~ lr1!pael.S re~ to 1rarroc ~,on. 
lmpa;ts lo ,ialU!l mourte$ lt)'drclog-r.1wat:« qyllfiy, &f!d •ll8lllY 
OinMrv-.lion tre ,1~ le:a. when COl'rQtted to Ille CPU. 8@(:auN> 
trus aliematiw would mreuc the amourtt of open lp,jl¢e ln cbso 
proxlrotty lo <ieveloonWI\I, them"- fllll" l/l;'dn -~ ~ allQ~lly 
ore•ie,-IM WOIJtl st4 be m.llgah!d Uvc.qi al'id camCIWIOI w1J1 
11'4 Laf'lds.tal>f Slllflld,m!s and 811J5h M~ ~Drl5 
CO!'llllntd 1,, 11'!11 LOC Thi$ a11ema11ve ~f rntela aJI h 
p,-oll!Cll ~ CUI wo.H not accamln(ICill(e Mute P011UBlion 
groW'.h 1o lhe sane extant U tho CPV. 

In ar:lCLtlcn. the PEIR lhCUcl fndude an E«.nomta~) f 11,tie 
AllemaU\le, which WOIAd an.alyza a CPU t~at presents 
000,~1ca,.y -tile 11,,c 111e• ,er au la1CloO'M'lll'I For a.c.,n,:)11!. If 
the C!IY appliOd poldes or pa,x and ~;alJOn JOlrit use al'ld 
e<p~OQlfs I« 1M Ch>IIIQ p,openy, CM l.f1die.'lyl~ l3'ld use 
W<l'.Wd be devalopab19 8nd G<lOMl'IW~I)' ,.,,__ 

l"ho PEllh pcoicddKcrlpl>on IS ltawed ~IIH d d095 i'lol l!we 
o ~lilt,io lompo•.if ac,ci,pe. 0,-, pagt 3-1, Ille PE:IR •1at•11hat 11M 
CPU la .. .,tendaa fo define .,...., ••~• for die .ay Olay ~ 
would .,..lep •lid tvnt'tierl o- CM Mlt.t 20<5C ya;ars. • Or, page 
J·-3, ~ PEJR &tll'tas thal Ula CPU ~u .. •~111 and MIA 
b1211d4 ~h 2030.• NeU,.rol lheae~s acc:wat~ 
Cl'ICOn\P8U lhO Pr(ljocl'II lempc!l"a soopo g~ ilatlld in IN CPU 
fteo'f 1hc CPU tlOI~ INll lhero ie a '16 l<l 20-year F)IQMins 
period eddrmacd by lhm pbri • (CPU, al 1"3) Tho p1Jbl1C ~rd 
deo!I0/1-ffll~eni l'II\IO no way of ~9 lhe I.rue lccpl ol lNI 
~. and ..tether lhe cnwon,,r,ent.11 anal,w _..tcly re/lO(:le 
IM1 t~j)e. 8f th<! very ~o of ti,e PlolR 8"d CPU, lhD l«1pl 
Ill tho 17ojcct eovlil end 411)'Whero from 20211 to 2063 

Relal.:>n>~ lo- It is undea.r wnd-,er the PEIR ~ ~ --"~4 OIi the CUml/11 
GWelll Plan Ge11eral ~ Or,ly the Gonenl Plan lldo!l(ed Ir> 2008 13 

re~e,,c:ed, oen-,e ,.,,, Iv.I 1hilC the.re hnc be•n three tigrllle.nl 
1merid1netlt$ iilice 11,en, In 2010 rLard U.. aJd Ccl'r.lllunll'y 
Plannihg Elcmonl ~ FIIQI~. ~r,i~. & $afcfy Elem,ent; 
Recmadon EJ.meri. .,r,d Glonar)J. 2012 (C011a«Vatioo ElemlNIIJ. 
er.cl 1013, The Cly o/ San Oeo:> lldopled .i Gene1al Pt.an 
Amandmm co Mardi 4 2013 ffl'ffl il 1IW0'/9d Ille oe,,etel f'tatl 
HDU~I~ !oleffll!ri 2013-202() 

The curre,il prCJP(Jlllld GPA lar the CPU llrl<l lhe Hc.t$1119 Elo!Jme,ic 
GPP. r-.:Jy QOrrlpleled ,hoi.tcl hilve been ~•l~ted 
uim _,\lt!i\' ralllet Ir.in in M'O Mllan&Llt M'l\.lltter -,. Th~ 

RESPONSE 

0-14 According to the public review draft Community Plan (September 
2013), the planning horizon for the CPU is an assumed buildout of 
2062. The PEIR project description has been revised to clarify the 
accurate scope of the planning horizon. 

0-15 The PEIR bases its analysis on the current General Plan which includes 
all amendments after the 2008 adoption, including the 2013 Housing 
Element. 
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The 2013 Housing Element Update was a city-wide update of the 
General Plan Housing Element and includes no land use or circulation 
changes. As part of the General Plan, the CPU is required to be 
consistent with the Housing Element, as with all other General Plan 
Elements. As detailed in Section 5.16 of the PEIR, the CPU provides 
land uses and policies consistent with the goals of the City-wide Housing 
Element including those related to housing types and affordability. The 
Housing Element serves as a policy guide to address the comprehensive 
housing needs of the City of San Diego. It is intended to be an 
integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of policies for 
housing in the City. The Housing Element reflects the planning efforts 
that are currently in process Citywide. 

Furthermore, each CPU is a separate action that is also a General Plan 
Amendment. This is not considered segmenting for the purpose of 
CEQA. 
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LETTER 

/1.TT~EY•CLIE.NT PRMU:GE ANO A TTORNEV WORK PROOvCT COC'TRINE 

~ 
"'°" .. No. hellOnltl♦oGw,g COC!ffltf>ta 

fable J.& 
s,.lfl'ffl:ary of 
Pio!~ O.t.t,l 
C:,nn'9(-allooflS 

in.,DP(opriwt• Po;ett toQ1t1et111tOon MNH IO dlmlt!lah tho ~'lie 
llnj:IIICl's of U,e P!ojact. apacially ~dh,1 hou1in9 imp,~ ISoe 
e g. C,cy ol Sall/Be v. Cot/my of San ~ [ 1969) Zt-4 Cal IIA).3d 
143111 

In ilcklo!lo!l. ~,noe 00111min1.Y pl~,,.-cioo,u:,011001, of the Gcrwal 
Plan. the Cl.ty sho~ld ccmpretien!M!I}' INlyZII llll ~b'y 
~neabte comnuuy don amendm9rltl!i. Tho Cit)' Is 
~nei,~\t P,C<:efll,O Of tui.t reQ!fllly 1'1l'PfO,,ed ,_.., GOn<!JlO 
Plln /1.meriaM.,._ wougl'I QOmrn<inty ptmi updallls ~ Yfiuro. 
8-tlo Loo•n. UDI0\1111, NoM Patti. a1'ld Gol:leln HI ~ oho, 
6.in Vsld1n 1g ~Pl!clally no_,,cnhy C>eQllu._ a IS J'l'lmed:alay 
adja::enl 10 Cby ~l!A O -Ml~ !'9 GPAS i!l'lo ffMl,ple c.EOA 
-• • ln'cprope, ngmmuton of a fl'Ojllct und11r CEQA <11111 
Sfll'IIM 10 <1,,..,.,1, and tnM< 11141 m.e Imp.ads Clf IN Oll'ffllll ~v 
prqe,ct 1:11 ar,ie~ lhe General Plan The CP\J'1 Qlmuliillve 
fllpllc:111\Mytl$ $1\0,,1<1 ~ 1M lmJ!»tt& ot lhe ocher GPA 

The PEIR ~- ll'lltlCIIOWlng •-VIII! f'eOlll'd IO 
landrom1 a[~1ual q"1Jtj "FIICl.lrw l)'OJ&c:tS WOUid ~ 
requlr-ed 10 edhffll to tM CPU larld uw lUld ....,,.~jllll■nl IIHIQ/1 
guidfl/,,.S-- TIie IIWltl:h 10 acl!l,e,'e 10· shoWI be iepl;iiOEICI Win ·r.o 
~ ~I W41\' Cf '!O be~ 'Ml,'\' 04!CalJM' ~ 
•dh•r•not lO tNl"f <IN/gn 9~1ne It ,,ct requk'ed stl(l la ncit tr.ii 
purpose of ti-. illlldffnu, Guldel MS are not bJ!llStlg The 
11:11..,,..-u I fadually in.~,._• t:>tcaue<1 t"lef9 i!I no~ 
requlcerunt for f1111.re projede IIO ·lldh«e· to ti,e 4-IJ;in gu1c1e1,r,e,s. 
~COIIH II ls ,~1y lniacwrs!>t, the PEIR unnol 1:11'.I crtdtt for 
ovoillf'G or ll!duang arMro111'1".ef'ml impact. u to tt Tho 5'WIIO 
-flt apj)I«. to tlle ott,o1 911-~-S mG'lllloned In 111• •am• 
tD'blo, 

The ~"9 cf •;iro1e..t 6e1>(9n oonelder11t,Ocls• lh:111111>.A p!OflO!t 
w,11 be roqund to i!lip'~fll n krp,:opec, deferr:ll cC m~3lion 
,ind,cJ CECA n-c Cty Cl'lnMt do!er ~ O\tlgGI«' to rllm'!Ullt.:e and 
Ilda-pl l!'llbgat,ct' until a mcro Gp:cific dc~~I pt:nn" 
M~. (CJ!iNII~ lo, Oull•tr (J,-fh V. °'Y of Mou,,, Stvust~ 
i t986) 198 Oal.l\jllp.3d "'33 ) The I.al In lhl.a WIID 0\1dcncH INII 
:ho fOf111ij~l>On cl ~ l'l\l'JQai"'4! measue, ii f~•~lblc 11 tits 
dma. but tho Ci1y 1, ai"'l)ly docld ng 10 deter thW formtllsllon end 
adol)llon bt u.111\Q 1ttcm voled Oc-$iQn ~Jon~: Even if 
the mllii;ial>On rru51MH are ~~t u •ro tho •pi'OJect dHi!ln 
~tldeaibor>f lls~. lhe Cit)' rnt..st di!IYM and llflFO"e lhcm 
•IOlig w1ll the cel'Lt~tionofffi f'EIR ISuld'5J'rom II C<xltY oJ 
Ml#ldr;ci,io t 1 $88) ,02 Ct1~.3d 296,} 

0-16 
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RESPONSE 

Table 3-6 is not intended to serve as mitigation, but is provided to 
illustrate a compilation of environmental/regulatory compliance 
requirements of the CPU, including land use planning, policies or other 
implementation mechanisms. The compliance measures listed in the 
table are by definition already part of "the project" as defined by the 
CEQA Guidelines. A mitigation framework for future projects is 
provided within each issue section of Chapter 5 in the PEIR. Regarding 
the statement under "Landform AlterationNisual Quality", Table 3-6 has 
been revised to state that future projects will be required to 
demonstrate compliance with the CPU land use and development 
design guidelines. 
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ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AND ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE 

Pago 
or 
Flguro 
No. SectlonlHaadlng 

5.1-1 Table 5.1-1 

5.1-7 Table 5.1-2 

5.1-9 Table 5.1•3 

.5.1-9 Table 5.1-3 

5.1-35 Vernal pool 
lawsuit 

SMRHi411~t6222.5 

CommenlS 

The percentages listed for the land use distribution total 102%. 
This is a significant error considering that lhe tolal Commercial 
uses are listed as 1.85%. 

The PELR should add most recent CARS Scoping Plan for 
statewide reductions of GHG necessary to achieve AB 32 GHG 
targets. 

The PEIR should evaluate CPU for consistency with General Plan 
goals and policies. LU-A and LU-B contain policies applicable to 
community plans, including but not limited to LU-A. 1(c), LU-A.5, 
LU•A.7, LU•A.8, LU·B.1, LU-B.2, Table LU-4, LU-F. 

LU-G policies are focused on consistency with ALUCP. The City 
identifies the Tijuana Airport as part of the eXJsting 
condition/surrounding land uses. PEIR should analyi.e the CPU's 
consistency with operation of this airport and what cumulative 
impact bui!d•out of the CPU will have on the enVironrnent with 
noise, traffic and hazards created by this existing airport facmty. 

See also figures 5.1-4, 5.1-5 and 5/1-6 comparing noise and safety 
zones for Brownfield, but not the Tijuana Airport. 

The City identified the CPU itself, not just projects within lt as a 
venal pool project subject to the injunction issued by Judge 
Brewster in October 2006. As part of the Planning Agreement wtth 
the USFWS for processing vernal pool projects during the City
USFWS' new vernal pool HCP, the City made Its own discretionary 
projects subject to the Planning Agreement. The CPU is a City
initiated discretionary project subject to CEOA. Therefore, the EIR 
must demonstrate the CPU's compliance with the Planning 
Agreement and make the findings required in Subsection C of the 
Planning Agreement, which include the f~lowfng: 

• The Project is consistent with the prefiminary Vernal Pool 
Preserve Areas; 

• Provides management and monitoring consistent with the 
draft Vernal Pool Management Plan; 

• Provides funding in perpetuity for management and 
monttoring: 

• Consistent with the proposed ESL/wetlands amendments; 
and 

• Requires MSCP conservation/covenant of easement over 
any preserved on.site or off-site vernal pools/habitat. 

RESPONSE 

0-17 Table 5.1-1 has been updated to reflect the correct percentages of land 
use distribution for CPU. 

0-18 The currently approved CARS Scoping Plan, including all updates is 
discussed in Section 5.18.1.3 and was addressed in the GHG analysis 
of the PEIR. 

0-19 An analysis of the CPU's consistency with General Plan goals and 
policies are summarized in Section 5.1.3.2 of the FEIR. 

0-20 The Tijuana Airport is located in Mexico and is not subject to federal, 
state, or local regulation and does not require an ALUCP. Figure 4 of 
the Noise Technical Report identifies the noise contours for Tijuana 
Airport. Open Space and Industrial land use designations are within 
the 65 db CNEL and are consistent with the General Plan's Noise 
Element compatibility guidelines. Traffic trips associated with the 
Tijuana Airport are included in the CPU transportation modeling and 
analysis by incorporating the POE traffic and the Cross Border Facility 
land uses. 

0-21 The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the 
community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground 
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources. Therefore, per 
the definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, 
the CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not 
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat. All future 
development projects would be implemented in accordance with the 
CPU and would require subsequent environmental review. The 
proposed CPU adds specific policies and recommendations for the 
protection of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted 
CPU. Conservation Element Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 include 
direction to implement requirement established in the Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands regulations, the MSCP SAP, and the Biology 
Guidelines. 
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0-22 

RESPONSE 

An analysis of how police, fire and EMT can reach all parts of the CPU 
area within the response times identified in the General Plan is included 
in the PEIR in Chapter 5.13, Public Services. The Public Facilities 
Financing Plan (PFFP), which implements the CPU, identifies the 
facilities that would be necessary to serve build out of the CPU area and 
meet the City's response time goals. 

According to the City's CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of 
environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of constructing 
new public service facilities and not response times. At the present time, 
significance response time deficiencies due to a lack of personnel or 
equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory approval n by 
the City Council of the affected department's budget proposal of 
operations within the affected area because developers cannot be 
required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make budgetary 
decisions regarding such funding. Developers are required to fund 
construction of new facilities with DIF and FBA as conditions of project 
approvals. The City Council adopted new standards in 2011 with a Fire 
Services Standards of Deployment Study. The new performance 
measures are being incorporated into a General Plan amendment that is 
currently in process and anticipated to be adopted at City Council in 
early 2014. 

0-23 Because Otay Mesa is a developing community, General Plan park 
standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered for 
Otay Mesa during the update process. 
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RESPONSE 

0-24 The Mitigation Framework is intended to provide the methodology and 
protocol for review of subsequent development projects to assure 
compliance with all applicable regulations of the Municipal Code, 
General Plan and CPU policies. It would be speculative at best to 
analyze each individual parcel, which is why Noise was identified as an 
unavoidable environmental impact. Additionally, although the CPU 
establishes land use designations, it cannot determine at the program
level specifically how an individual development will be sited on a 
particular parcel. Therefore, analysis of the CPU at the program-level 
requires that individual development projects demonstrate compliance 
with GP and CPU at the project-level. This does not constitute an 
inconsistency with the General Plan; rather, this assures consistency for 
subsequent development projects. 

0-25 Large portions of the open space and MHPA lands are privately owned. 
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The Specific Plans for the villages would provide the further analysis and 
design for any trails within the specific planning area and would include 
input from the wildlife agencies. As part of the subsequent development 
review process for the Specific Plans and trail plan, ASMDs would be 
identified. 

Per policy 3.4-2, trail alignments at the program-level are conceptual and 
trails outside of the specific planning areas would require subsequent 
environmental review and coordination with the wildlife agencies. 
Otherwise, at such time that the City beings the process for acquisition of 
lands for the MHPA and open space, an NRMP, which would include 
ASMDs, would be completed. 
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RESPONSE 

0-26 Section 5.2.2 provides an overview of the City's significance threshold. 
The City's complete Significance Determination Threshold (2011) 
relative to visual resources (views) is based on several criteria, 
including: 

a. The project would substantially block a view through a designated 
public view corridor as shown in an adopted community plan, the 
General Plan, or the Local Coastal Program. 

b. The project would cause substantial view blockage from a public 
viewing area of a public resource (such as the ocean) that is 
considered significant by the applicable community plan. 

c. The project exceeds the allowed height or bulk regulations, and this 
excess results in a substantial view blockage from a public viewing 
area; 

d. The project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new 
area for development, which will ultimately cause extensive view 
blockage. Please refer to the City's adopted Significance Determination 
Thresholds (2011 ). 

The analysis in Section 5.2.3.1 adequately reflects the above 
significance threshold. 

0-27 The comment is correct and due to these uncertainties, the impact was 
determined to be significant. The request for a tracking procedure is 
noted, however, the development of a tracking procedure of projects 
within the City is not part of the CPU. No revisions are required. 

0-28 The project is not a hypothetical project; it is an example of a project 
that can be developed within the community plan area under the 
current and proposed land use regulations. The parameters of the 
project are included in the Air Quality Technical Analysis (Section 6.1.1) 
as part of Appendix C to the EIR. 
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RESPONSE 

Best practices, in this case referred to as best available control 
measures, are currently available for use and required on projects 
subject to air permits and are feasible for use on future development 
projects. The effectiveness of any specific technology is based on the 
process and the actual emission rate. Therefore, it would be 
speculative to attempt to quantify the specific emission reduction from 
these technologies. As these measures will be assessed for each 
project at the time a specific project is proposed, additional 
technologies may be available that achieve greater reductions than the 
current technologies or best practices used today. 

Air quality mitigation can vary greatly depending on the land use. Thus, 
the proposed mitigation measures require the implementation of all 
feasible measures to reduce emissions as the specific developments 
are not known at the programmatic level. As stated in the EIR, 
"Mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 shall be implemented to reduce 
project-level impacts. These measures shall be updated, expanded and 
refined when applied to specific future projects based on project
specific design and changes in existing conditions, and local, state and 
federal laws." Therefore, mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 will be 
refined for specific developments and as specific equipment controls or 
other restrictions can be identified. Similarly, the precise distance from 
any given source to a location where emissions would drop to less than 
significant is highly dependent on the location, pollutants, rate of 
emissions, height of emission, and meteorological conditions, to name 
just some of the necessary parameters used to develop buffer 
distances. Therefore, any specific proposed measures or buffers 
determined at the program level would be speculative. 

The requirement to reduce potential cancer risks to 10 in 1,000,000 or 
less is similar to the APCD's permit requirements. However, APCD 
could allow greater risk under its permits. Therefore, the City has 
provided mitigation that would not allow development of land uses that 
create a risk of greater than 10 in 1,000,000. The City would not issue a 
building permit to allow development of these uses, thereby avoiding 
the impact. 
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RESPONSE 

0-31 As stated in Section 5.4 of the PEIR, impacts to sensitive plant and 
animal species are potentially significant. As this is a programmatic 
EIR, site specific impacts and mitigation for future projects cannot be 
identified. Instead, the PEIR provides a detailed mitigation framework 
that all future projects, which have the potential to impact such 
resources, must follow. Compliance with the mitigation framework in 
the PEIR, along with community plan policies and existing federal, state 
and local regulations would ensure that all impacts are mitigated to 
below a level of significance at the program level. With this foundation, 
future projects must demonstrate how the specific mitigation will be 
accomplished before a project can be approved. If a project cannot 
demonstrate mitigation, it would be determined to be inconsistent with 
the CPU, thus requiring a Supplemental EIR. 

0-32 Please refer to the Response to Comment H-6 which provides further 
details regarding the CPIOZ review process for subsequent 
development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU 
(CPIOZ Type A). Additionally, for projects that cannot comply with 
CPIOZ Type A, CPIOZ Type B submittal would be required along with 
subsequent discretionary review in accordance with CEQA. 

RTC-74 

The PEIR adequately serves its role as a disclosure document and 
clearly identifies potential impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species 
from implementation of the CPU. CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), 
states that "subsequent activities in the program must be examined in 
the light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional 
environmental document must be prepared. If a later activity would 
have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new Initial 
Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or Negative 
Declaration. If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new 
effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, 
the agency can approve the activity as being within the scope of the 
EIR, and no new environmental document would be required." 
Consistent with the above, the PEIR provides a detailed mitigation 
framework that would be implemented by all future projects that could 
potentially result in site-specific impacts to biological resources. 

Cumulative impacts to plant and wildlife species are addressed in the 
PEIR (refer to Section 6.3.4). The mitigation framework in the PEIR, 
along with CPU policies and existing regulations provide adequate 
assurance that future development projects would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to biological resources impacts. 
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RESPONSE 

0-33 Please refer to the Response to Comments 0-31 and 0-32. 

0-34 Please refer to Response to Comments 0-31 and 0-32. 

RTC-75 

The Mitigation Framework provided in Section 5.4 of the PEIR 
establishes the framework, methodology and protocol through which 
future development would be reviewed in accordance with the CPIOZ. 
This requirement for conducting site-specific biological survey, identify 
appropriate mitigation in accordance with the City's Biology Guidelines 
and MSCP Subarea Plan (SAP) and preparing a report for staff review. 
"Perfonnance criteria" for applicable mitigation is established in the 
City's adopted Biology Guidelines and the MSCP SAP, both of which 
are specifically referenced in the mitigation framework. Mitigation 
measures 810-1, 810-2, 810-4 and LU-2 as described in Section 5.4, 
Biological Resources, address impacts of future development projects 
relating to sensitive plant and wildlife species. 
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RESPONSE 

0-35 Please refer to Response to Comments 0-31, 0-32, and 0-34. 

0-36 Please refer to Response to Comments 0-31, 0-32, and 0-34. 

0-37 Please refer to Response to Comments 0-31, 0-32, and 0-34. 

0-38 Comment noted. Staff has reviewed the text in the Mitigation 
Framework (Section 5.4.9.3) and cannot find any reference to a 
regional funding source for maintenance of open space lands dedicated 
to the City. This is not an issue that is discussed in the OMCPU or 
FEIR. Based on discussion with MSCP staff, funding for maintenance of 
City-owned open space is a regional issue and not specific to any one 
community planning area. 

RTC-76 
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RESPONSE 

0-39 Comment acknowledged. The Significance after Mitigation statement 
noted in Section 5.4.9.4 was incorrect in the Draft EIR. This error was 
found by City staff after the document was released for public review 
and has since been corrected to reflect that implementation of the 
Mitigation Framework detailed in 810-4 would serve to reduce impacts 
to wetlands, vernal pools, and other jurisdictional water resources to 
below a level of significance. 

0-40 Please see Responses to Comments 0-31, 0-32, and 0-34. 

0-41 Section 5.5.3.1 clearly states that "based on the development footprint 
of the CPU, future development would have the potential to significantly 
impact all or a portion of 61 of these sites and any additional 
unrecorded sites." This is identified as a significant impact at the 
program-level. 

RTC-77 

The mitigation framework provided in Section 5.5 of the PEIR 
establishes the framework, methodology and protocol through which 
future projects that have the potential to impact historical resources 
would complete the necessary site-specific surveys and identify the 
appropriate site-specific mitigation given the results of those surveys. 
"Performance criteria~ for that mitigation are established in the City's 
adopted Historical Resources Guidelines and Historical Resources 
Regulations, both of which are specifically referenced in the mitigation 
framework. 

As described in Section 5.5.1.2(d), the City conducted a consultation 
with Native American Tribes in compliance with SB 18. Please also 
see Response to Comment E-4. 
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RESPONSE 

While the CPU area is within close proximity to Tijuana (TIJ) Airport 
(Rodriguez Field) which is located across the U.S/Mexico border, future 
development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would 
be subject to all applicable design and operation requirements related 
to public health and safety (including considerations regarding airport 
operations). In addition, projects would also be required to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirements of the Municipal Code, state and 
federal health and safety requirements and applicable General Plan and 
CPU policies to assure that no significant health and safety impacts 
related to airport proximity would result from future development within 
the CPU area. 

The PEIR includes an analysis of wildfire hazards in Section 5.6.3.1: 
"because of the existing and proposed land use patterns around which 
the community is formed, new development in the wildland interface 
areas may expose additional people and structures to wildland fire 
hazards, representing a potentially significant impact." Mitigation (HAZ-
1) would reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

The issue statement included in Section 5.6.4 "Hazardous Substances" 
states, "Would the CPU create a future risk of an explosion or the 
release of hazardous substances (including, but not limited to, gas, oil, 
pesticides, chemicals, or radiation)?'' The analysis discloses that there 
are several uses permitted under the CPU that would use or dispose of 
hazardous materials. Existing federal, state, and local regulations and 
procedures pertaining to the handling, storage, and transport of 
potentially hazardous materials would apply to all future development 
within the CPU area. The PElR concludes that adherence to these 
regulations would ensure that no significant impact would occur from 
the existence of such uses. 

The PElR concludes in Section 5.7.3 that impacts associated with 
runoff would be less than significant because of compliance with the 
mitigation framework provided in the PElR, which requires that all 
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU demonstrate compliance with all applicable local, state and federal 
requirements, including, but not limited to the City's Storm Water 
Standards. 
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RESPONSE 

Geotechnical issues are site specific, and pursuant to the City's 
Seismic Safety Study and Municipal Code, are addressed through the 
recommendations established in a project-specific geotechnical or soils 
report submitted during review of grading plans or as part of the 
ministerial grading permit process. The CPU identifies potential 
geologic hazards within the CPU area and provides a mitigation 
framework to address these conditions in conjunction with future 
development. This mitigation is detailed in Section 5.8.3.3 of the PEIR. 

Please see Response to Comment 0-46. 

Geotechnical issues are site specific, and pursuant to the City's 
Seismic Safety Study and Municipal Code, are dealt with through the 
recommendations established in a project-specific geotechnical report. 
The CPU identifies potential geologic hazards within the CPU area and 
provides a mitigation framework to address these conditions in 
conjunction with future development. The CPU identified mitigation 
(Geo-2) for future development in areas that are highly susceptible to 
erosion. 
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RESPONSE 

The EIR properly analyzes impacts from the proposed project on the 
environment and to proposed new land uses within the project site. 
Specific noise conflicts in other community plan areas are addressed in 
the appropriate community plan or in the City's General Plan. 

0-50 While unshielded exterior use areas may be exposed to noise levels in 
excess of the clearly compatible noise levels, current construction 
techniques and materials are capable of achieving greater exterior to 
interior noise reductions than in previous years. Based on currently 
available design standards, construction techniques, and materials, 
exterior noise levels in excess of 70 CNEL can reduce noise at interior 
locations to below 45 CNEL. Thus, subsequent analysis will be 
sufficient to meet the City and state interior noise level standards. 

0-51 All future development is required to comply with the City noise 
ordinance, which limits noise from stationary sources between 
properties. If a land use does not comply with the City's noise 
ordinance, the land use can be cited and eventually shut down. The 
property line limits are applicable to all uses within the City, whether the 
interface is residential/ commercial, residential/ industrial, commercial/ 
commercial, commercial/ industrial, or industrial/ industrial. 

0-52 The analysis of construction noise, Section 5.10.6.1, identified the 
range of potential construction noise from various equipment used in 
construction and determined that while the City regulations limited 
construction noise, due to difference in potential projects the 
effectiveness of these regulations cannot be adequately determined at 
the program-level and the impact was found to be significant. As 
construction noise is primarily generated by diesel powered engines 
and is relatively consistent between construction phases, it was further 
determined that subsequent development projects, implemented in 
accordance with the CPU would be required to prepare an acoustical 
analysis demonstrating compliance with the City' Noise Ordinance. 

RTC-80 
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RESPONSE 

The comment is correct that future construction activities in close 
proximity to sensitive receptors may exceed established noise 
thresholds. However, noise from and specific activity is a localized 
phenomenon which affects relatively short distances. As many 
conditions affect the assessment of noise, at this stage of development 
and design, i.e. program-level, determining the significance and 
severity of impacts at a project level is speculative. This is further 
supported by the many methods available for reducing noise levels 
from construction activities, including but not limited to, barriers, 
equipment restrictions, as well as distance. Noise impacts to wildlife 
and habitat are discussed in sections 5.10.6.1 and 5.4.10 of the EIR. 

0-54 The impacts of the CPU to specific roadway segments, including their 
future LOS condition, are clearly identified in Section 5.12.3.1 of the 
PEIR and were evaluated at the program-level. No feasible mitigation 
beyond the design features already included in the Mobility Element of 
the CPU have been identified. The EIR has been revised to provide 
further clarification on impacts associated with roadway segments and 
feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also further addressed in the draft 
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project. 
The EIR does not violate the stated General Plan policy. As 
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU are submitted for review, project-specific traffic analysis will be 
required and measures identified to reduce impacts at the project-level. 
While the program-level conditions cannot be fully mitigated, 
implementation of project-level improvements will serve to improve 
such conditions including the provision for providing sidewalks that 
meet City Engineering standards; maintenance of which is the 
responsibility of the applicable asset manager (City department) and is 
dependent upon appropriate funding. 

RTC-81 
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RESPONSE 

The impacts of the CPU to specific roadway intersections, including 
their future LOS condition, are clearly identified in Section 5.12.3.1 of 
the PEIR. No feasible mitigation beyond the 10 intersection lane 
configurations presented in the PEIR has been identified. The EIR has 
been revised to provide further clarification on impacts associated with 
roadway intersections and feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also 
further addressed in the draft Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for the project. The EIR does not violate the stated 
General Plan policy. As subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU are submitted for review, 
project-specific traffic analysis will be required and measures identified 
to reduce impacts at the project-level. While the program-level 
conditions cannot be fully mitigated, implementation of project-level 
improvements will serve to improve such conditions including the 
provision for providing sidewalks that meet City Engineering standards; 
maintenance of which is the responsibility of the applicable asset 
manager (City department) and is dependent upon appropriate funding. 

The impacts of the CPU to specific freeway ramps are clearly identified 
in Section 5.12.3.1 of the PEIR. Due to the uncertainty associated with 
implementing freeway ramp improvements, and uncertainty related to 
implementation of TOM measures, the freeway ramp impacts 
associated with the CPU would remain significant and unavoidable at 
the program-level. The EIR has been revised to provide further 
clarification on impacts associated with specific freeway ramps and 
feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also further addressed in the draft 
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project. 
The EIR does not violate the stated General Plan policy. As 
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU are submitted for review, project-specific traffic analysis will be 
required and measures identified to reduce impacts at the project-level. 
While the program-level conditions cannot be fully mitigated, 
implementation of project-level improvements will serve to improve 
such conditions including the provision for providing sidewalks that 
meet City Engineering standards; maintenance of which is the 
responsibility of the applicable asset manager (City department) and is 
dependent upon appropriate funding. 
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0-57 Otay Mesa is a developing community; therefore, General Plan park 
standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered in 
Otay Mesa during the update process. 

0-58 According to the City's CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of 
environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of 
constructing new public service facilities and not response times. At the 
present time, significance response time deficiencies due to a lack of 
personnel or equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory 
approval n by the City Council of the affected department's budget 
proposal of operations within the affected area because developers 
cannot be required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they 
make budgetary decisions regarding such funding. Developers are 
required to fund construction of new facilities with DIF and FBA as 
conditions of project approvals. The City Council adopted new 
standards in 2011 with a Fire Services Standards of Deployment Study. 
The new performance measures are being incorporated into a General 
Plan amendment that is currently in process and anticipated to be 
adopted at City Council in early 2014. 

Additionally, CPU Policy 6.1-1 states "Maintain fire and police service 
levels to meet the demands of continued growth and development in 
Otay Mesa." The new fire station would be located within the footprint 
of the CPU, and therefore, would be subject to the same General and 
Community Plan policies, existing regulations, and mitigation 
framework established throughout this PEIR, as all other future 
development within the CPU area. Because adequate protections exist 
at the program-level and future site-specific analysis would be required 
for development of a fire station, impacts would be considered in less 
than significant impacts at the program-level. 
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RESPONSE 

0-59 The PEIR adequately addresses response times identified in the General 
Plan and determined that the impacts were less than significant. This 
analysis is included in the PEIR in Chapter 5.13, Public Services. The 
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP), which implements the CPU, 
identifies the facilities that would be necessary to serve the CPU area 
under an assumed buildout year of 2062 in order to meet the City's 
response time goals. 
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RESPONSE 

0-60 As stated in PEIR Section 6.3.17.1, because the loss of this acreage is 
not regionally significant to agricultural production, the loss would not 
be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

0-61 The LCFS issue had not been resolved at the time of preparation of the 
EIR. The text in the EIR has been modified to correct for the current 
court ruling on LCFS . 

0-62 

0-63 

RTC-85 

There is no requirement for a Community Plan to include an 
assessment of GHG emissions beyond 2020. The City has a CAP and 
a CMAP that address GHG emissions and reduction strategies in 
compliance with State regulations. 

No jurisdiction or agency has formally adopted a GHG threshold for use 
in CEQA. The City relies on the seminal works in this area developed 
by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association in developing 
GHG thresholds and determining findings. While the City has reviewed 
the current Scoping Plan, which the CMAP was based partially on, the 
City has opted to use the more conservative requirement of 28.3%. 
Additionally, expert opinion is not required to be based on any single 
document. In practice, expert opinion requires considering input from 
many sources. 
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11•0~ ai,oi~IJ ~ ~,ity on :,1tel'T!2!Mt 111ai IIIC!uen 
morc indv:.1n:d uses In lovor cf moro eo!T'l'nOtCial and fCleidon!J411 ea 
11 fo1t~ =- of ~"9 Cho GHG ornliMiono frwn lKJlid- ol 
Ito CPU. M:omawaly, lho Cit.)"• SlDtomcm of O,,orndl~ 
Consdcn:loni shc>J,d .apoC:'lc:,al) dl!lcuN ~ ll1C8C W'llrot'-
u,es w the r unm,tq,blo CHG lmeecta a,e ~ ao 
~use P!'Qjec:1-~I £llu can 11111, oft'~ ct,ai candllslo!L 

Tho CPI.I wwd contnbl.flo lo• o.,mullllhrelr CCMlde.rablo no~ 
tmPKL 

Tha CPI.I w u COlllnbution to lflffic/ci?Gula:lon lompac!I 'MllAd bo 
cumulab,d)' cansider"able. 

Tho PEIR's elklm1tove ~ is lnHeqUa1e because 1 anefns 
on CMltly fWfOW 11,._;ie or 111em,ttve:1 11t111 reJJOeS sVJ11,:sint 
,ml»>ds illlld ~-111-S Ol!vi<Dflmcr1'am, 11;0ll!tlor tfl"'1'11Jfl~ ... 

.,a. 

0-64 Contrary to the comment's assertion that industrial projects cannot 
reduce emissions, these land uses can and must reduce emissions to 
assist in achieving the State's mandated goals. While it is true that 
industrial projects cannot reduce total emissions as effectively as 
residential uses, they can achieve a reduction percentage over the 
emissions they would generate without taking any steps to reduce 
emissions. This is recognized by the state and City, which have both 
developed percentage reductions from standard operations instead of 
requiring a reduction of a specific quantity of GHG CO2e, i.e. 28.3% not 
20 MT CO2e. Additionally, the emission reduction that affects 
residential vehicles also affects the vehicles that workers drive to work. 
It should also be noted that CARS has enacted regulations (Heavy
Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Regulation) 
affecting on-highway heavy truck, which will also reduce future 
emissions associated with these types of land uses. No revisions 
required. 

0-65 The statement is noted. As it is not supported by any additional 
information; no revisions are required. 

0-66 The commenter is correct in his assertion. This impact is identified in 
the referenced section of the PEIR. 

0-67 Please refer to the Response to Comment 0-13. The alternatives were 
selected because they meet at least one of the project objectives and 
would serve to reduce at least one significant impact of the proposed 
CPU. 

RTC-86 
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0-68 

LETTER 

ATTORNEY CLIElr PRMLEGE ANO ATT0AAO WORK PROOI.ICT OOCrRINE 

~~'"II I <:otrrM~• 
-"-Iha!,,_, moat of the l>•sfc pro)ocl ~ivOIJ w.':h0t;1 f'<V'~ 
11Jbsllln1'11 ~d~nce of Woa!lbil,ty, 

The PEJR f•il:s to dcterbe tilO ct-/• ra1JQ,,ele for"~ 11,o 
11temstlife• !Mt 1ro dbe&Med, .. r~ by C(QA Guklellll'let 
S~n 15126,ll(ct. Merely tlm'llJ ttw tbc •"omiiu,,ca wore 
lebctod 10 eomc,I~ wll'I CE~ I;! Iha PEJR doc$. II no4 ~ 
de~ to ln!O!TI\ 1.11e Cit, Qooocll and 1he plll)t.; why tt- e.nd ro 
<>lhar, al-Ne-.~ lll\11~ It tJ pan4eu1arty ~ to 
11i,;ila.J, why only 2 1t.,.,,.-.1ve$ wc,o •t1elyzeo, C(her u-.,.11,e no 
prQje<:t et;ema!J,,., 

™ l?Elft 'ailed eo dMQ' be lte C ty', rallo<lllo Ill' not lr>d\lding 
several aiemi.t....,, 1/111! 'MlUld rnect mos! Pnii.ct ~~•~ Uld 
tl!ClUQII ,9"\llcMc l~ Cooru have dlN!cnlld ilfl le R'a •~'> 
ol a'lemacn,e, ci.toefl'i! W'1e1'I ai, a:tem,~w t!'lat; wo,.,ct redi,c,, 
slgnlftc::anl lmppcrs and ~•tie most ol Ille ballc prqea •~lYn 
"5 Mciuded from ltie IINl'fl;il ,nd lho flR tells to lncl.Jde a 
rnsonatAe m,p~ ort'- OK~ to e•d't4e !NI allemall\·e 
Tl'le l'EIR ~~ l\a"8 lrdiaed R8Cll09d RfliCW!fhll 0$!,Slly and 
RedUC9<l l'ld""11'<1J1tncreul!d Comm@ID.al alllt'lliltiltl 'lll• 
f'e1Rs l:Mhff to 110 ao ~Ille-ab,<!!$ anat1sls cef~IWI 
lfflder CEOi\ 

CEQA conta.ns a ·1utman1J\11 "'~nci:rt· 1r,11 ~ rdniln Iran 
app•C111ng • ptlljeCI Wlh S!g/1ific:anl e""'1r0Mlf!"tw lllleds fl 'there I 
11r1 !eatillle 1<1lema1Nn or m~a1Ioa me.tWIM' INI ~ 
...-Ct;ritla;ty lffMII or m'IOIO- edectL (~Rlll,1:n LIO/I l'oii/'ld 
t,1 Fl&/J & G8/1lfl C<>m1r1 CIW7) 16 CIIJ 4ffi 10~. 13,t3. Pvb Rq 
<;ode S 210021 

II 'requns piMQ .19911= .. 1, oeny apptov.11 ol a prQSec:t -.w:n 
•11f'lfiCS"l II- .n.e!c - l'USllll• aJtlllr.alNff _ean 
elibttani:JIII" leuen Ji>d\ ll'llct$. (S\tmt ~ .,. Gwoy ( 1 WO) 
m Cat-"'9 3d 10. •q 
M EIR may Ml pro,,ilf• ~ a W,-Y ...,...ilOII Cll .,. 
etlVl'OI\J'l,er'!~ ~Upenct •ltem:ICN• w~t J~lng ~m lfl 
"~•tion "' lhls ffl,MCUle, '.he City ,,.. delltmin.4 !Mt.,.. No 
Pto.,o<l iQ th~ ~1l'On~ '1. pef.« •~alive, but ha■ IW>I 
~idod wbatanliol cw$tl'IOO Iha! t11i1 ai'.wtQtlV'O is Nn~ or 
lrrip,ec:tlcel 

RESPONSE 

0-68 Please see Response to Comment G-2 . 
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LETTER 

SheppardMullln 

VIA £.MAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

That•• Milette 
~nlor Pl;,N,er 
Planning DMIIOI 
C.y c:,I San Oieoo 
1222 Firal ,6.w, MS ◄t3 
s.n Olego, CA $2101 
E-Mal. cteymM&~anupda18@Arldiol)tl g011 

Letter P 
~ ... cp.,._.,.,..,....."'fOr\Ult 

'°'"""·-, ·-~ ,...~0.'~•~--
tltij,'Jal440-.... 
@1'117" •• , ......... _,.,,,,,,~(lait,~(Ol"I 

Myra Hal'llna'lfl 
E,wlroM'lenlal P\a.nnc1 
City al San Oiegc) 
Oevelop!llffll SaMeet Cf!fll« 
,m Fitl1 Avenut, MS 501 
S'" Diego, CA 92101 
E-Mat dt(!tat@ia~.ge:,v 

Re: Comment\ oo Qtn M"!:• Community P!@n YPll@\t apg E.18 f Ptp1f91 No. 3Q'lp;!9:4Q32} 

Otar~ 1,1;16n_e ~ Mt. I ~arw. 

This fm ,epre,em Wn~ Aliance S.nlt~lon {'WMIA!m ~· or 'Toney Pns"), 
-ol lhe l.o t.lec:'"~ l)l'Ot)erly ("1',operfy"), 11 s,, I.Stt8 UMIM!Oped !Ille loe11111d al the 
aoutMastem comer al Ot.ay Me .. Roitd lrl<I ~ Mc.- Ralld h Ille 01.ay Mesa Comt\'Klll~ Plan 
"'- at 8420 Airway Rooo (APN ~ 121-32000). WtSlem ~Hance i$ ~td IOtth T(lrrey 
fltle_s &nit. 

Wuutm Allianoe hill ~ :Uod an a_wlic:it,on tor~ et0mmer~ dtvdopment ~ 1h11 PropelT)' 
ano the City ho deemed ht appllCil'.lon oomplete, u dll0U$$Cd in more d#C.J below The 
CPU tllOUld meln\lWI Ille erl&tlng Commercial und UM de6tgnall0n '°' 1tM, on4iro Property for 
pUlllle poljcy, ~CIII, falr.,...a, and loigai rusans 

Ww.em Mance has b_, adi'lely """°"'ed"' monil~ of I/le Olay M.eM CoJnlTIIIPty Pt.an 
Updtlll ('CP\Y) and hQ whml!!ed s_,.I lftYlouJ letllll'S to Iha Cily wilh n,:s,pect to 1he CPU. 
We MYt endtltod U'IO fOllowing CO!l~dence wilh U'IIS ~ 

~ t9 - ffl0$l recent le:IW t.o lt1'e City. dalM JUiy 18. 201 l That~ ir1CIOOM 
1111actlmenh l0 Otlt41 p,io! CCIINl~nc!enca. lncrudlng a Ncve-mber I. 2010 lellef 
"°"""en!lnsl On lht PIOIJCle c,t Pttpar.i,on ror 1h11 ClfAlt Pf'QIINIJl11Mllc Envfronmet!I.II 
lmpiK:t ~~ ('EIR1 for It!• CPU and In~ 17, 2011 COl'l'IIIIOl'fl lt~tr on lhe onor 
1:lrdofllwCPU 

f.!!lJll!lJ1 is • n'>lmO ci.ttd Cktolier 25, 2013 ~ c.vr ~ on the current 
drall Olay Mas~ Commun..♦, Pl.ell UlXIJ'• Plogr11T1'1'18\IC EIR f PEIR') W.. llereby 
Incorporate by 19fenmce al othet ~mme,u on ll'1e CPU e:!R lnto WI QQO'lrntnl ltllf' 

P-1 

P-2 

RTC-88 

RESPONSE 

The comment provides introductory comments to the letter. No 
additional response is necessary. 

Comments received in response to the 2010 NOP were incorporated 
into the Public Review Draft EIR. Please refer to Appendix A. 

The City is in receipt of the comment letter on the Draft PEIR. 
Comments and responses are provided in conjunction with the Final 
PEIR prior to hearing. 



P-2 
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P-4 

LETTER 

Shepparc:IMuffln 

The -ti lndiJded _, tN• letter "'9 eeso c:ommel'ICS' on lite lane! tJM ,,..ll'•• of 1h11 
PEIR 

~ Ii e 1.imeollno ol'10'1~y entillecnent· -1.t• teliJtod to 1tie p,q~ whidi 
demc,nslnb1 Wes1em AJllance'a ecnllnucut1 o~ ID the change from • ComtNCdal 
IO ~tl\311.41NS IJ.se cfe69!18!ion, i,xpendit~ c4 cow•lleu hoi.n and dof#S 
prese,vlng ~• eldsting ~• and CleOicMlon 10 ~~ all co~ railed by Cft1 uarr. 

SurMJ■IY 9f PJ'PIPOUd ftoitsil 
On AIIOvS13, 2:012, the C<ly appf'O\'ed a Te,,1911.,.. ~ Waive• (!,lap Wlllwil') ar>d Sl1a 
~lopment Penm ("SOP") (Pro,ed No. 1*29) to aUbdivlde the Property i'lto i- aep,Nate 
legal loes The M&p Waiver w SOP were n!<tutll!d ti,y lhe Cily d San 0/ieQ,o. Develcewl'IMI 
Sa~, Oapartm■nt, ~• lht Property WN b;Hoa.d b'/ ~ crea\lOf) of SlMle Rouw 905 in 
2006 by Ille Stale c,( Cll~ornl3 The biM« c;a.UIMld O\e lltlgl& P:,,COI to 114'1'11> l1'C ~
and j)o(•nll~I llml:tion CIC t'w9 ae!)llrwte Iota. Howwvwr. In order lo _, 1!111 Pro~,ty •• two 
~II lab and to lnvutlgate lhe patentlaC fot fuluNt deM!lopm8111. a Slb:lrlialon was reqmed. 
Theo epplleatlon fo, the Mip Waiver and SDP- deemed complete on ~bof 21. 2009. 
~- IO a llJllter Iran 1he City al S:tn 0"'0!> ""'1lr.h Is alla,ehed hefelo as .fdl!.D, 

Tbe CandtlOM cf Aflproval far !be MAP Wwe, and SOP provided lhat nod~ .aNtt 
$118M QQl;IK ~4 (I ne,,,1 P'Qled~~ Si!$ 0$\le!OpmMI Pe<mil (and11ny 01.hOr required 
pe;m!'.I) has. l:>Nn Ol:lllliMd n requited by ll'le Sah o.eoo Municipal C«le. /U • rest.Ill. We&tem 
AJll1noe hae ~ • doV'lll'opmcflt 1eam WIii hM ~ a p,ojea_,epec,r,c ■ppllc-ation 
for m llff(O:dmalety 130,000 SF oommarml clewlopm.tnC on the IICl«'th ~1 ~ 
awoximate'J 262,000 SF commero'.aldlM,loplffi!lll oo 111• MlWt pa,n:ol ("f>rojed"). The 
tpPlcalloo wn sl.lbmlaed to lht City of s ... Diego, O.W!opmenl Ser,lc:c$ Oepa.nm.,llt, on 
AugUSI t, 20tJ.. and deemed camplete by 1M City ol Stn Oleigo on.-...,st 23, 2013.. jSee 
~ t.ea_et fl'Ol!I ~ ot SMI o.tQO deefflll'IQ pro!-eet compleee on Au.guft t3. 2013.) 

The ~t for the MIICI WtNr,I Ind SOP ~lned ttlal "li'le llf'090* llb!N.ilGII Ind'" 
desl9'1 WCoJkl be Cll<';llt:ellt ~ ~ pohc$, 9()als, Ind Ol>jeclrve& cf !l>9 applicable tand use 
flUil'." Wllkh ~ the Genol'II Plan t.nd Comtnunl\y Plan. (See uhlblt P, Resc!Ulion Na. 
H()..6548. Aujjll$l8, 20t2, p.3..)The ~ .. 511 c:ondllde4 tl>iil O'le ~ MkaCollllllld'f 
P!an c!Mlgnalcs tno sllo far specialized ~ purposes and 11cM lhe aea1iofl of wcl1 
101, ~ lllilh lite tiU ■i,d lroo11111e allowed by the~ zone. 

II PrQPOHd '1tl09t jn Land UN PulMflion 

The Properly ha boar, desiljnaled f0< Co~ I.and Use In the Oley Mc1a Commo!\Cy Pl"1 
5inee -1. II ilJt 1981, Tho o.M1W11 f.ind UM dnlgnM!Joo IOt 1M PrcPllf!Y i5 Spe(4~ 
Commetd■I, llf1d UNI CUJrfl!l zor,ir,g deligMtion lit Olay Men Developmal\l Diltric:t_ 
Comtnefcial SobdisUlC1 The curren1 ~•m- 2013 clrall Cf"U ~• •Jn.<fUslrllt
lntemalional ~--• llnd ~- Md ·eu~ ~-Offille Pemrit'.ed" lar tne Propefly TCfflly 
Piifl hi$ Ol)?C)Hd 1tl4 re~'lon lot !fie ~It I~ )fl!'$. 

P-3 

P-4 

RTC-89 

RESPONSE 

This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided in 
the EIR. The comment is acknowledged and is included in the Final EIR 
for the decision makers to consider. No additional response is 
necessary. 

The current proposal for the noted property is Heavy Commercial for 
the northern piece and International Business and Trade ((BT) for the 
southern piece. Heavy Commercial is a designation that supports both 
commercial and industrial uses, is implemented with the IL-3-1 zone, 
and most replicates the Specialized Commercial designation of the 
existing plan. The IBT designation for the southern portion is due to 
safety and access factors, as previously noted in past correspondence. 
La Media Road is a truck route for trucks using the POE; the City has 
concerns about the mixing of truck traffic with commercial traffic. 
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SheppardMuJlln 

"""" .. -ne""',,._...._ 
0-.2&.201) 
Pg") 

LETTER 

\\!Mtem Aleanca first lumed !hat 11le City fX'OPQH<I 10 dla""9 !ht land 11se det~lion d the 
ProPe'!¥ "1 the CPU l'IOIII OCfflnld#-1 to lndt.1$11itl OIi OdObef 1, 201 Ct, ~ lllt Pfq-e<:1 WH 
deemed e,am,plMt irl 2009. I'll r.._M lo prevtovt '~ to Cllt ~ lldvoc:ICl"9 tot ii. 
rtt41'CIOn Oft,,. Cl#felll O)m~ I.Qnd U.. dklgtlaikll\ o-'I It,., ~. 01'I octOber 21. 
2013, Plan/Willi & NeiQhbomoocl ReMC<Wtioo Dirwclor BIii Ftllton sent the lette, ■ltacn.d herwt;o 
a~ 5'all11!1 that Che City ~n ~uppo(l 8 Heivy C-metcl81 or Comrito.rity Conv,wdel 
L■nd Use ~lgn■Ucn ror !he IICflhem part of the Ptoperty and an IBT de~Mlllon lar Iha 
8-0dlheffl ~ ol I/le Propeny 

UL Ct, Should Pu!Ao•tt Ed11 Pmenv n .Cornnwx Con:rnoml 
"- ComWCJdal Qsslgoa\i?o I A·PR!S1[jatp w 11111 EntllJ, ProoctlY 

Tuft C$'U .~ ~ail\ tht tlo$li~O COtMlll(cial l¥>d UM de~ to be 00"4ilt.,-.:Ywill> 
Qy plarrir1v policies. It would klle;rme Commerclal Wida Into Ille c.ntr81 Dmrid Milch WOllld 
aile),N e~ - •o g,oodt IIM~. Chal!G~ Che land UM Is lnconsl&1enl.....,, the 
&lated duh to encoura;ie pedea!rlar1 acllwy and arellle • walkal>le ootM!Unl1)1. ~ 
1111! eldllilng Commer~ Land~ de~Mtlon OI IM SOoJCl'lem porlloon el the Prop,!rty la 
_._,y to prollide • «imptet■ community con.1.i,111 ~ Clla ~• Gener.i Pltn ~pie., 
p,omcc,ng ~~ •• balanc«I CCJmnlunMiet lllilh elfie,,oril ~Joi\ Rnlc.$ to •~.liliOYmenl 
Ct!.flle.-.. (General Plan G~ ~• 3 and 5. SF-4,) The ~ a>U ®" not includo 
eny OOfflrM<dal 80Uth of SR..90!, so m~nlng Ille C<ll'r!me<elal Lenci uaa dasigMllon al l"4t 
Propertf wotM a,ve that neec:t. n would also be c:onll11ant 'With CPU Polley and 
Roeo<nm.tnd•l#l tor Conwn,teq1J 2 $-1 ~ 1-... 'MAWDln bnds tor exluing COffll'IIIRial 
Otwlc;pi'ttlit •~ 01.ay Mita le> .. ,.,. 1hl dtmWI 01 U'lt tM1ae-nlifl * etiil)IO)'ffllt!II 
oomm~ias." (CPU, ,ii p, W-11 ) 

The CPU ,~ones p,ol)lltfy. ~ CleaignalelJ lnClutlNl. to* -et'Cl•I aaes IVIIMf ~ 
.- flltlw lhan rO:•lnoi1!1 ~ atrft, "'eh._ lhO Proj)O:l)l idfa,1\1 toctiacl Ill the 006 / la 
Mecu ln~anwt. The CPU oue.- lUl ·abte!Q ol~ u- in lht C.,,-,ral Ol&tlkl, 
a!!~h there are retident~I. bu!llnes, p.trk, ,ecre■tion■l, edUClllioM1, W1d i,,5litU1ionla,I -
proposed, We be!leve 111a1· ~se i,se-s W01'c:I be com~ec:t by neafb1 COl!Wllerclal usea, 
Mel t>Othlng In 1M Cl'U ..u,tes tllll'l lhefe b too much oornrn«ell!II In this ,ma 

Ti'>& Cir/• c,,,,n economle analyffl wppot1li the need lar retail near lhe ma;or emplo)'111911t areas 
tOll1h of SR,905. h m,1es thM 'WOcicert\loill\ln oi.y ~--• are one of ti'~ prtma,y __._ 01 
tnlll'l<el ~ tor l'Wlltl •r>c:1111111 "Ille~ 11 lim~$d ~\IM ~ curtenv:y•. (ERA Real Esta:. 
Ma4el Anll~ll. at p 17,) funhcr. tt1e CPU't dofinhio!'I d Commoolt)i ~~~the 
deal;illllbon 01 lhe "11Atw;,m ~ a.s Comm.mity• eonv--wL It awles; "Comnu'lly 
Com11t-erclal laJ!)ds ant toe.kid ad)IIC8fll to SR-005 lc aocomm~t• the o.inand IDf 1i1oods 11111d 
aeMcea ol lhe ruldwlbal illlld em,,lcyment c:aomffll.lnilles ol Otay Mesa It ~I.• (CP\J, at o. 
lu.21.) The ,~ porflon cl !he Pni~rty Is adj■celd lO MIWl'81• llW!ljOC/llllion oorridcR 
~ SR«i:i ll'MI v4I Mt\!$ 11\IAy 8'1'1~ .weu. 
The IBT ~lgnat,on It Ill-fitting 10 Ill" S(l<,IU'lem po,,tlcfl of 1.11it PrC'l)«1y becauu ■ceoldi~ l;o 11,., 
CPU, 19T l:inds WI! ·awr~• lo 111f1f; 1n po11Joos 01 lhe oommuM1e1 adjacent to Ille bcfder, 

P-5 

RTC-90 

RESPONSE 

See Response to Comment P-4. Also, throughout the CPU process, 
there have been multiple designations analyzed on this property, 
including residential and commercial uses. The Planning Division has 
been advised that access along Otay Mesa Road and both the northern 
and southern portion of La Media Road may not be allowed driveway 
access due to proximity to the freeway and the classifications of the 
streets which would affect the viability of commercial development. 
Additionally, based on the CPU market analysis, the draft land uses for 
Scenario 3B include adequate commercial capacity for build-out of the 
community. 

Walkability within the area of the intersection of Otay Mesa and La 
Media Roads will be based on urban design rather than the land use 
designation. The area contributes to the General Plan's designation of 
Otay Mesa as a Subregional Employment Center. The only commercial 
uses south of the SR-905 are in the POE area, which is appropriate. 

The CPU states "IBT lands are focused primarily in the border zone, 
west of the Otay Mesa Port of Entry; covering most of the land east of 
Britannia Boulevard and south of the Central District's Great Parle IBT 
is also designated between Otay Mesa Road and SR-905 adjacent to 
Brown Field." The property designated for IBT meets the general 
description. 

With the southern portion designated IBT, it would implement goals on 
page 1-4 by contributing to Otay Mesa as a Bi-National Regional 
Center, broaden the economic profile to increase employment and 
growth opportunities, and enhance and sustain Otay Mesa's strong 
economic base and potential for expansion. The IBT designation would 
implement policies 2.4-5, 5.1-1 - 5.1-5, and 5.1-10-5.1-12. 
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Sheppal'CIMulOn 

c,tl\e, pol'!$ ol entry. 0( ffl!U '" 1!'11"1,',iol, to h/ohet don,~. {CPV, al T.tllle 2"3,) Thn P~OOlfy 
m1re1a none OI thffe_ cr'tlef1a 

In odlllbcM\. tile lolOWing ~la and l'()k,ea ell lhe CPU•~ ~Jeinl119 Che Ex..q 
C(wnrr,e,dal 1,al'ICI Uu dHlg"atic,i on th, aatA~ portion ol llie Property: 

• P•~ I..S: ·a m-io, If-It COft1clor it -•loned ID nvel In 1111 t.ttl~ OIi~ M~ 
muct> otu,e oommunlly 10 ~ r991011 •t 1¥~· IJfway RO.Shes llm<lod c:om,-dal 
~es M fhduir.rf■I UM ori Che a•e wocdg 811'J:f\utz:a driving""• WIO.lrtg 04' 
11<~ •nd contkll ..;th !he goalt ot ll'le Ge,w,rel P:811 al\d tl1I! CPO. 

• ~~ I-& -n- C~llll O,,,~ ~ se,,enilty 1$ !tie ™1d ilong Ille t.lt'Wly Ro.ad 
Con'i®r, iii e.WlllOned • "1• tr.mtil c,omdo, and apme d Ille wmrmn!Y 'Wim tt .. 
Con~ V~e •I tine we•em c!>O end ompl'oymw,t oppc:,m,nlaie$ •I 1118 ea•em and· 
The IWIJtbern pat!lon ol Ill• Ille .. ~I Ntway Road and v.ill HIVB 1he ,urr~ 
lndua!rlll desigN,tl9d lllnds. Toe PIOl)MY lrontll en. two trinlt cr.,mdeta (ArMJr Md lfl 
Medi. Roach) whlUI makes II..,. ~ IOCllllon for Cc4N!,er0181 clevelol)l\'lefll am 11 
~,,, w•,h the qi1111I tnd ell!ftir,g ou,y MOH Communlfy 9tan 

• Pai" L0-1 ·A().$1•~ ol l■nd tl$8Sl,ha1 p,o,,1dcs suffidcm capaotylor a ""'ielY ol 
111e1, faclki.,n, .and ser.lcee Meded to serve Olay Mesa•: 'D!Yerilced <:QfflfflerCYI we, 
lh•t lel\'e local, commuM)', ~ region .. neecta.' A.emoW1Q Ille Commercial land Vae 
c1etlgn111011 • ~,i.i.~ ..,.,h theu 90ft Nii l~et ~ empeoynw,nt 1anc11 from 
900(IJ ancl seMQlt$ ~ t,,/ en>W'I'"' 

• Tablas 2-1 arid l,2. T1-c show 1ho rcduct:lon ,n commeraal flllds, a~m.>11!1~ 170 
111:1n. oorni,e<ed io rnlde111 al and ope,,.,,_ aaeeoe ""1kih la belnQ tnc,usec 
0\1.-eiflnO l.WIAa are 111Ct<!lnlng by 50%. 'wllk:h equates to greaw commerci:ar need. 

• P11g9 MU lhis ~ a Cll10usslol1 of sll'HI.O.Hlfi~lonl 1hat state, Chai Ma.jot 
s.r.tel$ - Mnl,Y Arttnat. iol1'0IM to00mrnod.a!• QeCIHlliant, rt( lheM 111NCi -
O:.CU.lle<i n carryw,o lllro<Jgh 1tt11'1c ..,th '"""'"al o, no dnveway -• Neither Cl!' 
1'1e~ i;:l&~~~ol str"'• are po<!el~~ -111gn volume MClhtgll,!)M<I 
elNlell1 are not oamroe1a~ ~- for lledestrtens. CommM:ial Lind lite on Che 
~ WD\Jld belief enootJ -.ge l)t<letNM from 11'18 ~men« area, IOIJ"JI cf SR, 
90$ 

• Pate EP-,. ihe COfflfl'lWllt)' c:oll1"1uel lo tee an ,r,cre_ ln ,es~nbal -~Ill. 
~ ~ ~ more ,,,51<1ent$ btJI 1M dllm'1!d ~ QNl<IW IIQC41$& IQ eorl!ll'lll!JCIII Ind 
~I bualneue1·. 'C!lm~lal 11$et lhal $1/Pl)Ofl oi.y Me-tll"s 1/'!00'tllllll CCfflrnurify,' 
M:al"talll/f\Q 1'16 eitlsdr,g Commtrd.il L1lll4 U$t clel!o~Jon 14 ~ltteill with ~ 
pc;fo(;lea 

• PIIQO EP-7· 'A mlljor.ty of~ landa ate IOceled ,n doo-.e l)l'OUnil)' IO M,12.S, SR-~ 
and the Part of Enlry ID ..- u,e dell\MI! Df bo1d1Helaled ad/,tln • Thia paroel 3 

RESPONSE 
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Sheppa,dMullln 

IOclltt4 tbll1WO S~ ~ thtff ,,_.,,IJ)Otlal•on corndcn and wW MIMI IN! 
om~o-ymcnt laJ>d8 sumK,l'Nln; ttie Property 

• Page EP--8. ~ and Roco(Mlenc!lllon 5..z...,1 Qtes: 'Locote Ill/OIi I'$ 
HtahhrMt!tt. alcc,o ~~ ~• 10 mll·umi:r:lt I~• 10 rMOde<ilial 
~l00d$. WV. ltte Ptopcrfy 1111'01 IOclltod in III niaidcnll1I nelghborhoed. I abut■ 
Jh<ee lfMlpo,t.l'!IOn comdora u WIii as SR,$105 sol' OOMis'_.nl ~ lhs cx,ltcy 

a wn1em Mtnce Ntt Plldm!nttPY B•¥ 9n e<1;ung Cornm,'Pill Pn!Ano 
Tho Proje<:11111~ bee11 ., t... City's ,.t11ory Podile for•~ yu,. i,r,d IIU teAOd on Oic 
CUITen1 Otay Me&a CemmeJClal Land Use, ~lgnation in lie fin•~ "'° ~ declsiona. 
We11em Affbnc:e t:M diigefllly worio4d ~ tho requlr-. for Clly epproval of the PtojeCI 
lltl<ltr Cl1ot H~ion 11>1111 c:ommeidal u .. would remain on the entb Prol)ellV, As mentioned 
llxw•, the Property ha$ had a Comnwc~ land Uae dttlgnalion ii tile Ola:; Me~ Cemm1Mity 
P',i11ulnce •I lutt 1981. Sdhthe 3B u,cl•B ~deplcredon 11>e City~we1>a.1emAP,11 
2009 pmpMlld to ,.l'.Ml oommeod$1 vi,,e OIi ~ noMem wtlon ~ tl)I; pro~.~ ellJ'IIJI' 
Vo11age COIMlun.'ly ()( lnteffillllOn., 8/J~ and Trade U,,tt on tht ... MM l)Crt-M ol lh• 
PloPO~, Yet tllO CPU ,_. qtll'IW>.1ioa •h ,;x;m""'ciia' ttnd ~• Community end~ tBT 
on ~ ProPll't)I 

n,,, Oft)' oi.em~ ll'le P,eft<t ~ on ooc«nber 21, 2008, and w~ Afl;aro:o onr., fOllnd 
Ollt ~ IN ~ pl(l(JOAI to cliilnQO Iha Wld UH aoslgnlllion In 2010, Then1fore, Iha rules 
In p!acc, at Iha! time m1cludlng Che Com~,o~ Lal'ld Use dnlgnet,oo fo, \he Cll1lire propwly, 
sholM retnillin. Undtlf eaoronu Jaw. once an age11cy e1eem1 a projeel a,,pllc■lllon ecrn~. 11 
lypellly may Ml change the ~rlt rues, 111gula1/<Jn •M PO!lcle• •~ 10 lhe 
p,ofe(t. ll'!C!Ul:ll1g la"'lf use delig~ arnc-a H would p(.-w r•id.,. in ~ QOf'dllion 
cta11901WJ toli1olr~ <11 ~C\Y. 

WestemAJhance ltas • veer.cl llgM \0 tho Cotnmon;1-t..ncl Use dotiQnabon even though !he 
cPu was w~ at tr.. tln1' Che applt,c;illlon wH dNmed QQ111plot. t12009. Tha GollerM19nl 
Cock altow. an~ to awiy ... ,.. rvlH 'Mlffl. "4 lhO time o( Choappfcaiion, tne llOlflCV(I} 
Initiated pr~ fo, • dei/91opmet!C Nie cha~ by WI)' of ~noa, «Mol1.11M or mo<lon, 
and t2) p;Jbtiahed notice ,n accordanoa .,.,111 G-nl Code f 65090 ccnlalning jl dncriP!i9£1 
tufficloot 10 amx b m,,iic of !ht ol!Vm 01 mt Q!liPOHd chlm, 10 me IPPilcfl>le CfflCl1I « 
specif,c GYQI, ()( ZM1'1Q ()( subdive:lon onS~s. Go-II C<Jdt S 68474,2(b)) Whilo Watom 
Alll■nce ri■t ~ knowri lhllt IN CPU l'IH l)Mn ~ng for MYOf1I yilll'I. JI dld no1 kllOW 
IOf Cllll111ln lnat 1110 ch'I!. CPU ro4eilted In Sep>.ember 20\3 W'OUld U1W>U al the commereitil 
u"' 4'lllt hid eio:st.d ~ Che 1961, Comm«clal w.t the p-edomlrlllle "'° In the,,_ 2009 
38 and 48 acenanos. and as dllCU!iseO 11'1 mote detu below, C.y offloala as.sured Western 
AJll■nce lllal lhe Pl'ope~ ~ be ~lgn■1l!(I ~r(iaf thro,ugll 2012 ffil 2013 

MOfllOYOr, lho City • .slopped tram elimlll;aq lhe commem.al ~,-lion Jn the CP\J, As 
demcnsb'ailld above the City Im oeen -• ot bolll the Pfo!ec!'s ~ 0Qll'lffitldal 
developMetlt and lhe CPu Slt'IC6 Al tea,st 2009, Ba«! upon lhe c.fs usur■noa, Western 
Alll•not WU l,ll'IIWll'f ~11110 City w<dcl eliminate 11M Comm~ Land Oce ~/llllon lrom 

P-6 

RTC-92 

RESPONSE 

All projects that have been deemed complete prior to the date of 
adoption of the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update and associated 
actions will be evaluated with regard to land-use and zoning 
consistency based upon the Otay Mesa Community Plan and the Otay 
Mesa Development District that were in existence at the time of a 
project's deemed complete date. 
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1M ~ on Irle CPU \Ve&tem Niallice !lad a ngl'rt to~ IN C41y 1Men4ed We$ten'I 
All.."'11Ce lo ad L1POft l!he,e HflKllncea, 1-.-1 felaed en tMse ant.nnces to Ila clelNMl'II. encl '\Olli 
IAWr ~ o, prejudice as a result. La ~ Ftlnrrltlg,t DW. Co,J1-V. O,,pl ol 1taMP ( 198$) 
16B c.a Ai,p.3cl 20B. 219. The~ lo western Allw10t'1 W11111$1$ I lho Qy i. not CSto;,ped 
ftom elifllN:in!I.,... -~~ <JOJiQJJ1•~ •-- •he llll\lrY to1i'lo~-.i W111e Cir/ i, 
nto~ 

C Trilfflc 11'1\Nds Weylcl ~ L• W3t) COl!VrMl•I Thin r8T 

IU!fllhlklg IIWI Eldsll"g Co111ffl61Cl•I lalld Uu •butta1o-lnterM!dlxin of la Medi• atld Altway 
~ •~ 11ol'tlelo rnilh ~lodfo, WVIOe$ clcWedby •~• Ill lhe ~lel 
area. The Ptcperty is c:om,a",e,,t lo, tmplo~a of thll lnduSIIW and cktribudon G&rll4n alfeady 
~-151!,,g o, planned ;n the CPU lor tho e<N 904Jth of SR.QC)$ If ll1o 90Ulhem Portion_.. 
nideatgnated n 18T u propor..ct by Iha CPU, U-. ernployee:a would rw.<f to lra\191 funher lo 
reach QOfflffltraal ano l1!t8' ~ea. WlloCh would III tum ~~•~rll<lte t,a'!f,a ~ and 
-~ air (\uallty, greenhouse gas, and nc!u lmpacu. 

~. ~•lnlng Ille el(IIWIO Conwnertfal LaBd Use deatiutlon )\'O\lkl nol oovel'iOly affe,;t 
a.. proposed CPt..r. la...a! of a,ef\',CO en Otay r,tesa Rood, wtllM not 11ppe• to trigger 1l;niftC11t11 
<Mlaya, 8!!0 WOIJkl 1'101 ~M Ill\ i(!lpec:\ OIi Int tnllle ll'Mllysi:t oe,formed for the CPU. S.9ed en 
a lral!ii; ar>al)'M ~~ by lhe t.q an,i porlomled by V,blin syuerM, ~ can be to.Jna In 
u,e exhibb 10 the ieu., ~cl hefflo • ~ the tralf10 ,;olum,ct,$ bfffd on • ~cl•I 
UM1 can be accommodahld wflhool lhe need for meet....,. radasailic.llionl .wl ~ !ht roads • 
~ral>t al ~tile leYOl1 of $Cr'II~. 

0. ComDlO[djl is Cpnf'SlMl »lib loo Offlnt f@o 

Comot-c,ial Land th•, not lndus111ol, II (i()(tliflllnl Wl1II the Gal'Wll'al Plan. The-o--al' Plan OoN 
not Ckl.-:e 11'9 Property a$ Pl111>11 ~al &..Ind. (Gtoolal f'lllt,,. ~W'D EP• 1,) Tho ~I 
Plan autJmecl that the ma.ting CommercW land IJse dnlgnrion would l'lf1lUL F!g\lrt $-1 oC 
lhe ~neral P\litn stales thll Prime lndustnll Lanett In~ Meg, WIii be identified u pan al the 
0011111'1riy s,t.tt1 updtte proees& In ~\jotl. Che ~rty Cloea not ,_ ct,e Ge'1«91 !'tin 
ctlteliO for Plfme lrd\1$trial ~ Acc«dlng ll'le ~I Plan me purpo&e al lhe PMIO!! 
Industrial t..andti oasignation II to llf8&0MI Gfstirig ll'ld\llutal land. J'IOI to -n 1w 
dcslgnala<l la, ollM!f URS to "1dllwlal. It states: 'Th• ~~Ion DI Pnl1!Cl industnlll lancis is 
lmefllded to pro19CI \iallJable empk)ymenl lltld for baH HCIII' lndlillnel • «General Plan. at ll 
ep. 7 .) F\JtUw, tile ccmmen:lal ~on Is ~111e"t wi1n the planning dowrnau or olhar 
~ •l.!Cil " IM S#\ ~ Counl,y RegiOIIII Airport AulMOrity •nd tile San Ol6go 
~lo,i al GQ,,emmenu. 

E c1tv Hu PmiMb' t\Areocl 10 KttR Eo!tt PmttTt Pl Comrnml~ 
In lhe a~ lew yeara, Ille Cil)I has auurad Ww.l!ffi AJll&nC'e n.--11rma. that 1he P(Gf)41try v.11 
retaln ill Cammeraal L.lltld Use desQnallon. For eDfflple, ,n a plll0fl8 call to me oa Jan,my 12 
2012. Pi-Ml'IO Otrtcior 8111 ~ oonll~ u,a1 ~ .,. . .,. 1'!11 l'l!I~ th8I Ji • Oc:lot>er ia. 
2010 mee(lAg between W01lffll Alli...:C ~•tivet arid C<ly .tan, the City aQ,eecl lhlll • 

RESPONSE 

P-7 While a traffic analysis was generated for the commercial uses at this 
location and submitted to the City, City transportation staff is not in 
agreement with the analysis and would require further review and 
analysis prior to acceptance of the report's conclusions. 

P-8 

P-9 

RTC-93 

Each of the General Plan's elements were carefully considered and 
evaluated during the evolution of the plan update. The CPU goals and 
policies are based upon many factors, including a comprehensive 
evaluation of market analysis, housing needs, and resource protection. 
The CPU has analyzed lands for Prime Industrial, and has both 
removed industrial designation (the Central Village area, the Lonestar 
property) and added industrial designation (southern portion of Western 
Alliance property). This was analysis throughout the update process, 
and is not considered a conversion per the General Plan's Figure EP-1. 

While a traffic analysis was generated for the commercial uses at this 
location and submitted to the City, City transportation staff is not in 
agreement with the analysis and would require further review and 
analysis prior to acceptance of the conclusions of the traffic report. 
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lf'4ttem Allian06 ptlfcnneo ii lnffio .na1y ... ~ defflONtr~ed lhllt INvlllg ~ Prc,pertr" 
oo,qllKlfltal 'W'Ol.l!d, noC ,ault tn th& need for re-ctuslf;catloo of any roadways on !he CPU« 
delay lhe CPU, I.he Cily would leaYlt the Pl'Ol'llrt)' deslgnateo ,as Cammen:u! In I'll! nut dtW!t OI 
lhe CPU As explalned in IOOl'19 detall ii. the leC1e< ~ es ~ ~ttfn ~ ri.tly 
ftlfilled ~e con!L'llonl al'ld ,uct,/-,d the <:a($ -mt. 

In addJJon, on May 22. 2013, ~Uy BrOl.lllhlOn confirmed In• eofflerntian llillll m& 11\ad Western 
All!ll!IC8 ~ mec the lraffic: 41na1ysfs COllllltlcns w- b!f ll'le Ciiy tn lh6 ~ 24. ,01 o 
m,eeci,g kw mmt,-~ trot Convnelc.11 L.aiid u .. de~ and abo N'-6 lhat if an 
~,c;,tion for dw•l01'l'ltfll Ola com,nerdal u1a -•~and dNfTled comi,lete prior to 
11',e adogtion OI the CPU. it. City would h.lft no ■ltemallve bull lo allow tlllt commercial l.'W to 
oonll-

F Cgmrmd'f s,.,,pqrt1 Commtrslik\B1¢al On EJ:rti:q f<9Rti1Y 

The, Coty thovlcl ·~ l'1.e dHlre (I(~~ to n>al/uln tl'le CN>'O Prope,!'ly de~i.<i 
u Commercial n,,. i,.,,.1;1s to-me cc,nmunlty ol maonlainino tna cumuit Commcldal 
dealgnlllon hirw ~Jl r~naw by lilO Ol.ly MHII ~MY Plandllg Group [l>:a,n,g 
Group). In Feoru:a,y, 2010. lhe Pl:tnning Ga,up \Mlllllrnouaty wpported the Map WMr Md 
Site ~ 'Pem!lt r« Commero:al u,u On April 2(), 20n. thtl Plann,ng 0!0® 
unanilmoov,, pnsecl a mo11an to wppcrt the curnwu Commetdall OUp!JOR or tile Prq,eny, 
•nd IIOI the lndv.tttef d~., ~ t,f Ille CPU, eonlit'lgent OIi W~ Alie"<IO 
agr~ to a6<h$$ lnrl'lic; im!H. 0n Jvly 31, 2013. the Plllllll'llf\V G((Jul)aQ!'llt<I thal Weuem 
Allianc;e h,a,cl lilddl'l'5$Cd 1'M.> 118lf1Cl lsaues alld unanlmoo,ly ,e--atrwml!d iti suppcrt fOf 
C«nme~etzil dewlopmect,t f« the mit1re Pro!lfflr, In :adli-Jion, Thweu l&!letle from Ille 
Clly'a Plann.ng Olvlsit)n slated at lhat ~ lhal the ()jly e.-MClt OflllllQ!II c«Nnen:iil Lnl 
Use ~lo" Ol lhe Propeny to ~ t.!lef fl:S de~N app!iea!OOn II ~ 
r.611lple!e 

o. C4Ml)!Mfd•I Pesleo•m Mallet flxtl SenM 

Flll<TI • fikal l"Bp!Klive, Iha City wwk:l benelll from malnl&lllhg the Commerdtl tan<, Uae 
de!IIQ1111tloft on 11,e anlWft Prnpe,1y The~ eommUlt•Y plan.,.._ A53 9CfM ol 
00ffllll4'fthl, b<IC U'le CPV c;,ty p(OPQI~ Z8A acres ol commerclal. (CPU, Tablts Z,.1 lll'IO 2•2, II 
p, LU-2 I Toe 2007 ,Fi-I lrn~ ~• ol ~ Mt,a Commvn~y Pf•n ~ ~ tt,c, 
l'ltt filca! lm~• ol lhrte CPU _..tliot wllh va~ llm0.Jilt6 o1 QOfl\mwclill, ¥Id dettnniMd 
lh8C the C~y-1d ber>e'fil micn increased -. or commarcul dealgnalion. Scanario 1. will, 
512 •eta~ ol commefdal, nlllled the highes1 a<1nual ~um• for the City ""1h $19.1 ~ 
Scenario 2. with 400 acne oC commercial, netted S17.5 ml.llon llfV1Ulllly. ERA. t~ ell1hat or ll'le 
ttudy,~ •~ 1'•mJdpll!e<ISOIUIIX.~t1JC. tnd ~~C)' taX 
receipb help lo gel'let., 1ho ~ ,..,.nun of at Iha ac:onaricn, • ('2007 ~ Im~ 
An~III ., p. 7 ,) Tht P/OpoMd Cf'U causa r,_, harm to tt,e City or· cnariaJne IN 11dslir.g 
C<;mmen;ial des~ ilO 1ST. Retaining the exla~ C-Ommerdill uae wookl .Ibo help pr~ 
rwwnue for mucll needed IJIJbllcll'>f!WSlru~ura lhroll!;:h Increased 1'1tclltties BenefilaAasesam:Mt 
, __ Thetefc>re, main~ loo C-rdal land IJle deS!gM1i0ll on the Pr~ would be 
r.1caJ1y s®"d fee the City. 

RESPONSE 

P-10 The CPG has supported the commercial designation, as long as the 
designation does not delay the CPU process. While a traffic analysis 
was generated for the commercial uses at this location and submitted 
to the City, City transportation staff is not in agreement with the analysis 
and would require further review and analysis prior to acceptance of the 
report's conclusions. All projects that have been deemed complete 
prior to the date of adoption of the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update 
and associated actions will be evaluated with regard to land-use and 
zoning consistency based upon the Otay Mesa Community Plan and 
the Otay Mesa Development District that were in existence at the time 
of a project's deemed complete date. 

P-11 

RTC-94 

Comment noted. Other factors have been part of the CPU process, one 
of which includes the need to provide base sector employment lands, 
as Otay is identified as a Subregional Employment Center. 
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Shepp411'dMUIDn 
n-.. .. ...-. ... ~~ 
~2$.2011 
P-0-1 

M !BT Pfflg'lfl!on !I Bu,q,ogf!llw.(! Rul9'!il!A - o»a 

The City bned ~I~ 1X1 !9Clnlgn.M lh• SOU!hem ~ af Ille Pt.,iy as 18T on 
IKlfounded conceme. In lfte October 21, 2013 killer from 81II Fult.oo ~. m. Oily 
ll]Cfl(llued eonOl!fM regllRU,~ mixing IJUCk lnffle wi::11 commen:lal UWflc, ~ acceu, 
OA(I IIIO IICII of Ml; CICl'C' comMereial ~, $CUii\ 01 SR~ None Of tr- p;irport.9d nilol'IN8 
Wlt!IStaMS • CloMr •~IM!iotl Of the «.r::is. In tdditiQn, lhe Cir(s p<opou! IO dnlgnate lhe 
1outiom porllon of tlM! Property as IBT ill ~ 

Ho ly.ug W!lt) TD4 T!1fflc 

The au..-npt,on ttl'8I Commetdll use on trla llC!aharn pDl'llon cf the Property would au1e 11\dl 
trelflc iSluot ii tr.-l)llla!d. An lnduat~ftl IJ9,II on th& Property, Wllll Its-~ lncntaM 1n 
llur;k trf~, wolAd -rbatt the IT\ld; lrdk. prol)lem, while • Commer~l use WDll<f. re®ce I. 
The PrOl»fty abuts on 111111~ with SR-806, w ti'Mo m~Jortt,, ol :,,e, 11\ld<& v.ln be sloppir'Q to 
fNllw em~« o,. lhe f!Nway. Pauq.,whide• arc ura:ciy to~ ti-. rro,,., OJ 1tti1nc <II 
Iha !Juci<a. Mon!<war. 1M ~ wlll nol be enlering or •idtinQ the Prope,ty cut 'Ml be hNded lO 
or fro/II Ille Pott of Emry ~om S~905. 

111 eeldil!M. Ul• City shotl4d not 11!1 thoft term c:o,w:,em, owwridot long.torm Plamirlsl The CPU is 
a lerlO-Cetm ~ dQQJffllftl wNc:11 llAtita 1h11 II ha& ■ l~O year ~nnJnv pe,lod, (CPV, p. 
1-3,) The D\,ol\ itelfio '- ~ 11.lbsl~l-lly lt!!IIOl\red llftat the OOl'!1pleC1on of (he 
lmprvvemcinlr. on La Me<la Rolle!, ttud( l'\l"""9 1)11,n& for the Ot~ tMn Pon of Entry, ano tri. 
MW ~ I\Ae$a e..11 Po.rt Cl/ ~ t<:hodulod to bf c,on,~t.. ,n 2016. The. pllf'l:ha&a of 1lle SR-
125 loll !oacl by ~DAG rrom a ""'1M• oµeRtor wll also~- nme imr;,ecu on Owf ~ ... 
In~ trudl 1J'IP$. 

The deMgRalion of lho MMhom pOrfior\ or llte ·~wilh a CO~ Land Use would be 
moro ~titl/e v.lUI ~ 11\Jdc 1f8ffl<: tll-all dltt(grurlon of 1/,c &lte u 1811'. G,.•n tho divet$1on ot 
iran.e that wJI QCQlf lnwn la Medla Road to Allway Road, cqeailon \wt be l■IIHnod ~ tile La 
Mt<1ll RoadfAl!Wly Rold lnleftffllot'I. ~-.,,, ltie 6Hlgnttlon -of the toUthem portion cl Ille 
Pn,perty .r.s •IST--.tld 911:lw1y ,-M,lll ,n ,nc,eased 11\1,;I< lrlll'lle 00flfllctl compared ID e 
Coolmetcial Land UM d<HlgJ\llloll on the l)l'G~rty t>c-o ~~yees drMr,g in caB from IN! 
WlOU&trilil ancJ dietnblltion usaa ,_ me Port ol Eroy would noad to UH ~1\Mad truck l'O\Jtff 
l'Qr i'U!'tner ~'ft- to rt,a,;11 CM1rTIM:lal ftOflh o( SR-905. 

2, AWIS§ r .. 9trnmarcia! Wsa,fd Be Sm and Adeqyliljl 

The Ok)' d10IM not interr;,111t tho~ Of tht Ptq;e;ty at•,._ to ~:o llmled 
aaass., bul. ~ w,w It H being consllilant w,'\n adja~I trimsporta,tlon OOtrickn. The 
IOUIIOtl or 1110 ~ MXI to u,o fl'Nw;iy&nd Otay Mesa Road if• faclor N ~ 
Commer.:ial use. CPU Ec:onomie ~ Element Policf and R.ecommondallon S. 2-4 
11 Illes.: "Locate large retwt Hta1>urvne111a •toro tre.nal)OlllltiGn 0Mld«1 to IN1ll!¥M fJT\l)IICl5 lo 
,es~nlial ~bQltloods. • The Property If oonsllt~nt with thie poky l>eCauae It la situated 
~~~11'111\fl,IO!'Ur.ionCO~I'$ 

RESPONSE 

P-12 The City stands by the rational detailed within the October 21, 2013 and 
September 30, 2011 letter exchange between SheppardMullin and 
Planning Director, Bill Fulton. 

P-13 See Response to Comment P-12. The truck traffic issues' resolution 
through the La Media improvements, POE reconfiguration, new POE 
opening, and the purchase of the SR-125 are highly speculative. The 
new POE and the SR-125 are toll roads, and there is no analysis or 
evidence that truck traffic will use toll systems for goods movement. 
The City roads will continue to have truck impacts. 

P-14 See Response to Comment P-7. 
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RESPONSE 

P-15 The adjacent Sunroad property has requested that the property remain 
the Heavy Commercial land use designation rather than the Regional 
Commercial land use designation. As such, the property will be zoned 
IL-3-1, which allows a mix of both commercial and industrial uses. The 
designation of Heavy commercial would allow for a consistent string of 
Heavy Commercial uses between Alisa Court and the SR-125. 

P-16 At this time, the City is not considering that another market analysis be 
done. 
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RESPONSE 

P-17 This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided in 
the EIR. The commenter's opinion is acknowledged and is included in 
the project's Final EIR for the decision makers to consider. No 
additional response is necessary. 

P-18 
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Exhibits attached are for reference only and do not require response. 
They have been included in Appendix O of the Final EIR. 
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S.0 Executive Summary 

S.1 Project Synopsis 

This summary provides a brief synopsis of: (1) the Community Plan Update (CPU) to the 
adopted 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan, the associated rezoning and Land 
Development Code (LDC) amendments; (2) the results of the environmental analysis 
contained within this Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR); (3) the alternatives 
that were considered; and (4) the major areas of controversy and issues to be resolved 
by the Lead Agency.  This summary does not contain the extensive background and 
analysis found in the PEIR.  Therefore, the reader should review the entire PEIR to fully 
understand the CPU and its environmental consequences. 

S.1.1 Project Location and Setting 
The CPU area is in the southeastern portion of the City of San Diego (City), just north of 
the United States International Border with Mexico.  The CPU area is bounded by the 
Otay River Valley and the City of Chula Vista on the north; an unincorporated area of 
San Diego County to the east; the International Border and the City of Tijuana on the 
south; and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the west.  The San Ysidro, Otay Mesa-Nestor, and 
the Tijuana River Valley communities in the City of San Diego are located west of the 
CPU area.  

The CPU area encompasses approximately 9,3009,302 acres.  Multiple jurisdictions 
govern land surrounding Otay Mesa, including but not limited to the City of San Diego, 
City of Chula Vista, County of San Diego, and City of Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico.  
Major facilities, such as the Otay Mesa Port of Entry (POE), Brown Field airport, and 
Donovan Correctional Facility, exist within and adjacent to the CPU area.  The In 
addition, the Nakano property, which is located in the most northwestern corner of Otay 
Mesa, south of the Otay River Valley is directly adjacent to, but not a part of the CPU. 
This property is within the City of Chula Vista’s land use authority, but and is only shown 
on figures throughout within Section 3 (Environmental Setting) of the PEIR for context 
and delineated with dashed lines.    

S.1.2 Project Description 
The CPU is a comprehensive update to the adopted 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan.  
The CPU was undertaken to address substantial land use changes, both locally and 
regionally, that have occurred over the past 25 years.  The CPU is guided by the 
framework and policy direction in the 2008 City of San Diego General Plan Update and 
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reflects new citywide policies and programs from the General Plan for the CPU area. 
The CPU contains a plan for land use and circulation with the CPU area and includes 
the following nine elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban Design; Economic Prosperity; 
Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation; Conservation; Noise; and Historic 
Preservation, along with a chapter pertaining to Implementation.   

The CPU would refine and implement the general vision and goals as expressed in the 
General Plan for the CPU area. It provides community-specific land use, development 
design guidelines, and numerous mobility and local guidelines, incentives, and programs 
in accordance with the goals stated in the General Plan.  The CPU would additionally 
serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as parkland acquisitions, 
public service/facilities, and transportation improvements. 

Discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and addressed in this PEIR, 
include: adoption of the CPU and associated actions; approval of a General Plan 
Amendment; rescission of the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD); and adoption 
amendments to the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) to include of an “International 
Business and Trade” (IBT) Zone and the IP-3-1 Zone to implement the proposed 
Business Park – Residential Permitted (BPRP) land use category; adoption of two 
Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs); and adoption of an updated 
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP); and amendments to the City’s Land 
Development Code. Certification of the PEIR at a noticed public hearing (Process 5) 
would also be required in conjunction with adoption of the CPU and associated actions. 

S.1.3 Project Objectives 
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Section 15124, the following specific objectives for the CPU support the underlying 
purpose of the project, assist the City as Lead Agency in developing a reasonable range 
of alternatives to evaluate in this PEIR, and will ultimately aid the Lead Agency in 
preparing findings and overriding considerations, if necessary. The primary objectives of 
the CPU are the following: 

• Regional Center:  Enhance Otay Mesa’s role as a bi-national regional center. 

• Economic Diversification:  Broaden the economic profile to increase 
employment and growth opportunities. 

• Industrial Capacity:  Enhance and sustain Otay Mesa’s strong economic base 
and potential for expansion. 

• International Trade:  Support activities that promote greater interregional and bi-
national activities. 

• Housing:  Provide more and varied housing and meet workforce needs close to 
employment centers. 
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• Complete Places:  Create balanced, integrated mix of uses in Otay Mesa while 
minimizing collocation compatibility issues. 

• Transit:  Coordinate land use planning with high frequency transit service 
planning. 

• Open Space: Protect the canyon lands and sensitive biological resources while 
providing recreational opportunities. 

• Infrastructure:  Include financing mechanisms that can secure infrastructure 
improvements concurrent with development. 

• Environmental Leadership and Sustainability:  Follow environmentally 
sensitive design and sustainable development practices. 

The above objectives are specific to the Otay Mesa planning area, and are intended to 
implement the broader goals, policies, and Guiding Principles of the General Plan.  
Following are the Guiding Principles of the General Plan which were used to develop the 
more refined objectives above. 

• An open space network formed by parks, canyons, river valleys, habitats, 
beaches and ocean; 

• Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network; 

• Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities; 

• Employment centers for a strong economy; 

• An integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit, 
roadways, and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each 
other and to employment centers; 

• High quality, affordable, and well-maintained public facilities to serve the City’s 
population, workers, and visitors: 

• Historic districts and sites that respect our heritage; 

• Balanced communities that offer opportunities for all San Diegans and share 
citywide responsibilities; 

• A clean and sustainable environment; and 

• A high aesthetic standard.  
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S.2 Summary of Significant Effects and 
Mitigation Measures that Reduce or Avoid 
the Significant Effects 

Table S-1, located at the end of this Executive Summary, summarizes the significant 
effects of the environmental analysis for the CPU. Table S-1 also includes mitigation 
measures to reduce and/or avoid the environmental effects, with a conclusion as to 
whether the impact has been mitigated to below a level of significance. The mitigation 
measures listed in Table S-1 are also discussed within each relevant topical area and 
fully contained in Section 11, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  

S.3 Areas of Controversy 

Areas of controversy associated with the CPU primarily concern the issues of land use, 
including the collocation of residential and industrial uses; traffic congestion and truck 
routes; adequacy of public services and facilities; air quality and noise issues; 
greenhouse gas emissions; and impacts to biologically sensitive resources, specifically 
vernal pools and burrowing owls.  All of these issues are analyzed in the PEIR. 

S.4 Issues to be Resolved by the Lead Agency 

The issues to be resolved by the decision-making body (in this case the City of San 
Diego City Council) are whether: (1) the significant impacts associated with the 
environmental issues of land use (regulation consistency, MHPA adjacency); biological 
resources; cultural/historic resources; human health/public safety/hazardous materials; 
hydrology/water quality/drainage; geology and soils, and paleontological resources 
would be fully mitigated to below a level of significance; (2) there are overriding reasons 
to approve the project despite the significant unavoidable air quality (criteria pollutants, 
sensitive receptors - stationary sources/collocation); greenhouse gas emissions; noise 
(traffic, stationary sources and construction); traffic (capacity), and utilities (solid waste) 
impacts; or (3) to approve any of the alternatives instead of the proposed project. 

The Lead Agency must also decide if the CPU conforms to land use policies, such as 
those in the General Plan and MSCP Subarea Plan.  Finally, the Lead Agency must 
determine whether the CPU or an alternative might best meet the key objectives while 
reducing environmental impacts. 
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S.5 Summary of Project Alternatives 

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of “a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project” and the evaluation of the comparative 
merits of the alternatives. The alternatives discussion is intended to “focus on 
alternatives to the project or its location, which are capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project,” even if these alternatives would impede 
to some degree the attainment of the project objectives. 

In addition to the CPU, the PEIR addresses three alternatives considered in detail: the 
No Project Alternative, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, and the Reduced 
Density Alternative.  These alternatives are evaluated in full in Section 10.0, Alternatives, 
of this document.  

S.5.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

Vernal Pool and Vernal Pool Conservation Alternative 

An alternative was considered where all vernal pools and vernal pool species would be 
conserved. In order to ensure the long-term viability of the vernal pools and species, 
conservation of associated watersheds and sufficient buffers would also be required. 
While this alternative would significantly reduce impacts to vernal pool resources and the 
surrounding non-native grasslands, this alternative was rejected because the ability to 
provide a neighborhood village within the southwest CPU area would be severely 
constrained. 

Due to the scattered location of the vernal pool resources within the southwest village 
area, the available development area would result in compact development, but would 
separate out exclusive development areas without an integrated circulation pattern or 
open space system. Benefits of the village areas such as but not limited to compact 
development, multi-model transportation networks and mixed-use development 
opportunities as further described below would not be realized. In addition, the following 
goals and objectives of the General Plan and CPU for this area would not be achieved: 

• Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network; 

• Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities; 

• Integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit, 
roadways, and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each 
other and to employment centers; 
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• Distinct villages that include places to live, work and recreate; 

• Require a mixed-use residential/commercial component to be included within 
village core areas, with neighborhood-serving commercial uses such and food 
markets, restaurants, and other small retail shops. 

S.5.2 Alternatives Considered 

S.5.2.1 No Project Alternative (Adopted Community Plan) 

The No Project Alternative consists of continued implementation of the adopted 1981 
Otay Mesa Community Plan including amendments to the plan as further described in 
Section 10.2.1, consistent with the provisions outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(3)(A).  Compared to the CPU, the No Project Alternative would comprise less 
density for residential land use and more industrial land.  The general distribution of land 
uses in the No Project Alternative would have residential uses on the west side of the 
CPU and industrial uses in the central-eastern areas.  The residential uses on the west 
side would be comprised of conventional suburban development, while the industrial 
uses on the east side would mainly include labor intensive manufacturing, warehousing, 
and distribution, with only limited office uses. 

As residential and industrial land uses would be primarily segregated with the No Project 
Alternative, potential impacts associated with the adjacency of residential and industrial 
uses would be avoided, specifically those associated with hazardous materials and sites. 
However, some beneficial features of the CPU would not be realized under the No 
Project Alternative.  These include the integration of village centers along transportation 
corridors, creation of Community and Neighborhood Villages, and the inclusion of new 
specific land use designations (e.g., International Business and Trade and Business 
Park – Residential Permitted).  As such, the goals and objectives of the General Plan 
and Strategic Framework Element related to international trade, housing, complete 
places, transit, open space, infrastructure, and environmental leadership and 
sustainability would not be fully achieved.  Additionally, the continued segregation of 
land uses would result in greater traffic volumes, and correspondingly, greater impacts 
associated with traffic/circulation, air quality, noise (traffic) and greenhouse gas 
emissions when compared to the CPU.  Also, the No Project Alternative would preserve 
fewer acres of open space and provide for less compact forms of development, thereby 
resulting in greater impacts to visual quality/landform alteration, biological resources, 
historical resources, hydrology/water quality and paleontological resources. 



  Executive Summary 

Page S-7 

S.5.2.2 Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative 

The Reduced Biological Impact Alternative would reduce impacts to biological resources 
by preserving additional lands in two locations within the CPU, one in the Southwest 
Village in the southwest area of the CPU and the second in an area west of La Media 
Road in the south-central portion of the CPU (see Figure 10-2).  Both of these areas 
would become part of the MHPA. This alternative would allow for less grading or ground 
disturbing activity, and thus would reduce conflicts with the purpose and intent of the 
ESL and Historical Resources Regulations of the LDC, and slightly reduce impacts to 
historical and paleontological resources, when compared to the CPU.   

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternatives provides fewer dwelling units in the 
Southwest Village as compared to the CPU but still meets the goals and objectives of 
the General Plan and the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) Regional 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP).  The lesser intensity of residential use and the fewer 
number of commercial developments allowed for in this alternative minimally reduces 
impacts related to traffic congestion (such as, air quality, noise, greenhouse gas 
emissions), but not to below a level of significance.  Impacts to visual resources 
(landform alteration), hydrology/water quality, and energy conservation are also less 
when compared to the CPU.  Because this alternative would increase the amount of 
open space in close proximity to development, the risk from wildfire would be slightly 
greater, but would still be mitigated through strict compliance with the Landscape 
Standards and Brush Management Regulations contained in the Land Development 
Code.  This alternative generally meets all project objectives but would not 
accommodate future population growth to the same extent as the CPU. 

S.5.2.3 Reduced Density Alternative 

The Reduced Density Alternative would convert the IBT land use designation to “Light 
Industrial,” thereby excluding business park uses and would serve to reduce the trip 
generation rates in these areas.  The maximum number of residences within the 
Southwest Village and the Central Village would be reduced as well, although permitting 
enough to be consistent with the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Guidelines used 
in the CPU, even if the goals to reduce numbers of average daily traffic (ADTs) in these 
villages are met to a slightly lesser extent.  This alternative still meets the goals and 
objectives of the General Plan and SANDAG’s RCP. 

As the development pattern for the Reduced Density Alternative is similar to the CPU, 
impacts to most areas (land use, biological resources, historical resources, human 
health/public safety/hazardous materials (risk from wildfires), hydrology/water quality, 
geology/soils, and paleontological resources) are roughly equivalent to the CPU.  Due to 
the fewer number of residences allowed, significant impacts to air quality, noise, utilities 
(solid waste), transportation/circulation, and greenhouse gas emissions are slightly 
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reduced than in the CPU but not to below a level of significance.  Because the land use 
segregation of housing and industrial is greater in this plan, there is also a small 
reduction in risk of exposure to hazardous materials.  This alternative generally meets 
project objectives but with less density within village areas that would not accommodate 
future population growth or provide greater transit opportunities to the same extent as 
the CPU. The Reduced Density alternative would allow for more suburban-type 
development, which could be more auto-dependent, and therefore contribute to, rather 
than reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

S.5.2.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify which 
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. If the No Project Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also identify which of the other 
alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and the analysis 
further detailed in Section 10 of the PEIR, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative 
would be considered environmentally superior because it would preserve more open 
space and, therefore, result in fewer impacts to biological, archaeological and 
paleontological resources; hydrology/water quality; human health/public 
safety/hazardous materials, and utilities (including solid waste), resulting from a 
decrease in developable land that could be graded.  It also would reduce (but not avoid) 
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the CPU (i.e., air quality [criteria pollutants, 
sensitive receptors - stationary sources/collocation], noise [traffic, construction and 
stationary sources], traffic/circulation [capacity], utilities [solid waste], and greenhouse 
gas emissions).   
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TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

 

 
Environmental Issue 

 
Results of Impact Analysis 

 
Mitigation Framework 

Impact Level After 
Mitigation 

LAND USE  

Regulation Consistency 

Would the CPU result in a conflict with 
the purpose and intent of the ESL 
Regulations, the Historical Resources 
Regulation, and the Brush Management 
Regulation of the City of San Diego 
Land Development Code (LDC)? 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Regulations 

The development footprint of the CPU 
would encroach into sensitive ESL areas.  
Future public and private development 
proposals would be required to comply 
with the ESL Regulations or process a 
Site Development Permit in order to 
deviate from the regulations.  Additionally, 
all subsequent discretionary projects 
would be subject to review in accordance 
with CEQA. At which time, appropriate 
site-specific mitigation in accordance with 
the Mitigation Framework LU-2 and BIO-1 
through BIO-4 would be identified for 
impacts to sensitive biological resources 
covered under the ESL Regulations.  For 
other resource areas covered under the 
ESL Regulations, such as steep hillsides 
and floodplains, future projects would be 
designed to ensure compliance with the 
supplemental regulations and any other 
regulatory requirements to ensure that no 
impacts would occur. The CPU also 
includes several policies (see Table 5.4-
5) which aim to reduce impacts to 
sensitive and other resources covered 
under the ESL Regulations as well as 
development regulations required for 
projects within areas covered by CPIOZ 
Type A, which address sensitive 
biological resources.   

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

LU-1a: Future development project types that are 
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations, 
and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type 
A and can demonstrate that there are no 
biological resources present on the project site 
can be processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further environmental review under 
CEQA. Development proposals that do not 
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations shall be subject to discretionary 
review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the 
Mitigation Framework LU-2 and BIO 1-4 in 
Section 5-4, Biological Resources. 

 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands 
Regulations 

Less than Significant  
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LAND USE (cont.) 

 Future projects would be required to 
comply with the above regulations, 
policies, and mitigation. Therefore, at the 
program-level the CPU would not be in 
conflict with the purpose and intent of the 
ESL regulations and potential impacts 
would be below a level of significance.   

  

 Historical Resources Regulations 

Given the presence of historical 
resources distributed throughout the CPU 
area, implementation of the CPU has the 
potential to result in significant impacts to 
historical resources.  The CPU includes 
several policies aimed to reduce impacts 
to historical resources within the CPU 
area as well as development regulations 
required for projects within areas covered 
by CPIOZ Type A which address 
archaeological resources.  Additionally, 
incorporation of the mitigation framework 
for historical resources contained in 
Section 5.5 would reduce the potential for 
significant impacts at the project-level. 

Historical Resources Regulations 

LU-1b: Future development project types that are 
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations, 
and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type 
A and can demonstrate that there are no 
archaeological resources present on the project 
site can be processed ministerially and would not 
be subject to further environmental review under 
CEQA. Development proposals that do not 
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations shall be subject to discretionary 
review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the 
Mitigation Framework HIST-1 in Section 5-5, 
Historical Archaeological Resources. 

Historical Resources 
Regulations 

Less than Significant  
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LAND USE (cont.) 

Environmental Plan Consistency 

Would the CPU result in a conflict with 
adopted environmental plans, including 
the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea 
Plan and the MHPA adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect for the area? 

MHPA / Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines 

Potential indirect impacts would be 
evaluated at the project-level for 
consistency with the MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines.  Implementation of 
the CPU would introduce land uses 
adjacent to MHPA which would potentially 
result in a significant impact at the 
program-level. 

MHPA / Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

LU-2: All subsequent development projects that 
are implemented in accordance with the CPU 
which are adjacent to designated MHPA areas 
shall comply with the Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines of the MSCP in terms of land use, 
drainage, access, toxic substances in runoff, 
lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and 
brush management requirements.  Mitigation 
measures include, but are not limited to: sufficient 
buffers and design features, barriers (rocks, 
boulders, signage, fencing, and appropriate 
vegetation) where necessary, lighting directed 
away from the MHPA, and berms or walls adjacent 
to commercial or industrial areas and any other use 
that may introduce construction noise or noise from 
future development that could impact or interfere 
with wildlife utilization of the MHPA. The project 
biologist for each proposed project would identify 
specific mitigation measures needed to reduce 
impacts to below a level of significance. 
Subsequent environmental review would be 
required to determine the significance of impacts 
from land use adjacency and compliance with the 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP. Prior 
to approval of any subsequent development project 
in an area adjacent to a designated MHPA, the City 
of San Diego shall identify specific conditions of 
approval in order to avoid or to reduce potential 
impacts to adjacent the MHPA. 

Specific requirements of the mitigation framework 
are detailed in Section 5.1.6.3. 

MHPA / Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines 

Less than Significant  



TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(continued) 
 

Page S-12 

 
Environmental Issue 

 
Results of Impact Analysis 

 
Mitigation Framework 

Impact Level After 
Mitigation 

AIR QUALITY   

Criteria Pollutants   

Would the CPU result in emissions that 
would violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

Would the CPU result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state AAQS (including the 
release of emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

 

Construction Emissions 
Air emissions due to construction would 
not exceed the applicable thresholds for 
individual projects. However, if several of 
these projects were to occur simultan-
eously, there is the potential for multiple 
projects to exceed significance 
thresholds. While it is not anticipated that 
construction activities under the CPU 
would result in significant air quality 
impacts, as air emissions from the future 
developments within the CPU area cannot 
be adequately quantified at this time, this 
impact would be significant and 
unavoidable.  

Construction Emissions 
AQ-1: For future projects that would exceed daily 
construction emissions thresholds established by 
the City of San Diego, best available control 
measures/technology shall be incorporated to 
reduce construction emissions to below daily 
emission standards established by the City of San 
Diego. 

 

Construction Emissions  

Significant and unavoidable  
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AIR QUALITY (cont.)   

 Operational Emissions 
While emissions under the CPU would 
exceed project-level thresholds, which 
would potentially have a significant air 
quality impact when compared to the 
existing condition, the CPU would, 
however, result in lower emissions than 
the adopted plan.  

The CPU would be consistent with 
adopted regional air quality improvement 
plans and would represent a decrease in 
emissions used to develop the SDAPCD 
RAQS. However, as air emissions from 
the future developments within the CPU 
area cannot be adequately quantified at 
this time, this impact would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Operational Emissions 
AQ-2: Development that would significantly 
impact air quality, either individually or 
cumulatively, shall receive entitlement only if it is 
conditioned with all reasonable mitigation to 
avoid, minimize, or offset the impact. As a part of 
this process, future projects shall be required to 
buffer sensitive receptors from air pollution 
sources through the use of landscaping, open 
space, and other separation techniques. 

Operational Emissions 
Significant and unavoidable  
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AIR QUALITY (cont.)   

Sensitive Receptors 

Would the CPU expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentration, including air toxics such 
as diesel particulates? 

 

Stationary Sources 

The CPU includes industrial uses which 
could generate air pollutants. Without 
appropriate controls, air emissions 
associated with planned industrial uses 
would represent a significant adverse air 
quality impact. 

Any new facility proposed that would have 
the potential to emit toxic air 
contaminants would be required to 
evaluate toxic air problems resulting from 
their facility’s emissions.  

If the facility poses a potentially significant 
public health risk, the facility would submit 
a risk reduction audit and plan to 
demonstrate how the facility would reduce 
health risks. Specific project-level design 
information would be needed to determine 
stationary source emission impacts. 
Therefore, at the program-level, impacts 
would be potentially significant. 

Stationary Sources 

AQ-3: Prior to the issuance of building permits 
for any new facility that would have the potential 
to emit toxic air contaminants, in accordance with 
AB 2588, an emissions inventory and health risk 
assessment shall be prepared. If adverse health 
impacts exceeding public notification levels 
(cancer risk equal to or greater than 10 in 
1,000,000; see Section 5.3.5.2 [b & c]) are 
identified, the facility shall provide public notice to 
residents located within the public notification 
area and submit a risk reduction audit and plan to 
the APCD that demonstrates how the facility 
would reduce health risks to less than significant 
levels within five years of the date the plan. 

 

Stationary Sources 

Significant and unavoidable 
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AIR QUALITY (cont.) 

 Collocation 

The CPU would place residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses in 
proximity to one another, which would 
have potential air quality impacts 
associated with the collocation of 
incompatible land uses, as described in 
Section 5.3.5.1 (d).  Air Quality impacts 
would be associated with exposure to 
pollutants from the operation of the 
facility, which can include DPM emitted by 
heavy trucks and diesel engines, 
chromium emitted by chrome platers, and 
perchloroethylene emitted by dry cleaning 
operations. While compliance with the 
CPU and General Plan policies, along 
with local, state and federal regulations, 
would reduce potential impacts, future 
projects may result in sensitive uses 
(residential uses, schools, parks  being 
located within the buffer distances of the 
facilities described in Table 5.3-7, and 
therefore sensitive receptors would be 
exposed to toxic air emissions. In this 
case, impacts would be significant. 

Collocation 

AQ-4: Significant adverse impacts associated 
with collocation would be mitigated at the project-
level, through implementation of the Mitigation 
Framework contained in Section 5.3.5.3. 

 

Collocation 

Significant and unavoidable  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES   

Sensitive Plants and Animals 

Would the CPU result in a reduction in 
the number of any unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected 
species of plants or animals? 

Implementation of the CPU has the 
potential to impact sensitive plants and 
animals directly through the loss of 
habitat or indirectly by placing 
development adjacent to the MHPA.   

Mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-4 and 
LU-2, as described in Sections 5.1 Land use and 
5.4, Biological Resources, would address impacts 
of future development projects related to sensitive 
plant and wildlife species.  

Less than Significant 

Migratory Wildlife 

Would the CPU result in interference 
with the nesting/foraging/ movement of 
any resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species? 

Future development, including 
construction or extension of CPU 
roadways, utility lines, and/or temporary 
construction activities, has the potential to 
interfere with nesting, reduce foraging 
habitat, and obstruct wildlife movement as 
a result of noise, construction activities, 
habitat loss and/or fragmentation. Any 
direct or indirect impacts to migratory 
wildlife nesting, foraging, and movement 
would be considered significant. 

Mitigation measures BIO-2 under Section 5.4.5.3 
shall apply. 

Less than Significant  

Sensitive Habitat 

Would the CPU result in an impact to a 
sensitive habitat, including, but not 
limited to streamside vegetation, oak 
woodland, vernal pools, wetland, 
coastal sage scrub, or chaparral? 

Impacts to Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats 
would be significant. These sensitive 
habitats include: maritime succulent 
scrub, native grassland, Diegan coastal 
sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, 
non-native grassland, riparian scrub, 
vernal pools, and basins with fairy shrimp.  

Refer to Mitigation Framework BIO-1. Less than Significant  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)   

MSCP 

Would the CPU affect the long-term 
conservation of biological resources as 
described in the MSCP? Would the 
CPU meet the objectives of the 
Subarea Plan’s Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines or conflict with the provisions 
of the Subarea Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state conservation 
plans? 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

Potential impacts would be evaluated at 
the project-level for consistency with the 
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 
As implementation of the CPU would 
introduce land uses adjacent to MHPA, 
this is a potentially significant impact at 
the program-level.  

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

MHPA adjacency impacts would be addressed at 
the project-level; Section 5.1.6 includes the 
Mitigation Framework, LU-2. 

MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines 

Less than significant 

Invasive Plants 

Would the CPU result in the 
introduction of invasive species of 
plants into the area? 

Due to the large extent of future grading 
and development within the CPU, the 
CPU has the potential to introduce 
invasive species into the MHPA. If 
uncontrolled, invasive species could 
significantly impact the integrity of the 
MHPA in the CPU area. 

. 

All future projects would be required to implement 
the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and 
Mitigation Framework measure LU-2 in 
Section 5.1.6, Land Use, which requires that the 
project’s landscape plan would not contain any 
exotic plant/invasive species and would include 
an appropriate mix of native species which would 
be used adjacent to the MHPA.   

Less than Significant  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)   

Wetland Impacts 

Would the CPU result in an impact on 
City, state, or federally regulated 
wetlands (including but not limited to, 
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, riparian 
habitat, etc.) through direct removal, 
filing, hydrological interruption, or other 
means?   

Impacts to wetlands, vernal pools, and 
other jurisdictional water resources would 
be considered significant.  

Mitigation framework BIO-4, as described in 
Section 5.4, Biological Resources, shall apply to 
future development.  

Less than significant 

Noise Generation 

Would the temporary construction noise 
from the CPU or permanent noise 
generators (including roads) adversely 
impact sensitive species (e.g., coastal 
California gnatcatcher) within the 
MHPA? 

There is a potential for temporary noise 
impacts to wildlife from construction and 
permanent noise impacts from the 
introduction of noise generating land uses 
adjacent to MHPA.  Temporary and/or 
permanent noise impacts to wildlife within 
the MHPA would be significant.  

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive wildlife species 
(including temporary and permanent noise 
impacts) resulting from future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU are 
included in Sections 5.1.6.3 (Land Use) and 
5.4.4.3 (Biological Resources).  Please refer to 
Mitigation Framework BIO-1 through BIO-4 and 
LU-2 (MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines).  

Less than Significant 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES   

Prehistoric/Historical Sites 

Would the CPU result in the alteration 
or destruction of a prehistoric or 
historical archaeological site? 

Due to the number and density of 
prehistoric and historic cultural resources 
in the CPU area, the loss of these 
resources would be considered a 
significant impact at the program-level 

Archaeological Resources 

Mitigation framework HIST-1, as described in 
Section 5.5, Historical Resources, shall apply for 
future development.  

Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects 

Mitigation framework HIST-2, as described in 
Section 5.5, Historical Resources, shall apply for 
future development.  

Less than Significant 

 



TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

(continued) 
 

Page S-19 

 
Environmental Issue 

 
Results of Impact Analysis 

 
Mitigation Framework 

Impact Level After 
Mitigation 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)   

Religious or Sacred Uses 

Would the CPU result in any impact to 
existing religious or sacred uses within 
the CPU area? 

Impacts to known resources and those 
not yet found and formally recorded, could 
occur anywhere within the CPU area. 
Future grading of original in situ soils 
could also expose buried historical 
archaeological resources and features 
including sacred sites. Potential impacts 
to historical resources associated with 
construction of future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU, 
would be considered significant. 

The Mitigation Framework religious or sacred 
uses would be the same as outlined for 
Archaeological Resources. Please refer to 
Mitigation Framework HIST-1. 

Less than Significant  

Human Remains 

Would the CPU result in the 
disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Impacts to known resources and those 
not yet found and formally recorded could 
occur anywhere within the CPU area. 
Future grading of original in situ soils 
could also expose buried human remains. 
Potential impacts to historical resources 
associated with construction of projects 
implemented in accordance with CPU 
would be considered significant.  

The Mitigation Framework for human remains 
would be the same as outlined for Archaeological 
Resources. Please refer to Mitigation Framework 
HIST-1. 

Less than Significant 
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HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS   

Health and Safety Hazards 

Would the CPU expose people or 
property to health hazards, including 
wildfire and airport operations? 

Health Hazards 

A discussion of exposure to health 
hazards is found in Section 5.3, Air 
Quality and Sections 5.6.4, and 5.6.5.  As 
indicated in those sections, hazardous 
sites have been identified that could result 
in significant impacts to future 
development within the CPU area. 

Health Hazards 

Refer to Sections 5.3, 5.6.4, and 5.6.5.  In 
accordance with the CPU policies, mitigation 
identified in Section 5.6.5.3 would be required to 
reduce potential health hazards to future 
development from hazardous sites. Please refer 
to Mitigation Framework AQ-3, AQ-4, and HAZ-3. 

Health Hazards 

Less than Significant  

 Wildfire Hazards 

Because of the existing and proposed 
land use patterns around which the 
community is formed, new development in 
the wildland interface areas may expose 
additional people and structures to 
wildland fire hazards, representing a 
potentially significant impact.  Therefore, 
impacts associated with wildfires would 
be significant at the program-level.   

Wildfire Hazards 

HAZ-1: Future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
incorporate sustainable development and other 
measures into site plans in accordance with the 
City’s Brush Management Regulations, and 
Landscape Standards pursuant to General Plan 
and CPU policies intended to reduce the risk of 
wildfires. In addition, all future projects shall be 
reviewed for compliance with the 2010 California 
Fire Code, Section 145.0701 through 145.0711 of 
the LDC, and Chapter 7 of the California Building 
Code.  

Wildfire Hazards 

Less than Significant  
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HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (cont.)   

 Aircraft Hazards 

Future projects could conflict with the FAA 
requirements unless the City implements 
a mechanism to ensure either the project 
wouldn’t include features identified in Part 
77 criteria for notification or the project 
obtains a No Hazard to Air Navigation 
from the FAA.  Thus, potential aircraft 
hazards impacts would be potentially 
significant. 

Aircraft Hazards 

Mitigation framework HAZ-2, as described in 
Section 5.6, Human Health/Public 
Safety/Hazardous Materials, shall apply for future 
development. 

Aircraft Hazards 

Less than significant 

Hazardous Sites 

Would the CPU uses be located on a 
site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

The presence of sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5, 
along with any unknown hazardous sites, 
would have potentially significant impacts 
on future development and land uses 
within the CPU area.   

Mitigation framework HAZ-3, as described in 
Section 5.6, shall apply to future development. 

Less than Significant  
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HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Runoff 

Would the CPU result in an increase in 
impervious surfaces and associated 
increased runoff? Would the CPU result 
in a substantial alteration to on- and off-
site drainage patterns due to changes in 
runoff flow rates or volumes? 

Buildout in accordance with the CPU 
would result in an increase in impervious 
surfaces and associated increased runoff, 
and result in alterations to on- and off-site 
drainage.  Therefore, implementation of 
the CPU has the potential to result in 
significant direct and indirect impacts 
associated with runoff and alternations to 
on-and off-site drainage patterns. 

Mitigation framework HYD/WQ-1, as described in 
Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality, shall apply 
for future development. Future development 
implemented in accordance with the CPU would 
be subject to the requirements of the Storm 
Water Standards Manual, which includes design 
of new or improved system to meet local and 
state regulatory requirements satisfactory to the 
City Engineer.  Strict adherence to the Mitigation 
Framework, which requires regulatory compliance 
as noted above, along with General Plan and 
CPU policy compliance for reducing storm water 
runoff, would ensure that potential impacts to 
downstream resources would be reduced to 
below a level of significance. 

Less than Significant  

Natural Drainage System 

What modifications to the natural 
drainage system would be required for 
implementation of the CPU? Would 
there be an effect on the Otay or Tijuana 
river valley drainage basins with 
implementation of the CPU? 

Buildout in accordance with the CPU has 
the potential to result in a substantial 
change to stream flow velocities and 
drainage patterns on downstream 
properties. Therefore, implementation of 
the CPU has the potential to result in 
significant direct and indirect impacts to 
the natural drainage system. 

See HYD/WQ-1. Less than Significant 

Flow Alteration 

Would the CPU result in alterations to 
the course or flow of flood waters? 

Future development within the CPU area 
would potentially impact the existing 
course and flow of flood waters, resulting 
in potentially significant impacts.   

See HYD/WQ-1. Less than significant 
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HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY (cont.)   

Water Quality 

Would the CPU create discharges into 
surface or ground water, or any 
alteration of surface or ground water 
quality, including but not limited to 
temperature, dissolved oxygen or 
turbidity? Would there be increases in 
pollutant discharges including 
downstream sedimentation? 

Future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU could result in 
impacts to water quality, including 
discharges to surface or groundwater. 
Although specific locations for future 
projects have not been identified, the 
construction of such facilities and, to a 
lesser degree, the operation of these 
facilities, could impact water quality. 
Grading and exposed soil could result in 
sedimentation. 

 

Mitigation framework HYD/WQ-2, as described in 
Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality, shall apply. 

Less than Significant  
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GEOLOGY/SOILS    

Geologic Hazards 

Would the CPU expose people or 
property to geologic hazards such as 
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, 
liquefaction, ground failure, or similar 
hazards? 

The CPU area contains geologic conditions 
which would pose significant risks for future 
development if not properly addressed at 
the project-level.  Unstable conditions 
relating to compressible soils, landslides, 
seismicity (faults), and expansive soils 
represent a potentially significant impact for 
future development.   

Mitigation framework GEO-1, as described in 
Section 5.8, Geology and Soils, shall apply for 
future development. 

 Less than Significant  

Erosion 

Would the land use and circulation 
modifications proposed in the CPU 
increase the potential for erosion of 
soils on- or off-site? 

Based on the steep nature of many of the 
hillsides and the generally poorly 
consolidated nature of the sedimentary 
materials and soils found throughout the 
CPU area, erosion would represent a 
potentially significant impact, particularly in 
conjunction with some portions of the San 
Diego Formation and in drainages and 
stream valleys. 

Mitigation framework GEO-2, as described in 
Section 5.8, Geology and Soils, shall apply for 
future development. 

Less than Significant 
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NOISE    

Traffic Generated Noise 

Would the CPU result in a significant 
increase in the existing ambient noise 
level? 

Exterior and potentially interior traffic noise 
impacts are anticipated at the majority of 
locations adjacent to I-805, SR-905, SR-
125, Otay Mesa Road, and Airway Road.  
Therefore, impacts related to traffic noise 
impacts to new residences would be 
significant.  

There are areas within the CPU area where 
project traffic noise would potentially cause 
interior noise levels in existing residences 
to exceed applicable standards.  This is a 
potentially significant impact of the CPU. 

Mitigation framework NOS-1 and NOS-2, as 
described in Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for 
future development. However, because the extent 
of the success of this mitigation framework cannot 
be accurately predicted for at this time, impacts 
would be unavoidable at the program-level.    

Significant and unavoidable 

Stationary Source Noise 
(Collocation) 

Could the proposed collocation of 
residential and commercial or industrial 
land uses result in the exposure of 
people to noise levels, which exceed 
the City’s Noise Abatement and Control 
Ordinance? 

The CPU has the potential to site noise-
sensitive uses (i.e., residential) adjacent 
to noise-generating commercial and 
industrial uses. The juxtaposition of these 
land uses would result in potentially 
significant noise impacts at this program-
level of analysis.  

Mitigation framework NOS-3, as described in 
Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for future 
development. However, because the extent of the 
success of this mitigation framework cannot be 
accurately predicted for at this time, impacts 
would be unavoidable at the program-level.   

Significant and  
unavoidable 

Construction Noise 

Would temporary construction noise 
from the proposed neighborhood 
developments or permanent noise 
generators (including roads) adversely 
impact sensitive receptors or sensitive 
bird species (e.g., coastal California 
gnatcatcher) within the MHPA? 

Future development associated with 
implementing the CPU has the potential 
to exceed applicable construction 
thresholds at residential properties 
adjacent to construction sites. 
Additionally, there is the potential for 
construction noise to impact least Bell’s 
vireo, coastal California gnatcatcher, 
raptors, and other sensitive species if 
they are breeding or nesting in adjacent 
MHPA lands. These impacts are 
significant at the program-level. 

Mitigation framework NOS-4, as described in 
Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for future 
development. 

 

Significant and  
unavoidable  
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES   

Would the CPU allow development to 
occur that could significantly impact a 
unique paleontological resource or a 
geologic formation possessing a 
moderate to high fossil bearing 
potential? 

Implementation of the CPU has the 
potential to result in significant impacts to 
paleontological resources.  Specifically, 
future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU that would 
involve substantial grading within the San 
Diego and Otay formations and Very Old 
Paralic Deposits that would result in the 
loss of significant fossil remains.  It should 
be noted however, that for future projects 
that are consistent with the OMCP, base 
zone regulations and the supplemental 
regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can 
demonstrate that no paleontological fossil 
resources are present; the project can be 
processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further environmental review 
under CEQA. 

Mitigation framework PALEO-1, as described in 
Section 5.11, Paleontological Resources, shall 
apply for future development.  

Less than Significant 
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TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION   

Capacity 

Would the CPU result in an increase in 
projected traffic that is substantial in 
relation to the capacity of the circulation 
system?  

 

Capacity 

Roadway Segments 

A total of 24 roadway segments under the 
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition would 
be expected to operate at unacceptable 
LOS.  Therefore, the CPU would have a 
significant impact at all of these 24 
roadway segment locations. 

Even with the  incorporation of the recommended 
street classifications in Table 5.12-4 in the CPU, 
Public Facilities Financing Plan, and future project 
development review and (ministerial) and 
discretionary review through the CPIOZ, 24 
roadway segments would operate unacceptably in 
the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  The TIA 
identified additional potential improvement 
measures that are not recommended as part of 
the CPU and are not included as part of the 
project. The reasons for not recommending the 
improvements include various factors such as 
adjacency to environmentally sensitive land 
and/or steep hillsides, existing development 
conflicts, and/or multi-modal and urban design 
context. The impacts are considered significant 
and unmitigated.  At the project-level, partial 
mitigation may be possible in the form of 
transportation demand management measures 
that encourage carpooling and other alternate 
means of transportation.  At the time future 
subsequent development projects are proposed, 
project-specific traffic analyses would contain 
detailed recommendations. All project-specific 
mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented 
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy 
in order to provide mitigation at the time of 
impact. 

Significant and unmitigated 
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TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.)   

 Intersections 

A total of 49 intersections would be 
expected to operate at unacceptable 
levels under the Horizon Year Plus CPU 
condition. Therefore, the CPU would have 
a significant impact at all 49 of these 
intersections.   

Even with incorporation of the recommended land 
configurations shown in Figure 5.12-4a-4g for the 
53 intersections analyzed into the projects to be 
funded through the Public Facilities Financing 
Plan, and through future development projects 
(ministerial and discretionary through the CPIOZ, 
a total of 39 intersections would continue to be 
significantly impacted. The TIA identified further 
potential improvement measures such as 
additional intersection turning movement lanes 
that are not recommended as part of the CPU 
and are not included as part of the project. The 
reasons for not recommending the improvements 
due to considerations such as adjacency to 
environmentally sensitive land and/or steep 
hillsides, existing development conflicts, multi-
modal and urban design context, or because 
additional study at the project level would be 
required in order to make recommendations. At 
the project-level, partial mitigation may be 
possible in the form of transportation demand 
management measures that encourage 
carpooling and other alternate means of 
transportation.  At the time future subsequent 
development projects are proposed, project-
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed 
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation 
for direct impacts shall be implemented prior to 
the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order 
to provide mitigation at the time of impact.  To 
reduce impacts the following mitigation shall be 
provided: 

Significant and unmitigated 
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TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

  TRF-1: Intersections shall be improved per the 
intersection lane designations identified in Figure 
5.12-4. 

 

 Freeway Segments 

With the planned and funded I-805 
improvements, all I-805 freeway 
segments would be expected to operate 
at an acceptable LOS in the Horizon Year 
Plus CPU condition and therefore impacts 
would be less than significant.  Five SR-
905 freeway segments would be expected 
to operate at unacceptable levels in the 
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  Thus, 
the CPU impact at these five SR-905 
freeway segments would be significant. 

While providing one HOV lane in each direction 
on the SR-905 would reduce impacts associated 
with buildout of the CPU, the additional lanes are 
not funded; therefore, impacts would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the programmatic 
level. At the project-level, partial mitigation may 
be possible in the form of auxiliary lanes and/or 
transportation demand management measures 
that encourage carpooling and other alternate 
means of transportation.  At the time future 
subsequent development projects are proposed, 
project-specific traffic analyses would contain 
detailed recommendations. All project-specific 
mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented 
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy 
in order to provide mitigation at the time of 
impact. 

Significant and unmitigated 

 Freeway Ramp Metering 

Five SR-905 freeway ramps would be 
expected to experience delays over 15 
minutes with downstream freeway 
operations at unacceptable levels in the 
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  The 
CPU impact at these five freeway ramps 
would be significant.   

Mitigation that would reduce freeway ramp 
metering impacts at the five significantly impacted 
SR-905 locations consists of adding a lane to the 
freeway on-ramp, auxiliary lanes, and/or 
implementation of transportation demand 
management (TDM) measures that encourage 
carpooling and other alternate means of 
transportation.  At the time future subsequent 
development projects are proposed, project-
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed 
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation 
for direct impacts shall be implemented prior to 
the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in  

Significant and unmitigated  
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TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

  order to provide mitigation at the time of impact. 
However, due to the uncertainty associated with 
implementing freeway ramp improvements, and 
uncertainty related to implementation of TDM 
measures, the freeway ramp impacts associated 
with the CPU would remain significant and 
unmitigated at the program-level. 

 

UTILITIES    

Would the CPU result in a need for new 
systems, or require substantial 
alternations to existing utilities? These 
systems include water, wastewater, 
reclaimed water, solid waste disposal, 
storm water infrastructure, and 
communication systems. 

Solid Waste 

Because all future projects within the CPU 
area may not be required to prepare a 
waste management plan or may not 
reduce project-level waste management 
impacts below a level of significance, the 
CPU cannot be guaranteed, at the 
program-level, to meet the 75 percent 
diversion requirement.  Direct impacts 
associated with solid waste would be 
significant at the program-level.  

Solid Waste 

Mitigation framework UTIL-1, as described in 
Section 5.14, Utilities, shall apply for future 
development. However, because the extent of the 
success of this mitigation framework cannot be 
accurately predicted for at this time, impacts 
would be unavoidable at the program-level.   

Solid Waste 

Significant and unavoidable 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS   

Consistency with Adopted Plans, 
Policies, and Regulations 

Would the CPU conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of GHGs? 

The CPU contains policies that would 
reduce GHG emissions from 
transportation and operational building 
uses (related to water and energy 
consumption, and solid waste generation, 
etc.) and would be consistent with the 
strategies of local and state plans, 
policies, and regulations aimed at 
reducing GHG emissions from land use 
and development. Subsequent projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU 
would be required to implement GHG-
reducing features beyond those 
mandated under existing codes and 
regulations. However, because project-
level details are not known, there is the 
potential that projects would not meet the 
necessary City reduction goals put in 
place in order to achieve the reductions 
required by AB 32. Thus, the level of 
potential impacts associated with plan 
conflict would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation framework GHG-1, as described in 
Section 5.18, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, shall 
apply for future development. However, because 
the extent of the success of this mitigation 
framework cannot be accurately predicted for at 
this time, impacts would be unavoidable at the 
program-level.   

Significant and unavoidable 

Cumulative GHG Emissions 

Would implementation of the CPU 
generate GHG emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

The 9.1 to 11.4 percent reductions 
relative to BAU fall short of meeting the 
City’s goal of a minimum 28.3 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions relative to 
BAU. This impact associated with GHG 
emissions under the CPU would be 
significant and unavoidable.  

GHG-2: Future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant 
impacts related to long-term operational 
emissions as identified in mitigation framework 
GHG-1. 

Significant and unavoidable 
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1.0 Introduction 
This Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) has been prepared by the City of 
San Diego for the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (CPU) in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended (Public Resources 
Code [PRC], Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). In addition, this PEIR has been 
prepared in accordance with City of San Diego Environmental Impact Report Guidelines 
(2005). The PEIR relies on the most recent City of San Diego Significance Determination 
Thresholds (January 2011d).  

This PEIR addresses the environmental effects associated with adoption of an update to 
the 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan; amendment to the General Plan; rezone 
ordinance to replace the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) with citywide zoning; 
Land Development Code (LDC) amendments and approval of an updated Public 
Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP).  The CPU is a comprehensive update to the adopted 
plan and addresses substantial land use changes, both locally and regionally that have 
occurred over the past 25 years.  The CPU is guided by the framework and policy 
direction in the City of San Diego General Plan (2008a) and reflects new citywide 
policies and programs from the General Plan for the CPU area. The CPU contains a 
land use plan and includes the following nine elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban 
Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation; 
Conservation; Noise; and Historic Preservation, along with a chapter pertaining to 
Implementation.   

The CPU would refine and implement the general vision and goals as expressed in the 
General Plan for the CPU area. The CPU would provide detailed neighborhood-specific 
land use, development design guidelines, policies, and numerous other mobility and 
local guidelines, incentives, and programs in accordance with the goals stated in the 
General Plan.  

In conjunction with the CPU, a rezone would rescind the existing Otay Mesa 
Development District (OMDD), and make development regulations consistent with 
citywide zoning classifications.  Amendments to the City’s LDC also would be necessary 
to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs).  The CPU would additionally serve as the 
basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as parkland acquisitions, transportation 
improvements, and public facilities. 

The City’s Community Plan Preparation Manual indicates that the EIR for each 
community plan may tier off the EIR prepared for the General Plan (City of San Diego 
2008a). Therefore, it was determined that this EIR would be prepared as a PEIR and 
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incorporate by reference the Final PEIR for the General Plan (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2006091032) in its entirety. The Final General Plan PEIR is available for review at 
the City’s Development Services Department, located at 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, 
California 92101. 

1.1 Discretionary Actions Required to Implement 
the Plan 

Discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and included as part of the project 
for purposes of this PEIR, include: adoption of the CPU, approval of a General Plan 
Amendment, rescission of the OMDD and adoption of a rezone ordinance to replace the 
OMDD with citywide zoning, adoption of the PFFP, and amendments to the City’s LDC 
to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs), a new International Business Trade (IBT) 
zone to implement the IBT land use category and a new Business Park Residential 
Permitted (BPRP) zone (the IP-3-1) to implement the new BPRP land use designation.  
The CPU would also serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other future actions, such 
as parkland acquisitions, transportation improvements, and design and construction of 
required public facilities.  Certification of the PEIR at a noticed public hearing (Process 5) 
and adoption of the MMRP would be required in conjunction with adoption of the CPU 
and associated actions. 

1.2 EIR Legal Authority 

1.2.1 Lead Agency 

The City of San Diego is the Lead Agency for the CPU pursuant to Article 4 (Sections 
15050 and 15051) of the CEQA Guidelines.  The Lead Agency, as defined by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15367, is the public agency which has the principal responsibility for 
carrying out or approving a project. As Lead Agency, the City of San Diego’s 
Development Services Department Environmental Analysis Section conducted an 
environmental review of the CPU and determined that a PEIR was required. The 
analysis and findings in this document reflect the independent judgment of the City. 

1.2.2 Responsible and Trustee Agencies 

Implementation of the CPU may require subsequent actions involving responsible and 
trustee agencies.  Responsible agencies, as defined pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15381, are public agencies that may have discretionary approval authority for a 
project, and include, but are not limited to the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
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(USACE), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD), San Diego 
County Regional Airport Authority, and San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB).   

Trustee agencies are defined in Section 15386 of the CEQA Guidelines as state 
agencies that have jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project that 
are held in trust for the people of the State of California, including the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  Discretionary approvals that may be required 
by these or other agencies are listed in Section 3.4.5.6 Future Actions.   

A brief description of some of the primary responsible or trustee agencies that may have 
an interest in the CPU is provided below. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:  The USACE has jurisdiction over development in or 
affecting the navigable waters of the United States, pursuant to two federal laws: The 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1889 and the Clean Water Act, as amended.  A “navigable 
water” is generally defined by a blue line as plotted on a United States Geological 
Survey (USGS) quadrangle map.  Projects that include potential dredge or fill impacts to 
waters of the U.S. are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Aggregate 
impacts to waters of the U.S. (defined as direct fill or indirect effects of fill) greater than 
one-half acre require a permit.  All permits issued by the USACE are subject to 
consultation and/or review by the USFWS and the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  Acting under the federal Endangered Species Act 
(ESA), the USFWS is responsible for ensuring that any action authorized, funded, or 
carried out by a federal agency (such as the USACE) is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of listed species or modify their critical habitat.  Accordingly, the 
USFWS would provide input to the USACE as part of the Section 404 process. 

Within areas covered by the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan, the role of the 
USFWS is limited with respect to species covered under the Subarea Plan.  For species 
covered by the Subarea Plan, the USFWS has granted take authorization to the City for 
listed species in accordance with the requirements of the MSCP Implementing 
Agreement, executed between the City, the USFWS, and the CDFW in 1997. However, 
the City does not have “take” authority for any wetland species. In April 2010, the City 
relinquished coverage of seven vernal pool species under the City’s Endangered 
Species Act, Section 10 Incidental Take Permit (ITP). The seven covered vernal pool 
species are: San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp, Otay mesa mint, California Orcutt 
grass, San Diego button celery, San Diego mesa mint, and spreading navarettia. For 
future projects that are consistent with the City’s MSCP, the City, therefore, has authority 
to grant permits for take of covered species and a separate permit is not required from 
the wildlife agencies.  For listed species not included on the MSCP covered species list, 
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the wildlife agencies retain permit authority.  In addition, the USFWS along with CDFW 
must approve MHPA boundary line adjustments. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife:  The CDFW has the authority to reach an 
agreement with an agency or private party proposing to alter the bed, banks, or floor of 
any watercourse/stream, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the State Fish and Game 
Code.  The CDFW generally evaluates information gathered during preparation of the 
environmental documentation, and attempts to satisfy their permit concerns in these 
documents.  Where state listed threatened or endangered species not covered by the 
City’s MSCP occur on a project site, the CDFW would be responsible for the issuance of 
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to ensure the conservation, enhancement, 
protection, and restoration of state listed threatened or endangered species and their 
habitats.  Along with the USFWS, the CDFW must approve any MHPA boundary line 
adjustments. 

California Department of Transportation:  The CPU area is bisected by two major 
freeway routes (i.e., State Route 905 [SR-905] and SR-125). Caltrans approval would be 
required for any encroachments into Caltrans right-of-way by future projects. 

San Diego Air Pollution Control District:  The County Board of Supervisors sits as the 
Board of the APCD, which is an agency that regulates sources of air pollution within the 
county.  This is accomplished through an integrated monitoring, engineering, and 
compliance operation, each of which is a separate division and each is designed to 
protect the public from the adverse impacts of polluted air.  The APCD would be 
responsible for issuing permits for construction and operation of future projects.  

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority:  The San Diego County Regional 
Airport Authority (SDRAA) operates the airports and plans for the region's air 
transportation needs. The Airport Authority also serves as San Diego County's Airport 
Land Use Commission, responsible for land use planning concerning public safety 
surrounding airports. The Airport Authority updated the Brown Field Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) in December 2010.  As a responsible agency, the Airport 
Authority will review future development proposals within the CPU area and make 
“consistency determinations” with the provisions and policies with the ALUCP for Brown 
Field.  Section 132.1550 of the City's Municipal Code provides further guidance 
regarding reviews within the purview of the SDRAA. 

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board: The San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board regulates water quality through the Section 401 certification 
process and oversees the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit No. CA 0108758, which consists of wastewater discharge requirements. 
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1.3 Purpose and Use of Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) 

1.3.1 PEIR Purpose  
The purpose of this PEIR is to:  

• Inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities; 

• Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly 
reduced; 

• Prevent significant, unavoidable damage to the environment by requiring 
changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when 
the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and 

• Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved a 
project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are 
involved.  

1.3.2 Intended Uses of the PEIR 

1.3.2.1 Inform and Disclose 

As Lead Agency, the City has determined that a PEIR shall be prepared for the CPU 
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168).  This PEIR provides decision-
makers, public agencies, and the public with detailed information about the potential 
significant adverse environmental impacts of the CPU. By recognizing the environmental 
impacts of the CPU, decision-makers will have a better understanding of the physical 
and environmental changes that would accompany the approval of the CPU. The PEIR 
includes recommended mitigation measures which, when implemented, would lessen 
impacts and provide the Lead Agency with ways to substantially lessen or avoid 
significant effects of the CPU on the environment, whenever feasible. Alternatives to the 
CPU are presented to evaluate alternative development scenarios that can further 
reduce or avoid significant impacts associated with the CPU. 

1.3.2.2 Environmental Review for Future Actions 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, a PEIR may serve as the EIR for subsequent 
activities or implementing actions, including future development of public and private 
projects, to the extent it contemplates and adequately analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts of those subsequent projects.   
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Subsequent implementing actions associated with the CPU may include, but are not 
limited to, amendments to the PFFP, rezoning, subdivision maps, specific plans, planned 
development permits, site development permits, development agreements, Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA) boundary line adjustments, establishment of public facilities 
financing mechanisms, formation of community facilities districts, and infrastructure 
improvement plans. 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), when subsequent 
activities within the CPU area are proposed, the Lead Agency will examine those 
activities to determine whether the effects have been adequately addressed in the PEIR.  
If the Lead Agency determines that the activity is within the scope of the program 
examined in the PEIR, that no effects not already examined in the PEIR could occur, 
and that no new information shows that new mitigation measures or alternatives are 
required, the agency may approve the activity as being within the scope of the PEIR, 
and no additional environmental documentation would be required [14 CCR 15168(c)(1)-
(2)].  If the subsequent activities would have effects not analyzed in the PEIR, then 
further environmental review would be required pursuant to the CEQA Statues and 
Guidelines.  The determination of the appropriate type of environmental documentation 
would be made by the Lead Agency.  The PEIR may be used as a basis for future Initial 
Studies to evaluate potential impacts of future activities.  In addition, it may be used as a 
first-tier EIR for later environmental documents, thereby focusing later review of projects 
on specific environmental effects of those projects that were not fully evaluated in the 
PEIR.  It may also serve as a database for the environmental setting, cumulative 
impacts, project alternatives, and other sections of later, project-specific environmental 
documents.  In this way, the PEIR will streamline and focus future project-specific 
environmental documents on just those impacts that were not previously analyzed.   

Community Plan implementation would require subsequent approval of public or private 
development proposals (referred to as “future development” in this PEIR) to carry out the 
land use plan and demonstrate compliance with policies presented in the CPU. The 
process for accomplishing environmental review for individual future development 
projects would include submittal of additional information in accordance with the 
supplemental regulations of CPIOZ Type A to determine if biological, archaeological, or 
paleontological resources are present on a project site, or if a specific use exceeds the 
traffic generation threshold. If not, the project can proceed through the ministerial 
process. If a future action does not meet the CPIOZ Type A, then the project would be 
processed under CPIOZ Type B application, which requires preparation of an initial 
study in accordance with CEQA to screen for consistency with the development 
regulations and the CPU, and to determine whether the potential impacts of the 
development were anticipated in the PEIR analysis. Depending on the conclusions of the 
initial study, a determination would be made as to whether the project is consistent and 
can rely on the PEIR or if a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration; or 
Addendum, Supplemental or Focused EIR would be required for the project.  
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Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the certified PEIR would satisfy 
CEQA requirements for subsequent activities if the following conditions can be met: 
 
 Pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new mitigation 

measures would be required (Section 15168(c)(2)); and 
 All feasible mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the Program EIR will 

be incorporated (Section 15168(c)(3)). 
 
Section 15162(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines allows a previous EIR to be used in 
approving a subsequent activity addressed in the previous EIR, as long as none of the 
following conditions apply: 
 
 Substantial changes are proposed to the project which will require major 

revisions to the EIR due to the involvement of new significant impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts 
(Section 15162(a)(1)); 

 Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken which will require major revisions to the previous EIR due 
to the involvement of new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant impacts (Section 15162(a)(2)); or 

 New information of substantial importance is identified, which was not known and 
could not have been known at the time the original EIR was certified, and that 
information shows any of the following (Section 15162(a)(3)): 

• Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
original EIR (Section 15162(a)(3)(A)); 

• Significant effects previously identified will be substantially more severe 
than identified in the previous EIR (Section 15162(a)(3)(B)); 

• Mitigation measures or alternatives determined to be infeasible in the 
previous EIR would now be feasible, and the applicant declines to 
implement them (Section 15162(a)(3)(C)); or 

• Mitigation measures or alternatives, which are considerably different from 
those identified in the previous EIR, would substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects, and the applicant declines to implement them 
(Section 15162(a)(3)(D)). 

 
Preparation of project-level technical studies may be required when certain conditions 
apply to project-specific activities under the CPU, as described in this PEIR and 
Mitigation Framework within Section 11, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP).  Any required project-specific technical studies would be used to determine 
whether such activity is within the scope of the PEIR and whether the PEIR adequately 
describes the activity for CEQA purposes. 
 

--
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1.4 PEIR Review Process 

The PEIR review process occurs in two basic stages.  The first stage is the Draft PEIR, 
which offers the public the opportunity to comment on the document, while the second 
stage is the Final PEIR.   

1.4.1 Draft PEIR 
The Draft PEIR is distributed for review to the public and interested and affected 
agencies for a review period for the purpose of providing comments “on the sufficiency 
of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment 
and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated” 
(Section 15204, CEQA Guidelines).  In accordance with Sections 15085 and 
15087 (a) (1) of the CEQA Guidelines, upon completion of the Draft PEIR a Notice of 
Completion is filed with the State Office of Planning and Research and Notice of 
Availability of the Draft PEIR is issued in a newspaper of general circulation in the area.   

1.4.2 Final PEIR 
Following the end of the public review period, the City will provide written responses to 
comments received on the Draft PEIR per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 and will 
consider all comments in making its decision.  Detailed responses to the comments 
received during public review, a MMRP, Findings of Fact, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for impacts identified in the Draft PEIR as significant and unavoidable will 
be prepared and compiled as part of the PEIR finalization process.  The Final PEIR will 
be made available for public review at least 14 days prior to the first public hearing in 
order to provide the public and those that commented on the DEIR the opportunity to 
review the written responses to their comment letters. The culmination of this process is 
a public hearing where the City Council will determine whether to certify the Final PEIR, 
and adopt the MMRP, Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Consideration as 
being complete and in accordance with CEQA.   

1.5 Scope, Content, and Organization 

1.5.1 PEIR Scope and Content 
The scope of analysis for this PEIR was determined by the City of San Diego as a result 
of scoping meetings during a public outreach process that began in 2002, and 
responses to the third Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated October 1, 2010.  The NOP, 
associated responses, and comments made during the scoping meeting are included as 
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Appendix A of this PEIR. Through these scoping activities, the CPU was determined to 
have the potential to result in the following significant environmental impacts: 

• Land Use 
• Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
• Air Quality/Odor 
• Biological Resources 
• Historical Resources 
• Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials  
• Hydrology/Water Quality 
• Geology/Soils 
• Energy Conservation 
• Noise 
• Paleontological Resources  
• Transportation/Circulation  
• Public Services  
• Utilities  
• Water Supply 
• Population and Housing 
• Agricultural/Natural Resources 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The intent of the analysis section of this PEIR is to determine whether implementation of 
the CPU would have a significant effect on the environment through analysis of the 
issues identified during the scoping process.  A significant effect on the environment is 
defined as a “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the 
physical conditions within the area affected by the project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15382).   

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, all components of the CPU are considered 
in this PEIR when evaluating its potential impacts on the environment.  Impacts are 
identified as direct or indirect, short-term or long-term, and assessed on a plan-to-ground 
basis.  The plan-to-ground analysis addresses the changes or impacts that would result 
from implementation of the CPU compared to existing ground conditions.  

1.5.2 Type of EIR 
This Program EIR contains a programmatic level analysis of the CPU described in 
Section 3.0, Project Description. Pursuant to Section 15168 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, a Program EIR is prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized 
as one large project and related either: 
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• Geographically, 
• As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, 
• In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria 

to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or 
• As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or 

regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can 
be mitigated in similar ways. 

In accordance with CEQA, this PEIR examines the environmental impacts of the CPU, 
which entails a series of actions.  The combined actions that would result from 
implementation of the plan can be characterized as one large project for the purpose of 
this study and will be used, to the extent feasible, to avoid duplicative review.  
Consequently, the PEIR focuses primarily on the physical changes in the environment 
that would result from implementation of the CPU, including all phases of planning, as 
well as anticipated general impacts that could result during future construction and 
operational activities.  

1.5.3 PEIR Organization 

1.5.3.1 Chapter Summary 

The chapter organization and content of this PEIR follow the direction in the City’s EIR 
Guidelines.  A brief overview of the various sections of this PEIR is provided below: 

• Executive Summary.  Provides a summary of the PEIR, a brief description of 
the CPU, identification of areas of controversy, and inclusion of a summary table 
identifying significant impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and impact rating 
after mitigation. A summary of the analyzed alternatives and comparison of the 
potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the CPU is also provided. 

• Section 1.0, Introduction.  Contains an overview of the legal authority, purpose, 
and intended uses of the PEIR, as well as its scope and content.  It also provides 
a discussion of the CEQA environmental review process, including public 
involvement. 

• Section 2.0, Environmental Setting.  Provides a description of the regional 
context, location, and existing physical characteristics and land use at the CPU.  
Available public infrastructure and services, as well as relationship to relevant 
plans, is also provided in this section. 

• Section 3.0, Project Description.  Provides a detailed discussion of the CPU, 
including background, objectives, key features, and environmental design 
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considerations.  The discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and a 
chronicle of project changes, are also included. 

• Section 4.0, History of Project Changes.  Describes the physical changes that 
have been made to the CPU in response to environmental concerns raised 
during review of the project. 

• Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis.  Provides a detailed evaluation of 
potential environmental impacts for several environmental and land use issues. 
Section 5.0 begins with the issue of land use, followed by the remaining issues. 
Each environmental issue area includes: a description of the existing conditions 
and regulations relevant to each environmental topic; presentation of threshold(s) 
of significance for the particular issue area under evaluation, based on the City’s 
2011 Significance Determination Thresholds; identification of an issue statement; 
an assessment of any impacts associated with implementation of the CPU; a 
summary of the significance of any project impacts; mitigation measures to avoid 
or reduce potentially significant adverse environmental impacts; and a conclusion 
of significance after mitigation for each significant issue area.   

• Section 6.0, Cumulative Impacts.  Identifies the impact of the CPU in 
combination with other planned future development in the region. 

• Section 7.0, Growth Inducement.  Evaluates the potential influence the CPU 
may have on economic or population growth within the CPU area as well as the 
region, either directly or indirectly. 

• Section 8.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant.  Identifies all of the issues 
determined in the scoping and preliminary environmental review process to be 
not significant, and briefly summarizes the basis for these determinations. 

• Section 9.0, Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects/Significant 
Irreversible Environmental Changes.  Discusses any significant unavoidable 
impacts of the CPU, which would remain significant and unavoidable even after 
project mitigation.  This section also describes the potentially significant 
irreversible changes that may be expected with development of the CPU and 
addresses the use of nonrenewable resources during its construction and 
operational life.  

• Section 10.0, Alternatives.  Section 10.0 includes a discussion of alternatives 
which could avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental impacts 
associated with implementation of the CPU.  Alternatives addressed in the EIR 
include a No Project Alternative, a Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, and a 
Reduced Density Alternative.  Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the adopted 
1981 community plan (as amended to reflect implementation of Precise Plans 



1.0  Introduction 

Page 1-12 

and the MSCP) represents the No Project Alternative.  These alternatives 
provide the range of alternatives, which will enable the decision makers to select 
any one of the alternatives or a hybrid of them.   

• Section 11.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  Documents all 
the mitigation measures identified in the PEIR and required as part of the CPU. 

• Section 12.0, References Cited.  Lists all of the reference materials cited in the 
PEIR. 

• Section 13.0, Individuals and Agencies Consulted.  Identifies all of the 
individuals and agencies contacted during preparation of the PEIR. 

• Section 14.0, Certification Page.  Identifies all of the agencies, organizations, 
and individuals responsible for the preparation of the PEIR. 

1.5.3.2 Technical Appendices 

Technical reports, used as a basis for much of the environmental analysis in the PEIR, 
have been summarized in the PEIR, and are included as appendices to this PEIR.  The 
technical reports and their location in the PEIR are listed in the table of contents. 

1.5.3.3 Incorporation by Reference 

An extensive base of environmental review is relevant to the PEIR for the CPU.  These 
documents are listed below.  They are hereby incorporated by reference in their entirety 
and are available for review at the City of San Diego’s Development Services 
Department, 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101. 

• City of San Diego General Plan (2008) and Strategic Framework Element (2002)  

• Final Program EIR for the City of San Diego General Plan (2008)  
(SCH #2006091032) 

• Strategic Framework Plan Final EIR (SCH #2001061069)  

• Housing Element (FY 2013-2020) 

• Otay Mesa Community Plan and Final PEIR (April 1981) 

• MSCP Subarea Plan (1997) 

• State Route 905 Final EIS/EIR (SCH # 95031031)  

• Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer Final EIR (SCH #2004071167) 

• Otay Valley Regional Park Trails Project MND (SCH #2006041064) 
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• Program EIR for the Otay Water District Water Resources Master Plan Update 
(SCH #2008101127) 

• Precise Plans (California Terraces, Dennery Ranch, Hidden Trails, Riviera Del 
Sol, Remington Hills, Robin Ridge, Santee Investments, Otay International 
Center) 
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2.0 Environmental Setting 

2.1 Regional Context 

The CPU area encompasses approximately 9,30200 acres located in the southeastern 
portion of the City of San Diego just north of the United States International Border with 
Mexico (Figure 2-1). Multiple jurisdictions govern land surrounding Otay Mesa, including 
but not limited to City of San Diego, City of Chula Vista, County of San Diego, and City 
of Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico. Additionally, federal and state facilities exist within 
and adjacent to the CPU area (Figure 2-2). As described below, the topography, land 
use, transportation, and infrastructure are entwined among these jurisdictions.  

2.2 Project Location 

The CPU area is bounded by the Otay River Valley and the City of Chula Vista on the 
north; an unincorporated area of San Diego County to the east; the U.S. International 
Border and the City of Tijuana on the south; and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the west. The 
communities of San Ysidro, Otay Mesa-Nestor, and the Tijuana River Valley in the City 
of San Diego are located west of the CPU area (see Figure 2-2). In addition, the Nakano 
property, which is located in the most northwestern corner of Otay Mesa, south of the 
Otay River Valley is directly adjacent to, but not a part of the CPU. This property is within 
the City of Chula Vista’s land use authority, but and is only shown on figures throughout 
within this chapter of the PEIR for context and is delineated with dashed lines.    

2.3 Existing Physical Characteristics 

The environmental setting of the CPU area is briefly described below.  Section 5.0 of this 
PEIR provides additional, more specific information relating to Otay Mesa’s current 
environmental and regulatory setting pertaining to agriculture, mineral resources, air 
quality, biological resources, historical resources, land use, transportation, visual and 
neighborhood character, geology/soils, hazards, hydrology, noise, paleontological 
resources, population and housing, public services and facilities, utilities, water supply, 
and water quality.  
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2.3.1 Geography/Topography 
Otay Mesa is characterized as a flat mesa or “tableland” broken by irregular bluffs and 
canyons, along with smaller finger canyons that drain north into the Otay River Valley 
and south to the Tijuana River. The Otay River flows from the San Miguel Mountains to 
the west through Upper and Lower Otay reservoirs and empties into the San Diego Bay. 
The Otay River floodplain is located just north of the CPU area (Figure 2-3). The 
moderate slopes of the Otay River Valley become steep bluffs near the mesa inside the 
CPU area. Several major canyons, such as O'Neal, Johnson, and Dennery, drain into 
the Otay River. Moody Canyon and Spring Canyon serve as the major drainage system 
into the Tijuana River to the southwest. The Tijuana River flows mainly through Mexico, 
crosses the border into the City of San Diego, and empties into the Pacific Ocean in an 
estuary in the City of Imperial Beach. The Tijuana River Watershed Urban Runoff 
Management Program (County of San Diego 2008) and San Diego Bay Watershed 
Urban Runoff Management Program (San Diego Unified Port District 2008) addressed 
threats to water quality and beneficial uses. (See Section 5.7 for further discussion of 
hydrology and water quality and an exhibit of the watersheds.)  

As described above, Otay Mesa is characterized by flat terrain cut by canyons that drain 
either north to the Otay River or south to the Tijuana River. The CPU area gradually 
increases in elevation from approximately 330 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) at the 
west side to more than 600 feet AMSL at the east side. Steeply sloping canyons rim the 
mesa on the north (O’Neal, Johnson, and Dennery) and west (Moody, Spring). In 
addition, several finger canyons are offshoots to these major canyons and further dissect 
this area. The eastern portion of the CPU area is characterized by low gently rolling hills 
that increase in elevation (Figure 2-4).  

2.3.2 Land Use  

2.3.2.1 On-site Land Use  

Existing land uses in the CPU area include residential communities in the northwest 
portion of the CPU area and a few dispersed residences throughout the CPU area. 
Brown Field, a general aviation airport operated by the City of San Diego, is situated in 
the central portion of the CPU area north of Otay Mesa Road and SR-905. 
Industrial/commercial uses and automobile salvage yards are concentrated in an area 
west of Brown Field. The International Border with Mexico and Otay Mesa Point of Entry 
(POE) are located in the southeast portion of the CPU area. Other institutional uses 
include the San Ysidro High School and elementary and middle schools in the 
northwestern portion of the CPU area. Southwestern College operates a new Higher 
Education Center in the southeast portion of the CPU area.  

  



FIGURE 2-3 
Aerial Photograph 



THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK. 

 



~~~~7~,~~se:ries~O~T=A=:~~~T.~~~~~---~m::~~~~~7".T~~r.;%~77--:"F.:!'~Wm~r-0"':'.".'";r""!!'"""j~li\""".~:---:-~--C"""~---~~~'"!"""~~~~~r---,.,~-----~.....,."!"I 
..,.,_.__......,. f;,!~;~~llll ",-.;:~~ _, ......... , 

~ 
1" ,.. --

c::::J Otay Mesa Community Plan Boundary 

c::I San Diego National Wildlife Refuge Boundary 

0 Feet 2,5000 

FIGURE 2-4 

Otay Mesa Community Plan Area Location on USGS Map 



THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK. 

 



  2.0 Environmental Setting 

Page 2-9 

Historically, Otay Mesa was used for agriculture and livestock grazing purposes. 
However, developments such as the maquiladora program in the 1960s and opening of 
the POE in 1985 have contributed toward the changing land use in Otay Mesa over the 
past few decades. The maquiladora program allows manufacturing plants in Mexico to 
import raw material and parts from the U.S. and then export products, relying on lower-
cost Mexican labor for assembly and manufacturing of goods (subsequently further 
influenced by the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) ratification and 
implementation). Businesses in the United States serve as a base of operations for 
maquiladora industries. This has contributed to the economic development of the San 
Diego-Tijuana region.  

A significant number of the industrial establishments provide critical support to more than 
700 production-sharing companies in Tijuana, including electronic, automotive, furniture, 
and medical supplies. In addition, some non-Mexico-related manufacturers and 
distributors have begun relocating to Otay Mesa from other parts of southern California 
because of the comparatively lower land costs and industrial lease rates. Recent 
examples include Factory-2-U, Crower Cams & Equipment, Coast Citrus, Trepco West, 
Golden Oak Furniture, and NASSCO.  

The opening of the Otay Mesa POE in 1985 further enhanced trade in Otay Mesa when 
northbound commercial traffic was directed to the Otay Mesa POE. After the Mexican 
government decided in 1994 to move all southbound commercial cargo to the Otay 
Mesa POE, the Otay Mesa POE became the largest commercial land crossing between 
California and Mexico and handles the third largest volume of trucks with more than 
1.4 million truck crossings per year along the United States–Mexico border.  The Otay 
Mesa POE is the twenty-fifth busiest port in the United States. This movement of goods 
and truck traffic has an important influence on the development of industry and 
transportation patterns in the area. 

To help meet future growth in the area, a new Otay Mesa East POE and SR-11 freeway 
link are planned to be located in the unincorporated area of the county about 2 miles to 
the east of the Otay Mesa POE. With an anticipated opening in 2015, this new POE will 
provide an alternate entry for commercial traffic that currently is limited to the Otay Mesa 
POE.   

There are two airports of regional importance in the Otay Mesa area: Brown Field in the 
City and General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport in Tijuana. Brown Field is a 
general aviation airport and serves as a POE for private aircraft entering the U.S., as 
well as a base for Customs and Border Protection aerial patrols of the border. Brown 
Field is owned and operated by the City of San Diego and is located in the CPU area. 
General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport, operated by a private Mexico-based 
company, is a passenger and cargo airport located just south of the International Border 
in Mexico.  
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Although Otay Mesa has primarily been associated with the POE and industrial 
businesses (as described above) that comprise much of the central and eastern portion 
of the community, Otay Mesa has also seen a significant growth in its residential 
population within the last decade. From 2000 to 2010, the total residential population of 
Otay Mesa increased from 1,740 to 13,446 and now comprises approximately one 
percent of the City’s population of 1.3 million residents. This significant population 
increase has been the result primarily of single-family residential development in the 
western portion of the community. The developments in the western portion of the CPU 
area have been implemented via seven precise plans and one Planned Residential 
Development Permit (approved since 1981), as illustrated on Figure 2-5, and described 
below: 

• California Terraces Precise Plan comprises approximately 665 acres within the 
northwest portion of Otay Mesa. At buildout, California Terraces will contain 
4,002 residential dwelling units and approximately 20 acres of commercial 
development.  

• Dennery Ranch is the northern-most precise plan within Otay Mesa. The 
approximately 268-acre site is located east of I-805 and north of Palm Avenue. 
The plan allows for the development of 509 single-family and 820 multi-family 
residential dwelling units.  

• The Hidden Trails Precise Plan area is comprised of approximately 208 acres 
that is bounded by the Dennery Ranch Precise Plan area to the north, the 
Robinhood Ridge Precise Plan area to the east, and the California Terraces 
Precise Plan area to the south and west. The plan allows for the development of 
205 single-family and 224 multi-family dwelling units. 

• The Riviera Del Sol Precise Plan is located to the west of California Terraces 
and south of the Palm Plaza Walmart, totaling 103.6 acres of development. 
There are 123 single-family and 630 multi-family residential dwelling units in 
Riviera Del Sol developed across 79 acres. The Precise Plan also designates 
3 acres for industrial use, which is occupied by a self-storage facility along the 
plan’s western edge. The remaining acreage is dedicated for parks and open 
space. 

• Remington Hills is located south of Riviera Del Sol and south of SR-905. 
Through a Planned Residential Development Permit, the approximately 100-acre 
area is developed with 252 single-family residential dwelling units.  
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• The Robinhood Ridge Precise Plan area comprises 278 acres located directly 
north of the Otay Corporate Center. The plan includes 486 single-family and 
433 multi-family residential dwelling units, as well as a 6-acre park site, 
approximately 3 acres of commercial land, and approximately 5 acres of 
industrial lands.  

• The Santee Investments Precise Plan area is located south of the SR-905 and 
encompasses approximately 130 acres. The residential and commercial 
components of the plan have not been developed, while the approximately 47-
acre site for the senior high school is developed and operating as San Ysidro 
High School.  

• The Otay International Center Precise Plan located in the POE area surrounds 
the Otay Mesa International Border crossing station. The Otay International 
Center consists of industrial and commercial development on approximately 470 
acres situated adjacent to the Mexico border in the south-central portion of the 
CPU.  

While development has been occurring in the CPU area, many parcels still remain 
vacant. The pace and sequence of development envisioned by the adopted community 
plan has not been realized, as industrial uses have been slower to develop with many 
interim uses occurring. Residential development in the western portion of the CPU area 
has increased more rapidly in recent years. Overall, land use in the CPU area consists 
of a mixture of business, industrial, warehousing, manufacturing, residential, open 
space, agriculture, and public facilities. Existing land uses are described in Section 5.1, 
Land Use, illustrated on Figure 5.1-1 and enumerated in Table 5.1-1. Prior to adoption of 
the MSCP, projections in the adopted community plan estimated 18,200 housing units 
and 40,000 industrial-related jobs (City of San Diego 1981). The MSCP reduced the 
estimated units to approximately 12,400.  According to current estimates (2012), the 
CPU area contained a resident population of 15,323 with 2,745 single dwelling units and 
1,468 multiple dwelling units (San Diego Association of Governments [SANDAG] 
2012b).  

Most of the undeveloped areas within the CPU area designated for development are 
currently zoned for agricultural uses (A-1-10) with the exception of Brown Field, which is 
unzoned. Small areas are zoned for residential use (R-1-5) and various commercially 
zoned areas are located in the western portion of the CPU area. 

2.3.2.2 Surrounding Land Use 

The communities of Otay Mesa-Nestor and San Ysidro are adjacent to the CPU area’s 
western border.  Much of the development in proximity to the CPU is single-family 
residential. 
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Much of the CPU area’s northern border is located in the Otay Valley Regional Park 
(OVRP).  The OVRP extends about 13 miles inland from the southeastern edge of the 
salt ponds at the mouth of the Otay River, through the Otay River Valley, to the land 
surrounding both Lower and Upper Otay lakes.  The City of Chula Vista lies beyond the 
OVRP to the north of the CPU.  

Land to the east of the CPU area is within the unincorporated area of San Diego County 
and is mostly undeveloped.  Located on 780 acres of unincorporated land northeast of 
the CPU area, in the County of San Diego, is the Richard J. Donovan Correctional 
Facility, a state-operated medium-high security facility.  Also located in the vicinity is a 
County-operated detention facility.    

To the south of the CPU area is the International Border and the City of Tijuana, Baja 
California, Mexico.   

2.3.3 Transportation 

2.3.3.1 Freeways and Regional Access 

Three highways provide regional access to the CPU area, along with a fourth highway, 
currently being planned. Currently, I-805 on the western border of the CPU area 
provides access in a north/south direction to Otay Mesa. The South Bay Expressway is 
an extension of SR-125 from SR-54 in Spring Valley to SR-905 in Otay Mesa. The South 
Bay Expressway operates as a toll road under SANDAG. SR-905 connects the Otay 
Mesa POE with regional freeways I-5 and I-805.  In concert with the future Otay Mesa 
East POE, Caltrans is planning for SR-11, a four-lane freeway which would connect the 
future Otay Mesa East POE with SR-905 and SR-125. In Mexico, this corridor would 
connect the new POE to the Tijuana-Tecate and Tijuana-Ensenada free and toll roads. 
The new POE and 3-mile four-lane segment of SR-11, which connects the U.S./Mexico 
border to SR-905, is scheduled to be completed in 2015.  

2.3.3.2 Roadways  

The CPU area’s basic grid system consists of several major corridors that provide 
transit, connect activity centers, and service the Otay Mesa POE.  The major north-south 
corridors include Britannia Boulevard and La Media Road, which are designated truck 
routes that service the international industries and the POE on a daily basis.  The east-
west major corridors include Otay Mesa Road, Airway Road, and Siempre Viva Road.  
Airway Road is considered the spine of the community, currently providing two 
discontinuous east-west segments for Otay Mesa that incorporate transit and bike routes 
to service the residential and workforce population of Otay Mesa.  Otay Mesa Road is a 
busy six-lane street that parallels SR-905.  Beyond the major corridor system, the 
existing network follows a development pattern that incorporated pocketed 
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neighborhoods throughout the canyon systems in the northwestern portion of the CPU 
area. 

2.3.3.3 Alternative Transportation 

Otay Mesa is currently served by Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) local bus service 
routes 933/934 in the northwestern CPU area and 905/905A along Otay Mesa Road, 
Britannia Boulevard, Airway Road, and Siempre Viva Road. MTS also provides trolley 
service along I-5 to the west of the CPU area. 

In addition to MTS service, bikeways and pedestrian sidewalks exist within CPU area.  
There are existing bikeways along Old Otay Mesa Road, portions of SR-905, Dennery 
Road, Ocean View Hills Parkway, Del Sol Boulevard, portions of Siempre Viva Road, 
Heinrick Hertz, Paseo de las Americas, a portion of Enrico Fermi Drive, and Roll Drive 
within the CPU area.  Sidewalks exist within the residential developments in the western 
CPU area, and are located along some commercial and industrial property frontages. 
Informal trails exist throughout the CPU area; however, these trails are not designated 
and often are on private property.   

2.3.4 Historical Resources 
Habitation sites, temporary camps, lithic scatters, quarry, shell middens, and non-sites 
are resource types defined for the CPU.  Three of these site types dominate the CPU 
area: habitation sites, artifact scatters/temporary camps, and lithic scatters.  There are a 
total of 262 historic and prehistoric sites/structures recorded within the CPU area 
boundaries.  Seven of the 262 recorded structures/sites within the CPU have been 
designated as Historical Landmarks by the City of San Diego Historical Resources 
Board (HRB). In addition, there are 56 isolates filed at the South Coast Information 
Center (SCIC).  These isolates consist of one or two prehistoric artifacts.  There is no 
evidence of a sacred site or burial within the CPU area and there are no known human 
remains in the CPU area. 

2.3.5 Biological Resources 
Undeveloped portions of the CPU area are part of a diverse biological area containing 
habitats of limited distribution, supporting endangered and threatened plant and animal 
species. There are 13 vegetation communities and land cover types present in the CPU 
area: riparian scrub, freshwater marsh, vernal pool, basin with fairy shrimp, coastal sage 
scrub, native grassland, maritime succulent scrub, non-native grassland, southern mixed 
chaparral, developed/ornamental, disturbed, agriculture, and eucalyptus woodland.  
Vernal pools, which are highly specialized habitat that support sensitive species, are 
found in portions of the CPU area. The canyon areas contain maritime succulent scrub 
and coastal sage scrub vegetation communities which are also of limited distribution in 
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the region. These canyons serve as wildlife corridors that form a network extending to 
the Otay River Valley, a biological resource of regional importance. For the most part, 
the canyons are part of the City’s MHPA. Sensitive resources in the CPU area are 
described in Section 5.4.  

2.3.6 Geology and Paleontology 
Based on review of published geologic documents and geotechnical reports, and soil 
and geologic features observed during the field reconnaissance, the CPU area is 
underlain by three surficial soil deposits and three geologic formations. The geologic 
formations include Pleistocene Very Old Paralic Deposits (formerly the Lindavista 
Formation), Upper Pliocene San Diego Formation, and Pliocene Otay Formation.  The 
surficial soils include artificial fill (unmapped), topsoil/colluvium (unmapped), and 
alluvium. 

Large complex landslide deposits have been mapped along the southwest, west, and 
northwest edges of Otay Mesa, and on both sides of the International Border with 
Mexico. Suspected landslides, inferred from topography, along canyon sidewalls were 
also mapped during field reconnaissance.  The Very Old Paralic Deposits geologic 
formation has moderate paleontological resource sensitivity.  Both the San Diego and 
Otay formations have high paleontological resource sensitivity.  Other soils found in the 
CPU area (undocumented fills, topsoil, slopewash, and alluvium) are considered to have 
a low potential for paleontological resources.  

2.3.7 Drainage  
Most of the CPU area drains to the south across the border with Mexico and eventually 
into the Tijuana River. A small portion flows north into the Otay River, and the far 
western part of the CPU area flows to the west through San Ysidro and then into the 
Tijuana River.  The three drainage areas found in the Otay Mesa Study Area are Otay 
Valley, San Ysidro, and Water Tanks. Otay Valley covers north of Otay Mesa around the 
Otay River, San Ysidro covers west of Otay Mesa, and Water Tanks covers south of 
Otay Mesa. Otay Valley and Water Tanks are subdivided into east and west areas, 
respectively. The CPU area is subdivided into five drainage areas, which includes all of 
the CPU area except for the far northwest portion, which is fully developed. The 
drainage area boundaries are not well defined because much of the CPU area is very 
flat.  There are very few defined natural drainage paths, with much of the runoff sheet 
flowing across the CPU area.  The five drainage areas which comprise the CPU area, 
and their approximate acreages, are listed below: 

• Otay Valley East (827.5) 
• Otay Valley West (1,378.4) 
• San Ysidro (1,226.1) 
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• Water Tanks East (3,380.2) 
• Water Tanks West (2,488) 
• West Perimeter Drainage Area (258 acres) 
• West Drainage Area (2,190 acres) 
• North Perimeter Drainage Area (590 acres) 
• East Drainage Area (3,864 acres) 
• Border Crossing Drainage area (223 acres) 

The existing drainage system throughout the CPU area comprises a combination of 
storm drains, improved channels, and detention basins, which in many areas discharge 
to natural drainages.   

2.3.8 Water Quality 
According to the 2010 State Impaired Water Bodies 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited 
Segments, several impaired water bodies exist with the CPU area.  The Tijuana River 
Basin 911.1 is listed as an impaired water body for eutrophic, indicator bacteria, low 
dissolved oxygen, pesticides, phosphorus, sedimentation/siltation, selenium, surfactants, 
solids, synthetic organics, total nitrogen, toxicity, trace elements, and trash. The Otay 
River Basin 910.2 is listed as an impaired water body for chloride, sulfates, total 
dissolved solids, selenium, and toxicity.  

2.3.9 Air Quality/Climate 
The CPU area is located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) about 6 miles east of the 
Pacific Ocean. The CPU area, like the rest of San Diego County’s coastal areas, has a 
Mediterranean climate characterized by warm, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The 
dominant meteorological feature affecting the region is the Pacific High Pressure Zone, 
which produces the prevailing westerly to northwesterly winds. These winds tend to blow 
pollutants away from the coast toward the inland areas. Consequently, air quality near 
the coast is generally better than that which occurs at the base of the coastal mountain 
range.   

The CPU area is currently a source of anthropogenic greenhouse gases, with emissions 
generated by vehicular traffic and by the energy use, water use and solid waste disposal 
practices of the existing buildings.  
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2.4 Infrastructure and Public Services 

2.4.1 Water and Sewer Infrastructure 
The primary wholesale water supplier to the southern California metropolitan area is the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of Southern California.  Within San Diego County, the 
San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) is the regional wholesaler to the various 
retail water agencies, including the City of San Diego and Otay Water Districts. The City 
of San Diego Public Utilities Department (PUD) provides water to the western portion of 
the CPU area. The eastern section of the CPU area is served by the Otay Water District 
(OWD), which also supplies water in the unincorporated areas of the County and in the 
City of Chula Vista. (See Sections 5.14 and 5.15, Utilities and Water Supply, 
respectively, for additional information and exhibit of service areas.) 

The OWD Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) outlines a comprehensive program for 
the orderly and phased development of potable and recycled water supply, storage, 
transmission, and distribution through ultimate buildout of the land within the OWD, 
according to local land use approvals and planning. The improvement identified in the 
WRMP consist mostly of pipelines, reservoirs, and pump stations that are needed based 
on population projections, OWD criteria for the adequacy of facilities, and specific 
development plans in the OWD’s service area. The OWD water model was updated in 
November 2010 as part of the 2010 WRMP Update to include increased potable water 
demands from the CPU. The WRMP Update determined that the increased potable 
water demands associated with the CPU would not warrant transmission main upgrades 
above those previously identified for the forecasted growth in the area. 

The City PUD is responsible for wastewater service within the CPU area. Wastewater 
service to the CPU area is currently provided through the Otay Mesa sewer collection 
system via the Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer, the Otay Valley Trunk Sewer (OVTS) system, 
and Metropolitan Sewerage System (Metro). The Metro facilities include the San Ysidro 
Interceptor, the South Metro Interceptor, and the City’s wastewater treatment facilities.  
The Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer has been planned for expansion to accommodate growth 
in the CPU area.  

The wastewater from the eastern portion of the Otay Mesa Drainage Basin is currently 
collected via sewer pipelines ranging from 6 to 33 inches and conveyed to a 30-inch 
main in Siempre Viva Road.  The 7.3-mile-long OVTS conveys flows from Heritage 
Road, along Otay Valley Road, to I-805, along local roads to the South Metro Receptor.  
The OVTS bottleneck in Heritage Road has a capacity of 4.3 million gallons per day 
(mgd) and is nearing capacity.   

The Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer (OMTS) has been partially constructed to relieve the OVTS 
capacity.  Currently the OMTS includes the 27- and 30-inch gravity sewer in Siempre 
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Viva Road that is pumped to the OVTS on an interim basis via Pump Station 23T.  In 
addition, a 42-inch gravity sewer in Old Otay Mesa Road connects to a 10-inch main in 
Old Otay Mesa Road on an interim basis.  SR-905 includes pipeline sleeves at Cactus 
Road to allow for future upgrades of this system.   

2.4.2 Public Services 
Existing public facilities, including parks, recreation centers, libraries, schools, fire, and 
police, serve the project area. The following provides a brief discussion of the existing 
and planned services and facilities that serve the community. The locations and capacity 
of these facilities are discussed in more detail in Section 5.13, Public Services and 
Facilities. 

2.4.2.1 Fire Protection Services 

Fire protection services for the CPU area are provided by the City of San Diego Fire-
Rescue Department (SDFD). SDFD Fire Station Number (No.) 43, located on the 
eastern end of Brown Field at 1590 La Media Road, serves the eastern portion of the 
plan area. As of 2011, the western portion of the community, north of I-905, is served by 
Fire Station No. 6, located in the adjacent Otay Mesa-Nestor community planning area. 
The remaining portion of the CPU area, south of I-905, is served by Fire Station No. 29, 
located in the San Ysidro community planning area. In addition, the CPU identifies the 
planned construction of Fire Station No. 49, which would provide emergency response 
coverage to the west end of the CPU area. Each fire station is equipped with at least one 
engine and four firefighters per day, per shift. In addition, Emergency Medical Services 
of the SDFD has ambulances, paramedics, and emergency medical technicians who 
respond to emergency calls.  

A fire services deployment planning study was prepared for the City to further refine the 
findings of the Regional Fire Service Deployment Study conducted for the County of San 
Diego, analyze whether the SDFD performance measures are appropriate and 
achievable given the risks, topography and special hazards to be protected in the City, 
and review existing SDFD deployment staffing models for efficiency and effectiveness 
and determine how and where alternative deployment and staffing models could be 
beneficial to address current and projected needs (Citygate Associates LLC 2011). 

2.4.2.2 Police Protection Services 

Police services for the CPU area are provided by the City of San Diego Police 
Department (SDPD). The CPU area is within Beat 713 of the Southern Division. The 
Southern Division is located at 1120 27th Street and serves the neighborhoods of Otay 
Mesa, Otay Mesa West, Tijuana River Valley, San Ysidro, Border, Egger Highlands, 
Nestor, Palm City, and Ocean Crest. There are 84 sworn personnel at the Southern 
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Division and 1 civilian employee. The current patrol strength is 79 uniformed officers. 
The SDPD does not staff individual stations based on population ratios. The current 
citywide staffing goal and budgeted staffing ratio for police officers to population is 
1.48 officers per 1,000 residents. 

2.4.2.3 Schools 

Three school districts serve the CPU area: the Sweetwater Union High School District, 
the San Ysidro School District, and the Chula Vista Elementary School District. As of 
2013, there are four schools operating within the CPU area: Ocean View Hills School (K-
8), Vista Del Mar Elementary School (opened in 2012, K-5), San Ysidro High School 
(grades 9-12), and Southwestern Community College Higher Education Center.  San 
Ysidro Middle School (grades 6-8) and Beyer Elementary School (K-5) are located 
outside of the CPU area to the west, but those living in the CPU area may attend these 
schools. 

2.4.2.4 Library Services 

The City operates a central library located in downtown San Diego and 34 branch 
libraries in neighborhoods throughout the City. There are currently no branch libraries 
within the CPU area. Primary library service is provided by the Otay Mesa-Nestor 
Branch Library located at 3003 Coronado Avenue, west of I-805. This library is 15,000 
square feet.  Library service is also provided by the San Ysidro Branch Library, located 
at 101 W. San Ysidro Boulevard.  

2.4.2.5 Parks and Recreation 

The City’s Park and Recreation Department maintains more than 40,000 acres of 
developed and undeveloped open space and parkland categorized as population-based 
parks, resource-based parks, and open space. As of 2012, there are 2,678 acres 
combined of parkland and open space (98 and 2,580 acres, respectively) within the CPU 
area.  This acreage is comprised of neighborhood, community, and resource-based 
parks, as well as open space lands which provide recreation opportunities, as discussed 
below. 

Currently, there are two existing neighborhood parks within the CPU area: Vista Pacifica 
and Ocean View Hills. Vista Pacifica is a 6.9-acre park located in the Robinhood Ridge 
Precise Plan area of the CPU. Ocean View Hills is a 5.1-acre park located on Ocean 
View Hills Parkway. As discussed in Section 5.13, the adopted PFFP identifies three 
neighborhood parks within the northwestern portion of the CPU area that are planned for 
construction: Dennery Ranch, Riviera del Sol, and Hidden Trails (City of San Diego 
2006a).    
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There is one recently developed community park in the CPU area. The approximately 
15-acre Pacific Breezes Community Park is located adjacent to the 5-acre joint use area 
within the Ocean View Hills School, north of SR-905, and consists of a 17,000-square-
foot recreational building, skate park, comfort station, and swimming complex. In 
addition, there is one community park planned for future construction in the CPU area. 
Beyer Community Park is scheduled for completion in 2018 and will provide 7.5 usable 
acres of recreation. Although the Beyer Community Park would be located in the 
adjacent San Ysidro community, it would serve both the communities of Otay Mesa and 
San Ysidro.  

The Ocean View Hills School (K-8) site contains a 5-acre joint use recreation facility 
which includes turfed, multipurpose sports fields.  This facility is available for community 
use pursuant to a 25-year Joint Use Agreement, which expires in 2030, with the San 
Ysidro School District.  

OVRP is an important resource-based park located in the northwest portion of the CPU 
area. Approximately 206 acres of OVRP are within the CPU area. OVRP provides 
recreational opportunities ranging from playing fields and picnic areas to hiking, biking, 
and horse trails. At the same time, the park protects open space, wildlife, historic, 
agricultural, and archaeological resources. There are plans for multi-use areas and an 
extensive trail system within the park’s boundaries. 



2.0 Environmental Setting 

Page 2-22 

 

THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK. 

 



3.0 Project Description 
The CPU is an update to the adopted 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan.  Approval of 
the CPU would establish land use designations and policies to guide future development 
consistent with the City’s General Plan (2008a).  The CPU is intended to implement the 
General Plan policies through the provision of community-specific recommendations. 
The concurrent rezone would rescind the OMDD and update zoning regulations within 
the CPU area.  Amendments to the LDC also would be required to create implementing 
zones for proposed commercial and industrial land use designations under the CPU.  An 
updated PFFP would be adopted with the CPU to allow for implementation of the CPU.   

The CPU includes the same nine elements contained in the City’s 2008 General Plan, 
with goals and policies for each element.  The nine elements are: Land Use; Mobility; 
Urban Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation; 
Conservation; Noise; and Historic Preservation. Procedures for implementation of the 
goals and policies are also set forth. 

3.1 Purpose and Need for the CPU 

3.1.1 Purpose 
The City has undertaken the CPU to address changes in conditions since 1981, when 
the Otay Mesa Community Plan was adopted to guide development through the year 
2000.  As such, it is intended to define new strategies for the way Otay Mesa would 
develop and function over the next 20–50 years.through an assumed buildout year of 
2062. With adoption of the General Plan in 2008, the CPU would also serve as a means 
of carrying out the Guiding Principles of the General Plan as they pertain to the Otay 
Mesa community.  Thus, the CPU would ensure implementation of the General Plan with 
respect to the distribution and arrangement of land uses (public and private), local street 
and transit network, prioritization and provision of public facilities, community and site-
specific urban design guidelines, and recommendations to preserve and enhance 
natural and cultural resources within the Otay Mesa community.   

Of particular relevance is the City of Villages strategy which strives to respect the open 
space network and to increase the housing supply and diversity through development of 
compact, mixed-use villages in specific areas that are linked to an improved regional 
transit system integrated into the larger community.  Village strategies include creating 
housing near jobs/employment centers and transit with a compact pedestrian-friendly 
orientation.   
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3.1.2 Need 
The focus of the adopted 1981 plan was annexation of Otay Mesa into the City of San 
Diego which would allow the City to benefit from the planned second POE, now the Otay 
Mesa POE.  According to the adopted plan, a principal purpose for designating industrial 
lands (also designated a foreign trade zone) was to accommodate the “twin plants” 
concept.  The twin plants concept envisioned initial manufacturing with less costly labor 
in Mexico and final assembly in the United States when more skilled labor and 
sophisticated production facilities would be needed.  To date, the twin plants concept 
has never been fully realized, as very little manufacturing actually occurs in the United 
States in proximity to the Mexican maquiladoras.  In actuality, some of the raw material 
inputs for the maquiladoras are transported through Otay Mesa and finished goods are 
then shipped into the United States through Otay Mesa or other nearby POEs.  Much of 
the industrial land that has been developed is occupied by warehousing, distribution, 
truck depots, and customs brokerages, thus differing from that assumed and planned for 
in the adopted community plan.   

The adopted community plan established a goal to develop Brown Field as a cargo 
airport to stimulate industrial opportunities in Otay Mesa.  Due to constraints on cargo 
aircraft operations by the nearby San Ysidro Mountains, community opposition to 
increased noise, and concern over fiscal impacts to the City of San Diego, a proposal to 
provide cargo operations at Brown Field was rejected by the City Council in the mid-
1990s and again in the early 2000s.  In addition, freight and passenger rail service that 
was envisioned to be extended into the CPU area has not occurred and current regional 
transportation plans (including the 2050 RTP [SANDAG 2011]) do not contemplate an 
expansion of rail service into Otay Mesa. 

The adopted community plan also intended for Otay Mesa to develop in a phased 
manner.  The phasing plan contemplated the western residential areas to develop first, 
but actual development occurred in reverse of this phasing plan.  Residential 
development has only occurred since the late 1990s.  The phasing plan also proved to 
be unsuccessful in guiding or predicting the timing and location of industrial development 
which occurred earlier than anticipated.  Additionally, unlike the residential areas; 
development within industrial areas has been relatively scattered, occurring on a 
piecemeal basis.   This has created a situation where road improvements, required of 
property owners at the time of permit issuance, have been constructed only along the 
property frontage where development occurred.  The scattered pattern of development 
resulted in missing roadway segments to crucial network elements that hampered 
circulation in Otay Mesa.  

At a regional level, the freeway system improvements have and will continue to change 
the CPU area from the 1981 plan.  The southern portion of SR-125 that extends from 
SR-54 to Otay Mesa Road was completed in 2007.  This portion of SR-125 is a toll road 



and provides a regional connection from Otay Mesa, through the cities of Chula Vista, 
Lemon Grove, La Mesa and El Cajon, to the City of Santee.  SR-905 opened to 
motorists July 30, 2012.  The improvements consist of a six-lane freeway extending 6.4 
miles from just east of I-805 to Britannia Boulevard, and complete the connection from 
the POE to I-805. Two more phases of improvements to SR-905 are planned: 
construction of the SR-905/SR-125 interchange and completion of the Heritage 
interchange ramp.   

The area to the east of the CPU area, known as East Otay Mesa, was designated as a 
future growth and annexation area in the adopted community plan.  It was not annexed 
along with the CPU area in 1981, and the County of San Diego has now adopted the 
East Otay Mesa Specific Plan that envisions over 2,000 acres of technology park, 
business park and industrial land uses.  The East Otay Mesa Specific Plan 
accommodates a new East Otay Mesa POE to be accessed by a tolled freeway (future 
SR-11). 

As described above, much has changed over the past 32 years since the adoption of the 
Otay Mesa Community Plan. The changing characteristics of industry, the need for more 
housing, the need for more middle income jobs, and a better understanding of the 
transportation – land use connection, have created a need for a more integrated land 
use plan. The CPU was therefore undertaken by the City to address present and future 
trends through assumed buildout year 20622030, consistent with the General Plan. 

3.2 Relationship to General Plan 

The General Plan adopted in 2008 does not change land use designations or zoning on 
individual properties, but rather provides policy direction for future community plan 
updates, discretionary project review, and implementation programs. It provides a 
citywide vision and comprehensive policy framework for how the City should grow and 
develop, provide public services, and maintain the qualities that define the City of San 
Diego. The CPU would build upon the goals and strategies in the General Plan and 
guide the future development of its neighborhoods. The CPU is intended to further 
express General Plan policies through the provision of site-specific recommendations 
that implement citywide goals and policies, address community needs, and guide 
zoning. Specific General Plan policies are referenced within the CPU to emphasize their 
significance in the community, but all applicable General Plan policies may be cited in 
conjunction with the CPU. The two documents work together to establish the framework 
for growth and development in the CPU area. The Municipal Code implements the 
community plan policies and recommendations through zoning and development 
regulations. This PEIR provides analysis and evaluation of all relevant land use and 
environmental issues associated with the CPU and Rezone. 



3.3 CPU Objectives 

The following specific objectives for the CPU support the underlying purpose of the 
project, assist the City as Lead Agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives 
to evaluate in this PEIR, and will ultimately aid the Lead Agency in preparing findings 
and overriding considerations, if necessary. The following primary goals, 
recommendations, and objectives of the CPU are to: 

• Regional Center:  Enhance Otay Mesa’s role as a bi-national regional center. 

• Economic Diversification:  Broaden the economic profile to increase 
employment and growth opportunities. 

• Industrial Capacity:  Enhance and sustain Otay Mesa’s strong economic base 
and potential for expansion. 

• International Trade:  Support activities that promote greater interregional and bi-
national activities. 

• Housing:  Provide more and varied housing and meet workforce needs close to 
employment centers. 

• Complete Places:  Create balanced, integrated mix of uses in Otay Mesa while 
minimizing collocation compatibility issues. 

• Transit:  Coordinate land use planning with high frequency transit service 
planning. 

• Open Space: Protect the canyon lands, adjacent mesa tops, and sensitive 
biological resources while providing recreational opportunities. 

• Infrastructure:  Include financing mechanisms that can secure infrastructure 
improvements concurrent with development. 

• Environmental Leadership and Sustainability:  Follow environmentally 
sensitive design and sustainable development practices. 

The above objectives are specific to the Otay Mesa planning area, and are intended to 
implement the broader goals, policies, and Guiding Principles of the General Plan.  
Following are the Guiding Principles of the General Plan. 

• An open space network formed by parks, canyons, river valleys, habitats, 
beaches and ocean; 

• Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network; 

• Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities; 

• Employment centers for a strong economy; 



• An integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit, 
roadways, and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each 
other and to employment centers; 

• High-quality, affordable, and well-maintained public facilities to serve the City’s 
population, workers, and visitors: 

• Historic districts and sites that respect our heritage; 

• Balanced communities that offer opportunities for all San Diegans and share 
citywide responsibilities; 

• A clean and sustainable environment; and 

• A high aesthetic standard.  

3.4 CPU Components 

3.4.1 Overview of CPU 
As stated in the CPU,  

Otay Mesa is envisioned as a diverse international community due to its 
proximity to the US/Mexico border.  A mixture of industry, business, 
commercial, housing, recreation, education, services and civic uses make 
up this vibrant community. The long-term needs in the region for business 
and residential uses will be achieved in Otay Mesa through careful long-
range planning.  

The CPU builds on the adopted community plan in terms of land uses.  For example, the 
CPU incorporates the existing land uses and densities for newly developed or approved 
neighborhoods such as Ocean View Hills, Robinhood Ridge, California Terraces, 
Dennery Ranch, and Hidden Trails. These areas are expected to remain relatively stable 
during the planning horizon.  Except for the Central Village Specific Planning Area, the 
eastern area’s industrial and commercial uses would remain, with the update providing 
refined designations to diversify for industrial and commercial uses. 

The CPU strives to create villages, activity centers, and industrial/employment centers 
along major transportation corridors (Figure 3-1); while also supporting international 
trade functions of the Otay Mesa POE and taking into consideration surrounding regional 
and bi-national planning activities and trends affecting the CPU.  Major land use 
revisions focus on redesignating land uses to increase the number of allowed residential 
units while achieving a more balanced community through integration of housing and 
appropriate employment lands.  New land use designations are proposed to allow the  
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establishment of employment centers, along with village centers with mixed commercial 
and residential uses. Modified industrial land use designations are also included to 
facilitate the diversification of the industry profile in the CPU. Substantial infrastructure 
improvements and investment is required to facilitate change in these areas.   

3.4.2 Community Plan Elements  
A summary of the goals and contents of the CPU by element is provided below. 

3.4.2.1 Land Use Element 

The Land Use Element contains community-specific guidance for the future growth of 
the CPU area.  The Land Use Element establishes goals and policies and contains 
detailed descriptions and distributions of land uses specific to the community, where the 
particular mix of uses is considered unique to the region.  Proposed land use associated 
with the CPU is illustrated on Figure 3-2.   

The current mix of industrial development, low-intensity residential uses, open space, 
and agriculture has evolved over several decades, as competing City values have 
resulted in the conversion of industrial land within the community.  The Land Use 
Element provides: refined residential densities; two delineated Village Centers, around 
which housing and commercial services would be located, and specific policies for the 
development of new commercial, industrial, and institutional uses. The CPU addresses 
these complex issues through proposed land uses that respect the existing and evolving 
industrial character and border-related industries and support the economic viability of 
businesses. One of the focuses of the CPU is to minimize and address potential conflicts 
and compatibility issues associated with the collocation of residential and industrial uses, 
balancing economic viability of employers, and building upon successful developments.  

Goals of the Land Use Element include the following:  

• A distribution of land uses that provides sufficient capacity for a variety of uses, 
facilities, and services needed to serve Otay Mesa. 

• Distinct villages that include places to live, work and recreate. 

• A variety of housing types including workforce housing in close proximity to jobs. 

• Diversified commercial uses that serve local, community and regional needs. 

• Sufficient industrial land capacity to maintain Otay Mesa as a subregional 
employment center. 

• Adequate public facilities and institutional resources that serve the needs of the 
community. 



• A land use pattern that is compatible with existing and planned airport 
operations. 

• Border facilities that facilitate the safe and efficient movement of passengers and 
cargo. 

Planning Districts 

The CPU identifies five planning districts interconnected through activities and 
infrastructure that would help to organize and form the community of Otay Mesa 
(Figure 3-3).  The planning districts include: 

• Northwest District, generally composed of the existing development in the 
northwestern portion of Otay Mesa, and includes Precise Plan area 
neighborhoods:  California Terraces, Dennery Ranch, Hidden Trails, Remington 
Hills, Riviera del Sol, Robinhood Ridge, and Santee Investments.   

• Southwest District, located south of SR-905 and west of Spring Canyon and would 
be primarily residential with a supporting core mixed-use center.  The mixed-use 
center would include civic, and neighborhood-serving commercial uses and 
services.  

• Central District, located along the Airway Road corridor, would be comprised of 
three primary land uses: Central Village, Grand Park, and Education Complex. 

• Airport District includes Brown Field and the surrounding industrial land in the 
northeastern CPU area. 

• South District includes the POE, international business and trade uses, and 
industrial uses that are necessary for the movement of goods across the border.    

3.4.2.2 Mobility Element 

The CPU provides direction on how to achieve mobility and environmental goals through 
a balanced, multi-modal transportation network.  The CPU refines the Mobility Element 
of the General Plan through community-specific pedestrian, bicycle, transit, street, goods 
movement, truck traffic, and regional collaboration recommendations and policies.  
Figures 3-4 through 3-6 illustrate the CPU planned transit routes, the existing and 
planned bicycle network, and the planned major roadways within the community. Unique 
mobility features addressed in the CPU include the POE, international goods movement, 
and Brown Field.  Figure 3-7 shows the truck routes within the CPU area. 

The Mobility Element builds upon the Land Use Element and Urban Design Element, 
which are designed to support walkability, transit-orientation, and sustainability goals 
consistent with SANDAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), which calls for smart 
growth land use patterns.  Goals of the Mobility Element include the following: 



FIGURE 3-2

Proposed CPU Land Use
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FIGURE 3-3

Planning Districts
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Map Source: City of San Diego

FIGURE 3-4
Transit Routes
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FIGURE 3-5

Proposed Bicycle Routes
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FIGURE 3-6

Major Roadways
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FIGURE 3-7

Proposed Truck Routes

O
C
E
A

N
V

IE
W

H
IL

L
S

P
A RKWAY

·|}þ059

·|}þ059

D
EN

N
E
R

Y
C

A
N

Y
O

N

MOODY CANYON

S
P

R
IN

G
C

A
N

Y
O

N

  AIRW
AY RD

  
H

A
R

V
E

S
T

 R
D

  AVIATOR RD

  
C

A
L

IE
N

T
E

 A
V

E

  
H

E
R

IT
A

G
E

 R
D

O
T

A
Y

V
A

L
L

E
Y

R
D

  LONESTAR RD

  
B

R
IT

A
N

N
IA

 B
L
V

D

  
C

A
C

T
U

S
 R

D

D
E

N
N

E
R

Y
R

D

  
L

A
 M

E
D

IA
 R

D

  SIEMPRE VIVA RD

  AIRWAY RD

  OTAY MESA RD

INTERNATIONAL BORDER

O LD
OTAY MESA

RD

San Ysidro

Port of Entry

Otay Mesa

Port of Entry

M E X I C O

O
C
E
A

N
V

IE
W

H
IL

L
S

P
A RKWAY

·|}þ059

·|}þ059

D
EN

N
E
R

Y
C

A
N

Y
O

N

MOODY CANYON

S
P

R
IN

G
C

A
N

Y
O

N

  AIRW
AY RD

  
H

A
R

V
E

S
T

 R
D

  AVIATOR RD

  
C

A
L

IE
N

T
E

 A
V

E

  
H

E
R

IT
A

G
E

 R
D

O
T

A
Y

V
A

L
L

E
Y

R
D

  LONESTAR RD

  
B

R
IT

A
N

N
IA

 B
L
V

D

  
C

A
C

T
U

S
 R

D

D
E

N
N

E
R

Y
R

D

  
L

A
 M

E
D

IA
 R

D

  SIEMPRE VIVA RD

  AIRWAY RD

  OTAY MESA RD

INTERNATIONAL BORDER

O LD
OTAY MESA

RD

San Ysidro

Port of Entry

Otay Mesa

Port of Entry

M E X I C O

0 2,500Feet [
Otay Mesa Community Plan Boundary

Truck Route

Truck Activity Roads

Brown Field

Proposed Land Use Plan

Open Space, Parks, Institutional

Open Space

Parks

Institutional

Village Centers

Neighborhood Village

Community Village

Residential

Low

Low Medium

Medium

Medium High

Commercial - Residential Prohibited

Community Commercial

Regional Commercial

Heavy Commercial

Indistrial

Business Park - Office Permitted

Business and International Trade

Light Industrial

Heavy Industrial

Business Park - Residential Permitted

Other

Right-of-Way

····-) 

♦ 

-·-) 
A 

I 
I 

c::::J - 1111 1111 ---· 1111 1111 1111 
CJ 1111 1111 1111 

1111 1111 1111 
~ 

[IIll] 1111 
~ 1111 CJ 

1111 



THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK. 

 



 
• A pedestrian sidewalk and trails network that allows for safe and comfortable 

walking throughout the community. 

• An effective transit network that provides fast and reliable service to local and 
regional destinations.  

• A complete and interconnected street system that balances the needs of drivers, 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and others.    

• A bicycle commuter network that links residents to transit, recreational, 
educational, and employment opportunities within the community. 

• Transportation infrastructure and operations investments that facilitate goods 
movement and international travel, while fostering economic prosperity and a 
high quality of life within the community. 

• Support for public health goals to increase the potential for walking and other 
forms of exercise to be incorporated into everyday life. 

3.4.2.3 Urban Design Element 

The intent of the Urban Design Element is to provide policy guidelines and visual 
illustrations for the future of the built environment.  The Urban Design Element builds 
from the framework established in the Urban Design Element of the General Plan and 
echoes the General Plan’s desire for respecting the community’s natural setting, 
strengthening linkages and connectivity, improving the built environment, and creating 
mixed-use walkable villages.  Goals of the Urban Design Element are as follows: 

• An urban form that reflects the physical land as an amenity and provides an 
attractive built environment. 

• Functional industrial corridors with a high quality design standard. 

• A Southwest Village and Central Village that respect and showcase Spring 
Canyon. 

• Active, safe, and pleasant streets, parks and public space. 

• Clear, formalized routes that connect villages and major corridors to employment 
centers, core commercial areas, schools, parks, trails, and transit. 

• An urban forest that distinguishes the Districts. 

• A community infused with distinctive public art and cultural amenities. 

• Attractive gateways at key entrances to the community’s district’s and villages. 

Otay Mesa’s built environment is planned around a unique system of existing open 
space canyons and preserves which provides a distinct natural boundary.  Other existing 
features which contribute to the character of Otay Mesa and which also serve to 



distinguish the five major districts include the Brown Field Airport, the Otay Mesa POE, 
the Southwestern College campus, the Northwest Neighborhoods, and the east/west 
SR-905 freeway.  The intent of the Urban Design Element would be to provide visual 
illustrations for the future of the built environment and define the image each streetscape 
and district within Otay Mesa portrays for those who live, work, and visit there.  Policies 
and recommendations pertaining to urban design are discussed in further detail in 
Section 5.2 of this PEIR, Visual Resources.  

3.4.2.4 Economic Prosperity Element 

Economic prosperity is at once local, regional, and international.  Otay Mesa plays a vital 
role in the economic prosperity for the entire San Diego and U.S./Mexico border region 
due to activities generated at the Otay Mesa POE and additional base-sector industries.  
Otay Mesa base-sector industries including transportation logistics, warehousing, 
manufacturing and service firms contribute to the regional economy and San Diego’s 
existing industry clusters. Otay Mesa provides the capacity for these and new industry 
clusters to expand.  Simultaneously, the community continues to see an increase in 
residential development, bringing not only more residents, but the demand for greater 
access to commercial and retail businesses.  Alongside a growing residential 
community, Otay Mesa’s POE remains heavily used, with more than 740,000 truck 
crossings and 4 million passenger vehicle crossings in Fiscal Year 2011.  This growth is 
expected to continue, as SANDAG projects Otay Mesa’s employment base to increase 
over five-fold between 2000 and 2030 from 8,000 to 42,000 jobs.  It is important to 
further attract diversified industries and supportive commercial uses to Otay Mesa to 
sustain growth in the regional and border economy, and provide access to quality jobs in 
southern San Diego. 

The Economic Prosperity Element addresses the community’s growing economic 
diversity by establishing policies and recommendations pertaining to the varied industrial 
and commercial land uses allowed under the new plan.  Prime Industrial Lands are 
designated in the CPU, as illustrated in Figure 3-8.  The Economic Prosperity Element is 
designed to allow industries enough flexibility to respond to global economic forces over 
the long term.  Goals of the Economic Prosperity Element include: 

• Sufficient land and infrastructure capacity for base sector industries to support 
the international border economy and the greater San Diego region.  

• Flexibility for industrial, export-oriented businesses to respond quickly to 
international market competition and demand. 

• Employment and economic growth through diversified industrial land uses. 

• Integrated interregional and bi-national activities. 

• Employment opportunities in Otay Mesa, southern San Diego County, and 
Mexico easily accessible to workforce housing. 
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• Jobs that benefit middle-income workers.  

• Commercial uses that support Otay Mesa’s industrial community.  

• Community educational resources to enhance workforce skills and abilities. 

3.4.2.5 Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element 

This element addresses the public facilities and services needed to serve the existing 
population and new growth anticipated for Otay Mesa.  It includes specific policies 
regarding public facilities financing, fire-rescue, police, wastewater, storm water 
infrastructure, water infrastructure, waste management, parks, libraries, schools, 
healthcare services and facilities, public utilities, and regional facilities.  Goals of the 
Element include: 

• Public facilities and services that are available and accessible to the community.  

• Development that fully addresses impacts to public facilities and services.  

• Application of financing mechanisms that secure infrastructure improvements as 
development occurs.  

• Maintenance and improvement of police and fire safety services throughout the 
community. 

• Safe and convenient park and recreation and school facilities.  

• A reliable system of water, storm water, and sewer facilities to serve the existing 
and future needs of the community.  

• Maintenance of high levels of emergency preparedness.  

• Reduced exposure to hazardous materials.  

• Innovative public infrastructure and facility financing mechanisms and strategies. 

3.4.2.6 Recreation Element 

The Recreation Element is intended to preserve, protect, acquire, develop, operate, 
maintain, and enhance public recreation opportunities and facilities throughout the City 
for all users.  Accordingly, Otay Mesa’s planned community’s park and open space 
systems are intended to serve the residential, village, and employment areas of the 
community. The Recreation Element includes specific policies addressing park and 
recreation guidelines, preservation, accessibility, joint use and cooperative agreements, 
open space lands, and resource based parks.  The goals of the Recreation Element are 
listed as follows: 



• An efficient and comprehensive park system for Otay Mesa that serves the broad 
resident and workforce population. 

• Village areas that are enhanced by frequent and well located public spaces and 
parks. 

• A Grand Park that serves the residential, commercial, and industrial users of 
Otay Mesa. 

• Open Space areas that balance the recreational needs of the community with 
habitat protection. 

The goals and policies of the CPU, along with the General Plan policies, provide a 
comprehensive parks strategy in which the park system would be made up of 
population-based community, neighborhood, and joint-use parks.  Consistent with the 
General Plan guidelines, community parks would be provided in the form of major parks 
or community parks; and neighborhood parks may be provided in the form of 
neighborhood parks, mini parks, pocket parks or plazas.  The multiple neighborhood 
parks and joint-use areas would be located within the residential and village areas of 
Otay Mesa, with the Grand Park and Beyer Community Park sited to equitably serve the 
community.   

3.4.2.7 Conservation Element 

The Conservation Element builds on the General Plan Conservation Element with 
policies tailored to conditions in Otay Mesa.  The Conservation Element addresses: 
habitat and sensitive lands protection; climate change and sustainable development; 
water and urban runoff management; the urban forest; community farms and gardens 
and air quality.  The CPU addresses habitat protection through conformance with the 
City’s ESL Regulations and Biology Guidelines, General Plan guidelines, the MSCP 
Subarea Plan, and the draft Vernal Pool HCP.  As water supply is a critical issue, water 
conservation policies have been developed for this community and are included in this 
element.  The CPU is also responsive to state legislation calling for greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions to be achieved in part through coordinated land use and 
transportation planning and more sustainable development practices.   

The Conservation Element sets forth policies and recommendations for the urban forest 
and community gardens; all development in Otay Mesa would be required to plant and 
maintain street trees as identified in the Otay Mesa Community Street Tree Plan.  
Finally, the Conservation Element addresses air quality, which is of particular concern in 
the community because of the substantial amounts of truck traffic generated by industry 
and the POE.  To address these challenges and opportunities, the Conservation 
Element sets forth the following goals: 



• Preservation of a natural open space canyon network and associated biological 
resources. 

• Vernal pool preservation and management.   

• Assured water supply to meet future needs.   

• Greenhouse gas reductions through implementation of the village land use plan, 
support for transit, incentives for clean technology industries, alternative energy 
generation, and sustainable development. 

• Implementation of urban runoff management techniques. 

• Development of a community-wide urban forest. 

• Local food generation through community farms and gardens.  

• Safe and healthy air quality. 

3.4.2.8 Noise Element 

Noise can affect the environment and well-being of people living, working, and visiting a 
community.  Therefore, the General Plan Noise Element provides goals and policies to 
guide compatible land uses and the incorporation of noise attenuation measures for new 
uses to protect people living and working in the City from an excessive noise 
environment.  The Noise Element of the CPU complements the General Plan goals and 
policies by addressing Otay Mesa specific noise sources and issues.  Because Otay 
Mesa is an active suburban community with a mix of residential, commercial, and 
industrial uses, the Noise Element addresses noise sources of many types.  These 
include aircraft noise from the Brown Field and Rodriguez International Airport activities; 
delivery activities in the commercial areas; and noise from vehicle and truck traffic on the 
nearby I-805, SR-11, SR-125, and SR-905 freeways.  Noise Element goals include: 

• Minimal exposure of residential and other noise-sensitive land uses to excessive 
aircraft noise.  

• Minimal exposure of residential and other noise-sensitive land uses to 
commercial and industrial noise.  

• Minimal exposure of residential and other noise-sensitive land uses to excessive 
truck and other motor vehicle traffic noise. 

3.4.2.9 Historic Preservation Element 

Designated historical resources within Otay Mesa, including the Auxiliary Naval Air 
Station Brown Field Historic District, reflect the area’s aviation history and the early 
development of the area as an agricultural community.  The CPU Historic Preservation 
Element builds upon the General Plan’s Historic Preservation Element by including 
specific policies addressing the community’s unique historical and cultural resources.  



Specifically, the CPU provides for the identification, retention, and interpretation of the 
area’s historical resources, including historic districts, buildings, structures and objects; 
archaeological and Native American sites; and cultural landscapes.  The element 
addresses treatment of historical resources according to established standards and 
guidelines.  Goals of the Historic Preservation Element include: 

• Identify and preserve significant historical resources in Otay Mesa. 

• Promote educational opportunities and incentives related to historical resources 
in Otay Mesa. 

These goals and the policies found within the CPU Historic Preservation Element, along 
with related General Plan policies, provide a comprehensive historic preservation 
strategy for Otay Mesa.  

3.4.3 CPU Land Use Designations 
The CPU encompasses a broad range of the land use designations defined in the 
General Plan and contains a more detailed description and distribution of land uses than 
the citywide General Plan.  Land uses include residential with a variety of density 
ranges, village centers, commercial, industrial, open space, parks, and institutional.  
Table 3-1 is based on the Land Use Table within the General Plan, and outlines the 
proposed land use categories within the CPU area, as well as the types of uses allowed 
in each category. 



TABLE 3-1 
COMMUNITY PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

 

General Plan 
Land Use 

Community 
Plan  

Designation Use Considerations Description 

Density 
Range 
(du/ac) 

Park, Open 
Space, and 
Recreation 

Open Space None 

Provides for the preservation of land 
that has distinctive scenic, natural or 
cultural features; that contributes to 
community character and form; or that 
contains environmentally sensitive 
resources.  Applies to land or water 
areas that are undeveloped, generally 
free from development, or developed 
with very low-intensity uses that 
respect natural environmental 
characteristics and are compatible 
with the open space use. Open Space 
would have utility for: primarily passive 
park and recreation use; conservation 
of land, water, or other natural 
resources; historic or scenic purposes; 
visual relief; or landform preservation.  

N/A 

Population-
based Parks None 

Provides for areas designated for 
passive and/or active recreational 
uses, such as community parks and 
neighborhood parks. It would allow for 
facilities and services to meet the 
recreational needs of the community 
as defined by the community plan. 

N/A 

Resource-
based Parks None 

Provides for recreational parks to be 
located at, or centered on, notable 
natural or man-made features 
(beaches, canyons, habitat systems, 
lakes, historic sites, and cultural 
facilities) and would be intended to 
serve the citywide population as well 
as visitors.  

N/A 

Residential 

Residential - 
Very Low None Provides for single-family housing 

within the lowest-density range. 
0–4 

du/ac 

Residential - 
Low None 

Provides for both single-family and 
multifamily housing within a low-
density range. 

5–9 
du/ac 

Residential - 
Low Medium None 

Provides for both single-family and 
multifamily housing within a low- 
medium-density range. 

10–14 
du/ac 

Residential - 
Medium None 

Provides for both single-family and 
multifamily housing within a medium-
density range.   

15–29 
du/ac 

Residential - 
Medium High None Provides for multifamily housing within 

a medium-high-density range. 
30–44 
du/ac 



TABLE 3-1 
COMMUNITY PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

(continued) 
 

General Plan 
Land Use 

Community 
Plan  

Designation Use Considerations Description 

Density 
Range 
(du/ac) 

Commercial 

Community 
Commercial 

Residential 
Prohibited 

Provides for shopping areas with 
retail, service, civic, and office uses for 
the community at large within three to 
six miles. 

CC-2-3 
with 0.3 

FAR 

Regional 
Commercial 

Residential 
Prohibited 

Serves the region, within five to 25-
plus miles, with a wide variety of uses, 
including commercial service, civic, 
retail, office, and limited industrial 
uses. 

CC-1-3 
with 0.3 

FAR 

Heavy 
Commercial 

Residential 
Prohibited 

Provides for retail sales, commercial 
services, office uses, and heavier 
commercial uses such as wholesale, 
distribution, storage, and vehicular 
sales and service.  This designation 
would be appropriate for transportation 
corridors where the previous 
community plan allowed for both 
industrial and commercial uses. 

IL-3-
1with  

0.5 FAR 

Institutional, 
Public and 
Semi-Public 
Facilities 

Institutional None 

Provides a designation for uses that 
would be identified as public or semi-
public facilities in the community plan 
and which offer public and semi-public 
services to the community.  Uses 
would include but are not limited to: 
military facilities, community colleges, 
communication and utilities, transit 
centers, schools, libraries, police and 
fire facilities, post offices, hospitals, 
park-and-ride lots, government offices 
and civic centers. 

N/A 

Multiple 
Use 

Neighborhood 
Village Residential Required 

Provides housing in a mixed-use 
setting and convenience shopping, 
civic uses as an important component, 
and services serving an approximate 
three mile radius.  

15–25 
du/ac 

Community 
Village Residential Required 

Provides housing in a mixed-use 
setting and serves the commercial 
needs of the community-at-large, 
including the industrial and business 
areas.  Integration of commercial and 
residential use would be emphasized; 
civic uses would be an important 
component.  Retail, professional / 
administrative offices, commercial 
recreation facilities, services 
businesses, and similar types of uses 
allowed.  

30–35 
du/ac 

 



 

TABLE 3-1 
COMMUNITY PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

(continued) 
 

General Plan 
Land Use 

Community 
Plan  

Designation Use Considerations Description 

Density 
Range 
(du/ac) 

Industrial 
Employment 

Light Industrial Office Use Limited 

Allows a wider variety of industrial 
uses by permitting a full range of light 
manufacturing and research and 
development uses, and adding other 
industrial uses such as storage and 
distribution and transportation 
terminals. Multi-tenant industrial uses 
and corporate headquarters office 
uses would be permitted. Otherwise, 
only limited office or commercial uses 
would be permitted which would be 
accessory to the primary industrial 
use. Heavy industrial uses that have 
significant nuisance or hazardous 
effects would be excluded. 

IL-2-1 
with 0.5 

FAR 

Business Park Office Use Permitted 

Allows office, research and 
development, and light manufacturing 
uses.  This designation would not 
permit storage and distribution uses 
except as accessory to the primary 
use. It is appropriate to apply in 
portions of communities primarily 
characterized by single- and multi-
tenant office development with some 
light industrial uses.   

IP-1-1 
with 0.5 

FAR  
 

International  
Business and 
Trade  

Office Use Permitted 

Combines the uses permitted in both 
the Business Park and Light Industrial 
designations.  Would allow single- and 
multi-tenant office, research and 
development, light manufacturing, and 
storage and distribution uses.  Would 
be appropriate to apply in portions of 
communities adjacent to the border, 
other ports of entry, or areas in 
transition to higher intensity industries.   

IBT-1-1 



 

TABLE 3-1 
COMMUNITY PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

(continued) 
 

General Plan 
Land Use 

Community 
Plan  

Designation Use Considerations Description 

Density 
Range 
(du/ac) 

Industrial 
Employment 
(cont.) 

Heavy 
Industrial Office Use Limited 

Provides for industrial uses 
emphasizing base sector 
manufacturing, wholesale and 
distribution, and primary processing 
uses that would have nuisance or 
hazardous characteristics.  For 
reasons of health, safety, 
environmental effects, or welfare these 
uses would be segregated from other 
uses.  Non-industrial uses, except 
corporate headquarters, would be 
prohibited. 

IH-1-1 
with 0.5 

FAR 

Business 
Park-
Residential 
Permitted 

Office Use Permitted 

Would apply in areas where 
employment and residential uses 
would be located on the same 
premises or in close proximity.  
Permitted employment uses include 
those listed in the Business Park 
designation.   Multi-family residential 
uses would be optional with the 
density to be specified in the 
community plan.   

15–44 
du/ac;1 
IP-3-1 

with 0.5 
FAR 

 
 

1The Brown Field Technology Park property has previously approved entitlements and permits that allow an FAR of 20. 



Figure 3-2 illustrates the planned land uses for the CPU area. The planned land use 
distribution by acreage is summarized below in Table 3-2.  
 

TABLE 3-2 
PLANNED LAND USE 

Land Use Acres1 % of Total Acres Dwelling Units 
Open Space 2,833 30%  
Residential 802 9% 7,648 
Commercial 302 3%  
Village Area 560 6% 11,126 
 Residential 530   
 Mixed Use 30   
Industrial 2,510 27%  
Institutional 1,120 12%  
Parks 151 2%  
Right-of-Way 1,023 11%  
TOTAL 9,302 100% 18,774 

 1Rounded to the nearest whole number. 

3.4.3.1 Specific Plan Areas 

To implement the General Plan’s City of Villages Strategy, village areas are planned in 
the Southwest and Central Districts.  These Districts are primarily residential in nature 
and have core areas of mixed uses and public spaces.  Villages are intended to be 
compact, pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented and include a variety of residential, 
commercial and civic uses.  In order to comprehensively plan the Southwest and Central 
Village areas, one specific plan for each area would be required prior to consideration of 
any comprehensive development and rezoning proposals.  CPU policies and 
recommendations for Specific Plans include: 

• Require Specific Plans and any rezoning required consistent with the policies of 
this plan for the Southwest and Central Village Areas. 

• Achieve comprehensive neighborhood and community village development 
through Specific Plans that:  

a. Respect the natural topography and sensitive habitat areas with growth 
patterns that balance development with preservation of natural resources.  

b. Provide a land use map that illustrates the detailed land use designations, 
including any lands set aside for resource conservation, consistent with the 
MSCP Subarea Plan and any future any Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation 
Plan.  The specific plan land use map would refine the Otay Mesa 
Community Plan Land Use Map as part of the specific plan approval process. 



c. Illustrate the complete circulation system that, where possible, follows a grid 
pattern, and indicate how the system would relate to the overall Otay Mesa 
circulation system.  

d. Strive for block sizes along local and collector streets to have a maximum 
perimeter of 1,800 feet. 

e. Illustrate a separate system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities and pathways 
linking the activity centers with the residential areas, public facilities, and 
open space systems.  

f. Distribute parks comprehensively throughout the village area. Refer to Policy 
7.1-7 of the Recreation Element for further recommendations. 

 1. Link parks to one another with pathways to increase connectivity and 
enhance sense of community. 

 2. Locate neighborhood parks at the end of streets and adjacent to canyons, 
when appropriate, to accommodate and enhance public views and vistas. 

g. Identify specific locations for schools, parks, and pedestrian pathways. 

1. Site schools and parks adjacent to each other to create activity centers 
within neighborhoods. 

2. Provide pathways and trails that connect public facilities with each other 
and to residential areas. 

3. Provide pathways and connections, such as interpretive centers and 
trailheads, from facilities to canyon edges to take advantage of 
educational and recreational opportunities. 

h. Incorporate a diversity of housing types that includes market rate and 
affordable housing.  Encourage inclusionary housing on-site.  

i. Include an appropriate balance of single-family and multi-family housing 
consistent with the projections provided in this plan.   

j. Provide development at densities that support transit as an integral 
component of village areas and corridors. 

k. Require a mixed-use residential/commercial component to be included within 
village core areas, with neighborhood-serving commercial uses such as food 
markets, restaurants, and other small retail shops.  Encourage an anchor 
grocery store within each village area. 

l. Identify centrally located mixed-use core areas within each village area 
adjacent to key roadways and transit stops. Require a minimum of 15 
dwelling units/acre (du/ac) for core areas designated Neighborhood Village 
and 30 du/ac for core areas designated Community Village. 



m. Locate higher density mixed residential uses within a ½ mile of a “Town 
Center” along Beyer Road and within a ½ mile from the community 
commercial center in the north portion of the Southwest Village. 

n. Locate higher density mixed residential uses within a ¼ mile of transit stops 
along Airway Road and near the mixed-use retail uses in the Central Village 
as shown on Mobility Element Figure 3-2. 

o. Include a detailed design plan for the mixed use village core areas that 
identifies retail, convenience uses, and public spaces. 

p. Provide sufficient community serving commercial development within village 
core areas and along transit corridors that support the residents, workforce, 
and visitors as these areas develop. 

q. Provide refined architecture, urban design, and streetscape guidelines 
consistent with the policies in the Otay Mesa Community Plan and the 
General Plan. 

r. Include guidelines and illustrations for height, bulk, and scale of buildings and 
their relation to each other. 

s. Provide a street tree plan that utilizes species within the Otay Mesa Street 
Tree Plan. 

t. Require a phasing plan to ensure timely provision of necessary public 
facilities to serve the proposed development. 

Village Areas are designated either Neighborhood Village or Community Village: 

• The Neighborhood Village designation requires residential uses to be provided 
in a mixed-use setting with convenience shopping, civic uses, and services, 
serving an approximate three-mile radius.  Residential would be permitted at 15-
25 du/ac.  The Neighborhood Village designation would be proposed throughout 
most of the Southwest Specific Plan area and within the western portion of the 
Central Village Specific Plan area. 

• The Community Village designation provides housing in a mixed-use setting 
and serves the commercial needs of the community-at-large within a high-density 
range of 30–35 du/ac. This designation occurs in the eastern portion of the 
Central Village Specific Plan area and to the northwest and northeast of the 
intersection of Airway and Cactus roads. 

3.4.3.2 Residential 

a. Housing Policies 

The CPU provides for a variety of housing types including market rate, workforce, and 
affordable housing.  The land use designations in the CPU are intended to provide a 



diversity of housing options and implement the City of Villages strategy.  Policies and 
recommendations pertaining to housing include: 

• Respect existing density ranges in previously approved Precise Plan areas of the 
Northwest District.  

a. Include existing density ranges of precise plans to allow any undeveloped 
neighborhood areas to develop in accordance with precise plan designations. 

b. Implement design guidelines of precise plans that are consistent with the 
goals and policies of the City’s General Plan. 

c. Transition new development with greater intensity from existing development 
through the use of landscaping, fencing, setbacks, off-setting planes, and 
other urban design techniques.   

d. Develop remaining undeveloped neighborhoods with a variety of housing 
types, and target the upper limits of the density ranges.    

• Integrate a variety of housing types within village and residentially designated 
areas with multi-modal access from the villages to the employment centers in 
the eastern portion of Otay Mesa.    

• Include in all residential developments housing units that are sized to meet the 
household family sizes anticipated in Otay Mesa.   

• Provide adequate buffer uses/distance separation for residential proposals within 
a quarter mile of industrial uses with hazardous or toxic substances. 

b. Affordable Housing Policies 

In accordance with the Housing Element, the CPU also provides policies to address 
affordable housing, including:  

• Develop housing at different density ranges to provide housing affordable to all 
income levels.  

• Promote affordable housing development through the provision of a variety of 
housing types, including flats, townhomes, smaller-lot single-family homes, and 
other types of housing that are affordable in nature.  

• Promote the production of very-low and low income affordable housing in all 
residential and village designations.  

• Support development of on-site inclusionary housing within all specific plan 
proposals.  

• Encourage on-site inclusionary housing within all residential development 
proposals. 



• Create affordable home ownership opportunities for moderate income buyers.  

a. Encourage development of moderately priced, market rate housing affordable 
to middle income households.  

b. Promote homebuyer assistance programs for moderate income households. 

c. Residential Land Use Designations 

Five varying residential land use designations, in addition to Village categories, are 
applied within the CPU area.  The residential land use designations are described below.  

• The Residential – Very Low designation provides for single-family housing 
within the lowest-density range of 0–4 du/ac.  This designation occurs along the 
CPU area’s western border. 

• The Residential – Low designation provides for both single-family and multi-
family housing within a low-density range of 5–9 du/ac.  Other than Open Space, 
this designation is the primary proposed land use in the Northwest District. 

• The Residential – Low to Medium designation provides for both single-family 
and multi-family housing within a low-medium density range at 10-14 du/ac. This 
designation occurs in very northwest corner of the CPU area, adjacent to similar 
land uses in the adjacent community of Otay-Nestor.    

• The Residential – Medium designation provides for both single-family and multi-
family housing within a medium-density range at 15-29 du/ac. This designation 
occurs in a small area adjacent to I-805 freeway.    

• The Residential – Medium to High designation provides for multi-family housing 
within a medium-high-density range of 30–44 du/ac.  This designation occurs just 
north of SR-905 in the Northwest District, adjacent to institutional and community 
commercial land uses. 

Buildout of the residential (including Village) land uses in the CPU would generate 
approximately 18,774 housing units (Table 3-3). 

 



TABLE 3-3 
CPU RESIDENTIAL DENSITY RANGES/ 

ESTIMATED SINGLE-FAMILY AND MULTI-FAMILY DWELLING UNITS 
 

Designation 
Density Range 

(du/acre) 
Single-family 

Units 
Multi-family 

Units 
Residential – Very Low 0-4 59 0 
Residential – Low 5-9 2,814 0 
Residential –- Low to Medium 10-14 0 860 
Residential – Medium 15-29 0 1,321 
Residential – Medium to High 30-44 0 2,594 
Neighborhood Village (Residential Required) 15-25 1,400 4,480 
Community Village 30-35  0 4,960 
Business Park, Residential Permitted 15-44 0 286 
TOTAL  4,273 14,501 

 

The CPU would increase the number of multi-family and affordable housing units above 
what is envisioned in the adopted Community Plan, and provide a more cohesive 
community by designating village areas that include residential uses in locations in 
proximity to services, public facilities, and public transportation. 

The CPU addresses three specific needs. First, there is a need for larger living units to 
accommodate typically larger households. Second, the current community is in need of 
affordable housing opportunities, based on generally lower household income and larger 
household size. Finally, the community would benefit from residential development 
within close proximity to future job opportunities in Otay Mesa that would be comparable 
with the citywide median for. 

3.4.3.3 Commercial Employment, Retail, and Services 

Commercial land uses within the CPU account for 5 percent of overall land area. A 
majority of these lands are located in proximity to the SR-125, SR-905, and the POE to 
meet the demand of border-related activity.  Existing commercial lands, serving both 
regional and community functions, are primarily located within the Northwest District. 
Commercial land uses range from neighborhood-serving commercial uses within the 
Northwest District to heavy commercial uses closer to the border.  

Market analysis shows there is sufficient commercial acreage within Otay Mesa to 
service the community through buildout; however, with the CPU, additional 
neighborhood and community serving commercial is anticipated within the village areas. 
The CPU identifies land for various types of commercial uses, including Community 
Commercial, Regional Commercial, and Heavy Commercial, as described below.  
Policies and recommendations relating to each of the commercial land use categories 
are found within the CPU. 



• The Community Commercial designation provides for shopping areas with 
retail, service, civic, and office uses for the community at large within 3 to 
6 miles. Residential uses are prohibited under this designation.  The CPU calls 
for the maintenance of Community Commercial areas in Otay Mesa to support 
the development of retail, office and other commercial services to serve 
surrounding areas. 

• The Regional Commercial designation serves the region within 5 to 25 miles, 
with a wide variety of uses, including commercial service, civic, retail, office and 
limited industrial uses.  The CPU calls for the maintenance and enhancement of 
regional commercial uses for use by Otay Mesa and surrounding areas. 

• Heavy Commercial designation provides for retail sales, commercial services, 
office uses, and industrial uses such as wholesale, distribution, storage, and 
vehicular sales and service that cater to the maritime industries. Residential uses 
would be prohibited under this designation. The CPU states that Heavy 
Commercial, a mixture of industrial and commercial uses, would be allowed near 
the POE and along Otay Mesa Road, where existing development would be a 
mix of industrial and commercial uses.  

3.4.3.4 Industrial  

Industrial land uses in Otay Mesa help drive the economic prosperity of San Diego by 
importing wealth to the regional economy through the production of goods and the 
development of intellectual products and processes which are exported to national and 
international markets. These base-sector industries are crucial to the growth and 
sustainability of the regional economy.  The use of a variety of industrial land use 
designations (Heavy, Light, International Business and Trade, Business Park – with and 
without Residential) in Otay Mesa would protect and enhance the existing industrial 
uses, while providing an opportunity to increase the industrial capacity.  The CPU 
establishes polices and recommendations for each type of industrial designation.  
(Further discussion of industrial land uses is also found in the Economic Prosperity 
Element, Chapter 5 of the CPU.)  The CPU’s identification of lands as prime industrial is 
intended to protect these valuable employment lands and prevent future encroachment 
of uses that do not conform to the purpose of prime industrial.  In general, Otay Mesa’s 
prime industrial land consists of lands designated for industrial and base-sector uses. 

The Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan addresses the relationship 
between industrial lands and the economic health of the City. As stated in the General 
Plan, the policies “are intended to strengthen our industries, retain and create good jobs, 
with self-sufficient wages, increase income, and stimulate economic investment in our 
communities.” The element also addresses prime industrial lands that support export-
oriented base sector activities such as warehouse distribution, heavy or light 
manufacturing, and research and development uses.  



a. Heavy Industrial 

The Heavy Industrial designation provides for industrial uses emphasizing base sector 
manufacturing, wholesale and distribution, and primary processing uses that would have 
nuisance or hazardous characteristics. This designation would promote efficient 
industrial land use with minimal development standards, while providing proper 
safeguards for adjoining properties and the community in general. This designation 
would limit the presence of non-industrial uses in order to preserve land that would be 
appropriate for large-scale industrial users.  Policies pertinent to heavy industrial uses 
include: 

• Maintain lands designated as Heavy Industrial where uses with nuisance or 
hazardous characteristics can locate safe from encroachment by sensitive 
receptors.  

• Provide adequate land use buffers and/or distance separation from residential 
uses for heavy industrial proposals with hazardous or toxic substances.   

a. Consider office, commercial, retail and parking uses as acceptable buffer 
uses within the village-freeway interface area. 

b. Locate schools, parks and libraries outside of interface areas.  (see Section 
5.3 Air Quality for details about facilities and buffer distances). 

c. Determine distance separation on a case by case basis based on an 
approved study submitted by an applicant, or if no study is prepared, provide 
a 1000-foot minimum distance separation.   

d. Apply the buffer to sensitive receptors located along the Mexican Border. 

• Reduce or mitigate the environmental and negative impacts of Heavy Industrial 
uses on surrounding areas, such as noise, visual, and air quality impacts. 
Consider design elements that include, but are not limited to, landscape, site 
orientation, fencing, and screening. 

b. Light Industrial 

The Light Industrial designation allows a wider variety of industrial uses by permitting a 
full range of light manufacturing, research and development, and adding other industrial 
uses such as storage and distribution.  Multi-tenant industrial uses and corporate 
headquarters offices are permitted. CPU policy addressing light industrial uses includes: 

• Maintain the Light Industrial land use designation for the development of light 
manufacturing, distribution and storage uses, while providing adequate buffers, 
such as distance, landscape, berms, walls and other uses, where adjacent to 
open space, residential development, and educational facilities.   



c. International Business and Trade 

The International Business and Trade (IBT) designation combines the uses permitted 
in both Business Park and Light Industrial designations.  The designation allows single- 
and multi-tenant office, research and development, light manufacturing, and storage and 
distribution uses.  The IBT would be applied in portions of community adjacent to the 
border, POE, or areas in transition to higher intensity industries.  CPU policies pertaining 
to International Business and Trade land uses include:   

• Provide the International Business and Trade land use designation to support a 
wide range of industrial land uses which can intensify over time.  

d. Business Park/Business Park-Residential Permitted 

The Business Park designation allows office, research and development, and light 
manufacturing uses.  This designation would not permit storage and distribution uses, 
except as accessory to the primary use.  CPU policies pertaining to Business Park land 
uses include:   

• Allow for a wide range of businesses that do not negatively impact sensitive 
receptors to locate in the Business Park areas adjacent to parks and village areas.  

• Provide adequate buffers, such as distance, landscape, berms, walls and other 
uses, where adjacent to public parks and village areas.  

• Develop synergy with the adjacent village and public facility uses to maximize 
non-vehicular trips.   

• Allow office, research and development, and optional residential uses with 
industrial proposals in the Business Park-Residential Permitted area. 

a. Allow optional residential uses with industrial proposals that conform to APCD 
and HAZMAT adjacency guidelines and regulations. 

b. Implement proposals with optional residential uses with Business Park 
Residential Permitted CPIOZ, where the residential use does not exceed 
49 percent of the contiguous area with the Business Park, Residential 
Permitted, and the density range for the multi-family residential uses is 15-44 
dwelling units per acre.   

• Provide adequate buffers, such as land uses, landscape, walls, and distance 
between the residential component of the Business Park – Residential Permitted 
lands, and Britannia Boulevard and SR-905 to minimize negative impacts of air 
quality, noise, and truck transportation on residents.   

3.4.3.5 Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone 

Two Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones would apply in the CPU area.   



The Otay Mesa Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (OM CPIOZ) would 
include all industrial and commercial properties within Otay Mesa except for the 
approximately 26-acre site designated as Business Park Residential Permitted. The OM 
CPIOZ is required to ensure protection of sensitive resources, construction of the 
circulation infrastructure, and conformance with the appropriate policies from the Urban 
Design Element.  

The Business Park, Residential Permitted Community Plan Implementation Overlay 
Zone (BPRP CPIOZ) would include the approximately 26-acre site designated Business 
Park, Residential Permitted just west of Britannia Boulevard and north of Airway Road. 
The BPRP CPIOZ is required to ensure that residential development does not exceed 
49% of the total site. 

See Section 3.5 for the specific community plan implementation overlay zone language. 

3.4.3.6 Institutional  

The Institutional land use designation provides for uses that are identified as public or 
semi-public facilities which offer public or semi-public services.  Uses may include, but 
are not limited to, military facilities, community colleges, communication and utilities, 
transit centers, schools, libraries, and police and fire stations. Institutional land uses 
include Brown Field, fire stations, police station, schools, libraries, the Cross Border 
Facility, and Southwestern Community College.  Institutional policies and 
recommendations contained in the CPU include the following:  

• Provide public services consistent with General Plan Standards. 

• Provide schools consistent with the San Ysidro and Sweetwater Union High 
School Districts standards. 

a. Work cooperatively with districts to provide schools within close proximity to 
housing development. 

b. Work cooperatively with districts to provide innovative educational 
opportunities and services, such as K-8 schools and multi-level schools to 
reduce site acquisition costs and development footprint. 

c. Collaborate with San Ysidro School District on the locations for two to three 
additional K-8 schools and one to three additional K-6 schools within the 
Southwest and Central village areas based on the projected housing units 
and population. 

d. Collaborate with the Sweetwater Union High School District to provide one 
additional high school for the future residential development and population 
projections. 



• Allow a Cross Border Facility and its ancillary uses in the general area south of 
Siempre Viva Road and east of Britannia Boulevard directly across from the 
Rodriguez International Airport. 

3.4.3.7 Parks, Open Space, and Recreation 

Otay Mesa’s topography of mesa tops and extensive canyon systems has created a 
unique opportunity for the City to designate open space.  Lands adjacent to open space 
networks within Otay Mesa offer potential recreation opportunities, visual relief to the 
development on the mesa tops, serve as wildlife and biological preserves, and offer 
educational and interpretive opportunities.  Park and open space designations in the 
CPU include: 

• The Open Space land use designation provides for open space that would have 
utility for the following: primarily passive park; conservation of land, water, or 
other natural resources; historic or scenic purposes; visual relief; or landform 
preservation. 

• The Park land use designation provides for areas designated for passive and/or 
active recreational uses, such as community parks and neighborhood parks. 

Open space policies and recommendations contained in the CPU include the following:  

• Maintain the existing Open Space, and collaborate with the wildlife agencies, 
environmental groups and the public to ensure adequate conservation for sensitive 
biological resources and consistency with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan.  

• Create a close relationship between the natural environment of the Otay River 
Valley, Spring Canyon, and the Dennery Canyon systems and developed areas 
through the provision of multi-use trails and educational elements. 

• Maintain existing parks within the Northwest District, and develop remaining 
parks in the Riviera Del Sol and Hidden Trials neighborhoods.  

• Identify and provide population-based parks per the General Plan standards at 
locations that are accessible and centrally located to most users within the 
Southwest and Central Villages. Create pedestrian pathways that connect parks 
with activity centers. 

3.4.3.8 Airports and Airport Land Use  

Planned land uses within Otay Mesa are influenced by the presence of two airports: 
Brown Field and General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport.  Brown Field is a 
busy general aviation airport and is located in the center of Otay Mesa. General aviation 
encompasses all aviation except air carrier and military.  General Abelardo L. Rodriguez 
International Airport, with direct international flights, lies directly to the south of the CPU 
area.  The Cross Border Facility, which is discussed further in the Mobility and Urban 



Design Elements, has recently been approved by the City. The Cross Border Facility is 
located in the CPU area adjacent to the U.S.-Mexico border on a 63.8-acre property. 
The project includes the construction of a Cross Border Facility, parking, and industrial 
office/warehouse uses. The goals of the project include providing a more convenient and 
secure border crossing to access the General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International 
Airport, facilitating cross border movement of ticketed air travelers, maintaining security 
of the border, and developing uses that would serve airline passengers.  

Policies and recommendations pertaining to airports and airport land use compatibility 
include: 

• Collaborate with the airport operator (Caltrans) and the Federal Aviation 
Administration in the modernization and development of Brown Field.  

• Review projects within the Airport Influence Area for consistency with the 
adopted ALUCP. 

3.4.3.9 Border Facilities 

Otay Mesa is home to the international border crossing known as the Otay Mesa Land 
POE, which is vitally important to international trade and the regional economy. The 
POE is a multi-modal (commercial, non-commercial, and pedestrian) POE.  Policies and 
recommendations pertaining to the POE include: 

• Collaborate with federal, state, and local agencies to minimize impacts to Otay 
Mesa properties and infrastructure from any expansion of the existing facility.  

• Work cooperatively with outside agencies to minimize land use and infrastructure 
impacts to Otay Mesa from any new port of entry and its corresponding 
freeway/roadway network. 

3.4.4 Mobility Element Roadways 
The CPU contains numerous new roadways, along with classification changes to 
existing Mobility Element roadways. Classification changes would be required because 
of land use changes as well as redistribution of traffic on existing Mobility Element 
roadways. Proposed changes in the CPU area circulation network are summarized in 
Table 3-4.  These changes are proposed based on future roadway capacity needs. 



TABLE 3-4 
CPU ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Street Segment 
Existing 
CP Class CPU Class 

Otay Mesa Road 

Street A to Caliente Ave. 
Alisa Ct. to La Media Rd. 
La Media Rd. to Piper Ranch Rd. 
Piper Ranch Rd. to SR-125 
SR-125 to Harvest Rd. 
Harvest Rd. to Sanyo Ave. 
Sanyo Ave. to Enrico Fermi Dr. 

6-PA 
6-PA 
7-M 
8-M 
4-P 
4-M 
4-M 

6-M 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 

Airway Road Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd. 
Cactus Rd. to Britannia Blvd. 

4-M 
4-M 

6-PA 
6-M 

Siempre Viva Road Caliente Ave. to West Terminus  4-M 2-CL 
Caliente Avenue Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 

SR-905 to Airway Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Beyer Blvd. 

6-M 
6-M 
4-M 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-M 

Heritage Road/Otay Valley 
Road 

Avenida De Las Vistas to Datsun St. 
Datsun St. to Otay Mesa Rd. 
Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Airway Rd. 

6-M 
6-M 
6-M 
6-M 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 

Cactus Road Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd.  
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

4-CL 
4-CL 

4-M 
4-M 

Britannia Boulevard Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Airway Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
Siempre Viva Rd. to South End 

4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
2-C 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-M 
4-CL 

La Media Road Birch Rd. to Lone Star Rd. 
Lone Star Rd. to Aviator Rd.  
Aviator Rd. to Otay Mesa Rd.  
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
4-M 

N/A 
4-M 
4-M 
5-M 

Harvest Road South of Otay Mesa Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Otay Center Dr. 
Otay Center Dr. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

4-M 
4-M 
4-M 

2-CL 
4-CL 
4-CL 

Enrico Fermi Drive Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
Siempre Viva Rd. to Via de la Amistad 

4-M 
4-M 

4-CL 
4-CL 

Lone Star Road SR-125 to Piper Ranch Rd. 
Piper Ranch Rd. to City/County Boundary 

4-M 
4-M 

6-PA 
6-PA 

Aviator Road Heritage Rd. to La Media Rd. 1 2-C 4-CL 
Corporate Center Drive Progressive Ave. to Innovative Dr. 2-C 2-CL 
Sanyo Avenue Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd. 2 4-C 4-CL 
Paseo de las Americas Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  

Siempre Viva Rd. to Marconi Dr. 
2-C 
2-C 

4-CL 
4-CL 

Marconi Drive Paseo de las Americas to Enrico Fermi Dr. 2-C 2-CL 
Otay Center Drive Harvest Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.2 4-C 4-CL 
St. Andrews Avenue Otay Mesa Center Rd. to La Media Rd. 2-C 4-CL 
Gailes Boulevard Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 2-C 4-C 
Otay Mesa Center Road Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 2-C 4-CL 
Datsun Street Innovative Dr. to Heritage Rd. 1 2-C 4-CL 
Avenida Costa Azul Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 1 2-CL 4-CL 
Excellante Street Airway Rd. to Gigantic St. 4-C 2-C 
Gigantic Street Excellante St. to Centurion St. 4-C 2-C 
Centurion Street Airway Rd. to Gigantic St. 4-C 2-C 

1A new roadway added to Mobility Element by the CPU. 
2Functional classification is identified in the table, as the roadway is not currently classified. 

Legend 
8-M =  8-lane Major Arterial 5-M = 5-lane Major Arterial (3SB/2NB) 2-CL = 2-lane Collector (with continuous left-turn lane) 
7-PA = 7-lane Primary Arterial 4-P =  4-lane Primary Arterial 4-C = 4-lane Collector (w/o continuous left-turn lane) 
7-M = 7-lane Major Arterial 4-M = 4-lane Major Arterial 2-CN = 2-lane Collector (no fronting property) 
6-PA = 6-lane Primary Arterial 4-CL = 4-lane Collector (w/continuous 

left-turn lane) 
2-C = 2-lane Collector (w/o continuous left-turn lane) 



Construction of the Mobility Element Roadway Network would occur as future 
implementing actions to the CPU through either capital improvement projects or in 
conjunction with future development projects.  Mobility Element roadway improvements 
are addressed in this PEIR at a program-level and would require subsequent 
environmental review and approvals.  Conceptual alignments of the proposed roadway 
network are shown on Figure 3-6.   

3.4.5 CPU Implementation  
The CPU would be implemented through a number of different mechanisms that are 
outlined in Chapter 11 of the CPU. It describes the necessary actions and key parties 
responsible for realizing the CPU’s vision. Implementing these mechanisms would 
require the active participation of the City departments and agencies; regional agencies 
such as SANDAG and MTS; and the community. The CPU also recommends a number 
of funding mechanisms for the City to pursue as ways to finance the implementation of 
the CPU in a viable manner. 

3.4.5.1 Implementing Actions 

• Amend the General Plan. 

• Rezone concurrently with the adoption of the CPU and associated actions by the 
City Council.  

• Completion of circulation network and public facilities improvements. 

• Completion of a PFFP identifying present and future community needs, the 
capital improvements necessary to accommodate future development, and the 
sources for financing the improvements. 

• Formation of additional assessment districts and community facilities districts 
through the cooperative efforts of property owners and the community. 

3.4.5.2 Amendments to the Community Plan 

Changes to the CPU, following its adoption and associated actions, may be proposed in 
order to address circumstances and opportunities. If approved, they would take the form 
of amendments. Within the Southwest and Central Village areas, specific plans would be 
processed as plan amendments.  The City’s Planning Commission and City Council are 
responsible for reviewing and evaluating recommendations, and/or approving any 
amendments.  Any proposed amendment would be subject to environmental review. 

3.4.5.3 Funding Mechanisms 

Implementing improvement projects would require varying levels of funding. A variety of 
funding mechanisms would be available depending on the nature of the improvement 
project: 



• Instituting facilities benefits assessments for new development impact fees for 
intensification of uses. 

• Requiring certain public improvements as part of new development. 

• Establishing community facilities districts and/or infrastructure funding districts for 
specified infrastructure. 

• Applying for grants from the state and federal government for improvements due 
to regional impacts from cross-border facilities. 

• Creating assessment districts to help fund operations and management. 

3.4.5.4 Priority Public Improvements and Funding 

Improvements to streets and open spaces vary widely in their range and scope; some 
would be implemented incrementally as scheduled street maintenance occurs, and 
others would require significant capital funding from city, state, regional, and federal 
agencies. Working with other city agencies, these projects would be prioritized and 
included in SANDAG’s RTP.  Grants and other sources of funding would be pursued 
wherever possible. 

3.4.5.5 CPU Administration 

As indicated above, the CPU would implement the General Plan policies through the 
provision of more community-specific recommendations. The concurrent rezone would 
rescind the OMDD and update zoning regulations within the CPU area. Amendments to 
the LDC would also be required to create implementing zones for proposed commercial 
and industrial land use designations under the CPU. An updated PFFP would be 
adopted concurrently to allow for implementation of the CPU. 

3.4.5.6 Future Actions 

The CPU would be implemented through subsequent activities, requiring a variety of 
discretionary and ministerial actions. These subsequent activities would be public (i.e., 
roads, parks, public facilities) or private projects and are referred to as future 
development or future projects in the text of the PEIR.  A non-exclusive list of regulatory 
actions required for future implementing activities is shown on Table 3-5.   



TABLE 3-5 
FUTURE ACTIONS 

 
City of San Diego Actions 
• Community Plan Amendments (for Specific Plan Areas) 
• Specific Plans (for Specific Plan Areas) 
• Rezoning  
• Tentative Maps 
• Planned Development Permits 
• Site Development Permits 
• Multi-Habitat Planning Area Boundary Line Adjustments 
• Update the Public Facilities Financing Plan and Facilities Benefit Assessment  
• Formation of Community Facilities Districts 
• Conditional Use Permits 
• Neighborhood Development Permits 
• Street Vacations, Release of Irrevocable Offers of Dedication, and Dedications 
• Encroachment permits for maintenance of structures by an entity other than the City 

within City right-of-way 
• Ministerial permits for grading, storm water infrastructure, water and sewer 

infrastructure and road improvements 
State of California Actions 
• Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Annexation 
• Caltrans Encroachment Permits 
• Section 1602/1603 Streambed Alteration Agreements  
• Caltrans 2081 Memorandum of Understanding for State Endangered Species 
• Water Quality Certification Determination for Compliance with Section 401 
• Department of Education approval of school sites 

Federal Actions 
• Section 404 Permits 
• USFWS Section 7 or 10 (a) Take Authorization 
• FAA Determinations 

Other Agencies Actions 
• San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Consistency Determination 
• SDG&E/Public Utilities Commission approval of powerline relocation 
• APCD Authority to Construct/Operate 

 

3.5 Zoning 

The CPU process includes adoption of a zoning ordinance which would rescind the 
existing OMDD zoning and replace it with citywide zones contained within the LDC 
(Figure 3-9). Amendments to Chapter 13, Article 01, Division 06 of the LDC would be 
required to: 1)  incorporate an IBT-1-1 zone to implement the IBT land use category; and 
2) incorporate the IP-3-1 Zone to implement the Business Park – Residential Permitted 
land use category, as summarized in Table 3-1.   

The intent of the IBT Zone is to encourage uses that interact with and support industrial 
and international trade with Mexico and other global markets.  This zone would allow for 
single- and multi-tenant office, research and development, light manufacturing, and 
storage and distribution uses.  Commercial uses within the IBT would be subject to a 
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floor area ratio (FAR) limitation of 0.3, and industrial uses would be subject to an FAR 
limitation of 0.5.  (These standards would be included in the City’s LDC.)   

Like the other Industrial Park (IP) Zones, the intent of the IP-3-1 Zone is to provide for 
high-quality science and business park development. The property development 
standards of this zone are intended to create a campus-like environment characterized 
by comprehensive site design and substantial landscaping. The IP-3-1 Zone would allow 
for research and development, office, and residential uses.  Residential uses within the 
IP-3-1 Zone would be permitted in accordance with the Business Park - Residential 
Permitted CPIOZ of the CPU and should comprise no more than 49 percent of the lot 
area.  Additionally, rresidential development would be required to comply with the 
development regulations of the RM-2-5 or the RM-3-7 zone as determined by the density 
identified in the Business Park - Residential Permitted CPIOZ of the CPU, except that 
the lot area, lot dimensions, floor area ratio, and setback requirements of the IP-3-1 zone 
shall apply. 

Additionally, two new Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZ)s (LCD 
§132.14) would be adopted concurrently with the CPU requiring an amendment to 
Chapter 13 Article 02 Division 14 of the LDC.  The first, the Otay Mesa (OM) CPIOZ, 
would apply to the areas designated for commercial and industrial uses as shown on 
Figure 3-9. The second CPIOZ is the Business Park, Residential Permitted (BPRP) 
CPIOZ. The BPRP CPIOZ and includes the approximately 28-acre site designated 
Business Park, Residential Permitted just west of Britannia Boulevard and north of 
Airway Road. The CPIOZ standards below shall apply to the areas designated as Otay 
Mesa and Business Park, Residential Permitted by the Community Plan.  

shown on Figure 3-9. The second CPIOZ is the Business Park, Residential Permitted 
(BPRP) CPIOZ. The CPIOZ standards below shall apply to the areas designated as 
Otay Mesa and Business Park, Residential Permitted by the Community Plan.  

Otay Mesa (OM) Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone 

OM CPIOZ is required to ensure protection of sensitive resources, construction of the 
circulation infrastructure, and conformance with the appropriate policies from the Urban 
Design Element. 

OM - CPIOZ Type A 

The following standards apply to the area designated for commercial and industrial uses 
as shown in Figure 3-9. Future commercial and industrial development applications for 
properties identified on Figure 3-9 that are consistent with the CPU, the based zone 
regulations, and these supplemental regulations will be processed ministerially 
(CPIOZ A) in accordance with the procedures of the CPIOZ (Municipal Code 



Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 14). Development that complies with all of the following 
shall be processed as CPIOZ A: 

1. Development on properties that have not been previously graded, or have been 
graded but have not otherwise developed, and comply with all of the following: 

a. Submittal of an Archaeological Survey prepared by a qualified archaeologist in 
accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines, confirmed and accepted by 
the City Manager, stating there is no presence of archaeological resources on 
site. 

b. Submittal of paleontological documentation prepared by a qualified paleontologist 
in accordance with the Paleontology Guidelines, confirmed and accepted by the 
City Manager, stating there is no presence of paleontological resources on site. 

c. Submittal of a Focused Biological Resources Survey prepared by a qualified 
biologist in accordance with the Biology Guidelines of the LDC, confirmed and 
accepted by the City Manager, stating there is no presence of sensitive plants or 
animal species, or habitats on site. 

2. Development on properties that that have been previously graded and developed 
with structures, and conform to the following policies of the Urban Design Element of 
the Otay Mesa Community Plan: 

a. For all industrial development, proposals shall conform to 

i. Section 4.1: Policy 4.1-10; 

ii. Section 4.2: Policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c, 4.2-4, 4.2-5, 4.2-6, 4.2-8 b, 4.2-9, 4.2-
10, and 4.2-11, 

iii. Section 4.3: 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 for properties adjacent to canyons and Open 
Space, 4.3-4 for proposals along Airway Road, 4.3-3, 4.3-5, and 4.3-7 for all 
proposals, 

iv. Section 4.5: All policies. 

v. Section 4.8: All policies. 

vi. Section 4.9: All policies. 

vii. Section 4.10: Policy 4.10-1. 



b. For all commercial development, proposals shall conform to 

i. Section 4.1: Policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c, 4.2-4, 4.2-5, 4.2-6, 4.2-8 b, 4.2-9, 4.2-
10, 4.2-11, 

ii. Section 4.3: 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 for proposals adjacent to canyons and Open 
Space, 4.3-4 for proposals along Airway Road, 4.3-5 and 4.3- 7 for all 
proposals, 

iii. Section 4.4: All policies. 

iv. Section 4.8: All policies. 

v. Section 4.9: All policies. 

vi. Section 4.10: Policy 4.10-1. 

3. Development that includes construction of the abutting street(s) to the street 
classification identified in the Mobility Element of the Otay Mesa Community Plan. 

4. Documentation from a California Registered Traffic Engineer, confirmed and 
accepted by the City Engineer, stating that the proposed project’s traffic volumes are 
based on the City’s trip generation rateds and are less than 1,000 ADT’s. 

OM - CPIOZ Type B 

Development proposals that do not comply with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ 
Type A and the regulations of the underlying zone shall apply for a Process 3 CPIOZ 
Type B permit. Applications for a Process 3 CPIOZ Type B permit shall meet the 
purpose and intent of the regulations of the underlying zone and the supplemental 
regulations. Deviations from these regulations may be granted by the City Manager in 
accordance with the procedures of the CPIOZ (Municipal Code Section 132.1403). 

Business Park, Residential Permitted Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay Zone 

BPRP CPIOZ is required to ensure a maximum area for residential development and 
conformance with the appropriate policies from the Urban Design Element. 

BPRP - CPIOZ Type A 

The following standards apply to the area designated for Business Park, Residential 
Permitted as shown in Figure 3-9. Future development applications for properties 
identified on Figure 3-9 that are consistent with the community plan, the based zone  



regulations, and these supplemental regulations will be processed ministerially (CPIOZ 
A) in accordance with the procedures of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay 
Zone (Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 14). Development that complies 
with all of the following shall be processed as CPIOZ Type A: 

1. A minimum of 51 percent of the Business Park, Residential CPIOZ area shall be 
developed with industrial use. 

2. Residential development may occur provided that : 

a. Residential development not exceed 49 percent of the Business Park Residential 
CPIOZ;  

b. The residential development is at a density of 15-44 dwelling units per acre, and 

c. The residential development is developed in accordance with the development 
regulations of the RM-3-7 zone, except that the lot area, lot dimensions, floor 
area ratio, and setbacks be in accordance with the IP-3-1 zone. 

3. Development is in conformance with the following policies of the Urban Design 
Element of the Otay Mesa Community Plan: 

a. Section 4.1: Policy 4.1-9; 

b. Section 4.2: Policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c, 4.2-5, 4.2-6, 4.2-8 b, 4.2-9, 4.2-10, 4.2-11; 

c. Section 4.3: 4.3-3, 4.3-1, 4.3-5, 4.3-7; 

d. Section 4.5: Policies 4.5-1 – 4.5-9; 

e. Section 4.8: All policies; 

f. Section 4.9: All policies; 

g. Section 4.10: Policy 4.10-1. 

BPRP - CPIOZ Type B 

Development within the Business Park Residential Permitted CPIOZ that is not 
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations, and these supplemental regulations for 
CPIOZ Type shall be processed as CPIOZ Type B. Development proposals on any 
parcel identified as CPIOZ Type B shall be required to obtain discretionary approval 
processed as a Site Development Permit in accordance with the Municipal Code 
Chapter 12, Article 6, Division 5. 



3.6 Sustainability 

Several sustainable building concepts and practices have been incorporated into the 
CPU policies. These design elements serve to reduce or avoid potential environmental 
effects associated with water and energy consumption, consumption of nonrenewable or 
slowly renewing resources, and urban runoff.   

• Mixed-Use/Transit-Oriented Village Centers.  The CPU proposes two mixed-
use village opportunity areas, centered on transit stations, educational and 
recreational facilities.  The village concept is intended to reduce vehicle trips and 
miles traveled and support walking and biking as a transportation choice.  The 
SANDAG RTP identifies a bus rapid transit corridor (the South Bay Bus Rapid 
Transit [BRT]) that would connect to the bus route that would travel through the 
two village centers and lead to the orange line trolley and downtown San Diego.  
In addition, implementation of the policies contained in the Land Use, Mobility, 
Recreation, and Conservation elements of the CPU would improve mobility within 
the CPU area, and surrounding neighborhoods through the development of a 
more balanced, multi-modal transportation network, including a more complete 
bicycle network. 

• Low Impact Development.  Much of the CPU area is undeveloped or 
underdeveloped.  The Conservation Element calls for storm water to be 
managed through low-impact development (LID) principles including the use of 
pervious surface materials, appropriate design of infrastructure, and other hydro-
management techniques.  Urban Design Policy 4.9-5 establishes several best 
management practices to be integrated into new development. 

• Urban Forest and Agriculture.  The Conservation Element of the CPU sets 
forth policies for enhancing the community’s urban forest and establishing 
community gardens.  Street tree and private tree planting programs are low cost, 
low-technology methods for improving the visual landscape and air quality in 
Otay Mesa.  Implementation of the Otay Mesa urban forest would require 
consistency with the Landscape Standards of the LDC and the Otay Mesa 
Community Street Tree List (Appendix B of the CPU), which  requires all 
development to plant and maintain street trees as identified in the tree list.  
Conservation Policy 8.6-1 advocates the creation of community gardens where 
there would be sufficient demand, appropriate land, and where they would not 
generate adverse impacts on adjacent uses.   

• Water, Wastewater, and Storm Water Infrastructure.  Implementation of 
Wastewater, Water, and Storm Water Infrastructure policies in Sections 6.2 
through 6.4 of the Public Facilities, Safety, and Services Element provide for 
expansion of water and sewer facilities, while improving the sustainability of the 



systems through LID design, reclaimed water, and improved drainage facilities to 
address flooding problems within the plan area. In addition, Policy 4.9.5 of the 
Urban Design Element would ensure that the design of development integrates 
storm water best management practices on-site to maximize their effectiveness 
by: encouraging the use of intensive and extensive green roofs and water 
collection devices, such as rain barrels, to capture rainwater from the building for 
reuse; minimizing on-site impermeable surfaces, such as concrete and asphalt; 
and utilizing permeable pavers, porous asphalt, reinforced grass pavement (turf-
crete), or cobble-stone block pavement to detain and infiltrate runoff on-site. 

• Diversity and Affordability of Housing.  The CPU aims to provide affordable 
single- and multi-family housing throughout the CPU area, thus enabling a wide 
range of economic levels and age groups to live within the community. 
Specifically, the Land Use Element includes Affordable Housing Policies 2.2.-5 
through 2.2-8 that promote and encourage the development of very low and low 
income affordable housing in all residential and village designations, creation of 
affordable home ownership opportunities for moderate income buyers, and 
utilization of land use, regulatory and financial tools to facilitate the development 
of housing affordable to all income levels. 

• Bicycle Network. In order to reduce reliance on fossil fuels and encourage 
alternative modes of transportation in the CPU area, the CPU aims to provide a 
safe bicycle network that connects community destinations and links to 
surrounding communities and the regional bicycle network. In support of this 
goal, the Mobility Element includes Bicycle Policy 3.4-1. Specifically, 
implementation of Policy 3.4-1 would provide and support a continuous network 
of safe, convenient, and attractive bicycle facilities connecting the project area to 
the citywide bicycle network and implementing the San Diego Bicycle Master 
Plan.  

• Access to Outdoor and Active Spaces. The CPU addresses existing and 
planned access to outdoor and active spaces and provides for on-site active and 
passive open space areas, recreational facilities, and access via pedestrian and 
bicycle pathways.  Many of the outdoor and active uses would be universally 
accessible. In addition, the provision of these outdoor uses would encourage 
walking or other physical activity and time spent outdoors, thus promoting good 
health and community life. The CPU identifies the need for land acquisition for 
the creation of public parks, with a special effort to locate new parkland within the 
community that promotes connectivity, safety, public health, and sustainability, 
and includes strategies to expand programming within existing public spaces. 
The Recreation Element includes policies to provide adequate parkland sufficient 
to meet the needs of the community through plan buildout.  Policies 7.1-1 
through 7.1-11 provide guidance for assessing park needs and locations; Policies 



7.1-12 through 7.1-15 pertain specifically to the location and design of Grand 
Park; and Policies 7.2-1 through 7.2-6 pertain to the provision of access to open 
space areas (non-developed) and trails, while balancing the needs of biological 
communities. 

• Improved Transportation Network and Increased Alternative Modes of 
Transportation. The CPU includes several policies aimed at improving the 
existing transportation network as well as encouraging alternative modes of 
transportation to reduce impacts related to traffic/circulation and air quality. The 
Mobility Element includes specific policies to support a full, equitable range of 
choices for the movement of people and goods to, within, and from the project 
area community. In addition, the Mobility Element supports and helps to 
implement the General Plan at the community plan level by including specific 
goals, policies, and recommendations that would improve mobility through the 
development of a balanced, multi-modal transportation network. Specifically, the 
Mobility Element includes Walkability Policies 3.1-1 through 3.1-4, which promote 
and encourage new construction and upgrades to existing pedestrian pathways; 
Transit Policies 3.2-1 through 3.2-5, which improve access to public transit 
facilities (i.e., BRT); and Bicycle Policy 3.4-1, which would provide for a 
continuous network of bicycle facilities connecting the CPU area to the citywide 
bicycle network. In support of General Plan Policies UD-D.1 through D.3, Land 
Use Element Policy 2.1-2 would integrate the use of transit within employment 
areas. The creation of safe and direct bicycle and pedestrian connections are 
also encouraged to provide multi-modal access. 

• Energy Efficiency in Buildings. The Urban Design and Conservation Elements 
of the CPU include policies to reduce air, water, and land pollution, and other 
environmental impacts associated from energy production and consumption. The 
Urban Design Element states that development of new buildings would take into 
account energy efficient design. Specifically, Policies 4.9-2 through 4.9-3 
recommend macro- and micro-level design solutions including, but not limited to: 
providing awnings and canopies to shade buildings; orienting new buildings and 
lots to minimize east- and west-facing façades; use of horizontal overhangs, 
awning or shade structures above south facing windows to mitigate summer sun, 
but allow winter sun; and maximizing natural and passive cooling.  
Implementation of Green Building Policies 4.9-4 of the Urban Design Element 
would ensure the incorporation of environmentally conscious landscape practices 
that minimize heat gain and provide attractive and context sensitive landscape 
environments. In addition, the Conservation Element includes Sustainable 
Development Policies 8.2-1 through 8.2-6.  

• Reduced Water Use.  To reduce the overall water use and potential impacts to 
natural water resources and the municipal water and wastewater systems from 



buildout, the CPU includes policies to encourage the use of reclaimed water and 
recycled water infrastructure, including the use of captured rainwater for 
landscape irrigation and the use of native drought-tolerant plants.  
Implementation of Policy 4.9-5 of the Urban Design Element would encourage 
the use of intensive and extensive green roofs and water collection devices, such 
as rain barrels, to capture rainwater from the building for reuse. The policies 
contained in the Conservation Element promote the expansion of reclaimed 
water and recycled water infrastructure in conjunction with new development.  
Implementation of Policies 6.2-1 through 6.4-3 of the Public Facilities Element 
would ensure upgrades to the infrastructure for water and sewer facilities while 
improving efficiency in these systems.   

• Heat Island Reduction. To reduce heat islands and minimize the impact on 
microclimate, the CPU includes policies to encourage the use of shade canopies, 
shade trees, reflective paving materials, and an open grid pavement system for 
impervious portions of the project area (i.e., roads, sidewalks, upper decks of 
parking structures, parking lots). 

• Air Quality.  The Conservation Element includes policies to reduce the project’s 
impacts on air quality and climate change.  The Conservation Element includes 
Air Quality Policies 8.7-1 through 8.7-8, which call for enforcement of designated 
truck routes, encourage alternative modes of transportation, institution of buffers 
between incompatible land uses, and encourage street tree and private tree 
planting programs throughout the community to increase absorption of carbon 
dioxide and pollutants. In addition, implementation of Climate Change and 
Sustainability Policies 8.2-1 through 8.2-6 aim to reduce project-level greenhouse 
gas emissions to acceptable levels through project design, application of site-
specific mitigation measures, or adherence to standardized measures outlined in 
the City’s General Plan Climate Protection Action Plan. 

• Collocation. In order to reduce health hazards and other potential impacts 
associated with the collocation of industrial and residential uses, the CPU 
proposes several policies that address collocation, the interface of residential and 
village uses with industrial lands, and the provision of buffers.  Impacts 
associated with collocation are discussed in Section 5.1.4 of this PEIR. 

In addition to the sustainable building concepts and practices detailed above, 
compliance with existing regulations would be required and  have been incorporated into 
the CPU to avoid or reduce environmental impacts.  These are further described below 
in Table 3-6. 
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TABLE 3-6 
ENVIRONMENTAL / REGULATORY COMPLIANCE SUMMARY 

 
Subchapter/Issue ENVIRONMENTAL / REGULATORY COMPLIANCE SUMMARY 

5.2 Landform 
Alteration/Visual 
Quality 

To reduce impacts to aesthetic impacts and visual compatibility of land 
uses:  
 Future projects would be required to adhere to demonstrate 

compliance with the CPU land use and development design 
guidelines. 

5.3 Air Quality/Odor 

To reduce impacts from construction emissions: 
 Construction operations of future development are subject to the 

requirements established in Regulation 4, Rules 52 and 54, of the 
San Diego APCD’s rules and regulations. 

 Grading Ordinance  

5.4 Biological 
Resources 

To reduce impacts to sensitive species: 
 Future development would be required to conduct site specific 

surveys to identify the presence of sensitive habitats and species, 
as well as any protocol surveys required by state or federal 
agencies, and determine the extent of the impacts.  

To reduce indirect effects to any biological resources: 
 All future development must implement the Land Use Adjacency 

Guidelines and policies contained within the MSCP Subarea Plan 

5.6 Human Health/ 
Public Safety/ 
Hazardous 
Materials 

To reduce the threat of wildfires: 
 The City requires that projects demonstrate compliance with the 

Brush Management Regulations through submittal of Brush 
Management Plans in accordance with Chapter 14, Article 02, 
Division 04 of the LDC which are intended to address measures to 
reduce the risk of significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires for each individual project.   

To reduce fire hazards: 
 As a standard condition of approval, future development would be 

required to comply with the 2007 California Fire Code (CFC) 
requirements.   

To reduce the risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous 
substances future development would be required to comply with: 
 State law (California Health and Safety Code) that requires the 

mapping of “general areas” within which hazardous waste facilities 
might be established.   

 CPU policies that address residential – industrial interface and the 
use of hazardous materials.  

 Municipal Code, Public Safety Morals and Welfare Regulations 
pertaining to hazardous and flammable materials, explosives, etc.   

To reduce potential hazards associated with international truck traffic:  
 International trucks traffic would be required to adhere to the 

specific circulation plan defined in the CPU Mobility Element.  

5.7 Hydrology/Water 
Quality 

To reduce impacts associated with increased impervious surfaces, 
runoff and water quality: 
 Future development would be required to implement storm water 

discharge BMPs and develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan and monitoring program plan consistent with the City’s Storm 
Water Regulations (City’s Storm Water Management and 
Discharge Control Ordinance (MC §43.0301) and NPDES General 
Permit No. CAS000002).   

-I 



TABLE 3-6 
ENVIRONMENTAL / REGULATORY COMPLIANCE SUMMARY 

(continued) 
 

Subchapter/Issue ENVIRONMENTAL / REGULATORY COMPLIANCE SUMMARY 

5.8 Geology/Soils 

To reduce the potential for erosion, especially in steep slope areas: 
• Future development would be required to comply with the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits which 
would require Best Management Practices (BMPs) at the project-
level.   

To control erosion during and after construction: 
• Future development would be required to comply with measures 

contained within the City’s Grading Ordinance.   

5.9 Energy 
Conservation 

To promote sustainable development and reduce the consumption of 
electricity or fuel and other forms of energy: 
• Future development would be encouraged to reduce energy use 

and consumption through the CPU and guidelines contained in the 
General Plan.   

• For the future construction or renovation of municipal buildings, 
sustainable building practices are required in the City’s Sustainable 
Building Policy (900-14).   

5.10  Noise 

To reduce impacts associated with an increase in the existing ambient 
noise level: 
• Future development would be subject to compliance with the 

General Plan Noise Compatibility Standards and the Noise 
Ordinance. 

To reduce noise impacts associated with residential - industrial 
interface: 
• Future development would be subject to the policies of the CPU 

and performance standards provided in the City’s Noise Ordinance 
(MC § 59.5.0401). 

To reduce potential impacts associated with aircraft noise: 
• Future development would be required to comply with the noise 

level standards and land use compatibility guidelines in the Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for Brown Field. 

5.14 Utilities 

To reduce impacts from solid waste: 
• Future development in the CPU area would be required to provide 

space for recycling and incorporate recycling and waste reduction 
measures for construction, demolition, and occupancy.  

• Future development would be required to develop Waste 
Management Plans (WMP) targeting at least 75% waste reduction.  

To reduce impacts from Storm Drain Facilities: 
• Future development would be subject to LDC Storm Water Runoff 

and Drainage Regulations. 

5.16 Population and 
Housing 

To reduce impacts associated with population growth: 
• Future development would be subject to policies in the CPU that 

address the provision of affordable housing and would be required 
to comply with the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Ordinance. 

   



3.7 Land Use Density and Intensity 
Methodology or Assumptions  

For planning purposes, certain land use intensity and density assumptions were made in 
preparing the CPU.  These assumptions were used to determine the number of 
expected residential dwelling units and population, expected non-residential square 
footage as well as in planning for public services.  The methodologies described below 
were also used as the basis for determining density and intensity-based impacts 
addressed in this PEIR.   

For the CPU, nearly all of the land use categories define a range of residential densities 
and non-residential intensities, expressed as du/ac and FAR, respectively.  Dwelling 
units per acre refers to the number of housing units divided by the residential acres.  
FAR refers to the building square footage divided by the site area.  The method of 
calculation for future development would be provided through the CPU land use density 
ranges, as the rezoning of the village areas would occur with the approval of future 
specific plans. As the CPU represents a long range plan and it is not possible to exactly 
predict the future intensity of build-out for the CPU horizon year, it was necessary to 
make practical assumptions of intensity within the given ranges for each land use 
category.  For non-residential intensity, the City of San Diego’s Land Development Code 
Trip Generation Manual (revised May 2003) was used to derive appropriate trip 
generation rates for the various land use designations, which were then converted to an 
FAR.  In all cases, the intensity assumption was based on lot acreage. 

For residential land use designations, an average of approximately 75 percent of the 
maximum of the density range was calculated and added to the low number of the 
density range.  The percentage varied in different locations within the CPU area, 
because certain areas of the CPU are already developed and some areas are entitled 
for development.  In all cases, the density assumption was based on gross acres.  
Within mixed-use designations, a land use mix was used.  The “Village” and “Business 
Park-Residential Permitted” mixed-use designations were based on approximately 50 
percent of the maximum density for residential portions of the gross area within these 
designations, because a market for the highest density housing, such as what is 
developing in downtown San Diego, would develop during the latter years of community 
build-out (not during the CPU planning horizon).  The projected CPU buildout residential 
densities and land use intensity are summarized in Table 3-7. 

For industrial and commercial land use designations, buildout intensity assumed a 
0.5 FAR for industrial areas and 0.3 FAR for commercial.  Land use buildout 
assumptions for the IBT land use category are: business park 20 percent; industrial park 
30 percent; manufacturing 10 percent; office 10 percent, and warehousing 30 percent.   



No housing density was presumed to occur within the Open Space land use designation, 
which includes both MHPA and other open space.   

It is important to be conservative, yet realistic, in making assumptions for housing yield, 
as schools, parks, libraries and other public facilities are programmed and funded based 
on population and housing unit yield.  The need for public facilities would be based on 
these assumptions and determined at the time future development is implemented in 
accordance with the CPU.   

The methodology and assumptions used in the evaluation of impacts to utilities is 
described in the Section 5.14, Utilities of this PEIR and Appendix L.  The circulation 
element network and specific trip rates used in the traffic report are described in the 
Section 5.12, Traffic/Circulation of this PEIR and Appendix J. 



 

TABLE 3-7 
OTAY MESA BUILDOUT LAND USE SUMMARY 

 
 

Land Use 
Input Vehicle Trip Generation 

Type Amount 
Single Family du 4,273 
Multi-Family du 14,501 
Elementary school site 7 
Junior College student 5,000 
Senior High School student 4,800 
IBT – Office1 ksf 2,771 
L-R Office1 ksf 362 
Heavy Industry1 ksf 8,458 
IBT- Industrial Park1 ksf 8,034 
IBT - Business Park1 ksf 5,356 
Industrial Park1 ksf 6,020 
Light Industry LGR IP1 ksf 12,685 
IBT - Manufacturing1 ksf 2,678 
Commercial Airport Flt 682 
Community Commercial2 ksf 3,848 
Neighborhood Commercial2 ksf 69 
Gas Station w/fdmt pump 27 
IBT- Warehouse1 ksf 8,034 
Truck Storage acre 30 
Warehouse or Storage ksf 63 
Active Park acre 166 
Cross Border Facility (CBF) Passenger 17,225 
Lodging - Hotel (BRWN FLD & CBF) room 570 
Air & Space Museum (BRWN FLD)  360 
Restaurant (BRWN FLD)  30 
Park & Ride (BRWN FLD) Site 1 
Solar Field (BRWN FLD)  67 
Communication or Utility acre 6 
OMPOE in/out Laden truck 2,000 
OMPOE in/out unladen truck 4,000 
Church site 5 
Police or Fire Station site 11 
Other Health Care ksf 293 
SOURCE: City of San Diego 2011a. 
1Industrial square footage total of 54,461,000 
2Commercial square footage total of 3,917,000 
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4.0 History of Project Changes 
The City initiated the process of updating the 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan and 
issued the first NOP on May 12, 2004, with a public scoping meeting held in May 2004.  
That NOP addressed preparation of a Master EIR for the CPU with primary changes in 
six specifically designated neighborhoods.  One person spoke at the scoping meeting.  
Several letters were received in response to the first NOP and are included in 
Appendix A. 

Subsequent to the completion of the 2004 NOP process, the City determined that the 
CPU PEIR would consider different land use scenarios rather than evaluate 
neighborhood-specific development proposals.  Therefore, during the next one and a 
half years, City staff along with a team of consultants, the Otay Mesa Community 
Planning Coalition, and community stakeholders produced three comprehensive land 
use scenarios.  With this change to a more comprehensive approach for the planning 
area, it was determined that a PEIR would be prepared in order to evaluate these 
scenarios equally without focusing on a preferred alternative.  A second NOP describing 
these changes was issued on September 12, 2006, and a second scoping meeting was 
held on September 25, 2006.  Approximately eight people attended the second scoping 
meeting and four people spoke.  There were 16 letters received in response to the 
second NOP.   

In 2010, the City decided to revise and narrow the scope of the CPU to present only one 
land use plan to be analyzed fully in the PEIR.  Additionally, it was determined that the 
PEIR would no longer provide site-specific impact analysis for Community Plan 
Circulation Element roadway alignments or the community-wide drainage facility, as 
previously proposed.  A third NOP was issued in October 2010 which fully described the 
narrowed scope, however, a third scoping meeting was not held. This was based on the 
fact that the NOP provided enough detailed information about the narrowed scope which 
basically took one of the three land use scenarios from the second NOP and made it the 
subject of the analysis in this PEIR.  Four comment letters were received in response to 
the third NOP.  This PEIR considers the comments received from all of the NOPs and 
scoping meetings.   

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, the baseline for establishing the environmental 
setting and existing conditions is determined to be the date when the NOP is published.  
As described above, three NOPs were issued for the CPU (May 12, 2004, 
September 12, 2006, and October 1, 2010).  Because the third NOP issued in 2010 
more accurately describes the CPU, the City determined that use of the third NOP was 
the more appropriate and conservative baseline.  The baseline for the purpose of this 
PEIR is, therefore those conditions occurring at the time of the third NOP and are the 
conditions upon which physical changes are examined in the PEIR.  It should be noted 



however, that the baseline for analysis of the Transportation/Circulation Section is 
different because of changes to the circulation system between when the 2010 NOP was 
issued and the time this PEIR was made public. This is specifically evident relative to 
State Route 905, which was under construction in 2010 and is now open for use within 
the CPU area; as well for the reopening of State Route 125.  Additional information 
regarding the baseline analysis, consistent with a recent Supreme Court decision is 
further described in the Transportation/Circulation Section of the PEIR.   

An extensive outreach program was undertaken to solicit input from various 
stakeholders, property owners, residents, community leaders, business owners, public 
officials, and other interested parties.  Beginning in 2002, the outreach program entailed 
a series of community/stakeholder workshops, three EIR scoping meetings, a series of 
focused Planning Commission workshops, and monthly discussions at the City-
recognized Otay Mesa Community Planning Group’s regularly scheduled meetings.  In 
addition, roundtable sessions consisting of small group discussions involving individuals 
and City staff were held in November 2005 through January 2006.  A summary of the 
community outreach chronology is included as Appendix B. 

As a result of comments received during public review and in order to provide 
consistency between the FEIR and OMCPU, the Project Description (Chapter 3) and has 
been updated to correct planned land use acreages, provide further clarification 
regarding the two proposed Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones which will 
be added to Chapter 13, Division 01, Article 06 of the City’s Land Development Code, 
and to make minor revisions to text and tables. The Land Use Section (Section 5.1) has 
also been updated to reflect corrections to land use acreages as noted above in the 
Project Description and to correct text and tables. As noted in the Executive Summary 
and Environmental Setting Sections of the FEIR, the Nakano property, which is located 
in the far northwestern corner of the CPU, is not part of the CPU processing but may still 
be delineated in some figures with dashed lines. Acreage associated with the Nakano 
property was initially included in the DEIR, but has since been removed from the Project 
Description, Land Use (Chapter 5.1) and Biological Resources sections of the FEIR. As 
such, the FEIR now correctly reflects the CPU without the Nakano property. The 
Biological Technical Report, however, was not revised to remove the existing habitat or 
impact acreage associated with the Nakano property. Therefore, for the purpose of the 
biological technical analysis, the information reflected in the revised FEIR is correct.   

Other sections of the FEIR have also been revised when compared to the DEIR. When 
revised in response to comments, they are shown in strikeout/underline formatting 
throughout this document; otherwise, all typographical errors or minor edits for 
clarification have been accepted and are not reflected in strikeout/underline formatting. 

 



5.0 Environmental Impact Analysis 
The following analyses provide information relative to 18 environmental topics as they 
pertain to the CPU.  Each issue section is formatted to summarize the existing 
conditions, list the criteria for the determination of significance, analyze any potential 
impacts, list any required mitigation measures, and summarize the level of significance 
after mitigation.  The City would require that the mitigation measures identified in this 
PEIR be implemented by subsequent future projects in accordance with the CPU, except 
in the following cases: 

• The mitigation measure is not applicable to the project at hand; or 

• Either the project proponent offers alternative mitigation that reduces the 
significant impact to a similar level as would be achieved by the mitigation 
identified in the PEIR; or 

• The project proponent presents substantial evidence that the required mitigation 
measure is infeasible and that there is no feasible mitigation measure or 
alternative requiring preparation of a supplement or subsequent EIR.  In this 
case, the Lead Agency must balance the benefits of the proposed project against 
the unavoidable significant environmental impacts to determine whether the 
unmitigated significant impacts are acceptable in view of specific overriding 
economic, social or other consideration (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 

Topics subject to detailed analysis include those that were identified by the City of San 
Diego as having the potential to cause significant environmental impacts, and issues 
which were identified in the initial study and in response to the NOP and scoping 
meeting as having potentially significant impacts.   

The 18 topics addressed in Chapter 5.0 are the following: 

• Land Use • Noise 
• Visual Effects/Neighborhood Character • Paleontological Resources 
• Air Quality/Odor • Transportation/Circulation 
• Biological Resources • Public Services 
• Historical Resources • Utilities 
• Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous 

Materials 
• Water Supply 

• Hydrology/Water Quality • Population and Housing 
• Geology/Soils • Agricultural and Mineral Resources 
• Energy Conservation • Greenhouse Gas Emissions 



THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK. 

 



5.1 Land Use 

5.1.1  Existing Conditions 
This section describes existing land uses in the CPU area and surrounding area, as well 
as existing relevant land use policies and regulations. 

5.1.1.1 Existing Land Uses 

a. On-site Land Uses  

Existing land uses within the approximately 9,302-acre CPU area are shown in 
Figure 5.1-1, and acreages are provided in Table 5.1-1 below.   

TABLE 5.1-1 
CPU AREA - YEAR 2012 EXISTING LAND USE DISTRIBUTION 

Land Use Categories Acres1 % of Community 
Residential   
 Multi-Family (1,468 dwelling units)2 94 1.0% 
 Single-Family Detached (2,745 dwelling units) 2 372 3.99% 
 Spaced Rural Residential   62 0.66% 
Total Residential (4,213 dwelling units) 2 528 5.7% 
Commercial and Office   
 Commercial and Office 116 1.24% 
 Shopping Centers   58 0.63% 
Total Commercial (2.653 million square feet) 174 1.87% 
Public Facilities, Institutions and Utilities   
 Education 89 0.95% 
 Institutions  69 0.74% 
 Transportation, Communications, Utilities 

(includes I-905, completed) 1,898 20.4% 
Total Public Facilities, Institutions and Utilities 2,056 22.1% 
Agriculture   
 Extensive Agriculture 161.5 1.73% 
 Intensive Agriculture   88 0.94% 
Total Agriculture 249.5 2.68% 
Industrial   
 Heavy Industrial 17 0.18% 
 Light Industrial 977   10.5% 
Total Industrial (33.323 million square feet) 994 12.7% 
Parks and Recreation   
 Open Space  2,580 27.7% 
 Recreation      98   1.05% 
Total Parks and Recreation 2,678 28.8% 
Other   
 ROW (local) 586 6.3% 
 Undeveloped 2,036 21.8% 
Total Other  2,622  
GRAND TOTAL 9,3013 100.00% 

1SANDAG, 2012c Land Use, as updated per City of San Diego July 2013.   
2SANDAG 2012b. 
3Boundaries within different source data sets may have slight variations, thus resulting in an acreage 
discrepancy.



As shown in Figure 5.1-1 and in Table 5.1-1, open space comprises the largest existing 
land use (coverage) at approximately 2,580 acres, or slightly less than one-third of the 
total CPU area.  These areas include the existing City MHPA-designated lands 
composed of Dennery, Moody, and Spring Canyons in the northwest and southwest, as 
well as the canyons north of Brown Field feeding into the Otay River Valley.  The CPU 
area also includes approximately 98 acres of developed parkland and recreational uses, 
concentrated around residential areas in the northwest portion of the CPU area, and  
includes the five-acre Ocean View Hills Neighborhood Park, the six-acre Vista Pacifica 
Neighborhood Park, and the five-acre Ocean View Hills School Joint Use facilities. 

The second largest existing land coverage within the CPU area is undeveloped land, 
occupying nearly one-third of the total CPU area, or 2,036 acres.  As shown in 
Figure 5.1-1, existing undeveloped lands, which have designated land uses under the 
adopted community plan, occur between the open space canyons of the west and 
throughout the industrial and agricultural central and eastern portions of the CPU area. 

Existing industrial uses, ranging from industrial parks, general light industry and 
warehousing to heavy industrial uses (e.g., concrete batch plants and processing of 
construction materials), comprise the next largest CPU area land use, occupying 1,184 
acres.  Of this amount, roughly 977 acres is developed in light industrial uses. Industrial 
uses are distributed throughout the central and eastern portions of the CPU area, 
primarily south of Otay Mesa Road and east of Heritage Road.  Auto wrecking and 
dismantling facilities are concentrated in the area immediately west of Brown Field.   

Public Facilities and Utilities comprise approximately 2,056 acres within the CPU area 
and include Brown Field, a general aviation airport owned by the City of San Diego 
occupying the central 734 acres of the CPU area.  The airport's most notable feature is 
its 8,000-foot-long and 200-foot-wide runway which can accommodate most aircraft. 
Except for the period 1947-1951, the airport was used exclusively for military purposes 
until 1962.  Since then, Brown Field has served as a general aviation airport and port-of-
entry for private aircraft coming into the United States through Mexico, and is still used 
by military and law enforcement agencies.  Other public facilities include institutional and 
educational uses, such as the new 53-acre San Ysidro High School, the 20-acre Ocean 
View Hills Elementary School, and a Kaiser Permanente medical campus.  
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Residential uses, ranging from scattered rural residences, single-family subdivisions, 
and multi-family units, currently occupy approximately 528 acres or 5.7 percent of the 
CPU area.  Existing single- and multi-family units occur in the northwest corner of the 
CPU area, north of Old Otay Mesa Road. These comprise the newer residential 
communities of Ocean View Hills, Denney Ranch, and Hidden Trails, among others, built 
since 1998.  Existing older, rural residences are dispersed throughout the south-central 
portion of the CPU area, south of Otay Mesa Road between Cactus and La Media 
Roads.  In 2000, there were 1,740 people living in 481 housing units; by 2012 there were 
15,323 people living in 4,213 housing units in the CPU area (SANDAG 2012b). 
Approximately 65 percent of these units consisted of single-family homes and 35 percent 
consisted of multi-family units.  

Approximately 249 acres of agricultural land, primarily field and row crops, cover roughly 
three percent of the CPU area, and is concentrated in the central area south of Otay 
Mesa Road.  Some intensive agricultural uses such as dairies, chicken ranches, and 
nurseries also occur in this area.  The area between Moody and Spring Canyons south 
of Otay Mesa Road was historically in agricultural production, but has been fallow in 
recent years.   

Existing commercial uses (general commercial, office and retail) occupy approximately 
two percent of the CPU area at 174 acres.  They are located primarily along SR-905 just 
north of the Otay Mesa POE and at the major intersections along Otay Mesa Road, 
including the intersections of Otay Mesa Road and Cactus, Britannia, and La Media 
Roads.  These facilities generally consist of fueling stations and eating establishments to 
serve the local industrial employment population, including truck drivers. A shopping 
center also exists in the northwest corner of the CPU area, west of Dennery Road, south 
of Palm Avenue, and east of I-805.  Also located within the CPU area is an existing 
health care facility in the far northwest corner.   

The Otay Mesa POE is located in the far southeast portion of the CPU area, where SR-
905/SR-125 terminates at the border with Mexico.  The Otay Mesa POE, the largest 
commercial land port along the California-Mexico border, handles the third highest 
volume of trucks (at 1.4 million truck crossings in 2006) and is the 25th busiest port in the 
U.S.  The Otay Mesa POE handles commercial truck inspections and serves autos and 
pedestrians as well.  

The remainder of the CPU acreage is comprised of existing City right-of-way – 
approximately 586 acres.   

b. Surrounding Land Uses 

The undeveloped Otay River Valley is immediately north of the CPU area.  The Otay 
River originates at the Lower Otay Reservoir approximately three miles northeast of the 
CPU area.  The reservoir is owned by the City of San Diego and is used for storing 



Colorado River water.  The Otay River flows approximately 11 miles west from the 
reservoir into San Diego Bay, through the Cities of San Diego and Chula Vista. The Otay 
River Valley is part of the OVRP system and is designated for natural open space and 
limited recreational use.  The portions of Dennery Canyon that transect the CPU area in 
the northwest corner are included in the regional park, as shown in Figure 2-3.  The 
OVRP is managed through a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (JEPA) comprised of 
City of San Diego, Chula Vista, and County of San Diego residents and stakeholders 
(see Section 5.1.1.2.b).  Further north of the river valley is the urbanized area of the City 
of Chula Vista.   

Unincorporated county land lies east of the CPU area, and is largely undeveloped with 
dispersed industrial uses, including distribution, warehousing, and agriculture.  This area 
is part of the County’s East Otay Mesa Specific Plan area and is planned as a major 
employment hub and as an area for heavy industrial uses.    

The City of Tijuana is located adjacent to the CPU area, south of the U.S.-Mexico border.  
Tijuana is an industrial community with a population of over one million and includes 
major manufacturing centers.  The General Abelardo L. Rodríguez International Airportin 
Tijuana is directly south of the central CPU area.  

The community of San Ysidro is west of the CPU area, south of SR-905 within the City 
of San Diego. A dominant feature in the San Ysidro community is the San Ysidro POE, 
which is currently the busiest in the western hemisphere and is approximately one-
quarter mile west of the southeastern edge of the CPU boundary at the southern 
terminus of I-805.  It is the region’s primary cross-border gateway for auto and 
pedestrian traffic in both directions.  Along the shared boundary between the San Ysidro 
and Otay Mesa Community Plan areas, existing land uses consist of schools, parks, and 
residences.  The Otay Mesa-Nestor community is west of the CPU area north of SR-905. 
The portion of this community adjacent to the CPU area, between I-805 and I-5, is 
primarily residential.  

5.1.1.2 Relevant Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

Development is guided by the City’s General Plan, and more specifically by the adopted 
Otay Mesa Community Plan. In addition, various other local, regional, and state plans, 
programs, and regulations are utilized to evaluate development of land within the City of 
San Diego (Table 5.1-2). A discussion of the consistency of the CPU with all relevant 
plans is discussed below in Section 5.1.3.1, Impact Analysis.   



TABLE 5.1-2 
APPLICABLE DOCUMENTS 

City of San Diego 
• City of San Diego General Plan  
• Otay Mesa Community Plan (1981) 
• Zoning Ordinance (City of San Diego Land Development Code)  
• Otay Mesa Development District (overlay district of the Land Development 

Code) 
• Transit-Oriented Development Design Guidelines 
• Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations  
• Historical Resources Regulations 
• Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan 
• Airport Environs Overlay Zone 
• Brown Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
• Otay Mesa Precise Plans, including California Terraces, Dennery Ranch, 

Hidden Trails, Riviera del Sol, Otay International Center, Santee Investments, 
Remington Hills, and Robinhood Ridge* 

Regional Plans 
• SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan, including Smart Growth Concept Map 
• SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan (2050) 
• Metropolitan Transit Service Transit Plan 
• San Diego Urban Water Management Plan, 2010 
• Regional Air Quality Strategies  

*See Figure 2-5 for location. 

a. City of San Diego General Plan 

A comprehensive update of the City’s General Plan (March 10, 2008) is based on a new 
planning strategy for the City developed in the 2002 Strategic Framework Element. The 
Strategic Framework describes the role and purpose of the General Plan, outlines the 
City of Villages strategy, presents ten Guiding Principles that helped to shape the 
General Plan, summarizes the plan’s elements, and discusses how implementation 
would occur.  

Under the City of Villages strategy, the General Plan aims to direct new development 
away from natural undeveloped lands into already urbanized areas and/or areas with 
conditions allowing the integration of housing, employment, civic, and transit uses. It is a 
development strategy that mirrors regional planning and smart growth principles 
intended to preserve remaining open space and natural habitat and focus development 
in areas with available public infrastructure. 

The General Plan includes ten elements that are intended to provide guidance for future 
development.  These are listed here and discussed in more detail below: (1) Land Use 
and Community Planning Element; (2) Mobility Element; (3) Urban Design Element; 
(4) Economic Prosperity Element; (5) Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element; 
(6) Recreation Element; (7) Conservation Element; (8) Noise Element; (9) Historic 



Preservation Element; and (10) Housing Element. The Housing Element was last 
updated in 2013 and is provided under separate cover due to the need for more frequent 
updates.  

Land Use Element 

The Land Use Element provides overarching policies to integrate the City of Villages 
strategy and guide the provision of public facilities while accommodating planned 
growth. Policies within the Land Use Element in combination with other elements also 
protect coastal resources and ensure consistency with zoning regulations (i.e., Land 
Development Code).  

The Land Use Element of the General Plan is largely seen as the structure and 
framework for developing community plans. When appropriate, policies call for 
community plans to further identify appropriate land uses to meet the goals set by the 
General Plan and City of Villages strategy. The policies also indicate that mixed-use 
areas, villages, and community-specific policies are developed with public input and 
involvement.  

The Land Use Element contains five goals related to community planning.  These are to 
provide: 

• Community plans that are clearly established as essential components of the 
General Plan to provide focus upon community-specific issues.  

• Community plans that are structurally consistent yet diverse in their presentation 
and refinement of city-wide policies to address specific community goals.  

• Community plans that maintain or increase planned density of residential land 
uses in appropriate locations.  

• Community plan updates that are accompanied by updated PFFPs.  

• Community plans that are kept consistent with the future vision of the General 
Plan through comprehensive updates or amendments.  

Community plans are important because they contain specific policies that protect 
community character. Future public and private development proposals would be 
evaluated for consistency with policies in the community plans. The specific policies in 
the Land Use Element that apply to the development of all community plans throughout 
the City are included in Table 5.1-3. 



TABLE 5.1-3 
LAND USE ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

 
Policy Description 

LU-A.1(c) 
Designate Neighborhood, Community, and Urban Village Centers, as appropriate, in 
community plans throughout the City, where consistent with public facilities 
adequacy and other goals of the General Plan. 

LU-A.5 

Conduct environmental review and focused study during the community plan update 
process, of potential village locations, with input from recognized community 
planning groups and the general public, to determine if these locations are 
appropriate for mixed-use development and village design. 

LU-A.7 Determine the appropriate mix and densities/intensities of village land uses at the 
community plan level, or at the project level when adequate direction is not provided 
in the community plan.  

a. Consider the role of the village in the City and region; surrounding 
neighborhood uses; uses that are lacking in the community; community 
character and preferences; and balanced community goals (see also 
Section H). 

b. Achieve transit-supportive density and design, where such density can be 
adequately served by public facilities and services (see also Mobility 
Element, Policy ME-B.9).  Due to the distinctive nature of each of the 
community planning areas, population density and building intensity will 
differ by each community.   

LU-A.8 Determine at the community plan level where commercial uses should be intensified 
within villages and other areas served by transit, and where commercial uses should 
be limited or converted to other uses. 

LU-B.1 Use the recommended Community Plan Designations identified on Table LU-4 so 
that over time, all community plans will use a common nomenclature to describe 
similar land uses and densities. 

LU-B.2 Identify a more refined street system than is included in the General Plan Land Use 
and Streets Map through the community plan update and amendment process (see 
also Mobility Element, Section C). 

LU-C.1 Establish each community plan as an essential and integral component of the City’s 
General Plan with clear implementation recommendations and links to General Plan 
goals and policies.  
a. Develop community plan policies that implement citywide goals and address 

community or neighborhood-specific issues; such policies may be more detailed 
or restrictive than the General Plan as needed (see also LU-C.1.c. and LU-C.2.).  

b. Rely on community plans for site-specific land use and density designations 
and recommendations.  

c. Maintain consistency between community plans and the General Plan, as 
together they represent the City’s comprehensive plan. In the event of an 
inconsistency between the General Plan and a community plan, action must be 
taken to either: (1) amend the community plan, or (2) amend the General Plan 
in a manner that is consistent with the General Plan’s Guiding Principles. 



TABLE 5.1-3 
LAND USE ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

(continued) 
 

Policy Description 
LU-C.2 Prepare community plans to address aspects of development that are specific to the 

community, including: distribution and arrangement of land uses (both public and 
private); the local street and transit network; location, prioritization, and the provision 
of public facilities; community and site-specific urban design guidelines; urban 
design guidelines addressing the public realm; community and site-specific 
recommendations to preserve and enhance natural and cultural resources; and 
coastal resource policies (when within the Coastal Zone).  
a. Apply land use designations at the parcel level to guide development within a 

community.  
1. Include a variety of residential densities, including mixed use, to increase 

the amount of housing types and sizes and provide affordable housing 
opportunities.  

2. Designate open space and evaluate publicly-owned land for future dedication 
and privately-owned lands for acquisition or protection through easements.  

3. Evaluate employment land and designate according to its role in the 
community and in the region.  

4. Designate land uses with careful consideration to hazard areas including 
areas affected by flooding and seismic risk as identified by Figure CE-5 
Flood Hazard Areas and Figure PF-9 Geo-technical and Relative Risk 
Areas. 

b. Draft each community plan with achievable goals, and avoid creating a plan that 
is a “wish list” or a vague view of the future.  

c. Provide plan policies and land use maps that are detailed enough to provide the 
foundation for fair and predictable land use planning.  

d. Provide detailed, site-specific recommendations for village sites.  
e. Recommend appropriate implementation mechanisms to efficiently implement 

General Plan and community plan recommendations.  
f. Establish a mobility network to effectively move workers and residents.  
g. Update the applicable public facilities financing plan to assure that public facility 

demands are adjusted to account for changes in future land use and for 
updated costs associated with new public facilities.   

LU-C.3 Maintain or increase the City’s supply of land designated for various residential 
densities as community plans are prepared, updated, or amended.  

LU-C.4 Ensure efficient use of remaining land available for residential development and 
redevelopment by requiring that new development meet the density minimums of 
applicable plan designations.  



TABLE 5.1-3 
LAND USE ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

(continued) 
 

Policy Description 
LU-C.5 Draft, update, and adopt community plans with a schedule that ensures that a 

community’s land use policies are up-to-date and relevant, and that implementation 
can be achieved.  
a. Utilize the recognized community planning group meeting as the primary 

vehicle to ensure public participation.  
b. Include all community residents, property owners, business owners, civic 

groups, agencies, and City departments who wish to participate in both land use 
and public facilities planning and implementing the community vision.  

c. Concurrently update plans of contiguous planning areas in order to 
comprehensively address common opportunities such as open space systems 
or the provision of public facilities and common constraints such as traffic 
congestion. 

LU-C.6 Review existing and apply new zoning at the time of a community plan update to 
assure that revised land use designations or newly-applicable policies can be 
implemented through appropriate zones and development regulations (see also LU 
Section F).  

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 2008. 

Village Propensity.  The Village Propensity Map in the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan (see General Plan Figure LU-1) illustrates existing areas that already 
exhibit village characteristics and areas that may have a propensity to develop as village 
areas. General Plan Figure LU-1 indicates that limited areas in the western portion of the 
CPU possess a low to moderate potential for village development, as described in the 
General Plan.  Most of the CPU area, due to the high concentration of industrial uses, 
has very low potential for village development.  Factors considered in locating village 
sites and ranking village propensity include community plan-identified capacity for 
growth; existing public facilities or an identified funding source for facilities; and existing 
or an identified funding source for transit service, community character, and 
environmental constraints (City of San Diego 2008a). 

Village propensity also takes into consideration the location of parks, fire stations, and 
transit routes.  

Environmental Protection/Environmental Justice.  The General Plan Land Use 
Element provides direction for preparation of community plans and areas of zoning and 
policy consistency, plan amendment processes, coastal planning, balanced 
communities, equitable development, and environmental justice.  The EPA defines 
Environmental Justice as fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all peoples, 
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, with respect to development, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.  The 
City of Villages strategy and emphasis on transit system improvements, transit-oriented 



development, and the citywide prioritization and provision of public facilities in 
underserved neighborhoods is consistent with environmental justice goals.   

Specific policies for environmental justice from the General Plan Land Use Element as 
they relate to environmental protection are presented in Table 5.1-4. 

TABLE 5.1-4 
LAND USE ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Policy Description 
LU-I.12 Ensure environmental protection that does not unfairly burden or omit any one 

geographic or socioeconomic sector of the City. 
LU-1.13 Eliminate disproportionate environmental burdens and pollution experienced by 

historically disadvantaged communities through adherence to the 
environmental justice policies in Section I and the following: 

a. Apply zoning designations that separate industrial and sensitive 
receptor uses as presented on LU Table 4.  

b. Preserve prime industrial land for the relocation of industrial uses out of 
residential areas (see also Economic Prosperity Element, Section A).  

c. Promote environmental education including principles and issues of 
environmental justice (see also Conservation Element, Section N).  

d. Use sustainable development practices (see also Conservation 
Element, Section A).  

LU-I.14 As part of community plan updates or amendments that involve land use or 
intensity changes, evaluate public health risks associated with identified 
sources of hazardous substances and toxic air emissions (see also 
Conservation Element, Section F). Create adequate distance separation, 
based on documents such as those recommended by the California Air 
Resources Board and site specific analysis, between sensitive receptor land 
use designations and potential identified sources of hazardous substances 
such as freeways, industrial operations or areas such as warehouses, train 
depots, port facilities, etc.  

LU-I.15 Plan for the equal distribution of potentially hazardous and/or undesirable, yet 
necessary, land uses, public facilities and services, and businesses to avoid 
over concentration in any one geographic area, community, or neighborhood.  

LU-I.16 Ensure the provision of noise abatement and control policies that do not 
disenfranchise, or provide special treatment of, any particular group, location of 
concern, or economic status. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use Element 2008. 

Mobility Element 

The Mobility Element contains policies that promote a balanced, multi-modal transportation 
network while minimizing environmental and neighborhood impacts. In addition to 
addressing walking, streets, and transit, the element also includes policies related to 
regional collaboration, bicycling, parking, the movement of goods, and other components 
of the transportation system.  The specific policies in the Mobility Element that apply to the 
development of all community plans throughout the city are included in Table 5.1-5. 



TABLE 5.1-5 
MOBILITY ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

Policy Description 
ME-B.9 Make transit planning an integral component of long range planning documents and 

the development review process.   

a. Identify recommended transit routes and stops/stations as a part of the 
preparation of community plans and community plan amendments, and 
through the development review process.  

b. Plan for transit-supportive villages, transit corridors, and other higher-
intensity uses in areas that are served by existing or planned higher-quality 
transit services, in accordance with Land Use and Community Planning 
Element, Sections A and C.  

c. Proactively seek reservations or dedications of right-of-way along transit 
routes and stations through the planning and development review process.  

d.  Locate new public facilities that generate large numbers of person trips, 
such as libraries, community service centers, and some recreational 
facilities in areas with existing or planned transit access.  

e. Design for walkability in accordance with the Urban Design Element, as 
pedestrian supportive design also helps create a transit supportive 
environment.  

f. Address rail corridor safety in the design of development adjacent to or near 
railroad rights-of-way. 

ME-C.1 Identify the general location and extent of streets, sidewalks, trails, and other 
transportation facilities and services needed to enhance mobility in community plans.  

a. Protect and seek dedication or reservation of right-of-way for planned 
transportation facilities through the planning and development review 
process.  

b. Implement street improvements and multi-modal transportation improve-
ments as needed with new development and as areas redevelop over time.  

c. Identify streets or street segments where special design treatments are 
desired to achieve community goals.  

d. Identify streets or street segments, if any, where higher levels of vehicle 
congestion are acceptable in order to achieve vibrant community centers, 
increase transit-orientation, preserve or create streetscape character, or 
support other community-specific objectives.  

e. Increase public input in transportation decision-making, including seeking 
input from multiple communities where transportation issues cross 
community boundaries. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 2008. 

Urban Design Element 

Urban Design Element policies call for development that respects the City’s natural 
setting; enhances the distinctiveness of neighborhoods; strengthens the natural and built 
linkages; and creates mixed-use, walkable villages throughout the City. The Urban 
Design Element addresses urban form and design through policies relative to San 



Diego’s natural environment that work to preserve open space systems and target new 
growth into compact villages. 

Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element 

The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element is directed at providing adequate 
public facilities and services through policies that address public financing strategies, 
public and developer financing responsibilities, prioritization, and the provision of specific 
facilities and services that must accompany growth. The policies within the Public 
Facilities Element also apply to: fire-rescue; police; wastewater collection and treatment; 
storm water infrastructure; water supply and distribution; waste management; libraries; 
schools; public utilities; and disaster preparedness. 

Recreation Element 

The goals and policies of the Recreation Element have been developed to take 
advantage of the City’s natural environment and resources, to build upon existing 
recreation facilities and services, to help achieve an equitable balance of recreational 
resources, and to adapt to future recreation needs. The Recreation Element contains 
policies to address the challenge of meeting the public’s park and recreational needs; 
the inequitable distribution of parks citywide, especially acute in the older, urbanized 
communities; and to work toward achieving a sustainable, accessible, and diverse park 
and recreation system. The Recreation Element also addresses alternative methods, or 
“equivalencies,” to achieve citywide equity where constraints make meeting City 
guidelines for public parks infeasible, or to satisfy community-specific needs and 
demands.  The specific policies in the Recreation Element that apply to the development 
of all community plans throughout the city are included in Table 5.1-6. 



TABLE 5.1-6 
RECREATION ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

 
Policy Description 
RE-A.2 Use community plan updates to further refine citywide park and recreation land 

use policies consistent with the Parks Master Plan.   

a. In the absence of a Parks Master Plan, utilize community plans to guide 
park and recreation facilities acquisition and development citywide.  

b. Coordinate public facilities financing plans with community plan and the 
Parks Master Plan recommendations to properly fund needed park and 
recreation facilities throughout the City. 

c. Identify the location of population-based parks when updating 
community plans so they are accessible and centrally located to most 
users, unless a community benefit can be derived by taking advantage of 
unique opportunities, such as adjacency to open space, park linkages, 
desirable views, etc. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 2008 

Conservation Element 

The Conservation Element contains policies to guide the conservation of resources that 
are fundamental components of San Diego’s environment, that help define the City’s 
identity, and that are relied upon for continued economic prosperity. San Diego’s 
resources include, but are not limited to water, land, air, biodiversity, minerals, natural 
materials, recyclables, topography, viewsheds, and energy.  The specific policies in the 
Conservation Element that apply to the development of all community plans throughout 
the city are included in Table 5.1-7. 

TABLE 5.1-7 
CONSERVATION ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

 
Policy Description 

CE-C.2 Control sedimentation entering coastal lagoons and waters from upstream 
urbanization using a watershed management approach that is integrated into 
local community and land use plans (see also Land Use Element, Policy LU-E-1). 

CE-J.2 Include community street tree master plans in community plans. 

a. Prioritize community streets for street tree programs. 

b. Identify the types of trees proposed for those priority streets by species 
(with acceptable alternatives) or by design form. 

c. Integrate known protected trees and inventory other trees that may be 
eligible to be designated as a protected tree. 

CE-J.3 Develop community plan street tree master plans during community plan updates 
in an effort to create a comprehensive citywide urban forest master plan. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 2008. 



Historic Preservation Element 

The Historic Preservation Element guides the preservation, protection, restoration, and 
rehabilitation of historical and cultural resources. The specific policies in the Historic 
Preservation Element that apply to the development of all community plans throughout 
the City are included in Table 5.1-8. 

TABLE 5.1-8 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

 
Policy Description 
HP-A.2 Fully integrate the consideration of historical and cultural resources in the larger 

land use planning process. 

a. Promote early conflict resolution between the preservation of historical 
resources and alternative land uses. 

b. Encourage the consideration of historical and cultural resources early in 
the development review process by promoting the preliminary review 
process and early consultation with property owners, community and 
historic preservation groups, land developers, Native Americans, and the 
building industry. 

c. Include historic preservation concepts and identification of historic 
buildings, structures, objects, site, neighborhoods, and non-residential 
historical resources in the community plan update process. 

d. Conservation areas that are identified at the community plan level, based 
on historical resources surveys, may be used as an urban design tool to 
complement community character. 

e. Make the results of historical and cultural resources planning efforts 
available to planning agencies, the public and other interested parties to 
the extent legally permissible. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 2008. 

Noise Element 

The Noise Element provides goals and policies to guide compatible land uses and the 
incorporation of noise attenuation measures for new uses to protect people living and 
working in the City from an excessive noise environment. The specific policies in the 
Noise Element that apply to the development of all community plans throughout the City 
are included in Table 5.1-9. 



TABLE 5.1-9 
NOISE ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

 
Policy Description 
NE-A.1 Separate excessive noise-generating uses from residential and other noise-

sensitive land uses with a sufficient spatial buffer of less sensitive uses. 

NE-A.2 Assure the appropriateness of proposed developments relative to existing and 
future noise levels by consulting the guidelines for noise-compatible land use 
(shown on Table NE-3) to minimize the effects on noise-sensitive land uses. 

NE-A.3 Limit future residential and other noise-sensitive land uses in areas exposed to 
high levels of noise. 

NE-A.5 Prepare noise studies to address existing and future noise levels from noise 
sources that are specific to a community when updating community plans. 

NE-B.1 Encourage noise-compatible land uses and site planning adjoining existing and 
future highways and freeways. 

NE-B.5 Designate local truck routes to reduce truck traffic in noise-sensitive land use 
areas. 

NE-C.1 Use site planning to help minimize exposure of noise-sensitive uses to rail 
corridor and trolley line noise. 

NE-D.1 Encourage noise-compatible land use within airport influence areas in accordance 
with federal and state noise standards and guidelines. 

NE-D.2 Limit future residential uses within airport influence areas to the 65 dBA CNEL 
airport noise contour, except for multiple-unit, mixed-use, and live work residential 
uses within the San Diego International Airport influence area in areas with 
existing residential uses and where a community plan and the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan allow future residential uses. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 2008. 

Housing Element 

The separately adopted 2013–2020 Housing Element is intended to assist with the 
provision of adequate housing to serve San Diegans of every economic level and 
demographic group. 

Economic Prosperity Element 

The intent of the Economic Prosperity Element is “. . . to improve the economic 
prosperity by ensuring that the economy grows in ways that strengthen our industries, 
retail and create good jobs with self-sufficient wages, increase average income, and 
stimulate economic investment in our communities” (City of San Diego 2008a).  

The Economic Prosperity Element addresses the community planning process and the 
distribution of land uses. This element applies to the CPU area, especially for the goals 
and policies related to employment opportunities from infill development near transit and 
village-type development, small business enterprises, and the retention of industrial 
uses.  Applicable General Plan policies from this element are listed in Table 5.1-10.  



TABLE 5.1-10 
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

Policy Description 
EP-A.1 Protect base sector uses that provide quality job opportunities including middle-

income jobs; provide for secondary employment and supporting uses; and 
maintain areas where smaller emerging industrial uses can locate in a multi-tenant 
setting. When updating community plans or considering plan amendments, the 
industrial land use designations contained in the Land Use and Community 
Planning Element should be appropriately applied to protect viable sites for base 
sector and related employment uses. 

EP-A.4 Include base sector uses appropriate to an office setting in Urban Village and 
Community Village Centers. 

EP-A.5 Consider the redesignation of non-industrial properties to industrial use where land 
use conflicts can be minimized. Evaluate the extent to which the proposed 
designation and subsequent industrial development would: 

• Accommodate the expansion of existing industrial uses to facilitate their 
retention in the area in which they are located. 

• Not intrude into existing residential neighborhoods or disrupt existing 
commercial activities and other uses. 

• Mitigate any environmental impacts (traffic, noise, lighting, air pollution, and 
odor) to adjacent land. 

• Be adequately served by existing and planned infrastructure. 
EP-A.6 Provide for the establishment or retention of non-base sector employment uses to 

serve base sector industries and community needs and encourage the 
development of small businesses. To the extent possible, consider locating these 
types of employment uses near housing. When updating community plans or 
considering plan amendments, land use designations contained in the Land Use 
and Community Planning Element should be appropriately applied to provide for 
non-base sector employment uses. 

EP-A.7 Increase the allowable intensity of employment uses in Subregional Employment 
Areas and Urban Village Centers where transportation and transit infrastructure 
exist. The role of transit and other alternative modes of transportation on 
development project review are further specified in the Mobility Element, Policies 
ME-C.8 through ME-C.10. 

EP-A.12 Protect Prime Industrial Land as shown on the Industrial and Prime Industrial Land 
Map, Figure EP-1. As community plans are updated, the applicability of the Prime 
Industrial Land Map will be revisited and changes considered.  
a. Amend the boundaries of Figure EP-1 if community plan updates or 

community plan amendments lead to an addition of Prime Industrial Lands, or 
conversely, a conversion of Prime Industrial Land uses to other uses that 
would necessitate the removal of properties from the Prime Industrial Land 
identification.  

b. Amend the boundaries of Figure EP-1 if community plan updates or 
community plan amendments/rezones lead to a collocation (the geographic 
integration of residential uses and other non-industrial uses into industrial uses 
located on the same premises) of uses.  

c. Justification for a land use change must be supported by an evaluation of the 
prime industrial land criteria in Appendix C, EP-1, the collocation/conversion 
suitability factors in Appendix C, EP-2, and the potential contribution of the 
area to the local and regional economy.  



TABLE 5.1-10 
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO COMMUNITY PLANS 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
EP-A.13 In areas identified as Prime Industrial Land as shown on Figure EP-1, do not 

permit discretionary use permits for public assembly or sensitive receptor land 
uses. 

EP-A.14 In areas identified as Prime Industrial Land as shown on Figure EP-1, child care 
facilities for employees’ children, as an ancillary use to industrial uses on a site, 
may be considered and allowed when they: are sited at a demonstrably adequate 
distance from the property line, so as not to limit the current or future operations of 
any adjacent industrially-designated property; can assure that health and safety 
requirements are met in compliance with required permits; and are not precluded 
by the applicable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

EP-A.15 The identification of Prime Industrial Land on any property does not preclude the 
development or redevelopment of such property pursuant to the development 
regulations and permitted uses of the existing zone and community plan 
designation, nor does it limit the application of any of the Industrial Employment 
recommended community plan land use designations in Table LU-4, provided that 
residential use is not included. 

EP-A.16 In industrial areas not identified as Prime Industrial Lands on Figure EP-1, the 
redesignation of industrial lands to non-industrial uses should evaluate the Area 
Characteristics factor in Appendix C, EP-2 to ensure that other viable industrial 
areas are protected. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 2008. 

Availability and retention of industrial uses is an important part of the Economic 
Prosperity Element goals and strategies as well as the community plans. Policies EP-
A.12 through A.16 refer to the General Plan Figure EP-1 (Industrial and Prime Industrial 
Land Identification), which displays the prime industrial land throughout the City, 
including the CPU area. The areas identified as prime industrial lands support “export-
oriented base sector activities such as warehouse distribution, heavy or light 
manufacturing, research and development uses…that provide a significant benefit to the 
regional economy” (City of San Diego 2008a).  

As shown on Figure 5.1-2, industrial lands are designated primarily in the eastern portion 
of the CPU area and adjacent to Brown Field. Appendix C of the General Plan contains a 
list of factors to consider when a change in land use is proposed. Important factors when 
considering the suitability of a site for industrial use include: whether or not the 
community plan designates the land for industrial uses, the presence of physical 
characteristics which would facilitate modern industrial development, and the balance of 
sensitive receptor land uses. The table of Collocation/Conversion Suitability Factors from 
Appendix C is replicated as Table 5.1-11 of this EIR. 



FIGURE 5.1-2
Adopted OMCP Land Use Map

Map Source: City of San Diego Planning Department
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TABLE 5.1-11 
COLLOCATION/CONVERSION SUITABILITY FACTORS 

Factor Description 

Area Characteristics 

The amount of office and commercial development in the area. The 
significance of encroachment of the non-industrial uses which has 
already occurred in the area. The area’s attractiveness to 
manufacturing, research and development, wholesale distribution, and 
warehousing uses, based on a variety of factors including: physical 
site characteristics, parcel size, parcel configuration, surrounding 
development patterns, transportation access, and long-term market 
trends. 

Transit Availability 

The area is located within one-third mile of existing or planned public 
transit. The project proponent’s ability to provide or subsidize transit 
services to the project, if public transit service is not planned or is 
inadequate. 

Impact on Prime Industrial 
Lands 

The location of the proposed project adjacent to prime industrial lands 
and the impact of the proposed project utilization of the prime 
industrial lands for industrial purposes. 

Significance of 
Residential/Employment 
Component 

The significance of the proposed residential density to justify a change 
in land use. If residential is proposed on the same site, the amount of 
employment space on the site is to be retained.   

Residential Support 
Facilities 

The presence of public and commercial facilities generally associated 
with residential neighborhoods in close proximity to the area, such as 
recreational facilities, grocery stores, and schools.   

Airport Land Use 
Compatibility 

The location of the site in the airport influence area where 
incompatibilities may result due to adopted Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan policies, Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone 
Study recommendations, and restrictive use easements. 

Public Health 
The location of the site in an employment area where significant 
incompatibilities may result regarding truck traffic, odors, noise, safety, 
and other external environmental effects. 

Public Facilities The availability of facilities to serve the residential units. Provide public 
facilities on-site wherever feasible. 

Separation of Uses 

The adequacy of the separation between industrial and residential 
properties with regard to hazardous or toxic air contaminants or 
hazardous or toxic substances. Determine if there are any sources of 
toxic or hazardous air contaminants, or toxic or hazardous 
substances, within a quarter mile of the property between proposed 
residential or other sensitive receptor land uses and proposed 
properties where such contaminants or substances are located. If so, 
an adequate distance separation shall be determined on a case-by-
case basis based on an approved study submitted by the applicant to 
the City and appropriate regulatory agencies. If no study is completed, 
provide a 1000-ft. minimum distance separation between property 
lines. Uses which are not sensitive receptor land uses, such as most 
commercial and business offices, retail uses, parking, open space, 
and public rights-of way can locate between the properties within the 
separation area. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Appendix C 2008. 

 



Otay Mesa is also designated as a Subregional Employment Area in the General Plan, 
Appendix C, Figure EP-2, and guidelines are included in Appendix C, EP-3. As detailed 
in the appendix, the proximity to Mexico and flat topography make Otay Mesa an ideal 
location for distribution centers that conduct business between the United States and 
Mexico. The following is an excerpt from the appendix related to land use designations 
and permitting: 

Most of the land in Otay Mesa has been designated for industrial uses 
and utilizes special zoning to provide for purely industrial uses, with 
discrete areas reserved to support commercial services and limited retail 
uses. A land use designation permitting heavy industrial uses should be 
applied in portions of the community to prevent encroachment by non-
industrial uses. Adequate separation should also be provided if residential 
uses are located in close proximity. Support of infrastructure development 
and preservation of areas for primarily industrial uses that support 
manufacturing and international trade activities are essential to provide 
middle-income job opportunities and contribute to the growth of the City’s 
overall economic base. 

Some non-Mexico-related manufacturers and distributors have begun relocating to Otay 
Mesa from other parts of Southern California due to the availability of large continuous 
parcels, land costs and industrial lease rates. Most structures in this area are modern 
single-story concrete “tilt-up”: industrial buildings with loading docks. 

Collocation/Buffer Strategy 

General Plan Land Use Policy LU-1.14 focuses on separating sensitive receptors from 
industrial uses. The Economic Prosperity Element includes policies EP-A.1 through EP-
A.20 which address the means by which the City would minimize land use conflicts and 
preserve the most important types of industrial land, or prime industrial land, from 
conflict with residential, public assembly, and other sensitive receptor land uses. The 
General Plan provides for collocation of residential and industrial uses as a means for 
locating workforce-housing opportunities near job centers provided land use conflicts are 
minimized or avoided.  In addition, Table 5.1-11 of this EIR presents the criteria for 
determining whether a use is suitable for collocation/conversion. 

b. Adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan 

The CPU area is one of more than 50 community planning areas within the City. The 
community plan for a given area outlines the goals, objectives, and policies for future 
land use development within that community.  Community plans work to implement the 
General Plan and, as such, are written to be consistent with the policies and 
recommendations of the General Plan and other citywide policies.  Land use mapping for 



the City is accomplished at the community plan level, using land use categories 
established and defined within the General Plan Land Use Element. 

Community plans provide guidance for public and private development proposals. 
However, community plans do not contain regulatory requirements. Regulatory 
requirements are contained in the LDC, as explained in Section 5.1.1.2.c, below. 

Each community plan must be in harmony with other community plan documents, the 
General Plan, and City policies. Community plan documents include sections addressing 
land use, transportation, urban design, public facilities, services, economic development, 
and other issues important to the community. Plans are tailored to address the needs of 
each community with specific recommendations and goals designed to reflect the unique 
issues and concerns pertinent to the individual community. Community plans 
complement General Plan policies by designating appropriate areas for village 
development and specific land uses and selecting sites for public facilities, among other 
functions. 

The adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan (1981), as amended, addresses the 
development of land within Otay Mesa, and provides more detailed land use, design, 
roadway, and implementation information than what is found at the General Plan level.  
To achieve the goal of “a balanced land use concept,” the adopted Otay Mesa 
Community Plan promotes: 

• development of a relatively self-contained community, 

• a 3,500-acre industrial park including a foreign trade zone, 

• coordination of the proposed second international crossing with local, state, and 
federal agencies and plans of the Mexican government, and 

• phased annexation of the unincorporated County area east of the Otay Mesa 
Community Plan area to the City of San Diego. 

Specific goals, objectives, and policies to implement the adopted Otay Mesa Community 
Plan are contained in its elements: Land Use, Industrial, Community Environmental and 
Design, Open Space, Public Facilities, and Social Environment.   

Figure 5.1-2 illustrates the adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan land use designations, 
modified to reflect the incorporation of MHPA lands in 1997.  The amendment of the Otay 
Mesa Community Plan to designate over 2,000 acres as MHPA open space resulted in 
the loss of previously designated residential areas.  Table 5.1-12 provides a tabulation of 
acreage for each land use category and projected resident population at buildout for the 
adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan, as amended.  This table reflects the adopted Otay 
Mesa Community Plan land use designations for the CPU area, and does not include the 
larger study area identified in the adopted community plan and EIR, which included a 
potential annexation area to the east. 



TABLE 5.1-12 
ADOPTED OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN  

DESIGNATED LAND USES  
 

Population 45,324  
Land Use Designations  Coverage 
Residential: 
 Single-family detached 
 Multi-family attached 

1,269 ac 
4,800 du 
7,600 du 

13% 

Total Residential dus 12,400 du  
Commercial 452 ac 5% 
Industrial 2,839 ac  31% 
Institutional 1,027 ac 11% 
Parks  64 ac 1% 
Open Space 2,570 ac 27% 
Right-of-Way 1,098 ac 12% 
TOTAL 9,319 ac 100% 

SOURCE:  OMCPU, April 2011 Draft, Table 2-1 
ac = acres; du = dwelling units 

 
c. Land Development Code  

Chapters 11 through 15 of the City’s Municipal Code are referred to as the LDC, as they 
contain the City’s land development regulations that dictate how land is to be developed 
and used within the City. The LDC contains citywide base zones and the planned district 
ordinances that specify permitted land use; development standards, such as density, 
floor-area ratio (FAR), and other requirements for given zoning classifications; overlay 
zones, and other supplemental regulations that provide additional development 
requirements. 

Historically, the western portion of Otay Mesa was zoned agricultural, with residential 
zoning introduced as the Precise Plans and subdivisions were adopted and 
implemented.  Residential zoning in the CPU area is currently concentrated in the 
western third of the CPU area and consists of a mixture of Citywide single-family and 
multi-family zones.   Remaining agricultural zoning within the CPU area occurs generally 
within the northwestern canyon areas, as well as the southwestern precise planning area 
and canyons.  Except for Brown Field, which is unzoned, the eastern two-thirds of the 
CPU area is zoned and governed by the OMDD as discussed below.  Figure 5.1-3 
shows existing zoning for the CPU area.   
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Otay Mesa Development District  

The OMDD is one of the Planned District Ordinances (PDO) within the LDC.  PDOs 
provide tailored zoning, used in conjunction with the LDC, for specified areas of the City.  
The City proposes to rescind the OMDD and replace it with citywide zoning as part of the 
community plan update process. 

The area regulated by the OMDD is the City’s largest planned industrial area with 
proximity and accessibility to Mexico.  The OMDD regulates the use, intensity, and 
design of the primarily industrial 3,371-acre area, which includes a commercial 
subdistrict (240 acres) and a large border station mixed-use subdistrict (450 acres).  
Figure 5.1-3 shows the location and extent of the OMDD and subdistricts.  As shown in 
Figure 5.1-3, the OMDD overlays a large portion of the CPU area, covering the entire 
eastern two-thirds of the CPU area, excluding Brown Field. 

The OMDD provides for a full range of industrial uses emphasizing base sector 
manufacturing including wholesaling and distribution, assembly operations, and 
necessary support services.  The intent of the OMDD is to expedite the processing of 
development permit applications in order to encourage the provision of that full range of 
industrial uses, while also including wholesaling and distribution, and assembly 
operations. It is also the intent of the OMDD to provide the necessary facilities, services, 
and commercial uses that complement the industrial uses and the Otay Mesa border 
crossing.  The OMDD also provides for, agricultural activities as an interim use. 

An OMDD permit is required in certain cases. The following is a list of projects that would 
require an OMDD Permit in accordance with Section 1517.0202(b): 

• Any project that uses transfer of development rights and any project that uses 
acquired development rights. 

• Any project within the Canyon and Hillside Subdistrict (Section 1517.0303). 

• Any project which deviates from the regulations of the OMDD. 

• Any project which includes a hotel or motel. 

• Any project for which a tentative map has not been approved subsequent to 
March 14, 1985 (Otay Mesa reorganization). 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

The purpose of the ESL Regulations (LDC Sections 143.0101 through 143.0160) is to 
protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore environmentally sensitive lands and the 
viability of the species supported by those lands.  The ESL Regulations apply to all 
proposed development when environmentally sensitive lands, including sensitive 
biological resources, steep hillsides, floodplains, or coastal bluffs, are present.  The 



regulations are designed to ensure that development occurs in a manner that protects 
natural resources and the natural and topographic character of the area, and retains 
biodiversity and interconnected habitats.  

The ESL Regulations contain development regulations that are applied through a Site 
Development Permit when there is a potential for impacts to environmentally sensitive 
resources.  For areas outside of the MHPA (see below), the ESL provides no limit on 
development encroachment into sensitive biological resources, with the exception of 
wetlands (including vernal pools) and listed non-covered species habitat and narrow 
endemic species.  Development of steep hillsides outside of the MHPA is only allowed 
when necessary to achieve a maximum development area of 25 percent of the 
premises.  Development encroachment into steep hillsides and sensitive biological 
resources within the MHPA is restricted.  Development within the MHPA beyond 25 
percent of the least environmentally sensitive areas is not allowed; thus, such proposed 
development would be required to process a MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment. If 
development does not comply with the Hillside encroachment allowances, a deviation 
would be required and granted by the City if certain findings can be made. 

Within the CPU area, ESL resources include sensitive species and habitats, vernal pools 
and other wetlands, and steep hillsides.   Many of the ESL resources are within the 
existing designated MHPA and are thus restricted from development encroachment of 
more than 25% of the least sensitive areas.  Compliance of the CPU with the ESL 
Regulations is discussed in Issue 3, Section 5.1.5. 

Historical Resources Regulations 

The purpose of the City’s Historical Resources Regulations (HRR) (LDC Sections 
143.0201 through 143.0280) is to protect, preserve, and, where damaged, restore the 
historical resources of San Diego.  Historical resources include historical buildings, 
historical structures or historical objects, important archaeological sites, historical 
districts, historical landscapes, and traditional cultural properties (TCPs). These 
regulations are intended to protect historical resources quality, and to protect the 
educational, cultural, economic, and general welfare of the public, while maintaining 
sound historical preservation principles and the rights of property owners. 

As discussed in Section 5.5 of this PEIR, Historical Resources, several known historical 
resources exist within the CPU area and are primarily concentrated within the Brown 
Field Historic District just south of the landing strip and the surrounding areas outside of 
Brown Field.  The potential for unidentified historical resources also exists within other 
portions of the CPU area.  Compliance of the CPU with the City’s HRR is discussed 
below in Issue 3, Section 5.1.5. 



Brush Management Regulations 

The City’s Brush Management Regulations (LDC Section §142.0412) are intended to 
minimize wildland fire hazards through prevention activities and programs.  These 
regulations are intended to limit hazardous wildland fire situations by requiring the 
provision of mandatory setbacks, irrigation systems, regulated planting areas, and plant 
maintenance in specific zones, and, as discussed further in Issue 3 Section 5.1.5 below, 
are implemented at the project level through the grading and building permit process.  

d. Brown Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority was established by state law to 
operate the San Diego International Airport and address the region’s long-term air 
transportation needs, and as such, comprises the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 
for all the airports in San Diego County, including Brown Field. The purpose of the ALUC 
is to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly development of 
airports and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to 
excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports, to the extent 
that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses. 

A Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) was adopted for Brown Field in 1981. This 
CLUP was subsequently changed to an ALUCP in October 2004 and amended in 
January 2010.  State law requires the City to amend its General Plan and community 
plans within 180 days after the ALUC adopts a new ALUCP to make the land use plans 
consistent with the ALUCP. The City subsequently adopted SDMC Chapter 13, Article 2, 
Division 15, Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone. The Brown Field ALUCP is 
designed to safeguard the general welfare of persons within the vicinity of the airport and 
the public in general. Development in the vicinity of the airport must be consistent with 
the ALUCP, and the Airport Authority has the responsibility to review certain land use 
actions for compliance with the criteria and policies set forth in the ALUCP including 
adoption or amendments to general plans, specific plans, and zoning ordinances.  The 
ALUCP contains compatibility policies and criteria and ALUC review procedures 
addressing the following types of compatibility concerns: noise, overflight, safety, and 
airspace protection. To facilitate the application of the compatibility policies and criteria 
and ALUC review procedures, the ALUCP identifies the Airport Influence Area (AIA), the 
noise contours to be used for planning purposes, the airport safety zones, and the 
airspace protection surfaces. 

The Brown Field ALUCP is based on the Brown Field Master Plan that reflects the 
anticipated growth of the airport during the next 20 years.  The ALUCP differs from the 
master plan in that the focus of the ALUCP is on the land around the airport while the 
focus of the airport master plan is on property within the airport boundary. In addition, 
primary responsibility for adoption of a ALUCP rests with the ALUC, while responsibility 
for adoption of the Brown Field Master Plan belongs to the City. 



Figure 5.1-4 shows the ALUCP projected noise contours, expressed in community noise 
equivalency levels (CNELs).  The Aeronautics Division of Caltrans has determined that a 
65 decibel CNEL is the level at which residential land use becomes incompatible in 
relation to aircraft operations.  As shown in Figure 5.1-4, the 65 CNEL contour 
encompasses the area surrounding the runway corridor, and remains largely within the 
Brown Field property.  It extends beyond the Brown Field property at both ends of the 
runway, onto land designed by the adopted community plan as “General Aviation” or 
“Industrial”.   

The AIA, shown in Figure 5.1-5, encompasses much of the CPU area. The AIA is the 
area in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, and/or airspace 
protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on those 
uses. The City, through its community planning process and zoning ordinance, retains 
land use control in the AIA.  

To preclude incompatible development from intruding into areas of significant risk 
resulting from aircraft takeoff and landing patterns, the ALUCP identifies areas of 
significant risk as “Safety Zones.”  The Safety Zones for Brown Field are located 
adjacent to the ends of the runway’s primary surfaces, over which all aircraft using the 
airport must pass on either arrival or departure.  These areas are shown in Figure 5.1-6. 
The Safety Zones are used for evaluating safety compatibility for new development.    

e. MSCP  

The MSCP is a comprehensive habitat conservation planning program for San Diego 
County.  A goal of the MSCP is to preserve a network of habitat and open space, 
protecting biodiversity. Local jurisdictions, including the City, implement their portions of 
the MSCP through subarea plans, which describe specific implementing mechanisms. 

MSCP Subarea Plan 

The City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan was approved in March 1997, and 
provides a process for the issuance of incidental take permits (ITP) under the federal 
and state Endangered Species Act and the California Natural Communities Conservation 
Planning (NCCP) Act.  The primary goal of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan is to conserve 
viable populations of sensitive species and regional biodiversity while allowing for 
reasonable economic growth. To carry out this goal, the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan 
establishes a 52,727-acre area in which a permanent MSCP preserve, known as the 
MHPA, is assembled.  For parcels 100% within the MHPA, development or other 
discretionary actions are allowed in the least environmentally sensitive 25 percent of the 
property.  If more developable area is desired, the applicant may request a MHPA 
boundary line adjustment without the need to amend the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, 
provided the boundary adjustment results in an area of equivalent or higher biological 
value. To meet this standard, the area proposed for addition into the MHPA must meet 



FIGURE 5.1-4
Brown Field Noise Contours

Map Source: Airport Landuse Commision, San Diego County
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FIGURE 5.1-5
Brown Field AIA

Map Source: Airport Landuse Commision, San Diego County
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FIGURE 5.1-6
Brown Field Safety Zones

Map Source: Airport Landuse Commision, San Diego County
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the six functional equivalency criteria set forth in Chapter 5.4.2 of the Final MSCP Plan 
(August 1998).  Essentially, these require that the land to be taken out of the MHPA be 
replaced with land of at least equal if not more valuable habitat.  The adjustment must be 
approved by the USFWS and the CDFW (Wildlife Agencies). 

A MHPA Boundary Line Correction within the south central CPU area was approved by 
the City and Wildlife Agencies on March 13, 2013.  Due to a mapping registration error, 
the MHPA was mapped over 3.7 acres of existing development permitted as part of the  
International Business Center Project (EQD No. 86-0535) which was approved in the 
late 1980s.  The MHPA boundary was shifted to the south in order to remove the 
approved developed area and to add the 10.8 acres in Wruck Canyon that had been 
conserved as part of the International Business Center Project. The correction resulted 
in a net gain of 7.1 acres within the MHPA. 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

The City’s MSCP Subarea Plan additionally provides MHPA Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines which aim to avoid or reduce significant indirect impacts from adjacent uses.  
These guidelines address the issues of drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, 
invasive species, brush management, and grading/development and are intended to be 
incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) and 
applicable permits during the development review phase of future proposed projects.  
New development adjacent to the MHPA would be required to address means of 
reducing these indirect impacts through implementation of the MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines. 

Designated MHPA within the CPU area is shown in Figure 5.1-7 and includes canyon 
areas as well as areas of grasslands, vernal pools, and upland habitats.  As shown in 
Figure 5.1-7, a culvert under Otay Mesa Road west of Heritage Road comprises a 
wildlife corridor linking the Spring and Moody Canyon habitat complexes on the south to 
the Dennery Canyon habitat on the north.  Additionally, the San Diego County MSCP is 
adjacent to and east of the CPU area.  The Chula Vista Habitat Preserve is largely north 
of the CPU area.  

Otay Mesa MHPA Guidelines 

Otay Mesa is in the southern area of the MHPA which also includes Otay River Valley 
and Tijuana Estuary and Tijuana River Valley.  The plan describes the Otay Mesa areas 
of the MHPA and its vision as a network of open and relatively undisturbed canyons 
containing a full ensemble of native species and providing functional wildlife habitat and 
movement capability.  The City’s MHPA guidelines for Otay Mesa as excerpted from 
Section 1.2.1 of the MSCP Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 1997) are detailed in 
Section 5.4 of this PEIR.  



Vernal Pool Lawsuit  

In October of 2006, Judge Brewster issued a Decision and Injunction (Case no. 98-CV-
2234-B(JMA)) in a lawsuit filed by the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity against 
the USFWS over the issuance of an ITP under Section 10 of the ESA to the City of San 
Diego based upon the MSCP. The lawsuit was limited to the seven vernal pool species, 
including two crustacean species (San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp) and five plant 
species (Otay mesa mint, California Orcutt grass, San Diego button celery, San Diego 
mesa mint, and spreading navarretia). 

The Court enjoined the City of San Diego’s ITP for all pending and future development 
projects where “take” of any of the seven vernal pool species may occur, including: 

• Pending applications for development of land containing vernal pool habitat; 

• Projects where the City has granted permits, but development had not yet 
occurred;  

• Future development where the permittee was engaged in the destruction of 
vernal pool habitat. 

As a result of this ruling, numerous private and public development projects, which 
contained vernal pool resources within their project site were enjoined. The Court 
determined that the City and USFWS were not providing adequate coverage under the 
MSCP for vernal species.  The following are the main inadequacies identified in the 
ruling:  

• Mitigation was not beneficial and could not be modified for the life of the permit; 

• Creation of vernal pools was not feasible; 

• Measures  to determine impact allowance was arbitrary and did not provide the 
same level of protection for “unnatural” vernal pools; 

• Funding was speculative. 

All parties entered into mediation in 2007, which continued through 2009, when it ended 
in an impasse. During the meditation, it was determined that a Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP) would be prepared for the comprehensive protection of vernal pool resources.  
The City was awarded an Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund 
(CESCF) Section 6 grant in 2009 for the preparation of a vernal pool HCP.  In April 2010, 
the City entered into a Planning Agreement with the USFWS for the preparation of the 
HCP. 



FIGURE 5.1-7

Designated MHPA within the CPU Area
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Also, in April 2010 the City relinquished federal coverage of the seven vernal pool 
species covered by the MSCP.  The USFWS does not rely on the City’s federal ITP to 
authorize incidental take for these species.  In 2011, Judge Brewster declared the 2006 
ruling moot since the relevant portions (i.e., vernal pool species) of the City’s ITP were 
no longer in effect. 

Upon completion of a HCP for vernal pools, the City would enter into an Implementing 
Agreement (IA) in order to obtain species coverage and a federal ITP for the seven 
vernal pool species. Incidental take authorization for projects that affect the seven vernal 
pool species could also be authorized through a Federal Endangered Species Act 
(FESA) Section 10 (a) or Section 7 consultation with the USFWS, initiated as part of the 
404 permit process by the USACE. A Biological Opinion is issued that serves as the ITP. 

f. SANDAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan 

The RCP (2004) is the long-range planning document developed to address the region’s 
housing, economic, transportation, environmental, and overall quality-of-life needs.  The 
RCP establishes a planning framework and implementation actions that increase the 
region’s sustainability and encourage “smart growth while preserving natural resources 
and limiting urban sprawl.”  The RCP encourages cities and the County to increase 
residential and employment concentrations in areas with the best existing and future 
transit connections, and to preserve important open spaces.  Basic smart growth 
principles designed to strengthen land use and transportation integration through an 
emphasis on pedestrian-friendly design and mixed-use development are summarized as 
follows:  

• Mix compatible uses 

• Take advantage of compact building design 

• Create a range of housing opportunities and choices 

• Create walkable neighborhoods 

• Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place 

• Preserve open space, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas 

• Strengthen and direct development towards existing communities 

• Provide a variety of transportation choices 

• Make development decisions predictable, fair, and cost-effective 

• Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in development decisions 

The RCP also addresses border issues, providing an important guideline for 
communities that have borders with Mexico.  In this case, the goal is to create a regional 
community where San Diego, its neighboring counties, tribal governments, and northern 



Baja California mutually benefit from San Diego’s varied resources and international 
location. 

g. SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy  

SANDAG’s 2050 RTP, adopted October 28, 2011, serves as the regional transportation 
planning tool for the County.  It is a long-range advisory vision plan for transit, rail, and 
bus services, express or managed lanes, highways, local streets, bicycling, and walking. 
The RTP focuses on a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) consistent with SB 375, 
ensuring social equality in developing the transportation system, projections on 
reasonably available financial resources, and offering more travel choices. The SCS 
details how the region would reduce greenhouse gas emissions to state-mandated 
levels over time.  The vision presented in the RTP would be to develop a compact urban 
core where more people reside and use fewer resources.  This vision reflects a 
transportation system that supports a robust economy and a healthy and safe 
environment with climate change protection while providing a higher quality of life for 
San Diego County residents.  This includes better activity centers with homes and jobs 
enabling more people to use transit and walk and bike; efficiently transporting goods; 
and providing effective transportation options for all people.  

It should be noted that the PEIR prepared for the RTP and SCS is the subject of ongoing 
litigation (as of printing of this PEIR). 

5.1.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use impact 
would occur if the CPU would:  

1. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project; or 

2. Result in the collocation of residential and industrial land uses and/or conversion 
of industrial to residential land uses, proposed as part of the CPU, create land 
use incompatibilities or result in physical changes as a result of precluding 
achievement of regional economic development objectives/policies for industrial 
development; or 

3. Result in a conflict with the purpose and intent of the ESL Regulation, the 
Historical Resources Regulations, and the Brush Management Regulation of the 
LDC; or 



4. Result in a conflict with adopted environmental plans, including the City MSCP 
Subarea Plan and the MHPA adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect for the area. 

5.1.3 Issue 1: Land Use Plan Conflict 
Would the CPU conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project?   

Applicable land use plans, policies and regulations for the CPU include the General 
Plan, SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan, SANDAG 2050 Regional Transportation 
Plan, Brown Field Master Plan and ALUCP and the City’s MCSP Subarea Plan.  
(Consistency with the City’s MSCP Subarea plan is discussed under Issue 4, below). 

5.1.3.1 Impact Analysis 

a. General Plan 

The CPU is intended to further express and refine General Plan goals and policies within 
the CPU area through the provision of site-specific recommendations that implement 
citywide goals and policies, address community needs, and guide implementation 
programs and mechanisms, such as zoning. The two documents are meant to work 
together to establish the framework for growth and development in the CPU area. The 
CPU contains 10 elements, consistent with the adopted General Plan, each providing 
community-specific goals and recommendations.  As discussed in detail below, these 
goals and recommendations are consistent with development design guidelines, other 
mobility and public realm guidelines, incentives, and programs in accordance with the 
general goals stated in the General Plan.   

The CPU would be consistent with the General Plan, which includes the City of Villages 
Strategy. As with the General Plan, the CPU places an emphasis on directing population 
growth into mixed-use activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly and linked to an 
improved regional transit system. The CPU incorporates the City of Villages Strategy by 
designating two transit-oriented (village) centers along Airway Road, which would serve 
as the major transit route through the CPU area.  The centers would be located within 
Specific Plan areas, which call for a mix of uses, close to transit, employment, and 
significant urban uses such as Southwestern College, schools, and a proposed 
community park.  

Land Use Element 

The Land Use Element of the CPU contains detailed descriptions and distributions of 
land uses as they are tailored to the CPU area, establishes five planning districts and 
two Specific Plan areas with village centers, provides refined residential densities, and 



sets forth policies for the development of commercial, industrial, and institutional uses. 
As with the General Plan, the CPU places an emphasis on directing growth into mixed-
use activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly and linked to an improved regional transit 
system, as illustrated through several goals of the CPU Land Use Element, including: 

• Distinct villages that include places to live, work and recreate 

• A variety of housing types including workforce housing in close proximity to jobs 

• Diversified commercial uses that serve local, community and regional needs 

Thus, the CPU is consistent with and would implement the goals and policies of the 
Land Use Element of the General Plan and would apply the City of Villages strategy to 
the setting and needs of the CPU area. 

Mobility Element 

The overall goal of the General Plan Mobility Element is to “further the attainment of a 
balanced, multi-modal transportation network that gets us where we want to go and 
minimizes environmental and neighborhood impacts.” A balanced network is defined by 
the Element as one in which each mode, or type of transportation, is able to contribute to 
an efficient network of services meeting varied user needs. 

The CPU refines the Mobility Element of the General Plan through community-specific 
pedestrian, bicycle, transit, streets, goods movement, truck traffic, and regional 
collaboration recommendations.  Consistent with the General Plan Mobility Element, the 
CPU includes goals and policies that support the development of a multi-modal network 
and pedestrian-friendly facilities along major roadways and emphasizes a safe bicycle 
network, including: 

• A pedestrian sidewalk and trails network that allows for safe and comfortable 
walking throughout the community 

• An effective transit network that provides fast and reliable service to local and 
regional destinations 

• A complete and interconnected street system that balances the needs of drivers, 
bicyclists, pedestrians and others 

• A bicycle commuter network that links residents to transit, recreational, 
educational, and employment opportunities within the community 

The CPU also includes transit priority measures such as transit lanes, queue jumpers 
and signal priority measures, which would allow transit to bypass congestion and result 
in faster transit travel times. The CPU is therefore consistent with the Mobility Element of 
the General Plan. 



Urban Design Element 

The General Plan Urban Design Element addresses urban form and design through 
policies aimed at respecting the natural environment, preserving open space systems 
and targeting new growth into compact villages.  The Urban Design Element of the CPU 
supports and implements the General Plan vision relative to urban design at the 
community-scale by including specific goals, design guidelines and policies for the CPU 
area including:  

• An urban form that reflects the physical land as an amenity and provides an 
attractive built environment. 

• A Southwest Village and Central Village that respect and showcase Spring 
Canyon.  

• Clear, formalized routes that connect villages and major corridors to employment 
centers, core commercial areas, schools, parks, trails, and transit. 

• An urban forest that distinguishes the Districts. 

• Attractive gateways at key entrances to the community’s district’s and villages. 

The goals of the CPU implement the Urban Design Element of the General Plan in 
that they promote the preservation of existing natural features, such as canyons and 
natural habitat; focus new residential and commercial development with two new 
compact, mixed-use villages along a transit route; and provide for design features 
that articulate the unique features of the community.    

Economic Prosperity Element 

The policies of the General Plan Economic Prosperity Element are intended to improve 
economic prosperity by ensuring that the economy grows in ways that strengthen our 
industries, retain and create good jobs with self-sufficient wages, increase average 
income, and stimulate economic investment in our communities. To ensure that industrial 
uses, especially those base sector industries supporting the international border 
economy, remain viable in the CPU area, the CPU Economic Prosperity Element strives 
to protect and preserve Prime Industrial Lands (PIL), provide a transition zone between 
predominantly industrial and residential areas, promote infill commercial and office 
development, and encourage the use of local and state programs to incentivize business 
retention and expansion. The community-specific goals of the CPU Economic Prosperity 
Element that further express the goals of the General Plan are outlined below. 

The CPU contains strong goals, policies and recommendations to support the 
preservation and enhancement of Otay Mesa’s industrial lands. In the CPU, industrial 
land use comprises approximately 27 percent, or 2,528 acres of the planning area. Much 



of this land is proposed for identification as Prime Industrial Lands, which will be added 
to the General Plan PIL map.  The determination of the acreage, location, and type of 
industrial land proposed in the CPU was based on an evaluation of General Plan 
industrial lands criteria, market studies of industrial land use demand and absorption,  
the role of Otay Mesa industrial uses to the local and regional economy, identification of 
sensitive biological resources, identification of needed land uses to support the industrial 
uses, evaluation of infrastructure needed to support various land uses, and opportunities 
to provide housing and implement the City of Villages strategy.  The evaluation of 
industrial lands was the subject of detailed and extensive discussions with the 
community, stakeholder groups, industry representatives and others.  In addition, a 
focused report on this topic was presented to the Planning Commission in January 2007.  
The proposed industrial land use acreage represents a three percent reduction as 
compared to the adopted plan; two percent of the land is converting to Open Space due 
to the presence of sensitive biological resources; and one percent is shifting to a Village 
land use designation. 

• Sufficient land and infrastructure capacity for base sector industries to support 
the international border economy and the greater San Diego region  

• Flexibility for industrial, export-oriented businesses to respond quickly to 
international market competition and demand 

• Employment and economic growth through diversified industrial land uses 

• Integrated interregional and bi-national activities 

• Employment opportunities in Otay Mesa, South County, and Mexico easily 
accessible to workforce housing 

• Commercial uses that support Otay Mesa’s industrial community  

• Community educational resources to enhance workforce skills and abilities 

The goals of the CPU Economic Prosperity Element are consistent with and further 
implement those of the General Plan relative to economic development and the 
preservation of industrial land.   

Public Facilities, Safety and Services Element 

Consistent with the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element of the General Plan, 
the CPU also includes goals to provide and maintain infrastructure and public services 
for future growth without diminishing services to existing development.  Specific policies 
regarding public facilities financing, public facilities and services prioritization, as well as 
water, wastewater, storm water, waste management, fire-rescue, police, libraries, 



schools, public utilities, and healthcare services and facilities, are all included within the 
CPU.   

Recreation Element 

The General Plan Recreation Element provides citywide guidance for the preservation, 
protection, acquisition, development, operation, maintenance, and enhancement of 
public recreation opportunities and facilities throughout the City for all users. The CPU 
Recreation Element includes community-specific policies addressing park and recreation 
guidelines, preservation, accessibility, joint use and cooperative agreements, open 
space lands and resource based parks. These policies, consistent with the General Plan 
policies, provide a comprehensive parks strategy for Otay Mesa.   

Conservation Element 

The CPU Conservation Element builds on the General Plan Conservation Element with 
policies tailored to conditions in Otay Mesa. The Conservation Element addresses open 
space and habitat protection, and also contains policies on how to meet the sustainability 
goals of the General Plan in areas that have been identified as suitable for development.  
The CPU Conservation Element is also responsive to state legislation calling for 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions to be achieved in part through coordinated land 
use and transportation planning, and more sustainable development practices.  
Therefore, the CPU is consistent with the conservation policies of the General Plan. 

Noise Element 

The CPU area supports substantial industrial uses, along with major roadways and 
interstates. The CPU includes goals and policies consistent with the General Plan to 
guide compatible land uses and the incorporation of noise attenuation measures for new 
uses, which would protect people living and working in the CPU area from an excessive 
noise environment. Where possible, the CPU proposes to locate new noise sensitive 
uses in areas that would avoid or attenuate excessive or harmful noise levels.  

As discussed in Section 5.10, Noise, of this PEIR, the CPU has the potential to site 
noise sensitive uses (i.e., residential) adjacent to noise generating commercial and 
industrial uses, resulting in potentially significant noise impacts. The framework of 
federal, state, and local regulations and policies generally would reduce direct and 
indirect impacts associated with the generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the General Plan or Noise Ordinance. However, because of the variability 
of noise sources and the proximity to existing and potential stationary noise sources in 
the CPU area, it cannot be guaranteed that proposed uses would not expose existing 
uses to substantial increases in noise levels.  Thus, noise attenuation measures must be 
addressed at the project level. 



Likewise, exterior and potentially interior traffic noise impacts are anticipated at the 
majority of locations adjacent to I-805, SR-905, SR-125, Otay Mesa Road, and Airway 
Road.  Additionally, there are areas within the CPU area where future traffic noise would 
potentially cause interior noise levels in existing residences to exceed applicable 
standards.  As these may be older residences, which would not have been constructed 
to achieve current interior noise standards, there is the potential that project traffic may 
generate noise levels that exceed current standards at these existing residences.  While 
the regulatory framework would provide for the maximum practical noise abatement that 
can be implemented at the project-level, because of the variability of noise sources and 
the proximity to existing and potential noise sources in the CPU area, it cannot be 
guaranteed that proposed uses would not expose existing uses to traffic noise levels in 
excess of City standards. As described in detail in Section 5.10, impacts related to traffic 
noise would be significant at the program-level and noise attenuation must be addressed 
at the project-level.   

The CPU includes policy 9.2-2, which requires that projects “demonstrate that required 
noise levels for individual development projects within Otay Mesa are considered 
compatible with the General Plan Noise Land Use Compatibility Guidelines.” Therefore, 
despite the potential for impacts associated with buildout of the CPU to noise sensitive 
land uses, the CPU would be consistent with General Plan Noise Element Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines.   

Historic Preservation Element 

The General Plan Historic Preservation Element is intended to preserve, protect, restore, 
and rehabilitate historical and cultural resources throughout the City. The CPU Historic 
Preservation Element includes specific policies addressing the history and cultural 
resources unique to Otay Mesa in order to encourage appreciation of the community’s 
history and culture.  These polices along with the General Plan policies provide a 
comprehensive historic preservation strategy for Otay Mesa.  The CPU is therefore 
consistent with the General Plan, relative to historic preservation policy direction. 

In summary, the CPU contains 10 plan elements, each providing community-specific 
goals and recommendations, along with an implementation element.  Overall the CPU 
incorporates goals and policies intended to support the General Plan policies. Therefore, 
land use impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Land Development Code (Zoning) and OMDD 

Existing zoning for the CPU area reflects the land use designations of the adopted 
Community Plan upon which it is based.  The CPU would introduce higher density 
residential and commercial land use designations, as well as several new mixed-use and 
industrial land use designations not currently reflected in the LDC, including the OMDD.  
As part of the CPU process, the City would rescind the existing OMDD that currently 



serves as the CPU area’s zoning regulations and replace it with both new and existing 
zones that would allow for implementation of the new land use designations proposed by 
the CPU.  A rezone of the CPU area and amendments to the LDC are proposed 
concurrently with the CPU. The new or modified zones that would be adopted within the 
LDC as part of the CPU are detailed in Section 3.0. 

Application of existing, new, or modified zones would accommodate existing 
development that conforms to the future vision for development within the CPU area, 
encourage new development projects that are consistent with community goals and 
character, and implement mixed-use development consistent with the General Plan 
goals and policies. A description of the proposed land uses and allowed densities are 
included in Table 3-2. 

c. Brown Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan  

The current ALUCP for Brown Field was adopted in January 2010.  Both aircraft noise 
and overflight of aircraft from Brown Field Municipal Airport affects the CPU area.  As 
shown in Figure 5.1-4, the Brown Field 65 CNEL contour of the ALUCP encompasses 
the area surrounding the runway corridor, and remains largely within the Brown Field 
property.  It does extend beyond the Brown Field property at both ends of the runway, 
onto land designated for Industrial uses.  Section 5.10 of this PEIR discusses in greater 
detail the noise effects of the CPU in relation to the Brown Field noise contours.  
Generally, land uses considered incompatible inside the 65 CNEL airport contour include 
residential uses, schools, libraries, nature preserves, and parks and playgrounds.  
Based on the adopted CNEL noise contours for Brown Field and the ALUCP Land Use 
Compatibility matrix, no incompatible land uses are proposed by the CPU for areas 
within the 65 CNEL contour.  The CPU would, therefore, be equally compatible with the 
Brown Field ALUCP and no significant plan inconsistencies between the CPU and 
Brown Field would occur relative to noise. 

The AIA for Brown Field, as shown on Figure 5.1-5, extends well outside the airport 
property, north into the City of Chula Vista; east into unincorporated San Diego County; 
south to the international border and west into the Cities of Imperial Beach and National 
City.  The Safety Zones as established by the ALUCP are illustrated on Figure 5.1-6, and 
also extend to both the east and west outside of the airport property.    

The noise and overflight policies and criteria contained in the ALUCP for Brown Field are 
addressed in the General Plan Noise Element and are implemented by the supplemental 
development regulations in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone of the San 
Diego Municipal Code.  In order to ensure that future development within the CPU area 
addresses airport land use compatibility issues consistent with adopted policies and 
regulations, the CPU Noise Element includes Policy 9.1-1.  Policy 9.1-1 states that 
projects “satisfy all applicable conditions and criteria in the Airport Land Use 



Compatibility Plan for Brown Field prior to the approval of individual development 
projects for any proposed building or uses located within the AIA for Brown Field.” 

Implementation of this policy would ensure that buildout of the CPU area would occur in 
a manner consistent with the adopted ALUCP for Brown Field and related policies and 
regulations, and therefore, no land use inconsistency would occur.   

d. SANDAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan 

The village areas of the CPU would be consistent with the goals of the RCP of compact, 
walkable communities with transit connections based on smart growth principles, as 
summarized in Section 5.1.1.2.b above.  The CPU proposes to establish pedestrian-
oriented, urban and community mixed-use villages that would reduce reliance on the 
automobile and promote walking and use of alternative transportation.  The CPU 
supports the multi-modal strategy of the RCP through the designation of two high-density 
mixed-use villages along a rapid bus transit corridor.  Transit is proposed along Airway 
Road, which would connect the villages, activity centers, and employment centers.  Also, 
dedication of transit right-of-way and application of transit-oriented development design 
principles would support increased transit use and facilitate the implementation of future 
rapid bus transit and express transit stations.  Policies contained within the CPU Chapter 
2.0, Land Use, and Chapter 3.0, Mobility, serve to promote bus transit use, as well as 
other forms of mobility, including walking and bicycling.  These measures are consistent 
with the RCP’s smart growth strategies.  

No significant adverse environmental effects would result from the adoption of the CPU 
and associated actions in terms of consistency or conflict with the RCP.  

e. SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation Plan 

The CPU is consistent with the intent of RTP in that it facilitates the development of a 
regional employment and housing center, which would maximize density and transit 
opportunities, an important goal of the RTP (see Section 5.1.1.2.b).  Proposed land use 
designations would allow for a concentrated mix of high density residential, retail, and 
office and industrial uses around transit centers and along major transportation corridors 
that would help to maximize use of transit and to reduce long commutes.   

The 2050 RTP identifies a bus rapid transit corridor called the South Bay BRT. The CPU 
would provide a rapid and reliable transportation alternative, connecting downtown San 
Diego and the Otay Mesa POE, as shown in Figure 3-4. This new BRT would provide 
access to regional employment centers in downtown San Diego, Otay Mesa, and the 
future Chula Vista Eastern Urban Center, as well as serve residential communities in 
Chula Vista and National City. Implementation of the CPU would, therefore, relieve traffic 
congestion in a major transportation corridor.  Airway Road would serve as the principal 
community transportation and activity corridor  The transit route proposed to travel along 



Airway Road would link villages, employment centers, and Southwestern College within 
Otay Mesa.  Consistency with the RTP is important to the CPU in so far as regional 
discretionary funding would be made available to jurisdictions that implement the vision 
of the 2050 RTP.  As a result of consistency with the RTP, the City would be eligible for 
additional funding to help achieve the mobility improvement goals identified throughout 
the CPU Mobility Element. 

No significant adverse environmental effects would result from the adoption of the CPU 
and associated actions in terms of consistency or conflict with the RTP.  

5.1.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. Local Plans Consistency 

The goals, policies, and programs of the CPU are consistent with existing applicable 
local land use plans, policies and regulations.  As discussed above, the CPU land use 
plan designates two community villages close to transit, employment, and other 
significant urban uses, which is consistent with the General Plan and the City of Villages 
strategy. Similarly, the CPU would concentrate industrial and non-residential uses in the 
eastern portion of the CPU area to ensure that residential uses are buffered from the 
existing and potential future industrial uses that have existed and are planned to 
continue within Otay Mesa. Furthermore, as discussed in detail in Section 5.1.3.1.a, the 
policies developed for the CPU associated with each of the 10 elements were drafted in 
a manner that is consistent with the General Plan, supporting diversity of development 
within the community, provision of infrastructure concurrent with need, and with an 
emphasis on the protection of existing natural resources and landforms and sensitive 
habitat within the CPU area. As such, impacts would be less than significant with 
adoption of the CPU and associated actions. 

As discussed in Section 5.1.3.1, the City would rescind the existing OMDD that serves 
as the CPU area’s zoning regulations and replace it with LDC Citywide zones that would 
include new and revised zoning to accommodate existing desirable uses and encourage 
future development consistent with the CPU.  This LDC amendment would ensure 
consistency with the proposed land use plan.  The CPU also features transit-oriented 
uses intended to encourage greater transit and other alternative modes of transportation 
to reduce congestion and parking demand.  Impacts would therefore be less than 
significant.  

The CPU would be consistent with the adopted ALUCP for Brown Field.  Both the 
General Plan and the Municipal code provide policies for land use compatibility that 
would be implemented for future development.  The CPU also would require all future 
development proposals to demonstrate consistency with the adopted ALUCP. Impacts 
would therefore be less than significant. 



b. Regional Plan Consistency 

The CPU incorporates the multi-modal strategy of both the RCP and RTP through the 
designation of two high-density mixed-use villages along a BRT corridor.  In addition, the 
CPU includes policies related to land use, mobility, and circulation/transportation that 
promote the RCP’s smart growth strategies. As such, no inconsistencies have been 
identified, and impacts would be less than significant.  

5.1.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.  

5.1.3.4 Significance after Mitigation  

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.    

5.1.4 Issue 2: Land Use Compatibility 
Would the collocation of residential and industrial land uses and/or conversion of 
industrial to residential land uses, proposed as part of the CPU, create land use 
incompatibilities or result in physical changes as a result of precluding achievement of 
regional economic development objectives/policies for industrial development? 

5.1.4.1 Impacts 

The General Plan Economic Prosperity Element, defines collocation as “…the 
geographic integration of residential uses or other non-industrial uses into industrial uses 
located on the same premises.”  The discussion below addresses the issue of 
collocation as defined in the General Plan, as well as the issue of residential-industrial 
adjacency, where residential and industrial land uses would be located adjacent to one 
another, but not necessarily on the same premises.  The issues of concern regarding 
collocation pertain to the potential land use incompatibility and interface issues that arise 
due to different thresholds of noise, air quality, odor, aesthetics, traffic, and public health 
and safety for residential versus industrial use.   

Conversion is defined as a change in land use of industrially designated land to 
residential or other non-industrial uses.  The issues of concern regarding conversion of 
industrial lands pertain to the potential direct and indirect environmental effects that may 
result from the loss or conversion of industrial designated land. 



a. Collocation 

Three locations within the CPU area would include the interface of industrial and 
residential uses, as shown in Figure 3-2. In the first location, a small area of medium 
density residential (within the Northwest District) would be adjacent to a larger tract of 
light industrial designated land (within the Airport District).  The approximately 10-acre 
site that includes the residential, commercial, and industrial uses has been through the 
permit process, and the project area has been designed to minimize interaction between 
the residential and industrial uses. The light industrial development would occur on the 
rear lot with access for trucks provided on the south side of the project area, helping to 
separate the use and associated activities from the commercial and residential uses.  No 
impacts relative to collocation would occur in this location.     

The second residential-industrial interface area within the CPU area would occur 
between the Central District and the South District.  As shown in Figure 3-2, in this 
location the Central Village Specific Plan Area would be located west of land designated 
for industrial uses (business park), and separated by Cactus Road.  The Central Village 
also would be located north of a heavy industrial designated area, separated by Siempre 
Viva Road and Spring Canyon.  Future occupants of the residential uses within this 
residential-industrial interface area would potentially experience adverse effects due to 
noise, aesthetic/visual incompatibility, air pollution, odor, truck traffic, or hazardous 
materials exposure, from the adjacent industrial areas.   

To avoid or reduce potential impacts associated with the collocation of residential and 
industrial uses, the CPU generally focuses lighter, more residentially-compatible 
industrial uses adjacent to multi-family residential areas, while locating heavier, less 
residentially-compatible categories of industrial uses to the south and southeastern 
edges.  The CPU also includes policies, specified below, that would seek to alleviate 
issues associated with collocation of industrial and residential uses.  A Specific Plan 
would be prepared for the Central Village area, and will contain more detailed land use 
designations for the village area.  It is anticipated that transitional land uses, such as 
commercial uses, and also landscaping, parking, and set backs would occur in the 
interface area and that the residential uses would then be separated from industrial 
uses.  Additionally, the Otay Mesa CPIOZ would apply to the areas designated for 
industrial uses. The CPIOZ would ensure consistency of all future development within 
these areas with CPU direction and policy, including otherwise future ministerial projects. 

The third area subject to potential issues related to collocation would be development 
within the Business Park-Residential permitted land use category. The area designated 
Business Park Residential Permitted would be placed into a Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) that, along with the CPU would regulate 
development within the land use designation. The CPU would allow for the collocation of 
residential and industrial uses within the CPIOZ.  This Business Park-Residential 
designation would only be applied in one location, at the northwest corner of the 



intersection of Britannia and Airway Roads, south of SR-905.  Residential uses adjacent 
to industrial areas would potentially be affected by: noise from adjacent industrial uses in 
excess of General Plan land use-noise compatibility standards; negative community 
visual character caused by disproportionate bulk, height or design of industrial 
structures; roadway congestion and mobility hazards due to industrial truck traffic, and 
increased health risks due to industrial air pollutants and hazardous materials use, 
storage, waste disposal, and transport.   

To avoid or reduce potential impacts associated with the collocation of residential and 
industrial uses within the Business Park-Residential Permitted, zoning would restrict the 
industrial uses to generally office and research, with manufacturing limited to prototype 
assembly of new products; no heavy industrial uses would be permitted.  Additionally, 
the CPIOZ would limit the amount of residential use to a maximum of 49% of the area of 
the CPIOZ and require that the lot area, lot dimensions, floor area ratio, and setbacks be 
in accordance with the IP-3-1 zone.  The CPU also includes policies, specified below, 
that would alleviate issues associated with collocation of business park and residential 
uses.   

Various policies contained within the CPU serve to limit incompatibilities at the interface 
between residential and industrial uses and to promote both a desirable residential 
community and opportunities for continuing industrial development.  Consistent with the 
General Plan Economic Prosperity Element and its Residential and Industrial Collocation 
and Conversion Policies, the CPU seeks to minimize land use conflicts and to preserve 
the most important types of industrial land within the CPU area.  Preparation of the CPU 
considered citywide economic prosperity goals and, based upon a comprehensive 
evaluation of the General Plan’s collocation/conversion suitability factors (see 
Appendix C, EP-2 of the General Plan), developed the land use plan and identified 
several design and siting policies to be included in the CPU, applicable to future 
development.  The CPU goals and policies are based upon many factors, including a 
comprehensive evaluation of market analysis, housing needs, and resource protection.  
Through the CPU’s separation of residential and industrial land uses, and its fostering of 
innovative industrial land uses, implementation of the collocation/conversion suitability 
factors is demonstrated throughout the plan. These policies and design guidelines for 
residential-industrial interface areas include: 

2.2-4 Provide adequate buffer uses/distance separation for residential proposals within 
a quarter mile of industrial uses with hazardous or toxic substances. 

2.4-2 Provide adequate land use buffers and/or distance separation from residential 
uses for heavy industrial proposals with hazardous or toxic substances 

a. Consider office, commercial, retail and parking uses as acceptable buffer 
uses within the village freeway interface area. 



b. Locate schools, parks and libraries outside of interface areas. (see Section 
5.3 Air Quality for details about facilities and buffer distances) 

c. Determine distance separation on a case by case basis based on an 
approved study submitted by an applicant, or if no study is prepared, provide 
a 1,000-foot minimum distance separation between property lines. 

d. Apply the buffer to sensitive receptors located along the Mexican Border. 

2.4-3 Reduce or mitigate the environmental and negative impacts of Heavy Industrial 
uses on surrounding areas, such as noise, visual, and air quality impacts. 
Consider design elements that include, but are not limited to, landscape, site 
orientation, fencing, and screening. 

2.4-4 Maintain the Light Industrial land use designation for the development of light 
manufacturing, distribution and storage uses, while providing adequate buffers, 
such as distance, landscape, berms, walls and other uses, where adjacent to 
open space, residential development, and educational facilities. 

2.4-7 Allow for a wide range of businesses that do not negatively impact sensitive 
receptors to locate in the Business Park and areas adjacent to parks and village 
areas. 

a. Provide adequate buffers, such as distance, landscape, berms, walls and other 
uses, where adjacent to public parks and village areas. 

2.4-8 Allow office, research and development, and optional residential uses with 
industrial proposals in the Business Park-Residential Permitted area. 

a. Allow optional residential uses with industrial proposals that conform to APCD 
and HAZMAT adjacency guidelines and regulations.  

b. Implement proposals with optional residential uses with Business Park 
Residential Permitted CPIOZ, where the residential use does not exceed 49% 
percent of the contiguous are with the Business Park, Residential Permitted, and 
the density range for the multifamily residential uses is 15-44 dwelling units per 
acre.   

2.4-9 Provide adequate buffers, such as land uses, landscape, walls, and distance 
between the residential component of the Business Park Residential Permitted 
lands, SR-905, and Britannia Boulevard to minimize negative impacts air quality, 
noise, and of truck transportation on residents. 

4.1-9 Create a visual and distance separation between the public right of way and 
industrial uses such as auto dismantling, truck transportation terminals, and other 



uses that create noise, visual, or air quality impacts. Screen building and parking 
areas by using a combination of setbacks, swales, fencing, and landscape. 
Encourage buffer areas that use appropriate screening. 

4.1-17 Require a distance separation, which may include landscape treatments, parking, 
sidewalks and street right-of-way, between the IBT and Heavy Industrial uses of 
the South District and the village and educational facilities of the Central District. 

4.2-2 Incorporate connectivity and walkability in the design of the street network. 

a. Apply traffic-calming techniques that address vehicular/truck and pedestrian 
movements where the truck routes are adjacent to village and park uses. 

4.5-8 Create a visual buffer between Heavy Industrial sites and public streets, public 
facilities, and open space. 

a. Create a berm within the setbacks facing the public right of way. 

b. Place a masonry wall along the berm, with variation breaks for articulation. 

c. Include a landscape buffer between the sidewalk or street and the berm and 
wall for additional screening. 

d. Require street trees from Appendix B, the Street Tree Plan for Otay Mesa. 

7.1-12 Site the Grand Park at the southwestern corner of Cactus Road and Airway Road 

a. Site the Grand Park beyond any buffer areas for industrial to the east and 
south. 

In addition to the CPU policies stated above, to avoid potential land use conflicts, protect 
the health, safety and welfare of residents and users, and ensure favorable conditions 
for business and industry, the CPU also includes special Residential-Industrial Interface 
performance standards within the Land Use Element.  Design considerations also are 
provided in the Urban Design Element, which specify special building orientation, facade 
treatments, landscaping and screening policies for industrial uses.  Proposed zoning 
also would regulate for outdoor and storage areas, truck loading, location and operation 
of machinery, interior noise, and shared parking.    

In addition to policies contained within the CPU and General Plan that address 
collocation and the residential-industrial interface issues, certain City, state, and federal 
regulations also impose mandatory controls on industrial and residential land uses.  For 
example, the City Noise Ordinance includes thresholds for exterior noise levels that 
cannot be exceeded at the edge of property lines for given land uses.  These standards 
are mandatory and are enforced through the building permit and development approval 



process.  Violations of the City Noise Ordinance are resolved through the City’s Police 
Department and Neighborhood Code Compliance Division of the Development Services 
Department, which serve to ensure that noise standards are observed.   

An extensive network of local, state, and federal laws governs the handling of hazardous 
materials, including the siting of facilities that use hazardous materials; the transport of 
hazardous materials by interstate and cross-border trucks; the identification, reporting, 
and cleanup of any hazardous spills or leaks; and implementation of an emergency 
evacuation and response plan.  

Air pollutant emissions are also heavily regulated by local, state, and federal authorities 
and industries must comply with mandatory air quality thresholds, including the 
requirement that industries monitor air emissions quality.  These are further discussed in 
Section 5.3 of this PEIR.    

In summary, through the implementation of General Plan and CPU policies, as well as 
strict compliance with local, state and federal regulations, impacts associated with the 
collocation of the residential and industrial land uses would be less than significant.   

b. Conversion 

The CPU would redesignate land currently designated for industrial use to residential, 
mixed residential-commercial, and institutional uses.  Generally, the adopted community 
plan designates industrial parks/light industrial for the entire eastern two-thirds of the 
CPU area, excluding Brown Field, the Otay Mesa POE, and two commercial subdistricts 
centered on SR-905 immediately north of the POE and further west at the intersection of 
La Media Road.  The industrial designated land of the adopted community plan equals 
approximately 2,839 acres and coincides with the existing OMDD boundary (City of San 
Diego 2011a).    

Implementation of the CPU would result in the conversion of existing industrial lands 
within the CPU area to non-industrial uses, primarily residential and mixed-use 
residential-commercial and institutional uses.  The conversion of existing industrial land 
to residential, commercial and institutional uses would occur within the Central Village 
specific planning area.  Some existing agricultural lands also would be converted to 
residential, mixed and institutional land uses, primarily within the Central Village specific 
planning area.  Changes in land use would, however, occur gradually over time, as 
development consistent with the CPU is approved and constructed.  Therefore, during 
buildout of the CPU, the development of non-industrial uses next to existing industrial 
operations may occur, as described above under “Collocation”.  

Chapter 5.6, Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials identifies numerous 
existing sites within the CPU area that store, utilize, or transport hazardous materials.  
Conversion of industrial lands to mixed residential uses would result in the placement of 



a greater number of people, particularly full-time residents, in proximity to the hazardous 
sites.  Also, hazardous materials sites were identified in conjunction with existing 
agricultural operations.  Conversion of these sites to non-agricultural uses could 
potentially expose future residents or occupants to hazards conditions.     

Numerous local, state, and federal laws govern the use of hazardous materials, 
including the siting of facilities that use hazardous materials; the transport of hazardous 
materials by interstate and cross-border trucks; the identification, reporting, and cleanup 
of any hazardous spills or leaks; and implementation of an emergency evacuation and 
response plan.  The impacts of the conversion of some existing industrial and 
agricultural lands to other uses would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis as future 
projects are proposed for development in former industrial or agricultural areas. As 
discussed in Section 5.6, Hazards, impacts associated with hazardous material sites 
would be reduced to less than significant through the application of the development 
review procedures and site-specific environmental review in accordance with CEQA.   

5.1.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. Collocation 

The CPU would place residential and industrial uses in proximity to one another, which 
would have potential impacts associated with the collocation or interface of incompatible 
land uses as described above.  Land use incompatibility would be associated with the 
different thresholds for noise, air quality, odor, visual quality, traffic and heavy truck mix, 
and hazardous materials risks for industrial versus residential use.  The CPU contains 
policies and performance standards to avoid and/or reduce potential impacts associated 
with collocation of diverse land uses.  Future development projects would be required to 
comply with the collocation policies of the General Plan and CPU, which are necessary 
to reduce or avoid potential land use incompatibility impacts (including noise, odor, air 
quality, traffic, parking, trucks, hazardous materials), and which would include but not be 
limited to the special policies and performance standards for residential-industrial 
interface areas, truck circulation, and industrial design, as well as the relevant and 
mandatory city, state, and federal controls on industrial and residential land uses.  
Compliance with the CPU and General Plan policies, along with local, state and federal 
regulations, would reduce potential impacts of collocation to below a level of 
significance. 

b. Conversion 

The CPU would entail the conversion of industrial and agricultural lands to residential 
and other mixed uses.  The environmental effects that would result include the increased 
potential for exposure of sensitive receptors to hazardous materials.  Through 
implementation of the measures identified in Section 5.6, the potential environmental 



impacts resulting from change in land use designations in accordance with the CPU 
would be less than significant. 

5.1.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

a. Collocation 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.    

b. Conversion 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.    

5.1.4.4 Significance after Mitigation  

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.    

5.1.5 Issue 3: Regulation Consistency 
Would the CPU result in a conflict with the purpose and intent of the ESL Regulations, 
the Historical Resources Regulations, and the Brush Management Regulations of the 
LDC? 

5.1.5.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

Within the CPU area, ESLs include sensitive biological species and habitats, vernal 
pools and other wetlands, floodplains, and steep hillsides.  Any development within the 
CPU area that would encroach into ESL resources would be subject to the development 
restrictions of the ESL Regulations (Land Development Code, Section 143.0101 et. 
seq.).     

The ESL Regulations do not allow development of any parcel entirely within the MHPA to 
exceed 25 percent of the parcel, with 75 percent required to remain as open space.  
Additionally, development would be directed toward the least biologically sensitive 
portion of the parcel. The Steep Hillside Guidelines of the ESL Regulations also state 
that development of steep hillsides outside of the MHPA is only allowed when necessary 
to achieve a maximum development area of 25 percent of the premises.  For areas 
outside of the MHPA, the ESL does not limit development encroachment into sensitive 
biological resources, with the exception of wetlands and listed non-covered species 
habitat and narrow endemics. However, impacts would be evaluated and mitigation, 
provided in conformance with Section III of the City’s Biology Guidelines.  Non-covered 
species are species listed or proposed for listing by federal or state governments as rare, 



endangered, or threatened.  These may not be considered adequately conserved under 
the MSCP/MHPA.  Sections 143.0145 and 143.0146 of the ESL Regulations contain 
updated development regulations for projects within Special Flood Hazard Areas 
(SFHAs). All future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU which are located 
within the 100-year flood hazard area as identified in a project-specific  drainage study, 
would be subject to the CPIOZ  and subsequent review in accordance with the ESL 
Regulations. The ESL Regulation further requires that each project must be studied to 
determine the effects to base flood elevations and ensure they would not result in 
flooding, erosion, or sedimentation impacts on or off-site. This is further addressed in 
Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality. 

Due to the presence of resources affected by the ESL regulations, future development 
with the CPU area would be required to comply with the provision to minimize impacts to 
environmentally sensitive lands to the maximum extent practicable.  The identification of 
specific ESL resource locations and compliance with development encroachment 
allowances would be conducted at the project-level, through the Site Development 
Permit process.  If it is determined that proposed future development does not comply 
with the ESL encroachment allowances, a deviation would be requested and may be 
granted by the City if certain findings are made.  

The CPU also includes several policies which aim to reduce the impacts of future 
development to sensitive resources covered under the City’s ESL regulations.  These 
policies include: 

8.1-1 Implement the Environmentally Sensitive Lands ordinance related to biological 
resources and steep slopes for all new development. 

8.1-2 Preserve a network of open and relatively undisturbed canyons containing a full 
ensemble of native species and providing functional wildlife habitat and 
movement capability. 

8.1-3 Plan development to minimize grading and relate to the topography and natural 
features of Otay Mesa. 

b. Historical Resources 

The Historical Resources Regulations (Section  143.0210 of the LDC) apply when 
historical resources are present.  As defined by the HRR, historical resources include: 
historical buildings, historical structures or historical objects, important archaeological 
sites, historical districts, historical landscapes, and traditional cultural properties.  Based 
on results of several site-specific cultural resources surveys conducted for the CPU 
Circulation Element roadway improvements,  regional surveys conducted as part of past 
inventories, record search results for the CPU, numerous historical resources are known 
to occur throughout the CPU area.  Specifically, several designated historic structures 



are located within the Brown Field Historic District just south of the landing strip within 
the Brown Field Municipal Airport.  Another designated resource is the remains of the 
Alta School Site which is located just outside of the Brown Field property on the north 
side of Otay Mesa Road. Based on the information noted above, there is a potential for 
unknown, historical (archaeological) resources to be encountered as a result of future 
development implemented in accordance with the CPU. 

Due to the presence of historical resources in the CPU area, the following policies 
relative to the preservation of historical resources are included: 

10.1-1 Require archaeological surveys and consultation with interested Native 
Americans as part of future development within Otay Mesa. 

10.1-2 Consider eligible for listing on the City’s Historical Resources Register any 
significant archaeological or Native American cultural sites that may be identified 
as part of future development within Otay Mesa. 

10.1-3 Consider eligible for listing on the City’s Historical Resources Register any 
structure or site from the agricultural era that may be discovered as part of future 
development within Otay Mesa. 

10.1-4 Consider eligible for listing on the City’s Historical Resources Register any 
buildings associated with early military and flight activities of the community that 
may be identified as part of future development within Otay Mesa. 

Impacts from future development on historical resources in the CPU area would occur at 
the project level.  Any grading, excavation, and other ground-disturbing activities 
associated with future development implemented in accordance with the CPU that would 
affect significant archaeological sites or TCPs would represent a significant impact to 
historical resources. It should be noted, however, that future development in areas 
designated for commercial and industrial uses on properties that have not been 
previously graded, or have been graded but have not otherwise developed, would be 
subject to review in accordance with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A 
(ministerial). These project types that are consistent with the CPU, base zone 
regulations, and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate 
that there are no archaeological resources present on the project site can be processed 
ministerially and would not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA. This 
requires submittal of an Archaeological Survey prepared by a qualified archaeologist in 
accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. Development proposals that 
do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations would be subject to 
discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation Framework for 
Historical Resources, contained in Section 5.5.  



c. Brush Management Regulations 

The City’s Brush Management Regulations are intended to minimize wildland fire 
hazards through implementation of prevention activities and programs.  Compliance with 
the Brush Management Regulations would be accomplished at the future project level 
through the development or construction permit process.  Generally, brush management 
is required in all base zones on publicly or privately owned premises that are within 100 
feet of a structure and contain native or naturalized vegetation.  In consideration of the 
topography, existing and potential fuel load, and other characteristics of a site related to 
fire protection, the Fire Chief may, however, modify the requirements of Section 
142.0412, and where applicable, with the approval of the Building Official, may require 
building features for fire protection in addition to those required in accordance with 
Chapter 14, Article 5, Division 7 and Chapter 14, Article 9, Division 3 of the LDC.  
Therefore, all subsequent projects within the CPU area would be required to comply with 
the Brush Management Regulations, or alternative measures as approved by the Fire 
Chief; therefore, no conflict with the Brush Management Regulations, or the equivalent, 
would occur, resulting in increased wildland fire hazard risk within the CPU area.  
Impacts would be less than significant.     

5.1.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

The development footprint of the CPU would encroach into sensitive ESL areas.  Future 
public and private development proposals would be required to comply with the ESL 
Regulations or process a Site Development Permit in order to deviate from the 
regulations.  Additionally, all subsequent projects would be subject to review in 
accordance with CEQA. At which time, appropriate site-specific mitigation in accordance 
with the Mitigation Framework measures LU-2 and BIO-1 through BIO-4 would be 
identified for impacts to sensitive biological resources covered under the ESL.  For other 
resource areas covered under the ESL Regulations, such as steep hillsides and 
floodplains, future projects would be designed to ensure compliance with the 
supplemental regulations and any other regulatory requirements to ensure that no 
impacts would occur. The CPU also includes several policies (see Table 5.4-5) which 
aim to reduce impacts to sensitive and other resources covered under the ESL 
Regulations as well as development regulations required for projects within areas 
covered by CPIOZ Type A, which address sensitive biological resources.  Future projects 
would be required to comply with the above regulations, policies, and mitigation. 
Therefore, at the program-level the CPU would not be in conflict with the purpose and 
intent of the ESL regulations and potential impacts would be below a level of 
significance.    



b. Historical Resources Regulations 

Given the presence of historical resources distributed throughout the CPU area, 
implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in significant impacts to historical 
resources.  The CPU includes several policies aimed to reduce impacts to historical 
resources within the CPU area as well as development regulations required for projects 
within areas covered by CPIOZ Type A which address archaeological resources.  
Additionally, incorporation of the mitigation framework for historical resources contained 
in Section 5.5 would reduce the potential for significant impacts at the project-level.     

c. Brush Management Regulations 

Implementation of the CPU would require compliance with the City’s Brush Management 
Regulations.  Compliance with the Brush Management Regulations, or equivalent 
protection measures, as approved by the Fire Chief, would be accomplished at the 
project level as part of the development review and permit approval process.  No conflict 
with the Brush Management Regulations, or the equivalent, would occur, resulting in 
increased wildland fire hazard risk within the CPU area.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5.1.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

a. Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

LU-1a: Future development project types that are consistent with the CPU, base 
zone regulations, and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and 
can demonstrate that there are no biological resources present on the project 
site can be processed ministerially and would not be subject to further 
environmental review under CEQA. Development proposals that do not 
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations shall be subject to 
discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation 
Framework LU-2 and BIO 1-4 in Section 5-4, Biological Resources. 

b. Historical Resources Regulations 

LU-1b:  Future development project types that are consistent with the CPU, base 
zone regulations, and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and 
can demonstrate that there are no archaeological resources present on the 
project site can be processed ministerially and would not be subject to further 
environmental review under CEQA. Development proposals that do not 
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations shall be subject to 
discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation 
Framework HIST-1 in Section 5-5, Historical Archaeological Resources.  



c. Brush Management Regulations 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.1.5.4 Significance after Mitigation  

Potential impacts to environmentally sensitive lands and historical resources associated 
with future development would be significant. However,  future projects would be 
required to comply with ESL and Historical Resources Regulations, the CPU policies, 
Mitigation Framework, and the City’s Biology and Historical Resources Guidelines.  

Additionally, all future projects would require subsequent environmental review and 
compliance with established development regulations, guidelines, and Mitigation 
Framework which would serve to reduce impacts to below a level of significant at the 
program-level.  Therefore, the program-level environmental impacts related to CPU 
conflicts with the ESL and HRR regulations would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance.    

5.1.6 Issue 4: Environmental Plan Consistency 
Would the CPU result in a conflict with adopted environmental plans, including the City 
of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan and the MHPA adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect for the area? 

5.1.6.1 Impact Analysis 

The CPU contains Conservation Element Policies 8.1-1, 8.1-2, 8.1-4, 8.1-5, and 8.1-6, 
as shown in Table 5.1-13, related to consistency with the MSCP Subarea Plan and other 
local, regional, and state conservation plans.  As discussed below, future development 
located adjacent to the MHPA has the potential to conflict with the MSCP Subarea.  
Potential impacts to vegetation communities, sensitive species, and wildlife corridors as 
they relate to the MSCP are addressed in Section 5.4, Biological Resources. 



TABLE 5.1-13 
CPU CONSERVATION ELEMENT POLICIES 

 
Number Policy 

8.1-1 Implement the Environmentally Sensitive Lands ordinance related to 
biological resources and steep slopes for all new development. 

8.1-2 Preserve a network of open and relatively undisturbed canyons containing a 
full ensemble of native species and providing functional wildlife habitat and 
movement capability. 

8.1-4 Implement the MSCP Management Policies and Directives for Otay Mesa 
through the project review process. 

8.1-5 Implement City regulations and Biology Guidelines for preservation, 
acquisition, restoration, management and monitoring of biological resources. 

8.1-6 Implement Area Specific Management Directives and Conditions of Coverage 
as stated in Table 3-5 of the MSCP Subarea Plan for Species protected in 
Otay Mesa and identified in CPU Table 8-1. 

 

a. MHPA  

As designated in the Subarea Plan, the MHPA is the permanent preserve area for habitat 
conservation. Overall, the Otay Mesa MHPA was configured to support sensitive habitats 
and significant populations of Subarea Plan covered species known to exist at that time.  

The CPU is consistent with the designated MHPA preserve area.  Several roads 
included in the CPU Mobility element would be within or cross the MHPA.  The MSCP 
limits roads in the MHPA to those identified in a community plan circulation/mobility 
element as collector streets essential for area circulation, and necessary 
maintenance/emergency access roads.  Consistent with the MSCP, the CPU does not 
propose any new local streets within the MHPA.  The MSCP provides additional policies 
relating to the construction of roads to minimize impacts and fragmentation of sensitive 
species and habitat. 

Compatible land uses are outlined in Section 1.4.1 of the MSCP Subarea Plan include: 
(1) existing uses, (2) public access and recreation, (3) infrastructure, scientific and 
biologic activities, and (4) emergency, safety and police services. The MSCP provides 
specific requirements relating to the implementation of these allowed uses. All activities 
must be consistent with the MSCP Subarea Plan. Impacts from these compatible uses 
would be determined at the project-level and would require subsequent environmental 
review. 

Boundary Adjustments 

MHPA boundary adjustment(s) may be proposed as part of future development within 
the CPU area.  The City’s MSCP allows for adjustments to the MHPA boundary without 
the need to amend the MSCP Subarea Plan, provided the boundary adjustment results 



in an area of equivalent or higher biological value.  Six functional equivalency criteria in 
accordance with the Final MSCP Plan, Section 5.4.2 must be prepared as part of the 
MHPA boundary adjustment equivalency analysis. Any MHPA boundary adjustments 
would require concurrence from the Wildlife Agencies. Any MHPA boundary adjustments 
and functional equivalency analysis would be addressed at the time future development 
proposals are brought forward pursuant to the adopted CPU. Potential impacts to MHPA 
preserve configuration as a result of MHPA boundary adjustments would not be 
considered significant, because the adjustment must meet the required MHPA 
equivalency analysis criteria and obtain approval from the Wildlife Agencies.  Potential 
impacts to sensitive vegetation and species would be analyzed and mitigated consistent 
with Mitigation Framework measures BIO-1 (uplands) through BIO-4 (wetlands) further 
detailed in Section 5.4, Biological Resources. 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines  

The MHPA has been designed to maximize conservation of sensitive biological 
resources, including sensitive species.  When land is developed adjacent to the MHPA, 
there is a potential for secondary impacts that may degrade the habitat value or disrupt 
animals within the preserve area.  These secondary effects of project development may 
include habitat insularization, drainage/water quality impacts, lighting, noise roadkill, 
exotic plant species, nuisance animal species, and human intrusion.  These impacts 
could be short-term resulting from construction activities, or long-term.  Short-term 
construction impacts could result in disruption of nesting and breeding thus affecting the 
population of sensitive species. To address these concerns, the MSCP includes a set of 
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines that are to be evaluated and implemented at the 
project-level. 

Indirect effects can occur wherever development and human activity is adjacent to 
natural areas.  These effects include those due to increased runoff, trampling and 
removal of plant cover due to hiking, biking and other human activities, increased 
presence of toxins, increased nighttime light levels, and redirection or blockage of 
wildlife movement, increased levels of non-native and invasive plants. These indirect 
effects could reduce the quality of the MHPA. Future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU which are within and/or adjacent to the MHPA would be 
required to incorporate the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines (see Mitigation 
Framework measure LU-2 below) into the design of projects in order to reduce potential 
indirect impacts to the preserve from new development.  

Future development proposals would be required to address indirect impacts and 
incorporate the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.  However, as implementation of 
the CPU would introduce land uses adjacent to MHPA, this is a potentially significant 
impact at the program-level.   



b. Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa 

The MSCP envisions “a network of open and relatively undisturbed canyons containing a 
full ensemble of native species which provide functional wildlife habitat and movement 
capability.” Specific Management Directives are aimed at carrying out this vision and 
include measures to protect sensitive species, limit access into the canyons, provide 
wildlife crossing under Otay Mesa Road/SR-905, and address regeneration and 
restoration. The CPU would be does not conflict with the visions on the MSCP Subarea 
Plan and is consistent with the vision of the Otay Mesa MHPA; therefore, there are no 
significant, direct impacts anticipated to the MHPA. 

5.1.6.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. MHPA  

Boundary Adjustments  

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU may propose an 
adjustment(s) to the MHPA boundary, thus removing MHPA preserve in some locations 
and adding MHPA preserve in other locations.  Provisions in the MSCP Subarea Plan 
require that any modification to the MHPA boundaries result in equal or better biological 
values; therefore, boundary adjustments associated with future development would not 
result in significant direct or indirect impacts associated with environmental or habitat 
conservation plans.  Potential impacts to the MHPA preserve configuration as a result of 
MHPA boundary adjustments would be considered less than significant, because the 
adjustment must meet the required MHPA boundary line equivalency criteria and obtain 
approval from the Wildlife Agencies. Potential impacts to sensitive vegetation and 
species would be analyzed and mitigated consistent with Mitigation Framework 
measures BIO-1 through BIO-4. 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

Potential indirect impacts would be evaluated at the project-level for consistency with the 
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.  Implementation of the CPU would introduce 
land uses adjacent to MHPA which would potentially result in a significant impact at the 
program-level.  

b. Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa 

The CPU would not be in conflict with the MSCP Subarea Plan and is consistent with the 
vision for the Otay Mesa MHPA as the open space network would remain intact, and the 
CPU incorporates policies for adhering to the Management Directives.  No significant 
impacts relating to MSCP consistency would occur.  



5.1.6.3 Mitigation Framework 

a. MHPA  

Mitigation for direct impacts to sensitive vegetation, wetlands and vernal pools from 
construction of community plan circulation/mobility element roads, collector streets 
essential for area circulation, and necessary maintenance/emergency access roads 
within the MHPA shall be accomplished with implementation of Mitigation Framework 
measures BIO-1 through BIO-4.  

Boundary Adjustments 

Potential impacts to MHPA preservation configuration as a result of MHPA boundary 
adjustments shall be addressed through the required MHPA Boundary Line equivalency 
analysis. Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.   

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

MHPA adjacency impacts would be addressed at the project-level.  Projects adjacent to 
the MHPA would incorporate features into the project and/or permit conditions that 
demonstrate compliance with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. To ensure 
avoidance or reduction of potential MHPA impacts resulting from new development 
adjacent to the MHPA, the following Mitigation Framework measures shall be required 
for all future projects as part of the subsequent environmental review and development 
permit processing:  

LU-2: All subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU which is adjacent to designated MHPA areas shall comply with the Land 
Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP in terms of land use, drainage, 
access, toxic substances in runoff, lighting, noise, invasive plant species, 
grading, and brush management requirements.  Mitigation measures include, 
but are not limited to: sufficient buffers and design features, barriers (rocks, 
boulders, signage, fencing, and appropriate vegetation) where necessary, 
lighting directed away from the MHPA, and berms or walls adjacent to 
commercial or industrial areas and any other use that may introduce 
construction noise or noise from future development that could impact or 
interfere with wildlife utilization of the MHPA. The project biologist for each 
proposed project would identify specific mitigation measures needed to 
reduce impacts to below a level of significance. Subsequent environmental 
review would be required to determine the significance of impacts from land 
use adjacency and compliance with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of 
the MSCP. Prior to approval of any subsequent development project in an 
area adjacent to a designated MHPA, the City of San Diego shall identify 



specific conditions of approval in order to avoid or to reduce potential impacts 
to adjacent the MHPA. 

Specific requirements shall include: 

• Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, development areas shall be 
permanently fenced where development is adjacent to the MHPA to deter the 
intrusion of people and/or pets into the MHPA open space areas.  Signage may 
be installed as an additional deterrent to human intrusion as required by the City. 

• The use of structural and nonstructural best management practices (BMPs), 
including sediment catchment devices, shall be required to reduce the potential 
indirect impacts associated with construction to drainage and water quality.  
Drainage shall be directed away from the MHPA or, if not possible, must not drain 
directly into the MHPA. Instead, runoff shall flow into sedimentation basins, 
grassy swales, or mechanical trapping devices prior to draining into the MHPA. 
Drainage shall be shown on the site plan and reviewed satisfactory to the City 
Engineer.  

• All outdoor lighting adjacent to open space areas shall be shielded to prevent 
light over-spill off-site.  Shielding shall consist of the installation of fixtures that 
physically direct light away from the outer edges of the road or landscaping, 
berms, or other barriers at the edge of development that prevent light over spill. 

• The landscape plan for the project shall contain no exotic plant/invasive species 
and shall include an appropriate mix of native species which shall be used 
adjacent to the MHPA. 

• All manufactured slopes must be included within the development footprint and 
outside the MHPA. 

• All brush management areas shall be shown on the site plan and reviewed and 
approved by the Environmental Designee. Zone 1 brush management areas 
shall be included within the development footprint and outside the MHPA. Brush 
management Zone 2 may be permitted within the MHPA (considered impact 
neutral) but cannot be used as mitigation. Vegetation clearing shall be done 
consistent with City standards and shall avoid/minimize impacts to covered 
species to the maximum extent possible. For all new development, regardless of 
the ownership, the brush management in the Zone 2 area shall be the 
responsibility of a homeowners association or other private party. 

• Access to the MHPA, if any, shall be directed to minimize impacts and shall be 
shown on the site plan and reviewed and approved by the Environmental 
Designee. 



• Land uses, such as recreation and agriculture, that use chemicals or generate 
by-products such as manure, that are potentially toxic or impactive to wildlife, 
sensitive species, habitat, or water quality need to incorporate measures to 
reduce impacts caused by the application and/or drainage of such materials into 
the MHPA. Such measures shall include drainage/detention basins, swales, or 
holding areas with non-invasive grasses or wetland-type native vegetation to filter 
out the toxic materials. Regular maintenance should be provided. Where 
applicable, this requirement shall be incorporated into leases on publicly owned 
property as leases come up for renewal. 

b. MSCP Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa 

Future projects would be required to implement the MSCP Specific Management Policies 
and Directives for Otay Mesa as discussed in 5.4.2.  Therefore, impacts would be below 
a level of significance and no mitigation is required.   

5.1.6.4 Significance after Mitigation  

a. MHPA  

At the program-level, implementation of the CPU policies, compliance with established 
development standards and other applicable regulations as well as the MSCP Subarea 
Plan’s Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, MSCP Management Policies and Directives, and 
Area Specific Management Directives would serve to reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance.   

Boundary Adjustments 

Impacts to the MHPA Preserve would be addressed through the MHPA boundary line 
equivalency analysis and would be less than significant. 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

At the program-level, implementation of the Mitigation Framework measure LU-2 would 
serve to reduce potential impacts due to future development adjacent to MHPA to below 
a level of significance,  

b. MSCP Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa 

Impacts would be below a level of significance.   



5.2 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

5.2.1 Existing Conditions 

5.2.1.1 Existing Visual Landscape 

a. Landform 

The existing landform of the CPU area is characterized by a large mesa surrounded by 
canyon systems on the north, south, and west (see Figure 2-4).  These canyon systems 
comprise a unique landform feature of the CPU area.  Included within the canyon 
systems are steep hillsides (slopes in excess of 25 percent gradient, as defined in the 
Hillside Guidelines of the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations of the Land 
Development Code), and wide, deep gullies containing sensitive habitats. A total of 19 
percent of the CPU area, or 1,730 acres, contains steep hillsides in excess of 25 
percent.  Portions of these canyon systems are preserved as natural open space as part 
of the City’s MHPA, as defined by the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan. 

While most of the large, flat mesa is fallow agricultural land or developed as residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses, portions of the mesa also support unique mima mound 
topography and associated vernal pool habitat.  The San Diego National Wildlife Refuge 
Vernal Pool Units occur immediately north of Otay Mesa Road near the intersection of 
Ocean View Hills Parkway and contains this type of topographic feature. 

To the north, outside of the CPU area, lies the natural landform of the Otay River Valley, 
and 3 miles to the east are the prominent San Ysidro Mountains. 

b. Scenic Resources 

In accordance with the State Scenic Highway Program, the General Plan classifies 
scenic highways and routes throughout the City.  No roadways within the CPU area 
have been designated as scenic in the General Plan or adopted community plan.  The 
nearest designated or eligible scenic roadway to the CPU area is I-5, approximately one-
quarter mile to the southwest.  Interstate 5, south of Coronado Avenue and I-805, is 
shown as being eligible for state scenic highway designation in the General Plan. Also 
outside the CPU area, SR-125 is designated as a scenic highway for 2 miles between 
SR-94 and I-8; however, this segment is quite a distance north of the CPU area. Neither 
the I-5 nor SR-125 scenic highway segment has views of the CPU area.  No other 
scenic resources or scenic vistas have been designated in the CPU area by either the 
General Plan or adopted community plan. 



c. Public Views 

Public views are views from public resources such as public open space, public parks 
and schools, municipal buildings, and public roadways.  Significant public viewing 
resources are typically identified and designated as scenic resources or scenic 
viewpoints in the applicable community plan. As described above, the adopted 
community plan does not designate any scenic view corridors, vistas, or other scenic 
resources within the CPU area.   

Public views from outside the CPU area looking into the CPU area are limited due to 
visual barriers.  Views into the CPU area from the OVRP are limited due to intervening 
topography and elevation differences. Between berms and vegetation, motorists on I-
805 have intermittent views of the western edge of the CPU area. The western edge of 
the CPU area is predominantly developed with large retaining walls, multi-story 
residential structures, and large commercial developments.  SR-125 motorists have 
views of the eastern portion of the CPU area, with views transitioning between open 
space to industrial developments, including large warehousing and truck storage 
facilities.  Based on distance and atmospheric conditions (haze), views of the CPU area 
from the San Ysidro Mountains, three miles to the east are typically not visible, or if 
visible, are not prominent because of decreased scale and contrast.   

Existing gateways to the community include SR-905 and Palm Avenue/Ocean View Hills 
from the west, Heritage Road and SR-125 from the north, Otay Mesa Road from the 
east, and the Otay Mesa POE from the south.  These gateways provide the initial views 
of the CPU area.  Only the Otay Mesa POE and Ocean View Hills gateways include 
community identification elements.  The Otay Mesa POE includes cultural art work and 
the Ocean View Hills gateway provides community monument signage.  Once within the 
CPU area, public views points include public roadways, designated open space areas, 
and other public use areas (primarily schools and parks).   

Refer to Section 5.12, Transportation/Circulation (specifically, Section 5.12.1.2a) for a 
list of the key roadways within the CPU area, including roads that provide access to and 
from the community, roads within residential areas, and roads within industrial areas.  
The residential roads primarily have views of commercial, single- and multi-family 
neighborhoods, parks, and canyons.  The residential and commercial developments are 
relatively recent and include neutral-colored stucco structures (i.e., tan, brown), one to 
two stories tall with heavy landscaping, and terracotta-tiled roofs.  The industrial 
roadways generally have views of large warehouses and vehicle storage facilities, 
former dry-farming fields, and flat non-native grassland open spaces.  The structures in 
the industrial area are generally large, boxy, single-story, neutral-colored buildings 
surrounded by parking lots and minimal landscaping.  The vehicle storage sites are 
typically enclosed by a slatted or fabric-covered chain-link fence so the interiors are not 
visible from the roadways.   



Both San Ysidro High School and Ocean View Hills Elementary School are located 
adjacent to Otay Mesa Road/SR-905 at the west end of the CPU area, west of Ocean 
View Hills Parkway and Caliente Avenue.  Both schools are located near the leading 
edge of the mesa adjacent to the Moody Canyon system.  Current views from the school 
sites consist of the lower natural open space canyons to the west and the developed 
mesa top to the north and east.   

Several neighborhood parks exist within areas planned for residential development.  The 
views from these parks primarily consist of adjacent residences, roadways, and Dennery 
Canyon.  The open space areas within the CPU area contain trails along mesas and 
canyons. Some of these trails were created from Border Patrol vehicles and activities. 
While these trails are located within designated open space, the trails are not all within 
public land and none of them are formally designated trails.  The informal web of trails 
does not follow an organized path, and therefore, the trails cannot be described 
individually.  The trails are concentrated in Spring, Moody, and Dennery canyons.  Due 
to the topography, the views from trails within the canyons are mostly limited to the 
canyons themselves.  Structures are visible from canyon trails where development abuts 
canyons.  The trails along the flat mesas have views of the mesas until interrupted by 
structures or an increase in topography.   

d. Community Character 

Generally, the character of the southwestern one-third of the CPU area reflects 
undeveloped non-native or native grasslands and densely vegetated canyons, which 
transition to industrial, commercial, and residential development on the mesa.  The flat 
mesa area of undeveloped lands is designated for various land uses under the adopted 
community plan.  These undeveloped areas occur between the open space canyons of 
the southwestern area. The existing land use designation would allow for residential 
development similar to the established northwestern neighborhoods. To illustrate the 
existing visual character of the CPU area, a series of photographs are included as 
figures and described below.  The locations of these photographs, as depicted in 
Figure 5.2-1, provide a visual inventory of the community’s visual characteristics as seen 
from public viewing areas. 

The northwest portion of the CPU area is characterized by residential subdivisions 
(including schools and parks) that consider the natural topography of the adjacent 
canyons and mesa tops. This area of the CPU is also characterized by successful vernal 
pool habitat restoration areas and open space canyon system, which connects to the 
Otay Valley Regional Park. Commercial uses for the CPU area are located within the 
western border at Palm Avenue adjacent to I-805.  These recently constructed 
developments reflect siting and landscaping requirements.  As shown in Figure 5.2-2, 
the residences are a maximum of three stories in height and are neutral-colored stucco 
structures with tiled roofs.  The commercial area matches the residential color scheme 



and architectural details, but includes large big-box retail structures and smaller 
restaurant and service-related structures in a sizable parking lot. 

The CPU areas to the south of the western residential neighborhoods and along the 
northern CPU perimeter are characterized by undeveloped mesas and canyons 
(Figure 5.2-3).  The flat mesas primarily contain grasslands while the canyons’ steep 
slopes are covered with scrub vegetation.  The open space area is also characterized by 
its extensive informal dirt trail network.  Successful vernal pool restoration areas can be 
found in this portion of the CPU on land owned by the San Ysidro School District. 

Except for some scattered rural residences and agricultural uses (greenhouses and 
fields), the eastern two-thirds of the CPU area is characterized by flat land occupied by 
Brown Field Airport, and industrial and commercial developments interspersed with 
vacant land.  The majority of the undeveloped land has been previously graded and is 
currently vegetated with non-native grasslands.   

Most of the industrial development is single-story warehousing, automobile recycling, and 
truck storage yards.  The industrial warehouses are typically large monolithic structures 
surrounded by parking lots and manicured landscaping (Figure 5.2-4, Photograph 5).  
Truck storage facilities and the automobile salvage yards are cluttered and disorganized, 
though the public views of the storage areas are screened by slatted chain link fences and 
perimeter landscaping (Figure 5.2-4, Photograph 6). The commercial office and retail uses 
low-rise fueling stations and associated convenience stores and quick-dining 
establishments (Figure 5.2-5, Photograph 7).  Commercial office character is generally 
illustrated by a two-story tan stucco office building with mirrored windows (Figure 5.2-5, 
Photograph 8).  The overall character of the eastern portion of the CPU area is varied 
considering the contrasting features of the vacant grasslands, large boxy warehouses, 
field crops, formal office building, and cluttered vehicle storage yards. 

The two major freeways that cross through the CPU area are SR-905 and SR-125. 
Views from the SR-905/SR-125 intersection consist primarily of roadside grass and 
scrub (Figure 5.2-6, Photograph 9).  Views from the intersection of SR-905 and La 
Media Road show freeway use (Figure 5.2-6, Photograph 10). 

Brown Field Airport, a major component of the CPU area, is not readily visible due to the 
flatness of the topography in the surrounding area.  The airport includes large concrete 
runways but the airport towers are the most prominent visual feature of the airport 
because of their height (Figure 5.2-7, Photograph 11).  The airport also includes large 
white or tan airplane hangars and airplanes.  

Heavy trucks contribute to the character of the CPU area (Figure 5.2-7, Photograph 12).  
Numerous large trucks cross the border and travel to various truck storage and 
warehousing destinations throughout the CPU area before circling back to the POE or 
travel west along SR-905 to areas outside Otay Mesa. 



FIGURE 5.2-1

Photo Location Map
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PHOTOGRAPH 2: On Spinnaker Point Terrace Looking West

PHOTOGRAPH 1: On Ocean View Hills Parkway Looking Northeast

Residential Areas
FIGURE 5.2-2



PHOTOGRAPH 4: At Southern Terminus of Heritage Road Looking South

PHOTOGRAPH 3: At Southern Terminus of Caliente Avenue Looking South

Undeveloped Mesas and Canyons
FIGURE 5.2-3



PHOTOGRAPH 6: Datsun Street at Innovative Drive Looking East

PHOTOGRAPH 5: On Siempre Viva Road Looking North

Industrial Uses
FIGURE 5.2-4



PHOTOGRAPH 8: Corporate Center Drive Looking Northwest

PHOTOGRAPH 7: On Otay Mesa Road Near Cactus Road Looking South

Commercial Uses
FIGURE 5.2-5



PHOTOGRAPH 10: On SR-125 East of Aviator Road Looking South

PHOTOGRAPH 9: On SR-905 at Airway Road Overpass Looking North

Freeways
FIGURE 5.2-6



PHOTOGRAPH 12: On Drucker Lane Looking North

PHOTOGRAPH 11: At Otay Mesa Road and Britannia Boulevard Looking North

Brown Field Airport and Heavy Trucks
FIGURE 5.2-7



5.2.1.2 Relevant Plans and Policies 

Several local plans and ordinances provide pertinent visual quality and neighborhood 
character guidelines for development in the CPU area.  These include the City’s General 
Plan and the Land Development Code, specifically the steep hillside guidelines of the ESL.    

a. San Diego General Plan 

The Urban Design Element of the General Plan provides guidance for the development 
of village environments including high-quality public spaces, civic architecture, and the 
enhancement of visual quality.  The Urban Design Element includes goals and policies 
specific to mixed-use villages and commercial areas that emphasize the integration of 
compatible land uses, the creation of transit-focused, walkable village centers, the 
provision of high-quality public spaces and civic architecture, and the enhancement of 
the visual quality of office and industrial development.  The Urban Design Element also 
contains special design guidelines for development adjacent to natural landforms and 
open space. Relevant policies are included in Table 5.2-1.  

TABLE 5.2-1 
URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO VISUAL QUALITY 

Policy Description 
UD-A.3. Design development adjacent to natural features in a sensitive manner to highlight 

and complement the natural environment in areas designated for development. 
 a. Integrate development on hillside parcels with the natural environment to 

preserve and enhance views, and protect areas of unique topography. 
 b. Minimize grading to maintain the natural topography, while contouring any 

landform alterations to blend into the natural terrain. 
 c. Utilize variable lot sizes, clustered housing, stepped-back facades, split-level units 

or other alternatives to slab foundations to minimize the amount of grading. 
 d. Consider terraced homes, stepped down with the slope for better integration 

with the topography to minimize grading in sensitive slope areas. 
 e. Utilize a clustered development pattern, single-story structures or single-story 

roof elements, or roofs sloped toward the open space system or natural 
features, to ensure that the visibility of new developments from natural 
features and open space areas are minimized. 

 f. Provide increased setbacks from canyon rims or open space areas to ensure 
that the visibility of new development is minimized.   

 g. Screen development adjacent to natural features as appropriate so that 
development does not appear visually intrusive, or interfere with the 
experience within the open space system.  The provision of enhanced 
landscaping adjacent to natural features could be used to soften the 
appearance of or buffer development from the natural features. 

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



TABLE 5.2-1 
URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO VISUAL QUALITY 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
UD-A.3. 
(cont.) 

i. Ensure that the visibility of new development from natural features and open 
space areas is minimized to preserve the landforms and ridgelines that 
provide a natural backdrop to the open space systems.  For example, 
development should not be visible from canyon trails at the point the trail is 
located nearest to proposed development.  Lines-of-sight from trails or the 
open space system could be used to determine compliance with this policy.   

 j. Design and site buildings to permit visual and physical access to the natural 
features from the public right-of-way. 

 k. Protect views from public roadways and parklands to natural canyons, 
resource areas, and scenic vistas. 

 l. Provide public pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian access paths to scenic 
view points, parklands, and where consistent with resource protection, in 
natural resource open space areas.  

 m. Provide special consideration to the sensitive environmental design of 
roadways that traverse natural open space systems to ensure an integrated 
aesthetic design that respects open space resources.   

UD-A.5. Design buildings that contribute to a positive neighborhood character and relate to 
neighborhood and community context.  

 a. Relate architecture to San Diego's unique climate and topography. 
 b. Encourage designs that are sensitive to the scale, form, rhythm, proportions, 

and materials in proximity to commercial areas and residential neighborhoods 
that have a well-established, distinctive character. 

 c. Provide architectural features that establish and define a building’s appeal 
and enhance the neighborhood character. 

 d. Provide architectural interest to discourage the appearance of blank walls for 
development.  This would include not only building walls, but fencing 
bordering the pedestrian network, where some form of architectural variation 
should be provided to  

 e. Add interest to the streetscape and enhance the pedestrian experience.  For 
example, walls could protrude, recess, or change in color, height or texture to 
provide visual interest. 

 f. Design rear elevations of buildings to be as well-detailed and visually 
interesting as the front elevation, if they will be visible from a public right-of-
way or accessible public place or street. 

 g. Design roofs to be visually appealing when visible from public vantage points 
and public rights-of-way. 

UD-A.6. Create street frontages with architectural and landscape interest to provide visual 
appeal to the streetscape and enhance the pedestrian experience.   

UD-A.12. Reduce the amount and visual impact of surface parking lots (see also Mobility 
Element, Section G). 

UD-A.14. Design project signage to effectively utilize sign area and complement the 
character of the structure and setting. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 2008. 

 



b. Land Development Code  

The City’s LDC contains numerous provisions to guide the design of development 
throughout the City.  Through zoning and development standards, such as specified 
maximum building heights, maximum lot coverage and floor area ratios, and front, rear, 
and side yard setbacks, the LDC provides restrictions on land development and design.   

c. ESL Regulations and Steep Hillside Guidelines 

The LDC also contains development restrictions and guidelines to protect and enhance 
environmentally sensitive lands.  The steep hillsides of the CPU area are subject to the 
provisions of the ESL Regulations and steep hillside guidelines of the LDC 
(Section 143.0101 et seq.).  Steep hillsides are defined as those with gradients equal to 
or in excess of 25 percent and are at least 50 feet deep.  Steep hillside grading 
encroachment allowances and design requirements are described further in Section 5.1 
of this PEIR. 

5.2.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds, impacts related to visual quality 
would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Result in blocking of public views from designated open space areas, roads, or parks 
or to significant visual landmarks or scenic vistas (Pacific Ocean, downtown skyline, 
mountains, canyon, waterways); 

2. Result in a severe contrast with the surrounding neighborhood character; 

3. Result in a significant alteration of the natural landform; or  

4. Result in the creation of a negative visual appearance. 

5.2.3 Issue 1:  Public Views 
Would the CPU affect the visual quality of the area, particularly with respect to views 
from public viewing areas, vistas, or open spaces? 

5.2.3.1 Impacts 

a. Existing Public Views 

No scenic roadways, scenic vistas, or scenic viewing areas are identified within the CPU 
area, in the General Plan or the adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan.  A brief analysis 
of public viewing areas that exist but are not designated as such is provided below.  



As discussed under the existing conditions, public views of the CPU area from outside 
the community are limited due to visual barriers.  Existing informal gateways to the 
community that provide initial views include SR-905 and Palm Avenue/Ocean View Hills 
from the west, Heritage Road and SR-125 from the north, Otay Mesa Road from the 
east, and the Otay Mesa POE from the south.  Implementation of the CPU would provide 
more formalized gateway locations and associated design guidelines.  This formalization 
would result in improved visual quality and a cohesive community character. However, 
this change would not have impacts related to view blockage (refer to “Proposed 
Gateway Views” below).  Once within the CPU area, public view points include public 
roadways, designated open space areas, and other public use areas (primarily schools 
and parks).  The following identifies potential areas of visual concern: 

• Public roadways within the CPU area provide views of the community.  The CPU 
would result in additional development along the following major roads: Dennery 
Road, Del Sol Boulevard, Airway Road, Siempre Viva Road, Beyer Boulevard, 
and SR-905.  Many of the areas identified for future development are not located 
on existing roadways and are not prominently located within public views.   

• Future development on Dennery Road would include residences to the north side 
of the road between Red Coral Way and Black Coral Way.  This would block the 
existing views of the hillside to the north that contains residences and patches of 
native scrub habitat.  This location is not visible from OVRP due to topographic 
change.   

• Del Sol Boulevard is only partially constructed.  The current east and west termini 
of this roadway overlook open space and graded lots.  The CPU would retain the 
open space and would allow for development on graded pads.  Views of the 
open space native canyons would be preserved. 

• Airway Road and Siempre Viva Road currently have views of industrial and 
commercial developments, vacant parcels with non-native grassland, 
greenhouses, and native habitat.  The CPU would allow for development of the 
vacant lots and greenhouses into industrial and commercial uses that may block 
views of adjacent developed lots.  The native habitat area would be preserved as 
open space and the public view of this area would remain.   

• The CPU would allow for residential, commercial, and industrial developments 
along the mesas adjacent to SR-905 and would require preservation of the 
canyon areas.  Buildout of the CPU would cause view blockages of the mesas 
between Ocean View Hills Parkway and Corporate Center Drive and view 
blockage of vacant and developed lots would occur in the industrial area.   

• Both San Ysidro High School and Ocean View Hills Elementary School are 
located adjacent to Otay Mesa Road/SR-905 at the west end of the CPU area.  



The current view of Moody Canyon from Ocean View Hills would be preserved, 
as it would be designated open space under the CPU.  However, the view from 
San Ysidro High School of the mesas to the south would be replaced with the 
Southwest Specific Plan area and views of Spring Canyon would be blocked.   

• Several neighborhood parks exist within the Northwest District.  The views from 
these parks primarily consist of adjacent residences, roadways, and Dennery 
Canyon.  Dennery Canyon is a visual resource.  The CPU would preserve Dennery 
Canyon and no view blockage of the canyon would occur from the parks.   

• Informal trails that provide public views are located within the open space areas.  
As discussed under existing conditions, views from the canyon trails are limited 
to the canyons while mesa views exist until interrupted by structures or an 
increase in topography.  The CPU would preserve a significant amount of the 
existing open space (see Figure 3-2) where these trails are located.  Since the 
CPU would formally designate view corridors through open space and preserve 
the open space where most of these trails are located, minimal view blockage 
would occur.   

In summary, visual resources in the CPU area include open mesas and canyons. While 
not designated as scenic roadways, vistas, or viewing areas, the majority of the existing 
views of canyons and mesas would be preserved under the CPU and impacts would 
therefore be less than significant.  

b. Proposed Public Views 

The CPU Urban Design Element identifies 25 view corridors and ten gateways 
(Figure 5.2-8).   

The CPU contains Urban Design Policies 4.12-1 through 4.12-4 that pertain to the view 
corridors and gateways.  Policy 4.12-1 would require the protection and enhancement of 
view corridors and integration of these corridors with parks, trail staging areas, and open 
space, where appropriate.  The series of gateway policies (4.11-1 through 4.11-4) 
indicate gateways are to include public art and are required to match the district 
landscaping and street designs.  These policies would provide implementation methods 
to ensure that the designated view corridors and gateways would be protected. 

View Corridors 

The view corridors would be grouped into four main categories: View Corridors of OVRP, 
View Corridors of Spring Canyon, View Corridor of Moody Canyon, and View Corridors 
through Industrial/Commercial Land.  View Corridors of OVRP would be located along 
the northern portion of the CPU area on the edge of existing/planned development and 
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the OVRP open space area.  The OVRP encompasses the low-lying riparian valley 
along the Otay River and its tributary canyons, including a portion of Dennery Canyon 
within the CPU northwest area.  The CPU would retain the open space designation over 
the OVRP and Dennery Canyon areas within its jurisdiction.   

View Corridors of Spring Canyon are proposed along the edges of Southwest Specific 
Plan area, Old Otay Mesa Road, the Central Village, and the heavy industrial area 
adjacent to Spring Canyon.  These overlook views of Spring Canyon include existing 
informal trails and roadways, mesas with non-native grasslands, and scrub canyons.  
The CPU would retain Spring Canyon as open space and include a trail system. 

The View Corridor of Moody Canyon would be located along the future alignment for 
Beyer Boulevard.  Moody Canyon includes flat non-native grasslands cut by scrub 
canyons and has an extensive existing informal trail network.  The CPU would retain 
Moody Canyon as open space land.   

View corridors through Industrial/Commercial Land are proposed at intersections along 
Otay Mesa Road, Airway Road, Britannia Boulevard, and La Media.  The view corridors 
along these roadways would primarily include developed industrial land and 
undeveloped parcels with non-native grasslands.  View corridors along La Media would 
also include native scrub habitat to the west. The CPU would allow for development of 
the parcels with non-native grasslands into industrial uses and potentially a school to the 
west of Britannia Boulevard.  The native habitat to the west of La Media would be 
designated as open space.   

Since the canyon view corridors look out over designated open space and MHPA areas, 
these areas would remain undeveloped and the view corridors would be preserved upon 
implementation of the CPU.  The urban view corridors would also be maintained as they are 
located in City right-of-ways along roadways adjacent to areas designated for development.   

Gateway Views 

Pursuant to CPU Urban Design Policy 4.11-4, gateways would be provided at the 
following locations:  

• District gateways 
• Ocean View Hills Parkway – I-805 freeway 
• Ocean View Hills Parkway and Otay Mesa Road 
• Caliente Avenue – SR-905 interchange 
• Otay Mesa POE 
• South Bay Express/SR-125 – Lonestar Road interchange 
• Main entrance to Brown Field Airport 
• Eastern and western Airway Road entrances 
• Future core areas of Southwest and Central Villages 
• Grand Park 



Gateways are intended to provide a sense of place and would be demarcated with 
prominent public art or cultural amenities, signage, landscaping, and other streetscape 
elements.  The Ocean View Hills neighborhood includes large monument signs on the 
southeast and northeast corners near the I- 805 gateway.  Also, the Otay Mesa POE 
currently contains cultural statues.  The remaining proposed gateway areas do not 
currently contain community identification features, but the CPU implementation would 
allow for them to be designed and sited in these areas.   

The CPU would allow for development and land use changes at several of the proposed 
community gateways.  While this would result in some view blockage of the gateway 
areas, the visual importance of gateways would be tied to a localized area, not a long-
range view.  The gateways would be located along City roadways, and therefore, 
localized public views of these areas would be maintained with CPU implementation.   

5.2.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

Visual resources in the CPU area include open mesas and canyons.  Existing public 
view points include roadways, schools, and parks. The majority of the existing public 
views of canyons and mesas would be preserved under the CPU. To prevent impacts to 
views of public resources, the CPU has been designed to include designated view 
corridors and gateways.  Also, the CPU includes policies and project design features to 
implement the proposed view corridors and gateways.  With the inclusion of these 
project design features, view blockage impacts would be less than significant.    

5.2.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; no mitigation is required.   

5.2.3.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.2.4 Issue 2:  Compatibility 
Would the CPU’s land use changes be compatible with surrounding development in 
terms of bulk, scale, materials, or style?  Would adverse aesthetic impacts result from 
the CPU?  

5.2.4.1 Impacts 

The CPU would allow for the development of two-thirds of the area and would require 
the preservation of the remaining area as open space.  The allowed uses would include 
a mix of residential, public park, open space, institutional, commercial, and industrial 



land uses and roadways.  The CPU area is visually separated into five distinct areas that 
correspond to the CPU districts; the northwest neighborhood, southwest neighborhood, 
the SR-905 corridor, Brown Field Airport area, and the South District (southeastern 
industrial area).  The City’s General Plan, LDC, and CPU Urban Design Element include 
design guidelines that would guide the bulk, scale, materials and style of future 
development in the CPU area.  Specifically, CPU Urban Design Policies 4.3-3 through 
4.3-7 pertain to general architecture and landscape. The CPU also includes individual 
guidance for the aesthetic development of each District.  In addition, development in 
areas designated for commercial and industrial uses on properties that have been 
previously graded and developed with structures that conform to the Urban Design 
Element of the OMCP would be subject to review in accordance with CPIOZ Type A.  
Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B. 
Both processes are further described in Section 3.0, Project Description.  

a. Northwest District 

The Northwest District would include regional commercial, single-, and multi-family 
residential uses, parks, and a school.  This district is currently largely built out with these 
uses.  Undeveloped areas are designated as low to medium density residences located 
to the north of Dennery Road; four parks scattered through the community; high density 
residences, community commercial and institutional uses to the south of Del Sol 
Boulevard; community commercial south of Otay Mesa Road adjacent to SR-905; and a 
low-medium density residential development to the south of Otay Mesa Road.   

These areas proposed for development are already graded and the existing graded lots 
are not visually sensitive.  Development of these graded areas would improve their 
visual compatibility with the surrounding areas.  Therefore, implementation of the 
Northwest District plan would not result in visually incompatibility with the CPU area or 
have an adverse aesthetic impact to the community.   

b. Southwest District 

The current visual landscape of the southwest portion of the CPU area is characterized 
by undeveloped mesas with non-native grasslands, transected by the densely vegetated 
Spring and Moody canyons.  The canyons of the southwest portion of the CPU area are 
located within designated MHPA land. 

Compared to existing conditions, buildout of the Southwest District pursuant to the CPU 
would result in a substantial change from its current visual character. The change from 
undeveloped mesa and canyons to an urbanized, built environment on the mesa 
surrounded by natural open space would be a potentially significant impact.  Goals, 
policies, and design guidelines contained in the General Plan and in the CPU would 
serve to avoid visual impacts of future CPU development in relation to surrounding 



natural open space.  The Urban Design Element of the General Plan contains citywide 
policies which address development adjacent to natural features (Policies UD-A.2 and 
3).  The CPU includes Policy Recreation Element 7.1-7e suggesting the placement of 
parks between open space and development as a means to reduce visual inconsistency. 
Additionally, CPU Conservation Element Policy 8.1-3 requires development to minimize 
grading and retain the natural topography.  Future development’s compliance with 
existing and proposed visual quality guidelines would ensure that natural open space 
areas adjacent to the CPU area would not be adversely affected.  

SR-905 Corridor (Central District) 

Along the SR-905 corridor south of Brown Field, lands are currently occupied by 
undeveloped, industrial, and commercial uses, with scattered rural residences (see 
Figure 5.1-1).  The CPU would allow for the development of a mixed-use 
(residential/commercial) central village, park, school (Southwestern College), business 
park, and industrial uses within this district.    

In terms of visual character, the existing undeveloped parcels and scattered industrial, 
commercial, and rural residences along the SR-905 corridor would transition over the 
next 30 years to a more urbanized, cohesive environment.  The visual character of the 
district would transition from existing low-rise, single-use structures and blocks, to 
vertically and horizontally mixed-use structures and blocks.  Under the CPU, the 
resulting building mass, scale, and heights would be those characteristic of medium-high 
density mixed-use, transit-focused development, with building heights ranging from three 
to four stories up to a maximum of six stories.  

Various goals and policies of the General Plan and CPU would serve to avoid adverse 
aesthetic impacts.  The General Plan Land Use, Urban Design, and Mobility Elements 
contain relevant citywide policies to address land use compatibility, including Policy UD-
A.5.  The LDC also includes specific guidelines pertaining to height, bulk, and scale. The 
CPU Urban Design Element includes development guidance pertaining to streetscape, 
building character, and design to avoid adverse visual impacts.  Future development’s 
projects compliance with visual quality guidelines would ensure that visual impacts of the 
CPU would not be incompatible with surrounding development. 

Airport District 

The CPU would continue industrial and commercial uses for the areas directly 
surrounding Brown Field, within the airport flight activity zone.  While these uses would 
continue in the Airport District, the future visual quality of these areas would likely 
transition to a more organized and aesthetically pleasing visual appearance than 
currently exists.  Automobile dismantling uses concentrated west of Brown Field, along 
Heritage Road, currently operate under CUPs.  Upon their expiration, it is likely that 
these areas would eventually revert to permitted land uses and would comply with the 



General Plan, LDC, and CPU.  Additional airport-related development would occur to the 
north of the airport and may include an aviation museum, general/corporate aviation and 
industrial park. With compliance to the design goals and policies of the General Plan and 
CPU, as well as the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, visual quality, and 
compatibility impacts would be less than significant in this district.    

Southeastern Industrial Area (South District) 

The southeastern area of the CPU located just north of Mexico is currently developed 
with industrial, agricultural, and commercial uses.  Vacant lots with non-native grassland 
and open space areas with native and non-native habitats are scattered throughout the 
district.  Implementation of the CPU would result in the development of vacant parcels 
into industrial uses and the conversion of agricultural uses to industrial uses.  Industrial 
uses are anticipated to be large warehouse-type structures and automotive lots similar to 
those existing in the area. The western portion of this district within Spring Canyon and a 
corridor along La Media would be preserved as open space.  Implementation of the CPU 
would result in the continuation of the industrial character of the area, albeit further 
intensified.  The CPU would not result in significant visual impacts or incompatibilities, 
given adherence of future development to relevant citywide policies and CPU policies. 

5.2.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

Through implementation of the CPU, the visual character of the CPU area would 
become more urbanized.  Being largely built out, the Northwest District would continue 
to be a predominantly residential area with buildings ranging from one to three stories. 
Contrastingly, the Southwest District is mostly undeveloped mesas with non-native 
grasslands that would be converted to urban uses.  This would represent a change in 
character.  The Central District is already developed with industrial and agricultural uses.  
Both the Airport District and the South District are also already developed with industrial 
uses and the CPU would allow for further intensification of these uses.  Therefore, the 
proposed intensification of uses is not considered a significant change to the visual 
character in these areas.  

The land use and development design guidelines and policies in the CPU are intended 
to ensure that development within the CPU area would not result in architecture, urban 
design, landscaping, or landforms that would negatively affect the visual quality of the 
area, or strongly contrast with the surrounding development or natural topography 
through excessive bulk, signage, or architectural projection. Future development would 
be required to comply with the relevant land use and development design guidelines and 
policies of the General Plan and CPU. In addition, development in areas designated for 
commercial and industrial uses on properties that have been previously graded and 
developed with structures that conform to the Urban Design Element of the OMCP would 
be subject to review in accordance with CPIOZ Type A.  Development proposals that do 



not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations would be subject to 
discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant.   

5.2.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.   

5.2.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.2.5 Issue 3:  Landform Alteration 
Would the CPU result in a substantial change to natural topography or other ground 
surface relief feature? 

5.2.5.1 Impacts 

Specific grading quantities associated with future development in accordance with the 
CPU land uses are presently unknown.  It can be generally concluded, however, that 
future development would entail grading in quantities that would exceed the City’s 
threshold of 2,000 cubic yards per graded acre.  In order to determine whether these 
grading quantities would result in a significant impact to landform, one of four conditions 
must be met.  The first condition is that project grading must disturb steep hillsides in 
excess of the encroachment allowances of the ESL Regulations and Steep Hillside 
Guidelines.  ESL compliance is discussed further in Section 5.1.5.2.  Steep hillside 
encroachments may occur at locations where future development adjoins the Spring, 
Moody, and Dennery Canyon systems.  In addition to steep hillside encroachments, it is 
also possible that future development in accordance with the CPU would create 
manufactured slopes higher than 10 feet, and/or fill slopes that exceed 5 feet in height, 
thus exceeding the second and third grading significance thresholds as well. 

According to Section 143.0142 of the ESL, Steep Hillside Guidelines, development is 
only permitted in hillsides when necessary to achieve a maximum development area of 
25 percent.  In addition, the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds state that 
grading would not be considered significant if one or more of the following conditions 
apply: 

• The proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and 
contours, that the proposed landforms would very closely imitate the existing on-
site landform and/or the undisturbed, pre-existing surrounding neighborhood 
landforms.  This may be achieved through naturalized, variable slopes. 



• The proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and 
contours, that the proposed slopes follow the natural existing landform and at no 
point vary substantially from the natural landform elevations. 

• The proposed excavation of fill is necessary to permit installation of alternative 
design features such as step-down or detached buildings, non-typical roadway or 
parking lot designs, and alternative retaining wall designs which reduce the 
project’s overall grading requirements. 

As future development proposals come forward pursuant to the CPU, they would be 
reviewed to determine whether the grading plans demonstrate compliance with the 
above criteria or if alternative design features are required.  Future projects would be 
required to demonstrate compliance with landform grading guidelines contained in the 
City Grading Regulation, ESL Regulations, and Steep Hillside Guidelines of the LDC. 
Additionally, CPU Conservation Element Policy 8.1-3 encourages development to 
minimize grading and relate to the topography and natural features of the CPU area.  
Application of these regulatory and guidance documents would ensure that impacts 
associated with changes to natural topography of the CPU area would be less than 
significant at the program-level.   

5.2.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

Future development would be required to comply with the relevant land use and 
development design guidelines and policies of the General Plan and CPU. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant.   

5.2.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.   

5.2.5.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.2.6 Issue 4:  Unique Physical Features 
Would the CPU result in a negative visual appearance due to the loss, covering, or 
modification of any unique physical features such as a natural canyon or hillside slope in 
excess of 25 percent gradient? 



5.2.6.1 Impacts  

As discussed above in the Issue 3 analysis, future grading associated with 
implementation of the CPU and infrastructure improvements would involve grading and 
modification of steep hillsides (slopes with gradients in excess of 25 percent) contained 
within the natural canyon areas.  As described further in Section 5.1.5 of this PEIR, 
future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to comply 
with the goals and policies of the General Plan pertaining to the preservation and 
enhancement of natural landforms, including canyons and steep hillsides.  The General 
Plan Conservation Element indicates that ESL regulations shall be enforced to limit 
grading and alteration of steep hillsides to prevent landform impacts and preserve the 
City’s form.  The CPU includes Conservation Element Policies 8.1-1 through 8.1-3 
related to landform alteration. These policies require the implementation of the ESL 
regulations related to biological resources and steep hillsides for all new development. 
Additionally, future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required 
to preserve a network of open and relatively undisturbed canyons and relate to the 
topography and natural features of the CPU area. 

The ESL regulation prohibits development that encroaches into steep hillsides within the 
MHPA.  For areas outside of the MHPA, the ESL allows development of steep hillsides 
only when necessary to achieve a maximum development area of 25 percent of the 
premises.  Development consistent with the CPU has the potential to encroach into ESL 
steep hillsides and exceed ESL encroachment allowances resulting in modification of 
unique physical features within the CPU area. However, future projects’ compliance with 
the City’s Grading Regulations, General Plan, and CPU policies would ensure that 
impacts associated with the modification of unique physical features would be less than 
significant. 

5.2.6.2 Significance of Impacts 

Future development would be required to comply with the City’s relevant land use and 
development regulations, ESL regulations, and policies of the General Plan and 
proposed CPU. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.   

5.2.6.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.   

5.2.6.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

 



5.3 Air Quality/Odor 

This analysis is based on the air quality report prepared by RECON to analyze the air quality 
emissions that potentially could result from implementation of the CPU (RECON, February 
2013). The report also addresses air quality impacts resulting from vehicle exhaust on newly 
designated residential development in the CPU.  This report is included as Appendix C of 
this PEIR.  

5.3.1 Existing Conditions 

5.3.1.1 Climate 

The CPU area is located in the SDAB about 6 miles east of the Pacific Ocean. The City of 
San Diego covers approximately 330 square miles of the 4,260-square-mile basin. The 
eastern portion of the SDAB is surrounded by mountains to the north, east, and south. 
These mountains tend to restrict airflow, prohibiting dispersal of pollutants and helping to 
trap and concentrate pollutants in the valleys and low-lying areas below in inversion layers. 

The CPU area, like the rest of San Diego County’s coastal areas, has a Mediterranean 
climate characterized by warm, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The mean annual 
temperature for the project area is 62 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). The average annual 
precipitation is 12 inches, falling primarily from November to April. Winter low temperatures 
in the project area average about 41°F, and summer high temperatures average about 78°F. 
The average relative humidity is 69 percent and is based on the yearly average humidity at 
Lindbergh Field (Western Regional Climate Center [WRCC 2012]).  

The dominant meteorological feature affecting the region is the Pacific High Pressure Zone, 
which produces the prevailing westerly to northwesterly winds. These winds tend to blow 
pollutants away from the coast toward the inland areas. Consequently, air quality near the 
coast is generally better than that which occurs at the base of the coastal mountain range. 

Fluctuations in the strength and pattern of winds from the Pacific High Pressure Zone 
interacting with the daily local cycle produce periodic temperature inversions that influence 
the dispersal or containment of air pollutants in the SDAB.  Beneath the inversion layer 
pollutants become “trapped” as their ability to disperse diminishes.  The mixing depth is the 
area under the inversion layer.  Generally, the morning inversion layer is lower than the 
afternoon inversion layer.  The greater the change between the morning and afternoon 
mixing depths, the greater the ability of the atmosphere to disperse pollutants. 

Throughout the year, the height of the temperature inversion in the afternoon varies between 
approximately 1,500 and 2,500 feet AMSL. In winter, the morning inversion layer is about 



800 feet AMSL. In summer, the morning inversion layer is about 1,100 feet AMSL. 
Therefore, air quality generally tends to be better in the winter than in the summer. 

The prevailing westerly wind pattern is sometimes interrupted by regional “Santa Ana” 
conditions. A Santa Ana occurs when a strong high pressure system develops over the 
Nevada-Utah area and overcomes the prevailing westerly coastal winds, sending strong, 
steady, hot, dry northeasterly winds from the east over the mountains and out to sea. 

Strong Santa Anas tend to blow pollutants out over the ocean, producing clear days.  
However, at the onset or during breakdown of these conditions, or if the Santa Ana is weak, 
local air quality may be adversely affected.  In these cases, emissions from the South Coast 
Air Basin (including Los Angeles) to the north are blown out over the ocean, and low 
pressure over Baja California draws this pollutant-laden air mass southward.  As the high 
pressure weakens, prevailing northwesterly winds reassert themselves and send this cloud 
of contamination ashore in the SDAB. When this event does occur, the combination of 
transported contaminants from Los Angeles and Mexico, in addition to locally produced 
contaminants, produces the worst air quality measurements recorded in the basin.  

5.3.1.2 Regulatory Plans and Policies 

a. Federal Regulations 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) represent the maximum levels of background 
pollution considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and 
welfare. The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) was enacted in 1970 and amended in 1977 and 
1990 [42 United States Code (USC) 7401] for the purposes of protecting and enhancing the 
quality of the nation’s air resources to benefit public health, welfare, and productivity. In 
1971, in order to achieve the purposes of Section 109 of the CAA [42 USC 7409], the 
U.S. EPA developed primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). The NAAQS require that certain pollutants should not exceed specified levels. 
Areas that exceed the standard for specified pollutants are designated “non-attainment 
areas”. 

Six pollutants of primary concern were designated: ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), 
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), lead (Pb), and respirable particulate matter (PM10 and 
PM2.5). The primary NAAQS “. . . in the judgment of the Administrator, based on such criteria 
and allowing an adequate margin of safety, are requisite to protect the public health . . . .” 
and the secondary standards “. . . protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated 
adverse effects associated with the presence of such air pollutant in the ambient air” 
(42 USC 7409(b)(2)). The primary standards were established, with a margin of safety, 
considering long-term exposure for the most sensitive groups in the general population (i.e., 
children, senior citizens, and people with breathing difficulties).  



The current federal AAQS are presented in Table 5.3-1. The SDAB is a non-attainment area 
for the federal 8-hour ozone standard. The SDAB has recently attained the 1997 ozone 
standard and California Air Resources Board (CARB) is now in the process of filing a petition 
to the U.S. EPA to redesignate the region. 

b. State Regulations 

The U.S. EPA allows states the option to develop different (stricter) standards. The State of 
California generally has set more stringent limits on the criteria pollutants (see Table 5.3-1), 
and both federal and state standards must be met in California. The California Clean Air Act 
(CCAA), also known as the Sher Bill, or Assembly Bill 2595 (AB 2595), became effective on 
January 1, 1989. The CCAA requires that districts implement regulations to reduce 
emissions from mobile sources through the adoption and enforcement of transportation 
control measures. The California CAA requires that a district must (South Coast Air Quality 
Management District [SCAQMD] 2007):  

• Demonstrate the overall effectiveness of the air quality program;  

• Reduce non-attainment pollutants at a rate of five percent per year, or include all 
feasible measures and expeditious adoption schedule;  

• Ensure no net increase in emissions from new or modified stationary sources;  

• Reduce population exposure to severe non-attainment pollutants according to a 
prescribed schedule;  

• Include any other feasible controls that can be implemented, or for which 
implementation can begin, within 10 years of adoption of the most recent air quality 
plan; and  

• Rank control measures by cost-effectiveness.  

The SDAB is a non-attainment area for the state ozone standards, the state PM10 standard, 
and the state PM2.5 standard. 

c. Toxic Air Contaminants 

The public’s exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) is a significant public health issue in 
California. In 1983, the California Legislature enacted a program to identify the health effects 
of TACs and to reduce exposure to these contaminants to protect the public health 
(AB 1807: Health and Safety Code Sections 39650–39674). The Legislature established a 
two-step process to address the potential health effects from TACs. The first step is the risk 
assessment (or identification) phase. The second step is the risk management (or control) 
phase of the process.  



TABLE 5.3-1 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

California Standards1 Federal Standards2 
Concentration3 Method4 Primary3,5 Secondary3,6 Method7 

Ozone 
1 Hour 0.09 ppm 

(180 µg/m3) Ultraviolet 
Photometry 

– Same as 
Primary 

Standard 
Ultraviolet 

Photometry 
8 Hour 0.07 ppm  

(137 µg/m3) 
0.075 ppm 
(147 µg/m3) 

Respirable 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM10) 

24 Hour 50 µg/m3 
Gravimetric or 

Beta 
Attenuation 

150 µg/m3 
Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

Inertial 
Separation and 

Gravimetric 
Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
20 µg/m3 – 

Fine 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM2.5) 

24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 µg/m3 
Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

Inertial 
Separation and 

Gravimetric 
Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
12 µg/m3 

Gravimetric or 
Beta 

Attenuation 
15 µg/m3 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO) 

1 Hour 20 ppm 
(23 mg/m3) 

Non-dispersive 
Infrared 

Photometry 

35 ppm 
(40 mg/m3) – 

Non-dispersive 
Infrared 

Photometry 
8 Hour 9.0 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 
9 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) – 

8 Hour  
(Lake 

Tahoe) 
6 ppm 

(7 mg/m3) – – 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 
(NO2) 8 

1 Hour 0.18 ppm 
(339 µg/m3) Gas Phase 

Chemi-
luminescence 

100 ppb 

(188 µg/m3) – 
Gas Phase 

Chemi-
luminescence 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
0.030 ppm 
(57 µg/m3) 

53 ppb 
(100 µg/m3) 

Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SO2)9 

1 Hour 0.25 ppm 
(655 µg/m3) 

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence 

75 ppb 
 (196 µg/m3) – 

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence; 

Spectro 
photometry 

(Pararosaniline 
Method) 

3 Hour – – 0.5 ppm 
(1300 µg/m3) 

24 Hour 0.04 ppm 
(105 µg/m3) 

0.14 ppm 
 (for certain 

areas)9 
– 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
– 

0.030 ppm 
 (for certain 

areas)9 
– 

Lead10,11 

30 Day 
Average 1.5 µg/m3 

Atomic 
Absorption 

– – 

High Volume 
Sampler and 

Atomic 
Absorption 

Calendar 
Quarter – 

1.5 µg/m3 
(for certain 

areas)11 Same as 
Primary 

Standard Rolling  
3-Month 
Average 

– 0.15 µg/m3 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles12 

8 Hour See footnote 
12 

Beta 
Attenuation 

and 
Transmittance 
through Filter 

Tape 
No Federal Standards 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Ion Chroma-
tography 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm 

(42 µg/m3) 
Ultraviolet 

Fluorescence 
Vinyl 

Chloride10 24 Hour 0.01 ppm 
(26 µg/m3) 

Gas Chroma-
tography 

See footnotes on next page.



SOURCE: State of California 2012a. 

ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; – = not applicable. 
1California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), 
nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be 
exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the 
Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 

2National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to 
be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour 
concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. 
For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour 
average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained 
when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. 
Contact the U.S. EPA for further clarification and current national policies. 

3Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are 
based upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air 
quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this 
table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

4Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the Air Resources Board to give 
equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality standard may be used. 

5National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the 
public health. 

6National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

7Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must 
have a “consistent relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the U.S. EPA. 

8To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily 
maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 100 ppb.  Note that the national standards are in units of 
parts per billion (ppb).  California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm).  To directly compare the 
national standards to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm.  In this case, the 
national standards of 53 ppb and 100 ppb are identical to 0.053 ppm and 0.100 ppm, respectively. 

9On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary 
standards were revoked.  To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile 
of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb.  The 1971 SO2 national 
standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, 
except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until 
implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved. 

 Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb).  California standards are in units of 
parts per million (ppm).  To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can 
be converted to ppm.  In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm. 

10The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as ‘toxic air contaminants’ with no threshold level of exposure for 
adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels 
below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

11The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average.  The 1978 lead 
standard (1.5 μg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 
2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains 
in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved. 

12In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile 
visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which are “extinction of 0.23 per kilometer” and “extinction of 0.07 
per kilometer” for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively. 

 



Of particular concern statewide are diesel-exhaust particulate matter (DPM) emissions. DPM 
was established as a TAC in 1998 and is estimated to represent a majority of the cancer risk 
from TACs statewide (based on the statewide average). Diesel exhaust is a complex mixture 
of gases, vapors, and fine particles. This complexity makes the evaluation of health effects 
of diesel exhaust a complex scientific issue. Some of the chemicals in diesel exhaust, such 
as benzene and formaldehyde, have been previously identified as TACs by the CARB and 
are listed as carcinogens either under the state's Proposition 65 or under the federal 
Hazardous Air Pollutants program. Diesel emissions generated within the CPU area and the 
surrounding areas pose a potential hazard to residents and visitors.   

Following the identification of diesel particulate matter as a TAC in 1998, CARB has worked 
on developing strategies and regulations aimed at reducing the risk from diesel particulate 
matter. The overall strategy for achieving these reductions is found in the Risk Reduction 
Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles 
(CARB 2000). A stated goal of the plan is to reduce the cancer risk statewide arising from 
exposure to diesel particulate matter 85 percent by 2020. 

A number of programs and strategies to reduce diesel particulate matter that have been 
implemented or are in the process of being developed include (CARB 2010a):  

• The Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program: This 
program, administered by CARB, was initially approved in February 1999 and 
provides incentive grants to cover an incremental portion of the cost of upgrading to 
cleaner-than-required engines, equipment, and other sources of pollution providing 
early or extra emission reductions. Eligible projects include cleaner on-road, off-road, 
marine, locomotive, and agricultural sources. The program guidelines are revised 
regularly (most recently in April 2011).  

• On-road Heavy-duty Diesel Engine Reduced Emission Standards: This rule 
reduces emission standards for 2007 and subsequent model year heavy-duty diesel 
engines (66 Federal Register [FR] 5002, January 18, 2001).  

• On-road Heavy-duty Diesel Engine In-use Compliance Program: This program 
requires in-use compliance testing to ensure that existing vehicles/engines meet 
applicable emission standards throughout their useful life.  

In April 2005, CARB published Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 
Perspective (CARB 2005). The handbook makes recommendations directed at protecting 
sensitive land uses from air pollutant emissions while balancing a myriad of other land use 
issues (e.g., housing, transportation needs, economics, etc.). It notes that the handbook is 
not regulatory or binding on local agencies and recognizes that application takes a 
qualitative approach. As reflected in the CARB Handbook, there is currently no adopted 
standard for the significance of health effects from mobile sources. Therefore, the CARB 
has provided guidelines for the siting of land uses near heavily traveled roadways. Of 



pertinence to this study, the CARB guidelines indicate that siting new sensitive land uses 
within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads with 100,000 or more vehicles/day should be 
avoided when possible. 

As an ongoing process, CARB will continue to establish new programs and regulations for 
the control of diesel particulate emissions as appropriate. The continued development and 
implementation of these programs and policies will ensure that the public exposure to diesel 
particulate matter will continue to decline.  

d. State Implementation Plan (SIP) 

A State Implementation Plan (SIP) is a plan for each state which identifies how that state will 
attain and/or maintain the primary and secondary NAAQS as identified in section 109 of the 
CAA and 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 50.4 through 50.12, which includes 
federally enforceable requirements. In California, the SIP is a compilation of new and 
previously submitted plans, programs (such as monitoring, modeling, permitting, etc.), 
district rules, state regulations, and federal controls. The CARB is the lead agency for all 
matters related to the SIP under state law. Local air districts and other agencies, such as the 
Department of Pesticide Regulation and the Bureau of Automotive Repair, prepare SIP 
elements and submit them to CARB for review and approval. The CARB then forwards SIP 
revisions to the U.S. EPA for approval and publication in the Federal Register. All of the 
items included in the California SIP are listed in the CFR at 40 CFR 52.220. 

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) is responsible for preparing and 
implementing the portion of the SIP applicable to the SDAB. The SDAPCD adopts rules, 
regulations, and programs to attain state and federal air quality standards, and appropriates 
money (including permit fees) to achieve these objectives.  

e. Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) 

The SDAPCD is the agency that regulates air quality in the SDAB. The SDAPCD prepared 
the 1991/1992 Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) in response to the requirements set 
forth in AB 2595. The draft was adopted, with amendments, on June 30, 1992 (County of 
San Diego 1992). Attached, as part of the RAQS, are the Transportation Control Measures 
(TCMs) for the air quality plan prepared by SANDAG in accordance with AB 2595 and 
adopted by SANDAG on March 27, 1992, as Resolution Number 92-49 and Addendum. The 
required triennial updates of the RAQS and corresponding TCMs were adopted in 1995, 
1998, 2001, 2004, and 2009. The RAQS and TCMs set forth the steps needed to 
accomplish attainment of the CAAQS.  

5.3.1.3 Existing Air Quality 

Air quality at a particular location is a function of the kinds, amounts, and dispersal rates of 
pollutants being emitted into the air locally and throughout the basin. The major factors 



affecting pollutant dispersion are wind speed and direction, the vertical dispersion of 
pollutants (which is affected by inversions), and the local topography.  

Air quality is commonly expressed as the number of days in which air pollution levels exceed 
state standards set by the CARB or federal standards set by the U.S. EPA. The SDAPCD 
maintains 11 air quality monitoring stations located throughout the greater San Diego 
metropolitan region. Air pollutant concentrations and meteorological information are 
continuously recorded at these 11 stations. Measurements are then used by scientists to 
help forecast daily air pollution levels. Table 5.3-2 summarizes the number of days per year 
during which state and federal standards were exceeded in the SDAB overall during the 
years 2007 2008 to 20112012. The Otay Mesa—Paseo International monitoring station, 
located in the southeastern portion of the CPU area, and the Otay Mesa—Richard J. 
Donovan Correctional Facility monitoring station, located east of the CPU area, are the 
nearest stations. Figure 5.3-1 shows the locations of these monitoring stations. As shown, 
the Otay Mesa monitoring station is located at the U.S.–Mexico border. Air pollutant 
measurements taken at the Otay Mesa monitoring station include the air pollutants 
originating in Tijuana. 

Table 5.3-3 provides a summary of measurements of ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and PM10 collected at the Otay Mesa monitoring stations for the years 
2007 2008 through 20112012.  

a. Ozone 

Nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons (reactive organic gases [ROGs]) are known as the chief 
“precursors” of ozone. These compounds react in the presence of sunlight to produce 
ozone. Ozone is the primary air pollution problem in the SDAB. Because sunlight plays such 
an important role in its formation, ozone pollution, or smog, is mainly a concern during the 
daytime in summer months. The SDAB is currently designated a federal and state non-
attainment area for ozone. During the past 20 years, San Diego has experienced a decline 
in the number of days with unhealthy levels of ozone despite the region’s growth in 
population and vehicle miles traveled (County of San Diego 2010). As noted in Section 
5.3.1.2, the SDAB has recently attained the 1997 ozone standard and CARB is now in the 
process of filing a petition to the U.S. EPA to redesignate the region. 

Locally, about three-quarters of smog-forming emissions come from motor vehicles and 
mobile equipment powered by internal combustion engines (County of San Diego 2009a). 
Population growth in San Diego has resulted in a large increase in the number of 
automobiles expelling ozone-forming pollutants while operating on area roadways. In 
addition, the occasional transport of smog-filled air from the SCAB only adds to the SDAB’s  

1--



FIGURE 5.3-1

Air Quality Monitoring Stations
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TABLE 5.3-2 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY SUMMARY – SAN DIEGO AIR BASIN 

 

NOTE: Table has been updated to show data from 2008 to 2012. For ease of viewing, strikeout/underline has been removed. 
SOURCE:  State of California 2011a2013; U.S. EPA 2011a2013. 
*Measured Days/Calculated Days—Calculated days are the estimated number of days that a measurement would have been greater than the level of the standard had measurements been collected every day. Particulate measurements are 

collected every six days.  The number of days above the standard is not necessarily the number of violations of the standard for the year. 
aCalifornia standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except at Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, and PM10 are values that are not to be exceeded. Some measurements gathered for pollutants with air quality 

standards that are based upon 1-hour, 8-hour, or 24-hour averages, may be excluded if the CARB determines they would occur less than once per year on average. 
bNational standards other than for ozone and particulates, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 1-hour ozone standard is attained if, during the most recent 3-year 

period, the average number of days per year with maximum hourly concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. 
cA = attainment; N = non-attainment; U = Unclassifiable 
N/A = not applicable; Na = data not available; NX = annual average not exceeded; EX = annual average exceeded. 
ppm = parts per million, pphm = parts per hundred million, µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 
dSecondary Standard. 
 

Pollutant 
Average 

Time 

California 
Ambient Air 

Quality 
Standardsa 

Attainment 
Status 

National 
Ambient Air 

Quality 
Standardsb 

Attainment 
Statusc 

Maximum Concentration Number of Days Exceeding State Standard Number of Days Exceeding National Standard 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
O3 1 hour 0.09 ppm N N/A N/A 0.139 0.119 0.107 0.114 0.101 18 8 7 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 
O3 8 hours 0.07ppm N 0.075 ppm N 0.110 0.098 0.088 0.093 0.084 69 47 21 33 25 35 24 14 10 10 
CO 1 hour 20 ppm A 35 ppm A Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na 
CO 8 hours 9 ppm A 9 ppm A 3.51 3.24 2.46 2.44 3.70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NO2 1 hour 0.18 ppm A 0.100 ppmd A 0.123 0.091 0.091 0.100 0.077 0 0 0 0 0 -- -- -- -- -- 
NO2 Annual 0.030 ppm A 0.053 ppm A 0.015 0.016 0.013 0.013 0.020 NX NX NX NX NX NX NX NX NX NX 
SO2 1 hour 0.25 ppm A 0.075 ppm A Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na 
SO2 3 hours N/A N/A N/A N/A Na Na Na Na Na -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
SO2 24 hours 0.04 ppm A N/A N/A Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na Na -- -- -- -- -- 

PM10 24 hours 50 µg/m3 N 150 µg/m3 U 158.0 126.0 108.0 126.0 126.0 30/ 
163.4* 

25/ 
146.4* 

22/ 
136.0* 

23/ 
138.5 6/6.1 1/6.1* 0/0.0* 0/0.0* 0/0* 0/Na* 

PM10 Annual 20 µg/m3 N N/A N/A 56.1 53.9 47.0 46.2 24.3 EX EX EX EX EX -- -- -- -- -- 
PM2.5

 24 hours N/A N/A 35 µg/m3 A 44.0 78.4 52.2 69.8 70.7 -- -- -- -- -- 3.5 3.4 2.0 3.0 2.0 
PM2.5

 Annual 12 µg/m3 N 15 µg/m3 A 14.9 12.2 10.8 10.9 Na EX EX NX NX Na NX NX NX NX NX 



TABLE 5.3-3 
SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY MEASUREMENTS RECORDED AT THE  

OTAY MESA MONITORING STATIONS 
 

Pollutant/Standard 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
OTAY MESA—PASEO INTERNATIONAL MONITORING STATION 
Ozone      

Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.09 ppm) 2 1 0 1 0 
Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.07 ppm) 3 0 0 1 0 
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.12 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 
Days ’97 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.08 ppm) 1 0    
Days ’08 Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.075 ppm) 2 0    
Max. 1-hr (ppm) 0.099 0.098 0.076 0.095 0.08 
Max 8-hr (ppm) 0.089 0.068 0.068 0.076 0.06 

Carbon Monoxide      
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (20 ppm) 0 0 Na  Na Na 
Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (9 ppm) 0 0 0 0 Na  
Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (35 ppm) 0 0 Na  Na Na 
Days Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded (9 ppm) 0 0 0 0 Na  
Max. 1-hr (ppm) 4.60 4.60 Na  Na Na 
Max. 8-hr (ppm) 3.51 3.06 2.21 Na Na  

Nitrogen Dioxide      
Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 
Max 1-hr (ppm) 0.123 0.091 0.091 0.100 0.077 
Annual Average (ppm) 0.024 0.021 0.021 0.020 0.020 

Sulfur Dioxide      
Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded (0.04 ppm) 0 0 0 0 Na 
Max. Daily (ppm) 0.008 0.008 0.007 0.006 Na 
Annual Average (ppm) 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.002 Na 

PM10*      
Measured Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded (50 µg/m3) 30 25 22 23 Na  
Calculated Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded (50 µg/m3) 163.4 146.4 136.0 138.5 Na 
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded (150 µg/m3) 1 0 0 0 Na  
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded (150 µg/m3) 6.1 0 0 0 Na  
Max. Daily (µg/m3) 158.0 126.0 108.0 126.0 Na  
State Annual Average (µg/m3) 56.1 53.9 47.0 46.2 Na  
Federal Annual Average (µg/m3) 56.0 53.6 46.6 45.4 Na  

OTAY MESA—DONOVAN CORRECTIONAL FACILITY MONITORING STATION 

PM10*      
Measured Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded (50 µg/m3) 8 10 3 2 1 
Calculated Days State 24-hour Standard Exceeded (50 µg/m3) 47.4 62.4 18.0 12.6 6.1 
Measured Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded (150 µg/m3) 0 0 0 0 0 
Calculated Days Federal 24-hour Standard Exceeded (150 µg/m3) 0 0 0 0 0 
Max. Daily (µg/m3) 99.0 81.0 57.0 56.0 53.0 
State Annual Average (µg/m3) 31.2 34.2 29.8 25.9 24.4 
Federal Annual Average (µg/m3)      

NOTE: Table has been updated to show data from 2008 to 2012. For ease of viewing, strikeout/underline has been 
removed. 

SOURCE:  State of California 20122013. 
Na = Not available; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
*Calculated days value. Calculated days are the estimated number of days that a measurement would have been 
greater than the level of the standard had measurements been collected every day. The number of days above the 
standard is not necessarily the number of violations of the standard for the year. 



ozone problem. More strict automobile emission controls, including more efficient automobile 
engines, have played a large role in why ozone levels have steadily decreased. 

In the SDAB overall, during the five-year period of 2007 2008 to 20112012, the former national 
1-hour ozone standard of 0.12 parts per mission million (ppm) was exceeded 1 day in 2007 and 
2 days in 2008. The stricter state 1-hour ozone standard of 0.09 ppm was exceeded 21 days in 
2007, 18 days in 2008, 8 days in 2009, 7 days in 2010, and 5 days in 2011, and 2 days in 2012 
(see Table 5.3-2). 

At the Otay Mesa–Paseo International monitoring station, Tthe 1-hour state standard for 
ozone of 0.09 ppm was exceeded 2 days in 2008, 1 day in 2009, and 1 day in 2011 at the 
Otay Mesa–Paseo International monitoring station during the five-year period of 2007 2008 
to 2011 2012 (see Table 5.3-3). 

In order to address adverse health effects due to prolonged exposure, the U.S. EPA phased 
out the national 1-hour ozone standard and replaced it with the more protective 8-hour ozone 
standard. The SDAB is currently a nonattainment area for the previous (1997) national 
8-hour standard and is recommended as a nonattainment area for the revised (2008) 
national 8-hour standard of 0.075 ppm.  

In the SDAB overall, during the five-year period of 2007 2008 to 2011 2012 the former 
national 8-hour ozone standard of 0.08 ppm was exceeded 7 days in 2007, 11 days in 2008, 
4 days in 2009, 1 day in 2010, and 3 days in 2011. The revised national 8-hour standard of 
0.075 was exceeded 27 days in 2007, 35 days in 2008, 24 days in 2009, 14 days in 2010, 
and 10 days in 2011, and 10 days in 2012. The stricter State 8-hour ozone standard of 
0.07 ppm was exceeded 50 days in 2007, 69 days in 2008, 47 days in 2009, 21 days in 
2010, and 33 days in 2011, and 25 days in 2012. 

At the Otay Mesa–Paseo International monitoring station, Tthe previous national 8-hour 
standard of 0.08 ppm was exceeded 1 day in 2008 and the revised national 8-hour standard 
of 0.075 ppm was exceeded 2 days in 2008 at the Otay Mesa-Paseo International 
monitoring station during the five-year period from 2007 2008 to 2011 2012 (see Table 5.3-
3). The stricter state 8-hour ozone standard of 0.07 ppm was exceeded on 1 day in 2007, 
3 days 2008, and 1 day in 2011. 

Not all of the ozone within the SDAB is derived from local sources. Under certain 
meteorological conditions, such as during Santa Ana wind events, ozone and other 
pollutants are transported from the Los Angeles Basin and combine with ozone formed from 
local emission sources to produce elevated ozone levels in the SDAB.  

Local agencies can control neither the source nor the transportation of pollutants from 
outside the air basin. The SDAPCD’s policy, therefore, has been to control local sources 
effectively enough to reduce locally produced contamination to clean air standards. Through 



the use of air pollution control measures outlined in the RAQS, the SDAPCD has effectively 
reduced O3 levels in the SDAB.  

Actions that have been taken in the SDAB to reduce O3 concentrations include:  

• TCMs, if vehicle travel and emissions exceed attainment demonstration levels. 
TCMs are strategies that will reduce transportation-related emissions by reducing vehicle 
use or improving traffic flow.  

• Enhanced motor vehicle inspection and maintenance program. The smog-check 
program is overseen by the Bureau of Automotive Repair. The program requires most 
vehicles to pass a smog test once every two years before registering in the state of 
California. The smog-check program monitors the amount of pollutants automobiles 
produce. One focus of the program is identifying “gross polluters,” or vehicles that 
exceed two times the allowable emissions for a particular model. Regular maintenance 
and tune-ups, changing oil, and checking tire inflation can improve gas mileage and 
lower air pollutant emissions. It can also reduce traffic congestion due to preventable 
breakdowns, further lowering emissions.  

• Air Quality Improvement Program (AQIP). The AQIP, established by AB 118, is a 
voluntary incentive program administered by the CARB to fund clean vehicle and 
equipment projects, research on biofuels production and the air quality impacts of 
alternative fuels, and workforce training.  

b. Carbon Monoxide  

The SDAB is classified as a state attainment area and as a federal maintenance area for 
carbon monoxide (County of San Diego 1998). Until 2003, no violations of the state standard 
for CO had been recorded in the SDAB since 1991, and no violations of the national 
standard had been recorded in the SDAB since 1989. The violations that took place in 2003 
were likely the result of massive wildfires that occurred throughout the county.  No violations 
of the state or federal CO standards have occurred since 2003. As shown in Tables 5.3-2 
and 5.3-3, the state and national standards have not been exceeded at the Otay Mesa 
monitoring stations or the SDAB during the five-year period from 2007 2008 to 20112012. 

Small-scale, localized concentrations of CO above the state and national standards have the 
potential to occur at intersections with stagnation points such as those that occur on major 
highways and heavily traveled and congested roadways. Localized high concentrations of 
CO are referred to as “CO hot spots” and are a concern at congested intersections, where 
automobile engines burn fuel less efficiently and their exhaust contains more CO.  

c. Particulate Matter Less than 10 Microns  

PM10 is particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less. Ten microns 
is about one-seventh of the diameter of a human hair. Particulate matter is a complex 



mixture of very tiny solid or liquid particles composed of chemicals, soot, and dust. Sources 
of PM10 emissions in the SDAB consist mainly of urban activities, dust suspended by vehicle 
traffic, and secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere.  

Under typical conditions (i.e., no wildfires) particles classified under the PM10 category are 
mainly emitted directly from activities that disturb the soil including travel on roads and 
construction, mining, or agricultural operations. Other sources include windblown dust, salts, 
brake dust, and tire wear (County of San Diego 1998). For several reasons hinging on the 
area’s dry climate and coastal location, the SDAB has special difficulty in developing 
adequate tactics to meet present state particulate standards. 

The SDAB is designated as federal unclassified and state non-attainment for PM10. The 
measured federal PM10 standard was exceeded once in 2007 and once in 2008 in the 
SDAB. The 2007 exceedance occurred on October 21, 2007, at a time when major wildfires 
were raging throughout San Diego County. Consequently, this exceedance was likely 
caused by the wildfires and would be beyond the control of the SDAPCD (CARB 2010d). As 
such, this event is covered under the EPA’s Natural Events Policy that permits, under certain 
circumstances, the exclusion of air quality data attributable to uncontrollable natural events 
(e.g., volcanic activity, wild land fires, and high wind events). The 2008 exceedance did not 
occur during wildfires and is not covered under this policy. The stricter state standard was 
exceeded a calculated number of days of 158.6 days in 2007, 163.4 days in 2008, 146.4 
days in 2009, 136 days in 2010, and 138.5 days in 2011, and 6.1 days in 2012. Calculated 
days are the estimated number of days that a measurement would have been greater than 
the level of the standard had measurements been collected every day. Particulate 
measurements are collected every six days. 

At the Otay Mesa-Paseo International monitoring station, the national 24-hour PM10 standard 
was exceeded one day in 2007 and one day in 2008 during the years 2007 2008 through 
20112012. The stricter state 24-hour PM10 standard was exceeded 27 days in 2007, 30 days 
in 2008, 25 days in 2009, 22 days in 2010, and 23 days in 2011, and 1 day in 2012. 

At the Otay Mesa-Donovan Correctional Facility monitoring station, the national 24-hour 
PM10 standard was not exceeded one day in 2007 during the years between 2007 2008 
through and 20112012.  The stricter state 24-hour PM10 standard was exceeded 10 days in 
2007, 8 days in 2008, 10 days in 2009, 3 days in 2010, and 2 days in 2011, and 1 day in 
2012. 

d. Particulate Matter Less than 2.5 Microns 

Airborne, inhalable particles with aerodynamic diameters of 2.5 microns or less have been 
recognized as an air quality concern requiring regular monitoring. Federal regulations 
required that PM2.5 monitoring begin January 1, 1999 (County of San Diego 1999). The Otay 
Mesa monitoring stations do not monitor PM2.5. Federal PM2.5 standards established in 1997 
include an annual arithmetic mean of 15 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) and a 24-hour 



concentration of 65 µg/m3. As discussed above, the 24-hour PM2.5 standard has been 
changed to 35 µg/m3. However, this does not apply to the monitoring in 2005 or 2006. State 
PM2.5 standards established in 2002 are an annual arithmetic mean of 12 µg/m3.  

The SDAB was classified as an attainment area for the previous federal 24-hour PM2.5 
standard of 65 µg/m3 and has been classified as an attainment area for the revised federal 
24-hour PM2.5 standard of 35 µg/m3 (U.S. EPA 2004, 2009). The SDAB is a non-attainment 
area for the State PM2.5 standard (CARB 2009).  

In the SDAB overall the new national standard of 35 µg/m3 was exceeded a calculated 
number of days of 11.4 days in 2007, 3.5 days in 2008, 3.4 days in 2009, 2 days in 2010, 
and 3 days in 2011, and 2 days in 2012. Additionally, although the federal annual standard 
was not exceeded during the period from 2007 2008 through 20112012, the State annual 
standard was routinely exceeded during this period in the SDAB overall. 

e. Nitrogen Dioxide, Sulfur Dioxide, and Lead 

The national and state standards for NO2, SOx, and previous standard for lead are being met 
in the SDAB, and the latest pollutant trends suggest that these standards will not be 
exceeded in the foreseeable future. As discussed above, new standards for these pollutants 
have been adopted, and new designations for the SDAB will be determined in the future. 
The SDAB is also in attainment of the state standards for hydrogen sulfides, sulfates, and 
visibility reducing particles. 

f. Odors 

The State of California Health and Safety Code Sections 41700 and 41705, and SDAPCD 
Rule 51 prohibit emissions from any source whatsoever in such quantities of air 
contaminants or other material, which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the 
public health or damage to property. The provisions of these regulations do not apply to 
odors emanating from agricultural operations necessary for the growing of crops or the 
raising of fowl or animals. It is generally accepted that the “considerable” number of persons 
requirement in Rule 51 is normally satisfied when 10 different individuals/households have 
made separate complaints within 90 days. Odor complaints from a “considerable” number of 
persons or businesses in the area will be considered to be a significant, adverse odor 
impact.  

Every use and operation shall be conducted so that no unreasonable heat, odor, vapor, 
glare, vibration (displacement), dust, smoke, or other forms of air pollution subject to 
SDAPCD standards shall be discernible at the property line of the parcel upon which the use 
or operation is located. Therefore, any unreasonable odor discernible at the property line of 
a future project site within the CPU area will be considered a significant odor impact.  



5.3.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, impacts related to air 
quality and odor would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Obstruct or conflict with the implementation of the San Diego RAQS or applicable 
portions of the SIP;  

2. Result in emissions that would violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation;  

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state AAQS 
(including the release of emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors);  

4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration, including air toxics 
such as diesel particulates; or 

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  

5.3.3 Issue 1: Plan Consistency 
Would the CPU obstruct or conflict with the implementation of the San Diego RAQS or 
applicable portions of the SIP? 

5.3.3.1 Impacts 

As described above, the CCAA requires areas that are designated nonattainment for ozone, 
CO, SO2, and NO2 to prepare and implement plans to attain the standards by the earliest 
practicable date. The SDAB is designated nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5; 
however, the CCAA does not require a plan for PM10 or PM2.5. Accordingly, the RAQS was 
developed to identify feasible emission control measures and provide expeditious progress 
toward attaining the state ozone standards. The two pollutants addressed in the RAQS are 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxide (NOX), which are precursors to the 
formation of ozone. Projected increases in motor vehicle usage, population, and industrial 
growth create challenges in controlling emissions to maintain and further improve air quality. 
The RAQS, in conjunction with the TCM, were most recently adopted in 2009 as the air 
quality plan for the region. The basis for these plans is the distribution of population in the 
region as projected by SANDAG. Updating the adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan to 
change development potential would, necessarily, result in an inconsistency between the 
current air quality plans (that are based on the adopted community plan) and the CPU.  

Relative to the adopted community plan upon which the RAQS is based, the CPU would: 



• increase the number of residential units by approximately 51 percent; 

• decrease the amount of land designated for commercial development by 30 percent; 

• increase the amount of land designated for institutional development by 13 percent; 
and 

• decrease the amount of land designated for industrial use by 15 percent.  

Development associated with the CPU would result in approximately 1,045,025 vehicle trips 
per day, which is 121,413 fewer trips than what would occur under the adopted community 
plan (Urban Systems Associates 2012).   

As discussed under Section 5.3.4, while area and mobile emissions under the CPU would 
exceed project-level thresholds, the emissions would be less than area and mobile 
emissions identified under the adopted community plan for all criteria pollutants. As the 
primary goal of the RAQS is to reduce ozone precursor emissions and the CPU would result 
in lower emissions than the existing plan, the CPU would not obstruct or conflict with the 
implementation of the San Diego RAQS or applicable portions of the SIP. 

5.3.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

Growth and traffic projections as well as development patterns are used to develop the 
emissions estimates identified in the RAQS, and are the basis for determining required 
reductions to meet national and State ambient air quality standards. The changes in the land 
uses under the CPU and the traffic generated under the CPU would result in fewer 
emissions than the adopted community plan upon which the current RAQS is based. Thus, it 
can be concluded that the CPU would not obstruct or conflict with the implementation of the 
San Diego RAQS or applicable portions of the SIP and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5.3.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.3.3.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.3.4 Issue 2: Criteria Pollutants 
Would the CPU result in emissions that would violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 



Would the CPU result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state AAQS 
(including the release of emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

5.3.4.1 Impacts 

Air quality impacts would result from the construction and operation of a project. 
Construction impacts are short-term and result from fugitive dust, equipment exhaust, and 
indirect effects associated with construction workers and deliveries. Operational impacts 
would occur on two levels: regional impacts resulting from growth-inducing development or 
local hot-spot effects stemming from sensitive receptors being placed close to highly 
congested roadways. In the case of the CPU, operational impacts are primarily due to 
emissions within the basin from mobile sources associated with the vehicular travel along 
the roadways within the CPU area. 

Air emissions were calculated using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
computer program (SCAQMD 2011). CalEEMod is a tool used to estimate air emissions 
resulting from land development projects in the state of California. The model generates 
emissions from three basics sources: construction sources, area sources (e.g., fireplaces 
and natural gas heating), and operational sources (e.g., traffic). 

a. Construction Emissions 

Construction-related activities are temporary, short-term sources of air emissions.  Sources 
of construction-related air emissions include: 

• Fugitive dust from grading activities; 

• Construction equipment exhaust; 

• Construction-related trips by workers, delivery trucks, and material-hauling trucks; 
and 

• Construction-related power consumption. 

Air pollutants generated by the construction of projects within the CPU area would vary 
depending upon the number of projects occurring simultaneously and the size of each 
individual project. Construction-related pollutants result from dust raised during demolition 
and grading, exhaust emissions from construction vehicles, and products used during 
construction. Construction operations are subject to the requirements established in 
Regulation 4, Rules 52 and 54, of the SDAPCD’s rules and regulations, which are intended 
to limit and control fugitive dust emissions. 

The exact number and timing of future development projects that would occur under the 
CPU are unknown. However, for projects located within the predominantly developed 



portions of the CPU, it can be assumed that projects would be relatively small in terms of 
land area, some of which would involve the demolition of existing structures or 
improvements. Conversely, projects located in the undeveloped portions of the CPU area 
would involve relatively large tracts of land with limited demolition activities.  

To simulate the range of potential air emissions that would occur, two hypothetical projects 
were evaluated. These hypothetical projects include a 1-acre multi-family residential project 
that may be typical in the more developed portions of the CPU area and the development of 
a large scale project that would occur in the undeveloped portions of the CPU area. 
Table 5.3-4 represents a reasonable worst-case scenario for each type of project based on 
the parameters detailed in Appendix C.  

TABLE 5.3-4 
SAMPLE DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

 
Pollutant Small Project Large Project Threshold 

ROG 76 90 137 
NOX 45 111 250 
CO 27 59 550 
SO2 0 0 250 
PM10 8 23 100 
PM2.5 5 15 1001 

1The PM2.5 threshold is based on the PM10 standard and the methodology presented in the 
Final Methodology to Calculate PM2.5 and PM2.5 Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD 2006).  
NOTE: The total PM emissions indicated in the CalEEMod output files do not equal the sum 
of the individual source emissions. 

 

The emissions summarized in Table 5.3-4 are the maximum daily emissions for each 
pollutant that would occur during any phases of construction. In each case the emissions 
would be below the threshold.  

b. Operational Emissions 

For comparative purposes, air emissions were calculated for the adopted community plan in 
the year 2030 and the CPU in the year 2030 using CalEEMod with parameters specified in 
Appendix C. These emissions are then compared to the project-level thresholds. 

The air quality emissions analysis for the CPU was performed consistent with standard 
methodology.  CEQA air quality analyses typically do not quantify the existing emission 
sources1, such as existing houses, businesses, etc., but instead rely on the ambient air 
quality concentrations monitored by the local air district for the existing condition, as this 

1In addition, the models used to quantify air emissions in CEQA analysis, i.e. URBEMIS and CalEEMod, have general 
assumptions for operation emissions from area sources, such as space heaters, water heaters, etc., that these sources meet 
certain current manufacturing requirements, which would not have been required for the existing land uses.  



includes all sources in the basin. Unlike some other issue areas, such as traffic, existing 
sources are not discounted from the project emissions, e.g., existing – project = net project; 
instead air quality analyses only consider the emissions of the project relative to a set of 
limits/thresholds. However, project-level standards, i.e. mass emission limits, e.g., X pounds 
per day/X tons per year2, are not appropriate for a program-level analysis, as the thresholds 
are conservative and intended to ensure many individual projects would not obstruct the 
timely attainment of the national and state ambient air quality standards.  As a general 
principle, discretionary, program-level planning activities, such as general plans, community 
plans, specific plans, etc., would be evaluated for consistency with the local air quality plan. 
Whereas the project-level thresholds would be applied to individual project-specific 
approvals, such as a proposed development project.  Therefore, the analysis of the CPU is 
based on conformance with the RAQS, which is based on the future emissions estimates 
and related to attainment strategies on the assumptions of the adopted community plan. The 
analysis looks at the emissions of the CPU in relation to the adopted community plan to 
determine if the emissions would exceed the emissions estimates included in the RAQS and 
obstruct attainment, which would potentially result in an exceedance of an ambient air quality 
standard and could result in the temporary or permanent exposure of persons to unhealthy 
concentrations of pollutants.  

A summary of the modeling results, which includes both mobile and area source emissions, 
is shown in Table 5.3-5. As shown, total future emissions of all pollutants under the CPU are 
projected to be greater than project-level thresholds. This is due to future development 
associated with buildout. Total future emissions under the CPU are projected to be less than 
under the adopted community plan. This is primarily related to reductions in traffic volumes 
under the CPU, which is due to the decrease in development intensity under the CPU when 
compared to the adopted community plan. 

2The thresholds are typically based on the EPA’s general conformity requirements, which state that projects that do not exceed 
certain emission levels would have almost no effect on air quality. The emission limits are only applied to nonattainment 
pollutants. For San Diego this would be 100 tons/year for CO and O3 (NOX and ROG), however, the City has adopted even 
more stringent thresholds based on the APCD’s trigger limits, which requires an air quality study to be conducted for the APCD 
if a new stationary source exceeds the levels.  



TABLE 5.3-5 
AVERAGE DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS TO THE SAN DIEGO AIR BASIN 

(pounds/day) 
 

Season/ 
Pollutant 

Adopted Community Plan  CPU 
(Year 2030) (Year 2030) 

Area  
Source 

Mobile 
Source 

Total 
Emissions 

Area  
Source 

Mobile 
Source 

Total 
Emissions 

Summer 
  ROG 3,145 2,769 5,914 2,893 2,725 5,619 
  NOx 5,605 12 5,617 5,166 18 5,184 
  CO 25,555 1,032 26,587 23,707 1,563 25,270 
  SO1 81 0 81 76 0 76 
  PM10 9,246 6 9,252 8,644 9 8,653 
  PM2.5 505 6 511 471 9 480 

Winter 
  ROG 3,318 2,769 6,087 3,059 2,725 5,784 
  NOx 5,785 12 5,797 5,338 18 5,356 
  CO 25,390 1,032 26,422 23,485 1,563 25,048 
  SO1 76 0 76 71 0 71 
  PM10 9,248 6 9,254 8,646 9 8,655 
  PM2.5 507 6 512 473 9 481 

1Emissions calculated by CalEEMod are for SO2. 
 

5.3.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. Construction Emissions 

As demonstrated by the analysis of hypothetical projects, air emissions due to construction 
would not exceed the applicable thresholds. However, if several of these projects were to 
occur simultaneously, there is the potential for multiple projects to exceed significance 
thresholds. 

The projects discussed above are illustrative only. Approval of the CPU would not permit the 
construction of any individual project, and no specific development details are available at 
this time. The thresholds presented above are applied on a project-by-project basis and are 
not necessarily intended for assessment of impacts from large or regional plans. The 
information is presented to illustrate the potential scope of air impacts for projects that would 
be developed under the plan. While it is not anticipated that construction activities under the 
CPU would result in significant air quality impacts, as air emissions from the future 
developments within the CPU area cannot be adequately quantified at this time, this impact 
would be significant.  

b. Operational Emissions 

While emissions under the CPU would exceed project-level thresholds, which would 
potentially have a significant air quality impact when compared to the existing condition, the 
CPU would result in lower emissions than the adopted plan.  

I I I I 



The CPU would be consistent with adopted regional air quality improvement plans and 
would represent a decrease in emissions used to develop the SDAPCD RAQS. However, as 
air emissions from the future developments within the CPU area cannot be adequately 
quantified at this time, this impact would be significant. 

5.3.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

The goals, policies, and recommendations of the City combined with the federal, state, and 
local regulations provide a framework for developing project-level air quality protection 
measures for future discretionary projects. The City’s process for the evaluation of 
discretionary projects includes environmental review and documentation pursuant to CEQA 
as well as an analysis of those projects for consistency with the goals, policies, and 
recommendations of the General Plan and CPU. In general, implementation of the policies in 
the CPU and General Plan would preclude or reduce air quality impacts. Compliance with 
the standards is required of all projects and is not considered to be mitigation. However, it is 
possible that for certain projects, adherence to the regulations would not adequately protect 
air quality, and such projects would require additional measures to avoid or reduce 
significant air quality impacts. These additional measures would be considered mitigation.  

Where mitigation is determined to be necessary and feasible, these measures shall be 
included in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project. 

Mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 shall be implemented to reduce project-level impacts. 
These measures shall be updated, expanded and refined when applied to specific future 
projects based on project-specific design and changes in existing conditions, and local, state 
and federal laws. 

AQ-1: For projects that would exceed daily construction emissions thresholds established 
by the City of San Diego, best available control measures/technology shall be 
incorporated to reduce construction emissions to below daily emission standards 
established by the City of San Diego. Best available control measures/technology 
shall include: 

a. Minimizing simultaneous operation of multiple pieces of construction equipment; 

b. Use of more efficient, or low pollutant emitting, equipment, e.g. Tier III or IV rated 
equipment; 

c. Use of alternative fueled construction equipment; 

d. Dust control measures for construction sites to minimize fugitive dust, e.g. 
watering, soil stabilizers, and speed limits; and 

e. Minimizing idling time by construction vehicles. 



AQ-2: Development that would significantly impact air quality, either individually or 
cumulatively, shall receive entitlement only if it is conditioned with all reasonable 
mitigation to avoid, minimize, or offset the impact. As a part of this process, future 
projects shall be required to buffer sensitive receptors from air pollution sources 
through the use of landscaping, open space, and other separation techniques. 

5.3.4.4 Significance after Mitigation 

While the mitigation framework and CPU policies would reduce emissions, future projects 
may not be able to reduce air emissions below the City’s threshold. Therefore, impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable.  

5.3.5 Issue 3: Sensitive Receptors 
Would the CPU expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration, including 
air toxics such as diesel particulates? 

5.3.5.1 Impacts 

a. CO Hotspots 

The SDAB was redesignated as a CO attainment area subsequent to the passage of the 
1990 federal CAA amendments.  According to the Transportation Project-Level Carbon 
Monoxide Protocol (University of California Davis) (CO protocol), in maintenance areas, only 
projects that are likely to worsen air quality necessitate further analysis (University of 
California, Davis 1997).  The Protocol indicates projects may worsen air quality if they 
worsen traffic flow, defined as increasing average delay at signalized intersections operating 
at Level of Service (LOS) E or F or causing an intersection that would operate at LOS D or 
better without the project, to operate at LOS E or F.  Unsignalized intersections are not 
evaluated as they are typically do not carry significant volumes or have long delays and are 
unlikely to result in a CO hotspot.  

As indicated in the traffic study, 28 intersections were found to operate at LOS E or worse.  
Based on the intersection operations, delay, and volume, the three intersections with the 
greatest potential to result in a CO hot spot were selected for a detailed CO Hot Spot analysis. 
These intersections are: 

• Otay Mesa Road and Innovative Drive 
• Old Otay Mesa Road and Beyer Boulevard   
• Otay Valley Road and Heritage Road 



In accordance with the CO Protocol, if CO concentrations at these three intersections do not 
result in CO hot spots, it is can be determined that no CO hot spots would occur at the 
remaining twenty-five intersections.  

CALINE4, a computer air emission dispersion model, was used to calculate CO 
concentrations at receivers located on the corners of each intersection.  These 
concentrations were calculated from various inputs including traffic volumes, from the CPU 
traffic analysis, and emission factors from EMFAC2011 (CARB 2011).  

As shown in Table 5.3-6, concentrations at these three intersections, under the CPU, would 
not exceed the ambient air quality standards. Therefore, the CPU would result in less than 
significant impacts with respect to CO hot spots.   

TABLE 5.3-6 
MAXIMUM BUILDOUT CO CONCENTRATIONS UNDER CPU 

 

Intersection 

1-Hour 
CO 
ppm 

1-Hour CO 
Standard 
CAAQS/ 
NAAQS 

8-Hour 
CO 

ppm1 

8-Hour CO 
Standard 
CAAQS/ 
NAAQS 

Otay Mesa Rd. and Innovative Wy. 5.7 
9.0/9 

4.0 
20/35 Old Otay Mesa Rd. and Beyer Blvd. 5.7 4.0 

Otay Valley Rd. and Heritage Rd. 8.4 5.9 
18-hour concentrations developed based on a 0.7 persistence factor. 

 

b. Diesel Particulate Matter 

Risk assessment is the process by which contaminants of concern are selected for 
investigation and includes a review of the chemicals that are potentially released to the 
atmosphere. Following is an analysis of diesel particulate emissions from the vehicular traffic 
on major roadways and freeways in the CPU area.  

Two types of adverse health effects are generally considered in health risk assessments: 
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic.  Chemicals that potentially produce carcinogenic effects 
have been shown or are suspected to produce tumors in animals or humans. Therefore, 
carcinogenic effects are assessed in terms of incremental or excess risks.  Non-
carcinogenic effects, such as liver or kidney damage, would be either reversible or 
permanent. Exposure to these chemicals in amounts less than a threshold level would result 
in no adverse health effects.   

Two general types of health effects are considered: potential carcinogenic risks due to 
chronic (long-term) exposure and potential non-carcinogenic health impacts following 
chronic and acute (short-term) exposure. For this assessment, only long-term carcinogenic 
and long-term non-carcinogenic (chronic) risks resulting from diesel particulate matter 
exposure are evaluated. Acute health risks due to diesel particulate matter exposure are 
less than significant according to the air quality technical report.   



Carcinogenic Risk 

As explained more fully in Appendix C, the incremental cancer risk is the likelihood (above 
the background cancer rate in the general population) that an individual would develop 
cancer during his or her lifetime as a result of exposure to a substance.  

Under Proposition 65, the State of California considers an incremental excess cancer risk of 
less than 10 in 1,000,000 (10–5) to be acceptable for involuntary exposure. In accordance 
with the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588, 1987, Connelly 
Bill), agencies in California have commonly established 10 in 1,000,000 as the risk threshold 
for notification; this threshold applies to the summed risk from all compounds emitted from a 
facility. 

Figure 5.3-2 shows isopleths of the residential incremental cancer risk under the CPU and 
the locations of the modeled maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR) and maximally 
exposed individual worker (MEIW) for the CPU land uses. At the point of maximum impact 
(PMI), the MEIR average residential incremental cancer risk due to diesel particulates from 
the area traffic is 2.8 in one million; the 80th percentile residential incremental risk is 3.1 in 
one million; and the high-end residential incremental risk is 4.0 in one million. At the PMI for 
the MEIW, the worker incremental cancer risk due to diesel particulates is 0.57 in one 
million. This is below the 10 in one million threshold.  

Non-carcinogenic Risk 

The results of the modeling analysis, as detailed in Appendix C, indicate that the maximum 
chronic hazard index at any of the modeled receivers is 0.19, which is below the significance 
threshold of 1.0. The location of this maximum impact occurs in the eastern portion of the 
CPU, south of Sempre Viva Road and east of SR-905, which is designated heavy 
commercial. 

c. Stationary Sources 

The CPU includes industrial uses  which could generate air pollutants. Without appropriate 
controls, air emissions associated with planned industrial uses would represent a significant 
adverse air quality impact. 

Stationary sources also contribute to air pollution in the SDAB. Stationary sources include 
gasoline stations, power plants, dry cleaners, and other commercial and industrial uses. 
Stationary sources of air pollution are regulated by the local air pollution control or 
management district, in this case the SDAPCD. 



FIGURE 5.3-2
Incremental Cancer Risk and

MEIR/MEIW Community Plan Update
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The California Air Toxics Program establishes the process for the identification and control 
of toxic air contaminants and includes provisions to make the public aware of significant 
toxic exposures and for reducing risk. Additionally, AB 2588 was enacted in 1987 and 
requires stationary sources to report the types and quantities of certain substances routinely 
released into the air. The goals of the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act are to collect emission data, 
to identify facilities having localized impacts, to ascertain health risks, to notify nearby 
residents of significant risks, and to reduce those significant risks to acceptable levels. 

In accordance with AB 2588, any new facility proposed that would have the potential to emit 
toxic air contaminants would be required to assess air toxic problems that would result from 
their facility’s emissions. Larger industrial facilities are required to provide information 
regarding emission inventories and health risk assessments. If adverse health impacts 
exceeding public notification levels are identified, the facility would provide public notice, and 
if the facility poses a potentially significant public health risk, the facility must submit a risk 
reduction audit and plan to demonstrate how the facility would reduce health risks. 

d. Collocation 

The CPU contains several areas where residential and other sensitive uses would be 
located adjacent to industrial and commercial uses. These sensitive land uses would be 
exposed to toxic air emissions that have the potential to be generated with operation of 
certain commercial and industrial uses. The CARB and APCD provide guidance on siting 
land uses to avoid health risks and avoid nuisances. A common component of such 
guidance is the recommendation to site sensitive land uses outside specified buffers 
adjacent to or surrounding major emitters or facilities of concern. Table 5.3-7 summarizes the 
siting recommendations applicable to the CPU area. CARB recommends that these buffers be 
considered when evaluating land use and collocation decisions. 

TABLE 5.3-7 
CARB LAND USE SITING CONSTRAINTS 

 

Source Category 
Recommended Buffer Distance 

(feet) 
Distribution Centers  
(that accommodate more than 100 trucks per day, more than 
40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units per day, 
or where transport refrigeration unit operations exceed 300 
hours per week) 

1,000 

Chrome Platers 1,000 
Dry Cleaners using Perchloroethylene (1 machine) 300 
Dry Cleaners using Perchloroethylene (2 machines) 500 
Dry Cleaners using Perchloroethylene  
(3 or more machines) Requires consultation with APCD 

Large Gas Station  
(3.6 million gallons or more per year) 300 

Other Gas Stations 50 
SOURCE: CARB 2005. 



5.3.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. CO Hotspots 

As referenced in Section 5.3.5.1, the hot spot analysis indicates that the increases of CO 
due to the CPU would be below the federal and state 1-hour and 8-hour standards.  
Therefore, there would be no harmful concentrations of CO and localized air quality 
emission would not exceed applicable standards, and would not result in a significant impact 
to sensitive receptors.  

b. Diesel Particulate Matter 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Based on the analysis and modeled results, the development of future land uses within the 
CPU area would not expose future residents or workers to significant cancer risk from traffic 
generated diesel exhaust emissions.  

There is no adopted standard for evaluating the diesel exhaust emission impacts due to 
vehicles traveling on local roadway and freeways. Therefore, based on available thresholds, 
the significance threshold of 10 in 1 million was used in evaluating the potential impacts from 
the vehicular sources in this analysis. Based on the analysis, the incremental cancer risk 
increase under the CPU would be 3.4 in a million or less at the MEIR and less than 1 in a 
million at the MEIW. Thus, the risk at any receptor would be less than 10 in 1 million.  

Therefore, incremental cancer risks to sensitive receptors from diesel exhaust emissions 
would be less than significant at a program-level. 

Non-carcinogenic Risk 

Chronic risks resulting from diesel exhaust emissions associated with the vehicles operating 
within and adjacent to the CPU are projected to be less than significant.  

c. Stationary Sources 

The CPU includes industrial uses which could generate air pollutants. Without appropriate 
controls, air emissions associated with planned industrial uses would represent a significant 
adverse air quality impact. 

Any new facility proposed that would have the potential to emit toxic air contaminants would 
be required to evaluate toxic air problems resulting from their facility’s emissions.  

If the facility poses a potentially significant public health risk, the facility would submit a risk 
reduction audit and plan to demonstrate how the facility would reduce health risks. Specific 



project-level design information would be needed to determine stationary source emission 
impacts. Therefore, at the program-level, impacts would be potentially significant. 

d. Collocation 

The CPU would place residential, commercial, and industrial uses in proximity to one 
another, which would have potential air quality impacts associated with the collocation of 
incompatible land uses, as described in section 5.3.5.1 (d).  Air quality impacts would be 
associated with exposure to pollutants from the operation of the facility, which can include 
DPM emitted by heavy trucks and diesel engines, chromium emitted by chrome platers, and 
perchloroethylene emitted by dry cleaning operations. The CPU contains policies and 
performance standards to avoid and/or reduce potential impacts associated with collocation 
of diverse land uses. Future development projects would be required to comply with the 
collocation policies of the General Plan and CPU, which are necessary to reduce or avoid 
potential air quality impacts. These policies and standards would include but not be limited to 
the special policies and performance standards for residential-industrial interface areas, 
truck circulation, and industrial design, as well as the relevant and mandatory air district, 
state, and federal controls on toxic air emission sources.  While compliance with the CPU 
and General Plan policies, along with local, state, and federal regulations would reduce 
potential impacts, future projects may result in sensitive uses (residential uses, schools, 
parks  being located within the buffer distances of the facilities described in Table 5.3-7, and 
therefore sensitive receptors would be exposed to toxic air emissions. In this case, impacts 
would be significant. 

5.3.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

a. CO Hotspots 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

b. Diesel Particulate Matter 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

c. Stationary Sources 

AQ-3: Prior to the issuance of building permits for any new facility that would have the 
potential to emit toxic air contaminants, in accordance with AB 2588, an emissions 
inventory and health risk assessment shall be prepared. If adverse health impacts 
exceeding public notification levels (cancer risk equal to or greater than 10 in 
1,000,000; see Section 5.3.5.1 [b & c]) are identified, the facility shall provide public 
notice to residents located within the public notification area and submit a risk 
reduction audit and plan to the APCD that demonstrates how the facility would 



reduce health risks to less than significant levels within five years of the date the 
plan. 

d. Collocation 

AQ-4: Prior to the issuance of building permits for any project containing a facility identified 
in Table 5.3-7, or locating air quality sensitive receptors closer than the 
recommended buffer distances, future projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU shall be required to prepare a  health risk assessment (HRA) with a Tier I 
analysis in accordance with APCD HRA Guidelines and the Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Program Risk 
Assessment Guidelines (APCD 2006; OEHHA 2003).   

All HRAs shall include:  

1. the estimated maximum 70-year lifetime cancer risk,  

2. the estimated maximum non-cancer chronic health hazard index (HHI), and  

3. the estimated maximum non-cancer acute health hazard index (HHI).  

Risk estimates shall each be made for the off-site point of maximum health impact 
(PMI), the maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR), and the maximally exposed 
individual worker (MEIW). The location of each of these receptors shall be specified. 
The lifetime cancer risk, non-cancer chronic and acute health hazard indexes for 
nearby sensitive receptors shall also be reported. Cancer and non-cancer chronic 
risk estimates shall be based on inhalation risks. HRAs shall include estimates of 
population exposure, including cancer burden, as well as cancer and noncancer 
chronic and acute risk isopleths (contours). The HRA shall identify best available 
control technology (BACT) required to reduce risk to less than 10 in 1,000,000.  

5.3.5.4 Significance After Mitigation 

While the Mitigation Framework identified above would reduce the potential impacts 
associated with exposure to air toxics, no specific projects or improvements have been 
proposed as part of the CPU, and it cannot be determined whether the proposed mitigation 
would reduce all impacts to below a level of significance. Therefore, impacts related to 
exposure to air toxics would be significant and unavoidable.  

5.3.6 Issue 4: Odors 
Would the CPU create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 



5.3.6.1 Impacts 

There are currently no known significant odor generators on or near the project site. The 
Otay Landfill is located in the City of Chula Vista to the north. However, the landfill is located 
more than 1,000 feet from the northern CPU boundary. At this distance, the landfill would not 
create objectionable odors within the CPU.  

Although the CPU area is adjacent to numerous industrial operations, there are no known 
sources of specific, long-term odors, such as waste water treatment plants or animal 
rendering facilities. While the CPU would allow a variety of land uses, none of the identified 
land uses are typically associated with the creation of objectionable odors. As the CPU does 
not include any new sources of odor that would affect sensitive receptors, the potential for 
odor impacts would be less than significant.  

5.3.6.2 Significance of Impacts 

Impacts associated with odors would be less than significant. 

5.3.6.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impact would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.3.6.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 
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5.4 Biological Resources 

RECON prepared a program-level biological technical report for the CPU (2013).  This 
report is included as Appendix D of the PEIR. Secondary data sources were used for the 
program–level biological analysis and include the California Natural Diversity Data Base 
(CNDDB) (State of California 2012a); the MSCP Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 1997); 
and aerial photography. The base vegetation community mapping is taken primarily from 
SANDAG’s 1995 digital file for the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). This 
vegetation mapping was updated using information from an aerial photograph of the 
area (SanGIS 2012). Updates to the vegetation map included areas that were mapped 
as native vegetation or agricultural, but showed as developed on the 2012 aerial photo.  
It should be noted that the conclusions found in the Biological Resources Technical 
Report for the CPU differs from those contained in this EIR section. The conclusion of 
“Significant and Mitigated” was determined after a comprehensive review of the CPU 
and associated policies, goals and zoning actions which will guide future development in 
the CPU area. 

5.4.1 Existing Conditions 
5.4.1.1 Botanical Resources 

There are 14 vegetation communities and land cover types present in the CPU area. 
The vegetation communities and land cover types are depicted on Figure 5.4-1 and the 
acreages of each are summarized in Table 5.4-1. Descriptions are provided below. 

TABLE 5.4-1 
VEGETATION COMMUNITIES AND LAND COVER TYPES 

 
Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type CPU Area (acres) 

Urban/developed 3,843 
Non-native grassland 2,406 
Diegan coastal sage scrub 1,619 
Disturbed land 656 
Maritime succulent scrub 541 
Agriculture 113 
Non-native vegetation 68 
Riparian 24 
Vernal pool 12 
Basin with fairy shrimp 12 
Mule fat scrub 5 
Freshwater marsh 1 
Eucalyptus woodland 1 
Alkali seep 1 
TOTAL 9,302 

 



a. Wetland Vegetation Communities 

Wetland vegetation communities are dominated by plant species adapted to soils that 
have periods of prolonged saturation. The CPU area has five wetland vegetation 
communities mapped which are described below. Wetland vegetation communities are 
considered sensitive by the City of San Diego and resource agencies. These 
communities are regulated by the City and RWQCB, and some are regulated by 
USACE, USFWS, and CDFW. 

Riparian (24 acres) 

Riparian vegetation consists of riparian scrub, riparian woodland, and/or riparian forest 
within the CPU area. These communities vary from open to dense and are typically 
dominated by broad-leafed, winter deciduous trees and/or shrubs. These communities 
may contain an understory consisting of sub-shrubs or herbaceous species, although 
denser stands may prevent the development of understory vegetation. Tree species 
include willows (Salix spp.), Fremont cottonwoods (Populus fremontii), and/or western 
sycamores (Platanus racemosa). Scrubs are generally dominated by riparian shrubs 
such as mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia). Riparian vegetation as mapped contains areas of 
riparian vegetation considered disturbed. Disturbed riparian vegetation includes areas 
that have been impacted from human encroachment (e.g., homeless encampments or 
other trespasses), or by the invasion of non-native plant species from adjacent areas 
(e.g., salt cedar [Tamarix spp.]). Riparian communities are typically found along major 
drainages, but also may occur in smaller drainages. Within the CPU area, small patches 
of riparian vegetation are found within the Otay River Valley, a drainage west of La 
Media Road upper Dennery Canyon, and Spring Canyon. 

Freshwater Marsh (1 acre) 

This community consists of perennial emergent plants such as cattails (Typha spp.) and 
bulrush (Scirpus spp.). Freshwater marsh vegetation occurs in open bodies of fresh 
water with little current flow, such as ponds, and to a lesser extent around seeps and 
springs. The vegetation typically forms a closed canopy. Freshwater marshes occur in 
areas of permanent inundation by freshwater without active streamflow. Freshwater 
marsh communities, as with all wetland habitats, have been greatly reduced throughout 
their entire range and continue to decline as a result of urbanization. 

Freshwater marsh areas include the unvegetated open water of ponds, lakes, and wide 
streams. These freshwater marsh areas are mainly mapped within the northwest portion 
of the CPU area in the Otay River Valley.  



FIGURE 5.4-1

Existing Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types
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Vernal Pool (12 acres) and Basins with Fairy Shrimp (12 acres) 

San Diego mesa claypan vernal pools are shallow, isolated, seasonal wetlands 
distinguished from other ephemeral wetlands in the region by characteristic plant and 
animal species. The micro-relief surrounding vernal pools typically consists of small 
mima mounds or hummocks. San Diego mesa claypan vernal pools have a 
characteristic suite of plant and animal species. Plants in vernal pools may be aquatic or 
may germinate following the drying of the pool. Pool sizes range from very small to 
moderate (up to circa 700 square meters).  

Vernal pools can be characterized as Hardpan or Claypan vernal pools which are 
distinguished by the soil type they occur on, the type of impervious subsoil layer, and 
vegetation. Claypan vernal pools are primarily found on Otay Mesa on Stockpen soils, 
but are also located in other areas of San Diego County and into Baja California. 
Hardpan vernal pools are primarily found north of Otay Mesa (Holland 1986).  

Basins with fairy shrimp is a subset of vernal pools used to distinguish the presence of 
fairy shrimp.  Some of these basins may be vernal pools while others are simply road 
ruts in which fairy shrimp happen to occur.  

Approximately 1,266 vernal pools are located within the CPU area. Of this total, 522 are 
basins with fairy shrimp. These vernal pools are located on mesas in the northeastern, 
central-western, and southwestern portions of the CPU area. In addition, vernal pools 
have been mapped west of La Media Road near the International Border. The vernal 
pools within the CPU area are a mixture of natural and created basins, most of which are 
found within preserved open space areas. Vernal pool creation/restoration and 
enhancement has been successful in Otay Mesa as there are multiple vernal pool 
preserve areas located within the CPU area.  The largest of these preserves is the 45-
acre Dennery Canyon vernal pool preserve east of Ocean View Hills Parkway.  

Otay Mesa vernal pools have historically been impacted by non-native weeds, grazing, 
and off-road-vehicle activity. Over the years, habitat changes caused by disturbance, 
including the resulting weed invasion, have diminished the suitable habitat available for 
ground nesting pollinators. Even though various insects have been observed visiting 
local vernal pool plant species, studies to determine if any of these insects are effective 
pollinators are lacking. Therefore referring to the visiting insects as potential pollinators 
is currently the best terminology to use for these observations. Visiting insects observed 
(either photographed or collected) on vernal pool plant species’ flowers as part of vernal 
pool restoration monitoring efforts on the Otay Mesa include flies in the families of 
Sarcophagidae (flesh flies) and Calliphoridae (blow flies), various Hymenoptera including 
small bees and wasps, Syrphidae (hover flies) and other tiny bees, wasps, and flies, 
including bee flies, larger bumblebees, and sphinx moths (RECON 2005).   



Mule Fat Scrub (5 acres) 

Mule fat scrub is an early seral riparian scrub community dominated by mule fat and 
maintained by frequent flooding. Often this community is distributed along ephemeral 
streams. In the CPU area, mule fat scrub occurs in a drainage west of La Media Road. 

Alkali Seep (1 acre) 

Alkali seep typically consists of low-growing perennial herbs in permanently moist or wet 
alkaline seeps as part of narrow drainages or springs. This vegetation community 
usually consists of relatively few species and forms complete cover. In the CPU area, 
alkali seep occurs in the Otay River Valley. 

b. Upland Communities 

Upland vegetation communities occur on the drier areas of the mesa, slopes, and 
canyons in the CPU area. Four vegetation communities are in this category as described 
below. 

Non-native Grassland (2,406 acres)  

Non-native grassland is characterized by a dense to sparse cover of annual grasses, 
which may include numerous native wildflowers, particularly in years of high rainfall. 
Non-native grasslands contain species including, but not limited to, bromes, wild oats, 
ryegrasses, and fescues. Typically, this community includes at least 50 percent cover of 
the entire herbaceous layer attributable to annual non-native grass species, although 
other native and non-native plant species may be intermixed (City of San Diego 2012a).  

These annuals germinate with the onset of the rainy season and set seeds in the late 
winter or spring. With a few exceptions, the plants of non-native grasslands are dead 
through the summer-fall dry season. Non-native grassland is typically found on fine-
textured, usually clay, soils, that range from being moist or waterlogged in the winter to 
being very dry during the summer and fall. This community is found in valleys and 
foothills throughout much of California at elevations below 3,000 to 4,000 feet (Holland 
1986). Non-native grassland can be found dispersed throughout the CPU area,  

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (1,619 acres) 

Diegan coastal sage scrub is the southern form of coastal sage scrub comprised of low-
growing, aromatic, drought-deciduous soft-woody shrubs that have an average height of 
approximately three to four feet. Diegan coastal sage scrub is typically dominated by 
facultatively drought deciduous species such as California sagebrush (Artemisia 
californica), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), laurel sumac (Malosma 
laurina), and black sage (Salvia mellifera). 



This community is typically found on low moisture-availability sites with steep, xeric 
slopes or clay rich soils that are slow to release stored water. These sites often include 
drier south- and west-facing slopes and occasionally north-facing slopes, where the 
community can act as a successional phase of chaparral. Diegan coastal sage scrub 
transitions to several types of chaparrals at higher elevation, or in drier more inland 
areas to Riversidean sage scrub. Diegan coastal sage scrub is found in coastal areas 
from Los Angeles County south into Baja California (Holland 1986). 

Some coastal sage scrub areas in the CPU contain another co-dominant species, San 
Diego bur-sage (Ambrosia chenopodiifolia). Other coastal sage scrub areas in the CPU 
area have a greater percentage of non-native grassland species such as bromes 
(Bromus spp.), wild oats (Avena spp.), ryegrasses (Lolium spp.), and fescues (Vulpia 
spp.). Coastal sage scrub is found primarily in the northern and western portions of the 
CPU area both in large acreages and in smaller, more isolated patches. 

Maritime Succulent Scrub (541 acres) 

Maritime succulent scrub is a low (two to three feet high), open (25-75 percent cover) 
vegetation community dominated by drought deciduous, somewhat woody soft-leaved 
shrubs with a rich mixture of stem and leaf succulents (e.g., cacti). The proportion of 
cacti in this community is typically highest in inland areas. Ground cover is more or less 
devoid of vegetation between shrubs. Growth and flowering are concentrated in the 
spring. Maritime succulent scrub occurs on thin, rocky, or sandy soils, often on steep 
slopes of coastal headlands and bluffs. This type of succulent scrub transitions to 
southern coastal bluff scrub on more exposed headlands and bluffs and with coastal 
sage scrub on better developed, moister soils away from the immediate coast (Holland 
1986). This vegetation community is found in the western half of the CPU area. 

Maritime succulent scrub occurs along the slopes of canyons (e.g., Moody Canyon, 
Dennery Canyon, Spring Canyon) on the western half of the CPU area and along the 
north–central CPU boundary to the north of Brown Field (see Figure 5.4-1). Some areas 
of maritime succulent scrub are disturbed and contain an abundance of exotic invasive 
plant species. Disturbed maritime succulent scrub can be found within the southwestern 
portion of the CPU area within Spring Canyon. 

c. Other Land Cover Types 

Four other land cover types are present within the CPU area.  All result from some sort 
of development, encroachment, or other human disturbance.  



Urban/Developed (3,843 acres) 

Areas mapped as developed include locations with residential housing, commercial, and 
industrial land uses. Urban/developed includes ornamental areas that have been 
landscaped with non-native species and are actively maintained. 

Disturbed Land (656 acres) 

Disturbed land includes undeveloped areas modified by activities such as grading, 
scraping, or off-road vehicle use. Areas mapped as disturbed are scattered throughout 
the CPU area, primarily in the western and the northern portion. A large portion of the 
southwestern corner of the CPU area, particularly within and surrounding Spring 
Canyon, was identified in the MSCP mapping as disturbed. However, these areas likely 
support some native and non-native vegetation and would require that a site-specific 
biological survey be conducted during the project-specific analysis to determine if any 
native or non-native habitats exist on-site. In addition, some of these disturbed lands 
may, or do, support burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia hypugaea), which would require 
site-specific protocol surveys.  

Agriculture (113 acres) 

This land cover type includes all agricultural land (both active and inactive). Agricultural 
activities are present primarily within the southern half of the CPU area, with several 
patches along the northern boundary of the CPU area. 

Non-native Vegetation (68 acres) 

Non-native vegetation consists of non-native plant species, including ornamental and/or 
invasive species. This land cover type occurs primarily in the northeastern portion of the 
CPU. However, this area likely supports some native vegetation and would need to be 
verified during future project-specific analyses to determine if any native or non-native 
habitats exist on-site. 

Eucalyptus Woodland (1 acre)  

Eucalyptus woodland is comprised of stands of eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus spp.). 
These trees are not native to the area and are considered invasive species because of 
their rapid growth rate, broad cover, and allelopathic chemicals contained in their leaf 
litter that prevents understory species from growing. Once established, eucalyptus 
groves often form dense canopies that displace native habitats over time (Holland 1986). 
Eucalyptus woodland was mapped along the future Beyer Boulevard extension along the 
western edge of the CPU area and along the northern edge of the CPU area west of 
SR-125. 



5.4.1.2 Sensitive Vegetation Communities  

Sensitive vegetation communities are those communities that are of highly limited 
distribution. These communities may also support concentrations of sensitive plant or 
wildlife species. Upland communities within the MSCP are divided into four tiers of 
sensitivity based on rarity and ecological importance (City of San Diego 2012a). Tier I is 
the most sensitive and Tier IV is the least sensitivity. The sensitive vegetation 
communities present in the CPU area are shown on Figure 5.4-2 and summarized 
below. 

Maritime succulent scrub is an MSCP Tier I habitat within the CPU area. Tier I is 
mapped primarily in the northern and western portions of the CPU area, along Dennery 
Canyon, Moody Canyon, Spring Canyon, and the Otay River Valley. 

Diegan coastal sage scrub, in pristine or disturbed condition, is considered sensitive by 
federal and state resource agencies due to the scarcity of this vegetation community and 
the number of sensitive species associated with it. This vegetation community is 
categorized as a Tier II vegetation community. Tier II vegetation is mapped primarily in 
the western and northern portions of the CPU area, along Dennery Canyon, Moody 
Canyon, Spring Canyon, and the Otay River Valley. 

Non-native grassland is classified as a Tier IIIB community. Tier IIIB habitat is 
considered less valuable than native habitat, but still provides foraging habitat for many 
species, particularly raptors, and may support a variety of rare plant and animal species. 
Tier IIIB is found in the northeastern portion and scattered in patches elsewhere in the 
CPU area. 

All wetland vegetation communities, including vernal pools, are considered sensitive by 
the City of San Diego and resource agencies. These communities are regulated by the 
City, USFWS, and RWQCB and some are regulated by USACE and CDFW. Site-
specific analysis would be required for future development implemented in accordance 
with the CPU to determine what agencies (City, USFWS, RWQCB, USACE or CDFW) 
would have regulatory authority on basins with fairy shrimp. 

5.4.1.3 Sensitive Species 

For purposes of this report, a species is considered sensitive if it: (1) is listed by state or 
federal agencies as threatened or endangered or is a candidate or proposed for such 
listing; (2) is considered rare, endangered, or threatened by the State of California 
and/or listed in the CNDDB (State of California 2012a, 2012b, 2011a, 2011b); (3) is a 
narrow endemic or covered species in the City of San Diego Multiple Species 
Conservation Program Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 1997); (4) has a California 
Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare Plant Ranking of 1B or 2 in the Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California (CNPS 2012); or (5) is considered rare, 



sensitive, or noteworthy by local conservation organizations or specialists. Noteworthy 
plant species are considered to be those that have a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 3 and 
4 in the Inventory. The sensitive plant species below are known to occur within the CPU 
area based on information obtained from the literature review. Sources include, but are 
not limited to, the CNDDB (State of California 2012a) and the reports listed in 
Appendix D.  Precise locations of sensitive plant species would be identified through on-
site reconnaissance and project-level analysis in conjunction with proposed future 
development.  

a. Sensitive Plant Species 

There are 23 sensitive plant species occurring or historically known to occur in the CPU 
area. These plants and their status are summarized in Table 5.4-2 and include the 
following.  

• Eight species are state and/or federally listed: San Diego button-celery, San 
Diego ambrosia, Otay tarplant, San Diego thornmint, Otay mesa mint, spreading 
navarretia, small-leaved rose, and California Orcutt grass. Of these, one species, 
spreading navarretia, have designated critical habitat within the CPU area 
(Figure 5.4-3). 

• The other 15 species have a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 1B, 2, 3 or 4: south 
coast saltscale, San Diego bur-sage, San Diego County viguiera, decumbent 
goldenbush, golden-spined cereus, snake cholla, San Diego barrel cactus, 
variegated dudleya, cliff spurge, Nuttall’s scrub oak, little mousetail, California 
adolphia, Orcutt’s bird’s-beak, San Diego goldenstar, and Orcutt’s brodiaea. 



FIGURE 5.4-2

Sensitive Vegetation Communities
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FIGURE 5.4-3

Location of Designated Critical Habitat for Spreading

Navarretia, San Diego Fairy Shrimp and Riverside Fairy

Shrimp within the Otay Mesa Community Plan Boundary
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TABLE 5.4-2 
SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES KNOWN TO OCCUR IN THE OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

 

 
Species 

State/ 
Federal 
Status 

CNPS 
Rare 
Plant 

Ranking 

City of 
San 

Diego Habitat/Blooming Period 
ANGIOSPERMS: DICOTS 

AMARANTHACEAE AMARANTH FAMILY 
Atriplex pacifica 

south coast saltscale 
–/– 1B.2 – Annual herb; coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, coastal sage scrub, playas; blooms 

Mar.–Oct.; elevation less than 500 feet. 
APIACEAE CARROT FAMILY 
Eryngium aristulatum var. 
parishii 
 San Diego button-celery 

CE/FE 1B.1 NE, 
MSCP 

Annual/perennial herb; vernal pools, mesic areas of coastal sage scrub and 
grasslands, blooms April–June; elevation less than 2,000 feet. 

ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY 
Ambrosia chenopodiifolia 

San Diego bur-sage 
–/– 2.1 – Shrub; coastal sage scrub, cobbly loam soils; blooms April–June; elevation 150–500 

feet. Approximately 10 occurrences known in San Diego. Additional populations in 
Baja California, Mexico. 

Ambrosia pumila 
San Diego ambrosia 

–/FE 1B.1 NE, 
MSCP 

Perennial herb; chaparral, coastal sage scrub, valley and foothill grassland, creek 
beds, vernal pools, often in disturbed areas; blooms May–Sept.; elevation less than 
1,400 feet. Many occurrences extirpated in San Diego County. 

Bahiopsis [=Viguiera] laciniata 
San Diego County viguiera 

–/– 4.2 – Shrub; chaparral, coastal sage scrub; blooms Feb.–June; elevation less than 2,500 
feet. 

Deinandra [=Hemizonia] 
conjugens 
 Otay tarplant 

CE/FT 1B.1 NE, 
MSCP 

Annual herb; coastal sage scrub, valley and foothill grassland, clay soils; blooms May–
June, elevation less than 1,000 feet.  

Isocoma menziesii var. 
menziesii [=var. decumbens] 
 Decumbent goldenbush 

–/– 1B.2 – Shrub; chaparral, coastal sage scrub, sandy soils, often in disturbed areas; blooms 
April–Nov.; elevation less than 500 feet. 

CACTACEAE CACTUS FAMILY 
Bergerocactus emoryi 

Golden-spined cereus 
–/– 2.2 – Succulent; closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, sandy; 

blooms May–June; elevation less than 1,300 feet. 
Cylindropuntia [=Opuntia] 
californica var. californica] 
 Snake cholla 

–/– 1B.1 NE, 
MSCP 

Succulent shrub; chaparral, coastal sage scrub; blooms April–May; elevation 100–500 
feet. 

Ferocactus viridescens 
San Diego barrel cactus 

–/– 2.1 MSCP Succulent; chaparral, coastal sage scrub, valley and foothill grassland, vernal pools; 
blooms May–June; elevation less than 1,500 feet. 



 
Species 

State/ 
Federal 
Status 

CNPS 
Rare 
Plant 

Ranking 

City of 
San 

Diego Habitat/Blooming Period 
CRASSULACEAE STONECROP FAMILY 
Dudleya variegata 

Variegated dudleya 
–/– 1B.2 NE, 

MSCP 
Perennial herb; openings in chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, vernal pools; 
blooms May–June; elevation less than 2,000 feet. 

EUPHORBIACEAE SPURGE FAMILY 
Euphorbia misera 

Cliff spurge 
–/– 2.2 – Shrub; coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub, coastal bluff scrub; blooms 

Dec.–Aug.; elevation less than 2,000 feet. 
FAGACEAE OAK FAMILY 
Quercus dumosa  

Nuttall’s scrub oak 
–/– 1B.1 – Evergreen shrub; closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal chaparral, coastal sage 

scrub, sandy and clay loam soils; blooms Feb.–March; elevation less than 1,300 feet. 
LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY 
Acanthomintha ilicifolia 

San Diego thornmint 
CE/FT 1B.1 NE, 

MSCP 
Annual herb; chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grasslands on friable or broken clay 
soils; blooms April–June; elevation less than 3,100 feet.  

Pogogyne nudiuscula 
Otay mesa mint 

CE/FE 1B.1 NE, 
MSCP 

Annual herb; vernal pools; blooms May–July; elevation 300–800 feet.  Known from six 
occurrences in Otay Mesa. 

POLEMONIACEAE PHLOX FAMILY 
Navarretia fossalis 

Spreading navarretia 
–/FT 1B.1 NE, 

MSCP 
Annual herb; vernal pools, marshes and swamps, chenopod scrub; blooms April–
June; elevation 100–4,300 feet. 

RANUNCULACEAE BUTTERCUP FAMILY 
Myosurus minimus ssp. apus 

Little mousetail 
–/– 3.1 – Annual herb; vernal pools, perennial grasslands; blooms March–June; elevation 70–

2,100 feet. 
RHAMNACEAE BUCKTHORN FAMILY 
Adolphia californica 

California adolphia 
–/– 2.1 – Deciduous shrub; Diegan coastal sage scrub and chaparral; clay soils; blooms Dec.–

May; elevation 100–1,000 feet. 
ROSACEAE ROSE FAMILY 
Rosa minutifolia 

Small-leaved rose 
CE/– 2.1 MSCP Shrub; coastal sage scrub; blooms Jan.–June; elevation 500–550 feet.  Known in 

California from only one occurrence on Otay Mesa, this occurrence now part of a 
translocation program on Otay Mesa. 

SCROPHULARIACEAE FIGWORT FAMILY 
Cordylanthus orcuttianus 

Orcutt’s bird’s-beak 
–/– 2.1 MSCP Annual herb; coastal sage scrub; blooms March–Sept.; elevation less than 1,200 feet. 



 
Species 

State/ 
Federal 
Status 

CNPS 
Rare 
Plant 

Ranking 

City of 
San 

Diego Habitat/Blooming Period 
ANGIOSPERMS: MONOCOTS 

POACEAE GRASS FAMILY 
Orcuttia californica 

California Orcutt grass 
CE/FE 1B.1 NE, 

MSCP 
Annual herb; vernal pools; blooms April–August; elevation 50–2,200 feet. 

THEMIDACEAE  
Bloomeria [=Muilla] clevelandii 

San Diego goldenstar 
–/– 2.1 MSCP Perennial herb (bulbiferous); chaparral, coastal sage scrub, valley and foothill 

grassland, vernal pools, clay soils; blooms May; elevation 170–1,500 feet. 
Brodiaea orcuttii 

Orcutt’s brodiaea 
–/– 1B.1 MSCP Perennial herb (bulbiferous); closed cone coniferous forest, chaparral, meadows and 

seeps, valley and foothill grassland, vernal pools, mesic, clay soil; blooms May–July; 
elevation less than 5,300 feet. 

FEDERAL CANDIDATES AND LISTED PLANTS  STATE LISTED PLANTS 
FE = Federally listed endangered  CE = State listed endangered 
FT = Federally listed threatened   
  
 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO  
NE = Narrow endemic 
MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program covered species 
 
CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY RARE PLANT RANKINGS 
1B = Species rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.  These species are eligible for state listing. 
2 = Species rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere. These species are eligible for state listing. 
3 = Species for which more information is needed.  Distribution, endangerment, and/or taxonomic information is needed. 
4 = A watch list of species of limited distribution.  These species need to be monitored for changes in the status of their populations. 
.1 = Species seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened; high degree and immediacy of threat) 
.2 =  Species fairly threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened; moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 
.3 = Species not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened; low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known) 
 



b. Sensitive Animal Species 

There are 28 sensitive wildlife species known from the CPU area based on information 
obtained from the literature review. Sources include, but are not limited to, the CNDDB 
(State of California 2012a) and the Draft Year 4 Annual Report for Dennery Canyon 
Vernal Pool Restoration, Coastal Sage Scrub, and Mule Fat Scrub Restoration and 
Preservation Plan (RECON 2004), along with other sources listed in Appendix D. 
Precise locations of sensitive wildlife species would be identified through on-site 
reconnaissance in conjunction with future projects. Table 5.4-3 lists the sensitive wildlife 
known to occur in the CPU area.  

• Federally listed invertebrates: San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, and 
the Quino checkerspot butterfly. These species all have designated critical 
habitat within the CPU area. Figure 5.4-3 shows the designated critical habitat for 
San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp. Figure 5.4-4 shows the 
designated critical habitat for Quino checkerspot butterfly. 

• Amphibians: western spadefoot. 

• Reptiles: Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, Coronado skink, San Diego horned 
lizard, red diamond rattlesnake, and two-striped gartersnake. 

• Birds: great egret, white-tailed kite, black-crowned night heron, northern harrier, 
Cooper’s hawk, golden eagle, prairie falcon, western burrowing owl, loggerhead 
shrike, least Bell’s vireo, California horned lark, coastal cactus wren, coastal 
California gnatcatcher, yellow-breasted chat, southern California rufous-crowned 
sparrow, and grasshopper sparrow. 

• Mammals: northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, San Diego desert woodrat, 
and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit.  

5.4.1.4 Jurisdictional Waters 

Agencies with jurisdictional authority over wetlands and other jurisdictional water 
resources include USFWS, USACE, CDFW, RWQCB, and the City of San Diego.  

As shown on Table 5.4-1, there are approximately 55 acres of the CPU area that have 
been mapped as a wetland or water resource (e.g., riparian, vernal pool, basin with fairy 
shrimp, mule fat scrub, freshwater marsh, and alkali seep). Future subsequent projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to conduct an analysis of 
the wetland (e.g., protocol wetland delineation) and water resources, in order to identify 
any potential wetlands and other jurisdictional waters. If warranted, a formal wetland 
delineation would need to be conducted to identify the precise boundaries of these 
resources to determine the extent of the existing waters/wetlands and to accurately 
determine if any impacts would occur from any proposed future project. 



TABLE 5.4-3 
SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES KNOWN TO OCCUR IN THE OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

 
Species Status Habitat/Comments 

INVERTEBRATES 
ANOSTRACANS – Fairy Shrimp (Nomenclature from Eriksen and Belk 1999) 
San Diego fairy shrimp 

Branchinecta sandiegonensis 
FE,¹, * Vernal pools. 

Riverside fairy shrimp 
Streptocephalus woottoni 

FE,¹, * Vernal pools, generally with a minimum depth of 30 centimeters. 

NYMPHALIDAE – Brush-footed butterflies (Nomenclature from Mattoni 1990 and Opler and Wright 1999) 
Quino checkerspot butterfly 

Euphydryas editha quino 
FE Open, dry areas in foothills, mesas, lake margins. Larval host plant Plantago 

erecta. Adult emergence mid-January through April. 
AMPHIBIANS (Nomenclature from Crother 2001 and Crother et al. 2003) 
PELOBATIDAE – Spadefoot Toads 
Western spadefoot 

Spea hammondii 
CSC, * Vernal pools, floodplains, and alkali flats within areas of open vegetation. 

REPTILES (Nomenclature from Crother 2001 and Crother et al. 2003) 
TEIIDAE – Whiptail Lizards  
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail 

Aspidoscelis [=Cnemidophorus]  
hyperythra beldingi 

CSC, MSCP, * Chaparral, coastal sage scrub with coarse sandy soils and scattered brush. 

SCINCIDAE – Skinks   
Coronado skink 

Eumeces skiltonianus interparietalis 
CSC Grasslands, open woodlands and forest, broken chaparral. Rocky habitats near 

streams. 
IGUANIDAE – Iguanid lizards   
San Diego horned lizard  

Phrynosoma coronatum  
(San Diego/blainvillii population) 

CSC, MSCP Chaparral, coastal sage scrub with fine, loose soil. Partially dependent on 
harvester ants for forage. 

CROTALIDAE – Rattlesnakes   
Red diamond rattlesnake 

Crotalus ruber 
CSC Desert scrub and riparian, coastal sage scrub, open chaparral, grassland, and 

agricultural fields. 
COLUBRIDAE – Colubrid Snakes   
Two-striped gartersnake 

Thamnophis hammondii 
CSC, * Permanent freshwater streams with rocky bottoms. Mesic areas. 



Species Status Habitat/Comments 
BIRDS (Nomenclature from American Ornithologists’ Union 1998 and 2005 and Unitt 2004) 
ARDEIDAE – Herons and Bitterns   
Great egret (rookery site) 

Ardea alba egretta 
* Lagoons, bays, estuaries. Ponds and lakes in the coastal lowland. Winter 

visitor, uncommon in summer. 
Black-crowned night heron (rookery site) 

Nycticorax nycticorax hoactli 
* Lagoons, estuaries, bayshores, ponds, and lakes. Often roost in trees. 

Year-round visitor. Localized breeding. 
ACCIPITRIDAE – Hawks, Kites, and Eagles   
White-tailed kite (nesting) 

Elanus leucurus majusculus 
CFP Nest in riparian woodland, oaks, sycamores. Forage in open, grassy areas. 

Year-round resident. 
Northern harrier (nesting) 

Circus cyaneus hudsonius 
CSC, MSCP, * Coastal lowland, marshes, grassland, agricultural fields. Migrant and winter 

resident, rare summer resident. 
Cooper’s hawk (nesting) 

Accipiter cooperi 
MSCP, * Mature forest, open woodlands, wood edges, river groves. Parks and 

residential areas. Year-round resident. 
Golden eagle (nesting and wintering) 

Aquila chrysaetos 
CFP, BEPA, 
CSC, BCC, 
MSCP, * 

Require vast foraging areas in grassland, broken chaparral, or sage scrub. Nest 
in cliffs and trees. Uncommon resident. 

FALCONIDAE – Falcons and Caracaras   
Prairie falcon (nesting) 

Falco mexicanus 
* Grassland, agricultural fields, desert scrub. Uncommon migrant and winter 

visitor. 
STRIGIDAE – Typical Owls   
Western burrowing owl (burrow sites) 

Athene cunicularia hypugaea 
CSC, MSCP, 
BCC, * 

Grassland, agricultural land, coastal dunes. Require rodent burrows. Resident 
of the coastal lowland and agricultural areas of Imperial County. 

LANIIDAE – Shrikes   
Loggerhead shrike 

Lanius ludovicianus 
CSC, BCC, * Open foraging areas near scattered bushes and low trees; agriculture, desert 

wash/scrub, grassland. Fairly common resident. 
VIREONIDAE - Vireos   
Least Bell’s vireo (nesting) 

Vireo bellii pusillus 
FE, SE, MSCP, 
BCC, * 

Willow riparian woodlands. Migrant and summer resident. 

ALAUDIDAE - Larks   
California horned lark 

Eremophila alpestris actia 
* Sandy shores, mesas, disturbed areas, grasslands, agricultural lands, sparse 

creosote bush scrub. Common breeding resident, abundant migrant and winter 
visitor. 



Species Status Habitat/Comments 
TROGLODYTIDAE – Wrens   
Coastal cactus wren 

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus  
CSC, MSCP, * Maritime succulent scrub, coastal sage scrub and desert scrub with Opuntia 

thickets. Rare localized resident. 
SYLVIIDAE – Gnatcatchers   
Coastal California gnatcatcher 

Polioptila californica californica 
FT, CSC, 
MSCP, * 

Coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub. Resident.  

PARULIDAE – Wood Warblers   
Yellow-breasted chat (nesting) 

Icteria virens auricollis 
CSC, * Breeding restricted to dense riparian woodland. Localized summer resident. 

EMBERIZIDAE – Emberizids   
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow 

Aimophila ruficeps canescens 
MSCP, * Coastal sage scrub, chaparral, grassland; favors steep and rocky areas. 

Localized resident.  
Grasshopper sparrow (nesting) 

Ammodramus savannarum perpallidus 
* Tall grass areas. Localized summer resident, rare in winter. 

MAMMALS (Nomenclature from Baker et al. 2003 and Hall 1981) 
LEPORIDAE – Rabbits and Hares   
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 

Lepus californicus bennettii 
CSC, * Open areas of scrub, grasslands, agricultural fields. 

HETEROMYIDAE – Pocket Mice and Kangaroo Rats  
Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse 

Chaetodipus fallax fallax 
CSC, * San Diego County west of mountains in sparse, disturbed coastal sage scrub or 

grasslands with sandy soils. 
CRICETIDAE – New World Mice and Rats   
San Diego desert woodrat 

Neotoma lepida intermedia 
CSC, * Coastal sage scrub and chaparral. 

¹ In April 2010, the City relinquished federal coverage under the MSCP of the seven vernal pool species.  The City currently does not have take authority for vernal pool 
species. A draft HCP is currently being prepared by the City in consultation with the Wildlife Agencies. Upon adoption of the HCP, the City would have “take” 
authority for the vernal pool species occurring within the HCP areas. 

 



STATUS CODES 
 
Listed/Proposed 
FE = Listed as endangered by the federal government 
FT = Listed as threatened by the federal government 
SE = Listed as endangered by the State of California 
 
Other 
BCC = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of Conservation Concern species 
BEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
CFP = California fully protected species 
CSC = California Department of Fish and Game species of special concern 
MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program covered species 
* = Taxa listed with an asterisk fall into one or more of the following categories: 
   • Taxa considered endangered or rare under Section 15380(d) of CEQA guidelines 
   • Taxa that are biologically rare, very restricted in distribution, or declining throughout their range  
   • Population(s) in California that may be peripheral to the major portion of a taxon’s range, but which are threatened with extirpation within 

California 
   • Taxa closely associated with a habitat that is declining in California at an alarming rate (e.g., wetlands, riparian, old growth forests, desert 

aquatic systems, native grasslands) 
 

 



FIGURE 5.4-4

Location of Designated Critical Habitat

for the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

within the Otay Mesa Community Plan Boundary
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a. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

As stated in the federal regulations for the Clean Water Act, wetlands are defined as:  

those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at 
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances, do support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted 
for life in saturated soil conditions (EPA, 40 CFR 230.3 and CE, 33 CFR 
328.3). 

Wetlands are delineated using three parameters: hydrophytic vegetation, wetland 
hydrology, and hydric soils. According to USACE, indicators for all three parameters 
must be present to qualify an area as a wetland.  

In accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, USACE regulates the discharge 
of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. The term “waters of the United States” 
is defined as:  

• All waters currently used, or used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in 
interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters subject to the ebb and flow of 
the tide;  

• All interstate waters including interstate wetlands;  

• All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent 
streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, 
playa lakes, or natural ponds; the use, degradation, or destruction of which could 
affect foreign commerce including any such waters: (1) which could be used by 
interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes; or (2) from which 
fish or shellfish are, or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce; 
or (3) which are used or could be used for industries in interstate commerce; 

• All other impoundments of waters otherwise as defined as waters of the United 
States under the definition;  

• Tributaries of waters identified above;  

• The territorial seas; and  

• Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) 
identified in the paragraphs above [33 CFR Part 328.3(a)].  

USACE also requires the delineation of non-wetland jurisdictional waters. These waters 
must have strong hydrology indicators such as the presence of seasonal flows and an 
ordinary high watermark. An ordinary high watermark is defined as:  



. . . that line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and 
indicated by physical characteristics such as [a] clear, natural line 
impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil, 
destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or 
other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the 
surrounding areas (33 CFR Part 328.3).  

Areas delineated as non-wetland jurisdictional waters may lack wetland vegetation or 
hydric soil characteristics. Hydric soil indicators may be missing, because topographic 
position precludes ponding and subsequent development of hydric soils. Absence of 
wetland vegetation can result from frequent scouring due to rapid water flow. These 
types of jurisdictional waters are delineated by the lateral and upstream/downstream 
extent of the ordinary high watermark of the particular drainage or depression.  

b. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Under Sections 7 and 10 of the Endangered Species Act, USFWS has regulatory 
authority over federally listed endangered or threatened plant and animal species. 
Specifically, Section 7 requires agencies to ensure that their activities are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or impact designated critical habitats 
through consultation with the Service. When impacts are anticipated, an ITP must be 
authorized by USFWS under Section 10(a)1(A). An HCP must accompany the ITP under 
Section 10(a)(1)(B) to ensure that the authorized take is adequately mitigated and 
minimized. Therefore, impacts to any of the seven federally listed vernal pool species 
must be approved by USFWS, in addition to any other applicable Wildlife Agencies. A 
draft vernal pool HCP is currently being prepared by the City in coordination with the 
Wildlife Agencies. If adopted, the City would have “take” authority for the vernal pool 
species occurring within the HCP areas. 

c. California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Under Sections 1600–1607 of the Fish and Game Code, CDFW regulates activities that 
would divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the bed, channel, or 
bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports fish or wildlife. CDFW has jurisdiction 
over riparian habitats (e.g., riparian scrub) associated with watercourses. Jurisdictional 
waters are delineated by the outer edge of riparian vegetation or at the top of the bank of 
streams or lakes, whichever is wider.  

d. Regional Water Quality Control Board  

RWQCB is the regional agency responsible for protecting water quality in California. The 
jurisdiction of this agency includes all waters of the state and all waters of the United 
States as mandated by both the federal Clean Water Act and the California Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act. State waters are all waters that meet one of three 



criteria (hydrology, hydric soils, or wetland vegetation), and generally include but are not 
limited to, all waters under the jurisdiction of USACE and CDFW. 

e. City of San Diego 

According to the City of San Diego’s Municipal Code (City of San Diego 2012a), 
wetlands are areas which are characterized by any of the following conditions: (1) all 
areas persistently or periodically containing naturally occurring wetland vegetation 
communities characteristically dominated by hydrophytic vegetation; (2) areas that have 
hydric soils or wetland hydrology and lack naturally occurring wetland vegetation 
communities because human activities have removed the historic wetland vegetation or  
catastrophic, or recurring natural events or processes have acted to preclude the 
establishment of wetland vegetation as in the case of salt pannes and mudflats; 
removed the historic wetland vegetation; and (3) areas lacking wetland vegetation 
communities, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology due to non-permitted filling of 
previously existing wetlands; and (4) areas mapped as wetlands on Map No. C-713 as 
shown in Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 6 (Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone).  

5.4.1.5 Wildlife Movement and Corridors  

Habitat linkages and wildlife corridors are defined as areas that connect suitable wildlife 
habitat areas in a region otherwise fragmented by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, 
or human disturbance. Natural features such as canyon drainages, ridgelines, or areas 
with vegetation cover provide corridors for wildlife travel. Habitat linkages and wildlife 
corridors are important because they provide access to mates, food, and water; allow 
the dispersal of individuals away from high population density areas; and facilitate the 
exchange of genetic traits between populations. Wildlife movement corridors are 
considered sensitive by the City and resource and conservation agencies. 

Within the CPU area, the Dennery and Spring canyons, connected by the Otay Mesa 
Road culvert and SR-905 wildlife crossing, are the primary north-south wildlife 
movement corridor in western Otay Mesa. Moody Canyon is connected to the eastern 
side of Spring Canyon and provides east-west wildlife movement within the CPU area. 
Dennery Canyon connects to the Otay River Valley along the northern boundary of the 
CPU area. The Otay River Valley provides a major movement corridor for east-west 
wildlife movement north of the CPU area and provides connectivity to a larger expanse 
of open space.  

5.4.2 Regulatory Framework 
5.4.2.1 Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The MSCP is a comprehensive, habitat conservation planning program for San Diego 
County. A goal of the MSCP is to preserve a network of habitat and open space, thereby 



protecting biodiversity. Local jurisdictions, including the City of San Diego, implement 
their portions of the MSCP through subarea plans, which describe specific implementing 
mechanisms. 

The City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan was approved in March 1997.  The MSCP 
Subarea Plan is a plan and process for the issuance of permits under the federal and 
state Endangered Species Act and the California Natural Communities Conservation 
Planning Act of 1991. The primary goal of the MSCP Subarea Plan is to conserve viable 
populations of sensitive species and to conserve regional biodiversity while allowing for 
reasonable economic growth.  

In July 1997, the City of San Diego signed an IA with USFWS and CDFW.  The IA 
serves as a binding contract between the City, USFWS, and CDFW that identifies the 
roles and responsibilities of the parties to implement the MSCP and subarea plan. The 
agreement became effective on July 17, 1997, and allows the City to issue Incidental 
Take Authorizations under the provisions of the MSCP. Applicable state and federal 
permits are still required for wetlands and listed species that are not covered by the 
MSCP. 

a. Vernal Pool Lawsuit 

In October of 2006, Judge Brewster issued a Decision and Injunction [Case No. 98-CV-
2234-B(JMA)] in a lawsuit filed by the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity against 
the USFWS over the issuance of an ITP under Section 10 of the ESA to the City of San 
Diego based upon the MSCP. The lawsuit was limited to the seven vernal pool species 
including two crustacean species, San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 
sandiegonensis) and Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus wootoni), and five plant 
species: Otay mesa mint (Pogogyne nuduliscula), California Orcutt grass (Orcuttii  
californica), San Diego button celery (Eryngium aristulatum), San Diego mesa mint 
(Pogogyne abramsii), and spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis). 

The Court enjoined the City of San Diego’s ITP for all pending and future development 
projects where “take” of any of the seven vernal pool species may occur, including: 

• Pending applications for development of land containing vernal pool habitat. 

• Projects where the City has granted permits, but development had not yet 
occurred.  

• Future development where the permittee was engaged in the destruction of 
vernal pool habitat. 

As a result of this ruling, numerous private and public development projects which 
contained vernal pool resources within their project site were enjoined. The Court 
determined that the City and USFWS were not providing adequate coverage under the 



MSCP for vernal pool species. The following are the main inadequacies identified in the 
ruling:  

• Mitigation was not beneficial and could not be modified for the life of the permit. 

• Creation of vernal pools was not always feasible due to site conditions and the 
difficulty with creating the proper conditions to support vernal pool flora and 
fauna. 

• Measures  to determine impact allowance was arbitrary and did not provide the 
same level of protection for “unnatural” vernal pools. 

• Funding was speculative. 

All parties entered into mediation in 2007 which continued through 2009, when it ended 
in an impasse. During the mediation, it was determined that a Vernal Pool HCP should 
be prepared for the comprehensive protection of vernal pool resources.  The City was 
awarded an Endangered Species Act Section 6 grant in 2009 for the preparation of a 
vernal pool HCP. In April 2010, the City entered into a Planning Agreement with the 
USFWS for the preparation of the vernal pool HCP. A draft vernal pool HCP is currently 
being prepared by the City in coordination with the Wildlife Agencies. 

In April 2010, the City also relinquished federal coverage of the seven vernal pool 
species. In 2011, Judge Brewster vacated the 2006 ruling since the relevant portions 
(i.e., vernal pool species) of the City’s ITP were no longer in effect. This partial 
relinquishment and cancellation of the ITP only applies to federal coverage of the seven 
vernal pool species; the remainder of the City’s MSCP ITP was not affected. The City is 
still responsible for the management of vernal pool resources, including the seven vernal 
pool species, owned and/or conserved through the City’s permitting process. State 
coverage of the seven vernal pool species remains in effect.  

As of the date of surrender, April 20, 2010, the City has relinquished federal coverage 
and the USFWS does not rely on the City’s federal ITP to authorize an incidental take of 
the two vernal pool animal species and five vernal pool plant species. Upon completion 
of a HCP for vernal pools, the City would enter into an IA in order to obtain species 
coverage and a federal ITP for the seven vernal pool species. Incidental take 
authorization for projects that affect the seven vernal pool species could also be 
authorized through a FESA Section 10(a) or a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS, 
initiated as part of the 404 permit process by the USACE. A Biological Opinion is issued 
that serves as the ITP. 

b. Multi-Habitat Planning Area 

The Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) is the area within which the permanent MSCP 
preserve will be assembled and managed for its biological resources.  Input from 
responsible agencies and other interested participants resulted in adoption of the City’s 



MHPA in 1997. The City’s MHPA areas are defined by “hard-line” limits, “with limited 
development permitted based on the development area allowance of the OR-1-2 zone 
[open space residential zone]” (City of San Diego 1997).  

The MHPA consists of public and private lands, much of which has been conserved. 
Conserved lands shown on the SanGIS database (SanGIS 2013; Figure 5.4-5) include 
lands that have been set aside for mitigation or purchased for conservation.  These 
lands may be owned by the City or other agencies, may have easements, may be 
dedicated, or may have some restrictions placed upon the property through the City’s 
processes that protects the overall quality of the resources and prohibits development. 

Private land within the MHPA is allowed only up to 25 percent development in the least 
sensitive area per the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. Should more than 25 percent 
development be desired, an MHPA boundary line adjustment may be proposed. The 
City’s MSCP Subarea Plan states that adjustments to the MHPA boundary line are 
permitted without the need to amend the City’s Subarea Plan, provided the boundary 
adjustment results in an area of equivalent or higher biological value. To meet this 
standard, the area proposed for addition to the MHPA must meet the six functional 
equivalency criteria set forth in Section 5.4.2 of the Final MSCP Plan (City of San Diego 
1997). All MHPA boundary line adjustments require approval by the Wildlife Agencies 
and approval from a City discretionary hearing body. 

A MHPA Boundary Line Correction within the south central CPU area was approved by 
the City and Wildlife Agencies on March 13, 2013. Due to a mapping registration error, 
the MHPA was mapped over 3.7 acres of existing development permitted as part of the 
International Business Center Project (EQD No. 86-0535) which was approved in the 
late 1980s.  The MHPA boundary was shifted to the south in order to remove the 
approved developed area and to add the 10.8 acres in Wruck Canyon that had been 
conserved as part of the International Business Center Project.  The correction resulted 
in a net gain of 7.1 acres within the MHPA.  

For parcels located outside the MHPA, “there is no limit on the encroachment into 
sensitive biological resources, with the exception of wetlands, and listed non-covered 
species’ habitat (which are regulated by state and federal agencies) and narrow endemic 
species.” However, “impacts to sensitive biological resources must be assessed and 
mitigation, where necessary, must be provided in conformance” with the City’s Biological 
Guidelines (City of San Diego 2012a). 



FIGURE 5.4-5

Location of MHPA, SanGIS Conserved Lands,

and Proposed Otay Mesa Community Plan Open Space
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The MSCP includes management priorities to be undertaken by the City as part of its 
MSCP implementation requirements. Those actions identified as Priority 1 are required 
to be implemented by the City as a condition of the MSCP Take Authorization to ensure 
that covered species are adequately protected. The actions identified as Priority 2 may 
be undertaken by the City as resources permit.  

c. MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

To address the integrity of the MHPA and mitigate for indirect impacts to the MHPA, 
guidelines were developed to manage land uses adjacent to the MHPA.  The MHPA 
adjacency guidelines are intended to be incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) and applicable permits during the development review 
phase of a proposed project.  These guidelines address the issues of drainage, toxics, 
lighting, noise, barriers, invasive species, brush management, and grading/development.   

MSCP Subarea Plan: Otay Mesa MHPA Management Directives  

Otay Mesa is in the southern area of the MHPA which also includes the Otay River 
Valley, Tijuana Estuary, and Tijuana River Valley. The plan describes the Otay Mesa 
areas of the MHPA and its vision as a network of open and relatively undisturbed 
canyons containing a full ensemble of native species and providing functional wildlife 
habitat and movement capability. The City’s MHPA Guidelines for Otay Mesa as 
described in Section 1.2.1 of the City’s Subarea Plan (1997) are as follows:  

1. Maintain and/or provide trail access for Border Patrol use around the rim of 
canyons, where feasible. Motorized off-road-vehicle use in the MHPA should be 
prohibited except by Border Patrol, MHPA (Preserve) managers, or emergency 
vehicles. 

2. In the area south of proposed State Route (SR-905), minimize road crossings of 
Spring Canyon. Where road crossings must occur, use bridges or culverts (see 
#3 below). Manufactured slopes adjacent to roadways should be revegetated 
with appropriate native vegetation.  

3. Unless noted otherwise, culvert dimensions should be at least 30 feet wide by 15 
feet high, and where feasible, have a maximum 2:1 length to width ratio. The 
floor of the culvert must be natural/soft bottom, and the ceiling constructed using 
skylights where possible to provide adequate visibility for wildlife. 

4. Vernal pool areas should be preserved per adopted regulations. Where 
development is considered, the vernal pools should be assessed for 
transplantation of sensitive flora and fauna. Any wetland impacts will be mitigated 
for losses to meet the state and federal goal of “no net loss of wetland function 



and value.” Mitigation should occur in accordance with requirements to be 
determined through the 404 and 1602 permitting process for individual projects. 

In addition to the general MHPA Guidelines identified above, the City’s MSCP identifies 
the following specific guidelines for the Otay Mesa area (see Figure 5.4-5 for locations of 
A1–A9): 

A1. Improve the wildlife/pedestrian corridor in Dennery Canyon by incorporating two 
culverts in Dennery Canyon Road. Revegetate the disturbed portions of Dennery 
Canyon with coastal sage scrub species. 

A2. Modify street alignments to retain additional natural areas. Reduced street 
classifications and roadbed widths where possible to reflect reduced 
development. 

A3. The Robinhood Ridge project has a legal right to develop under an existing 
approved Tentative Map. In the event that the approved map expires, future 
development proposals would be required to conform to the MHPA boundaries 
depicted by the Subarea Plan and associated land use regulations. 

A4. Provide a culvert under Otay Mesa Road to facilitate wildlife crossing. Ideally, the 
culvert would provide both limited pedestrian and wildlife access from the Otay 
River Valley Regional Park through Dennery Canyon to areas to the south in 
Spring Canyon. However, if this dimension is not possible due to engineering 
constraints, the culvert must be large enough to allow mid-size mammal and 
predator undercrossing. 

A5. Enhance/restore disturbed areas within the wildlife crossing. This will entail 
revegetation with coastal sage scrub species and if necessary, possible 
experimental restoration of graded vernal pools immediately north of Otay Mesa 
Road. The revegetation effort should not use medium to tall shrubs and trees, to 
address Border Patrol concerns. Provide fencing to direct animals into the 
undercrossing. 

A6. The SR-905 design shall include a bridge-type structure over the wildlife corridor 
south of Otay Mesa Road. This crossing shall be enhanced with grading and 
revegetation.  

A7. Prior to any development impacts in this area, mitigation must include collecting 
and reseeding vernal pool species into other preserved Otay Mesa pools. 

A8. Final configuration of this area is subject to redesign of approved maps.  

A9. The MHPA designation on the Baldwin property at the far northeastern end of the 
Otay Mesa area will need to be fenced at the time of development. Depending on 



the future use of adjacent areas outside the MHPA, the frequency and monitoring 
for disturbance, fence repairs, and other maintenance will be determined at the 
time of development. Due to the sensitivity of the vernal pools and other sensitive 
species in this area, public access should be carefully directed. 

MSCP Subarea Plan: Specific Management Policies and Directives for Otay 
Mesa 

Section 1.5.3 of the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan (1997) describes the specific 
management and directives for the Otay Mesa area. The major issues that require 
consideration for management in the Otay Mesa area include the following, in order of 
priority, as excerpted from Section 1.5.3 of the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan 
(1997): 

• Intense land uses and activities adjacent to and in covered species habitat and 
linkages; 

• Off-road-vehicle activity; 

• Dumping, litter, and vandalism; 

• Enhancement and restoration needs; 

• Exotic (non-native), invasive plants and animals; 

• Illegal immigration and Border Patrol activities; and 

• Utility, facility and road repair, construction, and maintenance activities. 

MSCP Subarea Plan: Overall Management Policies and Directives for Otay Mesa 

As described in the plan:  

The Otay Mesa Community Plan contains lists and maps of vernal pools 
and sensitive species, as well as descriptions of native vegetation, wildlife 
and the ecological significance of the Otay Mesa area. The MHPA 
boundaries closely follow the open space designation in the adopted plan 
for the area south of Otay Mesa Road but have made modifications in the 
north area by adding substantial areas for preservation.   

General Policies 

General Policies for the MHPA contained in Section 1.5.3 of the MSCP Subarea Plan 
include: 



Priority 1: 

1. No unauthorized motorized vehicles except Border Patrol, MHPA managers, 
maintenance personnel, or emergency vehicles will be allowed on any trails or off-
trail in the MHPA. The Border Patrol should restrict vehicles to the existing access 
roads as much as feasible, to avoid disturbance of habitat. 

2. Remove all trash, hazardous materials, and vehicles from the MHPA prior to transfer 
from private to public ownership and/or management. If hazardous materials remain, 
these areas should be signed to indicate their locations, and made off-limits to 
people. 

3. Inventory vernal pool areas within the Otay Mesa area for sensitive and target 
species where not previously or recently done, and assess for 
enhancement/restoration needs or opportunities, general status, and potential 
threats. 

Priority 2: 

1. Assess vernal pool areas proposed for development (e.g., approved development 
projects or proposed regional transportation facilities such as SR-905 and SR-125) 
for transplantation of sensitive plants and soils containing seedbanks of sensitive 
flora and fauna. Include in mitigation programs arrangements for proper timing of soil 
and plant removal, proper storage if necessary, and appropriate timing of 
enhancement/restoration efforts, including transplantation. 

Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa  

Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa contained in Section 1.5.3 of the MSCP 
Subarea Plan are identified as follow: 

Northwest Otay Mesa 

Priority 1: 

1. Protect the area with concentrations of Ferocactus, Dudleya, and succulents on the 
ridge located in the northeast corner of the California Terraces from trampling and 
poaching of plants. Provide barriers to this area that accommodate wildlife 
movement. 

2. Regular enforcement patrols may be necessary in Dennery Canyon and its 
tributaries to prevent vandalism, poaching, and off-road-vehicle activity. 

3. The wildlife crossings under Otay Mesa Road and SR-905 are the only link from 
south to north Otay Mesa. These crossings must be kept free of debris and illegal 



encampments. Provide screening of this area along both sides from residential and 
other adjacent development, and provide limited cover for wildlife within the crossing 
area that is compatible with Border Patrol activities. Restrict night lighting near this 
crossing. 

Priority 2: 

1. Assess the need for access roads at the bottom of Dennery Canyon and its 
tributaries.  Utilize to the extent possible utility maintenance and Border Patrol 
access roads as trail system.  Restore any roads determined not to be necessary to 
serve these functions, and any duplicate roads to the appropriate local native 
habitat(s). 

2. Restore the Bentonite mine and bench area in Dennery Canyon to the appropriate 
local native habitat.  Restoration may require topsoil importation which could be 
provided from the surrounding development areas at the time of grading, as these 
soils would also contain the appropriate local seed bank. 

Northeast Otay Mesa 

Priority 1: 

1. Delineate the MHPA boundaries along areas of the mesa and slopes north of Brown 
Field with markers and signs to inform Brown Field employees, contractors, and 
other people of the boundaries of the MHPA to prevent disturbance of the area.  This 
area should be made off-limits to illegal tilling of the mesas (except where required 
for brush management), dumping, storage of materials, and other disturbances.  
Fencing or other protection mechanisms will only be necessary if continued 
disturbance of these areas is evident. 

2. Retain mesa areas which are currently non-native grasslands in order to allow 
regeneration or continue in their present state, thus providing needed raptor foraging 
area.  If regeneration to coastal sage or other native habitats appears to be 
unbalancing the need for grassland areas in the future, assess these areas for 
management that would maintain a grassland (preferably native) community. 

Priority 2: 

1. Evaluate the mesa north of Brown Field for potential research opportunities in 
studying natural regeneration. If regeneration is not possible, pursue restoration of 
disturbed habitats in this area. 



Southern Otay Mesa 

Priority 1: 

1. Continuous coordination with the U.S. Border Patrol will be necessary to ensure 
continued awareness of the MHPA and cooperation in maintenance. The presence 
of the Border Patrol in this area should help to make the MHPA safe for visitors. If 
possible, improve coordination with the U.S. Border Patrol to aid in the identification 
and prevention of vandalism, off-road vehicle use, dumping, and other disturbances 
to habitat. 

2. Install barriers and signage along Spring Canyon where agriculture or development 
abuts the MHPA. 

Priority 2: 

1. Provide educational materials and training on the MSCP and on native wildlife to 
U.S. Border Patrol agents and other public agency personnel working in the Otay 
Mesa border area to encourage sensitive behavior towards wildlife and its habitat, 
and to discourage unnecessary off-road vehicle use in sensitive areas. 

2. Ensure that the night lighting along the border intrudes as little as possible on lands 
in the interior of the MHPA. 

3. Assess and prioritize the Spring Canyon area for restoration of disturbed areas. 
Include existing roads and those determined not to be needed for Border Patrol 
activities in the restoration assessment. Burned areas should not need restoration, 
but off-road use and other disturbed areas should either be restored or other steps 
taken to encourage regeneration. This could offer potential research opportunities. 

5.4.2.2 City of San Diego Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Regulations 

The purpose of the ESL Regulations (LDC §143.0101 through §143.0160) is to protect, 
preserve and, where damaged, restore environmentally sensitive lands and the viability 
of the species supported by those lands.  The ESL Regulations apply to all proposed 
development when environmentally sensitive lands, including sensitive biological 
resources, steep hillsides, floodplains, or coastal bluffs, are present. The regulations are 
designed to ensure that development occurs in a manner that protects natural resources 
and the natural and topographic character of the area, and retains biodiversity and 
interconnected habitats.  

Within the CPU area, ESL resources include sensitive species and habitats, vernal pools 
and other wetlands, floodplains or areas of flooding, and steep hillsides. Many of the 
ESL resources are within the existing designated MHPA where development 



encroachment is restricted to 25 percent in the least sensitive portion of the site. 
Compliance of the CPU with the ESL Regulations is detailed in Section 5.1.5 within this 
EIR.  

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU will be required to comply 
with the applicable sections of the ESL regulations related to biological resources, 
wetlands and the MSCP/MHPA.  

5.4.2.3 City of San Diego General Plan Policies 

The General Plan presents goals and policies for biological resources in the Conservation 
Element. Relevant excerpts from this element are included in Table 5.4-4 below. 

TABLE 5.4-4 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATING TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Policy Description 
CE-B.1   Protect and conserve the landforms, canyon lands, and open spaces that: define 

the City’s urban form; provide public views/vistas; serve as core biological areas 
and wildlife linkages; are wetlands habitats; provide buffers within and between 
communities; or provide outdoor recreational opportunities. 

 a. Utilize Environmental Growth Funds and pursue additional funding for the 
acquisition and management of MHPA and other important community open 
space lands.   

 b. Support the preservation of rural lands and open spaces throughout the 
region.   

 c. Protect urban canyons and other important community open spaces including 
those that have been designated in community plans for the many benefits 
they offer locally, and regionally as part of  a collective citywide open space 
system (see also Recreation Element, Sections C and  F; Urban Design 
Element, Section A). 

 d. Minimize or avoid impacts to canyons and other environmentally sensitive land 
by relocating sewer infrastructure out of these areas where possible, 
minimizing construction of new sewer access roads into these areas, and 
redirecting of sewage discharge away from canyons and other 
environmentally sensitive lands. 

 e. Encourage the removal of invasive plant species and the planting of native 
plants near open space preserves. 

 f. Pursue formal dedication of existing and future open space areas throughout 
the City, especially in core biological resource areas of the City's adopted 
MSCP Subarea Plan. 

 g. Require sensitive design, construction, relocation, and maintenance of trails to 
optimize public access and resource conservation.   



TABLE 5.4-4 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATING TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
CE-B.2   Apply the appropriate zoning and Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) 

regulations to limit development of floodplains and sensitive biological areas 
including wetlands, steep hillsides, canyons, and coastal lands. 

 a. Manage watersheds and regulate floodplains to reduce disruption of natural 
systems, including the flow of sand to the beaches.  Where possible and 
practical, restore water filtration, flood and erosion control, biodiversity and 
sand replenishment benefits. 

 b. Limit grading and alterations of steep hillsides, cliffs and shoreline to prevent 
increased erosion and landform impacts. 

CE-C.4 Manage wetland areas as described in Section H, Wetlands, for natural flood 
control and preservation of landforms. 

CE-E.4    Continue to participate in the development and implementation of Watershed 
Management Plans for water quality and habitat protection.   

CE-E.7  Manage floodplains to address their multi-purpose use, including natural drainage, 
habitat preservation, and open space and passive recreation, while also protecting 
public health and safety. 

CE-G.1 Preserve natural habitats pursuant to the MSCP, preserve rare plants and animals 
to the maximum extent practicable, and manage all City-owned native habitats to 
ensure their long-term biological viability. 
a. Educate the public about the impacts invasive plant species have on open 

space.  
b. Remove, avoid, or discourage the planting of invasive plant species.  
c. Pursue funding for removal of established populations of invasive species 

within open space. 
CE-G.2 Prioritize, fund, acquire, and manage open spaces that preserve important 

ecological resources and provide habitat connectivity. 
CE-G.3   Implement the conservation goals/policies of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, such 

as providing connectivity between habitats and limiting recreational access and use 
to appropriate areas.  

CE-G.4   Protect important ecological resources when applying floodplain regulations and 
development guidelines. 

CE-G.5    Promote aquatic biodiversity and habitat recovery by reducing hydrological 
alterations, such as grading a stream channel. 

CE-H.1   Use a watershed planning approach to preserve and enhance wetlands.  
CE-H.2   Facilitate public-private partnerships that improve private, federal, state and local 

coordination through removal of jurisdictional barriers that limit effective wetland 
management.  

CE-H.3  Seek state and federal legislation and funding that support efforts to research, 
classify, and map wetlands including vernal pools and their functions, and improve 
restoration and mitigation procedures. 

CE-H.4    Support the long-term monitoring of restoration and mitigation efforts to track and 
evaluate changes in wetland acreage, functions, and values.  

CE-H.5   Support research and demonstration projects that use created wetlands to help 
cleanse urban and storm water runoff, where not detrimental to natural upland and 
wetland habitats.   



TABLE 5.4-4 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATING TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
CE-H.6   Support educational and technical assistance programs, for both planning and 

development professionals, and the general public, on wetlands protection in the 
land use planning and development process. 

CE-H.7  Encourage site planning that maximizes the potential biological, historic, 
hydrological and land use benefits of wetlands.   

CE-H.8 Implement a “no net loss” approach to wetlands conservation in accordance with all 
city, state, and federal regulations.  

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Conservation Element 2008. 

5.4.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, impacts related to biological 
resources would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Result in a reduction in the number of any unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or 
fully protected species of plants or animals; 

2. Result in interference with the nesting/foraging/movement of any resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species; 

3. Result in an impact to a sensitive habitat, including, but not limited to streamside 
vegetation, oak woodland, vernal pools, wetlands, coastal sage scrub, or 
chaparral; 

4. Affect the long-term conservation of biological resources as described in the 
MSCP, or conflict with the provisions of the MSCP Subarea Plan’s Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines or other approved local, regional, or state conservation 
plans; 

5. Result in the introduction of invasive species of plants into the area; 

6. Result in an impact on City, state, or federally regulated wetlands (including, but 
not limited to, salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, riparian habitat, etc.) through direct 
removal, filing, hydrological interruption, or other means; or 

7. Result in temporary construction noise from the CPU or permanent noise 
generators (including roads) that adversely impacts sensitive species (e.g., 
coastal California gnatcatcher) within the MHPA; 



5.4.3.1 Criteria for Evaluating Biological Resources  

Potential impacts to biological resources are evaluated through review of the project’s 
consistency with the City’s LDC ESL Regulations and Biology Guidelines as well as the 
MSCP Subarea Plan. Before a determination of the significance of an impact can be 
made, the presence and nature of the biological resources would be established. The 
criteria for evaluating a project’s impact on biological resources resulting from CPU 
implementation would depend on whether: 

• The site has been identified as part of the MHPA by the Subarea Plan. 

• The site supports or could support Tier I, II, IIIA & B vegetation communities 
(such as grassland, chaparral, coastal sage scrub). 

• The site contains, or comes within 100 feet of, a natural or man-made drainage 
(determine whether it is vegetated with wetland vegetation). The site lies within 
the 100-year floodplain established by FEMA and the Flood Plain Fringe/Flood 
Way zones. 

• The site does not support a vegetation community covered under the MSCP; 
however, important wildlife species may use the site for a corridor, etc.  

5.4.3.2 Biological Impacts  

Once it has been established that biological resources are present on a project site, 
further analysis of a project’s direct and/or indirect impact to biological resources would 
be required and a determination of significance made with respect to the resource being 
impacted.  

Direct effects include, but are not limited to, the following impacts: 

a. Direct Impacts 

• Any encroachment in the MHPA is considered a significant impact to the 
preservation goals of the MSCP. Any encroachment into the MHPA (in excess of 
the allowable encroachment by a project) would require a MHPA boundary 
adjustment which would include a habitat equivalency assessment and 
concurrence by the Wildlife Agencies to ensure that lands  added to the MHPA 
would be least equivalent to what would be removed. 

• Lands containing Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats and all wetlands are considered 
sensitive and declining habitats. Impacts to these resources may be considered 
significant. 



• Impacts to individual sensitive species, outside of any impacts to habitat, may 
also be considered significant based upon the rarity and extent of impacts. 
Impacts to state or federally listed species and all narrow endemics should be 
considered significant.  

• Certain species covered by the MSCP and other species not covered by the 
MSCP may be considered significant on a case-by-case basis taking into 
consideration all pertinent information regarding distribution, rarity, and the level 
of habitat conservation afforded by the MSCP. 

b. Indirect Impacts 

Indirect effects include, but are not limited to, the following impacts: 

• Introduction of urban meso-predators into a biological system 

• Introduction of urban runoff into a biological system 

• Introduction of invasive exotic plant species into a biological system 

• Noise and lighting impacts 

• Alteration of a dynamic portion of a system, such as stream flow characteristics 
or fire cycles 

• Loss of a wetland buffer that includes no environmentally sensitive lands 

5.4.4 Issue 1: Sensitive Plants and Animals 
Would the CPU result in a reduction in the number of any unique, rare, endangered, 
sensitive, or fully protected species of plants or animals? 

5.4.4.1 Impacts 

The CPU presents goals and policies for biological resources in the Land Use, Urban 
Design, Recreation, and Conservation Elements. Relevant excerpts from this element are 
included in Table 5.4-5 below. 



TABLE 5.4-5 
CPU PLAN POLICIES RELATING TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Policy Description 
LU 2.1-2 Achieve comprehensive neighborhood and community village development through 

Specific Plans that: 
 a. Respect the natural topography and sensitive habitat areas with growth 

patterns that balance development with preservation of natural resources. 
 b. Provide a land use map that illustrates the detailed land use designations, 

including any lands set aside for resource conservation consistent with any 
future Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan. The specific plan land use map 
will refine the Otay Mesa Community Plan Land Use Map as part of the 
specific plan approval process. 

 c. Illustrate a separate system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities and pathways 
linking the activity centers with the residential areas, public facilities, and open 
space systems.   

LU 2.6-1 Maintain the existing open space, and collaborate with the Wildlife Agencies, 
environmental groups, and the public to ensure adequate conservation for sensitive 
biological resources. 

LU 2.6-2 Create a close relationship between the natural environment of the Otay River 
Valley, Spring Canyon, and the Dennery Canyon systems and developed areas 
through the provision of multi-use trails and educational elements. 

UD 4.1-2 Incorporate interpretive centers to provide educational information for sensitive 
resources within the Dennery Canyon system and the Otay River Valley as new 
development and redevelopment occurs. 

UD 4.3-1 Employ sensitive design techniques when developing adjacent to Otay Mesa’s 
natural canyon and open space systems. 

RE 7.2-1 Balance goals to preserve MHPA and open space areas with opportunities for 
providing recreation. 

 a. Maintain Spring Canyon and portions of the Otay Valley Regional Park in their 
natural state. Future uses should be compatible with the open space concept, 
and may include hiking, bicycling, and sightseeing. 

 b. Create a close relationship between the natural environment of Spring 
Canyon and developed areas through an extensive parks, recreation, and 
open space system by connecting parks to open space trails, bike routes, and 
sidewalks. 

RE 7.2-2 Minimize activities that require alterations to the natural open space. 
RE 7.2-3 Require the sensitive placement of structures such as benches, picnic tables in 

open space areas. 
RE 7.2-5 Support efforts to designate trails and create a comprehensive trails system within 

Spring Canyon and the Otay Valley Regional Park’s Dennery Canyon open space 
areas. 

CE 8.1.1 Implement the ESL Regulation related to biological resources and steep hillsides 
for all new development. 

CE 8.1.2 Preserve a network of open and relatively undisturbed canyons containing a full 
ensemble of native species and providing functional wildlife habitat and movement 
capability. 

CE 8.1.4 Implement the MSCP Management Policies and Directives for Otay Mesa through 
the project review process. 

  



TABLE 5.4-5 
CPU PLAN POLICIES RELATING TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
CE 8.1.5 Implement City regulations and Biology Guidelines for preservation, acquisition, 

restoration, management, and monitoring of biological resources. 
CE 8.1.6 Implement Area Specific Management Directives and Conditions of Coverage as 

stated in Table 3-5 of the MSCP Subarea Plan for species protected in Otay Mesa 
and identified in Table 8-1 of the CPU. 

CE 8.1.7 Require preservation, restoration, management, and monitoring within identified 
vernal pool preservation areas in accordance with City, state, and federal policies 
and regulations. The boundaries of vernal pool preserve areas should be of 
sufficient size and shape to protect the vernal pool basins, watersheds, functional 
buffers, and areas necessary to maintain vernal pool ecosystem function and 
species viability. 

 a. Design, as feasible, the preserve areas to provide connectivity between vernal 
pools, surrounding open space, and nearby vernal pool complexes. 

 b. Conduct management and monitoring of preserved and restored vernal pool 
sites in accordance with the citywide regulations and Biology Guidelines. 

CE 8.1.8 Amend the Otay Mesa Community Plan as needed for consistency with an adopted 
HCP. 

CE 8.1.9 Foster local stewardship and develop positive neighborhood awareness of the 
open space preserve areas with environmental education programs through local 
schools, homeowners associations, community groups, and other public forums 
that address the local ecosystem and habitat preservation. Incorporate hands-on 
learning via neighborhood hikes or other initiatives that present information in a 
manner that will increase interest in the natural world. 

CE 8.1.10 Require development to obtain all required state and federal permits. 
CE 8.1.11 Encourage the development of a comprehensive approach to habitat identification, 

management, and establishment of preservation nodes in order to address long 
term survival of the burrowing owl on Otay Mesa. 

 

Even with the implementation of the aforementioned policies, impacts to unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of plants or animals would occur with 
implementation of the CPU as described below.  Due to the fact that portions of the 
biological resource assessment are based on secondary source information rather than 
site-specific field surveys, the impacts would be refined for individual projects. Instead, 
the program-level analysis identifies areas of potential impacts associated with 
implementation of the overall CPU. Site-specific surveys would be conducted for future 
project-level review to verify the presence of sensitive plant species occurring on 
individual properties and determine the extent of any potential impacts. 



a. Impacts to Sensitive Plants 

Implementation of the CPU has the potential to impact 17 sensitive plant species known 
to occur within the CPU area. Precise locations of sensitive plant species would be 
identified through on-site reconnaissance in conjunction with future development.  

Ten of the plant species are federally and/or state listed and MSCP-covered species. 
These include: 

Otay tarplant is state listed as endangered and federally listed as threatened (State of 
California 2012b).  It is considered a narrow endemic species under the MCSP and has 
a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.1 (Rare, threatened, or endangered in California or 
elsewhere; seriously endangered in California) (City of San Diego 1997; CNPS 2012).  
Habitat for this species is coastal sage scrub, valley and foothill grasslands in clay soils. 

San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila). San Diego ambrosia is federally listed as 
endangered (State of California 2012b). It is considered a narrow endemic species 
under the MSCP and has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.1 (Rare, threatened, or 
endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously endangered in California) (City of San 
Diego 1997; CNPS 2012). Habitat for this species is disturbed areas in chaparral, 
coastal scrub, grassland, or vernal pool communities or along creek beds, seasonally 
dry drainages, and floodplains along the edge of willow woodland, in riverwash or sandy 
alluvial soils. 

Variegated dudleya is considered a narrow endemic species under the MSCP and has 
a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.2 (Rare, threatened, or endangered in California or 
elsewhere; fairly endangered in California) (City of San Diego 1997; CNPS 2012). It can 
be found in openings in chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, or vernal pool 
habitats. 

San Diego button-celery is federally and state listed as endangered (State of California 
2012b).  It is considered a narrow endemic species under the MSCP and has a CNPS 
Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.1 (Rare, threatened, or endangered in California or elsewhere; 
seriously endangered in California) (City of San Diego 1997; CNPS 2012). It is found in 
vernal pools and wet areas within coastal sage scrub and grasslands. 

Spreading navarretia is federally listed as threatened, is considered a narrow endemic 
species under the MSCP, and has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.1 (Rare, 
threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously endangered in 
California) (State of California 2012b; City of San Diego 1997; CNPS 2012). Its habitat is 
vernal pools, marshes, and swamps. A portion of the Otay Mesa area has been 
designated as critical habitat by the USFWS for spreading navarretia (see Figure 5.4-3). 



California Orcutt grass is a state and federally endangered species (State of California 
2012b).  It is considered a narrow endemic species under the MSCP and has a CNPS 
Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.1 (Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and 
elsewhere; seriously endangered in California) (City of San Diego 1997; CNPS 2012). 
This species grows in vernal pools. 

Otay mesa mint is state and federally listed as an endangered species and has a CNPS 
Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.1 (Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and 
elsewhere; seriously endangered in California) (State of California 2012b; CNPS 2012).  
It is considered a narrow endemic under the MSCP (City of San Diego 1997).  This plant 
grows in vernal pools.   

Small-leaved rose is state listed as endangered, covered under the MSCP, and has a 
CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 2.1 (Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but 
more common elsewhere; seriously endangered in California) (State of California 2012b; 
City of San Diego 1997; CNPS 2012). Its habitat is coastal sage scrub.  It is known in 
California from only one occurrence on Otay Mesa.  Because the only location of this 
species is part of a translocation program within the Ocean View Hills project (approved 
and built), impacts would not be anticipated. 

San Diego goldenstar is a covered species under the MSCP and has a CNPS Rare 
Plant Ranking of 2.1 (Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common 
elsewhere; seriously endangered in California) (City of San Diego 1997; CNPS 2012). It 
occurs in chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and vernal pool habitats.  

San Diego barrel cactus is a covered species under the MSCP and has a CNPS Rare 
Plant Ranking of 2.1 (Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common 
elsewhere; seriously endangered in California) (City of San Diego 1997; CNPS 2012). It 
is found in chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and vernal pool habitats.  

Additional plant species are not covered in the MSCP, but considered rare and occurring 
on the CNPS List. These include: 

South coast saltscale has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.2 (Rare, threatened, or 
endangered in California, but more common elsewhere; fairly endangered in California).   
It is found in coastal sage scrub habitat (CNPS 2012). 

Nuttall’s scrub oak has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 1B.1 (Rare, threatened, or 
endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously endangered in California) (CNPS 
2012). It is found in chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitats. 

San Diego bur-sage has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 2.1 (Rare, threatened, or 
endangered in California, but more common elsewhere; seriously endangered in 
California).  It is found in coastal sage scrub (CNPS 2012). 



Golden-spined cereus has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 2.2 (Rare, threatened, or 
endangered in California, but more common elsewhere; fairly endangered in California).  
It is found in chaparral and coastal sage scrub (CNPS 2012). 

Cliff spurge has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 2.2 (Rare, threatened, or endangered 
in California, but more common elsewhere; fairly endangered in California).  It is found in 
coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub (CNPS 2012). 

Little mousetail has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 3.1 (Needs review; seriously 
endangered in California).  It is found in vernal pools and grasslands (CNPS 2012). 

San Diego County viguiera has a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking of 4.2 (Uncommon in 
California; fairly endangered in California).  It is found in chaparral and coastal sage 
scrub (CNPS 2012). 

b. Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife 

Implementation of the CPU has the potential to impact sensitive wildlife species known 
to occur within the CPU area. Precise locations of sensitive wildlife species and suitable 
habitat would be identified through on-site reconnaissance in conjunction with future 
development. Potentially affected species and suitable habitat are described below. 

Federally Listed Endangered Species  

The federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly, San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside 
fairy shrimp, and least Bell’s vireo could be impacted with future development 
implemented in accordance with the CPU.  Impacts to the San Diego fairy shrimp, 
Riverside fairy shrimp, least Bell’s vireo, and Quino checkerspot butterfly must be 
approved by USFWS under Section 7 or 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act. 
Impacts to least Bell’s vireo must comply with the provisions of the MSCP. 

The San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp are federally listed endangered 
species. The City relinquished federal coverage of these species in the MSCP, but has 
retained state coverage through the MSCP. They are both associated with vernal pool 
habitat and have designated critical habitat in Otay Mesa (see Figure 5.4-4). 

The Quino checkerspot butterfly is also a federally listed endangered species and a non-
covered species in the MSCP.  It occurs in open dry areas of the mesa and has 
designated critical habitat in the northeastern corner of the CPU area (see Figure 5.4-4). 

The least Bell’s vireo is a federally and state listed endangered species and an MSCP 
covered species that could nest in the CPU.  It is a migratory species and summer 
resident in riparian woodlands dominated by willows.  



Federally Listed Threatened Species  

The coastal California gnatcatcher, a federally listed threatened species, CDFW listed 
species of special concern, and MSCP covered species, could be impacted with future 
development implemented in accordance with the CPU. Coastal sage scrub and 
maritime succulent scrub habitat occupied by the coastal California gnatcatcher occurs 
in the CPU area. Direct impacts to occupied habitat that occurs in an MHPA area could 
be impacted under the proposed CPU. Indirect impacts (temporary construction noise) 
may occur to this species if construction occurs during the breeding season. 

State Listed Endangered Species 

The least Bell’s vireo is a federally and state listed endangered species and an MSCP 
covered species that could nest in the CPU area. As such, impacts to least Bell’s vireo 
must comply with the federal and state regulations regarding take of a listed species. 

CDFW Species of Special Concern 

The western burrowing owl is a CDFW species of special concern, USFWS bird of 
conservation concern, and MSCP covered species that is known to occur within the CPU 
area. The western burrowing owl occupies open areas, including native and non-native 
grassland, sparsely vegetated shrubland, agricultural land, and disturbed habitat. They 
typically nest in ground squirrel or other small mammal burrows, but may dig their own 
nests in soft soil or use culverts or drainage pipes. The burrowing owl population located 
within the Otay Mesa area is the largest remaining population of this species in San 
Diego County (Unitt 2004). 

Impacts to burrowing owls would include not only direct impacts to individuals, nests, 
and suitable nesting habitat, but also indirect impacts from “eradication of host 
burrowers; changes in vegetation management (i.e., grazing); use of pesticides and 
rodenticides; destruction, conversion or degradation of nesting, foraging, over-wintering 
or other habitats; destruction of natural burrows and burrow surrogates; and disturbance 
which may result in the harassment of owls at occupied burrows” (CDFW 2012). 
Implementation of the CPU may result in impacts to 1,230.4 acres of non-native 
grassland, 110.7 acres of agricultural land, and 374.2 acres of disturbed land. Impacts to 
non-native grassland would affect the preferred habitat of the burrowing owl and would 
likely reduce population numbers. Although the species prefers grasslands, it is also 
known to use agricultural lands and disturbed lands when suitable grassland habitat is 
not available near an occupied area. Therefore, impacts to agricultural and disturbed 
lands need to be evaluated for their potential to support the burrow owl. 

Future development in areas designated for commercial and industrial uses on 
properties that have not been previously graded, or have been graded but have not 
otherwise developed, would be subject to review in accordance with the supplemental 



regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial).  This includes a requirement for submittal of 
a Focused Burrowing Owl Survey prepared by a qualified biologist in accordance with 
the City’s Biology Guidelines that determines there are no burrowing owls present on the 
project site. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A 
supplemental regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance with 
CPIOZ Type B. Both processes are further described in Section 3.0, Project Description. 
In addition, as part of the environmental analysis for future subsequent development 
projects implemented in accordance with the CPU (CPIOZ Type B), burrowing owl 
surveys would be required to be conducted in suitable habitat to determine if this species 
is present and to locate active burrows and burrow complexes.  If burrowing owls are 
present, mitigation measures must be implemented, including avoidance of impacts 
inside the MHPA.  Outside the MHPA, impacts must be avoided to the maximum extent 
practicable by the relocation of owls out of impact areas by trained professionals and the 
conservation of occupied burrowing owl habitat or conservation of lands appropriate for 
restoration, management, and enhancement of burrowing owl nesting and foraging 
requirements to compensate for lost habitat.  Management plans and directives must be 
prepared for these burrowing owl conservation lands in accordance with CDFW’s staff 
report for burrowing owls dated March 2012 and would be subject to approval by the 
Wildlife Agencies. 

Raptors, including the Cooper’s hawk and northern harrier, are known to forage in the 
CPU area and may nest in suitable habitats within the CPU area. Cooper’s hawk is a 
CDFW species of concern, USFWS bird of conservation concern, and MSCP covered 
year-round resident in San Diego. The Cooper’s hawk habitat includes mature forest, 
open woodlands, woodland edges, parks, and residential areas.  The northern harrier is 
a CDFW species of concern and MSCP covered migrant and winter resident in San 
Diego. The northern harrier occupies coastal lowlands, marshes, grassland, and 
agricultural fields. The CPU would remove up to approximately 1,459.53 acres of 
foraging habitat for birds of prey (including approximately 1,230.4 acres of non-native 
grasslands and 229.13 acres of scrubland).  In compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) and Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code, no active nests of 
migratory bird species may be impacted during project construction. 

Coastal cactus wren is CDFW species of special concern, USFWS bird of conservation 
concern and MSCP covered species. It occupies maritime succulent scrub and coastal 
sage scrub. Any impacts to these habitat types could potentially impact the coastal 
cactus wren.  

Additional CDFW species of special concern occurring in the CPU area include San 
Diego horned lizard and Belding’s orange-throated whiptail. Both are MSCP-covered 
and occupy chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitats. 

Others include western spadefoot, Coronado skink, red diamond rattlesnake, loggerhead 
shrike (USFWS bird of conservation concern), yellow-breasted chat, northwestern San 



Diego pocket mouse, San Diego woodrat, and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit. These 
species are not covered by the MSCP. 

CDFW Fully Protected Species 

Other raptors, such as the golden eagle (CDFW fully protected species and species of 
special concern; USFWS bird of conservation concern; MSCP covered) and white-tailed 
kite (CDFW fully protected species), may nest or winter in the CPU area.  The golden 
eagle requires vast foraging areas in grassland, broken chaparral, or sage scrub.  It 
nests in cliffs and trees.  

Other MSCP Covered Species 

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow is a CDFW watch list and MSCP covered 
species that occupies coastal sage scrub, chaparral and grassland.   

Other Non-covered Sensitive Species 

These include species listed or considered sensitive but are not covered in the City’s 
MSCP: great egret; black-crowned night heron; prairie falcon (CDFW watch list; federal 
bird of conservation concern); California horned lark (CDFW watch list) in addition to the 
species listed above.   

Indirect Impacts 

The MHPA has been designed to maximize conservation of sensitive biological 
resources, including sensitive species.  When land is developed adjacent to the MHPA, 
there is a potential for secondary impacts that may degrade the habitat value or disrupt 
animals within the preserve area.  These secondary effects of development may include 
habitat insularization, drainage/water quality impacts, lighting, noise, roadkill, exotic plant 
species, nuisance animal species, and human intrusion.  These impacts would be short-
term, resulting from construction activities, or long-term.  Short-term construction 
impacts would result in disruption of nesting and breeding and would thus affect the 
population of sensitive species.  To address this concern, the MSCP includes a set of 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines that would be evaluated and implemented at the 
project-level.  Indirect impacts are discussed in more detail in Sections 5.4.7, 5.4.8, and 
5.4.10. 



TABLE 5.4-6 
POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO VEGETATION COMMUNITIES AND LAND COVER TYPES WITHIN 

THE CPU 
 

Vegetation Communities/ 
Land Cover Type 

CPU Impact Area 
Total Inside MHPA* Outside MHPA 

Non-native grassland 10.9 1,219.5 1,230.4 
Diegan coastal sage scrub 1.4 160.6 162 
Disturbed land 0 374.2 374.2 
Maritime succulent scrub 0.78 64.7 65.48 
Agriculture 0.1 110.6 110.7 
Riparian 0.35 0 0.35 
Non-native vegetation 0 0.1 0.1 
Vernal pool 0.05 2.9 2.95 
Basin with fairy shrimp 0** 0.7 0.7 
Mule fat scrub 1.3 0 1.3 
Alkali Seep 0 0 0 
Freshwater marsh 0 0 0 
Eucalyptus woodland 0 0 0 
TOTAL 15 1,933 1,948 

*Lands within the MHPA that have not been 100 percent conserved have the potential for a 
25 percent loss in the least sensitive area due to allowable encroachment under the MSCP. 

**Impact acreage less than 0.01. 
†Total numbers have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 

The CPU incorporates several policies related to the protection of sensitive habitats, as 
described in Section 5.4.4. Even with the implementation of the aforementioned policies, 
implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in the loss of sensitive vegetation 
communities (Figures 5.4-6 and 5.4-7) in the CPU area as shown in Table 5.4-6.  

Figure 5.4-7 shows the impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, as classified by the 
MSCP. As previously detailed in Section 5.4.1.2, upland communities within the MSCP 
are divided into four tiers of sensitivity based on rarity and ecological importance (City of 
San Diego 2012a). Tier I is the most sensitive and Tier IV is the least sensitivity. 
Potential impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would include the loss of basins 
with fairy shrimp, Diegan coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub, non-native 
grassland, and riparian.  Impacts to wetlands, including vernal pools, are discussed in 
Section 5.4.9. Impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would be significant.  

5.4.4.2 Significance of Impacts  

Implementation of the CPU has the potential to impact sensitive plants and animals 
directly through the loss of habitat or indirectly by placing development adjacent to the 
MHPA.  Potential impacts to federal or state listed species, MSCP covered species, or 
species with a CNPS Rare Plant Ranking would be significant. Plant species potentially 
impacted are listed in Table 5.4-2.  



FIGURE 5.4-6

Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types
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FIGURE 5.4-7

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities
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Wildlife species include: coastal California gnatcatcher, Quino checkerspot butterfly, San 
Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, San Diego horned lizard, Belding’s orange-
throated whiptail, western burrowing owl, coastal cactus wren, northern harrier, Cooper’s 
hawk, golden eagle, least Bell’s vireo, and southern California rufous-crowned sparrow. 
Impacts to those wildlife species listed in Table 5.4-3 not listed above would be adverse, 
though not significant, due to their lower sensitivity ratings and the fact that suitable 
habitat would be preserved in the MHPA to compensate for loss of sensitive habitat (see 
Issue 3).  It should be noted however, that for future projects that are consistent with the 
CPU, base zone regulations and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and 
can demonstrate that no biological resources are present; the project can be processed 
ministerially and would not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA.   

5.4.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

Mitigation is required for impacts that are considered significant under the City of San 
Diego’s Biology Guidelines (2012) and the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance 
Determination Thresholds (2011d). All impacts to sensitive biological resources shall be 
avoided to the maximum extent feasible and minimized when avoidance is not possible. 
For future projects that are consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the 
supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that no biological 
resources are present, the project can be processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further environmental review under CEQA.  Future development which does 
not comply with CPIOZ Type A shall be subject to review in accordance with CPIOZ B 
and shall implement the Biological Resources Mitigation Framework detailed below. 
Where impacts are not avoidable or cannot be minimized, mitigation shall be required to 
reduce significant impacts to below a level of significance. Mitigation measures typically 
employed include resource avoidance, restoration, or creation of habitat, dedication, or 
acquisition of habitat, or payment into the City of San Diego’s Habitat Acquisition Fund 
or other City-approved mitigation bank.  Mitigation measures shall be determined and 
implemented at the project-level. Adherence to the recommendations below is 
anticipated to minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources. 

BIO-1: To reduce potentially significant impacts that would cause a reduction in the 
number of unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of 
plants or animals, if present within the CPU area, all subsequent projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be analyzed in accordance 
with the CEQA Significance Thresholds, which require that site-specific 
biological resources surveys be conducted in accordance with City of San 
Diego Biology Guidelines (2012). The locations of any sensitive plant 
species, including listed, rare, and narrow endemic species, as well as the 
potential for occurrence of any listed or rare wildlife species shall be recorded 
and presented in a biological resources report. Based on available habitat 
within CPU area, focused presence/absence surveys shall be conducted in 



accordance with the biology guidelines and applicable resource agency 
survey protocols to determine the potential for impacts resulting from the 
future projects on these species. Engineering design specifications based on 
project-level grading and site plans shall be incorporated into the  design of 
future projects to minimize or eliminate direct impacts on sensitive plant and 
wildlife species consistent with the FESA, MBTA, Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act, California Endangered Species Act (CESA), MSCP Subarea 
Plan, and ESL Regulations. 

 In addition to the requirements detailed above, specific measures shall be 
implemented when the biological survey results in the identification of 
Burrowing Owls on the project site.  Future projects shall be required to 
conduct a habitat assessment to determine whether or not protocol surveys 
are needed. Should burrowing owl habitat or sign be encountered on or within 
150 meters of the project site, breeding season surveys shall be conducted. If 
occupancy is determined, site-specific avoidance and mitigation measures 
shall be developed in accordance with the protocol established in the Staff 
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). Measures to avoid and 
minimize impacts to burrowing owl shall be included in a Conceptual 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan which includes take avoidance (pre-
construction) surveys, site surveillance, and the use of buffers, screens, or 
other measures to minimize construction-related impacts.   
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 Mitigation for Impacts to Sensitive Upland Habitats 

 Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU resulting in impacts 
to sensitive upland Tier I, II, IIIA, or IIIB habitats shall implement avoidance 
and minimization measures consistent with the City Biology Guidelines and 
MSCP Subarea Plan and provide suitable mitigation in accordance with the 
City’s Biology Guidelines (Table 5.4-7) MSCP Subarea Plan.  Future  project-
level grading and site plans shall incorporate project design features to 
minimize direct impacts on sensitive vegetation communities including but not 
limited to riparian habitats, wetlands, oak woodlands, coastal sage scrub, and 
consistent with federal, state, and City guidelines. Any required mitigation for 
impacts on sensitive vegetation communities shall be outlined in a conceptual 
mitigation plan following the outline provided in the City Biology Guidelines.  

 Mitigation for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities shall be 
implemented at the time future development projects are proposed. Project-
level analysis shall determine whether the impacts are within or outside of the 
MHPA. Any MHPA boundary adjustments shall be processed by the 
individual project applicants through the City and Wildlife Agencies during the 
early project planning stage.  

 Mitigation for impacts to sensitive upland habitats shall occur in accordance 
with the MSCP mitigation ratios as specified within the City’s Biology 
Guidelines (City of San Diego 2012a). These mitigation ratios are based on 
Tier level of the vegetation community, the location of the impact and the 
location of the mitigation site(s). For example, impacts to lands inside of the 
MHPA and mitigated outside the MHPA would have the highest mitigation 
ratio whereas impacts to lands outside the MHPA and mitigated inside the 
MHPA would have the lowest mitigation ratio.  

 If mobility element roads (i.e., Beyer Boulevard, Airway Road, and Del Sol 
Boulevard)  impact existing conserved lands, an additional 1:1 ratio shall be 
added to the City required mitigation ratio in order to replace the lands that 
were previously preserved as open space. Mitigation lands purchased to 
compensate for impacts to areas within conserved lands shall be located in 
the Otay Mesa area if feasible.  

 Mitigation for Impacts to Wetlands  

 Please refer to Mitigation Framework BIO-4 in Section 5.4.9, Wetlands. 



5.0 Environmental Impact Analysis  5.4 Biological Resources  

Page 5.4-60 

 Mitigation for Short-term Impacts to Sensitive Species from Project 
Construction 

 Specific measures necessary for reducing potential construction-related noise 
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo burrowing owl, 
and the cactus wren are further detailed in LU-2 and BIO-2.  

TABLE 5.4-7 
MITIGATION RATIOS FOR IMPACTS TO UPLAND VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

AND LAND COVER TYPES 
 

Tier Habitat Type Mitigation Ratios 
TIER 1 
(rare uplands) 

Southern Foredunes 
Torrey Pines Forest 
Coastal Bluff Scrub 
Maritime Succulent Scrub 
Maritime Chaparral 
Scrub Oak Chaparral 
Native Grassland 
Oak Woodlands 

Location of Preservation 
  Inside Outside 
Location Inside 2:1 3:1 
 Outside 1:1 2:1 

TIER II 
(uncommon 
uplands) 

Coastal Sage Scrub  
Coastal Sage Scrub/ 

Chaparral 

Location of Preservation 
  Inside Outside 
Location Inside* 1:1 2:1 
 Outside 1:1 1.5:1 

TIER III A 
(common 
uplands) 

Mixed Chaparral Chamise 
Chaparral 

Location of Preservation 
  Inside Outside 
Location Inside* 2:1 3:1 
 Outside 1:1 2:1 

TIER III B 
(common 
uplands) 

Non-Native Grasslands Location of Preservation 
  Inside Outside 
Location Inside* 1:1 1.5:1 
Outside  0.5:1 1:1 

Notes: 
For all Tier I impacts, the mitigation could (1) occur within the MHPA portion of Tier I (in 

Tier) or (2) occur outside of the MHPA within the affected habitat type (in-kind). 
For impacts on Tier II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats, the mitigation could (1) occur within the 

MHPA portion of Tiers I – III (out-of-kind) or (2) occur outside of the MHPA within the 
affected habitat type (in-kind). Project-specific mitigation will be subject to applicable 
mitigation ratios at the time of project submittal. 

 

5.4.4.4 Significance after Mitigation  

Future commercial, business park and industrial development applications for properties 
that are subject to the CPIOZ and that are consistent with the CPU zone regulations, 
and the supplemental CPIOZ regulations, would be processed ministerially (CPIOZ 
Type A) in accordance with the procedures of the CPIOZ which requires preparation and 
submittal of a focused biological resources survey to determine presence or absence of 
sensitive plants and animal species. Future development proposal that do not comply 



with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and the regulations of the 
underlying zone would apply for a CPIOZ Type B permit and would be required to obtain 
discretionary approval through a Site Development Permit.  Implementation of the 
CPIOZ would ensure consistency of all future development with CPU goals and policies. 
Although implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in significant direct and 
indirect impacts to sensitive plant and animal species, which can be mitigated at the 
project-level, these projects would be required to implement the Mitigation Framework 
identified in the MMRP, which requires site-specific environmental review, analysis of 
potential impacts to biological resources, and recommendations for mitigation to reduce 
significant project-level biological resource impacts to below a level of significance.   

5.4.5 Issue 2: Migratory Wildlife 
Would the CPU result in interference with the nesting/foraging/movement of any resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species? 

5.4.5.1 Impacts 

The CPU incorporates policies (detailed in Table 5.4-5) related to the protection of 
wildlife species, sensitive habitats, and wildlife movement corridors, as described in 
Section 5.4.4. Even with the implementation of the aforementioned policies, impacts to 
wildlife nesting, foraging, and movement have potential to occur with implementation of 
the CPU as described below. The program-level analysis identifies areas of potential 
impacts associated with implementation of the CPU. Site-specific analysis would be 
conducted for subsequent projects implemented in accordance with the CPU to 
determine the extent of impacts to wildlife nesting, foraging, and movement. 

a. Nesting and Foraging Impacts 

Undeveloped portions of the CPU area support a variety of habitats on both the mesa 
tops and canyon areas.  Mesa top lands generally support non-native grasslands, vernal 
pools, agricultural and disturbed habitat that are considered valuable foraging area for 
raptors and provide food and cover for other wildlife. Wetlands provide a water source, 
as well as food, cover, and perching habitat.  Canyon areas, which generally support the 
more dense habitats such as coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub, also 
provide food, cover, and perching habitat. These canyon areas also provide corridors for 
wildlife movement. A variety of birds, including sensitive species, raptors, and other 
resident and migratory birds, are likely to nest in this vegetation in the CPU area. 
Impacts from noise and construction activity resulting from future development under the 
CPU would occur if construction occurs during the raptor or migratory bird nesting 
season. 



Implementation of the CPU would remove foraging habitat for birds of prey.  Loss of 
upland habitat resulting from future development implemented in accordance with the 
CPU would contribute to a cumulative loss of raptor foraging areas.  

b. Wildlife Movement Impacts 

Wildlife movement within the CPU area focuses on the canyon areas, which are part of 
the adopted MHPA open space system.  This MHPA network in the Otay Mesa area, 
along with the City of Chula Vista’s and County’s MSCP Subarea Preserve Areas, which 
are contiguous to the northeast portion of the CPU, is planned to link to the regionally 
significant Otay River Valley. Dennery and Spring canyons, and the smaller canyons 
along the northern boundary that drain into Otay River Valley are key local components 
of the wildlife movement corridors within the MHPA network. The CPU maintains the 
planned habitat linkage corridors of the MHPA in terms of location and acreage; 
however, CPU Mobility Element roads, utility lines, and/or temporary construction 
activities within the MHPA have the potential to impact wildlife movement directly as a 
result of habitat loss or fragmentation. 

Several of the CPU Mobility Element roads are planned within, adjacent to or would 
cross MHPA.  Some of these lands have been conserved as shown on Figure 5.4-5.  
These roads are currently in various stages of development and include the following: 

• The Beyer Boulevard alignment would run along Moody Canyon within the 
MHPA. 

• Airway Road would cross the northern tip of the Spring Canyon within the MHPA 
and connect with Heritage/Otay Valley Road. 

• Otay Mesa Road, Ocean View Hills Parkway, and Del Sol Boulevard would cross 
Moody Canyon within the MHPA. 

• Dennery Road would run through the Dennery Canyon within the MHPA. 

• The northern extension of Heritage/Otay Valley Road would extend into the Otay 
River Valley and run along the edge of a portion of the MHPA within the CPU 
area. Heritage Road would cross Spring Canyon within the MHPA. 

• Portions of La Media Road and Siempre Viva Road would run close to MHPA 
areas but would not cross them.  

According to the MSCP Subarea Plan, roads in the MHPA are limited to Community 
Plan Circulation/Mobility Element roads, collector streets, and necessary maintenance or 
emergency access roads.  The MSCP identifies several policies aimed at protecting the 
integrity of the wildlife corridors. Such policies address minimizing disruption caused by 
construction and staging areas; avoiding canyon bottoms and allowing wildlife 



movement through use of bridges or culverts where roads cross the MHPA; narrowing of 
roads to minimize habitat fragmentation and disruption of wildlife movement; and placing 
roads in lower quality habitat or disturbed areas to the extent possible.  

5.4.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

Future development, including construction or extension of CPU Mobility Element 
roadways, utility lines, and/or temporary construction activities within the MHPA, has the 
potential to interfere with nesting, reduce foraging habitat, and obstruct wildlife 
movement as a result of noise, construction activities, habitat loss and/or fragmentation. 
Any direct or indirect impacts to migratory wildlife nesting, foraging, and movement 
would be significant. 

5.4.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

BIO-2: Mitigation for future projects to reduce potentially significant impacts that 
would interfere with the nesting, foraging, or movement of wildlife species 
within the CPU area, shall be identified in site-specific biological resources 
surveys prepared in accordance with City of San Diego Biology Guidelines as 
further detailed in BIO-1 during the discretionary review process.  The Biology 
Report shall include results of protocol surveys and recommendations for 
additional measures to be implemented during construction-related activities; 
shall identify the limits of any identified local-scale wildlife corridors or habitat 
linkages and analyze potential impacts in relation to local fauna, and the 
effects of conversion of vegetation communities (e.g., non-native grassland to 
riparian or agricultural to developed land) to minimize direct impacts on 
sensitive wildlife species and to provide for continued wildlife movement 
through the corridor.  

 Measures that shall be incorporated into project-level construction documents 
to minimize direct impacts on wildlife movement, nesting or foraging activities 
shall be addressed in the Biology report and shall include recommendations 
for preconstruction protocol surveys to be conducted during established 
breeding seasons, construction noise monitoring and implementation of any 
species specific mitigation plans (such as a Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan) in 
order to comply with the FESA, MBTA, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act, State Fish and Game Code, and/or the ESL Regulations. 

5.4.5.4 Significance after Mitigation  

Compliance with CPU policies and established development standards and regulations 
including ESL, MSCP, the City’s Biology Guidelines, and the Mitigation Framework 
would serve to reduce impacts at the program-level to below a level of significance.  



5.4.6 Issue 3: Sensitive Habitat 
Would the CPU result in an impact to a sensitive habitat, including, but not limited to 
streamside vegetation, oak woodland, vernal pools, wetlands, coastal sage scrub, or 
chaparral? 

5.4.6.1 Impacts 

The CPU would impact a maximum of 1,948 acres of the 9,302-acre study area (see 
Figure 5.4-6). Table 5.4-6, above, summarizes the acreage of vegetation communities 
and land cover types that would be impacted by build-out of the CPU. The impact 
footprint does not include land characterized as developed (i.e., developed or entitled 
with approved development permits, but not currently built/graded) or 
ornamental/landscape vegetation, as only impacts to sensitive vegetation communities 
or habitat as defined by the City’s Biology Guidelines and ESL Regulations would be 
considered significant. 

The CPU incorporates several policies related to the protection of sensitive habitats, as 
described in Section 5.4.4. Even with the implementation of the aforementioned policies, 
implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in the loss of sensitive vegetation 
communities (see Figure 5.4-6) in the CPU area.  

Figure 5.4-7 shows the impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, as classified by the 
MSCP.  

5.4.6.2 Significance of Impacts 

Impacts to Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats would be significant. These sensitive habitats 
include: maritime succulent scrub, native grassland, Diegan coastal sage scrub, non-
native grassland, riparian scrub, vernal pools, and basins with fairy shrimp. Impacts to 
wetlands are discussed below in Section 5.4.9. 

5.4.6.3 Mitigation Framework 

Potential impacts to biological resources are evaluated through review of the project’s 
consistency with the City’s Land Development Code ESL Regulations and Biology 
Guidelines as well as the MSCP Subarea Plan.  

BIO-3: Please refer to Mitigation Framework BIO-1. 

5.4.6.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Compliance with CPU policies and established development standards and regulations, 
along with implementation of the Mitigation Framework detailed in BIO-1 would serve to 



reduce impacts to sensitive vegetation communities at the program level to below a level 
of significance.  

5.4.7 Issue 4: MSCP 
Would the CPU affect the long-term conservation of biological resources as described in 
the MSCP? Would the CPU meet the objectives of the MSCP Subarea Plan’s Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines or conflict with the provisions of the MSCP Subarea Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state conservation plans? 

5.4.7.1 Impacts 

The relationship of the CPU and the MSCP and designated MHPA is discussed in detail 
in Section 5.1, Land Use.  An overview of the land use issues are provided below.  

a. MHPA  

Boundary Adjustments  

As described in Section 5.1.6, Land Use, future development implemented in 
accordance with the CPU may propose an adjustment(s) to the MHPA boundary, thus 
removing MHPA preserve in some locations and adding MHPA preserve in other 
locations.  Provisions in the MSCP Subarea Plan require that any modification to the 
MHPA boundaries result in equal or better biological values; therefore, boundary 
adjustments associated with future development would not result in significant direct or 
indirect impacts associated with environmental or habitat conservation plans.  Potential 
impacts to MHPA preserve configuration as a result of MHPA boundary adjustments 
would be less than significant, because the adjustment must meet the required MHPA 
boundary line equivalency analysis and obtain approval from the Wildlife Agencies.  
Potential impacts to sensitive vegetation and species would be analyzed and mitigated 
consistent with mitigation measure BIO-1. 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

As described in Section 5.1.6, Land Use, the MHPA has been designed to maximize 
conservation of sensitive biological resources, including sensitive species.  When land is 
developed adjacent to the MHPA, there is a potential for secondary impacts that may 
degrade the habitat value or disrupt animals within the preserve area. To address these 
concerns, the MSCP includes a set of MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines that are to 
be evaluated and implemented at the project-level. 

Indirect effects can occur wherever development and human activity is adjacent to 
natural areas.  These effects include increased runoff, trampling and removal of plant 
cover due to hiking, biking and other human activities, increased presence of toxins, 
increased nighttime light levels, and redirection or blockage of wildlife movement, 



increased levels of non-native and invasive plants. These indirect effects could reduce 
the quality of the MHPA. The MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines require certain 
measures to be incorporated in the design of projects adjacent to the MHPA to reduce 
indirect impacts, however, not to below a level of significance at the program-level.  

Future development proposals would be required to address indirect impacts and 
incorporate the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.  However, as implementation of 
the CPU would introduce land uses adjacent to MHPA, this is a potentially significant 
impact at the program-level.   

b. Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa 

As described in Section 5.1.6, the MSCP envisions “a network of open and relatively 
undisturbed canyons containing a full ensemble of native species which provide 
functional wildlife habitat and movement capability.” Specific Management Directives are 
aimed at carrying out this vision and include measures to protect sensitive species, limit 
access into the canyons, provide wildlife crossing under Otay Mesa Road/SR-905, and 
address regeneration and restoration. The CPU would be generally consistent with the 
vision of the Otay Mesa MHPA; therefore, there are no significant, direct impacts 
anticipated to the MHPA. 

5.4.7.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. MHPA 

Boundary Adjustments  

Potential impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and species as a result of MHPA 
boundary adjustments would be less than significant because the adjustment must meet 
the required equivalency criteria for approval.  

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

MHPA adjacency impacts would be addressed at the project-level. Projects adjacent to 
the MHPA would incorporate features into the project and/or permit conditions that would 
demonstrate compliance with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.  To ensure 
avoidance or reduction of the potential MHPA impacts resulting from new development 
adjacent to the MHPA, future projects would be required to comply with Mitigation 
Framework measure LU-2. Therefore, potential impacts at the program level would be 
reduced to below a level of significance.  

b. Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa 

The CPU would be consistent with the vision for the Otay Mesa MHPA as the open 
space network would remain intact and the CPU incorporates policies for adhering to the 



Management Directives.  No significant impacts relating to MSCP consistency would 
occur. 

5.4.7.3 Mitigation Framework 

a. MHPA 

Boundary Adjustments  

Impacts would not be considered significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

MHPA adjacency impacts would be addressed at the project-level. Please refer to   
Mitigation Framework LU-2 in Section 5.1.6 (Land Use). 

b. Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa 

No impacts would result; therefore, no mitigation would be required.   

5.4.7.4 Significance after Mitigation  

a. MHPA 

Boundary Adjustments  

Impacts would be below a level of significance.  

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

Implementation of Mitigation Framework LU-2 would reduce impacts at the program 
level to below a level of significance. 

b. Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.4.8 Issue 5: Invasive Plants 
Would the CPU result in the introduction of invasive species of plants into the area? 

5.4.8.1 Impacts 

The CPU would adhere to MSCP Subarea Plan and City regulations, both of which 
contain policies for control of invasive plant species. Invasive species are aggressive 
non-native plant species that threaten natural habitats by outcompeting native species 



and reducing biodiversity. These plants thrive in areas disturbed by activities such as 
grading, construction, off-road vehicle use, and fire.  

In areas outside of the MHPA, invasive plant species would have the potential to be 
introduced due to future development activities. However, all subsequent projects 
developed in accordance with the CPU would be subject to CEQA review and 
compliance with the City‘s Biology Guidelines, MSCP Subarea Plan, and the Landscape 
Standards in the Land Development Manual, including the prohibitions on the use of 
invasive plant species, such as paper mulberry (Broussonetia papyrifera) or pampas 
grass (Cortaderia selloana). 

Due to the large extent of future grading and development within the CPU, the CPU has 
the potential to introduce invasive species into the MHPA. If uncontrolled, invasive 
species could significantly impact the integrity of the MHPA in the CPU area. The MHPA 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines require that no invasive, non-native plant species be 
introduced into areas adjacent to the MHPA. Future development implemented in 
accordance with the CPU would require subsequent review and compliance with all City 
regulations and guidelines, including the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.  

As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use and above in Section 5.4.7.4, impacts associated 
with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines would be considered significant, as 
implementation of the CPU would introduce new development adjacent to MHPA. 

5.4.8.2 Significance of Impacts 

Potential impacts associated with the introduction of invasive species into the MHPA 
would be evaluated at the project-level.  All future projects would be required to 
implement the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and Mitigation Framework 
measure LU-2 in Section 5.1.6, Land Use, which requires that the project’s landscape 
plan would not contain any exotic plant/invasive species and would include an 
appropriate mix of native species which would be used adjacent to the MHPA. 

5.4.8.3 Mitigation Framework 

The introduction of invasive species into the MHPA would be addressed at the project-
level. Please refer to Mitigation Framework LU-2 in Section 5.1.6, Land Use.  

5.4.8.4 Significance after Mitigation  

At the program-level, implementation of the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and 
Mitigation Framework measure LU-2 would reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance.  



5.4.9 Issue 6: Wetland Impacts 
Would the CPU result in an impact on City, state, or federally regulated wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, riparian habitat, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?   

5.4.9.1 Impacts 

The CPU incorporates several policies related to the protection of sensitive habitats such 
as wetlands and vernal pools: 

Policy CE 8.1-7 requires the preservation, restoration, management, and monitoring 
within identified vernal pool preservation areas in accordance with City, state, and 
federal policies and regulations. The boundaries of vernal pool preserve areas should be 
of sufficient size and shape to protect the vernal pool basins, watersheds, functional 
buffers, and areas necessary to maintain vernal pool ecosystem function and species 
viability. Policy CE 8.1.10 requires development to obtain all required state and federal 
permits. 

Wetlands habitats in the CPU area consist primarily of vernal pools, basins with fairy 
shrimp, freshwater marsh, mule fat scrub, alkali seep, and riparian habitat. Figure 5.4-6 
shows the potential impacts to these categories of wetlands with implementation of the 
CPU. 

The City’s Biology Guidelines, ESL Regulations, and MSCP Subarea Plan requires that 
impacts to wetlands, which include vernal pools and vernal pool species, shall be 
avoided and that a sufficient buffer shall be maintained around all wetlands to protect 
wetland functions and values. In the case of vernal pools, avoidance includes 
maintaining a sufficient amount of the pool’s watershed area necessary for its continued 
viability and providing a buffer around the vernal pool to protect wetland functions and 
values.  Buffer distances are typically 100 feet, but in some cases, a lesser buffer may 
be approved provided it can be demonstrated that the functions and values of the 
wetland are not compromised.  

Future projects implemented in accordance with CPU may result in impacts to wetlands 
and thus require a deviation from the ESL Regulations. Wetland impacts may be 
considered under the following three options: the Essential Public Projects, Economic 
Viability Option, or Biologically Superior Option. Under the wetland deviation process for 
the Essential Public Projects and Economic Viability Options impacts must be avoided, 
but if not feasible, then impacts must be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. 
Under the wetland deviation process for the Biologically Superior Option, only wetland 
resources of low biological quality may be impacted and must result in a biologically 
superior outcome. The assessment of low biological quality would be specific to the 
resource type impacted (e.g., vernal pools, riparian, and unvegetated channels), and 



would include consideration of the following factors: use of the wetland by federal and/or 
state endangered, threatened, sensitive, rare and/or other indigenous species, diversity 
of native flora and fauna enhancement or restoration potential, habitat 
function/ecological role, connectivity to other wetland or upland systems, hydrologic 
functions, status of watershed, and source and quality of water. In addition, impacts to 
vernal pools would require special assessments, as noted below. 

a. Vernal Pools and Vernal Pool Species 

Vernal pools and basins with fairy shrimp occur throughout the CPU area. As mentioned 
previously, basins with fairy shrimp may be vernal pools or may simply be road ruts in 
which fairy shrimp happen to occur. Project-specific analysis would be required for future 
projects and would determine what agencies (City, USFWS, RWQCB, USACE, or 
CDFW) have regulatory authority over basins with fairy shrimp. 

Implementation of the CPU has potential to impact up to 2.95 acres of vernal pools and 
0.7 acre of basins with fairy shrimp. It is recognized that as future development projects 
come forward, the impacts could be lessened or avoided depending on site-specific 
project designs.  

Impacts to vernal pools would require a deviation from the City’s ESL Regulations. The 
vernal pools which could be impacted would require the following assessments: 
presence of vernal pool flora and fauna, information on hydrology, determination of 
habitat function, and restoration potential. In addition, protocol fairy shrimp surveys 
would be required for all vernal pools to determine the presence or absence of these 
species. Impacts to fairy shrimp would require a Section 10(a)1(A) permit from the 
USFWS. 

b. Other Jurisdictional Wetlands 

Implementation of the CPU has potential to result in impacts to both wetland and non-
wetland streambed waters regulated by the USACE, CDFW, and City of San Diego. In 
addition, the USFWS would be involved under Section 7 of the FESA during consultation 
initiated by the USACE during the 404 permit process if federal listed species are 
present. There is also the potential for additional unmapped non-wetland waters of the 
U.S. and streambeds to occur within the CPU area. Future development has the 
potential to result in disturbances to habitat and drainages that are under the jurisdiction 
of the USACE according to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, RWQCB in accordance 
with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and CDFW under Section 1600 of the Fish and 
Game Code. In addition, impacts to wetlands would require a deviation from the City’s 
ESL Regulations. Wetland and jurisdictional impacts would be determined at the project-
level and would require subsequent environmental review.  



In addition, a preliminary or final jurisdictional wetlands delineation of the future project 
site shall be completed following the methods outlined in the USACE’s 1987 Wetlands 
Delineation Manual and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Delineation 
Manual for the Arid West Region (2008). A determination of the presence/absence and 
boundaries of any Waters of the U.S. (WoUS) and Waters of the State (WoS) shall also 
be completed following the appropriate USACE guidance documents for determining the 
Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) boundaries. The limits of any riparian habitats on 
the site under the sole jurisdiction of CDFG shall also be delineated, as well as any 
special aquatic sites (e.g., vernal pools) that may not be within the USACE jurisdiction 
under the CWA or meet other federal jurisdictional criteria but are regulated by the 
FESA, CESA, CCC, and/or RWQCB. The City does not have take authority for vernal 
pools containing sensitive species. A USFWS permit would be required if vernal pools 
were present with sensitive species. 

Projects with any impacts to wetlands must clearly demonstrate that: (1) there is no least 
environmentally damaging alternative that would reduce/avoid the impact; (2) impacts 
are minimized to the maximum extent possible; and (3) impacts are fully mitigated in 
accordance with the City of San Diego’s Biology Guidelines.  

5.4.9.2 Significance of Impacts 

Impacts to wetlands, vernal pools, and other jurisdictional water resources would be 
significant. 

5.4.9.3 Mitigation Framework 

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU which cannot demonstrate 
compliance with CPIOZ A because  impacts to wetlands/jurisdictional resources cannot 
be avoided shall be required to implement the following Mitigation Framework: 

BIO-4: To reduce potential direct impacts to City, state, and federally regulated 
wetlands, all subsequent projects developed in accordance with the CPU 
shall be required to comply with USACE Clean Water Act Section 404 
requirements and special conditions, CDFW Section 1602 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement requirements and special conditions, and the City of 
San Diego ESL Regulations for minimizing impacts to wetlands. Achieving 
consistency with these regulations for impacts on wetlands and special 
aquatic sites would reduce potential impacts to regulated wetlands and 
provide compensatory mitigation (as required) to ensure no net-loss of 
wetland habitats.  

 Prior to obtaining discretionary permits for future actions implemented in 
accordance with the CPU, a site-specific biological resources survey shall be 
completed in accordance with City of San Diego Biology Guidelines. Any 



required mitigation for impacts shall be outlined in a conceptual wetland 
mitigation plan prepared in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines 
(2012a). In addition, a preliminary or final jurisdictional wetlands delineation 
of the project site shall be completed following the methods outlined in the 
USACE’s 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual and the Regional Supplement 
to the Corps of Engineers Delineation Manual for the Arid West Region. A 
determination of the presence/absence and boundaries of any WoUS and 
WoS shall also be completed following the appropriate USACE guidance 
documents for determining the OHWM boundaries. The limits of any riparian 
habitats on-site under the sole jurisdiction of CDFW shall also be delineated, 
as well as any special aquatic sites (excluding vernal pools) that may not 
meet federal jurisdictional criteria but are regulated by California Coastal 
Commission and the RWQCB. Engineering design specifications based on 
project-level grading and site plans shall be incorporated into the project 
design to minimize direct impacts to wetlands, jurisdictional waters, riparian 
habitats, vernal pools, etc. consistent with federal, state, and City guidelines.  

 Additionally, any impacts to wetlands in the City of San Diego would require a 
deviation from the ESL wetland regulations. Under the wetland deviation 
process, development proposals that have wetland impacts shall be 
considered only pursuant to one of three options; Essential Public Projects, 
Economic Viability Option, or Biologically Superior Option. ESL Regulations 
require that impacts to wetland be avoided. Unavoidable impacts to wetlands 
shall be minimized to the maximum extent practicable and mitigated as 
follows: 

• As part of the project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, all 
unavoidable wetland impacts shall be analyzed, and mitigation shall be 
required in accordance with ratios shown in Tables 5.4-8a and b below. 
Mitigation shall be based on the impacted type of wetland and project 
design. Mitigation shall prevent any net loss of wetland functions and 
values of the impacted wetland. 

• For the Biologically Superior Option, the project and proposed mitigation 
shall include avoidance, minimization, and compensatory measures, 
which would result in a biologically superior net gain in overall function 
and values of (a) the type of wetland resource being impacted and/or (b) 
the biological resources to be conserved. The Biologically Superior 
Option mitigation shall include either (1) standard mitigation per 
Table 5.4-8a, including wetland creation or restoration of the same type of 
wetland resource that is being impacted that results in high quality 
wetlands; and a biologically superior project design whose avoided 
area(s) (i) is in a configuration or alignment that optimizes the potential 



long-term biological viability of the on-site sensitive biological resources, 
and/or (ii) conserves the rarest and highest quality on-site biological 
resources; or (2) for a project not considered consistent with “1” above, 
extraordinary mitigation per Table 5.4-b is required. 

TABLE 5.4-8a 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO WETLAND MITIGATION RATIOS 

(With Biologically Superior Design) 
 

Vegetation Community Mitigation Ratio 
Riparian 2:1 to 3:1 
Vernal pool* 2:1 to 4:1 
Basin with fairy shrimp* 2:1 to 4:1 
Freshwater marsh 2:1 
*The City does not have take authority for vernal pools. A draft vernal pool 
HCP is currently being prepared by the City in coordination with the Wildlife 
Agencies. If adopted, the City would have “take” authority for the vernal pool 
species occurring within the vernal pool HCP areas. 

 
 

TABLE 5.4-8b 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO WETLAND MITIGATION RATIOS 

(Without Biologically Superior Design) 
 

Vegetation Community Mitigation Ratio 
Riparian 4:1 to 6:1 
Vernal pool* 4:1 to 8:1 
Basin with fairy shrimp* 4:1 to 8:1 
Freshwater marsh 4:1 
*The City does not have take authority for vernal pools. A draft vernal pool 
HCP is currently being prepared by the City in coordination with the Wildlife 
Agencies. If adopted, the City would have “take” authority for the vernal pool 
species occurring within the vernal pool HCP areas. 

 
As part of any future project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, 
all unavoidable wetlands impacts (both temporary and permanent) shall be 
analyzed and mitigation required in accordance with the City Biology 
Guidelines; mitigation shall be based on the impacted type of wetland habitat. 
Mitigation shall prevent any net loss of wetland functions and values of the 
impacted wetland. The following provides operational definitions of the four 
types of activities that constitute wetland mitigation under the ESL 
Regulations: 

• Wetland creation is an activity that results in the formation of new 
wetlands in an upland area.  An example is excavation of uplands 
adjacent to existing wetlands and the establishment of native wetland 
vegetation.  

• Wetland restoration is an activity that re-establishes the habitat 
functions of a former wetland.  An example is the excavation of 



agricultural fill from historic wetlands and the re-establishment of native 
wetland vegetation.  

• Wetland enhancement is an activity that improves the self-sustaining 
habitat functions of an existing wetland.  An example is removal of exotic 
species from existing riparian habitat.   

• Wetland acquisition may be considered in combination with any of the 
three mitigation activities above.   

Wetland enhancement and wetland acquisition focus on the preservation or 
the improvement of existing wetland habitat and function and do not result in 
an increase in wetland area; therefore, a net loss of wetland may result. As 
such, acquisition and/or enhancement of existing wetlands shall be 
considered as partial mitigation only for any balance of the remaining 
mitigation requirement after restoration or creation if wetland acreage is 
provided at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio.  

For permanent wetland impacts that are unavoidable and minimized to the 
maximum extent feasible, mitigation shall consist of creation of new in-kind 
habitat to the fullest extent possible and at the appropriate ratios. If on-site 
mitigation is not feasible, then at least a portion of the mitigation must occur 
within the same watershed. The City’s Biology Guidelines and MSCP 
Subarea Plan require that impacts on wetlands, including vernal pools, shall 
be avoided, and that a sufficient wetland buffer shall be maintained, as 
appropriate, to protect resource functions/values. The project specific biology 
report shall include an analysis of on-site wetlands (including City, state, and 
federal jurisdiction analysis) and, if present, include project alternatives that 
fully/substantially avoid wetland impacts. Detailed evidence supporting why 
there is no feasible less environmentally damaging location or alternative to 
avoid any impacts must be provided for City staff review, as well as a 
mitigation plan that specifically identifies how the project is to compensate for 
any unavoidable impacts. A conceptual wetland mitigation plan (which 
includes identification of the mitigation site) shall be approved by City staff 
prior to the release of the draft environmental document. Avoidance shall be 
the first requirement; mitigation shall only be used for impacts clearly 
demonstrated to be unavoidable.  

Prior to the commencement of any construction-related activities on-site for 
projects impacting wetland habitat (including earthwork and fencing) the 
applicant shall provide evidence of the following to the Assistant Deputy 
Director (ADD)/Environmental Designee prior to any construction activity:  



• Compliance with USACE Section 404 nationwide permit;  

• Compliance with the RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certification; 
and  

• Compliance with the CDFW Section 1601/1603 Streambed Alteration  
Agreement. 

Vernal Pools and Vernal Pool Species: Impacts to vernal pools shall require 
assessments of vernal pool flora and fauna, hydrology, habitat function, and restoration 
potential and protocol fairy shrimp surveys, in addition to the requirements listed above. 
Impacts to fairy shrimp shall require either a section 10(a)1(A) permit or Section 7 
consultation Biological Opinion from USFWS. If the vernal pool HCP is adopted, the City 
will receive take authorization for the seven vernal pool species. 

Mitigation for projects impacting vernal pools shall include salvage of sensitive species 
from vernal pools to be impacted, introduction of salvaged material into restored vernal 
pool habitat where appropriate (e.g., same pool series) and maintenance of salvaged 
material pending successful restoration of the vernal pools. Salvaged material shall not 
be introduced to existing vernal pools containing the same species outside the vernal 
pool series absent consultation with and endorsement by vernal pool species experts not 
associated with the project (e.g., independent expert). The mitigation sites shall include 
preservation of the entire watershed and a buffer based on functions and values; 
however, if such an analysis is not conducted, there shall be a default of a 100-foot 
buffer from the watershed. 

5.4.9.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Compliance with CPU policies and established development standards, ESL 
Regulations as well as the MSCP Subarea Plan, the City’s Biology Guidelines, and 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework detailed in BIO-4 would serve to reduce 
impacts to wetlands, vernal pools, and other jurisdictional water resources at the 
program level to below a level of significance. 

Compliance with CPU policies and established development standards and regulations 
would serve to reduce impacts to wetlands, jurisdictional resources, vernal pools and 
vernal pool species to a degree, but cannot guarantee that all future project-level 
impacts would be avoided or mitigated to below a level of significance. Because the 
extent of future development is unknown at this time, the degree of impact and 
applicability, feasibility, and success of these measures cannot be accurately predicted 
for each specific project at this time. Therefore, direct and/or indirect impacts to 
wetlands, jurisdictional resources vernal pools and vernal pool species are considered 
significant and unavoidable at the program-level. 



5.4.10 Issue 7: Noise Generation 
Would the temporary construction noise from the CPU or permanent noise generators 
(including roads) adversely impact sensitive species (e.g., coastal California 
gnatcatcher) within the MHPA? 

5.4.10.1 Impacts 

The CPU incorporates several policies related to the reduction of temporary and 
permanent noise generators. Even with the implementation of these policies, the 
increase in intensity of development would result in increased noise, as discussed in 
Section 5.10 of this PEIR. Increased noise from future construction, roadways or transit 
adjacent to MHPA would result in a temporary increase in ambient noise. While 
construction noise would be short-term, the introduction of certain types of land uses that 
would generate noise, such as commercial or recreation, would be long-term.  

The following CPU Circulation Element roads are planned within, adjacent to or would 
cross the MHPA: Beyer Boulevard, Airway Road, Dennery Road, Heritage/Otay Valley 
Road, Aviator Road, and La Media Road. Land uses and roadway alignments adjacent 
to the MHPA have the potential for temporary and/or permanent noise impacts in these 
areas.   

Increased noise levels have the potential to disrupt wildlife, especially during the 
breeding season, and would potentially affect the population of sensitive species such as 
the coastal California gnatcatcher.  Adverse responses due to increased noise would 
include hearing loss, temporary masking of vocalizations commonly used during 
breeding season, nest abandonment, and/or decrease in predator awareness, resulting 
in a decrease in reproductive and overall fitness of noise-sensitive species. With the 
exception of federally or state listed species, impacts to sensitive species outside of the 
MHPA are not restricted but would require mitigation in accordance with the City’s 
Biology Guidelines. 

Implementation of the CPU has the potential to impact sensitive wildlife species 
indirectly by placing development adjacent to MHPA.  

5.4.10.2 Significance of Impacts 

There is a potential for temporary noise impacts to wildlife from construction and 
permanent noise impacts from the introduction of noise generating land uses adjacent to 
MHPA.  Temporary and/or permanent noise impacts to wildlife within the MHPA would 
be significant.  



5.4.10.3 Mitigation Framework 

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive wildlife species (including temporary and permanent 
noise impacts) resulting from future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU 
are included in Sections 5.1.6.3 (Land Use) and 5.4.4.3 (Biological Resources) Please 
refer to Mitigation Framework BIO-1 through BIO-4 and LU-2 (MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines).  

5.4.10.4 Significance after Mitigation  

At the program-level, compliance with the GP and CPU policies, the ESL Regulations, 
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, the City’s Biology Guidelines, and the above 
Mitigation Framework measures would serve to reduce indirect noise impacts to 
sensitive wildlife species to below a level of significance. 
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5.5 Historical Resources 

This section addresses historical and archaeological resources and is based on the Cultural 
Resources Technical Report for the CPU, prepared by RECON in 2012 (Appendix E). It 
should be noted however, that the conclusions found in the Cultural Resources Technical 
Report for the CPU differ from those contained in this EIR section. The conclusion of 
“Significant and Mitigated” was determined after a comprehensive review of the CPU and 
associated policies, goals and zoning actions which will guide future development in the 
CPU area. Historical resources includes all properties (historic, archaeological, landscapes, 
traditional, etc.) eligible or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), as well as those that may be significant pursuant to state and local laws and 
registration programs such as the California Register of Historical Resources or the City of 
San Diego Historical Resources Register. Historical resources are site improvements, 
buildings, structures, historic district signs, features (including significant trees or other 
landscaping), places, place names, interior elements and fixture designated in conjunction 
with a property, or other objects of historical archaeological, scientific, educational, cultural, 
architectural, aesthetic, or traditional significance to the citizens of the City and the region. 
They include building structures, objects, archaeological sites, districts or landscapes 
possessing physical evidence of human activities that are typically over 45 years old, 
regardless of whether they have been altered or continue to be used. Also included are 
distinguishing architectural characteristics and TCPs. Historical resources in the San Diego 
region span a timeframe of at least the last 10,000 years and include both the prehistoric 
and historic periods. 

5.5.1 Existing Conditions 

5.5.1.1 Historic Background 

San Diego County has a long cultural history. A detailed chronology of the prehistoric and 
historic settlement is contained in Appendix E.   

a. Ethnographic Background 

Prior to European settlement, a variety of usable resources were on Otay Mesa.  The coastal 
sage scrub, chamise chaparral, and maritime succulent scrub communities contain many 
plants used by the Kumeyaay population.  These plants were used for food, medicine, 
ceremonies, and as a source of wood.  Animals included jackrabbit, bush rabbit, cottontail 
rabbit, ground squirrel, woodrats, other small rodents, deer, and various small birds and 
reptiles.  Another resource was Santiago Peak Volcanics, a raw material for flaked stone tool 
production, which was easily obtainable.   



Otay Mesa is in the traditional territory of the Kumeyaay (also known as Kamia, Ipai, Tipai, 
and Diegueño).  At the time of the Spanish invasion, the Kumeyaay occupied the southern 
two-thirds of San Diego County. The Kumeyaay belong to the Hokan language family, which 
includes the lower Colorado River tribes (e.g., Quechan [Yuma], Mojave, Halchidhoma, 
Cocopa) and Arizona groups (e.g., Maricopa, Havasupai, Paipai) to whom they are closely 
related.  

Traditional Kumeyaay territory extended over the southern two-thirds of San Diego County, 
from Agua Hedionda (south of Carlsbad) south to some 20 miles below Ensenada, in 
northern Baja California, Mexico. On the west, their territory started at the Pacific Ocean and 
extended to the mountains of the Peninsular Range and into the desert just beyond. 
Kumeyaay territory included a number of ecological zones including rocky shore and sandy 
ocean beaches on the coast. As one moved east from the shore, there were grasslands, 
marshes, the coastal chaparral-covered Otay Mesa, oak groves, riparian woodlands, 
cypress woodland on Otay Mountain, and pine and cedar forest in the Laguna and 
Cuyamaca Mountains. 

Subsistence for mountain and valley people focused on gathering plant foods. Acorns are 
thought to have been the most important dietary staple for the Kumeyaay.  Agave (mescal) 
was an important food found along the arid eastern slopes of the Peninsular Range.  
Hunting contributed to the diet in a minor way. It was focused on small game, primarily 
rabbits and rodents. These were taken with bow and arrow, throwing stick (macana), or nets. 
Hunting of large game was somewhat less important, with deer and bighorn sheep taken on 
occasion. Large game provided leather and sinew for clothing and crafts. 

The most basic social and economic unit was the patrilocal extended family. Within the 
family, there was a basic division of labor based upon gender and age, but it was not rigid. 
Women made pottery and basketry, gathered plant resources, ground seeds and acorns, 
prepared meals, and so on. Men hunted, fished, helped collect and carry acorns and other 
heavy tasks, and made tools for the hunt. Old women were active in teaching and caring for 
children while younger women were busy with other tasks. Older men were involved in 
politics, ceremonial life, teaching young men, and making nets, stone tools, and ceremonial 
paraphernalia. 

Settlement systems typically consisted of two or more seasonal villages with temporary 
camps radiating away from these central places. For example, the Kwaaymii Band, which 
spent summers at Mount Laguna, migrated downslope to Vallecitos to spend the winter in 
the desert.  

b. Prehistoric Background 

As described in the Cultural Resources Technical Report, the prehistory of Otay Mesa can 
generally be divided into three major periods: Paleoindian (also referred to as 
PaleoAmerican), Archaic, and Late Prehistoric.  An additional pre-Paleoindian period 



(Malpais Period) is also recognized by some researchers. The dates associated with these 
periods range from pre-12,000 B.P. to 1769 with some considerable regional variation. 
These four periods are discussed in detail below. 

Malpais Period (prior to 12,000 B.P.) 

A number of researchers posit a period that predates the PaleoAmerican period. This pre-
PaleoAmerican period is now often called the Malpais period, a term that was adapted from 
the early work of Malcolm Rogers in 1939, who used it to refer to what is now the first portion 
of the San Dieguito and Lake Mojave complex. This complex is characterized by heavily 
patinated choppers, scrapers, and other crude, core-based tools typically found deeply 
embedded in desert pavements. Many researchers are skeptical of the existence of this 
period and obtaining reliable dates has been elusive. 

PaleoAmerican Period (12,000 to 7,000 B.P.) 

The earliest well-documented sites in the San Diego area belong to the San Dieguito 
complex, which are thought to be from the PaleoAmerican period. Related materials have 
been found in the Mojave Desert and in the Great Basin, referred to as the Lake Mojave 
Complex. The San Dieguito and Lake Mojave Complex are thought by most researchers to 
have an emphasis on big game hunting. The assemblage is dominated by finely made 
scraping and chopping tools of felsite or fine-grained basalt. Large-stemmed Lake Mojave 
and Silver Lake types. Leaf-shaped projectile points are relatively abundant while seed 
grinding technology was limited or absent (Warren 1984). 

Archaic Period (7,000 to 1,500 B.P.) 

This period brings an apparent shift toward a more generalized economy and an increased 
emphasis on seed resources, small game, and shellfish. The local cultural manifestations of 
the Archaic Period are called the La Jollan Complex along the coast, and the Pauma 
Complex inland (True 1980). Pauma Complex sites lack the shell that dominates many La 
Jollan sites. Along with an economic focus on gathering plant resources, the settlement 
system appears to have been more sedentary. There appears to have been a shift away 
from the northern San Diego coast in the middle of the period. This is most likely a response 
to the depletion of coastal resources and the siltation of lagoons. The La Jollan assemblage 
is dominated by rough, cobble-based choppers and scrapers, and slab and basin metates.  
Bedrock milling is absent and projectile points are rare, although Elko series points are 
occasionally noted (Justice 2002). 

Late Prehistoric Period (1,500 B.P. to 1769) 

The Late Prehistoric period of the southern San Diego coast and foothills is characterized by 
the Cuyamaca Complex.  



The Cuyamaca complex is characterized by the presence of steatite arrowshaft 
straighteners, steatite pendants (some of these steatite items are incised with 
crosshatching), and steatite comales (heating stones, some of which are biconically drilled 
on one end). Ceramics appear for the first time during this period in the form of Tizon 
Brownware pottery, ceramic figurines reminiscent of Hohokam styles, ceramic “Yuman bow 
pipes,” ceramic rattles, and miniature pottery vessels. Stone artifacts include various cobble-
based tools (e.g., scrapers, choppers, hammerstones), bone awls, manos and metates, and 
mortars and pestles. Projectile points consist of Desert Side-Notched and less commonly 
Cottonwood Series projectile points (True 1966, 1970).  These small points indicate the 
advent of the bow and arrow. 

c. Aviation and Military History of Otay Mesa 

Along with its agricultural history, aviation was important in Otay Mesa’s history and can be 
traced back to the 1880s.  In 1883, 20 years before the Wright brothers’ famous flight in 
North Carolina, John Joseph Montgomery made the world’s first controlled flight with a fixed 
curved-wing glider from the top of a hill on Otay Mesa.  In 1918, the Army Air Corps 
established East Field along Otay Mesa Road.  During the 1920s, the Navy began to have a 
presence at East Field as the airstrip provided a practice landing field for pilots in training.  In 
1935, East Field was transferred to the Navy and was used for training prior to and during 
World War II.  East Field was renamed Brown Field in 1943 in memory of Commander 
Melville Stuart Brown, killed in a plane crash near Descanso, California.  After World War II, 
the Navy leased Brown Field to San Diego County, but reopened the facility with the 
outbreak of the Korean War in 1951.  The City of San Diego annexed Otay Mesa in 1956 
and acquired Brown Field in 1962 in order to relieve congestion at Lindbergh Field.  The 
conversion of Brown Field to a general aviation airport brought new businesses, industries, 
and agencies to Otay Mesa.  The Border Patrol moved its light planes to Brown Field and 
the U.S. Customs Service changed the port of entry for San Diego from Lindbergh Field to 
Brown Field.   

5.5.1.2 Otay Mesa Historical Resource Investigations 

a. Overview 

Otay Mesa has been the subject of numerous cultural resource evaluations from surveys 
through data recovery programs over the last 20 years. The entire CPU area was surveyed 
as part of a larger area by the County of San Diego in 1983.  Additional surveys have been 
conducted since that time.   

An Otay Mesa management plan for prehistoric resources was developed by Gallegos & 
Associates as an outgrowth of negotiations between Caltrans and the Office of Historic 
Preservation to provide consistent site definitions and a management strategy for the kinds 
of resources present on Otay Mesa.  This plan begins with a discussion of recorded site 
types using information drawn from site record forms. Habitation sites, temporary camps, 



lithic scatters, quarry, shell middens, and non-sites are resource types defined for the 
baseline study area.  After the initial discussion of recorded site types on the mesa, Gallegos 
et al. (1998) determined that three site types dominate Otay Mesa: habitation sites, artifact 
scatters/temporary camps, and lithic scatters.  Site types are defined in Table 5.5-1. 

TABLE 5.5-1 
SITE TYPOLOGY OF OTAY MESA PREHISTORIC RESOURCES 

Type Description 

Habitation 

A habitation site contains a variety of artifacts that may include flaked lithics, 
ground stone, ceramics, and faunal material, and possibly bedrock milling in a late 
prehistoric site.  The presence of some or all of these artifacts, and possibly 
features, suggests that more than one activity occurred at the site.  Habitation sites 
contain a midden deposit indicating either repeated seasonal or semi-permanent 
occupation.  This site type is sometimes referred to as a village site.   

Temporary Camp 

A temporary camp site is similar to a habitation site in that it has a variety of 
artifact types indicating more than one activity occurred at the site.  However, 
it is different from a habitation site since it has little or no midden, a less 
complex assemblage, and fewer artifacts overall.  These attributes indicate 
that the site was occupied for a short period of time.   

Artifact scatters 

Artifact scatters are defined as a surface scatter of two or more artifact types, 
such as flaked lithic, tools, ground stone, and ceramics, with no subsurface 
deposit.  Faunal material such as bone and shell can also occur on this type of 
site. An artifact scatter may represent a stopping place on a journey, an area 
where a task was completed, or a special purpose site.   

Lithic Scatter A scatter of debitage, cores, bifaces, and other flake- and core-based tools 
that is temporally non-diagnostic.   

Lithic Reduction 
Concentration 

Generally, a lithic reduction concentration is a dense concentration of debitage 
and cores within a localized area.   

Bedrock Milling 

These are features located on large boulders or bedrock outcrops that contain 
one or more milling features, such as mortars, basin metates, or milling slicks. 
 Bedrock milling sites are specific task sites. In some cases surface and/or 
subsurface deposit of artifacts may be present around the bedrock.  Bedrock 
milling features can occur as part of habitation or temporary camp sites. 

Shell 
Concentration/ 
Shell Midden 

A shell concentration may or may not have a subsurface deposit.  If testing 
identifies a subsurface deposit and ground stone implements are present, 
then the site may be a temporary camp or habitation site, depending on the 
complexity of the assemblage.  A shell midden site without a complex 
assemblage or extensive milling equipment represents a place where 
intensive processing of shellfish resources was the main activity. 

Quarry 
This is a place where the principal activity consisted of procuring raw lithic 
material for tools.  Quarry sites may be extensive and involve actual mining of 
lithic outcrops for tool stone material.   

Isolates Isolated tools and tool clusters that do not meet the threshold for another site type. 
 

b. Records Search Results 

Archaeological Resources 

The CPU area has been surveyed for cultural resources and many portions have been 
examined multiple times.  According to a records search review at the South Coast 



Information Center (SCIC) for the CPU area conducted as part of the Cultural Resources 
Technical Report, there are 262 historic and prehistoric sites/structures recorded within the 
CPU area boundaries.  Of the 262 recorded sites, 136 have been partially or completely 
developed.  Of these 136 sites, 83 have been completely destroyed and 53 have been 
impacted to some extent.  A total of 126 known sites that remain within the CPU area have 
not been impacted by development. Table 5.5-2 lists all of the recorded sites within the CPU 
area. 

In addition, there are 56 isolates filed at the SCIC.  These isolates consist of one or two 
prehistoric artifacts and are not considered significant historical resources under City of San 
Diego or CEQA criteria, and therefore are not included in the discussion of potential impacts.  

Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects  

Seven of the recorded structures/sites within the CPU have been designated as Historical 
Landmarks by the San Diego Historical Resources Board (HRB).  Five of these are the 
buildings that comprise P37-018246, the proposed Auxiliary Naval Air Station Brown Field 
Historic District (the tower and four nose-end hangars).  This site is also listed on the NRHP. 
The sixth structure (P37-018256) is the Auxiliary Naval Air Station Brown Field latrine 
(Facility 2044).  The last site is the Alta School site (CA-SDI-10628).  Although this site is 
within the Auxiliary Naval Air Station Brown Field boundary, it predates the Navy facility.  CA-
SDI-10628 was tested in 1996 by Gallegos & Associates and was found to contain both 
historic and prehistoric components. 

c. Designated Historical Resources 

Designated resources include the Auxiliary Naval Air Station Brown Field Historic District 
(HRB Site #405-408), Building Facility 2004 at Brown Field (HRB site #409), Building Facility 
2044 (HRB Site #410), and the Alta School Site (HRB Site #411).  These historical 
resources are designated locally for various reasons such as their distinctive architecture, 
association with the war effort, archaeological significance, and eligibility for listing on the 
National Register.  



TABLE 5.5-2 
RECORDED SITES WITHIN THE OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

 
Site # Site Type Status Significance 

P-13-013724 Historic   
P-13-014296 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-014297 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-014298 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-014299 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-014300 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-014301 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-014303 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-014802 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-015977 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-015978 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-015979 Isolate  Not significant 

P-13-015980 Historic Location based on 1903 USGS for 
homestead in junkyard now Undetermined 

P-13-015981 Historic Location based on 1903 USGS possible 
Piper farmstead & 1928 Undetermined 

P-13-015982 Historic Location based on 1903/1928 aerial  

P-13-015983 Historic Location based on 1903 USGS possible 
Lampe farmstead Undetermined 

P-13-015987 Historic 
Location of homestead based on 1903 and 
1928 USGS, survey found heavy 
disturbance 

Undetermined 

P-13-015988 Historic Location of church and cemetery, church 
demolished, possible unmoved graves. Undetermined 

P-13-016189 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-016190 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-016524 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-016525 Isolate  Not significant 
P-13-016526 Isolate  Not significant 

P-13-018246 Historic Aux. NAS Brown Field hist. dist. 5 
buildings. 

NRHP 
35,eligible 

P-13-018247 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018250 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018251 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018252 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018253 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018254 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018255 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018256 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018257 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018258 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 



Site # Site Type Status Significance 

P-13-018259 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018260 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-018261 Historic Other WW II era buildings not eligible for 
inclusion NRHP 6z 

P-13-025298 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-10055 Lithic Scatter In Dennery Ranch Open space Unknown 

CA-SDI-10056 Lithic Scatter Tested 1990- mitigated, area developed Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-10057 Lithic Scatter Not relocated 1999 Unknown 
CA-SDI-10058a Village/Base Camp Tested 1990 developed Unknown 
CA-SDI-10058b Village/Base Camp Tested 1990 developed Unknown 
CA-SDI-10058c Village/Base Camp Tested 1990 developed Unknown 
CA-SDI-10059 Lithic Scatter On aerial appears developed Unknown 

CA-SDI-10060 
Lithic 

Scatter/Historic 
Features 

Tested/Mitigated 1992 Unknown 

CA-SDI-10072 No description Combined w/other sites new#CA-SDI-
12337  

CA-SDI-10185 Habitation Mitigated 1987,1988 developed Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-10186 Sparse Lithic Scatter Mitigated 1987,1989 part in MSCP 
preserve Not significant 

CA-SDI-10187 Temporary Camp Tested mitigated 1997 Not significant 

CA-SDI-10188 Temporary Camp Tested 1990-Junkyard & road widening 
heavily impacted Not significant 

CA-SDI-10189 
Temporary 

Camp/Special 
processes 

Tested 1987 -area developed, mitigated Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-10190 
Temporary 

Camp/Special 
processes 

Tested 1987 -area developed, mitigated Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-10191 
Sparse Lithic 
Scatter/Plant 
Processing 

Tested 1987 -area developed, 
mitigated/northern end may still exist Not significant 

CA-SDI-10192 Sparse Lithic 
Scatter/Processing Tested 1987-mitigated ,developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10193 Sparse Lithic 
Scatter/Processing 

Tested 1987 most now in mitigation, 
biological preserves Not significant 

CA-SDI-10194 Sparse Lithic 
Scatter/Processing Tested 1987 mitigated, developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10195 Sparse Lithic 
Scatter/Processing Tested 1987 mitigated, developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10196 Temp. Camp Part may be in Dennery Ranch, upper 
preserve area heavily disturbed Unknown 

CA-SDI-10197 Temp. Camp Tested 1987 mitigated, developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10198 Base Camp Tested 1987, mitigated, most now in 
Dennery up preserve Not significant 

CA-SDI-10199 Sparse Lithic Scatter Area not developed, no work recorded Undetermined 



Site # Site Type Status Significance 

CA-SDI-10200 Lithic 
Scatter/Processing Tested 1987,mitigated,developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10201 Temp. Camp Not tested, area currently in MHPA open 
space in Dennery Canyon Unknown 

CA-SDI-10202 Sparse Lithic 
Scatter/Processing 

Tested 1987,mitigated,part developed, part 
in revegetation area Not significant 

CA-SDI-10203 Processing Site Tested 1987 mitigated area developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10204 Artifact Scatter/no 
form 

Tested in 1987, mitigated, currently in open 
space Not Significant 

CA-SDI-10205 Sparse Lithic 
Scatter/Processing 

Tested 1987 mitigated in MHPA, open 
space 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-10206 Lithic 
Scatter(Gallegos) 

Currently undeveloped, may be impacted 
by Beyer Blvd. Extension Unknown 

CA-SDI-10207 Lithic 
Scatter(Gallegos) 

Currently undeveloped, may be impacted 
by Beyer Blvd. Extension Unknown 

CA-SDI-10208 Quarry/ Workshop Tested 1987 mitigated, in undeveloped 
area Not significant 

CA-SDI-10209 Sparse Lithic Scatter Not relocated 1999,area tested nothing 
found, 50&60s builders, no work remains Not significant 

CA-SDI-10210 Temp Camp Tested 1990/1999 mitigated in MHPA open 
space Not significant 

CA-SDI-10245 Lithic Scatter Tested mitigated for SR-905 Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-10281  Does not exist  
CA-SDI-10285 Lithic Scatter Work unknown in MHPA, open space Unknown 

CA-SDI-10286 Sparse Lithic 
Scatter/Processing Labeled as 10281, Tested 1987 mitigated Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10511 Lithic Scatter Tested 1994 mitigated, developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10512 Lithic Scatter Not on record search map, undeveloped 
area, on known testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10513 Sparse Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area, no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10514 Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP Consulting, to 
be developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10515 Sparse Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area, no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10516 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP Consulting, to 
be developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10517 Sparse Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10518 Sparse Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area, no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10519 Sparse Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area, no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10520 Sparse Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area, no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10521 Sparse Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area, no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10522 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested in 1990 by ASM Affiliates, mitigated Previously 
Mitigated 



Site # Site Type Status Significance 

CA-SDI-10523 Sparse Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area, no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10524 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP Consulting, to 
be developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10525 Sparse lithic scatter Tested 1994, mitigated, site developed Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-10526 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1994 mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-10527 Sparse lithic scatter Appears to be in developed area, tested 
1994, mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-10608 Lithic Scatter Tested 1995 area not yet mitigated, 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10616a Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1986 part of site area developed, 
mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-10616b Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1986 part of site area developed, 
mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-10617 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1986 mitigated, area not developed Not significant 
CA-SDI-10618 Lithic Scatter Tested 1986, area developed. mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-10619 Habitation Area Data recovery 1987 part of site now 
destroyed Significant 

CA-SDI-10620a Habitation Area Tested 1986 in open space Significant 
CA-SDI-10620b Quarry Tested 1986 in open space Significant 

CA-SDI-10621a Workshop/Habitation Data recovery 1987 mitigated, area 
developed Significant 

CA-SDI-10621b Sparse Lithic Scatter Collected 1987 mitigated Not significant 
CA-SDI-10621d Sparse Lithic Scatter Collected 1987 mitigated Not significant 
CA-SDI-10621e Sparse Lithic Scatter Collected 1987 mitigated Not significant 
CA-SDI-10621f Sparse Lithic Scatter Collected 1987 mitigated Not significant 
CA-SDI-10621g Sparse Lithic Scatter Collected 1987 mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-10622 Lithic Scatter Currently undeveloped area, no known 
testing Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10623 Temporary Camp Southern half developed, north 
undeveloped, no testing recorded Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10628 Historic site of Alta 
School 

CA-SDI-10608 combined w/ this site, tested 
1995, not developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10649 Lithic Scatter No record of testing currently in MHPA 
open space Not determined 

CA-SDI-10650 Lithic Scatter No record of testing currently in MHPA 
open space  

CA-SDI-10734 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested mitigated for SR-905 Not significant 

CA-SDI-10735A Lithic 
Scatter/Processing No record of testing, currently undeveloped Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10735B Lithic 
Scatter/Processing No record of testing, currently undeveloped Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10735C Lithic 
Scatter/Processing No record of testing, currently undeveloped Undetermined 

CA-SDI-10738 Lithic Scatter No record of testing, destroyed by housing Unknown 

CA-SDI-10739 Temp Camp No record of test or mitigation., but area is 
developed Unknown 

CA-SDI-10748 Lithic Scatter Tested 1987, east part of site developed Not significant 



Site # Site Type Status Significance 

CA-SDI-10800 Habitation Site Tested in past, data recovery, mitigation 
necessary Significant 

CA-SDI-10801 Habitation Site Tested in 1987, data recovery, mitigation 
necessary Significant 

CA-SDI-10802 Lithic Scatter Tested 1987, data recovery, currently not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10803 Lithic Scatter Tested 1987, data recovery, currently not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10804 Habitation Site Tested 1987, needs data recovery, 
mitigation Significant 

CA-SDI-10805 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1987, mitigated, currently not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10806 Lithic Scatter Tested 1987, mitigated, currently not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10807 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1987, mitigated, currently not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10808 Habitation Site Tested 1987, needs data recovery, 
currently not dev. Significant 

CA-SDI-10809 Habitation Site Tested 1987, needs data recovery, 
currently not dev. Significant 

CA-SDI-10810 Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP Consulting, to 
be developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-10811 Habitation Site Tested 1987, data recovery, mitigation, not 
currently dev. Significant 

CA-SDI-10963 Sparse Lithic Scatter Testing 1988 no determination, northern 
part developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-11049 Two metates Nothing known Not significant 

CA-SDI-11065 Lithic Scatter Tested 1986 mitigated not currently 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-11079 Habitation 
Gallegos says needs mitigation, tested 
1994 no indication of mitigation but 
developed 

Significant 

CA-SDI-11210 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989 mitigated not developed Not significant 
CA-SDI-11211 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989 mitigated not developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-11212 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989,1992,1999,mitigated, not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-11213 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989,1992,1999,mitigated, not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-11214 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989,1992, mitigated, not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-11215 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989,1992, mitigated, not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-11216 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989,1992, mitigated, not 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-11217 
Lithic 

Scatter/Historic 
Features 

Tested 1989,1992, not mitigated, not 
developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-11218 Lithic Scatter/ 
Historic Features 

Tested 1989,1992, not mitigated, not 
developed Undetermined 



Site # Site Type Status Significance 

CA-SDI-11219 Lithic Scatter/ 
Historic Features Tested 1989,1992, not mitigated Undetermined 

CA-SDI-11220 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989,1992,2002, mitigated Not significant 
CA-SDI-11221 Historic Tested 1989 by Smith Undetermined 
CA-SDI-11363 Lithic Scatter Tested 1989,1992,2002, mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-
11367/11368 Sparse lithic scatter Tested Not significant 

CA-SDI-11423 Lithic Scatter Tested 1997 mitigated most of destroyed Not significant 

CA-SDI-11424 Habitation Tested 1997 data some recovery, 
mitigation necessary, developed Significant 

CA-SDI-11671 Lithic Scatter Tested 1991 not known if mitigated, not 
developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-11672 Sparse Lithic Scatter No testing recorded, not developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-11673 Lithic Scatter Tested 1991 not known if mitigated, not 
developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-11680 Lithic Scatter No testing or other work recorded, not 
developed Undetermined 

    

CA-SDI-11821/H Piper Ranch 
Complex 

Tested in 1995 by Gallegos and Assoc., 
area now developed 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-11822 Artifact Scatter Tested 1990 not known if mitigated Undetermined 
CA-SDI-11944 Lithic Scatter Tested 1990 mitigated in open space Not significant 
CA-SDI-11951 Lithic Scatter Tested 1990,1992,1999 mitigated Not significant 
CA-SDI-11969 Quarry Tested 1990 mitigated in open space Not significant 

    

CA-SDI-12229H Artifact Scatter/ 
Historic No testing recorded in undeveloped area  

CA-SDI-12257 Lithic Scatter No testing recorded by US/Mexico border Undetermined 
CA-SDI-12258 Sparse Lithic Shatter No testing recorded at least part destroyed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-12259 Sparse Lithic Shatter No testing recorded, not currently 
developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-12273H Historic Tested 1992,1994 mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-12337 Lithic Scatter Combined several sites/tested 1978,1992, 
1994,1996 Not significant 

CA-SDI-13532 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1994, mitigated, site developed Not significant 
CA-SDI-14081 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1995 mitigated for road widening Not significant 

CA-SDI-14082 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1995 for Otay Mesa Rd. Widening, 
that portion mitigated Not significant 

CA-SDI-14083 Sparse Lithic Scatter No record of testing, in MHPA Preserve Undetermined 

CA-SDI-14084 Sparse Lithic Scatter 
No record of testing, in MHPA Preserve, 
possibly some disturb. by preserve 
vegetation 

Undetermined 

CA-SDI-14085H Historic Tested 1995 mitigated Not significant 
CA-SDI-14086H Historic Mitigated for SR-905 Not significant 
CA-SDI-14087 Sparse Lithic Scatter Mitigated for SR-905 Not significant 

CA-SDI-14088 Sparse Lithic Scatter No testing recorded poss. Impact from 
develop to the north Undetermined 

CA-SDI-14089 Artifact Scatter Mislabeled on GIS map as 14889 Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14090 Lithic Scatter No testing recorded, in undeveloped area Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14091 Artifact Scatter No testing recorded, in undeveloped area Undetermined 



Site # Site Type Status Significance 
CA-SDI-14092 Sparse Lithic Scatter No testing recorded in disturbed area Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14093 Sparse Lithic Scatter No testing recorded next to developed area Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14094 Sparse Lithic Scatter No testing recorded in undeveloped area Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14210 Historic No testing recorded Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14238 Lithic Scatter No testing recorded in undeveloped area Undetermined 

CA-SDI-14239 Lithic Scatter No testing, not significant under Otay Mesa 
Management plan Not significant 

CA-SDI-14241 Lithic Scatter Tested 1996 mitigated Not significant 
CA-SDI-14246 Lithic Scatter Tested 1996,1999 Not significant 
CA-SDI-14248 Lithic Scatter Tested 1996,1999 Not significant 

CA-SDI-14250H Historic Scatter Tested 1996, not mitigated Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14252 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1996, not mitigated Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14371 Sparse Lithic Scatter No testing recorded in undeveloped area Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14559 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested 1996, not mitigated Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14728 Artifact Scatter Tested 1996, not mitigated Undetermined 
CA-SDI-14729 Lithic Scatter No testing recorded in undeveloped area Undetermined 

CA-SDI-16264H Historic Mitigated 2002 Not significant 
CA-SDI-16397 Lithic Shatter/Shell Tested 2002 data recovery necessary Significant 
CA-SDI-16398 Lithic Shatter/Shell No testing recorded in undeveloped area Undetermined 
CA-SDI-16704 Sparse Lithic Scatter No testing recorded in undeveloped area Undetermined 

CA-SDI-16705 Artifact Shatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP Consulting, to 
be developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-16706 Sparse Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP Consulting, to 
be developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-17100 Sparse Lithic Scatter Not tested considered non site by Otay 
Mesa Mang. Plan Not significant 

CA-SDI-17101 Sparse Lithic Scatter Not tested considered non site by Otay 
Mesa Mang. Plan Not significant 

CA-SDI-17102 Sparse Lithic Scatter Not tested considered non site by Otay 
Mesa Mang. Plan Not significant 

CA-SDI-17103 Sparse Lithic Scatter Not tested considered non site by Otay 
Mesa Mang. Plan Not significant 

CA-SDI-17104 Sparse Lithic Scatter Not tested considered non site by Otay 
Mesa Mang. Plan Not significant 

CA-SDI-17105 Sparse Lithic Scatter Not tested considered non site by Otay 
Mesa Mang. Plan Not significant 

CA-SDI-17517 Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP, to be 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-17518 Artifact scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP, to be 
developed Significant 

CA-SDI-17519 Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP, to be 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-17520 Lithic scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP, to be 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-17521 Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP, to be 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-17522 Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP, to be 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-17523 Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP, to be 
developed Not significant 



Site # Site Type Status Significance 

CA-SDI-17524 Lithic Scatter Tested in 2005 by ECORP, to be 
developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-6699 Lithic Scatter Tested and mitigated late 1980s developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-6941A-E Artifact Scatter Loci A-E mitigated for Cal-Terraces1987 
development 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-6941F Artifact Scatter Mitigated 1995 for Otay Mesa Rd widening Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-6941H-X Artifact Scatter Tested in 1996 for Otay Mesa Rd widening Not significant 

CA-SDI-7208 Lithic Scatter Portions mitigated for various projects 
1988,1997 portions still undeveloped 

Undeveloped 
portions 

undetermined 
CA-SDI-7550 Temporary Camp No record of testing, in undeveloped area Undetermined 
CA-SDI-7604 Temp Camp Mitigated 1987, 1997 developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-7857 Lithic Scatter Tested 1993 mitigated appears 
undeveloped Not significant 

CA-SDI-7983 Lithic Scatter/ 
Processing Tested 1987 mitigated developed Not significant 

CA-SDI-7984 Lithic Scatter/ 
Processing Tested 1987 mitigated developed Previously 

Mitigated 

CA-SDI-7985 Lithic Scatter No record of test or mitigation., but area is 
developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-8053 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8054 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8055 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8056 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8057 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8058 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8059 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8060 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8061 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8062 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8063 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8064 Isolate  Not significant 
CA-SDI-8083 Lithic Scatter Mitigation date not known area developed Unknown 

CA-SDI-8640 Artifact Scatter Tested 1987,1988,mitigated currently 
undeveloped 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-8641 Lithic Scatter Tested 1988 mitigated not currently 
developed 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-8642 Lithic Scatter Tested 1988 mitigated not currently 
developed 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-8643 Lithic Scatter Tested 1988 mitigated not currently 
developed 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-8644 Lithic Scatter Tested 1988 mitigated not currently 
developed 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-8645 Lithic Scatter Tested 1988 mitigated not currently 
developed 

Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-8750 Lithic Scatter No record of testing, currently undeveloped Undetermined 
CA-SDI-8751 Lithic Scatter No testing recorded, currently undeveloped Undetermined 
CA-SDI-8752 Lithic Scatter No testing recorded, currently undeveloped Undetermined 
CA-SDI-8753 Lithic Scatter No testing recorded, currently undeveloped Undetermined 



Site # Site Type Status Significance 
    

CA-SDI-9098 Habitation Data recovery 1983 Previously 
Mitigated 

CA-SDI-9099 Artifact Scatter No recorded work, area developed Undetermined 

CA-SDI-9100 Lithic 
Scatter/Historic No testing recorded, currently undeveloped Undetermined 

CA-SDI-9541 Temporary camp No recorded work, currently undeveloped Undetermined 

CA-SDI-9771 Lithic Scatter Combined with several sites under CA-SDI-
12337, tested various times Not significant 

NRHP = National Register of Historic Places. 



d. Religious or Sacred Uses 

Senate Bill 18 (SB 18), which was signed into law in 2004, requires cities and counties to 
consult Native American tribes prior to adoption or amendment of general plans or specific 
plans, including modifications to open space. This legislation became effective in March 
2005. In response to a request by RECON in November 2006, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) verified that there is no finding of a sacred site or burial within the CPU 
area. In addition, the City of San Diego submitted a request for consultation to the NAHC in 
accordance with SB 18.  Letters were distributed to all tribal groups identified by the NAHC 
with a potential interest in the CPU on February 26, 2007.  The City did not receive any 
requests for consultation from any of the tribal groups or individuals identified by the NAHC 
within the 90 day period.  

e. Human Remains 

There are no known human remains in the CPU area. There is a potential, however, for 
human remains to exist below the ground surface within the CPU area.  

5.5.1.3 Regulatory Setting/Historic Preservation Plans, Policies 
and Standards 

a. Federal 

National Register of Historic Places 

Federal criteria are those used to determine eligibility for the NRHP. The NRHP was 
established by the National Historic Preservation Act (1966). The NRHP is the official lists of 
sites, buildings, structures, districts, and objects significant in American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and culture. The NRHP is administered by the National Park 
Service. Nominations to the NRHP may come from the various State Historic Preservation 
Offices, Tribal Historic Preservation Offices, local governments, and from private individuals 
and organizations. The NRHP criteria state that the quality of significance in American 
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association, and:  

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; 

B. Are associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values; or 



that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or  

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Certain properties are usually not considered for eligibility for the NRHP. These include 
ordinary cemeteries, birthplaces or graves of historical figures, properties owned by religious 
institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved or 
reconstructed, properties primarily commemorative in nature, or properties that have 
become significant within the last 50 years.  These types of properties can qualify if they are 
an integral part of a district that does meet the criteria, or if they fall within certain specific 
categories relating to architecture or association with historically significant people or events. 
The vast majority of archaeological sites that qualify for listing do so under criterion D, 
research potential. 

Native American Involvement 

Native American involvement in the development review process is addressed when an 
undertaking under federal law triggers environmental review pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This often occurs when a project in funded by a federal 
agency or is being proposed by a federal agency and requires review under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act. The Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) ensures that Native American human remains and 
cultural items are treated with respect and dignity during all phases of project evaluation.  

b. State 

California Register of Historic Resources/California Environmental Quality 
Act 

Similar to the NRHP, the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) program 
encourages public recognition and protection of resources of architectural, historical, 
archaeological, and cultural significance; identifies resources for planning purposes; 
determines eligibility of state historic grant funding; and provides certain protections under 
CEQA.  State criteria are those listed in CEQA and used to determine whether an historic 
resource qualifies for the CRHR.  A resource may be listed in the CRHR if it is significant at 
the federal, state, or local level under one or more of the four criteria listed below.   

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history and cultural heritage of California or the United 
States. 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important to the nation or to California’s past. 



3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values. 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history of 
the state or nation. 

CEQA was amended in 1998 to define “historical resources” as a resource listed in or 
determined eligible for listing on the CRHR, a resource included in a local register of 
historical resources or identified as significant in a historical resource survey that meets 
certain requirements, and any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or 
manuscript which a lead agency determines to be historically significant.  

For the purposes of CEQA, a significant historical resource is one which qualifies for the 
CRHR or is listed in a local historic register or deemed significant in a historical resource 
survey, as provided under Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code. A resource that 
is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the CRHR, not included in a local 
register of historic resources, or not deemed significant in a historical resource survey may 
nonetheless be historically significant for purposes of CEQA (Section 15064.5 and CEQA 
Statutes Section 21083.2). 

The City‘s determination of significance of impacts on historical and unique archaeological 
resources is based on the criteria found in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
Archaeological resources are considered “historical resources” for the purposes of CEQA.  
Most archaeological sites which qualify for the CRHR do so under criterion 4 (i.e., research 
potential).   

Since resources that are not listed or determined eligible for the state or local registers may 
still be historically significant, their significance would be determined if they are affected by a 
development proposals.  The significance of a historical resource under criterion 4 rests on 
its ability to address important research questions. 

Native American Involvement 

Native American involvement in the development review process is addressed by several 
state laws. The most notable of the state laws is SB 18 which includes detailed requirements 
for local agencies to consult with identified California Native American Tribes early in the 
planning and/or development process. The California Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (2001), like the federal act ensures that Native American human 
remains and cultural items are treated with respect and dignity during all phases of the 
archaeological evaluation process in accordance with CEQA and any applicable local 
regulations.  



c. Local 

Historical Resources Regulations  

The Historical Resources Regulations (HRR) are part of the San Diego Municipal Code 
(Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2: Purpose of HRR or Sections 143.0201-143.0280). The 
HRR have been developed to implement applicable local, state, and federal policies and 
mandates. Included in these are the General Plan, CEQA, and Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966. 

Part of the HRR consists of a Development Review Process for all projects in the City.  This 
review process is composed of two parts: implementation of the HRR and a determination of 
impacts and mitigation under CEQA.  The implementation of the HRR begins with the 
determination of the need for a survey of the project site.  The need for a survey is based on 
historical resource information and the date and results of any previous surveys of a project 
site.  Surveys are required if more than five years have elapsed since the last survey and the 
potential for resources exists.  A historic property (built environment) survey is required if the 
structure/site is over 45 years old and appears to have integrity of setting, design, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association.  Surveys must be conducted according to criteria in 
the Historical Resource Guidelines (HRG). If the survey results are negative, the review 
process is complete and no mitigation is required.   

Historical resources, in the HRR context, include  

. . . site improvements, buildings, structures, historic districts, signs, features 
(including significant trees or other landscaping), places, place names, 
interior elements and fixtures designated in conjunction with a property, or 
other objects of historical, archaeological, scientific, educational, cultural, 
architectural, aesthetic, or traditional significance to the citizens of the city. 

These include structures, buildings, archaeological sites, objects, districts, or landscapes 
having physical evidence of human activities.  These are usually over 45 years old, and they 
may have been altered or still be in use (City of San Diego 2001).  

In addition to direct and indirect impacts, cumulative impacts must also be addressed during 
the CEQA review process.  Cumulative impacts are a result of individually minor but 
collectively significant projects occurring over a period of time.  Data recovery may be 
considered a cumulative impact due to the loss of a portion of the resource data base. 
Cumulative impacts also occur in districts when several minor changes to contributing 
properties, their setting, or landscaping eventually results in a significant loss of integrity 
(City of San Diego 2001).   



Historical Resources Guidelines 

The City’s Historical Resources Guidelines amended in April 2001 are designed to 
implement the Historical Resources Regulations contained in Chapter 14, Division 3, Article 
2 of the LDC. If any resources have been recorded on the property, those resources must be 
evaluated for significance/importance in accordance with criteria listed in the Historical 
Resources Guidelines. Resources determined to be significant/important must either be 
avoided or a data recovery program for important archaeological sites must be developed 
and approved prior to permit issuance in order to assure adequate mitigation for the 
recovery of cultural and scientific information related to the resource’s 
significance/importance. 

General Plan Historic Preservation Element 

The Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan sets a series of goals for the City for 
the preservation of historic resources. The first of these goals is to preserve significant 
historical resources.  These goals would be realized through implementation of policies that 
encourage the identification and preservation of historical resources.  Specific policies are 
shown in Table 5.5-3.  

TABLE 5.5-3 
GENERAL PLAN HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT POLICIES 

Policy Description 
HP-A.1 Strengthen historic preservation planning. 
HP-A.2 Fully integrate the consideration of historical and cultural resources in the larger 

land use planning process. 
HP-A.3 Foster government to government relationships with the Kumeyaay/ Diegueño 

tribes of San Diego. 
HP-A.4 Actively pursue a program to identify, document, and evaluate the historical and 

cultural resources in the City of San Diego. 
HP-A.5 Designate and preserve significant historical and cultural resources for current and 

future generations. 
HP-B.1 Foster greater public participation and education in historical and cultural 

resources. 
HP-B.2 Promote the maintenance, restoration, and rehabilitation of historical resources 

through a variety of financial and development incentives. Continue to use existing 
programs and develop new approaches as needed. Encourage continued private 
ownership and utilization of historic structures through a variety of incentives. 

HP-B.3 Develop a historic preservation sponsorship program. 
HP-B.4 Increase opportunities for cultural heritage tourism.  Additional discussion and 

policies can be found in the Economic Prosperity Element, Section I. 
SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan 2008. 

5.5.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Historical resources significance determination, pursuant to the City of San Diego’s 
Significance Determination Thresholds, consists first of determining the sensitivity or 



significance of identified historical resources and, secondly, determining direct and indirect 
impacts that would result from project implementation. 

Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, impacts related to historical 
resources would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Result in the alteration, including the adverse physical or aesthetic effects and/or the 
destruction of a prehistoric or historic building (including an architecturally significant 
building), structure, or object or site; 

2. Result in any impact to existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact 
area; or 

3. Result in the disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. 

5.5.3 Issue 1: Prehistoric or Historical Impacts 
Would the CPU result in the alteration or destruction of a prehistoric or historical 
archaeological site? Would the CPU result in any adverse physical or aesthetic effects on a 
prehistoric or historic building, structure, object, or site? 

5.5.3.1 Impacts 

The Historic Preservation Element of the CPU includes the following specific policies 
addressing the history and historical resources unique to the CPU area in order to 
encourage appreciation of the community’s history and culture. 

10.1-1  Require archaeological surveys and consultation with interested Native Americans 
as part of future development within Otay Mesa. 

10.1-2 Consider eligible for listing on the City’s Historical Resources Register any 
significant archaeological or Native American cultural sites that may be identified 
as part of future development within Otay Mesa. 

10.1-3 Consider eligible for listing on the City’s Historical Resources Register any 
structure or site from the agricultural era that may be discovered as part of future 
development within Otay Mesa. 

10.1-4 Consider eligible for listing on the City’s Historical Resources Register any 
buildings associated with early military aviation activities of the community that may 
be identified as part of future development within Otay Mesa. 

10.2-1  Develop an interpretive program of Otay Mesa’s history. 



a. Identify designated historical resources, including the site of the Alta School 
and the Brown Field Historical District, with signs and markers.  

b. Prepare a public display or brochure to highlight the agricultural and aviation 
history of Otay Mesa.  

c. Specific plans for the village areas should include an interpretive program that 
highlights the history of Otay Mesa and any specific resources identified within 
the specific planning area. 

10.2-2 Develop new incentives focused on the protection of Native American and 
archaeological resources, such as reduced permitting costs, increased floor area 
ratio, or larger building envelop when preserving significant cultural resources. 

These policies, along with the General Plan policies, provide a comprehensive historic 
preservation strategy. The two overarching goals in the Historic Preservation Element are to 
preserve significant historical resources and to encourage educational opportunities and 
incentives to support historic preservation.  

a. Archaeological Resources 

Of the 262 recorded prehistoric and historic sites in the CPU area there are 180 remaining 
undeveloped or partially developed parcels, 10 of which have been evaluated and 
determined significant under CEQA or City guidelines.  Based on the development footprint 
of the CPU, future development would have the potential to significantly impact all or a 
portion of 61 of these sites and any additional unrecorded sites.   

Impacts from future development on historical resources in the CPU area would occur at the 
project level.  Any grading, excavation, and other ground disturbing activities associated with 
future development implemented in accordance with the CPU that would affect significant 
archaeological sites or TCPs would represent a significant impact to historical resources. It 
should be noted however, that future development in areas designated for commercial and 
industrial uses on properties that have not been previously graded, or have been graded but 
have not otherwise developed, would be subject to review in accordance with the 
supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial). For these project types that are 
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ 
Type A and can demonstrate that are no archaeological resources present on the project 
site; the project can be processed ministerially and would not be subject to further 
environmental review under CEQA. This requires submittal of an Archaeological Survey 
prepared by a qualified archaeologist in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources 
Guidelines. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and 
the Mitigation Framework for Historical Resources.  



b. Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects 

Seven of the recorded structures/sites within the CPU have been designated as Historical 
Landmarks by the San Diego HRB. Impacts associated with historic buildings, structures, 
and objects would be the same as those identified for archaeological resources above. 
Impacts to resources associated with the built environment would include substantial 
alteration, relocation, or demolition of historic buildings, structures, objects, landscapes, and 
sites.  Impacts from future development on the built environment would occur at the project-
level.  Any alteration, relocation, or demolition associated with future development that would 
affect historic buildings, structures, objects, landscapes, and sites would represent a 
significant impact to historical resources. 

5.5.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

Due to the number and density of prehistoric and historical resources in the CPU area, 
future development has the potential to result in the loss of resources, which would be a 
significant impact at the program level. 

5.5.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

Future commercial, business park and industrial development project types that are 
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ 
Type A and can demonstrate that there are no archaeological resources present on the 
project site; the project can be processed ministerially and would not be subject to further 
environmental review under CEQA. Development proposals that do not comply with the 
CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations shall be subject to discretionary review in 
accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation Framework for Historical Archaeological 
Resources further detailed below. 

a. Archaeological Resources 

HIST-1: Prior to issuance of any permit for a future development project implemented in 
accordance with the CPU area that could directly affect an archaeological 
resource, the City shall require the following steps be taken to determine: (1) the 
presence of archaeological resources and (2) the appropriate mitigation for any 
significant resources which may be impacted by a development activity.  Sites may 
include, but are not limited to, residential and commercial properties, privies, trash 
pits, building foundations, and industrial features representing the contributions of 
people from diverse socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds.  Sites may also 
include resources associated with prehistoric Native American activities. 



INITIAL DETERMINATION 

The environmental analyst will determine the likelihood for the project site to contain 
historical resources by reviewing site photographs and existing historic information (e.g. 
Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the Archaeological Map Book, and the City’s “Historical 
Inventory of Important Architects, Structures, and People in San Diego”) and conducting a 
site visit.  If there is any evidence that the site contains archaeological resources, then a 
historic evaluation consistent with the City Guidelines would be required. All individuals 
conducting any phase of the archaeological evaluation program must meet professional 
qualifications in accordance with the City Guidelines. 

STEP 1: 

Based on the results of the Initial Determination, if there is evidence that the site contains 
historical resources, preparation of a historic evaluation is required. The evaluation report 
would generally include background research, field survey, archaeological testing and 
analysis. Before actual field reconnaissance would occur, background research is required 
which includes a record search at the SCIC at San Diego State University and the San 
Diego Museum of Man. A review of the Sacred Lands File maintained by the NAHC must 
also be conducted at this time. Information about existing archaeological collections should 
also be obtained from the San Diego Archaeological Center and any tribal repositories or 
museums. 

In addition to the record searches mentioned above, background information may include, 
but is not limited to: examining primary sources of historical information (e.g., deeds and 
wills), secondary sources (e.g., local histories and genealogies), Sanborn Fire Maps, and 
historic cartographic and aerial photograph sources; reviewing previous archaeological 
research in similar areas, models that predict site distribution, and archaeological, 
architectural, and historical site inventory files; and conducting informant interviews.  The 
results of the background information would be included in the evaluation report.  

Once the background research is complete, a field reconnaissance must be conducted by 
individuals whose qualifications meet the standards outlined in the City Guidelines. 
Consultants are encouraged to employ innovative survey techniques when conducting 
enhanced reconnaissance, including, but not limited to, remote sensing, ground penetrating 
radar, and other soil resistivity techniques as determined on a case-by-case basis. Native 
American participation is required for field surveys when there is likelihood that the project 
site contains prehistoric archaeological resources or traditional cultural properties. If through 
background research and field surveys historical resources are identified, then an evaluation 
of significance must be performed by a qualified archaeologist. 



STEP 2: 

Once a historical resource has been identified, a significance determination must be made. 
It should be noted that tribal representatives and/or Native American monitors will be 
involved in making recommendations regarding the significance of prehistoric archaeological 
sites during this phase of the process. The testing program may require reevaluation of the 
proposed project in consultation with the Native American representative which could result 
in a combination of project redesign to avoid and/or preserve significant resources as well as 
mitigation in the form of data recovery and monitoring (as recommended by the qualified 
archaeologist and Native American representative). An archaeological testing program will 
be required which includes evaluating the horizontal and vertical dimensions of a site, the 
chronological placement, site function, artifact/ecofact density and variability, 
presence/absence of subsurface features, and research potential. A thorough discussion of 
testing methodologies, including surface and subsurface investigations, can be found in the 
City Guidelines.  

The results from the testing program will be evaluated against the Significance Thresholds 
found in the Guidelines. If significant historical resources are identified within the Area of 
Potential Effect, the site may be eligible for local designation. At this time, the final testing 
report must be submitted to Historical Resources Board staff for eligibility determination and 
possible designation. An agreement on the appropriate form of mitigation is required prior to 
distribution of a draft environmental document. If no significant resources are found, and site 
conditions are such that there is no potential for further discoveries, then no further action is 
required.  Resources found to be non-significant as a result of a survey and/or assessment 
will require no further work beyond documentation of the resources on the appropriate 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) site forms and inclusion of results in the survey 
and/or assessment report. If no significant resources are found, but results of the initial 
evaluation and testing phase indicates there is still a potential for resources to be present in 
portions of the property that could not be tested, then mitigation monitoring is required.   

STEP 3: 

Preferred mitigation for historical resources is to avoid the resource through project 
redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible measures to 
minimize harm shall be taken. For archaeological resources where preservation is not an 
option, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program is required, which includes a 
Collections Management Plan for review and approval. The data recovery program shall be 
based on a written research design and is subject to the provisions as outlined in CEQA, 
Section 21083.2. The data recovery program must be reviewed and approved by the City’s 
Environmental Analyst prior to draft CEQA document distribution. Archaeological monitoring 
may be required during building demolition and/or construction grading when significant 
resources are known or suspected to be present on a site, but cannot be recovered prior to 
grading due to obstructions such as, but not limited to, existing development or dense 
vegetation.  



A Native American observer must be retained for all subsurface investigations, including 
geotechnical testing and other ground-disturbing activities, whenever a Native American 
Traditional Cultural Property or any archaeological site located on City property or within the 
Area of Potential Effect of a City project would be impacted.  In the event that human 
remains are encountered during data recovery and/or a monitoring program, the provisions 
of Public Resources Code Section 5097 must be followed. These provisions are outlined in 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) included in the environmental 
document.  The Native American monitor shall be consulted during the preparation of the 
written report, at which time they may express concerns about the treatment of sensitive 
resources. If the Native American community requests participation of an observer for 
subsurface investigations on private property, the request shall be honored. 

STEP 4: 

Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared by qualified professionals 
as determined by the criteria set forth in Appendix B of the Guidelines.  The discipline shall 
be tailored to the resource under evaluation.  In cases involving complex resources, such as 
traditional cultural properties, rural landscape districts, sites involving a combination of 
prehistoric and historic archaeology, or historic districts, a team of experts will be necessary 
for a complete evaluation. 

Specific types of historical resource reports are required to document the methods (see 
Section III of the Guidelines) used to determine the presence or absence of historical 
resources; to identify the potential impacts from proposed development and evaluate the 
significance of any identified historical resources; to document the appropriate curation of 
archaeological collections (e.g. collected materials and the associated records); in the case 
of potentially significant impacts to historical resources, to recommend appropriate mitigation 
measures that would reduce the impacts to below a level of significance; and to document 
the results of mitigation and monitoring programs, if required. 

Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared in conformance with the 
California Office of Historic Preservation "Archaeological Resource Management Reports: 
Recommended Contents and Format" (see Appendix C of the Guidelines), which will be 
used by Environmental Analysis Section staff in the review of archaeological resource 
reports.  Consultants must ensure that archaeological resource reports are prepared 
consistent with this checklist. This requirement will standardize the content and format of all 
archaeological technical reports submitted to the City.  A confidential appendix must be 
submitted (under separate cover) along with historical resources reports for archaeological 
sites and traditional cultural properties containing the confidential resource maps and 
records search information gathered during the background study.  In addition, a Collections 
Management Plan shall be prepared for projects which result in a substantial collection of 
artifacts and must address the management and research goals of the project and the types 
of materials to be collected and curated based on a sampling strategy that is acceptable to 



the City. Appendix D (Historical Resources Report Form) may be used when no 
archaeological resources were identified within the project boundaries. 

STEP 5: 

For Archaeological Resources: All cultural materials, including original maps, field notes, 
non-burial related artifacts, catalog information, and final reports recovered during public 
and/or private development projects must be permanently curated with an appropriate 
institution, one which has the proper facilities and staffing for insuring research access to the 
collections consistent with state and federal standards. In the event that a prehistoric and/or 
historic deposit is encountered during construction monitoring, a Collections Management 
Plan would be required in accordance with the project MMRP. The disposition of human 
remains and burial related artifacts that cannot be avoided or are inadvertently discovered is 
governed by state (i.e., Assembly Bill 2641 and California Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001) and federal (i.e., Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act) law, and must be treated in a dignified and culturally 
appropriate manner with respect for the deceased individual(s) and their descendants. Any 
human bones and associated grave goods of Native American origin shall be turned over to 
the appropriate Native American group for repatriation. 

Arrangements for long-term curation must be established between the applicant/property 
owner and the consultant prior to the initiation of the field reconnaissance, and must be 
included in the archaeological survey, testing, and/or data recovery report submitted to the 
City for review and approval. Curation must be accomplished in accordance with the 
California State Historic Resources Commission’s Guidelines for the Curation of 
Archaeological Collection (dated May 7, 1993) and, if federal funding is involved, 36 Code of 
Federal Regulations 79 of the Federal Register. Additional information regarding curation is 
provided in Section II of the Guidelines. 

b. Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects 

HIST-2: Prior to issuance of any permit for a future development project  implemented in 
accordance with the CPU that would directly or indirectly affect a building/structure 
in excess of 45 years of age, the City shall determine whether the affected 
building/structure is historically significant. The evaluation of historic architectural 
resources shall be based on criteria such as: age, location, context, association 
with an important person or event, uniqueness, or structural integrity, as indicated 
in the Guidelines.  

Preferred mitigation for historic buildings or structures shall be to avoid the resource through 
project redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible 
measures to minimize harm to the resource shall be taken. Depending upon project impacts, 
measures shall include, but are not limited to:  
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a. Preparing a historic resource management plan; 

b. Designing new construction which is compatible in size, scale, materials, color and 
workmanship to the historic resource (such additions, whether portions of existing 
buildings or additions to historic districts, shall be clearly distinguishable from 
historic fabric); 

c. Repairing damage according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation; 

d. Screening incompatible new construction from view through the use of berms, walls, 
and landscaping in keeping with the historic period and character of the resource; 
and 

e. Shielding historic properties from noise generators through the use of sound walls, 
double glazing, and air conditioning.; and 

f. Removing industrial pollution at the source of production. 

Specific types of historical resource reports, outlined in Section III of the HRG, are required 
to document the methods to be used to determine the presence or absence of historical 
resources, to identify potential impacts from a proposed project, and to evaluate the 
significance of any historical resources identified. If potentially significant impacts to an 
identified historical resource are identified these reports will also recommend appropriate 
mitigation to reduce the impacts to below a level of significance. If required, mitigation 
programs can also be included in the report. 

5.5.3.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU and the supplemental 
development regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial), would not be required to 
incorporate the Mitigation Framework measures and alternatives adopted in conjunction 
with the certification of this PEIR. However, for future development subject to review under 
CPIOZ Type B (discretionary), implementation of the Mitigation Framework measures 
adopted in conjunction with the certification of this PEIR would be required. Therefore, the 
program-level impact related to prehistoric or historical archaeological sites would be 
reduced to below a level of significance. 

5.5.4 Issue 2: Religious or Sacred Uses 
Would the CPU result in any impact to existing religious or sacred uses within the CPU 
area? 
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5.5.4.1 Impacts 

The impact analysis for Issue 2 would be the same as outlined above for Issue 1, if religious 
or sacred places cannot be avoided. Spirituality of place is often impossible to define 
because it transcends material remains, which archaeologists can recover during 
significance testing or data recovery programs. Sever the connection that someone has to a 
religious or sacred place and you harm them in ways that cannot be mitigated. Therefore, 
significant, irrevocable impacts could occur through insensitive planning and project 
implementation. Impacts on sacred or religious places could result during construction 
activities associated with implementation of the CPU. Therefore, any impacts on historical 
resources associated with future  projects would be considered significant.  

5.5.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

Impacts to known resources and those not yet found and formally recorded, could occur 
anywhere within the CPU. Future grading of original in situ soils could also expose buried 
historical archaeological resources and features including sacred sites. Potential impacts to 
historical resources associated with construction of future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU, would be considered significant.  

5.5.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

The Mitigation Framework for religious or sacred uses would be the same as outlined for Issue 
1 - Archaeological Resources. Please refer to Mitigation Framework HIST-1. 

5.5.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU and the supplemental 
development regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial) would not be required to 
incorporate the Mitigation Framework measures and alternatives adopted in conjunction 
with the certification of this PEIR. However, for future development subject to review under 
CPIOZ Type B (discretionary), implementation of the Mitigation Framework measures 
adopted in conjunction with the certification of this PEIR would be required as outlined in 
HIST-1 above. Therefore, the program-level impact related to religious or sacred uses 
would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

5.5.5 Issue 3: Human Remains 
Would the CPU result in the disturbance of any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 
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5.5.5.1 Impacts 

The impact analysis for Issue 3 would be the same as outlined above for Issue 1 if impacts 
on human remains cannot be avoided. Native American remains, where tribal spiritual 
beliefs hold sacred that their ancestor’s places of rest should not be disturbed. It is 
unavoidable in certain circumstances when human remains are discovered during 
construction. Impact thresholds for human remains depend on whether sites or places 
containing human remains occur within the potential impact area of a project. Although 
Native American human remains have not been identified in the CPU area, there is a 
potential for human remains to be encountered during future construction activities 
associated with implementation of the CPU. All future development implemented in 
accordance with the CPU would  be subject to the development review process described in 
Section 5.5.1.3 to ensure compliance with federal, state and local criteria for the appropriate 
treatment of human remains.  Any impacts would therefore be considered significant. 

While it is preferable in all cases to avoid impacting human remains, this is not always 
possible given the uncertainties of late discoveries during construction. In the vicinity of a 
known cemetery or a prehistoric archaeological site suspected to be over 1,500 years old, 
interments are possible. Background research could help identify possible burial locations 
related to historic era properties. Forensic dogs or other nondestructive ground-penetrating 
techniques could help identify subsurface anomalies that might be related to the presence 
of inhumations. Forensic dogs have also been useful on sites where scattered cremation 
remains are present. When data recovery of an archaeological site is required, all possible 
pre-excavation planning would be implemented to guard against the accidental discovery of 
human remains. This would also apply to subsequent destruction of an archaeological site 
during project implementation because archaeological data recovery can never fully recover 
all the data from a site.  

The discovery of human remains also demands that certain laws and protocols be followed 
before proceeding with any action that might disturb the remains further. If human remains 
are discovered, then the provisions set forth in California Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98 and State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 would be implemented in 
consultation with the assigned Most Likely Descendant as identified by the NAHC. 

5.5.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

Impacts to known resources and those not yet found and formally recorded could occur 
anywhere within the CPU. Future grading of original in situ soils could also expose buried 
human remains. Potential impacts to historical resources associated with construction of 
projects implemented in accordance with CPU would be considered significant. 
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5.5.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

The Mitigation Framework for human remains would be the same as outlined for Issue 1 - 
Archaeological Resources. Please refer to Mitigation Framework HIST-1. 

5.5.5.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU and the supplemental 
development regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial) would not be required to 
incorporate the Mitigation Framework measures and alternatives adopted in conjunction 
with the certification of this PEIR. However, for future development subject to review under 
CPIOZ Type B (discretionary), implementation of the Mitigation Framework measures 
adopted in conjunction with the certification of this PEIR would be required as outlined in 
HIST-1 above. Therefore, the program-level impact related to human remains would be 
reduced to below a level of significance.  
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5.6 Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous 
Materials 

This section is based on the Updated Hazardous Materials Technical Study (HMTS) 
prepared by Geocon (2012) to address the potential for impacts from the presence of 
hazardous materials/wastes on or within the vicinity of the CPU area and to discuss a 
mitigation framework to be implemented to reduce or eliminate the potential impacts.  The 
study includes a review of regulatory agency databases, records review, limited visual site 
reconnaissance, and review of site history to identify potential environmental concerns and 
is included as Appendix F.  

5.6.1 Existing Conditions 
Hazardous materials are used in Otay Mesa for a variety of purposes including maintenance 
and operations at airfields, manufacturing, service industries, various small businesses, 
agriculture, medical uses, schools, and households. Many chemicals used in household 
cleaning, construction, dry cleaning, film processing, landscaping, and automotive 
maintenance and repair are considered hazardous. Businesses that handle/generate 
hazardous materials within the City are monitored by the U.S. EPA. Small quantity 
hazardous waste generators include facilities such as automotive repair, dry cleaners, and 
medical offices. 

5.6.1.1 Federal, State, and Local Regulations 

Numerous federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to hazardous materials 
have been developed with the intent of protecting public health, the environment, surface 
water, and groundwater resources.  Over the years, the laws and regulations have evolved 
to deal with different aspects of the handling, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
substances.  Relevant laws and regulations include: 

• 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act (also referenced as the Clean Water Act 
[CWA]). This act established a federal framework for the regulation of water quality. 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) of 1980, also known as “Superfund,” and the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 (amended CERCLA, SARA Title III).  
CERCLA, SARA Title III provide a federal framework for setting priorities for cleanup 
of hazardous substances releases to air, water, and land.  This framework provides 
for the regulation of the cleanup process, cost recovery, response planning, and 
communication standards.   



• Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976.  This act 
established the authority of the U.S. EPA to develop regulations to track and control 
hazardous substances from their production, through their use, to their disposal. 

• Title 40 CFR, Part 257, establishes criteria for the classification of solid waste 
disposal facilities and practices (Sections 257.1 to 257.30). The U.S. EPA has the 
authority under RCRA to authorize states to implement RCRA, and California is a 
RCRA authorized state. 

• Title 40 CCR, Part 290 establishes technical standards and corrective action 
requirements for owners and operators of Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) 
under RCRA. 

• Title 8 CCR, Industrial Relations, establishes laws regulating physical and chemical 
hazards in the work place.  The California Division of Occupational Safety enforces 
these standards, including those related to asbestos-containing material, liquefied 
petroleum gas, storage tanks, and boilers. 

• Title 23 CCR, Part 2620 regulates underground storage tanks with the intent to 
protect waters from contamination.  This regulation establishes procedures for both 
new and existing tanks, as well as requirements for unauthorized release reporting, 
and for repair, upgrade, and closure of tanks. 

• Water Quality Control Plan (“Basin Plan”) for the San Diego region establishes 
policies and requirements for the protection of groundwater and surface water 
quality in the region.  The Basin Plan also summarizes drinking water standards as 
specified in the California Department of Health Services, the California Inland 
Surface Waters Plan (State Water Resources Control Board [SWRCB] 1991), and 
Title 40 CFR Part 131, which establishes federal water quality standards under the 
CWA.  

• San Diego County Area Plan (Area Plan), established by the County of San Diego 
Department of Environmental Health (DEH), Hazardous Materials Division, for the 
emergency response to a release or threatened release of a hazardous material 
within the County. The Hazardous Materials Program and Response Plan contained 
in the Area Plan serves the Otay Mesa area. As part of the Area Plan, the federal 
Risk Management Plan (RMP), is incorporated and modified by the State of 
California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) program, whose goal is to make 
all facilities that handle regulated substances free of catastrophic incidents.  

• Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (49 CFR Parts 101, 106, and 107) is 
enforced by Caltrans and regulates hazardous materials transport. Unlicensed 
residents and businesses are not permitted to transport hazardous waste over 5.0 



gallons or more than 50.0 pounds total per vehicle per trip, as enforced by the 
California Highway Patrol. 

• The County has prepared a San Diego County Operational Area Emergency Plan 
and a Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan.  These documents provide 
guidance on emergency responses to a release or potential release of a hazardous 
substance, and identify risks for potential releases throughout the County. 

• The City’s Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) regulates solid waste within the City, 
including waste collection/disposal, illegal solid waste dumping, and hazardous solid 
waste sites requiring remediation. 

• The City of San Diego Municipal Code includes general hazardous materials 
regulations (Sections 42.0801, 42.0901, and 54.0701) as well as regulations 
regarding specific hazardous materials such as explosives (Section 55.3301). 

• To minimize fire risk, the City of San Diego Municipal Code includes regulations 
pertaining to brush management (Section 142.0412), construction materials for 
development near open space (Chapter 14, Article 5), and adequate fire flow. 

Regulatory Listings 

Regulatory agency records pertaining to the CPU area were reviewed by GEOCON.  A 
search of federal, state, and local databases for the CPU area was also performed.  A 
number of facilities within the CPU area appear on several regulatory listings.  A summary 
of the information obtained from the various lists is presented as follows: 

No Further Remedial Action Planned Listings 

The No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) list is maintained by the U.S. EPA and 
includes archive-designated CERCLA sites where assessment has reportedly been 
completed and it has been determined that no further steps will be taken to include the site 
on the National Priority List (NPL) and no further remediation is required.  The Brown Field 
Hazardous Waste Site (5675 Otay Valley Road) is the only property within the CPU area 
that appears on the NFRAP list. 

Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups Listings 

Ten facilities located within the CPU area are referenced on the Spills, Leaks, 
Investigations, and Cleanups (SLIC) database. Off-site properties/facilities within ⅛-mile of 
the CPU area were not referenced on the SLIC database. A list of the referenced facilities is 
provided below. 

• Brown Field, 1424 Continental Street 

• Former U.S. Border Patrol Pistol Range, North of Pogo Row 



• Former Rohr Engine Facility, 1500 Heritage Road 

• Auto Recycling, 980 Otay Valley Road 

• Kaiser Foundation, 4650 Palm Avenue 

• OLA Imports and Exports, 935 Heritage Road 

• Tripp Salvage Landfill (Sesi Property and Barnhart and Dantzler Property), west of 
northern termination of Cactus Road 

• Martinez Ranch, 2160 Cactus Road 

• Former Martinez Outdoor Storage, 2770 Martinez Ranch Road 

Emergency Response Notification System and Hazardous Material Incident 
Report System Listings 

The Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) and the Hazardous Material Incident 
Report System (HMIRS) databases were reviewed for facilities with reported hazardous 
substance release incidents.  The ERNS database is a national database used to collect 
information on reported releases of oil and hazardous substances.  Fifteen facilities located 
within the boundaries of the CPU area are listed on one or both of these databases. Off-site 
facilities within ⅛ mile of the CPU area were not referenced on either database. Information 
in the database listings for the 15 facilities within the CPU area indicates that the releases 
generally consisted of surficial spills of fuel or temporary exposure of workers or personnel 
to noxious fumes that were mitigated by or under the oversight of the local fire department 
or office of emergency services. In addition, these 15 facilities do not appear on any other 
database that reports unauthorized releases of hazardous substances. Based on this 
information and the nature of the releases, there is low likelihood that these facilities present 
an environmental concern to the CPU area. 

Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Listings 

The Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites (SWF/LF) database is maintained by the California 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) and lists solid waste 
facilities, operations, and disposal facilities throughout the state of California. The 2012 
HMTS included a review of solid waste facilities within the CPU area.  One waste facility 
within the boundaries of the CPU area is listed on this database, Tripp Salvage Landfill. This 
landfill is comprised of two adjacent properties located west of the northern termination of 
Cactus Road, the Barnhart and Dantzler Property and the Sesi Property. One waste facility 
was also identified outside the CPU area, the Shinohara II Burn Site located on the south 
side of the Otay River. 

The following facilities were identified in the 2012 HMTS as solid waste disposal sites, but 
were not referenced on the SWF/LF listings or on databases that report releases of 
hazardous materials: 



• Former INS Shooting Range; 

• Organic Recycling West, 1202 La Media Road; 

• Dillons Trail Site; 

• Martinez Ranch Canyon Fill; and 

• San Ysidro Burn Site. 

Underground Storage Tank Listings 

Eighteen facilities within the CPU area and one facility outside the CPU area are referenced 
as containing either registered USTs (UST database), active or inactive USTs (SWEEPS 
database), or historical USTs (HIST UST database).  Five of the 19 listings are associated 
with facilities within the CPU area that are also listed on the Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank (LUST) database.  These listings are identified as: 

• Brown Field, 1424 Continental Street; 

• Piper Ranch; 

• Former Rohr Engine Facility, 1500 Heritage Road; 

• Arco Service Station, 2510 Otay Center Drive; and 

• Air Liquide Industrial, 9955 Via De La Amistad. 

The referenced facility located outside the CPU area is Former Red Cab, 803 East San 
Ysidro Boulevard, which is also listed on the LUST database. However, based on 
information provided in the LUST database, it is unlikely that operations at this facility have 
negatively impacted the CPU area. The remaining 13 listings are not on databases that 
report unauthorized releases of hazardous substances. As such, there is a low likelihood 
that these 13 listings present an environmental concern. 

EnviroStor Listings 

One facility was identified on the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
EnviroStor database: Honeywell, Inc., 2055 Dublin Drive. This facility is reportedly under 
DTSC oversight for permitted hazardous waste disposal. References regarding 
unauthorized releases of hazardous substances were not noted in EnviroStor. In addition, 
this facility is not listed on databases that report unauthorized releases of hazardous 
substances or petroleum. As such, there is a low likelihood that this facility presents an 
environmental concern. 



LUST and CORTESE Listings 

The LUST (Leaking Underground Storage Tank) list includes database information 
maintained by the SWRCB, as well as information maintained by the DEH. The SWRCB 
database includes sites with confirmed or unconfirmed leaking USTs. Four leaking UST 
facilities are located within the CPU area on the LUST and/or CORTESE databases.  The 
four facilities are Brown Field (1424 Continental Street), Former Rohr Engine Facility (1500 
Heritage Road), Arco Service Station (2510 Otay Center Road), and Air Liquide Industrial 
(9955 Via de la Amistad).  Two facilities outside the CPU area within 1/8-mile of the CPU 
area are also referenced on the LUST and/or CORTESE databases.  These two facilities 
are City of San Diego General Services Yard, 4515 Otay Mesa Road (adjacent to the west 
of the CPU area) and Former Red Cab, 803 East San Ysidro Boulevard (approximately 
530 feet west of the CPU area).   

Orphan Summary 

An Orphan Summary was also included as part of the HMTS database review.  The Orphan 
Summary identifies properties/facilities that have incomplete address information and could 
not be specifically plotted. A total of 290 properties/facilities were listed in the Orphan 
Summary; however, in some cases, multiple records were listed for the same 
property/facility. Based on the distances of these properties/facilities from the CPU area and 
the nature of the databases on which the listings appear, 283 of the 290 records do not 
appear to present an environmental concern. 

The remaining seven listings are associated with properties/facilities interpreted to be 
located within or in proximity to the boundaries of the CPU area and referenced on 
databases that report unauthorized releases of hazardous substances, petroleum, or waste 
disposal facilities. Information regarding these properties/facilities is provided below. 

• Otay Mesa Road Widening Project; 

• Piper Ranch; 

• Former Dennery Ranch; 

• Shinohara I Burn Site; 

• Southbay Operations Center; 

• Britannia Boulevard Property; and 

• South Bay Burn Site. 

5.6.1.2 Sites of Potential Environmental Concern  

The 2012 HMTS identified 23 sites of potential environmental concern located within the 
CPU area. The 23 sites are described specifically in Table 5.6-1.  These sites were ranked 



TABLE 5.6-1 
PROPERTIES/FACILITIES OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

 

Property Location 

Level of 
Environmental 

Concern* Rationale Recommended Mitigation 

Otay Mesa Widening 
Project 

Adjacent to north and 
south of Otay Mesa 
Road 

3 A 1996 site assessment identified petroleum 
hydrocarbon and pesticide impacted soil adjacent to 
Otay Mesa Road in the area of the widening project. 
Although the soil generated during the widening 
project was determined not to contain detectable 
concentrations of these compounds, the potential 
exists for impacted soil to remain in place. 

No mitigation measures are anticipated to be required. 
However, if additional grading is conducted adjacent to 
Otay Mesa Road in the area of the former widening 
project, observations should be made for the presence 
of impacted soil. If encountered, the impacted soil 
should be segregated and characterized for potential 
reuse or disposal options. 

Brown Field 
Operations Area 

1424 Continental St. 1 An active Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) 
case is associated with this facility for petroleum 
hydrocarbon impacts to soil and groundwater. 
Releases associated with an additional 24 LUST or 
spill cases have reportedly resulted in an estimated 
111,500 cubic yards of hydrocarbon-impacted soil 
remaining in-place at the facility. 

High likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required. Soil and/or groundwater sampling would 
be required to assess the extent of the existing 
contamination prior to redevelopment of this area. 
Remediation, consisting of excavation and disposal of 
contaminated soil or in-situ treatment of contaminated 
soil, may be required to mitigate potential health risks. 

San Diego Space 
Surveillance Station  
(Former U.S. Border 
Patrol Pistol Range) 

North of Pogo Row 1 Assessment in 2000 found that at least 3,500 cubic 
meters of soil at this former facility contained high 
concentrations of lead, and other metals. The 
western portion of this former facility was 
subsequently redeveloped with a U.S. Border Patrol 
maintenance station and the eastern portion is 
currently occupied by the San Diego Space 
Surveillance Station (SDSSS). A workplan was 
prepared in 2012 to conduct an investigation of soil 
and debris in the area of a former small arms range 
and skeet range located on the SDSSS facility. In 
addition, the workplan proposes the excavation and 
disposal of lead and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 
impacted soil previously identified at both of these 
former ranges. 

High likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required including assessment, excavation, and 
disposal of impacted soil and debris. 



Property Location 

Level of 
Environmental 

Concern* Rationale Recommended Mitigation 

Former INS Shooting 
Range  
(Currently Vacant) 

Northeast of eastern 
termination of Pogo 
Row 

2 In 1987, fill material containing burn ash and sand 
blast grit was deposited at the INS Shooting Range to 
create safety berms. Upon discovery of the 
contaminated material, remediation activities were 
conducted, including excavation of contaminated soil. 
Residual lead-impacted soil remains on-site that 
capped with concrete. Facility was issued a no further 
action designation in 2002. 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required provided the concrete cap remains in-
place. Should future redevelopment include removal or 
disturbance of the cap, an environmental consultant 
should be retained and the City LEA contacted. 

Former Organic 
Recycling West  
(Currently Vacant) 

1202 La Media Road 3 This facility is a composting facility that only accepts 
“green” and “woody” materials. During a July 2006 
Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) inspection, spills 
were noted in the vicinity of vehicles and batteries 
west of vehicular maintenance area. A County of San 
Diego Department of Environmental Health (DEH) 
release case was not opened as a result of the spills, 
indicating the spills were considered minor. 

No mitigation measures are anticipated to be required. 
Impacted soil, if encountered during future 
redevelopment, should be segregated and 
characterized for potential reuse or disposal options. 

Piper Ranch 
(Currently a Business  
Park) 

West of Piper Ranch 
Road 

3 Waste oil and pesticide-contaminated soil excavated 
and removed in 1988. Gasoline release from a 
underground storage tank (UST) removed in 1988 
resulted in contamination of two cubic yards of soil. 
DEH closed the UST case due to limited extent of 
contamination. Subsequent sampling of the property 
in 1988, 1989, and 1994 indicated various pesticides 
were detected but concentrations were below less 
than regulatory screening levels. The property is 
currently improved with several commercial/light-
industrial developments. 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required. However, if residual impacted soil is 
encountered during future redevelopment, it should be 
segregated and characterized for potential reuse or 
disposal options. 

Former Dennery 
Ranch (Currently an 
Apartment Complex) 

North of Intersection 
of Dennery Road and 
Red Fin Lane 

2 Approximately 5,000 cubic yards of burn ash 
deposits, originating from the Shinohara II Burn Site, 
are present over an approximately 0.5-acre area in 
the northwestern portion of this property. In 2009, the 
City Local Enforcement Agency approved a plan to 
construct a 2-foot-thick vegetative soil cap over the 
burn ash deposits. Property was redeveloped with 
single-family homes in 2007-2008.1 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required provided the vegetative soil cap remains 
in-place. Should future redevelopment include removal 
or disturbance of the cap, an environmental consultant 
should be retained and the City LEA contacted. 



Property Location 

Level of 
Environmental 

Concern* Rationale Recommended Mitigation 

Shinohara I Burn Site North of Otay River 
(City of Chula Vista)1 

2 Approximately 850,000 cubic yards of burn ash 
material were placed at the Shinohara I and II Burn 
Sites in 1978. Majority of the burn ash material 
subsequently was excavated and removed from 
Shinohara I site in 1993 and 2001. Approximately 
1,500 cubic yards of burn ash left in place. County 
LEA issued closure letter in 2001. 

Moderate likelihood that additional mitigation 
measures will be required. During future excavation 
activities, an environmental consultant should be 
retained to observe the property for evidence of 
contaminated soil (e.g., discoloration, odors). If 
evidence of contamination is found, the soil should be 
segregated and characterized for potential reuse or 
disposal options. 

Shinohara II Burn Site Adjacent to the north 
of former Dennery 
Ranch (City of Chula 
Vista)1 

1 Approximately 850,000 cubic yards of burn ash 
material were placed at the Shinohara I and II Burn 
Sites in 1978. Up to a 40-foot-thick layer of burn ash 
is believed to exist at the property. Reportedly, 
additional assessment or mitigation activities have 
not been performed at the Shinohara II Burn Site to 
date. 

High likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required under the oversight of the County LEA. 
Mitigation measures would likely include soil 
excavation and disposal and /or construction of a cap 
over the burn ash material. A health risk assessment 
may also be required depending on future land use. 

South Bay Operations 
Center 

Northwest of northern 
termination of Air 
Wing Road. 

3 Petroleum hydrocarbon release from a UST removed 
in 2007. DEH closed the UST case in 2011 due to 
limited extent of contamination. An estimated 200 
cubic yards of impacted soil remain in-place in the 
area of the former UST. 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required. However, if residual impacted soil is 
encountered during future redevelopment, it should be 
segregated and characterized for potential reuse or 
disposal options. 

Former Rohr Engine 
Test Facility  
(Currently Vacant) 

1500 Heritage Road 3 Two cases associated with this former facility for 
releases of aviation fuel in 1987 and 1992 that 
impacted soil. Both cases have been closed by DEH; 
however, residual impacted soils may remain at this 
property. 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required. However, if residual impacted soil is 
encountered during future redevelopment, it should be 
segregated and characterized for potential reuse or 
disposal options. 

Auto Recycling 980 Otay Valley 
Road 

4 Release of diesel from an unreported source affected 
soil at this facility. Associated DEH case was closed 
in 2007; however, residual impacted soils may remain 
at this property. 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required. However, if residual impacted soil is 
encountered during future redevelopment, it should be 
segregated and characterized for potential reuse or 
disposal options. 



Property Location 

Level of 
Environmental 

Concern* Rationale Recommended Mitigation 

Kaiser Foundation 4650 Palm Avenue 3 Gasoline from an overturned tanker reportedly 
entered a storm drain below the sidewalk adjacent to 
this facility. Sediment in the storm drain and soil and 
groundwater in the vicinity of the storm drain outfall at 
the Otay River were determined to be impacted. 
Following soil remediation activities and cleanup of 
groundwater to well below public health standards, 
DEH closed the case in 2011. 

The release appears to have been limited to areas 
outside the boundaries of this facility. As such, no 
mitigation measures are anticipated to be required for 
this facility. 

OLA Imports and 
Exports 

935 Heritage Road 2 Staining observed during assessment activities in 
1995 and numerous DEH violations from 1996 to 
2007 at this facility indicate that petroleum-impacted 
soil likely remains at shallow depths (up to of depths 
of 5 feet) in various locations at the facility. The DEH 
noted that they have no objection to the continued 
use of the facility as an auto recycler provided that 
they are notified prior to surface grading or proposed 
changes in land use. 

DEH records reviewed indicate that the case 
associated with this facility will not be closed until 
assessment of the extent of petroleum impacts has 
been performed. Likely mitigation measures would 
include segregation and characterization of impacted 
soils for potential reuse or disposal options. 



Property Location 

Level of 
Environmental 

Concern* Rationale Recommended Mitigation 

Dillons Trail Site Southwest of 
southern termination 
of Caliente Avenue 

2 The Dillons Trail Site consists of several parcels 
where illegal disposal activities were initially 
discovered by the County LEA in 1987. The 
discarded material primarily consisted of demolition 
debris with minor amounts of solid waste. According 
to the City LEA, the majority of the waste from the 
illegal disposal activities at the property has been 
removed, and the City LEA no longer conducts 
inspections at this location. During the site 
reconnaissance, we observed evidence of illegal 
disposal of trash and debris throughout the 
interpreted location of the property. 
The City LEA, ESD, MSCP, and SDPD are all 
involved in a joint effort to clean up illegally dumped 
waste and prevent future illegal dumping on the site.  
Increased surveillance in the area has been effective 
at reducing dumping at this location.  The City MSCP 
program has been acquiring the property to preserve 
it as open space, vernal pool habitat.1 

High likelihood that additional mitigation measures, 
including trash/debris removal and disposal, will be 
required prior to redevelopment of this area. Chemical 
containers encountered during the trash/debris 
removal activities should be properly characterized 
and disposed of. If evidence of contaminated soil (e.g., 
discoloration, odors) is encountered during future 
redevelopment activities, it should be segregated and 
characterized for potential reuse or disposal options. 



Property Location 

Level of 
Environmental 

Concern* Rationale Recommended Mitigation 

Barnhart and Dantzler 
Property 

West of northern 
termination of Cactus 
Road 

2 Formerly a part of the Tripp Salvage Landfill. 
Automobile dismantling waste was placed on the 
Barnhart and Dantzler Property from approximately 
1968 to 1977. This material was covered with fill from 
other landfills in the area. It is estimated that the 
waste extends to a depth of approximately 65 feet. 
Groundwater samples collected from this property in 
1998 reportedly contained VOCs, SVOCs, and 
metals. Total area containing waste is approximately 
1.1 acres, and an asphalt cap was constructed over 
the areal extent of the waste in 2001. The County 
LEA issued “no further action” letter in 2003 for this 
property.  
The SR-905 expansion has been constructed over 
Barnhart Landfill location, and the site is now owned 
by Caltrans.  The disposal site is under the 
jurisdiction of the City LEA, which must be consulted 
prior to any construction activities in the vicinity.1 
The Dantzler portion of the landfill is under an asphalt 
cap on private property.  The City LEA must be 
consulted prior to any construction activities that may 
disturb the integrity of the cap.1 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required provided the asphalt cap remains in-place. 
Should future redevelopment include removal or 
disturbance of the cap at the Dantzler site or any 
construction activity near the Barnhart site, an 
environmental consultant should be retained and the 
City LEA contacted.1 



Property Location 

Level of 
Environmental 

Concern* Rationale Recommended Mitigation 

Sesi Property Adjacent to the south 
of Barnhart and 
Danzler Property 

1 Part of Tripp Salvage Landfill. Automobile dismantling 
waste was placed on the Sesi Property from 
approximately 1968 to 1977, and burn ash-
contaminated soil was placed in on the property in 
1987. This material was covered with fill from other 
landfills in the area. It is estimated that the waste 
extends to a depth of approximately 65 feet. 
Groundwater samples collected from this property in 
1998 reportedly contained VOCs, SVOCs, and 
metals. A Revegetation Plan prepared 2006 
proposed excavation of a portion of the waste and 
placement of a soil cap over the remaining waste. 
According to the County LEA, soil cap design and 
associated grading plans have been submitted to City 
of San Diego for review but the cap has not yet been 
constructed.  
The City of San Diego Development Services 
Department approved a grading permit to construct a 
soil cap to provide an adequate engineered cap over 
buried waste.1 

Construction of the approved Remedial Action Work 
Plan as described in the Site Development Permit, in 
accordance with the grading permit, would provide 
adequate mitigation of this potential environmental 
concern.1  

Martinez Ranch 
Compound 

2160 Cactus Road 1 Soil sampling conducted in 2004 indicated that 
approximately 17,300 to 26,100 cubic yards of soil in 
the northeastern portion of Martinez Ranch were 
impacted with elevated concentrations of the 
pesticides DDE, DDT, and/or toxaphene. According 
to the DEH, the pesticide-impacted has not been 
mitigated. 

High likelihood that mitigation of the pesticide-
impacted will be required prior to redevelopment of this 
area. 

Martinez Ranch 
Canyon Fill 

Southwest of 
Martinez Ranch 
Compound 

1 Analysis of soil samples collected in 2004 from the 
canyon fill showed elevated concentrations of 
petroleum hydrocarbons and lead. According to the 
DEH, the hydrocarbon and lead-impacted has not 
been mitigated. 

High likelihood that mitigation of the hydrocarbon and 
lead-impacted will be required prior to redevelopment 
of this area. 



Property Location 

Level of 
Environmental 

Concern* Rationale Recommended Mitigation 

Former Martinez 
Outdoor Storage  
(Currently Innovative 
Cold Storage 
Enterprises) 

2770 Martinez Ranch 
Road 

3 Analysis of soil samples collected in 2009 showed 
detections of petroleum hydrocarbons related to a 
former AST and several pesticides related to 
historical agricultural use, but at concentrations below 
health screening levels for commercial/industrial land 
use. 

Low likelihood that mitigation measures will be 
required provided the property continues to be zoned 
for commercial /industrial land use. If future plans for 
this property include residential development, further 
assessment of pesticides and petroleum hydrocarbons 
in soil would likely be required. 

Britannia Boulevard 
Property  
(Currently occupied by 
a Business Park) 

2133 Britannia Blvd 3 Soil samples analyzed in 2003 showed elevated 
concentrations of pesticides in shallow soil at this 
property. To mitigate the potential health risks, a 
concrete cap was constructed over the entire 
property. In addition, a deed restriction was recorded 
for the property on March 26, 2004, that stated the 
property was not suitable for uses that include “full-
time human habitation.” 

Low likelihood that mitigation measures will be 
required provided the concrete cap continues to be 
maintained and the deed restriction remains in-place 
for the property. If land uses excluded in the deed 
restriction are planned for the property, the DTSC 
should be contacted. 

Arco Service Station 2510 Otay Center 
Road 

3 In 2003, a release of gasoline occurred in the area of 
the eastern dispenser island at this facility that 
affected soil only. The DEH closed the case in 2005 
following excavation and disposal of approximately 
138 cubic yards of impacted soil. An estimated 38 
cubic yards of impacted soil remain in-place in the 
area of the eastern dispenser island. 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required. However, if residual impacted soil is 
encountered during future redevelopment, it should be 
segregated and characterized for potential reuse or 
disposal options. 

Air Liquide Industrial 9955 Via de la 
Amistad 

3 In 2004, a release of diesel was discovered in the 
area of a former dispenser island at this facility that 
affected soil only. The DEH closed the case in 2006 
following excavation and disposal of approximately 
15 cubic yards of impacted soil. An estimated 6 cubic 
yards of impacted soil remain in-place in the area of 
the former dispenser island. 

Low likelihood that additional mitigation measures will 
be required. However, if residual impacted soil is 
encountered during future redevelopment, it should be 
segregated and characterized for potential reuse or 
disposal options. 

*Level of Environmental Concern:  (1) potentially significant impact, (2) less than significant impact with mitigation incorporation, (3) less than significant impact, or (4) no impact. 
1SOURCE:  Personal communication, Bill Prinz, City of San Diego, 2012. 



with an impact level of 1 to 4: (1) potentially significant impact, (2) less than significant 
impact with mitigation incorporation, (3) less than significant impact, or (4) no impact.  Of the 
23 sites identified in the HMTS, 11 were ranked as less than significant, 5 were ranked as 
less than significant with mitigation, and 6 were identified as potentially significant.  One site 
(Kaiser Foundation) was determined to have no impact.   

The six sites (two of which are under the City’s LEA) of potential significance are listed 
below: 

• Martinez Ranch Canyon Fill; 

• Martinez Ranch Compound; 

• Sesi Property; 

• Shinohara II Burn Site; 

• San Diego Space Surveillance Station (Former U.S. Border Patrol Pistol Range); 
and 

• Brown Field Operations Area. 

5.6.1.3 Wildfire Hazards 

Extended droughts characteristic of the CPU area’s Mediterranean climate result in large 
areas of dry vegetation, particularly in late summer and fall, when Santa Ana winds blow in 
from the desert and dry out the vegetation. Potential wildfire risk zones within the CPU area 
are the areas that have steep slopes, limited precipitation, and plenty of available vegetation 
fuel.  Currently, the CPU area contains undeveloped land that is occupied by a variety of 
native and non-native plant communities.  Due to the amount of natural, unmaintained open 
space on the CPU area, the area poses a high risk for wildfires.  As areas near natural open 
space undergo development, the risk of fire increases.  

Current City regulations require that brush management zones be established adjacent to 
development to reduce the risk from wildland fires.  Pursuant to the LDC, a Brush 
Management Program is required for future development within the CPU area.  The purpose 
of such a program is to reduce the risk of wildfire while minimizing visual, biological, and 
erosion impacts to natural areas.  In all the areas requiring brush management, a 
combination of two brush management zones occurs.  Zone 1 consists of paving or 
ornamental plantings, which would be located within the development pad of each 
residential lot.  Zone 2 involves the selective thinning and pruning of native vegetation and is 
considered impact neutral. 



5.6.1.4 Aircraft Hazards 

The state requires that the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Board, as the 
ALUC, prepare an ALUCP for each public-use airport and military air installation in San 
Diego County. An ALUCP contains policies and criteria that address compatibility between 
airports and future land uses that surround them by addressing noise, over flight, safety, 
and airspace protection concerns to minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and 
safety hazards within the airport influence area for each airport over a 20-year horizon. The 
City of San Diego implements the adopted ALUCPs with the Airport Environs Overlay Zone 
(AEOZ). The City has agreed to submit discretionary projects within the airport influence 
area for each airport in the City with an adopted ALUCP to the ALUC for consistency 
determinations until the ALUC determines that the City’s land use plans are consistent with 
the ALUCPs. 

The Brown Field Municipal Airport is located within the CPU area. Brown Field Municipal 
Airport provides business, corporate, training, and charter aviation services that support 
commercial and industrial activities within the region. The airport helps relieve general 
airport congestion at Lindbergh Field and is a POE for private aircraft coming from and 
going to Mexico.  

5.6.1.5 Emergency Preparedness 

The County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services (OES) coordinates the overall 
county response to disasters. OES is responsible for: notifying appropriate agencies when a 
disaster occurs; coordinating all responding agencies; ensuring that resources are available 
and mobilized; developing plans and procedures for response to and recovery from 
disasters; and developing and providing preparedness materials for the public. 

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

In 2010, the County and 18 local jurisdictions, including the City of San Diego, adopted the 
Multi-hazard Mitigation Plan (MHMP).  The MHMP is a countywide plan that identifies risks 
and ways to minimize damage by natural and manmade disasters.  The plan is a 
comprehensive document that serves many purposes, including creating a decision tool for 
management, promoting compliance with state and federal program requirements, 
enhancing local policies for hazard mitigation capability, and providing interjurisdictional 
coordination (County of San Diego  2011). 

The City of San Diego’s disaster prevention and response activities are conducted in 
accordance with U.S. Department of Homeland Security Office of Domestic Preparedness 



requirements and incorporate the functions of planning, training, exercising, and execution.  
The City’s disaster preparedness efforts include oversight of the City’s Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC), including being responsible for maintaining the EOC in a 
continued state of readiness, training City staff and outside agency representatives in their 
roles and responsibilities, and coordinating EOC operations when activated in response to 
an emergency or major event/incident (City of San Diego 2008a).   

5.6.2 Significance Determination Thresholds  
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant health and safety 
impact would occur if the CPU would:  

1. Expose people or property to health hazards, including wildfire and airport 
operations; 

2. Create a future risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances 
(including, but not limited to, gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation) or expose 
people or the environment to a significant hazard through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials; or 

3. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. 

5.6.3 Issue 1: Health and Safety Hazards 
Would the CPU expose people or property to health hazards, including wildfire and airport 
operations? 

5.6.3.1 Impacts 

a. Health Hazards 

Potential health hazards associated with the CPU relate to the use, disposal, or transport of 
hazardous materials; and/or exposure to sites containing hazardous materials, including 
pesticides associated with current and past agricultural operations, and exposure to air 
contaminants.  The use, disposal, or transport of hazardous materials is of potential concern 
where sensitive land uses such as residential, parks, or institutional uses are in proximity to 
industrial uses.  This issue is addressed in Section 5.6.4 below.  Exposure to sites 
containing hazardous materials is discussed in Section 5.6.5 and exposure to air 
contaminants is discussed in Section 5.3, Air Quality.  



b. Wildfire Hazards 

The City of San Diego receives limited precipitation; therefore, the potential for wildland fires 
represents a hazard, particularly on undeveloped properties or where development is 
adjacent to open space or within close proximity to wildland fuels.  As the CPU would 
maintain an extensive network of natural open space, development adjacent to this open 
space would be subject to a significant risk of fire hazards.  Existing policies and regulations 
would help reduce, but not eliminate, risks from wildfires. The City’s General Plan contains 
goals to be implemented by the City’s Fire-Rescue Department, and sustainable 
development and other measures aimed at reducing the risks of wildfires.   

Additionally, CPU policy 6.1-3 is intended to reduce the risk of wildfire hazards.  Policy 6.1-3 
would enforce Brush Management Regulations in vacant areas in order to reduce the risk of 
fire-related emergencies.  Pursuant to LDC Section 142.0412 et seq., brush management is 
required in all base zones on publicly or privately owned premises that are within 100 feet of 
a structure and contain native or naturalized vegetation. The City requires submittal of Brush 
Management Plans for all new development, which are intended to reduce the risk of 
significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  Unless otherwise approved by the 
City Fire Marshal, the brush management plans for all future development would consist of 
two separate and distinct zones as follows: 

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

• Zone Two would consist of the area between Zone One and any area of native or 
non-irrigated vegetation and shall consist of thinned native or naturalized vegetation. 

In addition, as a standard condition of approval, all future development within the CPU area 
would be required to comply with the 2010 California Fire Code (CFC) requirements and the 
LDC Section 145.0701 et seq., ”Additions and Modifications to Chapter 7 of the 2010 
California Building Code.”  The CFC provides specific building requirements, including 
prohibitions on the use of wood shingles and special requirements for the provision of 
emergency access and water.  Future development proposals would be reviewed for 
compliance with all City and Fire Code requirements aimed at ensuring the protection of 
people or structures from potential wildland fire hazards. 

c. Aircraft Hazards 

Proposed land uses within the AIA, as defined by the Brown Field Municipal Airport ALUCP, 
adopted in January 2010, would result in the potential exposure of people to safety hazards.   



The AIA for Brown Field extends well outside the airport property, north into the City of 
Chula Vista; east into unincorporated San Diego County; south to the International Border 
and west into the Cities of Imperial Beach and National City.  The Safety Zones as 
established by the ALUCP also extend to both the east and west outside of the airport 
property.    

Policies and criteria contained in the ALUCP for Brown Field are implemented by the 
supplemental development regulations in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone 
of the Municipal Code.  In order to ensure that future development within the CPU area 
addresses airport land use compatibility issues consistent with adopted policies and 
regulations, the CPU Noise Element includes Policy 9.1-1.  Policy 9.1-1 states that “Prior to 
the approval of individual development projects for any proposed building or use located 
within the AIA for Brown Field, all applicable conditions and criteria in the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan for Brown Field shall be satisfied.”   

Implementation of this policy would ensure that buildout of the CPU area would occur in a 
manner consistent with the adopted ALUCP for Brown Field, and related policies and 
regulations.  Therefore, the implementation of the General Plan and CPU policies that 
address land use compatibility would support the development of future uses consistent with 
the adopted ALUCP and preclude any health and safety impacts of off-airport aircraft 
accidents. 

The ALUCP does not address existing structures or uses that would be incompatible or 
considered a hazard; therefore, existing uses and structures within the CPU area would 
continue to pose a safety hazard to airport operations. While the ALUCP contain policies 
and criteria to limit future incompatible uses and safety impacts, they cannot prevent aircraft 
accidents from occurring such as a loss of power after takeoff.   

5.6.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. Health Hazards 

Please refer to Section 5.3, Air Quality and Sections 5.6.4, and 5.6.5, below, for a 
discussion of exposure to health hazards.  As indicated in those sections, hazardous sites 
have been identified that could result in significant impacts to future development within the 
CPU area. 

b. Wildfire Hazards 

Existing policies and regulations would help reduce, but not completely abate, the potential 
risks of wildland fires.  The General Plan and CPU contain goals and policies to be 
implemented by the City’s Fire-Rescue Department, and through land use compatibility, 
training, sustainable development, and other measures, these goals and policies are aimed 
at reducing the risk of wildland fires.   



Continued monitoring and updating of existing development regulations and plans also 
would assist in creating defensible spaces and reduce the threat of wildfires. Public 
education, firefighter training, and emergency operations efforts would reduce the potential 
impacts associated with wildfire hazards.  

Additionally, future development would be subject to conditions of approval that require 
adherence to the City’s Brush Management Regulations and requirements of the California 
Fire Code.  

However, because of the existing and proposed land use patterns around which the 
community is formed, new development in the wildland interface areas may expose 
additional people and structures to wildland fire hazards, representing a potentially 
significant impact.  Therefore, impacts associated with wildfires would be significant at the 
program-level.   

c. Aircraft Hazards 

Implementation of the General Plan and CPU policies that address land use compatibility 
would support the development of future uses consistent with the adopted ALUCP.  This 
would preclude any health and safety issues associated with off-airport aircraft accidents.  
Future discretionary projects within the CPU area, located within the AIA for Brown Field, 
would be submitted to the ALUC for a consistency determination.  However, future projects 
could conflict with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements unless the City 
implements a mechanism to ensure either the project would not include features identified in 
Part 77 criteria for notification or the project obtains a No Hazard to Air Navigation from the 
FAA.  Thus, potential aircraft hazards impacts would be potentially significant.  

5.6.3.3 Mitigation Framework  

a. Health Hazards 

Please refer to Sections 5.3, 5.6.4, and 5.6.5.  In accordance with the CPU policies, 
mitigation identified in Sections 5.3, 5.6.4, and 5.6.5 shall be required to reduce potential 
health hazards to future development from hazardous sites.  

b. Wildfire Hazards 

HAZ-1:  Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
incorporate sustainable development and other measures into site plans in 
accordance with the City’s Brush Management Regulations, and Landscape 
Standards pursuant to GP and CPU policies intended to reduce the risk of 
wildfires. In addition, all future projects shall be reviewed for compliance with the 
2010 California Fire Code, Section 145.0701 through 145.0711 of the LDC, and 
Chapter 7 of the California Building Code.  



c. Aircraft Hazards 

Future projects developed in accordance with the CPU have the potential to conflict with 
FAA requirements and result in a significant aircraft hazards impact.  To avoid this impact, 
the following shall be implemented:  

HAZ-2: To prevent the development of structures that may pose a hazard to air 
navigation, the City shall inform project applicants for future development 
concerning the existence of the Part 77 imaginary surfaces and Terminal 
Instrument Procedures and FAA requirements.  The City shall also inform project 
applicants when proposed projects meet the Part 77 criteria for notification to the 
FAA as identified in City of San Diego Development Services Department 
Information Bulletin 520. The City shall not approve ministerial projects that 
require FAA notification without a FAA determination of “No Hazard to Air 
Navigation” for the project. Also, the City shall not recommend approval of 
subsequent development projects that require FAA notification without a FAA 
determination of “No Hazard to Air Navigation” for the project until the project can 
fulfill state and ALUC requirements.  

5.6.3.4 Significance after Mitigation  

a. Health Hazards 

Please refer to Sections 5.3.5, 5.6.4, and 5.6.5.  Implementation of the mitigation framework 
identified in Section 5.6.5.3 would reduce potential health hazards associated with 
hazardous sites to below a level of significance.  As indicated in Section 5.3.5.4, with 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework, impacts related to exposure to air toxics would 
remain significant and unavoidable.    

b. Wildfire Hazards 

Implementation of the mitigation framework identified in Section 5.6.3.3 under HAZ-1 would 
reduce potential wildfire hazards to below a level of significance. 

c. Aircraft Hazards 

Future projects developed in accordance with the CPU have the potential to conflict with 
FAA requirements and result in a significant aircraft hazards impact.  With implementation of 
HAZ-2, potential future project aircraft hazards impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance. 



5.6.4 Issue 2: Hazardous Substances 
Would the CPU create a future risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances 
(including, but not limited to, gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation)? Would the CPU 
expose people or the environment to a significant hazard through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials?  

5.6.4.1 Impacts 

Several uses that would be allowed within the commercial, industrial, or multiple use 
designations of the CPU, including gasoline service stations, automobile repair facilities, dry 
cleaning facilities, various industrial facilities, chemical facilities, photograph developing 
facilities, and medical and dental facilities, would use or dispose of hazardous materials.  
The areas of greatest concern would be in the village centers and where residential, 
institutional, or park uses would be adjacent to facilities which utilize hazardous substances.  
n addition, many of the existing land uses within the CPU area use or dispose of hazardous 
materials, including six on the LUST list that are associated with DEH Site Assessment and 
Mitigation cases, representing potential environmental concerns to the CPU area. For this 
reason, the CPU incorporates several measures to reduce the potential for hazards. 

As part of the CPU process, opportunities for employment uses and areas appropriate for 
workforce housing near job centers have been identified. Uses with nuisance or hazardous 
characteristics are restricted to Heavy Industrial designated areas and would be segregated 
from other uses.  In addition, the CPU establishes several policies for residential-industrial 
interface areas and an internal interface area within village centers and designated 
Business Park-Residential Permitted areas.  The CPU policies include performance 
standards to protect health, safety, and welfare of residents and users. The only industrial 
uses permitted with the Community Village and Business Park-Residential permitted 
designations are multi-tenant industrial office, corporate headquarters, and compatible 
research and development uses.  In addition, subsequent development projects would be 
subject to environmental review and approval in accordance with the development 
standards and supplemental regulations for CPIOZ, and the following CPU policies to 
ensure appropriate uses reduce the potential for hazards.   

The CPU development policies and design guidelines for residential-industrial interface 
areas (collocation) include: 

2.2-4  Provide adequate buffer uses/distance separation for residential proposals within a 
quarter mile of industrial uses with hazardous or toxic substances. 

2.4-2 Provide adequate land use buffers and/or distance separation from residential uses 
for heavy industrial proposals with hazardous or toxic substances. 



a. Consider office, commercial, retail, and parking uses as acceptable buffer uses 
within the village freeway interface area. 

b. Locate schools, parks, and libraries outside of interface areas. (See Section 5.3 
Air Quality for details about facilities and buffer distances.) 

c. Determine distance separation on a case-by-case basis based on an approved 
study submitted by an applicant, or if no study is prepared, provide a 1,000-foot 
minimum distance separation. 

d. Apply the buffer to sensitive receptors located along the Mexican Border. 

2.4-3 Reduce or mitigate the environmental and negative impacts of Heavy Industrial uses 
on surrounding areas, such as noise, visual, and air quality impacts.  Consider 
design elements that include, but are not limited to, landscape, site orientation, 
fencing, and screening. 

2.4-4 Maintain the Light Industrial land use designation for the development of light 
manufacturing, distribution and storage uses, while providing adequate buffers, such 
as distance, landscape, berms, walls and other uses, where adjacent to open space, 
residential development, and educational facilities. 

2.4-7 Allow for a wide range of businesses that do not negatively impact sensitive 
receptors to locate in the Business Park and areas adjacent to parks and village 
areas. 

a. Provide adequate buffers, such as distance, landscape, berms, walls and other 
uses, where adjacent to public parks and educational facilities. 

a.b. Develop synergy with the adjacent village and public facility uses to 
maximize non-vehicular trips. 

2.4-9 Provide adequate buffers, such as land uses, landscape, walls, and distance 
between the residential component of the Business Park – Residential Permitted 
lands, SR-905, and Britannia Boulevard to minimize negative impacts of air quality, 
noise, and truck transportation on residents.  

4.1-10 Create a visual and distance separation between the public right-of-way and 
industrial uses such as auto dismantling, truck transportation terminals, and other 
uses that create noise, visual, or air quality impacts. Screen building and parking 
areas by using a combination of setbacks, swales, fencing, and landscape. 
Encourage buffer areas that use appropriate screening. 



4.1-17 Require a distance separation, which may include landscape treatments, parking, 
sidewalks, and street right-of-way, between the IBT and Heavy Industrial uses of the 
South District and the village and educational facilities of the Central District. 

4.2-2  Incorporate connectivity and walkability in the design of the street network. 

a. Apply traffic-calming techniques that address vehicular/truck and pedestrian 
movements where the truck routes are adjacent to village and park uses. 

b. Accommodate pedestrians along Britannia Boulevard and La Media Road with 
sidewalks that are non-contiguous to the curb to provide greater separation 
between pedestrians and vehicular travel lanes. 

c. Incorporate  U-6 Urban Parkway Configurations from the Street Design Manual 
for design of sidewalks and parkways along Airway Road. 

d. Separate pedestrians from vehicular traffic along Beyer Road and Ocean View 
Parkway, and design sidewalks  to accommodate heavy pedestrian traffic to 
provide safe access to schools. 

e. Design the street systems for the Southwest Village and the Central Village as a 
grid or modified-grid that utilizes existing paper streets for the north-south 
streets.  

f. Create blocks that are no longer than 400 feet in length within residential, 
commercial, and Village areas to provide short street segments and walkable 
block sizes. 

g. Activate vibrant village cores using street furniture, sidewalk cafes, and public 
spaces. 

h. Provide commercial alleys to allow rear deliveries,  reduce traffic congestion, 
improve aesthetics, enhance  parking access and reduce the need for curb cuts. 

i. Incorporate residential alleys to allow for rear garages, additional off-street 
parking, trash pick-up, and pedestrian areas. 

, such as popouts, raised crosswalks, and parkways at truck route intersections with 
Airway Road and where the truck routes are adjacent to village and park uses. 

4.5-10 Create a visual buffer between Heavy Industrial sites and public streets, public 
facilities, and open space. 

a. Create a berm within the setbacks facing the public right-of-way. 

b. Place a masonry wall along the berm, with variation breaks for articulation. 



c. Include a landscape buffer between the sidewalk or street and the berm and wall 
for additional screening. 

d. Require street trees from Appendix B, the Street Tree Plan for Otay Mesa. 

7.1-12 Site the Grand Park at the southwestern corner of Cactus and Airway Roads. 

a. Site the Grand Park beyond any buffer areas for industrial to the east and south. 

b. Establish pedestrian linkages to the village areas to the west and north. 

8.7-5  Maintain an adequate buffer with transitional uses between land uses that allow 
sensitive receptors and the truck routes. 

8.7-6  Maintain an adequate buffer with transitional uses between land uses that allow 
sensitive receptors and the Heavy Industrial and International Business and Trade 
designations. 

Additionally, future development projects would be required to comply with the collocation 
policies of the General Plan, which are necessary to reduce or avoid potential land use 
incompatibility impacts (including hazardous materials), and which would include but not be 
limited to the special policies and performance standards for residential-industrial interface 
areas, truck circulation, and industrial design; as well as the relevant and mandatory city, 
state, and federal controls on industrial and residential land uses. 

Existing federal, state, and local regulations and procedures pertaining to the handling, 
storage, and transport of potentially hazardous materials would apply to all future 
development within the CPU area. As noted in the Section 5.6.1.1 and the Mitigation 
Framework, a number of local, state, and federal regulations address the prevention of 
accidental releases of chemicals that would affect human health. The CalARP Program 
aims to prevent accidental releases of regulated hazardous materials that represent a 
potential hazard beyond the boundaries of property. Facilities that would be required to 
participate in the CalARP program use or store specified quantities of toxic and flammable 
substances (hazardous materials) that would have off-site consequences if accidentally 
released. The County of San Diego DEH reviews CalARP risk management plans. 

State law (California Health and Safety Code) requires the mapping of “general areas” 
within which hazardous waste facilities would be established.  Proposed hazardous waste 
facilities areas would not be permitted within the CPU.  

Truck traffic from industrial uses including international truck traffic as it relates to the 
transport of hazardous materials and would include fuel delivery, hazardous waste 
transportation, sewer or water treatment service trucks, or other chemical transporters that 
would pose significant impacts in the event of an accidental release or explosion.  As 
discussed in Section 5.12, Transportation/Circulation, of this EIR specific truck circulation -1 



routes would be implemented with the CPU in order to limit truck hazards to specific 
locations away from residential and public areas.  The transport of hazardous materials is a 
regulated activity and transporters would be required to obtain permits prior to operations.  
As part of the permit process and in close coordination with affected agencies and City 
departments, specific truck circulation routes would be identified in order to limit truck 
hazards to specific locations away from residential and public areas.  In addition, the City of 
San Diego Fire-Rescue Department maintains a Hazardous Materials Incident Response 
Team which is trained to protect lives and property from incidents involving hazardous 
materials such as chemical explosions and spills.  The transport of hazardous materials is a 
regulated activity and transporters would be required to obtain permits prior to operations.   

Under the CPU, existing industrial and commercial land uses that generate, transport, or 
temporarily store hazardous waste within the vicinity of residential uses would remain in 
some areas.  Additionally, trucks serving local businesses would expose residents to 
hazards associated with the release of hazardous materials (i.e., spillage; accidents, and 
explosions) that would be transported through the CPU area.   

5.6.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

The CPU proposes new uses near existing industrial development or existing properties of 
environmental concern, as well as industrial and commercial land use designations that 
would allow certain business and industrial operations to generate, transport, or temporarily 
store hazardous waste within the vicinity of residential uses.  Additionally, trucks serving 
local businesses wcould expose residents to hazards associated with the release of 
hazardous materials (i.e., spillage; accidents, and explosions) that would be transported 
through the CPU area.  Improved roadway and transportation modificationsThe designation 
of truck routes within the CPU area along with roadway improvements in conjunction with 
buildout of the circulation network would reduce the potential risk of exposure from 
hazardous materials to residents as a result of transporting hazardous materials.  
Implementation of the policies contained in the General Plan, CPU, and regulations imposed 
by federal, state, and local agencies, including the U.S. EPA, RCRA, California Department 
of Health Services (DHS), County of San Diego DEH, and Caltrans, as summarized above, 
would reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance. 

5.6.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

Because no significant impact has been identified, no mitigation is required. Disclosure of 
adherence to the requirements outlined in the City’s Municipal Code related to minimizing 
potential impacts from hazardous materials, as well as any regulations imposed by federal, 
state and other local agencies would be required during the discretionary review process.   



5.6.4.4 Significance after Mitigation 

As noted above in Section 5.6.4.1, implementation of the policies contained in the General 
Plan, CPU, and regulations imposed by federal, state, and local agencies, including the U.S. 
EPA, RCRA, California Department of Health Services (DHS), County of San Diego DEH 
and Caltrans would reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance. For example, 
disclosure laws require all users, producers, and transporters of hazardous materials to 
clearly identify materials they store, use, or transport and to notify the appropriate agency in 
the event of a violation. Future development would be subject to discretionary review with 
subsequent environmental review to ensure risks are minimized. Subsequent development 
projects would be subject to environmental review and approval in accordance with the 
development standards and supplemental regulations for CPIOZ and applicable CPU 
policies to ensure appropriate uses reduce the potential for hazards. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

5.6.5 Issue 3: Hazardous Sites 
Would the CPU uses be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

5.6.5.1 Impacts 

The HMTS identifies a number of sites within the CPU area as containing hazardous 
materials, which would present a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
the approval of future development within the CPU area. Details on the contaminant(s) 
located within the CPU area, along with any past remedial efforts/environmental studies that 
have been completed for sites within the CPU area, are discussed in detail in the 2012 
Updated HMTS (see Appendix F).   

Of the 23 sites of potential environmental concern (refer to Table 5.6-1), six were 
determined to pose a potentially significant hazard to future development within the CPU 
area.  Development in accordance with the CPU has the potential to place sensitive 
receptors on, or adjacent to, these known hazardous materials sites.  Any development or 
redevelopment proposed for residential, or other sensitive land uses within these areas 
represents a potential significant impact to health and safety. Furthermore, there is also the 
potential for unknown hazardous material sites to be present in the CPU area.  Unknown 
sites not identified the HMTS would have the potential to create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment.  In addition, any property proposed for future development within 
¼ mile of a known release site (open or closed) has the potential to result in a significant 
impact to human health and safety.   



Existing regulations, as described in Section 5.6.1.1, also require that future projects 
demonstrate that the site is suitable for the proposed land use. For sites with recorded 
hazardous material concerns, project applicants would obtain confirmation from the DEH 
that the site has been remediated to the extent that it is required for the proposed use. For 
example, residential development requires a greater level of remediation than a commercial 
or industrial use. 

Future projects with the potential to expose inhabitants to unacceptable levels of 
contamination associated with hazardous materials sites would result in significant impacts.  
The following CPU policies are designed to reduce the risk of health and safety hazards 
from the previously discussed hazardous sites within the CPU area: 

6.11-1 Implement established remediation protocols to reduce public health risks to 
negligible levels. 

6.11-2 Require documentation of hazardous materials investigation addressing site and 
building conditions during review of all development projects. 

5.6.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

The presence of sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, along with 
any unknown hazardous sites, would have potentially significant impacts on future 
development and land uses within the CPU area.   

5.6.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

In accordance with CPU policies 6.11-1 and 6.11-2, future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU shall be required to identify potential conditions which require 
further regulatory oversight and demonstrated compliance based on implement the following 
measures prior to approval of any discretionary action.issuance of any ministerial permit:   

HAZ-3: 

a. A Phase I Site Assessment shall be completed in accordance with federal, state, 
and local regulations for any property identified on a list compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5.  The report shall include an existing condition 
survey, detailed project description, and specific measures proposed to preclude 
upset conditions (accidents) from occurring. If hazardous materials are identified, a 
Phase II risk assessment and remediation effort shall be conducted in conformance 
with federal, state, and local regulations. 

b. The applicant shall retain a qualified environmental engineer to develop a soil and 
groundwater management plan to address the notification, monitoring, sampling, 
testing, handling, storage, and disposal of contaminated media or substances (soil, 



groundwater). The qualified environmental consultant shall monitor excavations and 
grading activities in accordance with the plan. The groundwater management and 
monitoring plans shall be approved by the City prior to development of the site.  

c. The applicant shall submit documentation showing that contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater on proposed development parcels have been avoided or remediated to 
meet cleanup requirements established by the local regulatory agencies 
(RWQCB/DTSC/DEH) based on the future planned land use of the specific area 
within the boundaries of the site (i.e., commercial, residential), and that the risk to 
human health of future occupants of these areas therefore has been reduced to 
below a level of significance.  

d. The applicant shall obtain written authorization from the regulatory agency 
(RWQCB/DTSC/DEH) confirming the completion of remediation. A copy of the 
authorization shall be submitted to the City to confirm that all appropriate 
remediation has been completed and that the proposed development parcel has 
been cleaned up to the satisfaction of the regulatory agency. In the situation where 
previous contamination has occurred on a site that has a previously closed case or 
on a site included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5, the DEH shall be notified of the proposed land 
use.  

e. All cleanup activities shall be performed in accordance with all applicable federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations, and required permits shall be secured prior to 
commencement of construction to the satisfaction of the City and compliance with 
applicable regulatory agencies such as but not limited to San Diego Municipal Code 
Section 42.0801, Division 9 and Section 54.0701.  

5.6.5.4 Significance after Mitigation  

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to 
implement the Mitigation Framework adopted in conjunction with certification of this PEIR 
which requires preparation of a Phase I Site Assessment, consultation with the appropriate 
regulatory and verification that health risk has been remediated in accordance with all 
applicable local, state and federal regulations.  In addition, as noted above in Section 
5.6.4.1, implementation of the policies contained in the General Plan, CPU, and regulations 
imposed by federal, state, and local agencies, including the U.S. EPA, RCRA, California 
Department of Health Services (DHS), County of San Diego DEH and Caltrans would 
reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance.  
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5.7 Hydrology/Water Quality 

This section addresses the flow and quality of surface and ground water within the CPU 
area.  A Drainage Study of the CPU area was prepared by Kimley Horn & Associates 
(2007). This document is included as Appendix G-1 to this PEIR.  An additional document, 
entitled Review of Otay Mesa Drainage Studies, was prepared by Tetra Tech in 2010 to 
provide a summary of previous drainage including the aforementioned Drainage Study. 
Among other things, this document updates the regulatory framework and the existing 
condition of these past studies and assesses the application of their conclusions in 
conjunction with the CPU. This document is included as Appendix G-2 to this PEIR.  
Appendix G-3 to the PEIR is a Water Quality Technical Report prepared by Kimley Horn & 
Associates (2007) for the CPU.   

5.7.1 Existing Conditions 
The hydrology of the CPU area is affected by absorption rates, drainage patterns, and the 
rate of surface runoff.  Absorption rate is the time required for pervious ground to absorb 
rainwater.  Drainage patterns are the footprints of travel of unabsorbed water from high 
elevations to lower elevations. The rate of surface runoff is how quickly unabsorbed water 
travels within a drainage system to receiving water.  Urbanization increases surface runoff 
rates by creating more impervious surfaces, such as paving and buildings, which prevent 
percolation of water into the soil.  Instead, water goes to the streams which would result in 
increased flood risk.  Urbanization also increases water pollution, as pollutants would drain 
into receiving waters without being filtered through soils.   

5.7.1.1 Watershed Management Areas, Hydrologic Units, and 
Hydrologic Subareas 

The State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Board 
are responsible for protecting California’s water resources. California is divided into nine 
regions, also referred to as basins, based on major watersheds. The RWQCBs are 
located within these regions. Each of the RWQCBs contributed a chapter outlining 
watershed management strategies to the SWRCB’s Watershed Management Initiative 
(WMI) to further their goals.  As dictated by the WMI, there are six watershed 
management areas (WMAs) located within the City’s boundary.  

The San Diego RWQCB prepared the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego 
Basin (Basin Plan; 1994), which identifies the water quality objectives for waters in the 
basin and further subdivides it into hydrologic units (HUs), hydrologic areas (HAs), and 
hydrologic subareas (HSAs). A hydrologic unit is defined as the entire watershed of one 
or more major streams. Hydrologic areas consist of watersheds of major tributaries 
and/or major groundwater basins within a hydrologic unit. Hydrologic subareas are major 



subdivisions of hydrologic areas including both water-bearing and non-water-bearing 
formations.   

With one exception, the WMAs consist of the entirety of a hydrological unit and the 
adjoining coastal waters. The exception is the San Diego Bay WMA, which consists of 
the San Diego Bay and three other HUs (908–Pueblo San Diego, 909–Sweetwater, and 
910–Otay).  

As shown in Figure 5.7-1, the northern portion of the CPU area (2.229 acres) is located 
within the San Diego Bay WMA, the Otay HU (910), the Otay Valley HA (910.2), and the 
Otay Valley HSA (910.20). The Otay HU is described by the Basin Plan as a club-
shaped area of about 160 square miles with the Otay River and its tributaries as its 
major stream system.  The Lower Otay Reservoir is the terminus of the second San 
Diego Aqueduct. Major population centers within the watershed include Imperial Beach, 
Coronado, and Dulzura. Annual precipitation varies generally from 11 to 19 inches.   

The southern portion of the CPU area (7,080 acres) is located within the Tijuana River 
WMA, the Tijuana HU (911), and the Tijuana Valley HA (911.1). As shown in 
Figure 5.7-1, the western portion of the CPU is within the San Ysidro HSA (911.11), 
while the southeast portion is within the Water Tanks HSA (911.12). As described by the 
Basin Plan, the Tijuana HU (see Figure 5.7-1) is drained by Cottonwood and Campo 
creeks which are tributaries to the Tijuana River.  This HU covers an area of about 
470 square miles and is sparsely populated except at the major population centers at 
San Ysidro and Campo.  The annual rainfall varies from less than 11 inches to more 
than 25 inches near Laguna Mountain.  Runoff is captured by Morena Reservoir and 
Barrett Lake on Cottonwood Creek.   

The Tijuana River WMA is not entirely within the jurisdiction of the San Diego RWQCB. 
The Tijuana River WMA covers a total of 1,720 square miles in California and Mexico. 
Approximately 467 square miles, or 27 percent, of this watershed lies in California under 
the jurisdiction of the San Diego RWQCB; the remainder lies in Mexico. Water flows 
from across the international border from the U.S. to Mexico, and from Mexico to the 
U.S. Raw sewage discharges into the Tijuana River from Mexico have adversely 
affected water quality and pose a public health threat to residents on both sides of the 
border (RWQCB 2002).  

Surface Waters/Drainage Patterns 

Most of the CPU area drains to the south across the border with Mexico and eventually 
into the Tijuana River. A small portion flows north into the Otay River, and the far 
western part of the CPU area flows to the west through San Ysidro and then into the 
Tijuana River.  



FIGURE 5.7-1

Existing Hydrologic Conditions
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As detailed in Appendix G-2 and shown in Figure 5.7-2, the three drainage areas found 
in the Otay Mesa Study Area are Otay Valley, San Ysidro, and Water Tanks. Otay Valley 
covers north of Otay Mesa around the Otay River, San Ysidro covers west of Otay 
Mesa, and Water Tanks covers south of Otay Mesa. Otay Valley and Water Tanks are 
sub-divided into east and west areas respectively. Therefore, there are five total 
drainages for the Otay Mesa area. 

The five drainage areas, which comprise the CPU area, and their approximate acreages 
are shown in Table 5.7-1 below. 

TABLE 5.7-1  
OTAY MESA CPU DRAINAGE AREAS 

 
Drainage Areas Acres 

Otay Valley (East) 827.5 
Otay Valley (West) 1,378.4 
San Ysidro 1,226.1 
Water Tanks (East) 3,380.2 
Water Tanks (West) 2,488.0 
Total* 9,300.2 
*Boundaries within different source data sets 
may have slight variations, thus, resulting in 
an acreage discrepancy.   

 

5.7.1.2 Receiving Waters 

a. Beneficial Uses 

The San Diego RWQCB is the regional agency that is responsible for establishing 
ground and surface water quality objectives for the San Diego region, which are 
identified in the Basin Plan.   

Beneficial uses are the uses of water necessary for the survival or well-being of humans, 
plants, and wildlife. These uses of water serve to promote economic, social, and 
environmental goals. Water quality objectives and beneficial uses can be found in the 
Basin Plan. The Basin Plan assigns multiple beneficial uses pertaining to inland surface 
water, ground water, and coastal waters within the Otay and Tijuana WMAs.   

Tijuana Hydrologic Unit of the Tijuana River Watershed Management Area 

Beneficial uses of the inland surface water include municipal and domestic supply, 
agricultural supply, industrial service supply, industrial process supply, freshwater 
replenishment, contact water recreation, non-contact water recreation, warm freshwater 
habitat, wildlife habitat, and rare, threatened, or endangered species. Beneficial uses of 
the groundwater include municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply, and 
industrial service supply. Beneficial uses of the coastal waters include industrial service 
supply, navigation, commercial and sport fishing, contact water recreation, non-contact 
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water recreation, biological habitats of special significance, estuarine habitat, wildlife 
habitat, rare, threatened, or endangered species, marine habitat, migration of aquatic 
organisms, and shellfish harvesting. 

Otay Hydrologic Unit of the San Diego Bay Watershed Management Area 

Beneficial uses of the inland surface water include municipal and domestic supply, 
agricultural supply, industrial service supply, industrial process supply, contact water 
recreation, non-contact water recreation, warm freshwater habitat, wildlife habitat, and 
rare, threatened, or endangered species. Beneficial uses of groundwater include 
municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply, industrial service supply, and 
industrial process supply. Beneficial uses of the coastal waters include industrial service 
supply, commercial and sport fishing, navigation, contact water recreation, non-contact 
water recreation, estuarine habitat, wildlife habitat, rare, threatened, or endangered 
species, marine habitat, migration of aquatic organisms, shellfish harvesting, and 
spawning, reproduction and/or early development. 

b. Impaired Water Bodies 

In accordance with the federal Clean Water Act section 305(b), the SWRCB and 
RWQCBs periodically compile an inventory of the state's major waters and the water 
quality condition of those waters, using monitoring data and other pertinent information. 
Waters are categorized as good, intermediate, impaired, or of unknown quality. Impaired 
waters are categorized in accordance with requirements of various Clean Water Act 
sections (e.g. 303[d]). 

According to the 2010 State Impaired Water Bodies 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited 
Segments, the San Diego Bay is listed as an impaired water body for polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs). The Tijuana River is listed as an impaired water body for eutrophic, 
indicator bacteria, low dissolved oxygen, pesticides, phosphorus, sedimentation/siltation, 
selenium, surfactants, solids, synthetic organics, total nitrogen, toxicity, trace elements, 
and trash.  

5.7.1.3 Groundwater 

The geotechnical study for the project, prepared by Geocon Incorporated, found that 
near surface groundwater (less than 20 feet deep) is unlikely to occur in the geologic 
formations found within the CPU area, and groundwater is not anticipated to be a 
consideration for most of the developable areas along the top of Otay Mesa.  Small 
areas of alluvium in canyon bottoms would potentially contain groundwater and localized 
perched water conditions would develop during the wet season in some of the drainage 
canyon areas.   



5.7.1.4 Flood Hazards 

Most of the CPU area is very flat, resulting in local flooding during storms at the low 
points and along some drainage ditches.  The main channel in the East Watershed, Otay 
Mesa Creek, flows from north to south along La Media Road and crosses the border into 
Mexico just north of the General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport. As detailed 
in Appendix G-1, a hydraulic model was prepared as part of the study for this channel 
from the border north to Otay Mesa Road.  The purpose of this model was to identify the 
100-year floodplain for this area.  As shown in Figure 5.7-1, an area within the northwest 
watershed along the Otay River is designated as FEMA 100- and 500-year floodplains. 
As shown in Figure 5.7-2, the hydraulic model showed that the area adjacent to the Otay 
Mesa Creek channel is within a 100-year floodplain.   

5.7.1.5 Existing Drainage Facilities 

The existing drainage system throughout the CPU area is a combination of storm drains, 
improved channels, and detention basins, which in many areas discharge to natural 
drainage paths.   

There are currently no dedicated drainage easements within the CPU area.  Many 
existing projects, as they were mapped and constructed, were required to dedicate 
portions of the properties to the City as drainage easements or flood water storage 
easements as a condition of project approval (i.e., development permits, tentative 
maps).  

5.7.1.6 Existing Regulatory Framework 

Various federal, state, and local regulations impose requirements on new development 
for erosion control, control of runoff contaminants, and control of direct discharge of 
water quality pollutants. These requirements are summarized below.  

a. Federal Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act is the primary federal law that protects the nation’s waters, 
including lakes, rivers, aquifers, and coastal areas.  The Clean Water Act established 
basic guidelines for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the U.S. and 
requires that states adopt water quality standards to protect public health, enhance the 
quality of water resources, and ensure implementation of the Clean Water Act. 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires that any applicant for a federal permit to 
conduct any activity, including the construction or operation of a facility which may result 
in the discharge of any pollutant, must obtain certification from the state.  Section 402 of 
the Clean Water Act established the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) to regulate the discharge of pollutants from point sources, and Section 404 
established a permit program to regulate the discharge of dredged material into waters 



of the U.S. Implementation of the Clean Water Act is the responsibility of the U.S. EPA, 
which has delegated much of that authority to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as well 
as state and regional agencies. 

The Section 303(d) process of the Clean Water Act requires states to identify surface 
waters that have been impaired.  Under Section 303(d), states, territories, and 
authorized tribes are required to develop a list of water quality segments that do not 
meet water quality standards, even after point sources of pollution have installed the 
minimum required levels of pollution control technology.  The 303(d) is updated by the 
RWQCB and SWRCB biannually.  As discussed above, portions of both the Tijuana and 
Otay rivers are listed as impaired water bodies in the 2010 303(d) List.   

b. Federal Emergency Management Agency Flooding Regulations 

The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 
made the purchase of flood insurance mandatory for the protection of property located in 
Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs). The Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) provides subsidized flood insurance to communities that comply with FEMA 
regulations. The SFHAs and other risk premium zones applicable to each participating 
community are depicted on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). 

Sections 143.0145 and 143.0146 of the City’s Municipal Code contain updated 
development regulations within SFHAs. As detailed above in Section 5.7.1.4 and shown 
on Figure 5.7-1, in the northwestern portion of the CPU along the Otay River (the 100-
year flood zone) is considered a SFHA.  

c. Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act established the principal California legal 
and regulatory framework for water quality control. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act is embodied in the California Water Code. The California Water Code 
authorizes the SWRCB to implement the provisions of the federal Clean Water Act. The 
state of California is divided into nine regions governed by RWQCBs. The RWQCBs 
implement and enforce provisions of the California Water Code and the Clean Water Act 
under the oversight of the SWRCB. The City is located within the purview of the San 
Diego RWQCB (Region 9). The Porter-Cologne Act also provides for the development 
and periodic review of Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans) that designate 
beneficial uses of California’s major rivers and groundwater basins and establish water 
quality objectives for those waters.  

d. Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin 

The San Diego Basin encompasses approximately 3,900 square miles, including most of 
San Diego County and portions of southwestern Riverside and Orange counties. The 



basin is composed of 11 major HUs, 54 HAs, and 147 Hydrologic Subareas, extending 
from Laguna Beach southerly to the U.S.-Mexico border. Drainage from higher 
elevations in the east flows to the west, ultimately into the Pacific Ocean. The RWQCB 
prepared the Basin Plan, which defines existing and potential beneficial uses and water 
quality objectives for coastal waters, groundwater, surface waters, imported surface 
waters, and reclaimed waters in the basin. Water quality objectives seek to protect the 
most sensitive of the beneficial uses designated for a specific water body. Beneficial 
uses are defined as: “the uses of water necessary for the survival or well-being of man, 
plants and wildlife. These uses of water serve to promote the tangible and intangible 
economic, social and environmental goals of mankind” (RWQCB 2011).  

e. California Department of Fish and Wildlife–Streambed Alteration 

The CDFW is responsible for protecting, conserving, and managing wildlife, plant, fish, 
and riparian resources in the state of California. Under Sections 1600–1607 of the 
CDFW Code, CDFW regulates activities that would divert or obstruct the natural flow or 
substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports 
fish or wildlife. CDFW has jurisdiction over riparian habitats (e.g., southern willow scrub) 
associated with watercourses. CDFW jurisdictional resources are delineated by the outer 
edge of riparian vegetation or at the top of the bank of streams or lakes, whichever is 
wider. A Streambed Alteration Agreement is required for a project that impacts certain 
CDFW jurisdictional resources. Such an agreement with CDFW would most likely 
require mitigation in the form of on-site, off-site, or in-lieu fee mitigation, or combination 
of all. 

f. Storm Water Management and Discharge Control Regulation (San 
Diego Municipal Code § 43.0301, et seq.) 

The purposes of this division of the Municipal Code are to further ensure the health, 
safety, and general welfare of the citizens of the City of San Diego by controlling non–
storm water discharges to the storm water conveyance system; by eliminating 
discharges to the storm water conveyance system from spills, dumping, or disposal of 
materials other than storm water; and by reducing pollutants in urban storm water 
discharges to the maximum extent practicable.  

g. Local Drainage Design Manual 

Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 of the Municipal Code outlines storm water runoff and 
drainage regulations which apply to all development in the City, regardless of whether or 
not a development permit or other approval is required. In addition, drainage design 
policies and procedures are provided in the City’s Drainage Design Manual (which is 
incorporated in the Land Development Manual as Appendix B).  The Drainage Design 
Manual provides a guide for designing drainage and drainage-related facilities for 
developments within the City. The Drainage Design Manual requires projects to 



coordinate proposed designs with existing structures and systems handling the same 
flows to ensure that new projects would not result in any increased runoff or generate 
increased sediment or pollutants.  

h. Storm Water Standards Manual 

The City’s Storm Water Standards Manual, Appendix O of the City’s Land Development 
Manual, provides information to project applicants on how to comply with the permanent 
and construction storm water quality requirements contained in the Municipal Storm 
Water Permit, discussed below.  Primary elements of the Storm Water Standards 
Manual include:  

• LID BMPs Requirements; 

• Source Control BMPs; 

• BMPs Applicable to Individual Priority Development Project Categories; and 

• Treatment Control BMPs. 

LID BMPs require that an area be dedicated on-site to retain storm water for infiltration, 
reuse, or evaporation. The Storm Water Standards Manual states: 

For Priority Development Projects [e.g., tentative maps and development 
permits, construction permits, and public projects that have not begun 
initial design or that have not been deemed complete prior to a certain 
date], the feasible portion of the post-project runoff volumes and peak 
flows from the water quality design storm . . . shall be infiltrated on-site. If 
it is shown to be infeasible to infiltrate the requisite volume of water, that 
water may be retained on-site for re-use or evapotranspiration. If it is 
shown to be infeasible to retain the requisite volume of water, then that 
water must be treated with treatment control BMPs. 

The Storm Water Standards Manual also addresses “Hydromodification – Limitations on 
Increases of Runoff Discharge Rates and Durations.” Hydromodification management 
requirements dictate design elements in locations where downstream channels are 
susceptible to erosion from increases in storm water runoff discharge rates and 
durations.  

The Storm Water Standards Manual provides minimum requirements for construction 
site management, inspection, and maintenance of construction BMPs, monitoring of the 
weather and implementation of emergency plans as needed, and provides minimum 
performance standards, including pollution prevention measures so that there would be 
no measurable increase of pollution (including sediment) in runoff from the site, no slope 
erosion, water velocity moving off-site would not be greater than pre-construction levels, 
and natural hydraulic features and riparian buffers must be preserved where possible. 



i. General Plan  

The City’s General Plan presents goals and policies for storm water and drainage 
infrastructure in the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element, and presents goals 
and policies for open space (including floodplain management) and urban runoff 
management in the Conservation Element.  Relevant General Plan policies are included 
in Table 5.7-2. 

j. Applicable Permits 

Pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the U.S. EPA has established 
regulations under the NPDES program to control direct storm water discharges. In 
California, the SWRCB administers the NPDES permitting programs and is responsible 
for developing waste discharge requirements. The RWQCB is responsible for developing 
waste discharge requirements specific to its jurisdiction. General waste discharge 
requirements that would directly apply to design and construction projects within the 
CPU area include the SWRCB Construction General Permit, 2009-0009-DWQ, 
discussed below, and the City’s Municipal Storm Water Permit.  

Municipal Storm Water Permit 

The Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit, approved May 8, 2013, by the San Diego 
RWQCB, requires the City to implement regulations for the oversight of urban runoff and 
storm water inputs into surface waterways within the San Diego Region.  An NPDES 
permit is a means of assuring that proper measures including BMPs are implemented 
during all phases of activities that occur within a municipality that can affect urban runoff 
and storm water quality. The permit is issued in order to establish the conditions under 
which pollutants would be discharged from the storm drain system to local streams, 
coastal lagoons, and the ocean, implementing requirements of the Clean Water Act and 
federal NPDES storm water regulations.  



TABLE 5.7-2 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATED TO WATER QUALITY 

Policy Description 
PF-G.1 Ensure that all storm water conveyance systems, structures, and maintenance practices are 

consistent with federal Clean Water Act and California RWQCB NPDES Permit standards. 
PF-G.2 Install infrastructure that includes components to capture, minimize, and/or prevent pollutants 

in urban runoff from reaching receiving waters and potable water supplies. 
PF-G.3 Meet and preferably exceed regulatory mandates to protect water quality in a cost-effective 

manner monitored through performance measures. 
PF-G.5 Identify and implement BMPs for projects that repair, replace, extend, or otherwise affect the 

storm water conveyance system. These projects should also include design considerations for 
maintenance, inspection, and, as applicable, water quality monitoring. 

PF-G.6 Identify partnerships and collaborative efforts to sponsor and coordinate pollution prevention 
BMPs that benefit storm water infrastructure maintenance and improvements. 

CE-B.1 Protect and conserve the landforms, canyon lands, and open spaces that: define the City’s 
urban form; provide public views/vistas; serve as core biological areas and wildlife linkages; 
are wetlands habitats; provide buffers within and between communities; or provide outdoor 
recreational opportunities. 

a. Utilize Environmental Growth Funds and pursue additional funding for the acquisition 
and management of MHPA and other important community open space lands. 

b. Support the preservation of rural lands and open spaces throughout the region. 
c. Protect urban canyons and other important community open spaces including those 

that have been designated in community plans for the many benefits they offer locally, 
and regionally as part of a collective citywide open space system (see also Recreation 
Element, Sections C and F; Urban Design Element, Section A). 

d. Minimize or avoid impacts to canyons and other environmentally sensitive lands, by 
relocating sewer infrastructure out of these areas where possible, minimizing 
construction of new sewer access roads into these areas, and redirecting of sewage 
discharge away from canyons and other environmentally sensitive lands. 

e. Encourage the removal of invasive plant species and the planting of native plants near 
open space preserves. 

f. Pursue formal dedication of existing and future open space areas throughout the City, 
especially in core biological resource areas of the City's adopted MSCP Subarea Plan. 

g. Require sensitive design, construction, relocation, and maintenance of trails to 
optimize public access and resource conservation. 

CE-B.2 Apply the appropriate zoning and Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations to limit 
development of floodplains, sensitive biological areas including wetlands, steep hillsides, 
canyons, and coastal lands. 

a. Manage watersheds and regulate floodplains to reduce disruption of natural systems, 
including the flow of sand to the beaches. Where possible and practical, restore water 
filtration, flood and erosion control, biodiversity and sand replenishment benefits. 

b. Limit grading and alterations of steep hillsides, cliffs and shoreline to prevent increased 
erosion and landform impacts. 

CE-B.4 Limit and control runoff, sedimentation, and erosion both during and after construction activity. 
CE-E.1 Continue to develop and implement public education programs. 

a. Involve the public in addressing runoff problems associated with development and 
raising awareness of how an individual’s activities contribute to runoff pollution. 

b. Work with local businesses and developers to provide information and incentives for 
the implementation of Best Management Practices for pollution prevention and control. 



Policy Description 
c. Implement watershed awareness and water quality educational programs for City staff, 

community planning groups, the general public, and other appropriate groups. 
CE-E.2 Apply water quality protection measures to land development projects early in the process-

during project design, permitting, construction, and operations-in order to minimize the quantity 
of runoff generated on-site, the disruption of natural water flows and the contamination of storm 
water runoff. 

a. Increase on-site infiltration, and preserve, restore or incorporate natural drainage 
systems into site design. 

b. Direct concentrated drainage flows away from the MHPA and open space areas. If not 
possible, drainage should be directed into sedimentation basins, grassy swales or 
mechanical trapping devices prior to draining into the MHPA or open space areas. 

c. Reduce the amount of impervious surfaces through selection of materials, site 
planning, and street design where possible. 

d. Increase the use of vegetation in drainage design. 
e. Maintain landscape design standards that minimize the use of pesticides and 

herbicides. 
f. Avoid development of areas particularly susceptible to erosion and sediment loss (e.g., 

steep slopes) and, where impacts are unavoidable, enforce regulations that minimize 
their impacts. 

g. Apply land use, site development, and zoning regulations that limit impacts on, and 
protect the natural integrity of topography, drainage systems, and water bodies. 

h. Enforce maintenance requirements in development permit conditions. 
CE-E.3 Require contractors to comply with accepted storm water pollution prevention planning 

practices for all projects. 
a. Minimize the amount of graded land surface exposed to erosion and enforce erosion 

control ordinances. 
b. Continue routine inspection practices to check for proper erosion control methods and 

housekeeping practices during construction. 
CE-E.4 Continue to participate in the development and implementation of Watershed Management 

Plans for water quality and habitat protection. 
CE-E.5 Assure that City departments continue to use "Best Practice" procedures so that water quality 

objectives are routinely implemented. 
a. Incorporate water quality objectives into existing regular safety inspections. 
b. Follow Best Management Practices and hold training sessions to ensure that 

employees are familiar with those practices. 
c. Educate City employees on sources and impacts of pollutants on urban runoff and 

actions that can be taken to reduce these sources. 
d. Ensure that contractors used by the City are aware of and implement urban runoff 

control programs. 
e. Serve as an example to the community-at-large. 



Policy Description 
CE-E.6 Continue to encourage "Pollution Control" measures to promote the proper collection and 

disposal of pollutants at the source, rather than allowing them to enter the storm drain system. 
a. Promote the provision of used oil recycling and/or hazardous waste recycling facilities 

and drop-off locations. 
b. Review plans for new development and redevelopment for connections to the storm 

drain system. 
c. Follow up on complaints of illegal discharges and accidental spills to storm drains, 

waterways, and canyons. 
CE-E.7 Manage floodplains to address their multi-purpose use, including natural drainage, habitat 

preservation, and open space and passive recreation, while also protecting public health and 
safety. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan 2008. 

 



The City is a co-permittee under the Municipal Storm Water Permit. As a co-permittee, 
the City must implement several storm water management programs, including 
programs designed to control storm water discharges from new development and 
redevelopment. Specific sections of the Municipal Storm Water Permit that apply to 
design and construction include Section E.3, Development Planning Component, and 
Section E.4, Construction Component. These titles refer to required components of the 
City’s Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (JURMP), which is one of the 
programs that must be implemented by the City under the Municipal Storm Water 
Permit.  

The JURMP encompasses City-wide programs and activities designed to prevent and 
reduce storm water pollution within City boundaries; and includes plans to protect and 
improve water quality of rivers, bays, and the ocean in the City. The document describes 
how the City incorporates storm water BMPs into land use planning, development 
review, and permitting; City capital improvement program project planning and design; 
and the execution of construction contracts. 

Proposed activities in the Tijuana River WMA include sponsored trash cleanups, 
targeted restaurant and auto-related facility inspections, aggressive street sweeping, 
municipal rain barrel installation, trash segregation BMP installation, and inlet bacteria 
treatment BMP installation. 

As previously detailed, the City implements storm water control requirements through 
their JURMP and Storm Water Standards Manual. In addition, Section E of the Municipal 
Permit, Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL), provides requirements for TMDLs and for 
the maximum amount of a given pollutant such as chemicals, bacteria, or sediment that 
can be released to a given water body. A TMDL is a "pollution budget" designed to help 
restore the beneficial uses of an impaired water body. A TMDL defines the maximum 
amount of a pollutant the water body can safely receive while meeting the water quality 
objectives identified in the Basin Plan. The City also implements these requirements 
through their Storm Water Standards Manual, and these requirements would affect 
design of permanent post-construction BMPs.  

Among BMPs employed where the increase in impervious surfaces increases runoff 
rates and volumes would include: 

• Detention basins, effective for very large drainage areas. These are essentially 
ponds with controlled release rates to minimize downstream effects.  Some 
pollutants can settle during storage and improve the quality of water released.  In 
addition, detention basins reduce the amount of sediment load contained in storm 
water runoff, prior to releasing stored runoff into adjacent watersheds. 



• Infiltration basins, designed to hold runoff and allow percolation into the ground.  
These basins need adequate storage volume and good permeability of the 
underlying soils. 

• Porous pavement such as lattice pavers or porous asphalt.  These may be used to 
replace large areas of paving that are not subject to heavy traffic. 

• Placement of riprap dissipaters and filter blanket material at all storm drain discharge 
points to reduce flow velocities. 

• Vegetative controls, which are plant materials which intercept rainfall and filter 
pollutants and absorb nutrients. 

• Grass swales, which are shallow grass-covered channels used in place of a buried 
storm drain that filter pollutants.   

BMPs would also include nonstructural methods, such as controlling litter and waste 
disposal practices.   

State Water Resources Control Board Construction General Permit,  
2009-0009-DWQ (General Construction Permit) 

Under the SWRCB Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009, construction activities 
that disturb one or more acres of land that could affect hydrologic resources must 
comply with the requirements of this permit.  Applicants for a construction permit would 
file a complete and accurate Notice of Intent with the SWRCB.  Compliance requires 
conformance with applicable BMPs and development of a SWPPP.  These prevention 
plans would be required to contain a site map(s) that shows the construction site 
perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, storm water collection and 
discharge points, general topography both before and after construction, and drainage 
patterns across the project.  

Projects that would be less than one acre in size and not part of a larger common plan of 
development are not subject to the requirements of the General Construction Permit.  

General Industrial Permit 

Industrial facilities are subject to “Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of 
Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities Excluding Construction Activities” 
(General Industrial Permit). The General Industrial Permit requires the implementation of 
storm water management measures and development of a SWPPP for operation of 
existing industrial facilities and proposed new industrial facilities.  



5.7.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s significance thresholds, impacts related to hydrology/water quality 
would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Result in an increase in impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff, or 
result in substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage patterns due to changes in 
runoff flow rates or volumes; 

2. Result in modifications to the natural drainage system or affect the Otay or Tijuana 
river valley drainage basins; 

3. Result in alterations to the course or flow of flood waters; or 

4. Create discharges into surface or ground water, or result in increases in pollutant 
discharges including downstream sedimentation. 

5.7.3 Issue 1: Runoff 
Would the CPU result in an increase in impervious surfaces and associated increased 
runoff? Would the CPU result in a substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage 
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes? 

5.7.3.1 Impacts 

a. Increase in Impervious Surfaces  

Future development under the CPU would result in an increase in impervious surfaces 
within the CPU area.  An increase in the amount of impervious surface area would 
potentially increase the amount and rate of runoff and result in an alteration to drainage 
patterns within the CPU area.  As detailed below, all future projects would be required to 
design and build storm drain systems, including adequate on-site retention facilities to 
accommodate new development.  Future projects also would conform to General Plan 
and CPU policies and would be required to comply with the City’s Storm Water 
Regulations.  The CPU contains goals and policies related to the provision of a reliable 
system of storm water facilities to serve the existing and future needs of the community. 
Specifically, the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element contains a goal assuring 
the development of adequate storm water infrastructure as a means to minimize urban 
runoff and pollution. Policies 6.3-1, 6.3-2, and 6.3-3 implement this goal through the 
requirement of future projects to use sustainable infrastructure design to capture and 
control runoff using Drainage Design Standards, encouraging the use of LID design to 
exceed regulations set forth in the Storm Water Standards, and improving surface and/or 
subsurface drainage facilities in conjunction with private development projects.  
Additionally, Policy 6.3-4 requires implementation of the City's Master Storm Water 
System Maintenance Program to ensure storm water conveyance facilities remain free 



of invasive plants, sediments or other debris that would reduce their capacity. Policy 6.3-
5 supports the goal of minimizing urban runoff by requiring new projects to coordinate 
with the City Engineer and Storm Water staff to monitor and improve storm water 
conveyance systems throughout the CPU area. 

Policy 3.3-3 of the Mobility Element addresses urban runoff associated with streets. The 
policy requires the designation of areas within the right-of-way for LID storm water 
management facilities, such as bioswales, that allow runoff to infiltrate into the ground.  

The Urban Design Element of the CPU supports the minimization of storm water runoff. 
Policy 4.9-5(b) encourages the use of trees with project proposals to slow storm water 
runoff. Likewise, the Conservation Element of the CPU contains the goal to implement 
urban runoff management techniques. Conservation Element Policies 8.4-1, 8.4-2, and 
8.4-3 promote management of storm water starting at the earliest stages of the 
development process, and encourage the use of pervious materials in planting areas, 
driveways, parking areas, and streets.  

In addition to the above-referenced policies, all development in the City would be subject 
to the regulations of the San Diego Municipal Code, which requires that the existing 
flows of a property proposed for development, be maintained to ensure that the existing 
structures and systems handling the flows are sufficient. Development that adheres to 
this basic objective of the existing drainage regulations would not be expected to result 
in an increase in runoff. Adherence to the Municipal Storm Water Permit likewise 
requires implementation of BMPs during construction of future projects. The 
requirements of the City’s Drainage Design Manual and Storm Water Standards Manual, 
which include installation of LID practices such as bioretention areas, pervious 
pavements, cisterns, and/or rain barrels, would maintain or improve surface runoff. 
Furthermore, future development that would adhere to these requirements would likely 
reduce the volume and rate of surface runoff compared to the existing condition rather 
than increase runoff. 

The quantity of runoff reduction would depend on the actual design of a future project, 
including open space and pervious areas, and the manner of implementation of LID 
practices, adherence to regulations and conformance with General Plan, CPU policies, 
and existing City regulations. Because the amount and rate of runoff is dependent upon 
future project design, implementation of the CPU could potentially result in significant 
impacts from increased runoff from impervious surfaces. 

b. Alteration to On- and Off-site Drainage 

Under the CPU, existing watershed drainage courses within the CPU area would be 
retained; however, detention basins and increases in channel capacity would be 
required to accommodate future increases in flow within individual watersheds. Details of 



potential modifications to the natural drainage system are discussed in Section 5.7.4, 
below.  

As previously described and shown on Figure 5.7-2, there are five drainage areas in the 
Otay Mesa study area. Drainage and retention facilities would be constructed as part of 
future development or road improvements within all portions of the CPU area which 
drain to the Mexico border. However, because the construction of drainage facilities is 
dependent upon future project design, implementation of the CPU could result in 
significant impacts associated with alternations to on- and off-site drainage.  

5.7.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

Buildout in accordance with the CPU would result in an increase in impervious surfaces 
and associated increased runoff, and result in alterations to on- and off-site drainage.  
Therefore, implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in significant direct and 
indirect impacts associated with runoff and alternations to on- and off-site drainage 
patterns. 

5.7.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

HYD/WQ-1: Prior to approval of development projects implemented under the CPU, 
the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, 
based on the project application, that future projects are sited and 
designed to minimize impacts on absorption rates, drainage patterns, and 
surface runoff rates and floodwaters in accordance with current City and 
RWQCB regulations identified below. Future design of projects shall 
incorporate all practicable measures as further outlined below in 
accordance with the RWQCB, the City Storm Water Runoff and Drainage 
Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 of the LDC), and the LDC, 
and shall be based on the recommendations of a detailed hydraulic 
analysis. 

a. San Diego RWQCB 

• Comply with all NPDES permit(s) requirements, including the 
development of a SWPPP if the disturbed soil area is one acre or 
more, or a Water Quality Control Plan if less than one acre, in 
accordance with the City’s Storm Water Standards. 

• If a future project includes in-water work, it shall require acquiring 
and adhering to a 404 Permit (from USACE) and a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement (from CDFW). 

• Comply with the San Diego RWQCB water quality objectives and 
bacteria TMDL. 



b. City of San Diego 

• To prevent flooding, future projects shall be designed to 
incorporate any applicable measures from the City of San Diego 
LDC. Flood control measures that shall be incorporated into future 
projects within a SFHA, or within a 100-year floodway, include but 
are not limited to the following: 

• Prior to issuance of building permits or approval of any project 
within or in the vicinity of a floodway or SFHA, all proposed 
development within a SFHA is subject to the following 
requirements and all other applicable requirements and 
regulations of FEMA and those provided in Chapter 14, Article 3, 
Division 1 of the LDC. 

• In all floodways, any encroachment, including fill, new 
construction, significant modifications, and other development, is 
prohibited unless certification by a registered professional 
engineer is provided demonstrating that encroachments shall not 
result in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of the 
base flood discharge except as allowed under Code of Federal 
Regulations Title 44, Chapter 1, Part 60.3(c) (13). 

• If the engineering analysis shows that development will alter the 
floodway or floodplain boundaries of the Special Flood Hazard 
Area, the developer shall obtain a Conditional Letter of Map 
Revision from FEMA. 

• Fill placed in the Special Flood Hazard Area for the purpose of 
creating a building pad shall be compacted to 95 percent of the 
maximum density obtainable with the Standard Proctor Test Fill 
method issued by the American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) Granular fill slopes shall have adequate protection for a 
minimum flood water velocity of five feet per second. 

• The applicant shall denote on the improvement plans “Subject to 
Inundation” all areas lower than the base elevation plus two feet. 

• If the structures will be elevated on fill such that the lowest 
adjacent grade is at or above the base flood elevation, the 
applicant must obtain a Letter of Map Revision based on Fill 
(LOMR-F) prior to occupancy of the building. The developer or 
applicant shall provide all documentation, engineering 



calculations, and fees required by FEMA to process and approve 
the LOMR-F. 

• In accordance with Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1 of the LDC 
channelization or other substantial alteration of rivers or streams 
shall be limited to essential public service projects, flood control 
projects, or projects where the primary function is the 
improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. The channel shall be 
designed to ensure that the following occur: 

o Stream scour is minimized. 

o Erosion protection is provided. 

o Water flow velocities are maintained as specified by the City 
Engineer. 

o There are neither significant increases nor contributions to 
downstream bank erosion and sedimentation of sensitive 
biological resources; acceptable techniques to control stream 
sediment include planting riparian vegetation in and near the 
stream and detention or retention basins. 

o Wildlife habitat and corridors are maintained. 

o Groundwater recharge capability is maintained or improved. 

• Within the flood fringe of a SFHA or floodway, permanent 
structures and fill for permanent structures, roads, and other 
development are allowed only if the following conditions are met: 

o The development or fill shall not significantly adversely affect 
existing sensitive biological resources on-site or off site. 

o The development is capable of withstanding flooding and does 
not require or cause the construction of off-site flood protective 
works including artificial flood channels, revetments, and 
levees nor shall it cause adverse impacts related to flooding of 
properties located upstream or downstream, nor shall it 
increase or expand a FIRM Zone A. 

o Grading and filling are limited to the minim amount necessary 
to accommodate the proposed development, harm to the 
environmental values of the floodplain is minimized including 



peak flow storage capacity, and wetlands hydrology is 
maintained. 

o The development neither significantly increases nor 
contributes to downstream bank erosion and sedimentation 
nor causes an increase in flood flow velocities or volume. 

o There shall be no significant adverse water quality impacts to 
downstream wetlands, lagoons, or other sensitive biological 
resources, and the development is in compliance with the 
requirements and regulations of the NPDES as implemented 
by the City of San Diego. 

5.7.3.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU would be subject to the 
requirements of the Storm Water Standards Manual, which includes design of new or 
improved system to meet local and state regulatory requirements satisfactory to the City 
Engineer.  Strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework, which requires regulatory 
compliance as noted above, along with GP and CPU policy compliance for reducing 
storm water runoff, would ensure that potential impacts to downstream resources would 
be reduced to below a level of significance. 

5.7.4 Issue 2: Natural Drainage System 
What modifications to the natural drainage system would be required for implementation 
of the CPU? Would there be an effect on the Otay or Tijuana River Valley drainage 
basins with implementation of the CPU? 

5.7.4.1 Impacts 

Criteria in the City of San Diego’s 2011 Significance Determination Thresholds for 
hydrology and water quality state that significant impacts related to altered drainage 
patterns may result under the following conditions: 

• Construction of impervious surfaces (generally one acre or more) adversely 
affects groundwater recharge capacity in areas utilizing well water; 

• A substantial change to stream flow velocities or quantities; and 

• Substantial changes in drainage patterns on downstream properties.  

If these modifications occur there may be significant impacts on environmental 
resources such as biological communities and archaeological resources; and a 



determination by a drainage study that the project would result in adverse impacts on 
downstream properties or environmental resources. 

Most of the CPU area drains to the south across the border with Mexico and eventually 
into the Tijuana River. The far western part of the CPU area flows to the west through 
San Ysidro and then into the Tijuana River. A small portion flows north into the Otay 
River, which ultimately discharges into the San Diego Bay. Buildout in accordance with 
the CPU would result in modifications to the natural drainage system. The watersheds 
within the CPU area flow in every direction except east and flow into different 
watersheds with different constraints and impacts (see Appendix G-2).  Therefore, each 
of the watersheds would require its own set of drainage facilities and improvements. 

All future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would require 
hydromodification management considerations and would be required to prepare 
project-level drainage studies to address and ensure compliance with the Storm Water 
Regulations.  

The General Plan also requires the application of water quality protection measures to 
land development projects early in the process to minimize the disruption of natural 
water flows and the contamination of storm water runoff. Likewise, all future projects 
within the CPU area shall develop adequate drainage facilities and improvements to the 
satisfactory of the City Engineer.  

Development pursuant to the CPU would have the potential to modify the natural 
drainage system.  Therefore, drainage impacts within the CPU area watersheds would 
be potentially significant.   

5.7.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

Buildout in accordance with the CPU has the potential to result in a substantial change 
to stream flow velocities and drainage patterns on downstream properties. Therefore, 
implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in significant direct and indirect 
impacts to the natural drainage system. 

5.7.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

See HYD/WQ-1 in Section 5.7.3.3, Mitigation Framework, above.  

5.7.4.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU would be subject to the 
requirements of the Storm Water Standards  which includes design of new or improved 
system to meet local and state regulatory requirements satisfactory to the City Engineer.  
Strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework which requires regulatory compliance as 
noted above would ensure that the GP and CPU polices for reducing storm water run-off 
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and potential impacts to natural drainage systems and associated downstream 
resources would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

5.7.5 Issue 3: Flow Alteration 
Would the CPU result in alterations to the course or flow of flood waters? 

5.7.5.1 Impacts 

Criteria in the City of San Diego’s 2011 Significance Determination Thresholds for 
hydrology and water quality state that significant impacts related to altered flow patterns 
may result under the following conditions: 

 A project-related increase in runoff from the site would increase on- or off-site 
flooding hazards (pursuant to mapped FEMA floodplains and requirements in 
City Council Policy 600-14, which restrict development within SFHAs). 

As shown in Figure 5.7-1, a FEMA 100-year floodplain exists in the northwestern portion 
of the CPU area near the Otay River. The Otay Mesa Creek, in the East Watershed, 
flows from north to south along La Media Road and crosses the border into Mexico just 
north of the General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport.  Though not designated 
as a FEMA 100-year floodplain, this area is subject to flooding.  

Future development along the floodplain would have the potential to increase flooding 
on- or off-site. All future projects located within the 100-year flood hazard area along 
Otay Creek, as identified in the CPU drainage study, would be subject to the CPIOZ, 
which would ensure discretionary review of all future development within this area.  
Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 143.0145, any future development project must be 
studied to determine the effects to base flood elevations and ensure they would not 
result in flooding, erosion, or sedimentation impacts on or off-site. Also, all future 
projects (both ministerial and discretionary) developed in accordance with the CPU 
would be required to be designed satisfactory to the City Engineer to contain the 100-
year flow and reduce or eliminate flooding impacts to adjacent properties.  

However, because project-level detail is unavailable at the program-level, projects under 
the CPU would have the potential to alter the course or flow of flood waters.  

5.7.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

Future development within the CPU area would potentially impact the existing course 
and flow of flood waters, resulting in potentially significant impacts.   

5.7.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

See HYD/WQ-1 in Section 5.7.3.3, Mitigation Framework, above.  



5.7.5.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Although exact flooding impacts from each future project implemented in accordance 
with the CPU are unknown at this time, future projects which would alter the course and 
flow of flood waters would be reviewed for compliance with the City’s Storm Water 
Standards and all applicable plans and polices, thereby assuring that the design and 
function of each project would not result in impacts to downstream drainage patterns. In 
addition, implementation of Mitigation Framework HYD/WQ-1 would reduce potential 
impacts to below a level of significance. 

5.7.6 Issue 4: Water Quality 
Would the CPU create discharges into surface or ground water, or any alteration of 
surface or ground water quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen or turbidity? Would there be increases in pollutant discharges including 
downstream sedimentation? 

5.7.6.1 Impacts 

Criteria in the City of San Diego’s 2011 Significance Determination Thresholds for 
hydrology and water quality state that significant impacts related to erosion and 
sedimentation may result if the CPU would: 

• Grade, clear, or grub more than one acre of land, especially into slopes over a 
25 percent grade and drain into a sensitive water body or stream. 

• Result in non-compliance with the City’s Water Quality Standards manual and 
BMP requirements. 

Future projects constructed during buildout of the CPU could result in impacts to water 
quality, including discharges to surface or groundwater. Although specific locations for 
future projects have not been identified, the construction of such facilities and, to a 
lesser degree, the operation of these facilities, could impact water quality. Grading and 
exposed soil could result in sedimentation. 

As previously discussed in relation to drainage, the volume of runoff within the CPU area 
is not expected to increase as a result of future development and may even be slightly 
reduced through the required implementation of LID design. Furthermore, the pollutants 
that are listed for water bodies such as San Diego Bay and the Tijuana River would likely 
be reduced with implementation of storm water BMPs, as existing development in the 
CPU area may have been constructed before the storm water regulations were adopted. 
LID practices not only reduce pollution by reducing runoff volume, but also can provide 
treatment by filtration and microbial action for runoff that would ultimately be discharged 
through underdrains. Existing development within the CPU area typically does not 



include any other structural practices to prevent the transport of pollutants off-site, such 
as trash traps or manufactured filtration devices. Currently, only specific industries 
subject to the General Industrial Permit may have implemented some storm water 
management practices to control pollution.  

Under current storm water regulations in the City, all projects requiring discretionary 
approvals are subject to certain minimum storm water requirements. Types of storm 
water BMPs required for new development include: site design, source control, and 
treatment control practices, many of which overlap with LID practices. Standard plan 
check review of future ministerial projects would occur prior to issuance of building 
permits. Before building permits are issued, documentation of specific storm water BMPs 
and LID practices are required. The storm water BMPs would reduce the amount of 
pollutants transported from a future proposed development project to receiving waters.  

The General Plan identifies specific policies to limit pollutant discharge to receiving 
waters and the discharge of identified pollutants to an already impaired water body (see 
Table 5.7-2).  For example, Policy PF-G.3 states, “Meet and preferably exceed 
regulatory mandates to protect water quality in a cost-effective manner monitored 
through performance measures.” 

Pursuant to the CPU, future use of undeveloped land would consist of residential, 
industrial, and commercial uses. In addition to these uses the CPU also includes parks, 
schools, roads, and other public infrastructure.  Potential pollutants vary by type of land 
use and are discussed below.   

a. Residential 

For residential development, the potential pollutants of concern are sediments, nutrients, 
trash and debris, oxygen demanding substances, oil and grease, pesticides, and 
bacteria and viruses.   

b. Commercial 

For commercial developments, the anticipated pollutants of concern are trash and 
debris, and oil and grease.  The potential pollutants of concern include sediments, 
nutrients, organic compounds, oxygen demanding substances, pesticides, and bacteria 
and viruses. 

c. Industrial 

Industrial operations are known to be a source of heavy metals, oily wastes, and various 
other substances dependent on the specific industrial operation. Based on Standard 
Industrial Code and storm water exposure, industrial facilities would be subject to the 
General Industrial Storm Water Permit and are required to prepare a SWPPP.  



d. Parks, Schools, Roads, and Other Public Infrastructure 

Proposed parks, schools, roads, and other public infrastructure within the CPU area 
would contribute any of the pollutants identified within the residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses. Future development of these facilities would be required to 
implement appropriate BMPs as identified above.  

5.7.6.2 Significance of Impacts 

Adherence to federal, state, and local regulations, would serve to reduce significant 
impacts to a degree, but cannot guarantee that all future project-level impacts would be 
avoided or mitigated to below a level of significance. Therefore, impacts associated with 
water quality would be significant at the program-level.  

5.7.6.3 Mitigation Framework 

The discussion below summarizes general measures that shall be implemented to 
preclude impacts. These measures shall be updated, expanded, and refined when 
applied to specific future projects based on project-specific design and changes in 
existing conditions; as well as changes to local, state, and federal laws. 

HYD/WQ-2: 

Future projects shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts on receiving waters, in 
particular the discharge of identified pollutants to an already impaired water body. Prior 
to approval of any entitlements for any future project, the City shall ensure that any 
impacts on receiving waters shall be precluded and, if necessary, mitigated in 
accordance with the requirements of the City’s Storm Water Runoff and Drainage 
Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 of the LDC) and other appropriate 
agencies (e.g., RWQCB). To prevent erosion, siltation, and transport of urban pollutants, 
all future projects shall be designed to incorporate any applicable storm water 
improvement, both off- and on-site, in accordance with the City of San Diego Stormwater 
Standards Manual.  

Storm water improvements and water quality protection measures that shall be required 
for future projects include: 

• Increasing onsite filtration; 

• Preserving, restoring, or incorporating natural drainage systems into site design; 

• Directing concentrated flows away from MHPA and open space areas. If not 
possible, drainage shall be directed into sediment basins, grassy swales, or 
mechanical trapping devices prior to draining into the MHPA or open space 
areas; 



• Reducing the amount of impervious surfaces through selection of materials, site 
planning, and narrowing of street widths where possible; 

• Increasing the use of vegetation in drainage design; 

• Maintaining landscape design standards that minimize the use of pesticides and 
herbicides; and  

• To the extent practicable, avoiding development of areas particularly susceptible 
to erosion and sediment loss. 

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board and Municipal Code 
Compliance 

• The requirements of the RWQCB for storm water quality are addressed by the 
City in accordance with the City NPDES requirements and the participation in the 
regional permit with the RWQCB. 

• Prior to permit approval, the City shall ensure any impacts on receiving waters 
are precluded or mitigated in accordance with the City of San Diego Stormwater 
Regulations. 

• In accordance with the City of San Diego Stormwater Standards Manual, 
development shall be designed to incorporate on-site storm water improvements 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and shall be based on the adequacy of 
downstream storm water conveyance. 

5.7.6.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU would be subject to the 
requirements of the Storm Water Standards  which includes design of new or improved 
system to meet local and state regulatory requirements satisfactory to the City Engineer.  
Strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework detailed in HYD/WQ-2 which requires 
regulatory compliance as noted above would ensure that the GP and CPU polices for 
reducing storm water run-off and potential impacts related to discharges into surface or 
ground water, alterations to surface or groundwater, increases in pollutant discharges 
(erosion) and downstream sedimentation would be reduced to below a level of 
significance. 
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5.8 Geology/Soils 

The geology and soils conditions, analysis of impacts, and mitigation framework are 
based on the Update Geotechnical Report completed by Geocon, Inc. (2012). This 
report is included as Appendix H.   

5.8.1 Existing Conditions 

5.8.1.1 Soil and Geologic Conditions 

The CPU area is underlain by three surficial soil deposits and three geologic formations. 
The surficial soils include artificial fill (unmapped), topsoil/colluvium (unmapped), and 
alluvium. The geologic formations include Pleistocene Very Old Paralic Deposits 
(formerly the Lindavista Formation), Upper Pliocene San Diego Formation, and Pliocene 
Otay Formation.  These soils and geologic formations are broken into compressible and 
expansive categories as shown on Figure 5.8-1 and described below. 

a. Undocumented Fill (Unmapped) 

During field reconnaissance, undocumented fill was observed in the central portion of 
the CPU area south of SR-905. Undocumented fill was interpreted as loose soil with 
concrete debris, trash, and miscellaneous materials. The fills appear to have been 
placed for a variety of purposes such as access barriers and material disposal areas for 
household trash and vegetation. Minor undocumented fills also were observed primarily 
as a result of agricultural operations and possibly for control of surface water along the 
proposed extension of Airway Road. Artificial fill marked by signage to contain 
hazardous materials was observed on the west side of Cactus Road, south of SR-905 
(Geocon, Inc. 2012). 

Compacted fill soils were identified within the CPU area and were likely placed to 
construct facilities such as water reservoirs, transmission towers, associated roads, or 
runways on Brown Field. However, no engineer’s record of compaction for these fill soils 
was identified, and as a consequence, these fills are considered undocumented until the 
appropriate records are provided. 

Undocumented fills are unsuitable for support of structural fill or settlement-sensitive 
structures.  Where placed on slopes, these undocumented fills are subject to downslope 
movement (creep, sliding or shallow debris flows).  Undocumented fill requires removal 
and replacement by compacted fill. The undocumented fill soil would be suitable for 
reuse as compacted fill provided deleterious material including construction debris, 
vegetation, and trash is removed. 
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b. Topsoil and Slopewash (Unmapped) 

Topsoil typically blankets the level portions of the CPU area and consists of brown sandy 
clay to sandy silt.  Topsoil is estimated to be approximately 3 feet thick, but localized 
areas with greater thicknesses may exist. Slopewash is present on sloping areas of the 
CPU area and consists of light brown to gray sandy clay to sandy silt. It is typically a 
minimum of 3 feet thick, but can locally be significantly thicker. Topsoil and slopewash 
materials are soft, loose, and/or expansive in their present condition and require removal 
and recompaction in areas to receive additional fill and/or support for structures and 
improvements. 

c. Alluvium (Qal) 

Alluvial soils are mapped at the floor of canyon drainages. The alluvial soils generally 
consist of soft sandy to silty clay and interfingers or grades with topsoil and slopewash 
along the outer edges of canyons. Depth of alluvial materials is anticipated to range from 
approximately 5 feet in smaller drainages to in excess of 20 feet in Spring Canyon and 
other major drainages. The alluvial soils are typically compressible, medium to highly 
expansive, and require removal and recompaction to provide suitable support for fill 
placement and/or structural support. 

d. Very Old Paralic Deposits (Qvop) 

Pleistocene-age Very Old Paralic Deposits (formerly Lindavista Formation) are present 
across the CPU area. The Very Old Paralic Deposits in the CPU area consist of clay 
(mudstone) overlying sandstone which grades to a gravel and cobble conglomerate. 
Thickness of the mudstone unit ranges from approximately 4 feet to 20 feet. Thickness 
of the sandstone and conglomerate unit is generally less than 30 feet. Cobbles of the 
conglomerate are commonly exposed on slopes. Geotechnical tests previously 
performed in the CPU area indicate that the mudstone is highly expansive. The 
presence of these highly expansive materials, especially if near finished proposed 
grades, requires special foundations for buildings and mitigation to prevent excessive 
soil heave that can damage surface improvements such as sidewalks and pavements. 

e. San Diego Formation (Tsd) 

The sandstone member of the Pliocene-age San Diego Formation is exposed on slopes 
of drainages primarily in the western and northwestern portion of the CPU area. The San 
Diego Formation consists of dense, yellow-brown, fine- to medium-grained, poorly 
indurated micaceous sandstone. It is readily eroded and forms uniform slopes along the 
sides of narrow canyons in the CPU area. The San Diego Formation is typically massive, 
and is considered to be flat lying, which is a favorable geologic structure for gross 
stability. Materials derived from this formation are low expansive and have relatively 
good shear strength characteristics and, as such, can provide good capping materials   
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for pads and higher strength soils for construction of fill slopes. Portions of the San 
Diego Formation are cohesionless and erode readily.  

f. Otay Formation (To) 

Pliocene-age Otay Formation underlies the San Diego Formation. It is older than the 
San Diego Formation and is generally distinguished from the San Diego Formation by an 
increase in clay content within the deposit and isolated bentonite claystone beds. The 
bentonite beds are waxy and composed almost entirely of montmorillinitic clay. The 
bentonitic materials are very highly expansive, have very low shear strength, and are 
considered to be the main cause of the large landslide complex (San Ysidro Landslide) 
along the western edge of the CPU area. The Otay Formation consists of a dense to 
very dense upper sandstone unit that has a light gray color. A coarser-grained grit stone 
member underlies the sandstone at depth. The Otay Formation is generally flat-lying or 
nearly horizontally bedded, which is favorable for overall stability. 

g. Groundwater 

No indications of natural springs or seeps were observed during the field 
reconnaissance or encountered in previous geotechnical subsurface studies conducted 
by Geocon within the CPU area. Near surface groundwater (less than 20 feet deep) also 
is unlikely to occur in geologic formations within the CPU area. Subsurface water may be 
present at depth in alluvial soils deposited in drainage channels. However, it is 
anticipated that the subsurface water is relatively shallow in drainages and has 
intermittent response to seasonal rainfalls. Ponded water was observed west of Heritage 
Road and south of Otay Mesa Road and is believed to be impounded surface runoff. 

h. Erosive Soils 

Soils within the CPU area have moderate to severe erosion susceptibility, with the 
majority of the soil types exhibiting severe erosion characteristics (United States 
Department of Agriculture 1973). 

5.8.1.2 Geologic Hazards 

a. Landslides (Qls) 

A complex of deep-seated landslides known as the San Ysidro Landslide is present in 
the western and southern edges of the CPU area (Figure 5.8-2). At this location there 
are a series of landslides that have increased in size and complexity with refined 
mapping. Apparent landslide debris was found to at least 100 feet below the ground 
surface, placing the bottom of the landslides below present sea level and indicating an 
ancient and complex history of movement. 



Numerous smaller landslides are present on steep drainage slopes. These landslides 
likely vary in depth from less than 10 feet to more than 80 feet. The landslides are 
expected to have an incoherent broken internal structure and are susceptible to 
continued movement, particularly where destabilized by undercutting, placement of 
additional loads (fill), or introduction of soil moisture.   

b. Faulting 

Review of published geologic literature indicates that the CPU area is located on the 
east margin of the La Nación Fault Zone (LNFZ). The LNFZ is characterized by north-
trending faults. Figure 5.8-2 shows the geologic hazards in the CPU area. Figure 5.8-3 
shows the CPU area from the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study. Several faults 
traverse the CPU area including discontinuous faults that cross areas in the headwaters 
of Spring Canyon in the southwestern portion of the CPU area. The presence and 
existence of faults in the CPU area and an intersecting northwest-trending fault zone 
(not shown) named the San Ysidro Fault has been refined through published literature 
and specific geotechnical investigations. However, the presence of faults forming the 
San Ysidro Fault Zone is unclear. The bulk of the evidence points to landslide-scarps, 
rather than fault-scarps for this zone. Fault strands of the north-striking LNFZ are 
considered to be potentially active.  

The nearest known active fault is the Rose Canyon Fault Zone, located approximately 
9.4 miles to the west. The Rose Canyon Fault is the dominant source of potential ground 
motion at the site. The CPU area would be subjected to moderate to severe ground 
shaking in the event of a major earthquake on any Rose Canyon Fault or other faults in 
southern California. With respect to seismic shaking, the CPU area is considered 
comparable to the surrounding developed area. 

c. Liquefaction Potential  

Liquefaction typically occurs in a zone with seismic activity, where soils are relatively 
cohesionless, groundwater is encountered within 50 feet of the surface, and soil relative 
densities are less than about 70 percent. If all four criteria are met, a seismic event could 
result in a rapid pore-water pressure increase from earthquake-generated ground 
accelerations thereby resulting in soil liquefaction. The potential for liquefaction and 
seismically induced settlement occurring for the mesa top areas is considered very low 
due to the very dense cemented condition of the geologic formations and lack of 
groundwater.  



FIGURE 5.8-2

Geologic Hazards
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FIGURE 5.8-3

City of San Diego Seismic Safety Hazards
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Potentially liquefiable deposits exist in deeper alluvium areas such as the Otay River 
Valley or the Tijuana River Valley, respectively, to the north and south (with the 
exception of a narrow area in the extreme northwestern quadrant) outside of the CPU 
area. Subsurface exploration and laboratory testing would be necessary at the future 
project-level to evaluate liquefaction potential of the alluvium if future development 
extends into those areas or any other areas where deep alluvial deposits are 
encountered. 

d. Tsunamis and Seiches 

The CPU area is not located near the ocean or downstream of any large bodies of water. 
Therefore, the risk associated with inundation by tsunamis or seiches is low. 

e. Subsidence 

Based on the subsurface soil conditions encountered during the field investigation and 
the lack of groundwater extraction, the risk associated with ground subsidence hazard is 
low throughout the CPU area. 

5.8.1.3 Regulatory Setting 

a. Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act) 

The State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (1972) was 
established to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. 
Pursuant to the act, the state geologist has established regulatory zones (known as 
earthquake fault zones) around surface traces of active faults. These have been mapped 
for affected cities, including San Diego. A detailed geologic investigation must be 
prepared prior to receiving a permit in an area extending between 200 and 500 feet on 
both sides of known potentially and recently active earthquake fault zone traces.  

b. California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was passed by the state in 1990 and 
contains seismic safety standards. The act includes non-surface fault rupture earthquake 
hazards, including liquefaction and seismically induced landslides. There are no seismic 
hazard maps that have been completed by the state for the County of San Diego. 

c. California Building Code/California Residential Code 

Slope instability or erosion problems in the City are primarily regulated through the 
California Building Code (CBC) and the City’s Grading Regulations contained in the 
Land Development Code.  The CBC requires special foundation engineering and 
investigation of soils on proposed development sites located in geologic hazard areas; 
the results of which would be disclosed in a report prepared in accordance with the 



City’s Geotehncial Report Guidelines in the Land Development Manual. The report must 
demonstrate either that the hazard presented by the project would be eliminated or that 
there is no danger for the intended use. The CBC also contains design and construction 
regulations pertaining to seismic safety for buildings.  These regulations cover issues 
such as ground motions, soil classifications, redundancy, drift, and deformation 
compatibility. 

The CBC is part of the CCR, Title 24 Part 2.  The California Residential Code (CRC) will 
become part of the CCR, Title 24 Part 2.5. The CBC and CRC are based on the 2006 
International Building Code and International Residential Code.  The CBC and CRC are 
a compilation of three types of building standards from three different origins: 

• Building standards that have been adopted by state agencies without change 
from building standards contained in national model codes.  

• Building standards that have been adopted and adapted from the national model 
code standards to meet California conditions.  

• Building standards, authorized by the California legislature, that constitute 
extensive additions not covered by the model codes that have been adopted to 
address particular California concerns. 

The CBC is updated periodically. On January 1, 2010, the 2010 CBC and CRC became 
effective.  The CBC and CRC contain seismic safety standards outlining design and 
construction requirements. Development projects must show compliance with the CBC 
and/or CRC through the development review process.  Building permits are submitted 
and reviewed for compliance prior to obtaining necessary construction and building 
permits.  

d. City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study 

The City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study (SDSSS) is a series of maps indicating 
likely geologic hazards throughout the City. The maps do not provide site-specific 
information; they are used as a guide to determine relative risk. The SDSSS identifies 
areas prone to liquefaction and earthquake-induced landslides as a Zones of Required 
Investigation, which require a report of the geotechnical condition prior to obtaining a 
permit (City of San Diego 2009). The level of geotechnical analysis required for project 
review is dependent on the following:  

• The type of permit being sought (e.g., land planning, land development, and/or 
building); 

• Geological Hazard Category; 

• The building type/land use group; and 

• Relative Risk. 



e. City of San Diego General Plan Policies 

The City’s General Plan presents goals and policies for geologic and soil safety in the 
Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element. Relevant excerpts from this element are 
included in Table 5.8-1 below. 

TABLE 5.8-1 
PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND SAFETY ELEMENT POLICIES RELATING TO 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Policy Description 
PF-Q.1 Protect public health and safety through the application of effective seismic, 

geologic and structural considerations. 
a. Ensure that current and future community planning and other specific land 

use planning studies continue to include consideration of seismic and other 
geologic hazards. This information should be disclosed, when applicable, in 
the California Environmental Quality Act document accompanying a 
discretionary action. 

b. Maintain updated citywide maps showing faults, geologic hazards, and land 
use capabilities, and related studies used to determine suitable land uses. 

c. Require the submission of geologic and seismic reports, as well as soils 
engineering reports, in relation to applications for land development permits 
whenever seismic or geologic problems are suspected. 

d. Utilize the findings of a beach and bluff erosion survey to determine the 
appropriate rate and amount of coastline modification permissible in the City. 

e. Coordinate with other jurisdictions to establish and maintain a geologic “data 
bank” for the San Diego area. 

f. Regularly review local lifeline utility systems to ascertain their vulnerability to 
disruption caused by seismic or geologic hazards and implement measures 
to reduce any vulnerability. 

g. Adhere to state laws pertaining to seismic and geologic hazards. 
PF-Q.2 Maintain or improve integrity of structures to protect residents and preserve 

communities. 
a. Abate structures that present seismic or structural hazards with consideration 

of the desirability of preserving historical and unique structures and their 
architectural appendages, special geologic and soils hazards, and the socio-
economic consequences of the attendant relocation and housing programs. 

b. Continue to consult with qualified geologists and seismologists to review 
geologic and seismic studies submitted to the City as project requirements. 

c. Support legislation that would empower local governing bodies to require 
structural inspections for all existing pre-Riley Act (1933) buildings, and any 
necessary remedial work to be completed within a reasonable time. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Public Facilities Services and Safety Element 2008. 

 



5.8.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, impacts related to geology 
and soils would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Expose people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, 
mudslides, liquefaction, ground failure, or similar hazards; or 

2. Increase the potential for erosion of soils on- or off-site. 

5.8.3 Issue 1: Geologic Hazards 
Would the CPU expose people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, 
landslides, mudslides, liquefaction, ground failure, or similar hazards? 

5.8.3.1 Impacts 

The western and southern edges of the CPU area are within a moderate to high 
geotechnical and relative risk area (General Plan Figure PF-9).  This area includes a 
complex of deep-seated landslides and several discontinuous faults.  Therefore, the 
CPU contains the following policy relative to geologic hazards:  

Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element Policy 6.10-1 would allow clustering of 
development in the southwestern area to mitigate and avoid risks posed by seismic 
conditions and landslides. 

Unstable geologic conditions found throughout the CPU area would expose people or 
property to hazards if they were not properly remediated. Soil and geologic conditions 
that would impact future development in the CPU area include: 

• San Ysidro Landslide along the south and west side of Otay Mesa; 

• Suspected landslides along canyon drainages; 

• La Nación Fault Zone; 

• Compressible surficial soils (undocumented fill, alluvium, colluvium and topsoil); 
and 

• Highly expansive clays in the upper portion of the Lindavista Formation. 

Potential impacts associated with each of these issues are described below.  
Groundwater, tsunamis, seiches and subsidence were found not to pose substantial 
geological constraints to future development within the CPU area. 



a. San Ysidro Landslide 

Deep landslides (Qls) in the west and southwest portion of the CPU area have been 
confirmed during the geologic reconnaissance.  The landslides are susceptible to 
continued movement, particularly where destabilized by undercutting, placement of 
additional loads (fill), or introduction of soil moisture from precipitation or irrigation.  The 
San Ysidro landslide area contains landslide debris in excess of 100 feet deep and is a 
complex landslide with not only a deep basal failure plane but numerous secondary 
failures as evidenced by the “hummocky” (ridged) topography. The landslide is 
extremely large in area (approximately 740 acres), and the toe of the landslide extends 
westerly to I-5.  Given the large area and estimated depth of the landslides, stabilization 
is essentially infeasible, due to the extensive amount of grading and impacts to 
environmentally sensitive habitat within the MHPA that would be necessary. Thus, 
structural/improvement setbacks are recommended where engineered stabilization 
would not be practical.  

The San Ysidro landslide area is designated as Open Space under the CPU.  However, 
Beyer Boulevard is proposed to be extended through the open space from the west end 
of the CPU area to the mesa top to create a westerly connection with San Ysidro and a 
direct link to Interstate 5. Infrastructure would likely include underground utilities, 
roadways, and bridges. The proposed alignment of Beyer Boulevard could, therefore, 
expose people or property to geologic hazards. 

b. Steep Hillside Landslides 

Other landslides are likely to be present on steep hillsides of natural drainages. If 
present, their depths are generally considered to range from 5 feet to 15 feet; however, 
larger slides could extend to depths exceeding 50 feet. Additionally, although landslide 
areas are present within the CPU area, the geotechnical report found no evidence of 
potential rockfall hazards, and no rock stabilization or blasting would be required.   

c. Faults 

Southern California is one of the most seismically active regions in the United States. 
The source of most earthquakes felt in the San Diego region is from Imperial Valley and 
offshore fault systems. The San Andreas Fault is 100 miles east of the CPU area but 
poses a potential hazard.  

The CPU is within a moderate to high geologic risk area. Faults within the immediate 
CPU area are generally considered to comprise the La Nación Fault Zone. Faults in this 
zone are considered to be potentially active and would subject the CPU area to 
moderate to severe ground shaking.  



d. Compressible Soils 

Portions of the CPU area are underlain by undocumented fill, colluvium/topsoil, and 
alluvium. These soils are typically loose, dry, and contain rubble, and are unsuitable for 
support of settlement-sensitive structures. These types of compressible soils on slopes 
are subject to downslope movement (creep, sliding, or shallow debris flows). For future 
projects underlain by compressible soils, removal and replacement by compacted fill 
would be required.  

e. Expansive Soils 

The clay mudstone strata within the Very Old Paralic Deposits exhibits high to very high 
expansion potential. The mudstone unit occurs near existing grade over the majority of 
the CPU area. The presence of the highly expansive soil near grade would be 
addressed at the project-level for future development within the CPU area.  

5.8.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

The CPU area contains geologic conditions which would pose significant risks for future 
development if not properly addressed at the project-level.  Unstable conditions relating 
to compressible soils, landslides, seismicity (faults), and expansive soils represent a 
potentially significant impact for future development.   

5.8.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

GEO-1: Impacts associated with geologic hazards shall be mitigated at the project-level 
through adherence to the City’s Seismic Safety Study and recommendations of 
a site-specific geotechnical report prepared in accordance with the City’s 
Geotechnical Report Guidelines. Impacts shall also be avoided or reduced 
through engineering design that meets or exceeds adherence to the City’s 
Municipal Code and the California Building Code.   

More specifically, compressible soils impacts shall be mitigated through the 
removal of undocumented fill, colluvium/topsoil, and alluvium to firm the 
ground.  Future development shall also be required to clean up deleterious 
material and properly moisture, condition, and compact the soil in order to 
provide suitable foundation support.  

Regarding impacts related to expansive soils, future development shall be 
required to implement typical remediation measures, which shall include 
placing a minimum 5-foot cap of low expansive (Expansion Index [EI] of 50 or 
less) over the clays; or design of foundations and surface improvements to 
account for expansive soil movement.  



5.8.3.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to  
comply with the recommendations included in a geotechnical report prepared in 
accordance with City Geotechnical Report Guidelines, the CBC, and the LDC, and be 
designed satisfactory to the City Engineer. Implementation of the GP and CPU policies, 
compliance with established development and engineering standards, as well as strict 
adherence to the Mitigation Framework detailed in GEO-1, which requires regulatory 
compliance as noted above, would ensure that impacts related to geological hazards 
would be reduced to below a level of significance.  

5.8.4 Issue 2: Erosion 
Would the land use and circulation modifications proposed in the CPU increase the 
potential for erosion of soils on- or off-site? 

5.8.4.1 Impacts 

Implementation of the CPU would have the potential to result in substantial short-term 
soil erosion or loss of topsoil.  The San Diego formation is exposed on slopes of 
drainages in the western and northwestern regions of the CPU area.  This formation is 
composed of sandstone material and erodes readily due to its cohesionless nature. 
Erosion on drainage slopes in Tijuana River Valley and the Otay River Valley could also 
cause downstream sedimentation impacts. Other related impacts resulting from 
substantial short-term erosion or loss of topsoil include topography changes and the 
creation of impervious surfaces within the CPU area.   

Additionally, grading activities associated with future development would disrupt soil 
profiles, thereby resulting in an increased exposure of soils to wind and rain, which are 
erosive forces. Landscape planting and maintenance implemented soon after 
construction of slopes would minimize potential erosion associated with future 
development. 

5.8.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

Based on the steep nature of many of the hillsides and the generally poorly consolidated 
nature of the sedimentary materials and soils found throughout the CPU area, erosion 
would represent a potentially significant impact, particularly in conjunction with some 
portions of the San Diego Formation and in drainages and stream valleys.  



5.8.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

GEO-2: As part of the future development permitting process, the City shall require 
individual projects to adhere to the Grading Regulation and NPDES permit 
requirements.  All subsequent projects developed in accordance with the CPU 
shall also adhere to the California Building Code to avoid or reduce geologic 
hazards to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  

Submittal, review and approval of site specific geotechnical investigations shall 
be completed in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code requirements. 
Engineering design specifications based on future project-level grading and site 
plans shall  be incorporated into all future projects implemented in accordance 
with the CPU to minimize hazards associated with site-level geologic and 
seismic conditions satisfactory to the City Engineer and shall include the 
following measures to control erosion during and after grading or construction: 

• Desilting basins, improved surface drainage, or planting of ground covers 
installed early in the improvement process in areas that have been stripped 
of native vegetation or areas of fill material; 

• Short-term measures, such as sandbag placement and temporary detention 
basins;  

• Restrictions on grading during the rainy season (November through March), 
depending on the size of the grading operation, and on grading in proximity 
to sensitive wildlife habitat; and 

• Immediate post-grading slope revegetation or hydroseeding with erosion-
resistant species to ensure coverage of the slopes prior to the next rainy 
season. 

Conformance to mandated City grading requirements shall ensure that future 
grading and construction operations would avoid significant soil erosion impacts. 
Furthermore, any development involving clearing, grading, or excavation that 
causes soil disturbance of one or more acres, or any project involving less than 
one acre that is part of a larger development plan, shall be subject to NPDES 
General Construction Storm Water Permit provisions. Additionally, any 
development of this significant size within the City shall be required to prepare 
and comply with an approved SWPPP that shall consider the full range of erosion 
control BMPs such as, but not limited to, including any additional site-specific and 
seasonal conditions. Project compliance with NPDES requirements would 
significantly reduce the potential for substantial erosion or topsoil loss to occur in 
association with new development. 



Prior to obtaining grading permits for future actions a site-specific geotechnical 
investigation shall be completed as necessary in accordance with the City of San 
Diego Guidelines for Preparing Geotechnical Reports. Engineering design 
specifications based on project-level grading and site plans shall be incorporated 
into the project design to minimize hazards associated with site-level geologic 
and seismic conditions satisfactory to the City Engineer. Measures designed to 
reduce erosion at the project-level shall include the following:  

• Control erosion by minimizing the area of slope disturbance and coordinate 
the timing of grading, resurfacing, and landscaping where disturbance does 
occur.  

• On sites for industrial activities require reclamation plans that control erosion, 
where feasible, in accordance with the LDC.  

• Control erosion caused by storm runoff and other water sources. 

• Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes or 
geological instability in order to control urban form, insure public safety, 
provide aesthetic enjoyment, and protect biological resources.  

• Replant with native, drought-resistant plants to restore natural appearance 
and prevent erosion.  

• Practice erosion control techniques when grading or preparing building sites.  

• Utilize ground cover vegetation when landscaping a development in a 
drainage area to help control runoff.  

• Incorporate sedimentation ponds as part of any flood control or runoff control 
facility.  

• During construction, take measures to control runoff from construction sites. 
Filter fabric fences, heavy plastic earth covers, gravel berms, or lines of straw 
bales are a few of the techniques to consider.  

• Phase grading so that prompt revegetation or construction can control 
erosion. Only disturb those areas that will later be resurfaced, landscaped, or 
built on. Resurface parking lots and roadways as soon as possible, without 
waiting until completion of construction.  

• Promptly revegetate graded slopes with groundcover or a combination of 
groundcover, shrubs, and trees. Hydroseeding may substitute for container 
plantings. Groundcovers shall have moderate to high erosion control 
qualities.  



• Where necessary, design drainage facilities to ensure adequate protection for 
the community while minimizing erosion and other adverse effects of storm 
runoff to the natural topography and open space areas.  

• Ensure that the timing and method of slope preparation protects natural areas 
from disturbance due to erosion or trampling. The final surface shall be 
compacted and spillovers into natural areas shall be avoided.  

• Plant and maintain natural groundcover on all created slopes. 

When required, the geologic technical report shall consist of a preliminary study, 
a geologic reconnaissance, or an in-depth geologic investigation report that 
includes field work and analysis. The geologic reconnaissance report and the 
geologic investigation report shall include all pertinent requirements as 
established by the Building Official.  

In addition, the Building Official shall require a geologic reconnaissance report or 
a geologic investigation report for any site if the Building Official has reason to 
believe that a geologic hazard may exist at the site. 

Section 145.1803 of the San Diego Municipal Code discusses in more detail the 
requirements related to the geotechnical report outlined in the SDSSS (City of 
San Diego 2009). 

5.8.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to  
comply with the recommendations included in a geotechnical report prepared in 
accordance with City Geotechnical Report Guidelines, the CBC, the LDC and be 
designed satisfactory to the City Engineer. Implementation of the GP and CPU policies, 
compliance with established development and engineering standards, as well as strict 
adherence to the Mitigation Framework detailed in GEO-2, which requires regulatory 
compliance as noted above, would ensure that impacts related to an increase in the 
potential for erosion of soil, on or off-site, would be reduced to below a level of 
significance.   

 



5.9 Energy Conservation 

Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 require 
EIRs to analyze energy use and conservation as it is applicable to the proposed project, and 
in particular to describe any wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy 
caused by a project, along with a description of feasible mitigation measures.  

The analysis of energy conservation consists of a summary of the energy regulatory 
framework, the existing conditions within the CPU area, a discussion of the CPU’s potential 
impacts on energy resources, and identification of the CPU design features/policy 
framework or mitigation measures that may reduce energy consumption. This section 
evaluates potential impacts to energy conservation in accordance with Appendix F of the 
CEQA Guidelines and federal, state, and regional regulations. 

5.9.1 Existing Conditions 

5.9.1.1 San Diego Gas and Electric 

San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) is the owner and operator of natural gas and 
electricity transmission and distribution infrastructure in San Diego County. SDG&E is 
regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), which is responsible for 
making sure that California utilities’ customers have safe and reliable utility service at 
reasonable rates and sets the gas and electricity rates for SDG&E.  The energy needs of 
future projects within the CPU area would be supplied through the various combinations of 
energy resources available within the CPU area, and involving the anticipated future energy 
resource use patterns discussed in this section.   

Table 5.9-1 lists SDG&E’s current energy sources. As shown, SDG&E uses biomass, 
geothermal, hydroelectric, solar, and wind sources and obtained 10 percent of its energy 
from renewable resources in 2009.  As directed by the California Renewables Portfolio 
Standard in Senate Bill 1078, SDG&E and other statewide energy utility providers are 
targeted to achieve a 33 percent renewable energy mix by 2020.  Currently, nearly 
11 percent of SDG&E’s renewables procurement is from resources located in San Diego 
County. The remainder is from renewable energy sources located in Riverside, Orange, and 
Kern counties (SDG&E 2010a). 



TABLE 5.9-1 
SDG&E POWER CONTENT LABEL 

 
 

Energy Source 
SDG&E 2009 

Power Mix* (actual) 
Renewables 10% 

Biomass and waste 3% 
Geothermal <1 
Small hydroelectric <1% 
Solar <1% 
Wind 7% 

Coal 7% 
Large Hydroelectric 3% 
Natural Gas 62% 
Nuclear 18% 
TOTAL 100% 

SOURCE: SDG&E October 2010b. 
*86 percent of SDG&E 2009 power mix is specifically purchased from 
individual suppliers; 10 percent of SDG&E 2009 power mix is purchased 
from individual renewable suppliers. 

 
There are two major electricity generating power plants in San Diego County: the Encina 
Power Plant and the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station. The San Onofre Station’s two 
reactors have both been deactivated since January 2012  On June 7, 2013 Southern 
California Edison (SCE) announced that it will permanently retire Units 2 and 3 of its San 
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station. SCE concluded that continuing uncertainty about when 
or if San Onofre Unit 2 might return to service was not good for customers, investors, or the 
need to plan for the region's long-term electricity needs. There are also a number of smaller 
electricity generating plants in the county that are used as backup during times of peak 
power demand. These in-region assets are currently capable of generating approximately 
2,360 megawatts (MW) of electricity, about 55 percent of the region’s summer peak 
demand. However, San Diego’s older in-region resources typically run at partial capacity 
(1,628 MW) due to air quality, high fuel cost, and other reasons. 

Power generation and power use are not linked geographically. Electricity generated within 
the San Diego region is not dedicated to users in the SDG&E service area.  Instead, 
electricity generated in the county is fed into the statewide utility grid and made generally 
available to users statewide. SDG&E purchases electricity from this statewide grid, through 
various long-term contracts.   

Natural gas is also imported into southern California and originates from any of a series of 
major supply basins located from Canada to Texas. Gas is pumped out and shipped to 
receipt points that connect with major interstate gas pipelines. The Wheeler receipt point, 
located near Bakersfield, California, is where SDG&E receives deliveries of Canadian 
natural gas to be received into the Southern California Gas (SoCalGas) system. SDG&E 
currently purchases nearly 80 percent of its electricity and natural gas needs from out-of-
region energy sources.   



There is an existing SDG&E substation located south of SR-905 near the western boundary 
of the CPU area. 

5.9.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

The following regulations and guidelines provide the framework for energy conservation. 
According to the majority of these programs and their requirements, the increased and 
growing demands for non-renewable energy supplies are best addressed through 
conservation.  

Federal and state agencies regulate energy use and consumption through various means 
and programs. On the federal level, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE), and the U.S. EPA are three federal agencies with substantial 
influence over energy policies and programs.  Generally, federal agencies influence and 
regulate transportation energy consumption through establishment and enforcement of fuel 
economy standards for automobiles and light trucks, through funding of energy-related 
research and development projects, and through funding for transportation infrastructure 
improvements.   

On the state level, the CPUC and California Energy Commission (CEC) are two agencies 
with authority over different aspects of energy. The CPUC regulates privately owned utilities 
in the energy, rail, telecommunications, and water fields.  The CEC collects and analyzes 
energy-related data, prepares statewide energy policy recommendations and plans, 
promotes and funds energy efficiency programs, has permitting authority, and adopts and 
enforces appliance and building energy efficiency standards. 

a. Federal 

Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act and Amendments 

Minimum standards of energy efficiency for many major appliances were established by the 
U.S. Congress in the federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) of 1975, and have 
been subsequently amended by succeeding energy legislation, including the federal Energy 
Policy Act of 2005.  The DOE is required to set appliance efficiency standards at levels that 
achieve the maximum improvement in energy efficiency that is technologically feasible and 
economically justified. 

Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 

The federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standard determines the fuel 
efficiency of certain vehicle classes in the United States.  In 2007, as part of the Energy and 
Security Act of 2007, CAFE standards were increased for new light-duty vehicles to 35 miles 
per gallon (mpg) by 2020. In May 2009, President Obama announced further plans to 
increase CAFE standards to require light duty vehicles to meet an average fuel economy of 



35.5 mpg by 2016. With improved gas mileage, fewer gallons of transportation fuel would be 
combusted to travel the same distance, thereby reducing nationwide GHG emissions 
associated with vehicle travel.   

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 

The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 established new standards for a few 
equipment types not already subjected to a standard, and updated some existing standards.  
The Energy Independence and Security Act includes new standards for general service 
lighting, which will be deployed in two phases.  First, by 2012–2014 (phased over several 
years), common light bulbs will be required to use about 20–30 percent less energy than 
present incandescent bulbs.  Second, by 2020, light bulbs must consume 60 percent less 
energy than today’s bulb; this requirement will effectively phase out the incandescent light 
bulb. 

b. State 

State Standards Addressing Vehicular Emissions 

California Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley), enacted on July 22, 2002, directed CARB to adopt 
regulations to reduce greenhouse gases (GHG) emitted by passenger vehicles and light 
duty trucks.  CARB adopted regulations in 2004, but due to legal delays was not granted the 
authority by the EPA to proceed until 2009.  The adopted regulations apply to the vehicle 
manufacture of 2009 and later model year vehicles.  CARB estimates that the regulations 
will reduce GHG emissions from light duty passenger vehicles by an estimated 18 percent in 
2020 and by 27 percent in 2030 (Association of Environmental Professionals [AEP] 2007). 
GHG reductions would result from improved vehicle design that includes small engines with 
superchargers, continuously variable transmissions, and hybrid electric drives.  These types 
of vehicle design would further improve fossil fuel economy, allowing harmonization with the 
federal rules and CAFE standards for passenger/light duty vehicles. 

California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6 California Energy Code 

All new construction in California must meet Title 24 energy standards (CEC 2008).  
Title 24, which provides energy efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential 
buildings, was established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce 
California’s energy consumption.  The standards are updated periodically to incorporate 
new energy efficiency technologies and methods. For example, the current Title 24 
standards achieve a minimum 15 percent reduction in the combined space heating, cooling, 
and water heating energy compared to the previous 2005 Title 24 energy standards. 



California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 11 California Green Building 
Code 

The California Green Building Standards Code, referred to as CALGreen, was added to 
Title 24 as Part 11 in 2009, and became effective January 1, 2011. This code institutes 
mandatory minimum environmental performance standards that include the same energy 
efficiency requirements as Part 6 of Title 24, with optional Tier I and II standards for even 
greater energy efficiency. The code also mandates a 20 percent reduction in indoor water 
use, with voluntary goals and incentives for projects achieving 30 percent and over 
reduction. Because the provision of water involves large amounts of energy consumption, 
reduced water consumption would result in reduced energy demand. 

Energy Action Plan 

The state Energy Action Plan (2003, updated in 2008) was approved by the CPUC, the 
CEC, and the California Power Authority. The goal of the Energy Action Plan is to ensure 
that adequate, reliable, and reasonably priced electrical power and natural gas supplies, 
including prudent reserves, are achieved and provided through policies, strategies, and 
actions that are cost-effective and environmentally sound for California's consumers and 
taxpayers (State of California 2008). 

c. Regional 

SDG&E Long-term Resource Plan 

In 2004, SDG&E filed a long-term energy resource plan (LTRP) with the CPUC, which 
identifies how it will meet the future energy needs of customers in SDG&E’s service area. 
The LTRP identifies several energy demand reduction (i.e., conservation) targets, as well as 
goals for increasing renewable energy supplies, new local power generation, and increased 
transmission capacity.  

Consistent with Senate Bill 1078, the goals for increased renewable energy supplies in the 
2004 LTRP call for acquiring 20 percent of SDG&E’s energy mix from renewables by 2010 
and 33 percent by 2020. This bill requires the state’s three investor-owned utilities, including 
SDG&E, to increase their purchases of power generated from renewable resources in order 
to reduce reliance on fossil fuels and to reduce GHG emissions. 

The LTRP also calls for greater use of in-region energy supplies, including renewable 
energy installations. By 2020, the LTRP states that SDG&E intends to achieve and maintain 
the capacity to generate 75 percent of summer peak demand with in-county generation.  
The LTRP also identifies the procurement of 44 percent of its renewables to be generated 
and distributed in-region by 2020.  



5.9.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Section 15126.4 (a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall describe feasible 
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts, including, where relevant, the 
inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy. 

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Energy Conservation, provides guidance for EIRs regarding 
potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or 
reducing the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy.  The Resources 
Agency amended Appendix F to make it clear that an energy analysis is mandatory. 
However, the Resources Agency also clarified that the energy analysis is limited to effects 
that are applicable to the project (Resources Agency 2009). Furthermore, Appendix F is not 
described as a threshold for determining the significance of impacts. Appendix F merely 
seeks inclusion of information in the EIR to the extent relative and applicable to the project.  

Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds for the purpose of this EIR, 
impacts to energy resources would be significant if the CPU would result in the use of 
excessive amounts of electric power, fuel, or other forms of energy (e.g., natural gas, oil) 
during its construction or long-term operation. 

5.9.3 Issue: Energy 
Would the CPU result in the use of excessive amounts of electricity or fuel and other forms 
of energy (e.g., natural gas, oil)?   

5.9.3.1 Impacts  

Because the proposed action is the adoption of a plan and does not specifically address any 
particular development project(s), impacts to energy resources are addressed generally, 
based on projected buildout of the CPU.  Implementation of the CPU has the potential to 
result in impacts to energy supply due to the development that is anticipated to occur in 
response to projected population growth.  Depending on the types of future uses, impacts 
would need to be addressed in detail at the time specific projects are proposed.  At a 
minimum, future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to 
meet the mandatory energy standards of the current California energy code (Title 24 
Building Energy Standards of the California Public Resources Code). 

Energy resources would be consumed during construction of future development in 
conformance with the CPU.  Energy also would be consumed to provide operational lighting, 
heating, cooling, and transportation for future development.  



a. Construction-Related Energy Consumption 

Grading and construction activities consume energy through the operation of heavy off-road 
equipment, trucks, and worker traffic. At the program-level, it is too speculative to quantify 
total construction-related energy consumption of future development, either in total or by 
fuel type. The majority of energy to be used in conjunction with construction activities would 
be supplied by SDG&E.  

Policy 4.9-2 of the CPU Urban Design Element encourages new development and 
redevelopment proposals to incorporate environmentally conscious building practices and 
materials and use recycled and reused construction materials. Additionally, in compliance 
with the City’s Construction and Demolition Debris Deposit Ordinance, future development 
would be required to develop waste management plans targeting at least 75% waste 
reduction. 

Energy used during future construction of the planned land uses would not be considered 
significant given the short-term nature of the energy consumption. Even though exact details 
of the projects implemented in accordance with the CPU are not known at this time, there 
are no conditions in the CPU area that would require non-standard equipment or 
construction practices that would increase fuel-energy consumption above typical rates. 
Therefore, the CPU would not result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other forms 
of energy during the construction of future projects under the CPU. 

b. Long-Term Operational-Related Energy Consumption 

SDG&E would provide gas and electricity to the CPU area. Because the proposed action is 
the adoption of a plan and does not specifically address any particular development project, 
impacts to energy resources can only be addressed generally, based on planned growth.  

CalEEMod was used to estimate energy use for residential and non-residential uses, basing 
consumption on number of residential units and non-residential square footage. Table 5.9-2 
below shows the estimated energy consumption in terms of natural gas and electricity for 
the CPU, compared to the existing condition (as built). As shown, buildout of the CPU would 
result in more natural gas and electricity consumption when compared to the existing 
condition. 

TABLE 5.9-2 
ESTIMATED ENERGY CONSUMPTION  

 

Land Use Plan 
Natural Gas 

(annual kBTU) 
Electricity 

(annual kWh) 
Existing (As-Built) 6.54E+08 4.51E+08 
CPU 1.15E+09 7.72E+08 

SOURCE: Air Quality Analysis, RECON 2012 (Appendix C of this PEIR). 
kBTU = thousand British Thermal Units; kWh = kilowatt hours 

 

http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter06/Ch06Art06Division06.pdf


Depending on the types of future uses, impacts would need to be addressed in detail at the 
time specific projects are proposed. At a minimum, future projects under the CPU would be 
required to meet the mandatory energy standards of the current California energy code 
(Title 24 Building Energy Standards of the California Public Resources Code). Some 
efficiencies associated with the Energy Standards under Title 24 include the building 
heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) mechanical system, water heating system, 
and lighting system. Additionally, rebate and incentive programs that promote the 
installation and use of energy efficient plug-in appliances and lighting would be available, 
but not covered under Title 24.  

Future projects would be required to comply with the CPU Urban Design Element which 
contains a list of Climate Change and Sustainable Development Policies that focus on 
designing new development to have a climate, energy efficient, and environmentally 
oriented site design (Policy 4.9-1), incorporating environmentally conscious building 
practices and materials (Policy 4.9-2), minimizing building heat gain and appropriately 
shading windows (Policy 4.9-3), providing on-site landscaping improvements that minimize 
heat gain and provide attractive and context sensitive landscape environments (CPU Policy 
4.9-4), and ensuring development integrates storm water BMPs on-site (Policy 4.9-5). 

Although these policies would decrease the overall per capita energy use in the CPU area, 
they would not ensure that energy supplies would be available when needed. Future 
projects would be subject to review for measures that would further reduce energy 
consumption in conformance to existing regulations.  

The CPU’s Conservation Element also sets forth goals to increase building energy efficiency 
and on-site production of renewable energy.  Within the Climate Change and Sustainability 
section, a policy states that in order to reduce project-level GHG emissions to acceptable 
levels through project design, application of site-specific mitigation measures or adherence 
to standardized measures outlined in the City’s adopted citywide Climate Action Plan should 
take place (Policy 8.2.4).  The combination of planned sustainable building techniques and 
energy efficiency practices would result in a decrease in energy requirements relative to the 
current energy code (see the GHG Analysis in Appendix N). 

A citywide Draft Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Plan (CMAP), dated was developed in 
August 2012, has been developed to provide a mechanism for the City to achieve the goals 
of Assembly Bill 32 and the CARB Scoping Plan at a program-level. This document, now 
called the Climate Action Plan (CAP), has been revised to include 2035 targets that are on 
the trajectory for meeting the 2050 GHG reduction goals established by Executive Order S-
3-05.  The draft CAP was released for public review on December 3, 2013. 

The combination of planned sustainable building techniques and energy efficiency practices 
would result in a decrease in energy requirements relative to the current energy code (see 
the GHG Analysis in Appendix N). 



Future operational energy use related to roadways would consist of the transportation fuels 
consumed to transport the CPU area’s residents, workers, and visitors. The total estimated 
daily vehicle trips at full buildout are estimated to be 1,045,025 as detailed in the traffic 
analysis. The CPU Mobility Element contains policies that would reduce vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) and associated fuel consumption. These include policies to improve 
neighborhood walkability design (Policies 3.1-1 through 3.1-5), expand public transit in the 
CPU area (Policies 3.2-1 through 3.2-5), and increase bicycle infrastructure and bike riding 
incentives (Policies 3.4-1 and 3.4-2). The CPU area offers opportunity for transit use and 
reduced VMT with its village centers along existing and planned transit service which 
connect to Otay Mesa’s employment lands. 

5.9.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

The CPU would not result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy 
during the construction of future projects under the CPU, and construction impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Implementation of the CPU would not be anticipated to result in a need for new electrical 
systems or require substantial alteration of existing utilities, which would create physical 
impacts. Based on the program-level analysis of the CPU, state and local mandates for 
energy conservation, and the energy reduction measures set forth in the CPU policies, 
impacts associated with energy use would be less than significant. 

5.9.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.9.3.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 
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5.10 Noise 

The following analysis is based upon the Noise Technical Report for the Otay Mesa 
CPU, prepared by RECON in February 2013 (Appendix I). This section evaluates 
potential noise impacts from future traffic on CPU area roadways, operations at Brown 
Field and General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport in Tijuana, and other local 
noise sources. 

5.10.1 Existing Conditions 

5.10.1.1 Existing Noise Standards 

a. Construction Noise 

Construction noise is regulated by the City’s Municipal Code. Section 59.5.0404 of the 
Municipal Code, the Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, states that:  

It shall be unlawful for any person, between the hours of 7:00 P.M. of any 
day and 7:00 A.M. of the following day, or on legal holidays as specified in 
Section 21.04 of the San Diego Municipal Code, with exception of 
Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays, to erect, 
construct, demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure 
in such a manner as to create disturbing, excessive or offensive noise . . .  

 . . . it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City of San Diego, to 
conduct any construction activity so as to cause, at or beyond the property 
lines of any property zoned residential, an average sound level greater than 
75 decibels during the 12-hour period from 7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M.  

b. Exterior Noise 

General Plan 

Noise standards are expressed in community noise equivalent level (CNEL), a 24-hour 
A-weighted average decibel level [dB(A)] that accounts for frequency correction and the 
subjective response of humans to noise by adding 5 dB(A) and 10 dB(A) to the evening 
and nighttime hours, respectively. 

The City specifies compatibility standards for different categories of land use in the 
Noise Element of the General Plan. Table 5.10-1 provides the allowable noise levels by 
land use as identified in the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). As shown, the 
“compatible” noise level for noise sensitive land uses, including single- and multi-family 
residential, is 60 CNEL. Compatibility indicates that standard construction methods will 



 

TABLE 5.10-1 
LAND USE NOISE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES 

Land Use Category 
Exterior Noise Exposure [CNEL] 

 60  65  70  75 
Open Space, Parks, and Recreational      
Community and Neighborhood Parks; Passive Recreation      
Regional Parks; Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf Courses; Athletic 
Fields; Water Recreational Facilities; Horse Stables; Park 
Maintenance Facilities 

     

Agricultural      
Crop Raising and Farming; Aquaculture, Dairies; Horticulture 
Nurseries and Greenhouses; Animal Raising, Maintaining and 
Keeping; Commercial Stables 

     

Residential      
Single Units; Mobile Homes; Senior Housing  45    
Multiple Units; Mixed-Use Commercial/Residential; Live Work; 
Group Living Accommodations 

 45 45   

Institutional      
Hospitals; Nursing Facilities; Intermediate Care Facilities; 
Kindergarten through Grade 12 Educational Facilities; Libraries; 
Museums; Places of Worship; Child Care Facilities 

 45    

Vocational or Professional Educational Facilities; Higher 
Education Institution Facilities (Community or Junior Colleges, 
Colleges, or Universities) 

 45 45   

Cemeteries      
Sales      
Building Supplies/Equipment; Food, Beverage, and Groceries; 
Pets and Pet Supplies; Sundries, Pharmaceutical, and 
Convenience Sales; Wearing Apparel and Accessories 

  50 50  

Commercial Services      
Building Services; Business Support; Eating and Drinking; 
Financial Institutions; Assembly and Entertainment; Radio and 
Television Studios; Golf Course Support 

  50 50  

Visitor Accommodations  45 45 45  
Offices      
Business and Professional; Government; Medical, Dental, and 
Health Practitioner; Regional and Corporate Headquarters 

  50 50  

Vehicle and Vehicular Equipment Sales and Services Use      
Commercial or Personal Vehicle Repair and Maintenance; 
Commercial or Personal Vehicle Sales and Rentals; Vehicle 
Equipment and Supplies Sales and Rentals; Vehicle Parking 

     

Wholesale, Distribution, Storage Use Category      
Equipment and Materials Storage Yards; Moving and Storage 
Facilities; Warehouse; Wholesale Distribution 

     

Industrial      
Heavy Manufacturing; Light Manufacturing; Marine Industry; 
Trucking and Transportation Terminals; Mining and Extractive 
Industries 

     

Research and Development    50  
 

 
Compatible Indoor Uses Standard construction methods should attenuate exterior noise to an 

acceptable indoor noise level. 
Outdoor Uses Activities associated with the land use may be carried out. 

 
Conditionally 
Compatible 

Indoor Uses Building structure must attenuate exterior noise to the indoor noise 
level indicated by the number for occupied areas. 

Outdoor Uses Feasible noise mitigation techniques should be analyzed and 
incorporated to make the outdoor activities acceptable. 

 Incompatible Indoor Uses New construction should not be undertaken. 
Outdoor Uses Severe noise interference makes outdoor activities unacceptable. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego 2008. 



attenuate exterior noise to an acceptable indoor noise level and people can carry out 
outdoor activities with minimal noise interference. 

General Plan policies recommend separating excessive noise-generating uses from 
sensitive land uses with sufficient buffer areas, consulting the guidelines from the table 
above to assure the appropriateness of proposed development relative to existing uses, 
and limiting noise-sensitive land uses in areas exposed to high levels of noise. 

The CPU Noise Element includes specific policies for Otay Mesa, and are contained in 
Table 5.10-2.  In particular, the CPU policies address noise that generates from Brown 
Field, Tijuana International Airport, and the truck traffic associated with industrial uses 
and international border activity. 

TABLE 5-10-2 
CPU NOISE ELEMENT POLICIES 

Policy Description 

9.1-1 Satisfy all applicable conditions and criteria in the Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan for Brown Field prior to the approval of individual development projects for any 
proposed building or use located within the Airport Influence Area for Brown Field. 

9.1-2 Include the evaluation of noise levels and demonstrate that the existing and future 
noise levels are considered compatible with the General Plan 

9.2-1 Encourage site design techniques for mixed-use village areas that help to reduce the 
affect of noise from commercial and industrial uses. 

9.2-2 Demonstrate that required noise levels for individual development projects within 
Otay Mesa are considered compatible with the General Plan Noise Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines prior to the approval of the project.   

9.2-3 Include noise reduction features in the design of any project with noise sources that 
may affect adjacent and/or sensitive uses. 

9.3-1 Work with the California Department of Transportation and affected property owners 
to place berms or noise walls along State Routes 905, 125, and 11 and Interstate 
805 to reduce high noise levels. 

9.3-2 Minimize noise impacts to adjacent uses along the Truck Route. 

 

Exterior noise levels ranging between 65 and 70 CNEL are considered “conditionally 
compatible” for multiple units, mixed-use commercial/residential, live work, and group 
living accommodations.  For single-family units, mobile homes, and senior housing, 
exterior noise levels ranging between 60 and 65 CNEL are considered “conditionally 
compatible.”  Conditionally compatible uses are permissible, provided interior noise 
levels will not exceed 45 CNEL.  Developments that fall into the “conditionally 
compatible” noise environment are required to have an acoustical study to demonstrate 
that they meet noise standards.   



Municipal Code 

Section 59.5.0101 et seq. of the City’s Municipal Code, the Noise Abatement and 
Control Ordinance, regulates the making and creating of disturbing, excessive, or 
offensive noises within the City limits. Sound level limits are established for various types 
of land uses and are measured in one-hour averages. The one-hour, A-weighted 
equivalent sound level, Leq(1), is the energy average of the A-weighted sound levels 
occurring during a one-hour period. The Ordinance states that it is unlawful for any 
person to cause noise by any means to the extent that the one–hour average sound 
level exceeds the applicable limit given for that land use. The sound level limit at a 
location on a boundary between two zoning districts is the arithmetic mean of the 
respective limits for the two districts.  

c. Interior Noise 

City of San Diego 

Noise-sensitive residential/habitable interior spaces have an interior standard of 
45 CNEL, as stated in the City’s 2011 Significance Determination Thresholds and the 
California Noise Insulation Standards. The Significance Determination Thresholds 
indicate that for multi-family development, exterior noise levels would be considered 
significant if future projected traffic noise would exceed 65 CNEL at exterior usable 
areas or 45 CNEL interior.  

The City considers standard construction techniques to provide a 15 decibel (dB) 
reduction of exterior noise levels to an interior receiver. Therefore, standard building 
construction would reduce interior noise levels to 45 CNEL or less when exterior noise 
sources are 60 CNEL or less. When exterior noise levels are greater than 60 CNEL, 
consideration of specific non-standard building construction techniques would be 
required.  

California Code of Regulations 

Title 24, Chapter 12, Section 1207, of the California Building Code requires that interior 
noise levels, attributable to exterior sources, not exceed 45 CNEL in any habitable room 
within a residential structure, other than single-family. (A habitable room in a building is 
used for living, sleeping, eating or cooking; bathrooms, closets, hallways, utility spaces, 
and similar areas are not considered habitable spaces.) An acoustical study would be 
required for proposed multiple-unit residential and hotel/motel structures within areas 
where the CNEL noise contours exceed 60 dB(A). The studies must demonstrate that 
the design of the building will reduce interior noise to 45 CNEL or lower in habitable 
rooms. If compliance requires windows to be inoperable or closed, the structure must 
include ventilation or air conditioning (24 CCR 1207 2010). 



d. ALUCP 

As discussed in Section 5.1, the Brown Field airport is within the CPU area. The adopted 
ALUCP for Brown Field contains policies that limit residential uses in areas experiencing 
noise above 60 CNEL by placing conditions on new residential uses within the 60  CNEL 
contour.  Table 5.10-3 provides the allowable noise levels by land use. 

5.10.1.2 Existing Ambient Noise 

The CPU area is subject to various existing noise sources including traffic on circulation 
element roads, traffic on I-805, aircraft from Brown Field and General Abelardo L. 
Rodriguez International Airport in Tijuana, and industrial and commercial activities, 
including associated truck traffic. The following is a discussion of measured noise levels 
and existing noise sources in the CPU area. 

a. Vehicle Traffic Noise 

The most heavily traveled roadways in the CPU area are I-805, SR-905, Siempre Viva 
Road, and Otay Mesa Road.  Additionally, because the CPU area consists of many 
existing commercial and industrial uses, there is a high percentage of heavy truck traffic 
within the CPU area, including designated truck routes in the CPU area that service 
these commercial and industrial areas, which include I-805, SR-905, SR-125, Britannia 
Boulevard, La Media, Enrico Fermi Drive, Siempre Viva Road, and Lone Star Road. 



TABLE 5-10-3 
BROWN FIELD NOISE COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA 

Land Use Category1 

Note: Multiple categories may apply to a project 
Exterior Noise Exposure (CNEL) 

60-65 65-70 70-75 75-80 
Agricultural and Animal-Related     

Horse stables; livestock breeding or farming A A A  
Nature preserves; wildlife preserves     
Interactive nature exhibits A    
Zoos A A   
Agriculture (except residences and livestock); 
greenhouses; fishing 

   A 

Recreational     
Children-oriented neighborhood parks; playgrounds A    
Campgrounds; recreational vehicle/motor home 
parks 

    

Community parks; regional parks; golf courses; 
tennis courts; athletic fields; outdoor spectator 
sports; fairgrounds; water recreation facilities 

 A   

Recreation buildings; gymnasiums; club houses; 
athletic clubs; dance studios 

 50 50  

Public     
Outdoor amphitheaters A    
Children’s schools (K-12); day care centers (>14 
children) 

45    

Libraries  45    
Auditoriums; concert halls; indoor arenas; places of 
worship 

45 45   

Adult schools; colleges; universities2 45 45   
Prisons; reformatories  50   
Public safety facilities (e.g., police, fire stations)  50 50  
Cemeteries; cemetery chapels; mortuaries  45 

A 
45 
A 

 

Residential, Lodging, and Care     
Residential (including single-family, multi-family, 
and mobile homes); family day care homes (≤14 
children) 

45    

Extended-stay hotels; retirement homes; assisted 
living; hospitals; nursing homes; intermediate care 
facilities 

45    

Hotels; motels; other transient lodging3 45 45 45  
Commercial and Industrial     

Office buildings; office areas of industrial facilities; 
medical clinics; clinical laboratories; radio, 
television, recording studios 

 50 50  

Retail sales; eating/drinking establishments; movie 
theaters; personal services 

 50 50 
B 

 

Wholesale sales; warehouses; mini/other indoor 
storage 

  50 
C 

 

Industrial manufacturing; research & development; 
auto, marine, other sales & repair services; car 
washes; gas stations; trucking, transportation 
terminals 

  50 
C 

 

Extractive industry; utilities; road, rail right-of-ways; 
outdoor storage; public works yards; automobile 
parking; automobile dismantling; solid waste 
facilities 

   50 
C 

Animal shelters/kennels 50 50 50  
 



TABLE 5.10-3 
BROWN FIELD NOISE COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA 

(continued) 
 

Land Use Acceptability Interpretation/Comments 
   

 
Compatible 
 
 
 

Indoor Uses: Standard construction methods will sufficiently 
attenuate exterior noise to an acceptable indoor community noise 
equivalent level (CNEL). 
 
Outdoor Uses: Activities associated with the land use may be 
carried out with essentially no interference from aircraft noise. 

    
  

 
45 
50 

 
 
Conditional4 

 

 

 

Indoor Uses: Building structure must be capable of attenuating 
exterior noise to the indoor CNEL indicated by the number, 
standard construction methods will normally suffice. 
 
Outdoor Uses: CNEL is acceptable for outdoor activities, although 
some noise interference may occur. 

  
 

A 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 

C 

 
 
Conditional4 

 

 

 

Indoor and Outdoor Uses: 
 
A   Caution should be exercised with regard to noise-sensitive 

outdoor uses; these uses are likely to be disrupted by aircraft 
noise events; acceptability is dependent upon characteristics 
of the specific use.5 

 
B   Outdoor dining or gathering places incompatible above 70 

CNEL. 
 
C   Sound attenuation must be provided for associated office, 

retail, and other noise-sensitive indoor spaces sufficient to 
reduce exterior noise to an interior maximum of 50 CNEL. 

 
    
   

 
Incompatible 
 
 
 

 
 
Use is not compatible under any circumstances. 

SOURCE: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2010. 
1Land uses not specifically listed shall be evaluated, as determined by the ALUC, using the criteria for similar 
uses. 
2Applies only to classrooms, offices, and related indoor uses. Laboratory facilities, gymnasiums, outdoor athletic 
facilities, and other uses to be evaluated as indicated for those land use categories. 
3Lodging intended for stays by an individual person of no more than 25 days consecutively and no more than 90 
days total per year; facilities for longer stays are in the extended-stay hotel category. 
4An aviation easement is required for any project situated on a property lying within the projected 65 CNEL noise 
contour. See Policy 2.11.5 and Policy 3.3.3(d). 
5Noise-sensitive land uses are ones for which the associated primary activities, whether indoor or outdoor, are 
susceptible to disruption by loud noise events. The most common types of noise-sensitive land uses include, but 
are not limited to, the following: residential, hospitals, nursing facilities, intermediate care facilities, educational 
facilities, libraries, museums, places of worship, child-care facilities, and certain types of passive recreational 
parks and open space. 



b. Noise Measurements 

Eight 15-minute noise measurements were taken in the CPU area in 2011 and 2012. 
Measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.10-1.  

Measurements 1–5 were taken on June 15, 2011; at this time, SR-905 was under 
construction. SR-905 now connects the Otay Mesa POE with regional freeways I-5 and 
I-805. Phase 1 from the Otay Mesa POE to Airway Road was completed at the time of 
the June 2011 noise measurements. Also completed was the SR-905 link with I-805. 
The Phase 2 connection to I-805 was completed in 2012. Before the Phase 2 link was 
completed, traffic traveling on SR-905 was diverted onto Otay Mesa Road. Therefore, 
SR-905/Otay Mesa Road experienced high traffic volumes including heavy truck traffic at 
the time of the first noise measurements. Measurements 6-8 were taken after completion 
of the SR-905. 

Measurement 1 was taken adjacent to Ocean View Hills Parkway in the residential area 
of Otay Mesa. The main source of noise at the measurement location was traffic on 
Ocean View Hills Parkway. The speed limit on this portion of Ocean View Hills Parkway 
is 45 miles per hour (mph). The average measured noise level at 40 feet from the 
centerline of Ocean View Hills Parkway was 72.3 dB(A) Leq. 

Measurement 2 was taken in a commercial parking lot on a hill overlooking I-805. The 
main source of noise at the measurement location was traffic on I-805. The average 
measured noise level was 80.9 dB(A) Leq. 

Measurement 3 was taken adjacent to SR-905/Otay Mesa Road. The speed limit on this 
portion of Otay Mesa Road is 45 mph. The average measured noise level at 
approximately 85 feet from the centerline was 77.3 dB(A) Leq. 

Measurement 4 was taken adjacent to Airway Road in an industrial portion of the CPU 
area. Because of the amount of industrial uses, Airway Road experiences high heavy 
truck volumes. The speed limit on this portion of Airway Road is 40 mph. The average 
measured noise level at 30 feet from the centerline was 72.6 dB(A) Leq. 

Measurement 5 was taken adjacent to Siempre Viva Road. Like Airway Road, Siempre 
Viva Road experiences high heavy truck volumes. The speed limit on this portion of 
Siempre Viva Road is 40 mph. The average measured noise level at 60 feet from the 
centerline was 72.1 dB(A) Leq. 

Measurements 6 through 8 were taken on October 18, 2012; at this time, SR-905 had 
been completed. With the completion of SR-905, Otay Mesa Road carries a lower traffic 
volume, including less heavy truck traffic than in previous years. 



FIGURE 5.10-1

Noise Measurement Locations
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Measurement 6 was taken adjacent to SR-905/Otay Mesa Road near Innovative Drive. 
The speed limit on this portion of Otay Mesa Road is 45 mph. The average measured 
noise level at approximately 93 feet from the centerline was 68.7 dB(A) Leq. 

Measurement 7 was taken adjacent to a semi-trailer storage area overlooking SR-125. 
The main source of noise at the measurement location was traffic on SR-125. The 
average measured noise level was 61.5 dB(A) Leq. 

Measurement 8 was taken on Cactus Road, adjacent to SR-905. The main source of 
noise at the measurement location was traffic on SR-905. The average measured noise 
level was 72.0 dB(A) Leq. 

Table 5.10-4 presents the results of the noise measurements. Table 5.10-5 summarizes 
the 15-minute traffic counts.  

TABLE 5.10-4 
MEASURED NOISE LEVELS 

 

Location Date 

Average 
Noise Level 

[dB(A)] Traffic Noise Sources 

Distance 
From 

Centerline 
(feet) 

Noise Level 
at 50 feet  

from Source 
[dB(A)] 

1 06/15/11 72.3 Ocean View Hills Parkway 40 71.3 
2 06/15/11 72.7 I-805 330 80.9 
3 06/15/11 77.3 SR-905/Otay Mesa Road 85 79.6 
4 06/15/11 74.8 Airway Road 30 72.6 
5 06/15/11 72.1 Siempre Viva Road 60 72.9 
6 10/18/12 68.7 Otay Mesa Road 93 71.4 
7 10/18/12 55.2 SR-125 215 61.5 
8 10/18/12 66.0 SR-905 197 72.0 

 

TABLE 5.10-5 
15-MINUTE TRAFFIC COUNTS 

 

Roadway Autos 
Medium 
Trucks 

Heavy 
Trucks Buses Motorcycles 

1 Ocean View Hills Parkway 134 3 1 0 1 
4 Airway Road 49 4 38 2 4 
5 Siempre Viva Road 68 5 28 2 6 

 

c. Air Traffic Noise 

Brown Field and General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport in Tijuana also 
generate noise within the CPU area. Figure 5.10-2 shows the existing noise contours 
associated with operations at these airports (San Diego County Regional Airport 
Authority 2003, 2010). As shown, the primary source of aircraft noise in the CPU area is 



due to operations at Brown Field. Only a small portion of the CPU area is located within 
the 65-CNEL contour line of the General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport. 

d. Other Sources of Noise  

Other sources of noise within the CPU area are due to the normal activities associated 
with a given land use. For example, within residential areas noise sources include dogs, 
landscaping activities, and parties. Commercial uses include car washes, fast food 
restaurants, and auto repair facilities. Sources of noise in industrial and manufacturing 
areas include heavy machinery and truck loading/unloading. Noises from these types of 
activities would be considered normal environmental noises that would be expected to 
occur within these types of land uses and are not typically considered significant sources 
of noise. The City’s Municipal Code regulates excessive noises resulting from these 
types of activities. 

5.10.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Thresholds, noise impacts would be significant if the 
CPU would:  

1. Result in the exposure of people to current or future transportation noise levels that 
would exceed standards established in the Transportation Element of the General 
Plan and land use compatibility guidelines in the Brown Field Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan; 

2. Result in exposure of future residents to excessive noise levels from airport and 
aircraft operations; 

3. Allow collocation of residential and commercial or industrial uses where exposure of 
people to noise levels would exceed the City’s Noise Abatement and Control 
Ordinance; or 

4. Adversely impact sensitive species within the MHPA due to construction noise.  

5.10.3 Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise Impacts 
Would the CPU result in a significant increase in the existing ambient noise level? 

5.10.3.1 Impacts 

Traffic-generated noise impacts for the CPU were estimated based on future traffic 
volumes for the CPU obtained from the traffic study (see Appendix J), posted speeds, 
proposed truck routes and estimated vehicle mix on various roads.  (See Appendix I for 
a full description of input into the noise models).  Modeling results are based on flat  



FIGURE 5.10-2

Airport Noise Contours and

Existing Land Uses
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topography with no intervening terrain between noise sensitive land uses and roadways. 
Because no obstructions were input in the noise model, the predicted noise levels in 
most instances are higher than would actually occur, since the existing topography and 
structures would serve to reduce noise impacts. According to the Federal Highways 
Administration (FHWA), first-row structures provide 3–5 dB(A) reduction from traffic 
noise, depending on the building-to-gap ratio, with additional rows providing 1.5 dB(A) of 
additional attenuation for each subsequent row (FHWA 2011). Therefore, the noise 
levels presented here represent a conservative assessment of noise propagation.  

Future noise contours and the CPU land uses are shown in Figure 5.10-3.  As previously 
discussed, buildings, walls, and other barriers would impede the direct line of sight 
between roadway and receptor and reduce actual noise levels.  

As shown in Figure 5.10-3, traffic noise levels associated with the CPU would result in 
potentially significant impacts as noise sensitive land uses are proposed in areas where 
exterior noise levels would exceed the noise and land use compatibility standards 
established in Table N-3 of the General Plan. As shown, traffic noise levels at existing 
and proposed residential land uses would exceed the City’s compatibility thresholds for 
most residential land uses; however, noise levels would be within the conditionally 
compatible range for the majority of locations. While the City has a compatibility level of 
60 CNEL or less for residential uses, noise levels of 61–65 CNEL are generally 
considered acceptable for residential uses since interior noise levels can be reduced to 
45 CNEL through simple means, such as closing/sealing windows and providing 
mechanical ventilation which are addressed during building plan check review in 
accordance with Title 24. Additionally, passive mitigation such as noise walls can usually 
reduce exterior noise levels to comply with City standards. The majority of proposed 
residential land uses would be located within this noise compatibility zone.  

The greatest concentration of residential uses within the 66–70 CNEL noise level range 
would be south of Airway Road, and west and east of Caliente Avenue.  Noise levels of 
66–70 CNEL are more difficult to reduce to compatible levels in single-family structures 
and these uses are typically precluded from these areas; however, multiple-family 
residential development would provide the required structural attenuation to reduce 
noise levels at interior locations in accordance with Title 24 requirements. Additionally, 
due to the provision of common exterior use areas, multi-family residential would provide 
greater shielding to these smaller areas, thus providing exterior use areas that comply 
with City standards.  Additionally, the CPU includes specific policies for Otay Mesa as 
shown in Table 5.10-2 which identifies the requirement for a noise impact analysis, noise 
compatibility, truck traffic noise reduction methods, design measures to reduce impacts 
to sensitive receptors and regulatory compliance. 

Noise levels of 71–75 CNEL are very difficult to reduce to compatible interior noise 
levels in most residential structures and noise sensitive land uses are typically precluded 
from these areas. Additionally, land uses in areas with noise levels this high or greater 



would not be capable of providing sufficient shielding for exterior use areas. Existing and 
proposed residential land uses located southeast of Ocean View Hills Parkway and Del 
Sol Boulevard, and existing land uses east of I-805, north and south of SR-905, would 
be exposed to noise levels in excess of 70 CNEL.  

Noise levels greater than 75 CNEL are typically limited to industrial uses or retail 
commercial uses. Based on the presented noise contours, existing residential uses 
within 1,000 feet of SR-905, and within 1,500 feet of I-805, in the western portion of the 
CPU area would be located within the 75 CNEL contours for I-805 and SR-905.  

As described above, the CPU proposes land uses in areas where exterior noise levels 
exceed the City’s noise and land use compatibility thresholds as defined in the General 
Plan, Table N-3.  For future development of properties located in areas where exterior 
noise levels exceed 60 CNEL, site-specific noise studies would be required.  

Additionally, traffic noise effects on existing residences from subsequent projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU would be potentially significant, particularly in 
the western portion of the CPU along the I-805 and SR-905, where project traffic noise 
would exceed the exterior noise level threshold and would potentially result in interior 
noise levels in existing residences to exceed applicable standards.  Many older 
residences would not be structurally sound enough to achieve current interior noise 
standards. There is the potential that CPU traffic would generate noise levels that 
exceed current standards at these existing residences resulting in a potentially 
significant impact. 

5.10.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

Based on the noise analysis, exterior and potentially interior traffic noise impacts are 
anticipated at the majority of locations adjacent to I-805, SR-905, SR-125, Otay Mesa 
Road, and Airway Road (see Figure 5.10-3).  While the regulatory framework would 
provide for the maximum practical noise abatement that would be implemented at the 
project-level, because of the variability of noise sources and the proximity to existing and 
potential noise sources in the CPU area, it cannot be guaranteed that future land uses 
would not expose existing uses to noise levels in excess of City standards. Therefore, 
impacts related to traffic noise impacts to new residences would be significant.  

There are areas within the CPU area where project traffic noise would potentially cause 
interior noise levels in existing residences to exceed applicable standards.  As these 
may be older residences, which would not have been constructed to achieve current 
interior noise standards, there is the potential that project traffic may generate noise 
levels that exceed current standards at these existing residences.  This is a potentially 
significant impact of the CPU. 



FIGURE 5.10-3
Future Traffic Noise Contours and

Land Uses for the Proposed CPU
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5.10.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

With implementation of the framework of regulations, standards, and policies, project-
level noise protection measures for future subsequent development projects’ noise 
impacts would be reduced. However, it is possible that for certain projects, adherence to 
the regulations would not adequately reduce noise levels, and therefore, these projects 
would require additional measures to avoid or reduce significant impacts. 
Implementation of Mitigation Framework measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 would reduce 
future development project-level impacts. The identified measures shall be updated, 
expanded and refined when applied to future projects based on project-specific design 
and changes in existing conditions, and local, state, and federal laws. 

NOI-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits, site-specific exterior noise analyses 
that demonstrate that the project would not place residential receptors in 
locations where the exterior existing or future noise levels would exceed the 
noise compatibility standards of the City’s General Plan shall be required as 
part of the review of future residential development proposals. Noise reduction 
measures, including but not limited to building noise barriers, increased 
building setbacks, speed reductions on surrounding roadways, alternative 
pavement surfaces, or other relevant noise attenuation measures, may be used 
to achieve the noise compatibility standards. Exact noise mitigation measures 
and their effectiveness shall be determined by the site-specific exterior noise 
analyses. 

NOI-2: Prior to the issuance of building permits, site specific interior noise analyses 
demonstrating compliance with the interior noise compatibility standards of the 
City’s General Plan and other applicable regulations shall be prepared for noise 
sensitive land uses located in areas where the exterior noise levels exceed the 
noise compatibility standards of the City’s General Plan. Noise control 
measures, including but not limited to increasing roof, wall, window, and door 
sound attenuation ratings, placing HVAC in noise reducing enclosures, or 
designing buildings so that no windows face freeways or major roadways may 
be used to achieve the noise compatibility standards. Exact noise mitigation 
measures and their effectiveness shall be determined by the site specific 
exterior noise analyses. 

5.10.3.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Exterior and potentially interior traffic noise impacts are anticipated at the majority of 
locations adjacent to I-805, SR-905, SR-125, Otay Mesa Road, and Airway Road (see 
Figure 5.10-3).  

Future development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be 
required to comply with the recommendations included in an acoustical report prepared 



in accordance with City Acoustical Report Guidelines, the GP and CPU policies.  Strict 
adherence to the Mitigation Framework detailed in NOI-1 and NOI-2  which requires 
regulatory compliance as noted above may ensure that impacts related to exterior and 
interior noise  are reduced; however, even with strict adherence to the Mitigation 
Framework, these impacts cannot be reduced to below a level of significance and 
therefore, the impacts remain significant and unavoidable. 

Additionally, project traffic noise effects on existing residences would be significant. 
There are areas within the CPU area where project traffic noise would potentially cause 
interior noise levels in existing residences to exceed applicable standards.  Due to the 
fact that these would be older homes which would not have been constructed to achieve 
current interior noise standards, there is the potential that project traffic would generate 
noise levels that exceed current standards at these existing residences.  No mitigation is 
available for traffic noise impacts to existing residences. Impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

5.10.4 Issue 2: Stationary Source Noise (Collocation)  
Could the proposed collocation of residential and commercial or industrial land uses 
result in the exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the City’s Noise Abatement 
and Control Ordinance? 

5.10.4.1 Impacts 

The CPU strives to integrate land uses in accordance with the City of Villages concept. 
As such, noise sensitive land uses, such as residential, would be located in proximity to 
noise generating land uses, such as commercial and industrial land uses.  

Stationary sources of noise include activities associated with a given land use. For 
example, noise sources in commercial uses would include car washes, fast food 
restaurants, auto repair facilities, parking lots, and a variety of other uses; sources of 
noise in industrial and manufacturing areas would include heavy machinery, truck 
loading/unloading, and other industrial activities. Mixed-use areas would also contain 
residential and commercial interfaces. As shown, there are areas where noise sensitive 
residential uses would be located adjacent to noise generating uses. These include the 
mixed-use villages where there is a residential–commercial interface and residential 
areas adjacent to commercial and industrial land uses.  

To reduce the typical average commercial and industrial noise levels, which range from 
60 to 80 dB(A) Leq at 50 feet, to the daytime single-family residential noise level limit of 
50 dB(A) Leq, a buffer distance ranging from 50 to 500 feet would be required. Site-
specific noise reduction measures such as noise barriers would allow for reduced buffer 
distances. However, without project-specific details, noise levels generated by these 



activities associated with future development under the CPU cannot be anticipated at the 
program-level. 

Although noise-sensitive residential land uses would be exposed to noise associated 
with the operation of these commercial and industrial uses, City policies in place are 
intended to control noise and reduce noise impacts between various land uses. The 
City’s noise policies, as contained in the General Plan and Noise Abatement and Control 
Ordinance, include policies and regulations that require noise studies for land uses 
proposed for potentially incompatible locations, limits on hours of operation for various 
noise generating activities, and standards for the compatibility of various land uses with 
the existing and future noise environment. In addition, the previously described federal, 
state, and local noise regulations preclude or reduce significant impacts. Moreover, the 
CPU includes policies to reduce noise impacts. Such policies include requiring site 
design considerations and other measures to reduce noise levels from these noise 
generating uses where an interface with noise sensitive land uses occurs. The CPU also 
defines acceptable methods for separating sensitive receptors within the CPU area, in 
the form of roads and parking to reduce noise levels to sensitive receptors. These 
criteria would be applied as future development is proposed to implement the CPU.  

5.10.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

As discussed above, the CPU has the potential to site noise-sensitive uses (i.e., 
residential) adjacent to noise-generating commercial and industrial uses. The 
juxtaposition of these land uses would result in potentially significant noise impacts. 
While the framework of federal, state, and local regulations and policies would reduce 
direct and indirect impacts associated with the generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the General Plan or Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, 
no project-level site plans or implementation programs have been considered as part of 
this PEIR. Without detailed operational data it cannot be verified that compliance with 
existing regulations would reduce all impacts to below a level of significance. As the 
degree of success of regulations cannot be adequately known for each project at this 
program-level of analysis, the program-level impact related to noise from stationary 
sources would be significant. 

5.10.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

The framework of regulations, standards, and policies by the City combined with the 
federal state and local regulations described above provide a framework for developing 
project-level noise protection measures for future subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. The City’s process for the evaluation of 
discretionary projects includes environmental review and documentation pursuant to 
CEQA as well as an analysis of those projects for consistency with the goals, policies 
and recommendations of the General Plan and the CPU.  



Operational noise from various land uses could adversely impact adjacent properties, 
either individually or cumulatively. In general, implementation of the policies included in 
the CPU and General Plan shall preclude or reduce noise impacts relative to 
construction noise and collocation issues. Compliance with the standards is required of 
all projects and is not considered to be mitigation. However, it is possible that for certain 
projects, adherence to the regulations would not adequately reduce noise levels, and, as 
such, would require additional measures to avoid or reduce significant impacts.  

For each future development projects requiring mitigation (i.e., measures that go beyond 
what is required by existing regulations), site-specific measures shall be identified that 
reduce significant project-level impacts to below a level of significance or the project-
level impact shall remain significant and unavoidable where no feasible mitigation exists. 
Where mitigation is determined to be necessary and feasible, these measures shall be 
included in a future MMRP for the project. Where mitigation is determined to be 
infeasible, a project shall not be approved unless all feasible measures have been 
incorporated into the project design.  

The following mitigation measure shall be implemented to reduce project-level impacts 
and may ensure that on-site generated noise does not exceed the limits of Section 
59.5.0101 et seq. of the City’s Municipal Code, the Noise Abatement and Control 
Ordinance. This measure shall be updated, expanded and refined when applied to 
specific future projects based on project-specific design and changes in existing 
conditions, and local, state and federal laws. 

NOI-3: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a site-specific acoustical/noise 
analysis of any on-site generated noise sources, including generators, 
mechanical equipment, and trucks, shall be prepared which identifies all noise-
generating equipment, predicts noise levels at property lines from all identified 
equipment, and recommends mitigation to be implemented (e.g., enclosures, 
barriers, site orientation), to ensure compliance with the City’s Noise 
Abatement and Control Ordinance. Noise reduction measures shall include 
building noise-attenuating walls, reducing noise at the source by requiring 
quieter machinery or limiting the hours of operation, or other attenuation 
measures. Additionally, future projects shall be required to buffer sensitive 
receptors from noise sources through the use of open space and other 
separation techniques as recommended after thorough analysis by a qualified 
acoustical engineer. Exact noise mitigation measures and their effectiveness 
shall be determined by the site specific noise analyses. 

5.10.4.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Future development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be 
required to  comply with the recommendations included in an acoustical report prepared 



in accordance with City Acoustical Report Guidelines, the GP and CPU policies.  Strict 
adherence to the Mitigation Framework detailed in NOI-3  which requires preparation 
and submittal of a site-specific acoustical/noise analysis, along with regulatory 
compliance as noted above would ensure that impacts related to the generation of noise  
levels in excess of standards established in the City’s Municipal Code are reduced; 
however, even with strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework, these impacts cannot 
be reduced to below a level of significance and therefore, the impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

5.10.5 Issue 3: Airport Noise 
Would the CPU result in the exposure of people to current or future noise levels which 
exceed standards established in the land use compatibility guidelines in the Brown Field 
Municipal Airport Land Use Plan Compatibility Plan? 

5.10.5.1 Impacts 

The primary sources of aircraft noise in the vicinity of the CPU area are operations 
associated with Brown Field, located within the CPU area, and General Abelardo L. 
Rodriquez International Airport in Tijuana, just south of the U.S.-Mexico Border.  
Figure 5.10-2 shows the existing airport noise contours in the CPU area. As shown, 
existing residential uses located east of Ocean View Hills Parkway are located within the 
60 CNEL contour line for Brown Field and two existing residential areas are located 
within the 65 CNEL contour. No residential currently exists within the 70 CNEL or greater 
contours, and none is proposed under the CPU. No new residential development is 
proposed within the Brown Field 60 or 65 CNEL contours. As shown in Table 5.10-2, 
these residential areas are conditionally compatible within 60 to 65 CNEL. Noise levels 
are acceptable between 60 and 65 CNEL, provided that interior noise levels for 
residential uses do not exceed 45 CNEL. 

Several commercial and industrial uses are also located within the Brown Field AIA. 
These uses are compatible with noise levels up to 75 CNEL (see Table 5.10-2). 
However, noise levels at these areas do not exceed 70 CNEL due to operations at 
Brown Field. 

As shown in Figure 5.10-2, the 65 CNEL contour line for General Abelardo L. Rodriguez 
International Airport crosses the southernmost boundary of the CPU area. Existing and 
proposed industrial uses are located within this 65 CNEL contour line. Typical 
commercial and industrial uses are conditionally compatible within 70 to 75 CNEL with 
an interior noise level of 50 CNEL for associated offices. However, public works yards, 
outdoor storage, extractive industry, and solid waste facilities are compatible up to 75 dB 
(A). Typical commercial and industrial construction provides 25–30 dB(A) attenuation 
from exterior noise sources. Therefore, noise levels of 70 CNEL would be reduced to 



40–45 CNEL within structures located within this zone. Therefore, interior noise levels 
would comply with the applicable standards.   

5.10.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

Existing residential uses would be located within the 60 and 65 CNEL contours for 
Brown Field. Existing and future industrial uses would be located within the General 
Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport 70 CNEL contour. These uses would be 
considered conditionally compatible with these noise levels as long as the uses meet the 
interior noise level standards. Although these are existing uses, the structural 
attenuation of these structures cannot be adequately determined at this program-level 
analysis, therefore, potentially significant impacts would result at these residences. No 
new residential land uses are proposed within the Brown Field contours, thus no new 
impact on future residential uses are anticipated. Additionally, noise levels would not 
exceed 70 CNEL at any nearby industrial uses.  Based on the standard attenuation 
associated with commercial and industrial, exterior noise levels of 70 CNEL would be 
reduced to 40-45 CNEL within structures located within this zone. Therefore, impacts to 
future land uses would be less than significant. 

5.10.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

Existing land uses are currently exposed to conditionally acceptable noise levels from 
operations at Brown Field and the General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport. 
These noise levels exceed the thresholds, however, the CPU would not alter operations 
at either airport; this is not considered a project impact. No airport noise impacts are 
anticipated for proposed uses from either airport and no mitigation measures are 
required.  

5.10.5.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.10.6 Issue 4: Construction Noise  
Would temporary construction noise from the proposed neighborhood developments or 
permanent noise generators (including roads) adversely impact sensitive receptors or 
sensitive bird species (e.g., coastal California gnatcatcher) within the MHPA? 



5.10.6.1 Impacts 

Construction Noise Impacts 

Construction activities related to implementation of the CPU would potentially generate 
short-term noise impacts to noise-sensitive land uses located adjacent to construction 
sites.  Some construction activities have the potential to produce noise in excess of 75 
dB(A) Leq, and could therefore be potentially significant if their activity is heard by 
sensitive receptors.  The City regulates noise associated with construction equipment 
and activities through enforcement of Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance 
standards (e.g., days of the week and hours of operation) and imposition of conditions of 
approval for building or grading permits.  Because the degree of success of these 
regulations and conditions cannot be adequately known for each project at this program-
level of analysis, the program-level impact related to construction noise would be 
potentially significant. 

Noise associated with the earthwork, construction, and surface preparation for future 
development projects within the CPU area would result in short-term, temporary noise 
impacts that could result in potentially significant impacts to coastal California 
gnatcatchers within the MHPA, as described in Sections 5.1 and 5.4.  

A variety of noise-generating equipment would likely be used during construction of 
future development (i.e., scrapers, dump trucks, backhoes, front-end loaders, 
jackhammers, along with others). This equipment can individually generate noise levels 
that range between 77 and 91 dB(A) at 50 feet from the source. Construction-generated 
noise above 60 CNEL would result in significant impacts during the breeding and nesting 
period of March 1 to August 15 if coastal California gnatcatchers are breeding or nesting 
in adjacent MHPA lands. Potentially significant impacts to coastal California 
gnatcatchers (e.g., disruption of nesting activities) are discussed in more detail in the 
Sections 5.1 and 5.4 of this PEIR.   

5.10.6.2 Significance of Impacts 

As discussed above, implementation of the CPU at the project-level has the potential to 
exceed applicable construction thresholds at future residential properties adjacent to 
construction sites.  

Additionally, there is the potential for construction noise to impact least Bell’s vireo, 
coastal California gnatcatcher, raptors, and other sensitive species if they are breeding 
or nesting in adjacent MHPA lands.  These impacts are significant at the program-level. 



5.10.6.3 Mitigation Framework 

The following mitigation measure shall be implemented to reduce project-level impacts. 
This measure shall be updated, expanded, and refined when applied to specific future 
projects based on project-specific design and changes in existing conditions, and local, 
state, and federal laws. 

NOI-4: For projects that exceed daily construction noise thresholds established by the 
City of San Diego, best construction management practices shall be used to 
reduce construction noise levels to comply with standards established by the 
Municipal Code in Chapter 5, Article 9.5, Noise Abatement and Control. Project 
applicant shall prepare and implement a Construction Noise Management Plan. 
Appropriate management practices shall be determined on a project-by-project 
basis, and are specific to the location. Control measures shall include: 

a. Minimizing simultaneous operation of multiple construction equipment units; 

b. Locating stationary equipment as far as reasonable from sensitive 
receptors; 

c. Requiring all internal combustion-engine-driven equipment to be equipped 
with mufflers that are in good operating condition and appropriate for the 
equipment; and 

d. Construction of temporary noise barriers around construction sites that 
block the line-of-sight to surrounding receptors.  

The MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines in the MSCP Subarea Plan address noise 
impacts associated with industrial, commercial, mixed-use, or recreation uses that 
generate stationary noise adjacent to MHPA areas and are specifically detailed in 
Mitigation Framework LU-2 in Section 5.1. Additional construction-related noise 
measures are identified in Section 5.4, Biological Resources. 

5.10.6.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Future development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be 
required to comply with the recommendations included in an acoustical report prepared 
in accordance with City Acoustical Report Guidelines, the GP and CPU policies and 
other regulatory or guidance documents.  Strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework 
detailed in NOI-4, which requires compliance with the City’s Noise Abatement and 
Control Ordinance as noted above would reduce construction-related noise impacts, but 
not to below a level of significance.  Even with strict adherence to the Mitigation 
Framework, these impacts cannot be reduced to below a level of significance and 
therefore, the impact remains significant and unavoidable. 



5.11 Paleontological Resources 

5.11.1 Existing Conditions 
Paleontological resources (fossils) are the remains and/or traces of prehistoric animal 
and plant life exclusive of human remains or artifacts.  Fossil remains such as bones, 
teeth, shells, leaves, and other fossils are found in the geologic deposits (rock 
formations) within which they were originally buried.  Fossil remains are important as 
they provide indicators of the earth’s chronology and history. They represent a limited, 
nonrenewable, and sensitive scientific and educational resource.  

The following analysis is based on a review of available literature including the 
Geotechnical Report for the CPU (Geocon 2012), the City of San Diego Paleontological 
Guidelines (2002), and the County of San Diego Paleontological Resources by Walsh 
and Deméré (1994).  

5.11.1.1 Paleontological Resource Potential 

The potential for fossil remains at a given location can be predicted through previous 
correlations that have been established between the fossil occurrence and the geologic 
formations within which they are entombed.  Geologic formations possess a specific 
paleontological resource potential wherever the formation occurs based on discoveries 
made elsewhere in that particular formation.  To evaluate paleontological resources in 
the CPU area, the presence and distribution of geologic formations and the respective 
potential for paleontological resources were reviewed.   

Geologic formations are rated for paleontological resource potential according to the 
following scale (Deméré and Walsh 1994). 

• High Sensitivity - These formations contain a large number of known fossil 
localities. Generally, highly sensitive formations produce vertebrate fossil 
remains or are considered to have the potential to produce such remains. 

• Moderate Sensitivity - These formations have a moderate number of known fossil 
localities.  Generally, moderately sensitive formations produce invertebrate fossil 
remains in high abundance or vertebrate fossil remains in low abundance. 

• Low and/or Unknown Sensitivity - These formations contain only a small number 
of known fossil localities and typically produce invertebrate fossil remains in low 
abundance.  Unknown sensitivity is assigned to formations from which there are 
presently no known paleontological resources but which have the potential for 
producing such remains based on their sedimentary origin. 



• Very Low Sensitivity - Very low sensitivity is assigned to geologic formations that, 
based on their relative youthful age and/or high-energy depositional history, are 
judged to be unlikely to produce any fossil remains. 

According to the geotechnical evaluation prepared for the CPU (Geocon, Inc. 2012), 
geologic formations occurring in the CPU area include Very Old Paralic Deposits (Qvop) 
(formerly the Lindavista Formation), San Diego and Otay Formations, as well as 
undocumented fill, topsoil and slopewash, and alluvium. 

The paleontological resource potential for each of these formations (Deméré and Walsh 
1994) is shown on Figure 5.11-1 and discussed below.  Other soils found in the CPU 
area (undocumented fills, topsoil, slopewash, and alluvium) are considered to have a low 
potential for paleontological resources.  

a. Very Old Paralic Deposits (Qvop) (formerly the Lindavista 
Formation [Qln]) – Moderate Sensitivity 

The Very Old Paralic Deposits (approximately one million years old) occur on areas of 
higher elevation (mesas, ridgelines) within the CPU area.  Fossil localities are rare in this 
formation and have only been collected from a few areas.  Fossils collected from these 
sites consist of remains of nearshore marine invertebrates including clams, scallops, 
snails, barnacles, and sand dollars.  Based on the scarcity of fossils in the Very Old 
Paralic Deposits, this formation is assigned a “moderate” resource sensitivity. 

b. San Diego Formation (Tsd) – High Sensitivity 

The late Pliocene age (approximately 2.3 to 4 million years old) San Diego formation is 
exposed on the slopes of drainages, primarily in the western portion of the CPU area.  
The San Diego formation has rich fossil beds that have produced diverse assemblages 
of marine invertebrate and vertebrate fossils such as clams, scallops, snails, crabs, 
barnacles, sharks, rays, bony fishes, sea birds, dolphins, walrus, fur seal, and baleen 
whales.  Rare remains of terrestrial mammals including cat, wolf, skunk, camel, 
antelope, deer, and horse have also been recovered from this formation. Also occurring 
in this formation is fossil wood and leaves including remains of pine, oak, laurel, 
cottonwood, and avocado. 

Because of the extremely important remains of fossil marine mammals, sea birds, and 
mollusks recovered from the San Diego Formation, which are an important source of 
information on Pliocene marine organisms and environments, it is assigned “high” 
resource sensitivity.   



FIGURE 5.11-1
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c. Otay Formation (To) – High Sensitivity 

The Pliocene-age Otay Formation underlies the San Diego Formation in the CPU area.  
Numerous fossil localities have been discovered in the upper sandstone-mudstone unit 
and the middle grit stone unit, while no fossils have been recorded from the lower unit.  
Fossils from this formation include well-preserved remains of a diverse assemblage of 
terrestrial vertebrates such as tortoise, lizards, rabbit, dog, and fox.  The upper 
sandstone portion of the Otay Formation has produced important vertebrate fossil 
remains and is assigned a “high” resource sensitivity. It is considered the richest source 
of late Oligocene terrestrial vertebrates in California.  The lower portion of the Otay 
formation has produced vertebrate fossils from only a few localities; however, it is still 
assigned a “high” resource sensitivity in accordance with the City’s Significance 
Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011d). 

5.11.1.2 Regulatory Framework 

Pursuant to Section 15065 of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations Sections 15000–15387), a lead agency must find that a project would have 
a significant effect on the environment where the project has the potential to eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California prehistory, which includes the 
destruction of significant paleontological resources.  

According to City of San Diego Significance Determination Thresholds (2011), impacts 
to paleontological resources are considered potentially significant for areas with a high 
sensitivity if grading would exceed 1,000 cubic yards and extend over a depth of 10 feet, 
and for areas with moderate sensitivity if grading would exceed 2,000 cubic yards and 
extend over a depth of 10 feet. Additionally, impacts would be considered significant in 
areas of shallow grading where formational soils are exposed at the surface (i.e., as a 
result of previous grading) and where fossil localities have already been identified.  

5.11.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, impacts related to 
paleontological resources would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Allow development to occur that could significantly impact a unique 
paleontological resource or a geologic formation possessing a moderate to high 
fossil bearing potential. 



5.11.3 Issue 1: Paleontological Resources 
Would the CPU allow development to occur that could significantly impact a unique 
paleontological resource or a geologic formation possessing a moderate to high fossil 
bearing potential? 

5.11.3.1 Impacts 

Because human understanding of history is obtained, in part, through the discovery and 
analysis of paleontological resources, the excavation or grading of geologic formations, 
which could contain fossil remains, would result in a potentially significant impact. The 
CPU area contains geologic formations considered to be of high (San Diego Formation, 
Otay Formation) and moderate (Very Old Paralic Deposits) sensitivity for fossils.  

Although grading information for future development within the CPU area cannot be 
determined at this time, a “worst case” scenario can be approximated.  The “worst case” 
condition includes permanent disturbance (development and/or grading) of the entire 
CPU area with the exception of CPU open space preserve acreage.  As shown in 
Figure 5.11-2, approximately 352 acres designated as high paleontological sensitivity, 
approximately 1,505 acres designated as moderate sensitivity, and less than 1 acre 
designated as low sensitivity would potentially be impacted by buildout of the CPU.  
Grading would exceed the depth and volume indicated in Table 5.11-1.  As such, CPU 
implementation would result in grading that would impact fossil resources relevant to 
understanding earth’s history, if the fossils are not recovered and salvaged.  

Future development in areas designated for commercial and industrial uses on 
properties that have not been previously graded, or have been graded but have not 
otherwise developed, would be subject to review in accordance with the supplemental 
regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial).  This includes a requirement for submittal of 
a Paleontological Letter prepared by a qualified paleontologist in accordance with the 
City’s Paleontological Guidelines that identifies the geologic formation information 
regarding fossil resource sensitivity and a determination that there are no paleontological 
resources present on the project site. Development proposals that do not comply with 
the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations would be subject to discretionary review in 
accordance with CPIOZ Type B. Both processes are further described in Section 3.0, 
Project Description.  



FIGURE 5.11-2

Paleontological Resource Impact Areas
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5.11.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

Implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in significant impacts to 
paleontological resources.  Specifically, future projects implemented in accordance with 
the CPU that would involve substantial grading within the San Diego and Otay 
formations and Very Old Paralic Deposits would result in the loss of significant fossil 
remains.  It should be noted however, that for future projects that are consistent with the 
CPU, base zone regulations and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and 
can demonstrate that no paleontological fossil resources are present; the project can be 
processed ministerially and would not be subject to further environmental review under 
CEQA. 

TABLE 5.11-1 
PALEONTOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

 
Sensitivity Rating Excavation Volume and Depth Thresholds 

High >1,000 cubic yards and >10 feet deep 
Moderate >2,000 cubic yards and >10 feet deep 
Low-Zero Mitigation not required 

 

5.11.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

For future development project types that are consistent with the OMCP, base zone 
regulations and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate 
that no paleontological fossil resources are present on the project site; the project can be 
processed ministerially and would not be subject to further environmental review under 
CEQA. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations shall be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B 
and the Mitigation Framework for Paleontological Resources further detailed below. 

PALEO-1: Prior to the approval of subsequent development projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU, the City shall determine the potential for impacts 
to paleontological resources based on review of the project application 
submitted under CPIOZ TYPE B, and recommendations of a project-level 
analysis completed in accordance with the steps presented below. Future 
projects shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts on paleontological 
resources in accordance with the City’s Paleontological Resources 
Guidelines and CEQA Significance Thresholds. Monitoring for 
paleontological resources required during construction activities shall be 
implemented at the project-level and shall provide mitigation for the loss of 
important fossil remains with future subsequent development projects that 
are subject to environmental review. 



I. Prior to Project Approval  

A. The environmental analyst shall complete a project-level analysis of 
potential impacts on paleontological resources. The analysis shall 
include a review of the applicable USGS Quad maps to identify the 
underlying geologic formations, and shall determine if construction 
of a project would:  

• Require over 1,000 cubic yards of excavation and/or a 10-foot, 
or greater, depth in a high resource potential geologic 
deposit/formation/rock unit.  

• Require over 2,000 cubic yards of excavation and/or a 10-foot, 
or greater, depth in a moderate resource potential geologic 
deposit/formation/rock unit.  

• Require construction within a known fossil location or fossil 
recovery site. Resource potential within a formation is based on 
the Paleontological Monitoring Determination Matrix.  

B. If construction of a project would occur within a formation with a 
moderate to high resource potential, monitoring during construction 
would be required.  

• Monitoring is always required when grading on a fossil recovery 
site or a known fossil location.  

• Monitoring may also be needed at shallower depths if fossil 
resources are present or likely to be present after review of 
source materials or consultation with an expert in fossil 
resources (e.g., the San Diego Natural History Museum).  

• Monitoring may be required for shallow grading (<10 feet) when 
a site has previously been graded and/or unweathered geologic 
deposits/formations/rock units are present at the surface.  

• Monitoring is not required when grading documented artificial fill. 
When it has been determined that a future project has the 
potential to impact a geologic formation with a high or moderate 
fossil sensitivity rating a Paleontological MMRP shall be 
implemented during construction grading activities. 



5.11.3.4 Significance after Mitigation 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU and the supplemental 
development regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial) would not be required to 
incorporate the Mitigation Framework measures and alternatives adopted in conjunction 
with the certification of this PEIR. However, for future development subject to review 
under CPIOZ Type B (discretionary), implementation of the Mitigation Framework 
measures adopted in conjunction with the certification of this PEIR would be required. 
Therefore, the program-level impact related to paleontological resources would be 
reduced to below a level of significance. 
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5.12 Transportation/Circulation 
This section analyzes the potential transportation-related impacts associated with the 
adoption of the CPU. The study area boundaries for the purposes of the traffic analysis 
include the CPU area and extend to those areas outside the CPU area to roads that are 
common to other communities in the City of San Diego and other jurisdictions such as 
the City of Chula Vista and the County of San Diego. The analysis in this section is 
based on the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Urban Systems Associates 
(USA), Inc. (June 14, 2012), which is contained in Appendix J. 

Traffic analysis was conducted in support of the CPU in order to identify the 
recommended roadway classifications and other recommended transportation 
improvements to support buildout of the CPU land uses and proposed zoning, and to 
identify any significant traffic impacts that would remain unmitigated at the programmatic 
level. 

Future traffic volumes were forecasted using SANDAG’s Series 11 regional 
transportation model calibrated for the Otay Mesa area.  Land uses within the CPU area 
were assumed to be built out within the traffic model.  The CPU transportation model 
network included the future improvements from the Adopted Community Plan that were 
assumed to be completed at buildout of the CPU and included the Year 2030 Regional 
Transportation Plan “Reasonably Expected” projects in the region such as SR-11 and 
the SR-905/SR-125/SR-11 freeway interchange.  Also, the model was modified to 
include a half-diamond interchange (instead of a full interchange) at SR-125/Lone Star 
Road and a portion of SR-125 was modeled as a toll facility. 

Due to the undeveloped nature of much of the community, a majority of the circulation 
element roadways are not built, are only partially built, or are not operating near 
capacity.  Therefore, for many facilities, an analysis of the CPU buildout traffic volumes 
on the existing transportation network was not possible or meaningful.  So, although the 
existing condition is considered the baseline for identifying significant impacts, in order to 
identify the recommended roadway classifications and other transportation 
improvements, the proposed CPU land use buildout traffic volumes were initially 
analyzed on the CPU transportation network.  Based on those level of service analysis 
results and other considerations, where possible, recommendations were made for the 
CPU roadway classifications, intersection lane configurations, and freeway and ramp 
improvements that would mitigate or reduce impacts by bringing the facilities to Level of 
Service D or better operation at buildout. 

All but 24 potential roadway segment significant impacts would be mitigated at the 
programmatic level by incorporating the recommended roadway segment classifications 
(refer to Table 5.12-4 CPU Classification column) in the CPU Figure 3-2 Otay Mesa 
Roadway Classification Map and Public Facilities Financing Plan, and through future 



development project review and implementation (ministerial and discretionary review 
through the CPIOZ).  Further mitigation at the programmatic level is not recommended 
at the remaining 24 roadway segments due to various factors such as adjacency to 
environmentally sensitive land and/or steep slopes, existing development conflicts, 
and/or multi-modal and urban design context.  At the project-level, partial mitigation may 
be possible in the form of transportation demand management (TDM) measures that 
encourage carpooling and alternate means of transportation.  At the time future 
discretionary development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would 
contain detailed recommendations. 

All but 39 intersection significant impacts would be mitigated at the programmatic level 
by incorporating the intersection configurations (refer to Figures 5.12-4a. – 5.12-4g.) for 
the 53 intersections analyzed into the projects to be funded through the Public Facilities 
Financing Plan and through future development projects (ministerial and discretionary 
through the CPIOZ).  Further mitigation at the programmatic level is not recommended 
at the 39 intersections that would continue to be significantly impacted after mitigation 
due to considerations such as adjacency to environmentally sensitive land, steep slopes, 
routes to schools, and multi-modal and urban design context, or because additional 
study would be required in order to make additional recommendations.  At the project-
level, partial mitigation may be possible in the form of TDM measures that encourage 
carpooling and alternate means of transportation.  At the time future discretionary 
development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would contain 
detailed recommendations. 

Five freeway segments on SR- 905 would be significantly impacted by buildout of the 
CPU.  Mitigation in the form of one HOV lane in each direction on SR- 905 would reduce 
impacts on all five segments, with three segments continuing to be significantly 
impacted.  However, since funding for the HOV lanes is not programmed at this time and 
is not included in the PFFP, five freeway segment impacts would remain significant and 
unmitigated at the programmatic level.  At the project- level, partial mitigation may be 
possible in the form of TDM measures that encourage carpooling and alternate means of 
transportation, or other improvements such as auxiliary lanes that would require further 
study.  At the time future discretionary development projects are proposed, project-
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed recommendations. 

Five ramp meters locations on SR- 905 would be significantly impacted by the CPU.  At 
the project- level, partial mitigation may be possible in the form of TDM measures that  
encourage carpooling and alternate means of transportation or other improvements such 
as auxiliary lanes or adding a lane to the freeway onramp, that would require further 
study.  At the time future discretionary development projects are proposed, project-
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed recommendations. 

 



5.12.1 Existing Conditions 
The following section outlines traffic conditions and regulatory framework of the existing 
street network, including roadway segments, key intersections, freeway segments, mass 
transit routes, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities within the study area.   

5.12.1.1  Regulatory Framework 

Traffic conditions and transportation planning in San Diego County are guided by state, 
regional, and local agencies and their policies. Caltrans is responsible for enhancement 
and maintenance of state highways and interstate freeways. Any changes to state 
facilities or construction within state right-of-way require an encroachment permit from 
Caltrans.  Regional transportation planning efforts are guided by the travel forecasting 
models run by SANDAG.  Locally, each incorporated city, including the City of San 
Diego, along with the County of San Diego, has developed specific goals and policies for 
traffic conditions and roadways within their jurisdiction.  Each agency is responsible for 
the implementation of its goals and policies.   

a. City of San Diego General Plan  

The Mobility Element of the City of San Diego General Plan defines the policies 
regarding traffic flow and transportation facility design. The purpose of the Mobility 
Element is “to improve mobility through development of a balanced, multi-modal 
transportation network.”  The main goals of the Mobility Element pertain to walkable 
communities, transit first, street and freeway system, intelligent transportation systems, 
(ITS), Transportation Demand Management (TDM), bicycling, parking management, 
airports, passenger rail, goods movement/freight, and regional transportation 
coordination and financing. 

b. Otay Mesa Community Plan Transportation Element 

The purpose of the adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan Transportation Element is to 
establish goals and policies to guide future street network and design, street 
classification, LOS, transit facilities and service, pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodations, and facility improvements needed to support future travel needs within 
the Community Plan area. This element would be replaced by the proposed Mobility 
Element of the CPU if adopted. 

c. Regional Transportation Plan 

SANDAG’s 2050 RTP, adopted in October 2011, is the long-range mobility plan for the 
region. It includes short-term and long-term strategies for the development of an 
integrated multi-modal transportation system, and is required in order to be eligible for 
state and federal funding. The RTP identifies and prioritizes projects, and calls out 



funding sources for their implementation. The 2050 RTP is developed around five 
primary components: a Sustainable Communities Strategy, Social Equity and 
Environmental Justice, Systems Development, Systems Management, and Demand 
Management. It addresses improvements to transit, rail, roadways, goods movement, 
bicycling, and walking, as well as other topics. The RTP Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS), consistent with Senate Bill 375, shows how integrated land use, 
housing, and transportation planning can lead to lower greenhouse gas emissions from 
autos and light trucks. The RTP is intended to support a regional smart growth plan. This 
vision reflects a transportation system that supports a robust economy and a healthy and 
safe environment with climate change protection while providing a higher quality of life 
for San Diego County residents. This includes better activity centers with homes and 
jobs enabling more people to use transit and walk and bike; efficiently transporting 
goods; and providing effective transportation options for all people. It should be noted 
that the PEIR prepared for the RTP and SCS is the subject of ongoing litigation (as of 
printing of this PEIR). 

d. Bicycle Master Plan 

The City’s Bicycle Master Plan (City of San Diego 2002) seeks to foster a bicycle-friendly 
environment to serve commuter and recreational riders. The plan is currently undergoing 
an update and identifies policies, routes, programs, and facility priorities to increase 
bicycle transportation, safety, access, and quality of life. Similar to improved pedestrian 
environments and routes, improved bicycle routes can increase ridership, which 
provides community and regional benefits (reduced traffic congestion, energy 
consumption, vehicle emissions, etc.). The development, maintenance, and support of a 
bicycle network addressed in the Bicycle Master Plan were considered in the Mobility 
Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008). 

e. Level of Service Criteria 

The Level of Service (LOS) criteria used in this analysis is based on the City of San 
Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual (1998). LOS provides a quantitative measure of 
certain traffic criteria (speed, travel time, comfort, etc.) that represent a transportation 
facility quality of service from a traveler’s perspective.  A vehicle level of service 
definition generally describes these conditions in terms of such factors as speed, travel 
time, freedom to maneuver, comfort, convenience, and safety.  LOS A represents the 
best operating conditions from a driver’s perspective (primarily free-flow operation), while 
LOS F represents the worst case where traffic flow is at extremely low speed.  Per the 
City criteria, intersections and roadway segments operating at a LOS D or better are 
considered acceptable under both direct and cumulative conditions. LOS criteria for 
roadway segments, intersection, and freeways are discussed below.  



Roadway Segments 

The roadway level of service standards and thresholds that the City of San Diego uses 
provide the basis for analyzing arterial roadway segment performance. The analysis of 
roadway segment level of service is based on the functional classification of the 
roadway, the maximum desirable capacity, roadway geometrics, and existing or 
forecasted average daily traffic (ADT) volumes. The actual capacity of roadway facilities 
can vary due to a number of actual characteristics including, but not limited to, pavement 
width, frequency of cross streets and driveways, intersection signal timing, geometry, 
and on-street parking.  The actual functional capacity is typically based on the ability of 
arterial intersections to accommodate peak hour volumes.  LOS D is considered 
acceptable for roadway segments. 

Intersections 

Intersection analysis, per the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM; Transportation Research 
Board 2010), varies for signalized intersections and unsignalized intersections. The 
intersection analysis considers lane width, on-street parking, conflicting pedestrian flow, 
traffic composition (i.e., percent of trucks) and shared lane movements (e.g., through 
and right-turn movements from the same lane).  LOS for signalized intersections is 
based on the average control delay per vehicle for the peak 15-minute period within the 
hour analyzed.  The average control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue 
move-up time, and final acceleration time in addition to the stop delay.  The LOS for 
unsignalized intersections is determined by the computed or measured control delay and 
is defined for each minor movement.  At an all-way stop controlled intersection, the delay 
reported is the average control delay of the intersection.  At a one-way or two-way stop 
controlled intersection, the delay reported represents the worst movement, typically the 
left runs from the minor street approach. The threshold of LOS D, a delay of 55 seconds 
per vehicle is considered acceptable for signalized intersections and a delay of 35 
seconds per vehicle at LOS D is considered acceptable for unsignalized intersections.   

Freeway Segments 

Freeway segments are analyzed using standard Caltrans methodologies. The 
procedures for determining freeway LOS involve calculating a peak hour volume to 
capacity ratio (V/C). Peak hour volumes are estimated from the application of design 
hour (“K”), directional (“D”) and truck (“T”) factors to ADT volumes. The truck factors 
(percent trucks) are obtained from historic Caltrans data, local truck counts, and 
projections of future volumes at the border crossings. The resulting V/C ratio is then 
compared with accepted ranges of V/C values corresponding to the various LOS. The 
corresponding LOS represents an approximation of existing or forecasted freeway 
operating conditions during the peak hour. Caltrans has developed four levels of freeway 
congestion within LOS F, ranging from F(0) (considered congestion) to F(3) (gridlock). 



Any facility operating at LOS E (0.93 to 1.00 V/C) or F (over 1.01 V/C) is considered an 
unacceptable LOS.  

Freeway Ramp Metering 

Freeway ramp meters are considered to operate acceptably if the vehicle delay is less 
than 15 minutes.  If the vehicle delay exceeds 15 minutes at a freeway on-ramp meter 
and the downstream freeway is operating at LOS E or F, the delay is considered 
unacceptable.    

5.12.1.2  Existing Circulation System 

Much of the land in the CPU area is undeveloped. Only the developed residential areas 
on the western side of the CPU area have consistently improved roads created through 
a comprehensive funding and phasing system.  Roads in the rest of the CPU area have 
been improved incrementally as property frontages have developed.  Therefore, much of 
the street system is unconnected and incomplete.  

I-805 and SR-125 provide regional north-south access to Otay Mesa. SR-125, known as 
the South Bay Expressway, provides an extension of SR-125 from SR-54 in Spring 
Valley to SR-905. The South Bay Expressway is operated as a toll road by SANDAG.  

SR-905, Otay Mesa Road, and Palm Avenue provide east-west connections from the 
CPU area to I-805. SR-905 provides connection from the Otay Mesa POE and CPU area 
surface streets with regional freeway I-805. At the time of the existing conditions 
analysis, a 4.5-mile portion of SR-905 was a conventional highway (Otay Mesa Road). 
The SR-905 freeway was recently completed within the CPU area and was opened to 
traffic in July 2012.  The existing conditions analysis is based on data collected before 
the SR-905 freeway was opened to traffic from Britannia Boulevard to the international 
border.  

a. Key Freeways and Roadways  

The following are general descriptions of key roadways within the community divided 
into three categories: roads that provide access to and from the community, roads within 
residential areas, and roads within industrial areas. Also, the major truck routes utilized 
to transport goods are listed below. 



Community Access Freeways and Roads1 

I-805 – is a north-south freeway that starts from approximately three-quarters of a mile 
north of the U.S.-Mexico border, extends through San Diego, Chula Vista, National City, 
and connects to I-5 in Sorrento Valley.  This freeway is located to the west of the CPU 
area and contains ramps to SR-905.  Near the CPU area, this freeway is four lanes at its 
southern origination point to eight lanes further north.   

SR-905 – a six-lane freeway that extends into Otay Mesa for a mile from its interchange 
with I-805 and transitions into Otay Mesa Road, a six-lane Primary Arterial for 
approximately 4.5 miles where it connects to another one-mile freeway portion that ends 
at the Port of Entry.  

SR-125 – is a north-south freeway located to the east of the CPU area extending from 
Otay Mesa Road at approximately 1.25 miles north of the U.S.-Mexico border north to 
SR-52.  It provides a connection between Otay Mesa, Chula Vista, Spring Valley, Lemon 
Grove, La Mesa, San Diego, and Santee. The southern segment between Otay Mesa 
Road and SR-54 is a four-lane toll road called the South Bay Expressway. 

Old Otay Mesa Road – a two-lane Collector (without left-turn lane) connecting Otay 
Mesa with San Ysidro.  It extends along the rim of a canyon and intersects with 
SR-905/Otay Mesa Road. 

Del Sol Boulevard – a four-lane Collector (with left-turn lane) as it crosses under I-805 
from Otay Mesa-Nestor.  It intersects Dennery Road and then continues for 
approximately a quarter-mile as a two-lane Collector (with left-turn lane). 

Palm Avenue – crosses over I-805 from Otay Mesa-Nestor on a four-lane bridge with 
double left-turn-lanes at the interchange of Palm Avenue and I-805.  Palm Avenue 
transitions to a six-lane Primary Arterial, and intersects with Dennery Road. 

Otay Valley Road – a six-lane major road, Main Street, at I-805 in the City of Chula 
Vista.  Otay Valley Road crosses the Otay River on a two-lane bridge with a center turn 
lane and continues as a two-lane Collector (without left-turn lane) into the City of San 
Diego. 

Otay Mesa Road – from the terminus of SR-905, Otay Mesa Road is constructed as a 
six-lane Primary Arterial to Otay Center Road. It is constructed as a seven-lane Major 

1Note that this section describes the existing conditions assumed in the traffic impact analysis 
(Appendix J).  Additional improvements may currently be in place, such as the SR-905 freeway 
improvements.  



Arterial between Otay Center Road and La Media Road. It transitions to a four-lane 
Major Arterial east of La Media Road and intersects with the SR-125 southbound off-
ramp and northbound on-ramp, and continues east into County of San Diego lands. 

Otay Mesa Border Crossing and Port of Entry – a second border crossing between 
the U.S. and Mexico located at the southeast corner of Otay Mesa.  This POE allows 
automobiles but is primarily used for truck traffic, which is predominant throughout the 
community of Otay Mesa. 

Roads within Residential Areas 

Dennery Road – is constructed as a four-lane Major Arterial between Del Sol Boulevard 
and Palm Avenue.  North of Palm Avenue, the road transitions to a four-lane Collector 
(with left-turn lane) and eventually transitions to a two-lane Collector (without fronting 
property). 

Ocean View Hills Parkway – is a four-lane Major Arterial road extending from Dennery 
Road to Del Sol Boulevard. South of Del Sol Boulevard this roadway is constructed as a 
six-lane Major Arterial and intersects with conventional highway SR-905/Otay Mesa 
Road. 

Avenida de las Vistas – is a two-lane Collector (without fronting property) extending 
west of Otay Valley Road.  The residential development along Avenida de las Vistas can 
be accessed via Otay Valley Road to the north or Otay Mesa Road from the south. 

Caliente Avenue – is a partially built four-lane Major Arterial extending south from Otay 
Mesa Road, intersecting with Airway Road.  This segment will be constructed as six 
lanes as part of the SR-905 interchange currently under construction at this location. 

Beyer Boulevard – is a four-lane Major Arterial extending from Old Otay Mesa Road 
westerly into the San Ysidro Community Plan area, and provides access to the nearby 
Beyer Boulevard transit station. 

Roads Within Industrial Areas 

Airway Road – is an east-west, partially built roadway varying in width that runs parallel 
with Otay Mesa Road from Britannia Boulevard to the County boundary.  The western 
segment of Airway Road is a three-lane Collector (2 lanes eastbound, 1 lane westbound) 
between Old Otay Mesa Road and Caliente Avenue, and provides access to San Ysidro 
High School. 

Siempre Viva Road – is an east-west, partially built roadway varying in width between 
Cactus Road and La Media Road.  East of La Media Road, Siempre Viva Road is a six-
lane Primary Arterial with an interchange at SR-905 and then transitions to a four-lane 
Major Arterial from Paseo de las Americas to the County boundary. 



Heritage Road – is a north-south, partially built roadway varying in width from Otay 
Valley Road to its terminus south of Gateway Park Drive. 

Cactus Road – is a north-south, four-lane Collector (with left-turn lane) south of Otay 
Mesa Road, ending at the SR-905 right-of-way. South of SR-905 it is partially 
constructed with two lanes. 

Britannia Boulevard – is a north-south, partially built Major Arterial roadway extending 
between Otay Mesa Road and Siempre Viva Road.  The SR-905 interchange is under 
construction between Otay Mesa Road and Airway Road.  South of Airway Road, 
portions are built as a four-lane Major Arterial, while some segments are only 
constructed to half-width. 

La Media Road – is a north-south, partially built Major Arterial extending from north of 
Otay Mesa Road to Siempre Viva Road. The SR-905 interchange is under construction 
between Otay Mesa Road and Airway Road.  South of Airway Road only two lanes are 
built, extending to a truck only road extending to the east Otay Mesa inspection facility. 
This road is currently the designated southbound truck route for laden (carrying cargo) 
trucks from conventional highway SR-905/Otay Mesa Road to the east Otay Mesa 
inspection facility. 

Truck Routes 

Truck routes within the CPU area are an important component of the circulation system.  
The Otay Mesa POE provides a major commercial truck transport point between the 
U.S. and Mexico.  From the POE, trucks travel to the warehouses/distribution facilities 
within the CPU area and to major freeways for further distribution.  Currently, the major 
truck routes utilized to transport goods include SR-905, SR-125, La Media Road, 
Siempre Viva Road, Britannia Boulevard, and Otay Mesa Road.  These roads are 
described above.  Drucker Lane is a minor roadway utilized as a truck route connection 
between Siempre Viva Road and La Media Road.  This roadway is five lanes at the 
intersection of Siempre Viva Road, and four lanes from just south of that intersection to 
Kern Street, and is reduced down to one southbound lane between Kern Street and La 
Media Road.  Truck traffic heading to Mexico through the Otay Mesa POE typically 
queue on Drucker Lane and La Media Road. 

b. Key Intersections  

There are 15 key intersections within the study area under the existing conditions, which 
are as follows: 

1. Palm Avenue/I-805 SB Ramps 
2. Palm Avenue/I-805 NB Ramps 
3. Palm Avenue/Dennery Road 



4. Otay Mesa Road/Caliente Avenue 
5. Otay Mesa Road/Corporate Center Drive 
6. Otay Mesa Road/Heritage Road 
7. Otay Mesa Road/Cactus Road 
8. Otay Mesa Road/Britannia Boulevard 
9. Otay Mesa Road/La Media Road 
10. Otay Mesa Road/Piper Ranch Road 
11. Otay Mesa Road/SR-125 SB Off-ramp 
12. Otay Mesa Road/SR-125 NB On-ramp 
13A. Siempre Viva Road/SR-905 SB Ramps 
13B. SR-905 SB Off-ramp to WB Siempre Viva Road (unsignalized) 
14. Siempre Viva Road /SR-905 NB Ramps 

All of these intersections are currently signalized with the exception of 13B.   

5.12.1.3  Existing Traffic Volumes 

Existing traffic volumes are based on recent traffic counts (2005 to 2010) conducted by 
Caltrans, the City of San Diego, or recently counted for other project study purposes.  It 
is noted that traffic volumes were obtained before the opening of SR-905 Phase 1-A 
improvements from the partial Britannia Boulevard interchange to east of the La Media 
Road partial interchange. Due to the high number of trucks utilizing CPU area roadways 
compared to typical San Diego communities, the truck percentage of vehicular traffic 
assumed in the analysis summarized below was increased from the typical 2 percent to 
10 percent. 

a. Roadway Segments  

The existing ADT volumes for road segments within the CPU area are shown in 
Figures 5.12-1a and 5.12-1b. Table 5.12-1 shows existing street segment LOS based on 
the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Manual. As shown, all roadway segments except 
the following seven operate at an acceptable LOS D or better:  

1. Otay Mesa Road from SR-905 to Caliente Avenue (LOS F) 
2. Otay Mesa Road from Caliente Avenue to Corporate Center Drive (LOS F) 
3. Otay Mesa Road from Corporate Center Drive to Heritage Road (LOS E 
4. Otay Mesa Road from Otay Mesa Center Road to La Media Road (LOS E) 
5. Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road from Main Street to Avenida de las Vistas 

(LOS F)  
6. Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road from Avenida de las Vistas to Otay Mesa Road 

(LOS F)  
7. La Media Road from Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road (LOS F) 



FIGURE 5.12-1a
Existing Condition Roadway Segment Volumes (West)

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012

Not to Scale



FIGURE 5.12-1b
Existing Condition Roadway Segment Volumes (East)

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012

Not to Scale

- Refer to the Caltrans SR-11 and Otay Mesa POE Final Tier II EIR/EIS, March 2012 for the preferred alternative.
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TABLE 5.12-1 
EXISTING SEGMENT OPERATIONS 

 

Street Segment Class 
LOS E 
ADT 

Existing 
ADT V/C LOS 

Otay Mesa Road      
 SR-905 to Caliente Ave. 6-PA 60,000 68,300 1.14 F 
 Caliente Ave. to Corporate Center Dr.  6-PA 60,000 63,900 1.07 F 
 Corporate Center Dr. to Heritage Rd. 6-PA 60,000 59,600 0.99 E 
 Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd. 6-PA 60,000 52,400 0.87 D 
 Cactus Rd. to Britannia Blvd. 6-PA 60,000 52,900 0.88 D 
 Britannia Blvd. to Otay Mesa Center Rd. 6-PA 60,000 48,200 0.80 C 
 Otay Mesa Center Rd. to La Media Rd. 7-M 55,000 45,800 0.84 E 
 La Media Road to SR-125 SB Ramps 5-PA 55,000 42,800 0.78 C 
 SR-125 NB Ramps to Sanyo Ave. 4-M 40,000 14,800 0.37 A 
Airway Road      
 Britannia Blvd. to La Media Rd. 2-CL 15,000 6,900 0.46 B 
 La Media Rd. to Sanyo Ave. 2-CL 15,000 7,900 0.53 C 
Siempre Viva Road      
 Harvest Rd. to SR-905 SB Ramps 6-PA 60,000 12,400 0.21 A 
 SR-905 NB Ramps to Paseo de las Americas 6-PA 60,000 22,300 0.37 A 
Palm Avenue      
 I-805 NB Ramps to Dennery Rd. 6-PA 60,000 46,900 0.78 C 
Ocean View Hills Parkway      
 Dennery Rd. to Del Sol Blvd. 4-M 40,000 14,200 0.36 A 
 Del Sol Blvd. to Otay Mesa Rd. 6-M 50,000 7,000 0.14 A 
Caliente Avenue      
 Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd. 4-M 40,000 6,100 0.15 A 
Old Otay Mesa Road      
 Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd. 2-C 8,000 2,200 0.28 A 
Beyer Boulevard      
 Smythe Ave. to Old Otay Mesa Rd. 4-M 40,000 10,000 0.24 A 
Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road      
 Main St. to Avenida De Las Vistas 2-C 8,000 8,700 1.09 F 
 Avenida De Las Vistas to Otay Mesa Rd. 2-C 8,000 8,600 1.08 F 
Cactus Road      
 Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 4-CL 30,000 5,600 0.19 A 
Britannia Boulevard      
 Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd. 4-M 40,000 6,400 0.16 A 
La Media Road      
 North of to Otay Mesa Rd. 2-CL 15,000 5,400 0.36 B 
 Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd. 2-CL 15,000 12,300 0.82 D 
 Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 2-C 8,000 9,000 1.13 F 
Dennery Road      
 Palm Ave. to Regatta Ln. 4-M 40,000 10,300 0.26 A 
 Palm Ave. to Walmart Dr. 4-M 40,000 24,500 0.61 C 
Del Sol Boulevard      
 West of Dennery Rd. 4-C 15,000 8,000 0.53 C 

SOURCE: Appendix J (Urban Systems Associates, Inc.) 
Shade/Bold = Unacceptable LOS; 7-M = 7-Lane Major Arterial; 6-PA = 6-Lane Primary Arterial; 6-M = 6-
Lane Major; 4-M = 4-Lane Major; 5-PA = Lane Primary Arterial; 4-CL = 4-Lane Collector (With Left-Lane 
Turn Lane); 4-C = 4-Lane Collector (Without Left-Turn Lane); 2-CL = 2-Lane Collector (With Left-Turn 
Lane); and 2-C = 2-Lane Collector (Without Left-Turn Lane, Industrial Fronting). 

  



b. Intersections 

Existing intersection LOS is shown in Table 5.12-2 and Figures 5.12-2a and 5.12-2b.  All 
intersections currently operate at LOS D or better during the AM and PM peak hour 
periods except at the one following location: 

1. Otay Mesa Road/Heritage Road (LOS E in the AM peak hour) 

 
TABLE 5.12-2 

EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 
 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 Palm Ave./I-805 SB Ramps 27.5 C 45.4 D 
2 Palm Ave./I-805 NB Ramps 33.4 C 51.0 D 
3 Palm Ave./Dennery Rd. 34.9 C 37.9 D 
4 Otay Mesa Rd./Caliente Ave. 44.4 D 40.2 D 
5 Otay Mesa Rd./Corporate Center Dr. 35.7 D 35.0 D 
6 Otay Mesa Rd./Heritage Rd. 60.5 E 42.6 D 
7 Otay Mesa Rd./Cactus Rd. 33.4 C 31.6 C 
8 Otay Mesa Rd./Britannia Blvd. 7.3 A 11.4 B 
9 Otay Mesa Rd./La Media Rd. 15.8 B 43.2 D 
10 Otay Mesa Rd./Piper Ranch Rd. 8.3 A 9.4 A 
11 Otay Mesa Rd./SR-125 SB Off-Ramp. 7.6 A 3.7 A 
12 Otay Mesa Rd./SR-125 NB On-Ramp 0.8 A 3.2 A 

13A Siempre Viva Rd./SR-905 SB Ramps 16.1 B 11.6 B 
13B SR-905 SB Off Ramp to WB Siempre Viva Rd. 14.3 B 14.4 B 
14 Siempre Viva Rd./SR-905 NB Ramps  14.5 B 14.6 B 

SOURCE: Appendix J (Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012). 
Delay = Control Delay in seconds 
LOS = Level of Service 
Shade/Bold = Unacceptable LOS 

 
c. Freeway Segments 

Existing ADT and LOS for freeway segments within the CPU area are shown in 
Table 5.12-3. As shown, all freeway segments currently operate at an acceptable LOS D 
or better. 

  



FIGURE 5.12-2a
Existing Condition Intersection LOS (West)

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012

Not to Scale



FIGURE 5.12-2b
Existing Condition Intersection LOS (East)

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012

Not to Scale

- Refer to the Caltrans SR-11 and Otay Mesa POE Final Tier II EIR/EIS, March 2012 for the preferred alternative.
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TABLE 5.12-3 
EXISTING FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

 

Freeway Segment 
Lanes 

(1-Way) Capacity ADT 
Peak 

Volume V/C LOS 
Interstate 805       
 Otay Valley Rd. - Palm Ave. 4+AUX 11,200 152,000 8,107 0.72 C 
 Palm Ave. - SR-905 4 9,400 124,000 6,613 0.70 C 
 SR-905 - San Ysidro Blvd. 4 9,400 58,000 3,093 0.33 A 
SR-905       
 Picador Blvd. - I-805 2 4,700 53,000 2,827 0.60 B 
 I-805 – Caliente Ave. 2 4,700 58,300 3,109 0.66 C 
 Otay Mesa Rd. - Siempre Viva Rd. 2 4,700 30,500 1,600 0.34 A 
 Siempre Viva Rd. – Border 3 4,700 24,300 1,296 0.28 A 
SOURCE: Appendix J (Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012). 
ADT = average daily traffic; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio; LOS = level of service 
 

5.12.1.4  Alternative Transportation 

a. Transit 

Within the CPU area, transit services are provided by the MTS.  The northwestern part 
of the CPU area is served by bus routes 933/934 (MTS 2011). The routes travel to and 
from Del Sol Boulevard to Dennery Road to Palm Avenue into and out of the community. 
These routes serve the shopping centers along Dennery Road, the medical offices on 
Palm Avenue and Dennery Road, and the residences within this area. The eastern 
portion of the community is served by bus routes 905 and 905A.  Bus route 905 provides 
regular service through the CPU area along Otay Mesa Road and SR-905.  Bus route 
905A provides limited service from Otay Mesa Road to SR-905 via Britannia Boulevard, 
Airway Road, La Media Road, and Siempre Viva Road with stops at Airway Road and 
Britannia Boulevard and Siempre Viva Road and Drucker Lane.  

The Blue Line Trolley,  which is outside of the CPU boundary, travels along the east side 
of I-5 within the neighboring community of San Ysidro and terminates at the San Ysidro 
Transit Center  located at the U.S.-Mexico International Border. 

b. Bikeways 

The American Association of Highway and Transportation (AASHTO) and Caltrans have 
developed design standards for bikeways. The Caltrans Highway Design Manual, 
Chapter 1000: Bikeway Planning and Design, serves as the official standard for all 
bicycle facilities in California. While all roadways are open to bicycle travel unless it is 
specifically prohibited, the California Highway Design Manual establishes three 
classifications of facilities specifically for bicycle traffic.  Based on the Otay Mesa 
Existing Conditions Report (City of San Diego 2004), there are Class II bikeways along 
Old Otay Mesa Road, portions of SR-905, Dennery Road, Ocean View Hills Parkway, 
Del Sol Boulevard, portions of Siempre Viva Road, Heinrick Hertz, Paseo de las 



Americas, a portion of Enrico Fermi Drive, and Roll Drive within the CPU area.  Per the 
City Street Design Manual, a Class II bikeway should be between 5 and 6 feet in width, 
and may be 4 feet in width when abutting a mandatory right-turn lane, with signs and 
pavement markings (City of San Diego 2002). Informal trails exist throughout the CPU 
area and are used by recreational bicyclists as well.  These informal bikeways are not 
designated trails and often travel through private property.   

c. Pedestrian Facilities 

Sidewalk requirements for the City of San Diego are established through the Street 
Design Manual (City of San Diego 2002).  The design requirements include a minimum 
5-foot sidewalk, curb ramps at intersections, and compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA).  Sidewalks are generally required on both sides of streets.  
Sidewalks exist within the residential developments in the western CPU area.  The 
majority of the commercial and industrial developments completed within the last 
10 years provided sidewalks along their frontage roadways. However, sidewalks do not 
exist on many of the streets fronted by older developments and vacant properties. 
Informal trails exist throughout the CPU area, which are used by pedestrians but, as 
mentioned above, these trails are not designated and often are on private property.   

5.12.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, impacts related to traffic and 
circulation would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Result in an increase in projected traffic that is substantial in relation to the 
capacity of the circulation system;  

2. Result in an increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians; 

3. Create alterations to present circulation movements in the area including effects 
on existing public access points; or 

4. Conflict with the adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation modes (e.g., bus turnouts, trolley extensions, bicycle lanes, bicycle 
racks, etc.). 

For this programmatic analysis, the CPU would result in a significant impact if a roadway 
segment, intersection, freeway segment, or freeway ramp meter would operate 
unacceptably in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition (assumed buildout year of 2062). 
Since much of the community is undeveloped, a majority of the Circulation Element 
roadways are not built, are only partially built, or are not operating near capacity. The 
result of this is that for many facilities, an analysis of the CPU land uses on the existing 



transportation network was not possible or meaningful for purposes of identifying 
significant impacts or recommended mitigations.  Therefore, the proposed CPU land 
uses were analyzed on the draft CPU transportation network.  in order to provide a 
meaningful analysis and identify ultimate recommendations, the traffic study analyzed 
roadways based on the Adopted Community Plan Classifications and the CPU 
transportation network instead of the existing functional classifications.  The TIA (see 
Appendix J) analysis identifies recommended CPU classifications, which were 
incorporated into the CPU (Mobility Element). As stated previously, roadway segments, 
intersections, and freeway segments are considered to operate acceptably from LOS A 
to LOS D, and unacceptably at LOS E or F.  Metered freeway ramps are considered to 
operate unacceptably if the delay exceeds 15 minutes and the downstream freeway 
segment operates at an unacceptable LOS E or F.  

5.12.3 Issue 1: Capacity 
Would the CPU result in an increase in projected traffic that is substantial in relation to 
the capacity of the circulation system?  

5.12.3.1  Impacts 

a. Horizon Year plus CPU Assumptions  

SANDAG’s 2050 RTP indicates that substantial improvements would be made to the 
regional transportation system through Year 2050. Regional changes that would affect 
transportation/circulation include transit, managed/high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, 
highway, local roads, transportation demand management, land use, bicycle/pedestrian, 
and other related efforts. It should be noted that the RTP was updated several times 
during the development of the CPU.  During its development, the TIS analysis was 
updated to reflect the current RTP.  The travel forecast model used to develop future 
traffic volumes in the TIS was based on the Series 11 Regional Transportation Model 
which incorporates land use, population, and employment data then estimated for the 
year 2030.  Land uses within the Otay Mesa Community Planning area were assumed to 
be built out within the traffic model using reasonable maximum development 
assumptions. The model network included the future transportation improvements that 
were assumed to be completed, and included Year 2030 Regional Transportation Plan 
“Reasonably Expected” projects in the region. The Otay Mesa model was modified to 
include a half-diamond interchange at SR-125 / Lone Star Road. Also, a portion of SR-
125 was assumed as a toll facility and modeled to approximate toll conditions.   

The differences in the vehicular circulation network between the existing conditions and 
the Horizon Year plus CPU primarily result from: (1) improvements completed or 
expected to be completed as a part of future subsequent development projects, 
consistent with the CPU Mobility Element; (2) funded and scheduled Otay Mesa Public 



Facilities Financing Plan transportation projects; and (3) planned Caltrans 
improvements. 

At the Horizon Year, the following improvements are assumed to be completed through 
buildout of the CPU Mobility Element roadway network (see Figure 3-6).  Roadway 
improvements necessary to implement the CPU Mobility Element roadway network are 
included in the PFFP for Otay Mesa and would be implemented in conjunction with 
future projects, as conditions of approval or through payment of Facilities Benefit 
Assessment (FBA) fees. 

• Otay Mesa Road as a 6-lane Primary Arterial from Caliente Avenue to the City 
limits. 

• Airway Road as a 4-lane Collector street west of Caliente Avenue; as a 4-lane 
Major street from Caliente Avenue to west of Heritage Road; as a 6-lane Primary 
Arterial from Heritage Road to Cactus Road; as a 6-lane Major Street from 
Cactus Road to Britannia Boulevard; and as a 4-lane Major Street from Britannia 
Boulevard to Enrico Fermi Drive (City limits). 

• Siempre Viva Road as a 6-lane Primary Arterial from Cactus Road to Paseo de 
las Americas; and as a 2-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Caliente 
to the west (not connecting to the community of San Ysidro). 

• Sanyo Avenue as a four-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane, between Otay 
Mesa Road and Airway Road. 

• Heinrich Hertz as a two-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane between Airway 
Road and Paseo de las Americas. 

• Harvest Road as a 2-lane Collector from Otay Mesa Road to SR 905; and as a 4-
lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Airway to Siempre Viva Road. 

• Otay Center Drive as a four-lane Collector with left-turn lane from Harvest Road 
to Siempre Viva Road. 

• Piper Ranch Road as a 4-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Lone 
Star Road to Otay Mesa Road including a freeway underpass at SR 125. 

• La Media Road as a 4-lane Major street from Lone Star Road to Otay Mesa 
Road; as a 6-lane Primary Arterial from Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road; and as 
a 5-lane Major Street from Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road. 

• Lone Star Road as a 6-lane Primary Arterial from La Media Road to the City 
limits. 



• Off-ramp from SR 125 Southbound to Lone Star Road and On-ramp from 
Lonestar Road to SR 125 Northbound. 

• Britannia Boulevard as a 6-lane Primary Arterial from Otay Mesa Road to Airway 
Road; as a 6-lane Major street from Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road; and as 
a 4-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Siempre Viva Road to 
Britannia Court. 

• Cactus Road as a 4-lane Major street from Otay Mesa Road to Siempre Viva 
Road, including a freeway overpass at SR 905. 

• Heritage Road and Otay Valley Road as a 6-lane Primary Arterial from Main 
Street in Chula Vista to the proposed extension of Airway Road. 

• Caliente Avenue as a 6-lane Primary Arterial from Otay Mesa Road to Airway 
Road; as a 6-lane Major street from Airway to the proposed Beyer Boulevard; 
and as a 4-lane Major street from Beyer Boulevard to the proposed Siempre Viva 
Road. 

• Beyer Boulevard as a 4-lane Major Street from Enright Drive to the proposed 
extension of Caliente Avenue. 

• Street A/Old Otay Mesa Road as a 4-lane Major Road from Ocean View Hills 
Drive to Airway Road including a freeway overpass at SR 905. 

• Datsun Street as a 4-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Innovative 
Drive to Heritage Road. 

• Aviator Road as a 4-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Heritage 
Road to La Media Road. 

• Dennery Road as a 2-lane Collector from Topsail Drive to Avenida de las Vistas. 

• Del Sol Boulevard as a 2-lane Collector from Riviera Pointe Street to Surf Crest 
Drive. 

• Vista Santo Domingo/Exposition Way as a 2-lane Collector from Avenida de las 
Vistas to Corporate Center Drive. 

• Emerald Crest Drive as a 4-lane Collector with two way left turn lane from Otay 
Mesa Road to SR 905. 

• Corporate Center Drive as a 4-lane Collector with two way left turn lane from 
Otay Mesa Road to SR 905. 



• Innovative Drive as a 2-lane Collector with two way left turn lane from Otay Mesa 
Road to SR 905. 

• Continental Street as a 2-lane Collector from Otay Mesa Road to Camino 
Maquiladora; and as a 2-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Airway to 
the north. 

• Otay Mesa Center Road as a 4-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from 
Otay Mesa Road to Saint Andrews Avenue. 

• Saint Andrews Avenue as a 4-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from 
Otay Mesa Center Road to La Media Road. 

• Paseo de las Americas as a 4-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from 
Airway Road to Marconi Drive. 

• Marconi Drive as a 2-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Paseo de las 
Americas to Enrico Fermi Drive. 

• Avenida Costa Azul as a 4-lane Collector with two-way left turn lane from Otay 
Mesa Road to the south. 

The SANDAG 2050 RTP includes the addition of two managed HOV lanes to the I-805 
and a northbound auxiliary lane.  As these projects were funded and planned by 
Caltrans, the analysis included these improvements.  SR-905 was designed to allow for 
future HOV lanes as well; however, the funding for these improvements has not been 
secured.  Therefore, the SR-905 HOV lanes are not included in the traffic analysis. The 
2050 RTP also includes SR-11 which will continue east-west from SR-905 to the County 
to a future additional Port of Entry; a full interchange between SR-125 (toll), SR-905, and 
the future SR-11 (toll). 

As the City of Chula Vista has recently approved a General Plan Amendment (GPA) with 
the elimination of the La Media Road bridge crossing the Otay River Valley, two 2050 
Horizon Year scenarios were analyzed in the TIA (see Appendix J).  The Horizon Year 
without the La Media Road Connection Scenario is utilized to determine the 
environmental impacts in this section of the PEIR because La Media Road is not 
reasonably expected to be completed.  

As indicated in Section 5.12.2, in order to provide a meaningful analysis and identify 
ultimate recommendations, the traffic study analyzed roadways based on the Adopted 
Community Plan Classifications and CPU network instead of the existing functional 
classifications.  The TIA (see Appendix J) analysis identifies recommended CPU 
classifications, which were incorporated into the CPU (Mobility Element).  The proposed 
classifications incorporated into the CPU are shown in Table 5.12-4 below.   



TABLE 5.12-4 
PROPOSED CPU ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

Street Segment Existing CP Class CPU Class 

Otay Mesa Road 

Street A to Caliente Ave. 
Alisa Ct. to La Media Rd. 
La Media Rd. to Piper Ranch Rd. 
Piper Ranch Rd. to SR-125 
SR-125 to Harvest Rd. 
Harvest Rd. to Sanyo Ave. 
Sanyo Ave. to Enrico Fermi Dr. 

6-PA 
6-PA 
7-M 
8-M 
4-P 
4-M 
4-M 

6-M 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 

Airway Road Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd. 
Cactus Rd. to Britannia Blvd. 

4-M 
4-M 

6-PA 
6-M 

Siempre Viva Road Caliente Ave. to West Terminus  4-M 2-CL 
Caliente Avenue Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 

SR-905 to Airway Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Beyer Blvd. 

6-M 
6-M 
4-M 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-M 

Heritage Road/Otay 
Valley Road 

Avenida De Las Vistas to Datsun St. 
Datsun St. to Otay Mesa Rd. 
Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Airway Rd. 

6-M 
6-M 
6-M 
6-M 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 

Cactus Road Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd.  
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

4-CL 
4-CL 

4-M 
4-M 

Britannia Boulevard Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Airway Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
Siempre Viva Rd. to South End 

4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
2-C 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-M 
4-CL 

La Media Road Birch Rd. to Lone Star Rd. 
Lone Star Rd. to Aviator Rd.  
Aviator Rd. to Otay Mesa Rd.  
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
4-M 

N/A 
4-M 
4-M 
5-M 

Harvest Road South of Otay Mesa Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Otay Center Dr. 
Otay Center Dr. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

4-M 
4-M 
4-M 

2-CL 
4-CL 
4-CL 

Enrico Fermi Drive Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
Siempre Viva Rd. to Via de la Amistad 

4-M 
4-M 

4-CL 
4-CL 

Lone Star Road SR-125 to Piper Ranch Rd. 
Piper Ranch Rd. to City/County Boundary 

4-M 
4-M 

6-PA 
6-PA 

Aviator Road Heritage Rd. to La Media Rd. 1 2-C 4-CL 
Corporate Center Drive Progressive Ave. to Innovative Dr. 2-C 2-CL 
Sanyo Avenue Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd. 2 4-C 4-CL 
Paseo de las Americas Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  

Siempre Viva Rd. to Marconi Dr. 
2-C 
2-C 

4-CL 
4-CL 

Marconi Drive Paseo de las Americas to Enrico Fermi Dr. 2-C 2-CL 
Otay Center Drive Harvest Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.2 4-C 4-CL 
St. Andrews Avenue Otay Mesa Center Rd. to La Media Rd. 2-C 4-CL 
Gailes Boulevard Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 2-C 4-C 
Otay Mesa Center Road Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 2-C 4-CL 
Datsun Street Innovative Dr. to Heritage Rd. 1 2-C 4-CL 
Avenida Costa Azul Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 1 2-CL 4-CL 
Excellante Street Airway Rd. to Gigantic St. 4-C 2-C 
Gigantic Street Excellante St. to Centurion St. 4-C 2-C 
Centurion Street Airway Rd. to Gigantic St. 4-C 2-C 
1A new roadway added to Circulation Plan by the CPU. 
2Functional classification is identified in the table, as this roadway is not currently classified. 
 
8-M = 8-lane Major Arterial 
7-PA = 7-lane Primary Arterial 
7-M = 7-lane Major Arterial 
6-PA = 6-lane Primary Arterial 
6-M = 6-lane Major Arterial 
5-M = 5-lane Major Arterial (3SB /2NB) 
4-P = 4-lane Primary Arterial 

4-M = 4-lane Major Arterial 
4-CL = 4-lane Collector (with continuous left-turn lane) 
4-C = 4-lane Collector (without continuous left-turn lane) 
2-CL = 2-lane Collector (with continuous left-turn lane) 
2-CN = 2-lane Collector (no fronting property) 
2-C = 2-lane Collector (without continuous left-turn lane) 



b. Horizon Year Plus CPU Condition 

Roadway Segments 

The volumes under the Horizon Year Plus CPU conditions are shown on 
Figures 5.12-3a and 5.12-3b.  With the specified proposed classifications, the following 
roadway segments would be expected to operate at unacceptable levels of service in the 
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition (Table 5.12-5). 

1. Otay Mesa Road, Caliente Ave. to Corporate Center Dr. (LOS F) 
2. Otay Mesa Road, Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd. (LOS F) 
3. Airway Road, Caliente Ave. to Heritage Rd. (LOS E) 
4. Airway Road, Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd. (LOS F) 
5. Siempre Viva Road, Otay Center Dr. to SR-905 (LOS E) 
6. Siempre Viva Road, SR-905 to Paseo de las Americas (LOS F) 
7. Caliente Avenue, Airway Rd. to Beyer Blvd. (LOS E) 
8. Caliente Avenue, Beyer Blvd. to Siempre Viva Rd. (LOS F) 
9. Heritage Road/ Otay Valley Road, Main St. to Avenida de Las Vistas (LOS F) 
10. Heritage Road/ Otay Valley Road, Avenida De Las Vistas to Datsun St. (LOS F) 
11. Cactus Road, Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd. (LOS F) 
12. Cactus Road, Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. (LOS F) 
13. Britannia Boulevard, SR-905 to Airway Rd. (LOS F) 
14. La Media Road, SR-905 to Airway Rd. (LOS F) 
15. Dennery Road, Black Coral Ln. to East End (LOS F) 
16. Avenida De Las Vistas, Vista Santo Domingo to Dennery Rd. (LOS F) 
17. Del Sol Boulevard, Surf Crest Dr. to Riviera Pointe (LOS F) 
18. Del Sol Boulevard, Riviera Pointe to Dennery Rd. (LOS F) 
19. Old Otay Mesa Road, Crescent Bay Dr. to Beyer Blvd. (LOS F) 
20. Camino Maquiladora, Heritage Rd. to Pacific Rim Ct. (LOS F) 
21. Camino Maquiladora, Pacific Rim Ct. to Cactus Rd. (LOS E) 
22. Progressive Avenue, Corporate Center Dr. to Innovative Dr. (LOS F) 
23. Datsun Street, Innovative Dr. to Heritage Rd. (LOS F) 
24. Exposition Way/Vista Santo Domingo, Avenida de las Vistas to Corporate Dr. 

(LOS F) 

The CPU impacts to the above 24 roadway segments would be significant.   

 



FIGURE 5.12-3a
Horizon Year Plus CPU Condition Roadway Segment Volumes (West)

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012

Not to Scale



FIGURE 5.12-3b
Horizon Year Plus CPU Condition Roadway Segment Volumes (East)

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012

Not to Scale

- Refer to the Caltrans SR-11 and Otay Mesa POE Final Tier II EIR/EIS, March 2012 for the preferred alternative.

*

*



TABLE 5.12-5 
CPU HORIZON YEAR ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE 

 
 

Street Segment 

Horizon Year  Horizon Year with CPU 

Sig? Class1 
LOS E  
ADT2 

Segment 
ADT V/C LOS 

New 
Class 

New 
V/C 

New 
LOS 

Otay Mesa Road 

Street A to Caliente Ave. 
Caliente Ave. to Corporate Center Dr. 
Corporate Center Dr. to Innovative Dr. 
Innovative Dr. to Heritage Rd. 
Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd. 
Cactus Rd. to Britannia Blvd. 
Britannia Blvd. to Ailsa Ct. 
Alisa Ct. to La Media Rd. 
La Media Rd. to Piper Ranch Rd. 
Piper Ranch Rd. to SR-125 
SR-125 to Harvest Rd. 
Harvest Rd. to Sanyo Ave. 
Sanyo Ave. to Enrico Fermi Dr. 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
7-M 
8-M 
4-P 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 

60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
55,000 
70,000 
45,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 

26,000 
72,500 
51,500 
46,500 
76,500 
44,000 
50,500 
42,500 
54,000 
28,500 
36,000 
32,000 
7,500 

0.43 
1.21 
0.86 
0.78 
1.28 
0.73 
0.84 
0.77 
0.77 
0.63 
0.90 
0.80 
0.19 

B 
F 
D 
C 
F 
C 
D 
C 
C 
C 
E 
D 
A 

6-M 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 

0.52 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

0.71 
0.90 
0.48 
0.60 
0.53 
0.13 

B 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
C 
D 
B 
C 
B 
A 

N 
Y 
N 
N 
Y 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 

Airway Road 

Old Otay Mesa Rd. to Caliente Ave. 
Caliente Ave. to Heritage Rd. 
Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd. 
Cactus Rd. to Britannia Blvd. 
Britannia Blvd. to La Media Rd. 
La Media Rd. to Harvest Rd. 
Harvest Rd. to Sanyo Ave. 
Sanyo Ave. to Paseo de las Americas 
Paseo de las Americas to Michael Faraday Dr. 
Michael Faraday Dr. to Enrico Fermi Dr. 
Enrico Fermi Dr. to Siempre Viva Rd.* 

4-CL 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 

30,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 

10,500 
38,000 
60,500 
44,500 
35,000 
34,000 
26,500 
10,000 
9,500 

12,000 
12,500 

0.35 
0.95 
1.52 
1.11 
0.88 
0.85 
0.66 
0.25 
0.24 
0.30 
0.31 

A 
E 
F 
F 
D 
D 
C 
A 
A 
A 
A 

- 
- 

6-PA 
6-M 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 

1.01 
0.89 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
F 
D 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

N 
Y 
Y 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 

Siempre Viva Road 

Caliente Ave. to West Terminus  
Cactus Rd. to Britannia Blvd.  
Britannia Blvd. to La Media Rd.  
La Media Rd. to Harvest Rd.  
Harvest Rd. to Otay Center Dr.  
Otay Center Dr. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Paseo de las Americas 
Paseo de las Americas to Michael Faraday Dr.  
Michael Faraday Dr. to Enrico Fermi Dr. 
Enrico Fermi Dr. to SR-11* 

4-M 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
4-M 
4-M 
4-M 

40,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
40,000 
40,000 
40,000 

10,000 
37,000 
42,500 
40,500 
34,000 
60,000 
63,000 
23,000 
21,000 
17,500 

0.25 
0.62 
0.71 
0.68 
0.57 
1.00 
1.05 
0.58 
0.53 
0.44 

A 
C 
C 
C 
B 
E 
F 
C 
B 
B 

2-CL 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

0.67 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

C 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
Y 
Y 
N 
N 
N 



TABLE 5.12-5 
CPU HORIZON YEAR ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(continued) 
 

Street Segment 

Horizon Year  Horizon Year with CPU 

Sig? Class1 
LOS E  
ADT2 

Segment 
ADT V/C LOS 

New 
Class 

New 
V/C 

New 
LOS 

Palm Ave. I-805 to Dennery Rd. 7-PA 65,000 59,500 0.92 D - - - N 

Ocean View Hills 
Parkway 

Dennery Rd. to Del Sol Blvd.  
Del Sol Blvd. to Street “A” 
Street “A” to Otay Mesa Rd. 

4-M 
6-M 
6-M 

40,000 
50,000 
50,000 

22,000 
35,000 
23,500 

0.55 
0.70 
0.42 

C 
C 
B 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

N 
N 
N 

Caliente Avenue 

Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Airway Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Beyer Blvd. 
Beyer Blvd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

6-M 
6-M 
4-M 
4-M 

50,000 
50,000 
40,000 
40,000 

38,000 
32,000 
46,000 
41,000 

0.76 
0.64 
1.15 
1.03 

C 
C 
F 
F 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-M 

- 

0.63 
0.53 
0.92 

- 

C 
B 
E 
- 

N 
N 
Y 
Y 

Beyer Boulevard Alaquinas Dr. to Old Otay Mesa Rd. Old Otay 
Mesa Rd. to Caliente Ave. 3 

4-M 
4-M 

40,000 
40,000 

32,500 
31,000 

0.81 
0.78 

D 
D 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
- 

N 
N 

Heritage Road/ Otay 
Valley Road 

Main St. to Avenida de Las Vistas**  
Avenida De Las Vistas to Datsun St. 
Datsun St. to Otay Mesa Rd. 
Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Airway Rd. 

6-PA 
6-M 
6-M 
6-M 
6-M 

60,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 

83,000 
75,500 
48,000 
23,500 
35,000 

1.38 
1.51 
0.96 
0.47 
0.70 

F 
F 
E 
B 
C 

- 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 

- 
1.26 
0.80 
0.39 
0.58 

- 
F 
C 
A 
B 

Y 
Y 
N 
N 
N 

Cactus Road 
Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd.  
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 
Siempre Viva Rd. to South End 

4-CL 
4-CL 
2-CL 

30,000 
30,000 
15,000 

40,500 
40,500 
11,000 

1.35 
1.35 
0.73 

F 
F 
D 

4-M 
4-M 
- 

1.01 
1.01 

- 

F 
F 
- 

Y 
Y 
N 

Britannia Boulevard 

Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Airway Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
Siempre Viva Rd. to South End 

4-M 
4-M 
4-M 
2-C 

40,000 
40,000 
40,000 
8,000 

17,500 
63,000 
44,500 
22,000 

0.44 
1.58 
1.11 
2.75 

B 
F 
F 
F 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-M 
4-CL 

0.29 
1.05 
0.89 
0.73 

A 
F 
D 
D 

N 
Y 
N 
N 

La Media Road 

Birch Rd. to Lone Star Rd.**  
Lone Star Rd. to Aviator Rd.  
Aviator Rd. to Otay Mesa Rd.  
Otay Mesa Rd. to SR-905 
SR-905 to Airway Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
6-PA 
4-M 

60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
60,000 
40,000 

N/A 
19,500 
22,500 
37,500 
64,000 
33,000 

N/A 
0.33 
0.38 
0.63 
1.06 
0.83 

N/A 
A 
A 
C 
F 
D 

N/A 
4-M 
4-M 

- 
- 

5-M 

N/A 
0.49 
0.56 

- 
- 

0.73 

N/A 
B 
C 
- 
- 
C 

N/A 
N 
N 
N 
Y 
N 

Harvest Road 
South of Otay Mesa Rd. 
Airway Rd. to Otay Center Dr. 
Otay Center Dr. to Siempre Viva Rd. 

4-M 
4-M 
4-M 

40,000 
40,000 
40,000 

8,500 
16,000 
10,000 

0.21 
0.40 
0.25 

A 
B 
A 

2-CL 
4-CL 
4-CL 

0.57 
0.53 
0.33 

C 
C 
A 

N 
N 
N 

Enrico Fermi Drive 
SR-11 to Airway Rd.* 
Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
Siempre Viva Rd. to Via de la Amistad 

4-M 
4-M 
4-M 

40,000 
40,000 
40,000 

15,500 
8,000 

10,500 

0.62 
0.20 
0.26 

B 
A 
A 

- 
4-CL 
4-CL 

- 
0.27 
0.35 

- 
A 
B 

N 
N 
N 



TABLE 5.12-5 
CPU HORIZON YEAR ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(continued) 
 

Street Segment 

Horizon Year  Horizon Year with CPU 

Sig? Class1 
LOS E  
ADT2 

Segment 
ADT V/C LOS 

New 
Class 

New 
V/C 

New 
LOS 

Lone Star Road SR-125 to Piper Ranch Rd. 
Piper Ranch Rd. to City/County Boundary 

4-M 
4-M 

40,000 
40,000 

35,000 
36,000 

0.88 
0.90 

D 
E 

6-PA 
6-PA 

0.58 
0.60 

B 
C 

N 
N 

Aviator Road Heritage Rd. to La Media Rd. 3 2-C 8,000 23,000 2.88 F 4-CL 0.77 D N 

Dennery Road 

Palm Ave. to Del Sol Blvd.  
Palm Ave. to Regatta Ln.  
Regatta Ln. to Red Coral Ln. 
Red Coral Ln. to Black Coral Ln.  
Black Coral Ln. to East End 

4-M 
4-M 
4-CL 
2-CL 
2-CN 

40,000 
40,000 
30,000 
15,000 
10,000 

28,000 
19,500 
12,500 
12,500 
16,500 

0.70 
0.49 
0.42 
0.83 
1.65 

C 
B 
B 
D 
F 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

N 
N 
N 
N 
Y 

Avenida De Las 
Vistas 

Otay Valley Rd. to Vista Santo Domingo 
Vis ta Santo Domingo to Dennery Rd. 

2-CN 
2-CN 

10,000 
10,000 

7,000 
19,500 

0.70 
1.95 

C 
F 

- 
-  

- 
- 

- 
- 

N 
Y 

Del Sol Boulevard 

Ocean View Hills Pkwy. to Surf Crest Dr.  
Surf Crest Dr. to Riviera Pointe 
Riviera Pointe to Dennery Rd.  
Dennery Rd. to I-805 

4-CL 
2-CN 
2-CL 
4-CL 

30,000 
10,000 
15,000 
30,000 

19,500 
23,000 
23,000 
16,000 

0.65 
2.30 
1.53 
0.53 

C 
F 
F 
C 

- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 

N 
Y 
Y 
N 

Street A Ocean View Hills Pkwy. to Otay Mesa Rd. 4-M 40,000 13,500 0.34 A - - - N 

Old Otay Mesa Road 
Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd.  
Airway Rd. to Crescent Bay Dr.  
Crescent Bay Dr. to Beyer Blvd. 

4-CL 
4-CL 
2-C 

30,000 
30,000 
8,000 

22,000 
14,500 
16,000 

0.73 
0.48 
2.00 

D 
C 
F 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

N 
N 
Y 

Emerald Crest Dr. Otay Mesa Rd. to South End 3 4-CL 30,000 25,000 0.83 D - - - N 

Corporate Center Drive 
South End to Otay Mesa Rd. 3 
Otay Mesa Rd. to Progressive Ave. 
Progressive Ave. to Innovative Dr. 

4-CL 
4-CL 
2-C 

30,000 
30,000 
8,000 

17,500 
19,500 
8,000 

0.58 
0.65 
1.00 

C 
C 
E 

- 
- 

2-CL 

- 
- 

0.53 

- 
- 
C 

N 
N 
N 

Innovative Drive Otay Mesa Rd. to Corporate Center Dr. 4-CL 30,000 15,000 0.50 C - - - N 
Piper Ranch Road Lone Star Rd. to Otay Mesa Rd. 4-CL 30,000 20,500 0.68 D - - - N 
Sanyo Avenue Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd. 4 4-C 15,000 24,500 1.63 F 4-CL 0.82 D N 
Heinrich Hertz Drive Airway Rd. to Paseo de las Americas4 2-CL 15,000 12,000 0.80 D - - - N 

Paseo de las Americas Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
Siempre Viva Rd. to Marconi Dr. 

2-C 
2-C 

8,000 
8,000 

16,500 
15,000 

2.06 
1.88 

F 
F 

4-CL 
4-CL 

0.55 
0.50 

C 
C 

N 
N 

Marconi Drive Paseo de las Americas to Enrico Fermi Dr. 2-C 8,000 8,000 1.00 E 2-CL 0.53 C N 
Otay Center Drive Harvest Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.4 4-C 15,000 15,500 1.03 F 4-CL 0.52 C N 
Michael Faraday 
Drive 

Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd. 4  
Siempre Viva Rd. to Marconi Dr. 4 

2-CL 
2-CL 

15,000 
15,000 

6,500 
8,000 

0.43 
0.53 

B 
C 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
- 

N 
N 

St. Andrews Avenue Otay Mesa Center Rd. to La Media Rd. 2-C 8,000 13,500 1.69 F 4-CL 0.45 C N 



TABLE 5.12-5 
CPU HORIZON YEAR ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(continued) 
 

Street Segment 

Horizon Year  Horizon Year with CPU 

Sig? Class1 
LOS E  
ADT2 

Segment 
ADT V/C LOS 

New 
Class 

New 
V/C 

New 
LOS 

Gailes Boulevard Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 2-C 8,000 12,500 1.56 F 4-C 0.83 D N 

Camino Maquiladora 
Heritage Rd. to Pacific Rim Ct.  
Pacific Rim Ct. to Cactus Rd. 
Cactus Rd. to Continental St. 

2-C 
2-C 
2-C 

8,000 
8,000 
8,000 

9,500 
7,500 
6,000 

1.19 
0.94 
0.75 

F 
E 
D 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

Y 
Y 
N 

Pacific Rim Court Otay Mesa Rd. to Camino Maquiladora 2-C 8,000 4,500 0.56 C - - - N 
Progressive Avenue Corporate Center Dr. to Innovative Dr. 2-C 8,000 11,500 1.44 F - - - Y 
Otay Mesa Center Road Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 2-C 8,000 24,000 1.60 F 4-CL 0.80 D N 
Datsun Street Innovative Dr. to Heritage Rd. 3 2-C 8,000 30,000 3.75 F 4-CL 1.00 E Y 
Avenida Costa Azul Otay Mesa Rd. to St. Andrews Ave. 3 2-CL 15,000 19,000 1.27 F 4-CL 0.63 B N 
Excellante Street Airway Rd. to Gigantic St. 4-C 15,000 6,000 0.40 B 2-C 0.75 D N 
Gigantic Street Excellante St. to Centurion St. 4-C 15,000 6,000 0.40 B 2-C 0.75 D N 
Centurion Street Airway Rd. to Gigantic St. 4-C 15,000 6,000 0.40 B 2-C 0.75 D N 
Exposition Way/ 
Vista Santo Domingo 

Avenida De Las Vistas to Corporate Dr. 4 2-CN 10,000 12,500 1.25 F - - - Y 

Continental Street South of Otay Mesa Rd.  
North of Airway Rd. 

2-C 
2-CL 

8,000 
15,000 

4,500 
12,000 

0.56 
0.80 

C 
D 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
- 

N 
N 

NOTE: 
*Segment in County of San Diego 
**Segment in City of Chula Vista 
1Current Community Plan Classification, unless footnotes 3 or 4 apply.  
2Source: City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, Table 2. 
3Add to Circulation Plan. 
4Functional classification shown, not currently classified. 
Sig? = Significant impact, Yes (Y) or No (N).  
New LOS = LOS after change in classification. 
- = No reclassification is proposed by the CPU. 
N/A = Not applicable, as this analysis assumes the segment of La Media Road between 
Birch Road and Lone Star Road is not completed since the City of Chula Vista has 
removed it from their facilities financing plan. 
 
 

Legend 
8-M = 8-lane Major Arterial 
7-PA =  7-lane Primary Arterial 
7-M  = 7-lane Major Arterial 
6-PA  = 6-lane Primary Arterial 
6-M  =  6-lane Major Arterial 
5-M  =  5-lane Major Arterial (3SB /2NB) 
4-P  =  4-lane Primary Arterial 
4-M  =  4-lane Major Arterial 
4-CL  =  4-lane Collector (with continuous left-turn lane) 
4-C  =  4-lane Collector (without continuous left-turn lane) 
2-CL  = 2-lane Collector (with continuous left-turn lane) 
2-CN  = 2-lane Collector (no fronting property) 
2-C  =  2-lane Collector (without continuous left-turn lane) 



Intersections 

With the specified proposed classifications the following intersections would be expected 
to operate at unacceptable levels of service in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition 
(Table 5.12-6): 

1. Palm Ave./I-805 NB Ramps (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours)  
2. Palm Ave./Dennery Rd. (LOS E in the PM peak hour) 
3. Otay Mesa Rd./Caliente Ave. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
4. Caliente Ave./SR-905 WB Ramps (LOS F in the AM peak hour and LOS D with 

excessive queues blocking the intersection in the PM peak hour) 
5. Caliente Ave./SR-905 EB Ramps (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
6. Caliente Ave./Airway Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
7. Caliente Ave./Beyer Blvd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
8. Otay Mesa Rd./Heritage Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
9. Heritage Rd./SR-905 WB Ramps (LOS E in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the 

PM peak hour) 
10. Heritage Rd./SR-905 EB Ramps (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
11. Heritage Rd./Airway Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
12. Otay Mesa Rd./Cactus Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
13. Airway Rd./Cactus Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
14. Siempre Viva Rd./Cactus Rd. (LOS F in the PM peak hour) 
15. Otay Mesa Rd./Britannia Blvd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
16. Britannia Blvd./SR-905 WB Ramps (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
17. Britannia Blvd./SR-905 EB Ramps (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
18. Britannia Blvd./Airway Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
19. Siempre Viva Rd./Britannia Blvd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
20. Otay Mesa Rd./La Media Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
21. La Media Rd./SR-905 WB Ramps (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
22. La Media Rd./SR-905 EB Ramps (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
23. La Media Rd./Airway Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
24. La Media Rd./Siempre Viva Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
25. Lone Star Rd./SR-125 SB Off Ramp (LOS E in the AM peak hour and LOS F in 

the PM peak hours) 
26. Lone Star Rd./SR-125 NB On Ramp (LOS A with excessive queues blocking the 

intersection in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour) 
27. Lone Star Rd./Piper Ranch Rd. (LOS A with excessive queues blocking the 

intersection in the PM peak hour) 
28. Otay Mesa Rd./Piper Ranch Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
29. Otay Mesa Rd./SR-125 SB Off Ramp (LOS F in the AM peak hour and LOS B 

with excessive queues blocking the intersection in the PM peak hour) 
30. Otay Mesa Rd./Harvest Rd. (LOS F in the PM peak hour) 
31. Siempre Viva Rd./Otay Center Dr. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 



32. Siempre Viva Rd./SR-905 SB to EB Ramp (LOS C with excessive queues 
blocking the intersection in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour) 

33. Siempre Viva Rd./SR-905 SB to WB Ramp (LOS F in the AM and PM peak 
hours) 

34. Siempre Viva Rd./SR-905 NB Ramps (LOS D with excessive queues blocking 
the intersection in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour) 

35. Siempre Viva Rd./Paseo de las Americas (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
36. Ocean View Hills Pkwy./Del Sol Blvd. (LOS E in the AM and PM peak hours) 
37. Ocean View Hills Pkwy./Street A (LOS E in the PM peak hour) 
38. Old Otay Mesa Rd./Beyer Blvd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
39. Otay Mesa Rd./Corporate Center Dr. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
40. Otay Mesa Rd./Innovative Dr. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
41. Harvest Rd./Airway Rd. (LOS F in the AM peak hour) 
42. Harvest Rd./Siempre Viva Rd. (LOS E in the AM and PM peak hours) 
43. Otay Mesa Rd./Sanyo Ave. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
44. Airway Rd./Sanyo Ave. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
45. Paseo de las Americas/Heinrich Hertz Dr. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak 

hours) 
46. Paseo de las Americas/Marconi Dr. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
47. Heritage Rd./Otay Valley Rd. (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 
48. Aviator Rd./La Media Rd. (LOS F in the AM peak hour) 
49. Otay Valley Rd./Avenida de las Vistas (LOS F in the AM and PM peak hours) 

The CPU impacts at these 49 intersections would be significant. 

Freeway Segments 

Under the Horizon Year Plus CPU conditions, the following five segments of SR-905 
would be expected to operate at unacceptable levels (Table 5.12-7): 

1. SR-905, between Picador Boulevard and I-805 (LOS F0) 
2. SR-905, between I-805 and Caliente Avenue (LOS F2) 
3. SR-905, between Caliente Avenue and Heritage Drive (LOS F3) 
4. SR-905, between Heritage Drive and Britannia Boulevard (LOS F1) 
5. SR-905, between Britannia Boulevard and La Media Road (LOS F0) 

While the SR-905 has been planned to allow future HOV lanes, such a project has not 
been funded and, therefore, is not included in the analysis.  The CPU impacts to these 
five SR-905 segments would be significant.   

  



TABLE 5.12-6 
CPU HORIZON YEAR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

 
 

Intersection 

Horizon Year Plus CPU 

Mitigation 

Horizon Year Plus CPU With 
Mitigation Significant 

After 
Mitigation? 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
CD LOS CD LOS CD LOS CD LOS 

1 Palm Ave./I-805 SB Ramps  48.9 D 51.3 D Revise SB-LTR to LT; +1 SB-R* 24.8 C 35.7 D - 
2 Palm Ave./I-805 NB Ramps  116.1 F 122.6 F +1 dedicated NB-L; +1EB-T; +1EB-R; 

+1WB-T; +1WB-R 
4.6 A 5.5 A No 

3 Palm Ave./Dennery Rd.  33.5 C 67.2 E - - - - - Yes 
4 Otay Mesa Rd./Caliente Ave.  263.5 F 146.0 F +1 dedicated NB-R 205.9 F 87.2 F Yes 
5 Caliente Ave./SR-905 WB Ramps  83.1 F 43.2 D1 +1 NB-L; +1 dedicated SB-R 34.0 C1 34.0 C1 Yes 
6 Caliente Ave./SR-905 EB Ramps  165.7 F 150.5 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +1SB-L; +1 

dedicated EB-R 
55.0 E 70.2 E Yes 

7 Caliente Ave./Airway Rd.  228.5 F 223.0 F +1 dedicated NB-L; +1 dedicated 
EB-R 

143.0 F 200.5 F Yes 

8 Caliente Ave./Beyer Blvd.  252.0 F 429.8 F +2 dedicated SB-R; +1 dedicated 
EB-R 

212.7 F 122.4 F Yes 

9 Otay Mesa Rd./Heritage Rd.  367.5 F 257.4 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +1 dedicated 
SB-R; +1WB-R 

272.0 F 161.2 F Yes 

10 Heritage Rd./SR-905 WB Ramps  69.9 E 81.1 F +2 dedicated NB-R 15.9 B1 28.4 C1 Yes 
11 Heritage Rd./SR-905 EB Ramps  113.0 F 86.4 F +1 dedicated NB-L; +1 dedicated 

WB-R 
39.5 D1 25.5 C1 Yes 

12 Heritage Rd./Airway Rd.  162.7 F 402.8 F +2 dedicated WB-R 144.5 F 88.3 F Yes 
13 Heritage Rd./Siempre Viva Rd.  N/A N/A N/A N/A - N/A N/A N/A N/A - 
14 Otay Mesa Rd./Cactus Rd.  437.9 F 290.5 F +2 dedicated EB-R; +1 dedicated 

WB-R 
139.6 F 199.7 F Yes 

15 Airway Rd./Cactus Rd.  361.5 F 437.7 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +1 dedicated 
SB-R; +1 dedicated EB-R; +2 
dedicated WB-R 

188.6 F 306.2 F Yes 

16 Siempre Viva Rd./Cactus Rd.  48.7 D 127.7 F +1 dedicated NB-R 47.6 D 117.3 F Yes 
17 Otay Mesa Rd./Britannia Blvd.  108.5 F 117.2 F +1 dedicated EB-R; +1 dedicated 

WB-R 
63.1 E 47.5 D Yes 

18 Britannia Blvd./SR-905 WB Ramps  240.5 F 577.4 F Restripe 3rd SB-T to SB-TR; +1 
dedicated SB-R; Restripe WB-T to 
LTR 

65.0 E 547.1 F Yes 

19 Britannia Blvd./SR-905 EB Ramps  353.3 F 235.1 F +2 dedicated NB-R 305.9 F 67.1 E Yes 
20 Britannia Blvd./Airway Rd.  618.2 F 615.8 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +2 dedicated 

SB-R; +1 dedicated EB-R; +2 
dedicated WB-R  

184.9 F 241.1 F Yes 

21 Siempre Viva Rd./Britannia Blvd.  363.3 F 362.8 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +2 dedicated 
SB-R; +1 dedicated EB-R; +2 
dedicated WB-R 

177.5 F 143.2 F Yes 



 

Intersection 

Horizon Year Plus CPU 

Mitigation 

Horizon Year Plus CPU With 
Mitigation Significant 

After 
Mitigation? 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
CD LOS CD LOS CD LOS CD LOS 

22 Otay Mesa Rd./La Media Rd.  457.1 F 443.8 F +2 dedicated NB-R; +2 dedicated 
SB-R; +2 dedicated EB-R; +2 
dedicated WB-R 

131.9 F 126.2 F Yes 

23 La Media Rd./SR-905 WB Ramps 266.1 F 227.2 F +1 NB-T; +1 dedicated SB-L 129.8 F 112.7 F Yes 
24 La Media Rd./SR-905 EB Ramps 234.7 F 84.7 F +1 SB-T 162.2 F 48.5 D1 Yes 
25 La Media Rd./Airway Rd. 496.6 F 507.9 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +2 dedicated 

SB-R; +1 dedicated EB-R; +2 
dedicated WB-R 

182.5 F 212.5 F Yes 

26 La Media Rd./Siempre Viva Rd. 244.0 F 112.1 F Restripe SB to 1T and 2SB-R; +2 
dedicated WB-R 

81.6 F 37.1 D Yes 

27 La Media Rd./Lone Star Rd. N/A N/A N/A N/A - N/A N/A N/A N/A - 
28 Lone Star Rd./SR-125 SB Off Ramp 63.6 E 96.8 F - - - - - Yes 
29 Lone Star Rd./SR-125 NB On Ramp 2.1 A1 147.8 F - - - - - Yes 
30 Lone Star Rd./Piper Ranch Rd. 8.1 A 9.3 A1 - - - - - Yes 
31 Otay Mesa Rd./Piper Ranch Rd. 129.2 F 166.2 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +2 dedicated 

SB-R; +1 dedicated EB-R; +1 
dedicated WB-R 

44.6 D 47.5 D No 

32 Otay Mesa Rd./SR-125 SB Off 
Ramp 

82.9 F 13.0 B1 Restripe SB to SB-L, SB-T/L, SB-R 30.4 C 11.0 B1 Yes 

33 Otay Mesa Rd./SR-125 NB On 
Ramp 

4.8 A 22.0 C - - - - - - 

34 Otay Mesa Rd./Harvest Rd. 37.9 D 133.7 F +1 NB-L; +1 dedicated EB-R 11.8 B 38.9 D1 Yes 
35 Siempre Viva Rd./Otay Center Dr. 276.0 F 213.0 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +1 SB-L; +1 

dedicated SB-R; +1 EB-L; +1 
dedicated EB-R; +1 WB-L; +1 
dedicated WB-R 

83.0 F 85.4 F Yes 

36 Siempre Viva Rd./SR-905 SB to EB 
Ramp 

29.0 C1 146.2 F - - - - - Yes 

36A Siempre Viva Rd./SR-905 SB to WB 
Ramp 

2,6412 F1 205.72 F Signalize; +1 SB-R 382.0 F 16.3 B1 Yes 

37 Siempre Viva Rd./SR-905 NB 
Ramps 

47.2 D1 262.7 F +1 WB-R 39.3 D1 250.4 F Yes 

38 Siempre Viva Rd./Paseo de las 
Americas 

188.8 F 367.1 F NB restriped to L, LT, R; SB 
restriped to L, T, 2R; +1 dedicated 
WB-R 

78.8 E 159.5 F Yes 

39 Dennery Rd./Del Sol Blvd. 49.3 D 49.4 D - - - - - - 



 

Intersection 

Horizon Year Plus CPU 

Mitigation 

Horizon Year Plus CPU With 
Mitigation Significant 

After 
Mitigation? 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
CD LOS CD LOS CD LOS CD LOS 

40 Ocean View Hills Pkwy./Del Sol 
Blvd. 

67.8 E 67.3 E +1 dedicated SB-R; restripe EB to 
L-LT-R 

50.5 D 53.3 D No 

41 Ocean View Hills Pkwy./Street A 48.2 D 57.9 E +1 NB-L; +1 dedicated EB-R 35.5 D 34.6 C No 
42 Old Otay Mesa Rd./Beyer Blvd. 381.2 F 396.5 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +1 dedicated 

SB-R 
194.3 F 181.8 F Yes 

43 Otay Mesa Rd./Corporate Center 
Dr. 

119.3 F 184.3 F Restripe SB to 2L-TRF-R; +1 
dedicated EB-R 

78.6 E 140.6 F Yes 

44 Otay Mesa Rd./ Innovative Dr. 114.4 F 108.9 F Restripe SB to 2L-TRF-R 113.7 F 89.8 F Yes 
45 Harvest Rd./Airway Rd. 116.7 F 13.8 B +1 dedicated EB-R 42.5 D 13.5 B No 
46 Harvest Rd./Siempre Viva Rd. 76.6 E 69.2 E +1 SB-L; +1 dedicated SB-R; +1 

dedicated WB-R 
28.7 C 51.5 D No 

47 Otay Mesa Rd./Sanyo Ave. 263.3 F 276.6 F +1 NB-L; +1 dedicated NB-R; +2 
dedicated EB-R; +1 dedicated WB-
R 

106.7 F 89.0 F Yes 

48 Airway Rd./Sanyo Ave. 225.6 F 229.8 F +1 NB-L; +1 dedicated NB-R; +1 
SB-L; +2 dedicated SB-R; +2 
dedicated EB-R; +1 dedicated WB-
R 

49.7 D 38.6 D No 

49 Paseo de las Americas/Heinrich 
Hertz Dr. 

988.33 F 244.63 F Signalize; +1 NB-L 8.9 A 13.0 B No 

50 Paseo de las Americas/Marconi Dr. 869.64 F 108.04 F Signalize; +1 SB-L 11.5 B 13.4 B No 
51 Heritage Rd./Otay Valley Rd. 516.4 F 837.9 F +1 dedicated NB-R; +2 dedicated 

SB-R; +1 EB-L; +1 dedicated EB-R; 
+1 WB-L; +1 dedicated WB-R 

178.7 F 382.7 F Yes 

  



 

Intersection 

Horizon Year Plus CPU 

Mitigation 

Horizon Year Plus CPU With 
Mitigation Significant 

After 
Mitigation? 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
CD LOS CD LOS CD LOS CD LOS 

52 Aviator Rd./La Media Rd. 105.1 F 38.0 D +1 dedicated SB-R 27.7 C 18.3 B No 
53 Otay Valley Rd./Avenida de las 

Vistas 
764.4 F 298.6 F - - - - - Yes 

SOURCE: Appendix J (Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012). 
NOTE: Control delay results should be considered unreliable at delay volumes higher than two times the LOS E delay of 80.0 seconds. 

*This is a suggested improvement and is not mitigation for a CPU impact. 
1Vehicles queues may extend through this intersection from a downstream intersection, resulting in degraded LOS from vehicles blocking this intersection. 
2Unsignalized: SB to WB right turn at LOS F (AM and PM peak hours) 
3Unsignalized: eastbound left turn at LOS F (AM Peak Hour); eastbound left and right turns at LOS F (PM Peak Hour). 
4Unsignalized: westbound left turn at LOS F (AM and PM Peak Hours); westbound right turn at LOS F (PM Peak Hour).  
Bold indicates a significant impact. 

 

Legend 
CD = Control Delay 
LOS = Level of Service 
SB=Southbound 
NB=Northbound 
EB=Eastbound 
WB=Westbound 
L = left turn lane 
T = through lane 
R = right turn lane 
S = shared lane 
Dedicated= change from a shared lane to an exclusive dedicated lane 

 



TABLE 5.12-7 
CPU HORIZON YEAR FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE  

 

Segment 
Lanes 

(1-Way) Capacity 

Horizon 
Year 
ADT 

Peak 
Volume V/C LOS 

Mitigation (with 
HOV lane)1 

V/C LOS 

SR-905 

Picador Blvd. to I-805 
I-805 to Caliente Ave. 
Caliente Ave. to Heritage Rd.  
Heritage Rd. to Britannia Blvd.  
Britannia Blvd. to La Media Rd.  
La Media Rd. to SR-125 
SR-125 to Siempre Viva Rd. 
Siempre Viva Rd. to Border 

2 + AUX 
3 + CL 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

6,500 
8,550 
7,050 
7,050 
7,050 
7,050 
7,050 
7,050 

128,500 
221,000 
196,000 
173,000 
154,000 
103,500 
99,000 
64,500 

6,853 
11,787 
10,453 
9,227 
8,213 
5,520 
5,280 
3,440 

1.05 
1.38 
1.48 
1.31 
1.16 
0.78 
0.75 
0.49 

F0 
F2 
F3 
F1 
F0 
C 
C 
B 

0.83 
1.13 
1.18 
1.04 
0.92 

- 
- 
- 

D 
F0 
F0 
F0 
D 
- 
- 
- 

I-805 

Main St. to Palm Ave.  
Palm Ave. to SR-905 
SR-905 to I-5 
I-5 to Border 

4+AUX+2HOV 
4+AUX+2HOV 

4 
6 

14,400 
14,400 
9,400 

14,100 

248,000 
222,000 
122,000 
135,500 

13,227 
11,840 
6,507 
7,227 

0.92 
0.82 
0.69 
0.51 

D 
D 
C 
B 

- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 

SR-125 Birch Rd. to Lone Star Rd. 
Lone Star Rd. to SR-905 

4 (Toll) 
4 (Toll) 

9,400 
9,400 

155,500 
115,500 

8,293 
6,160 

0.88 
0.66 

D 
C 

- 
- 

- 
- 

SR–11 
SR-905 to Enrico Fermi Dr.  
Enrico Fermi Dr. to Siempre Viva Rd 
Siempre Viva Rd. to Border 

2 
2 
2 

4,700 
4,700 
4,700 

47,000 
24,500 
39,500 

2,507 
1,307 
2,107 

0.53 
0.28 
0.45 

B 
A 
B 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

SOURCE: Appendix J (Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012) 
1SR-905 would include one HOV lane in each direction.  Note that the addition of 1 HOV lane in each direction to SR-905 is not in the RTP and 
is not funded.  The addition of 2 HOV lanes to I-805 is in the RTP and is funded, and is included in the Horizon Year baseline conditions. 

 
ADT = average daily traffic 
V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio  
LOS = Level of service 
Bold indicates a significant impact. 

 



Freeway Ramp Metering 

As shown in Table 5.12-8, 11 of the freeway ramp metering locations would be expected 
to experience delays in excess of 15 minutes in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  
Out of these locations, the following five ramp meter locations would also experience a 
downstream freeway operation of unacceptable LOS E or F in the Horizon Year Plus 
CPU condition: 

1. SR-905/Caliente Avenue WB on-ramp (AM and PM peak hours) 
2. SR-905/Heritage Road WB on-ramp (PM peak hour) 
3. SR-905/Britannia Boulevard WB on-ramp (AM and PM peak hours) 
4. SR-905/Britannia Boulevard EB on-ramp (PM peak hour) 
5. SR-905/La Media Road WB on-ramp (AM and PM peak hours) 

The CPU impacts at these five ramp meter locations would be significant. 

5.12.3.2  Significance of Impacts 

a. Roadway Segments  

A total of 24 roadway segments under the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition would be 
expected to operate at unacceptable LOS.  Therefore, the CPU would have a significant 
impact at all of these 24 roadway segment locations. 

b. Intersections 

A total of 49 intersections would be expected to operate at unacceptable levels under 
the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition. Therefore, the CPU would have a significant 
impact at all 49 of these intersections.   

c. Freeway Segments 

With the planned and funded I-805 improvements, all I-805 freeway segments would be 
expected to operate at an acceptable LOS in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition and 
therefore impacts would be less than significant.  Five SR-905 freeway segments would 
be expected to operate at unacceptable levels in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  
Thus, the CPU impact at these five SR-905 freeway segments would be significant. 

d. Freeway Ramp Metering 

Five SR-905 freeway ramps would be expected to experience delays over 15 minutes 
with downstream freeway operations at unacceptable levels in the Horizon Year Plus 
CPU condition.  The CPU impact at these five freeway ramps would be significant.   



TABLE 5.12-8 
CPU HORIZON YEAR RAMP METER OPERATIONS 

 

Peak 
Hour 

 
Location 

Demand1  
(Veh/Hr) 

Meter 
Rate2 

(Veh/Hr) 
Excess 

Demand 
Queue 
(Feet) 

Delay3 
(Min) 

Exceeds 
15-Minute 

Delay? 

Significant? 
(Exceeds 15 minutes 

and downstream 
freeway is LOS E or F) 

AM I-805/Palm Avenue NB (from WB) 1,280 960 320 8,000 20.0 Yes No4 
PM I-805/Palm Avenue NB (from WB) 1,380 960 420 10,500 26.3 Yes No4 
AM I-805/Palm Avenue NB (from EB) 655 960 None None None No No 
PM I-805/Palm Avenue NB (from EB) 540 960 None None None No No 
AM I-805/Palm Avenue SB 455 960 None None None No No 
PM I-805/Palm Avenue SB 645 960 None None None No No 
AM SR-905/Caliente Avenue WB 1,860 960 900 22,500 56.3 Yes Yes 
PM SR-905/Caliente Avenue WB 1,550 960 590 14,750 36.9 Yes Yes 
AM SR-905/Caliente Avenue EB 400 960 None None None No No 
PM SR-905/Caliente Avenue EB 400 960 None None None No No 
AM SR-905/Heritage Road WB 1,135 960 175 4,375 10.9 Yes No 
PM SR-905/Heritage Road WB 2,550 960 1,590 39,750 99.4 Yes Yes 
AM SR-905/Heritage Road EB 360 960 None None None No No 
PM SR-905/Heritage Road EB 800 960 None None None No No 
AM SR-905/Britannia Blvd. WB 1,350 960 390 9,750 24.4 Yes Yes 
PM SR-905/Britannia Blvd. WB 3,355 960 2,395 59,875 149.1 Yes Yes 
AM SR-905/Britannia Blvd. EB 710 960 None None None No No 
PM SR-905/Britannia Blvd. EB 1,400 960 440 11,000 27.5 Yes Yes 
AM SR-905/La Media Road WB 2,050 960 1,090 27,250 68.1 Yes Yes 
PM SR-905/La Media Road WB 3,025 960 2,065 51,625 129.0 Yes Yes 
AM SR-905/La Media Road EB 1,000 960 40 1,000 2.5 No No 
PM SR-905/La Media Road EB 1,950 960 990 24,750 61.8 Yes No4 
AM SR-905/Siempre Viva Rd. NB 1,185 960 225 5,625 14.1 No No 
PM SR-905/Siempre Viva Rd. NB 3,510 960 2,550 63,750 159.4 Yes No4 
AM SR-905/Siempre Viva Rd. SB 750 960 None None None No No 
PM SR-905/Siempre Viva Rd. SB 1,670 960 710 17,750 44.4 Yes No4 
AM SR-125/Otay Mesa Rd. NB 1,680 960 720 24,000 45.0 Yes No4 
PM SR-125/Otay Mesa Rd. NB 2,455 960 1,495 37,375 93.4 Yes No4 
AM SR-125/Lone Star Rd. NB 850 960 None None None No No 
PM SR-125/Lone Star Rd. NB 3,615 960 2,655 66,375 166.0 Yes No4 
SOURCE: Appendix J (Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012). 
Bold indicates a significant impact. 
1Total hourly volume entering from both directions.   
2Most restrictive meter rate used, per Caltrans.  This Veh/Hr assumes 2 lanes and 2 cars per green light on a 15-second cycle. 
3𝐷𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦 = 𝐸𝑥𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠 𝐷𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑑 (𝑣𝑒ℎ𝑖𝑐𝑙𝑒𝑠)

𝑀𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒 (𝑣𝑒ℎ𝑖𝑐𝑙𝑒𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟)
 𝑥 60 𝑚𝑖𝑛. 𝑝𝑒𝑟 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟 

4While the delay exceeds 15 minutes, the downstream freeway operates at acceptable LOS.  Thus, this impact is considered less than significant. 



5.12.3.3  Mitigation Framework 

At the program-level, impacts shall be reduced through the proposed classifications of 
roadways and identification of necessary roadway, intersection and freeway 
improvements.  Mitigation or construction of these improvements shall be carried out at 
the project-level via the Public Facilities Financing Plan and future development projects.  
Funding shall be through construction by individual development projects, collection of 
FBA fees, fair share contributions to be determined at the project-level, and potentially 
other sources.  

The following standards apply to the area designated for commercial and industrial uses 
as shown in Figure 3-9 (Project Description) within OM-CPIOZ. Future commercial and 
industrial development applications for properties identified on Figure 3-9 that are 
consistent with the CPU, the based zone regulations, and these supplemental 
regulations will be processed ministerially (CPIOZ A) in accordance with the procedures 
of the CPIOZ (Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 14). Development that 
complies with all of the following shall be processed as CPIOZ A:  Development that 
includes construction of the abutting street(s) to the street classification identified in the 
Mobility Element of the Otay Mesa Community Plan and intersection configurations 
identified in Figures 5.12-4a-g; and development projects that can provide 
documentation from a California Registered Traffic Engineer, confirmed and accepted by 
the City Engineer, stating that the proposed project’s traffic volumes are based on the 
City’s trip generation rates and are less than 1,000 ADTs. 

Development proposals that do not comply with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ 
Type A and the regulations of the underlying zone shall apply for a Process 3 CPIOZ 
Type B permit. Applications for a Process 3 CPIOZ Type B permit shall meet the 
purpose and intent of the regulations of the underlying zone and the supplemental 
regulations. Deviations from these regulations may be granted by the City Manager in 
accordance with the procedures of the CPIOZ (Municipal Code Section 132.1403). 

a. Roadway Segments 

Even with incorporation of the recommended street classifications in Table 5.12-4 in the 
CPU, Public Facilities Financing Plan, and future project development review and 
(ministerial) and discretionary review through the CPIOZthe proposed classifications, 24 
roadway segments would operate unacceptably in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  
The TIA identified additional potential improvement measures that are not recommended 
as part of the CPU and are not included as part of the project. The reasons for not 
recommending the improvements are detailed in the Findings and the Statement of 
Overriding Considerationsinclude various factors such as adjacency to environmentally 
sensitive land and/or steep hillsides, existing development conflicts, and/or multi-modal 
and urdanurban design context. The impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidableunmitigated.  At the project-level, partial mitigation may be possible in the 



form of transportation demand management measures that encourage carpooling and 
other alternate means of transportation.  At the time future subsequent development 
projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would contain detailed 
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented 
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide mitigation at the time 
of impact. 

The 24 roadway segments that would operate unacceptably in the Horizon Year plus 
CPU Condition are listed below.   

1. Otay Mesa Road, Caliente Ave. to Corporate Center Dr.  
2. Otay Mesa Road, Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd.  
3. Airway Road, Caliente Ave. to Heritage Rd.  
4. Airway Road, Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd.  
5. Siempre Viva Road, Otay Center Dr. to SR-905 
6. Siempre Viva Road, SR-905 to Paseo de las Americas  
7. Caliente Avenue, Airway Rd. to Beyer Blvd. 
8. Caliente Avenue, Beyer Blvd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
9. Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road, Main St. to Avenida de Las Vistas  
10. Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road, Avenida de las Vistas to Datsun St.  
11. Cactus Road, Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd.  
12. Cactus Road, Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
13. Britannia Boulevard, SR-905 to Airway Rd.  
14. La Media Road, SR-905 to Airway Rd.  
15. Dennery Road, Black Coral Ln. to East End  
16. Avenida de las Vistas, Vista Santo Domingo to Dennery Rd.  
17. Del Sol Boulevard, Surf Crest Dr. to Riviera Pointe 
18. Del Sol Boulevard, Riviera Pointe to Dennery Rd. 
19. Old Otay Mesa Road, Crescent Bay Dr. to Beyer Blvd.  
20. Camino Maquiladora, Heritage Rd. to Pacific Rim Ct. 
21. Camino Maquiladora, Pacific Rim Ct. to Cactus Rd.  
22. Progressive Avenue, Corporate Center Dr. to Innovative Dr. 
23. Datsun Street,  Innovative Dr. to Heritage Rd. 
24. Exposition Way/Vista Santo Domingo, Avenida de las Vistas to Corporate 

Center Dr.  
 
b. Intersections   

A total of 49 intersections would be significantly impacted by the CPU.  Even with 
incorporation of the recommended land configurations shown in Figure 5.12-4a-4g for 
the 53 intersections analyzed into the projects to be funded through the Public Facilities 
Financing Plan, and through future development projects (ministerial and discretionary 
through the CPIOZWith mitigation measures, a total of 39 intersections would continue 



to be significantly impacted. The TIA identified further potential improvement measures 
such as additional intersection turning movement lanes that are not recommended as 
part of the CPU and are not included as part of the project. The reasons for not 
recommending the improvements include considerations such as adjacency to 
environmentally sensitive land, steep hillsides, routes to schools, and multi-modal and 
urban design context, or because additional study would be required in order to make 
additional recommendationsare detailed in the Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. At the project-level, partial mitigation may be possible in the form of 
transportation demand management measures that encourage carpooling and other 
alternate means of transportation.  At the time future discretionary subsequent 
development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would contain 
detailed recommendations. All project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be 
implemented prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide 
mitigation at the time of impact. 

The impacts are considered significant and unavoidableunmitigated.  To reduce impacts 
the following mitigation shall be provided: 

TRF-1: Intersections shall be improved per the intersection lane designations 
identified in Figures 5.12-4a-g. 

c. Freeway Segments 

While providing one HOV lane in each direction on the SR-905 would reduce impacts 
associated with buildout of the CPU, the additional lanes are not funded; therefore, 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable unmitigated at the programmatic level. 
At the project-level, partial mitigation may be possible in the form of auxiliary lanes 
and/or transportation demand management measures that encourage carpooling and 
other alternate means of transportation.  At the time future discretionary subsequent 
development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would contain 
detailed recommendations. All project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be 
implemented prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide 
mitigation at the time of impact. 

d. Freeway Ramp Metering 

Mitigation that would reduce freeway ramp metering impacts at the five significantly 
impacted SR-905 locations consists of adding a lane to the freeway on-ramp, auxiliary 
lanes, and/or implementation of transportation demand management (TDM) measures 
that encourage carpooling and other alternate means of transportation.  At the time 
future discretionarysubsequent development projects are proposed, project-specific 
traffic analyses would contain detailed recommendations. All project-specific mitigation 
for direct impacts shall be implemented prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy 
in order to provide mitigation at the time of impact. 



FIGURE 5.12-4a
Buildout Lane Configurations 1-8

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012



FIGURE 5.12-4b
Buildout Lane Configurations 9-16

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012



FIGURE 5.12-4c
Buildout Lane Configurations 17-24

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012



FIGURE 5.12-4d
Buildout Lane Configurations 25-32

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012



FIGURE 5.12-4e
Buildout Lane Configurations 33-41

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012



FIGURE 5.12-4f
Buildout Lane Configurations 42-50

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012



FIGURE 5.12-4g
Buildout Lane Configurations 51-53

Map Source: Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 2012



However, due to the uncertainty associated with implementing freeway ramp 
improvements, and uncertainty related to implementation of TDM measures, the freeway 
ramp impacts associated with the CPU would remain significant and unavoidable 
unmitigated at the program-level. 

5.12.3.4  Significance After Mitigation 

a. Roadway Segments 

Implementation of roadway segment improvements proposed as part of the CPU (see 
Section 5.12.3.1(a) above) would resolve several traffic impacts that would occur under 
the Horizon Year. However, 24 significant impacts as shown in Table 5.12-5 would 
remain unavoidableunmitigated and would operate unacceptably in the Horizon Year 
plus CPU Condition as shown below.: 

1. Otay Mesa Road, Caliente Ave. to Corporate Center Dr.  
2. Otay Mesa Road, Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd.  
3. Airway Road, Caliente Ave. to Heritage Rd.  
4. Airway Road, Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd.  
5. Siempre Viva Road, Otay Center Dr. to SR-905 
6. Siempre Viva Road, SR-905 to Paseo de las Americas  
7. Caliente Avenue, Airway Rd. to Beyer Blvd. 
8. Caliente Avenue, Beyer Blvd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
9. Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road, Main St. to Avenida de Las Vistas  
10. Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road, Avenida de las Vistas to Datsun St.  
11. Cactus Road, Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd.  
12. Cactus Road, Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
13. Britannia Boulevard, SR-905 to Airway Rd.  
14. La Media Road, SR-905 to Airway Rd.  
15. Dennery Road, Black Coral Ln. to East End  
16. Avenida de las Vistas, Vista Santo Domingo to Dennery Rd.  
17. Del Sol Boulevard, Surf Crest Dr. to Riviera Pointe 
18. Del Sol Boulevard, Riviera Pointe to Dennery Rd. 
19. Old Otay Mesa Road, Crescent Bay Dr. to Beyer Blvd.  
20. Camino Maquiladora, Heritage Rd. to Pacific Rim Ct. 
21. Camino Maquiladora, Pacific Rim Ct. to Cactus Rd.  
22. Progressive Avenue, Corporate Center Dr. to Innovative Dr. 
23. Datsun Street,  Innovative Dr. to Heritage Rd. 
24. Exposition Way/Vista Santo Domingo, Avenida de las Vistas to Corporate 

Center Dr. 
 



b. Intersections 

Implementation of intersection improvements identified in TRF-1 above, would occur in 
conjunction with future development within the CPU area and with implementation of 
Public Facilities Financing transportation projects.  The improvements would reduce 
significant impacts to below a level of significance at the following ten intersections (see 
Table 5.12-6): 

• Palm Avenue/I-805 NB Ramps 
• Otay Mesa Road/Piper Ranch Road 
• Ocean View Hills Parkway/Del Sol Boulevard 
• Ocean View Hills Parkway/Street A 
• Harvest Road/Airway Road 
• Harvest Road/Siempre Viva Road 
• Airway Road/Sanyo Avenue 
• Paseo de las Americas/Heinrich Hertz Drive 
• Paseo de las Americas/Marconi Drive 
•  Aviator Road/La Media Road  

The remaining 39 intersections would continue to operate at unacceptable levels with 
the proposed mitigation.  Additional intersection mitigation measures are not desirable 
and not recommended as discussed in the Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations.  Additional mitigation such as TDM measures may be identified in the 
future at the project-level.  Thus, these impacts would remain significant and not fully 
mitigated at the program-level. 

c. Freeway Segments 

The CPU would significantly impact five segments of SR-905.  Caltrans has designed 
the SR-905 to allow for the construction of HOV lanes, which would reduce the CPU 
impacts to below a level of significance at two of the five impacted freeway segments 
identified in Table 5.12-7.  However, the addition of HOV lanes to SR-905 is not a 
funded or planned project at this time and improvements to these facilities cannot be 
guaranteed to be implemented by the City.  Additional mitigation such as TDM measures 
may be identified in the future at the project-level.  Thus, at the program-level, CPU 
impacts to the five SR-905 freeway segments would remain significant and unmitigated.   

d. Freeway Ramp Metering 

As discussed above under 5.12.3.3(d), due to the uncertainty associated with 
implementing freeway improvements, limitations on increasing ramp capacity, and 
uncertainty regarding implementation of TDM measures, the freeway ramp impacts 
associated with the CPU identified in Table 5.12-8 would remain significant and 
unmitigated at the program-level. 



5.12.4 Issue 2: Traffic Hazards 
Would the project result in an increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians? 

5.12.4.1  Impacts 

The CPU is intended to create a balanced and safe multi-modal transportation network.  
As a part of this effort, the residential and industrial interfaces have been reduced and 
designated truck routes have been established (refer to Figure 3-7) to avoid the potential 
transportation conflicts caused by large haul trucks on residential and other streets 
where pedestrian use is expected to be heavy.  Where an interface of International 
Business and Trade and residential designations would be allowed, policies have been 
established to require a gradual transition between residential and industrial uses that 
would reduce traffic conflicts (see Section 5.1.4.1).   

All roadway improvements that would occur as part of CPU implementation would be 
constructed to City standards, including standards for sight distance, turning radii, speed 
limits, etc., and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Therefore, implementation of the 
CPU would not result in an increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles, bicyclists or 
pedestrians. 

5.12.4.2  Significance of Impacts 

All roadway improvements would be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
CPU Mobility Element roadway network satisfactory to the City Engineer. Additionally, 
the CPU includes policies that would reduce potential conflicts between vehicle, 
pedestrian, and bicyclists.  Conformance to City design standards and CPU policies 
would reduce impacts associated with traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians to below a level of significance. 

5.12.4.3  Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.  

5.12.4.4  Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.12.5 Issue 3: Circulation and Access 
Would the CPU create alterations to present circulation movements in the area including 
effects on existing public access points?  



5.12.5.1  Impacts 

As discussed in Section 5.12.3.1 above, the CPU proposes alterations to the existing 
circulation system through roadway reclassifications within the CPU area.  Buildout of 
the CPU would result in increased circulation capacity and access for vehicles, bicycles, 
and pedestrians (see Figures 3-3). The existing Otay Mesa POE and Brown Field 
access would be maintained.   

Temporary closures with detours may be required during street improvements and would 
be addressed through traffic control plans in accordance with City policy as construction 
plans for future projects are processed through the City.  No existing public access 
points would be permanently closed as part of CPU implementation.   

5.12.5.2  Significance of Impacts 

The CPU would not create alterations to present circulation movements in the area 
including existing public access points therefore impacts would be less than significant. 

5.12.5.3  Mitigation Framework  

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.  

5.12.5.4  Significance after Mitigation  

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.12.6 Issue 4: Alternative Transportation 
Would the CPU conflict with the adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation modes (e.g., bus turnouts, trolley extensions, bicycle lanes, 
bicycle racks, etc.)? 

5.12.6.1  Impacts 

a. Network Configuration 

The CPU includes plans for a pedestrian, transit, and bicycle transportation network (see 
Figures 3-2, 3-3, 3-5 and 3-6).  With implementation of the CPU, Airway Road would 
serve as the principal community transportation and activity corridor.  An east-west high 
frequency bus corridor is proposed to link between the South Bay bus rapid transit (BRT) 
and San Diego Trolley. The transit route that travels along Airway Road would link 
villages, employment centers, and Southwestern College within Otay Mesa.  Additional 
right-of-way for Airway Road would provide the option for dedicated transit lanes or other 
transit priority measures.  Additionally, a north-south BRT route is planned on SR-125 
and SR-905 from the Otay Mesa POE north.   



All local bus service within the CPU area would remain with implementation of the CPU.  
The BRT along the SR-125 and other bus routes in the CPU would continue to be 
operated by MTS. While the CPU takes into consideration future bus service, the future 
bus service to the area would be developed and provided by MTS.  Changes to MTS 
bus service are out of the control of the Lead Agency (City).    

The CPU would provide several more designated bicycle routes compared to the 
existing network, including a completely connected path along Airway Road; extending 
the Siempre Viva route; a connection from Otay View Hills Parkway through Caliente 
and Beyer; extension from Dennery Road through Ave de las Vistas/Exposition/ 
Corporate Center Drive to Otay Mesa Road; a route around the airport to Lone Star 
Road; and extended north-south routes on Cactus Road, Britannia, and La Media.  
Existing pedestrian paths are connected within the residential/commercial areas in the 
western plan area; however, the eastern plan area pedestrian network is fragmented 
and inconsistent.  Buildout of the CPU would improve this condition by providing a 
connected pedestrian sidewalk along roadways.  The proposed mixed-use areas would 
be designed to increase walkability.  In this way, the CPU would positively affect 
alternative transportation. 

b. CPU Goals and Policies 

The CPU includes several goals and policies to promote alternative transportation 
consistent with the General Plan (see Section 5.12.1.1 for a summary of these goals and 
policies).  The City of San Diego General Plan promotes alternative transportation 
through mixed-use villages, walkability, designs to promote transit, and bicycle access 
and transportation.  As discussed in the Mobility Element (Chapter 3), the CPU includes 
the following alternative transportation goals:  

• A pedestrian sidewalk and trails network that allows for safe and comfortable 
walking throughout the community. 

• An effective transit network that provides fast and reliable service to local and 
regional destinations.  

• A complete and interconnected street system that balances the needs of drivers, 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and others. 

• A bicycle commuter network that links residents to transit, recreational, 
educational, and employment opportunities within the community.  

• Transportation infrastructure and operations investments that facilitate goods 
movement and international travel, while fostering economic prosperity and a 
high quality of life within the community.  



• Support for public health goals to increase the potential for walking and other 
forms of exercise to be incorporated into everyday life. 

To implement these goals, the CPU includes a series of policies.  Many of these policies 
promote alternative transportation by ensuring that such transportation would be safe, as 
detailed in Section 5.12.4 above.  Also, several policies promote the future availability of 
transit, alternative transportation convenience (including connectivity and speed), and 
the appeal of alternative transportation.  These policies include: 

3.1-1 Provide a sidewalk and trail system with connections to villages, activity centers, 
and open spaces. 

3.1-4 Enhance street or pedestrian connections within industrial superblocks through 
exterior improvements such as public art, pedestrian scale windows, entrances, 
signs, street furniture, landscape, and plazas. 

3.1-5 Implement the Community Plan to contribute to more walkable, tree-lined streets, 
using identified drought-tolerant species.  

3.2-1 Encourage SANDAG and MTS to expand transit investments and service in Otay 
Mesa. 

3.2-2 Implement transit priority measures such as queue jumpers and signal priority 
measures to allow transit to bypass congestion and result in faster transit travel 
times at critical locations. 

3.2-4 Emphasize transit orientation in village development plans including but not 
limited to those identified on the Community Plan Land Use Map, Community 
Plan Figure 2-1. See also OMCP Urban Design Element. 

3.4-1 Refine and implement the Bicycle Master Plan in the Otay Mesa Community Plan 
area.  

3.4-2 Provide multi-use trails in a manner consistent with the MSCP, including but not 
limited to the following locations (see also Recreation Element, Trails Figure 7-1). 
Please nNote that south of Otay Mesa Road these alignments are conceptual, 
with trail head areas and trail alignments being required with future specific 
plans.   

All of these CPU policies and goals would be consistent with the City of San Diego’s 
General Plan.   



5.12.6.2  Significance of Impacts 

The CPU would be consistent with existing policies supporting alternative transportation 
modes. There would be no conflict and, thus, there would be no impact.  

5.12.6.3  Mitigation Framework  

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.12.6.4  Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

 



5.13 Public Services  

Public services are those functions that serve residents on a communitywide basis. 
Existing conditions for public services are included under Section 2.4, Public 
Infrastructure in the Environmental Setting. These functions include parks and 
recreation, libraries, schools, and fire and police protection. The following provides a 
discussion of these services and facilities as they relate to the CPU. This section is 
based on letters prepared by the service providers, which are included in Appendix K of 
this EIR. The locations of existing and planned facilities are shown on Figure 5.13-1. 

5.13.1 Existing Conditions 
5.13.1.1  Fire Protection 

Fire protection services to the CPU area are provided by the City’s Fire-Rescue 
Department (SDFD). The General Plan states that fire stations should be sited on lots 
that are at least three-quarters of an acre with room for expansion within two to two and 
a half miles apart and be staffed and equipped to respond to calls within their 
established standards. The SDFD’s goal is one firefighter per 1,000 citizens. To ensure 
adequate fire protection response to fire calls, the SDFD adheres to national standards, 
which require an initial response of fire suppression resources, a four-person engine 
company, within 5 minutes, and an effective fire force, 15 firefighters, within 9 minutes of 
a call. In addition, emergency medical services (EMS) has ambulances, paramedics, 
and emergency medical technicians (EMTs) who respond to emergency calls.  

The SDFD currently utilizes a four-level priority calls dispatch system. Level 1 is the 
most serious (e.g., heart attack, shortness of breath), and the closest fire engine and an 
advanced life support ambulance respond to this type of call. In this case, the fire crew 
response goal is within 8 minutes of being dispatched, and the ambulance response 
goal is within 12 minutes for Level 1 (the most serious) calls. A Level 2 call is the next 
most serious; however, these calls are either reprioritized up to a Level 1 call or down to 
a Level 3 call. Only the advanced life support ambulance responds to Level 2 calls; no 
fire station staff or equipment are deployed. The response time for a Level 2 call is 12 
minutes, the same as for a Level 1 call. For a Level 3 call (e.g., someone having 
extended flu-like symptoms), either a basic or advanced life support ambulance would 
respond. A basic ambulance is staffed with two EMTs, whereas an advanced life support 
ambulance is staffed with one paramedic and one EMT. The response time for a Level 3 
call is 18 minutes. For a Level 4 call, which is not an emergency (e.g., the patient could 
have driven him- or herself to a hospital), a basic ambulance would respond within 18 
minutes of being dispatched. EMS is under contract to meet the 12- or 18-minute 
response times at least 90 percent of the time. 



Fire station No. 43, located on the eastern end of Brown Field at 1590 La Media Road, 
serves the eastern portion of the CPU area. As of 2011, the western portion of the 
community, north of I-905, is served by Fire Station No. 6, located in the adjacent Otay 
Mesa-Nestor community planning area. The remaining portion of the CPU area, south of 
I-905, is served by Fire Station No. 29, located in the San Ysidro community planning 
area. Each fire station is equipped with at least one engine and four firefighters per day, 
per shift. 

Table 5.13-1 shows the average response times for all calls for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 for 
each of the fire stations that serve the CPU area, as well as the number of incidents 
responded to. 

TABLE 5.13-1 
FIRE STATION RESPONSE TIMES AND INCIDENTS  

 

Fire Station 

FY2011 Average 
Response Time 

(minutes) 
FY2011 Incidents 

Responded To 
Fire Station 43* 7.25 570 
Fire Station 6* 5.19 1,671 
Fire Station 29 
 Engine 5.06 1,441 
 Truck  5.09 1,618 

SOURCE:  SDFD 2011. 
*Fire Stations No. 43 and 6 are only equipped with a single engine. 

5.13.1.2  Police Protection 

The CPU area is within the boundaries of Beat 713 of the San Diego Police 
Department’s Southern Division. Southern Division, located at 1120 27th Street, provides 
police services to the following communities: Egger Highlands, Palm City, Nestor, Otay 
Mesa West, Ocean Crest, Tijuana River Valley, San Ysidro, Border, and Otay Mesa. The 
SDPD has mutual aid agreements with all other law enforcement agencies in San Diego 
County. 

Southern Division is currently staffed with 84 sworn personnel and 1 civilian employee. 
The current patrol strength at Southern Division is 79 uniformed patrol officers (SDPD, 
pers. comm. with Lieutenant Kevin Mayer 2013). Officers work 10-hour shifts. Staffing is 
composed of three shifts that operate from 6:00 A.M. – 4:00 P.M. (First Watch), 2:00 P.M. 
– 12:00 A.M. (Second Watch), and from 9:00 P.M. – 7:00 A.M. (Third Watch). Using the 
department's recommended staffing guidelines, Southern Division currently deploys a 
minimum of 9 patrol officers on First Watch, 11 officers on Second Watch, and 7 officers 
on Third Watch. 
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The SDPD does not staff individual stations based on ratios of sworn officers per 1,000-
population ratio. The goal citywide is to maintain 1.48 officers per 1,000 population ratio. 
The SDPD is currently reaching its targeted staffing ratio of 1.48 sworn officers per 1,000 
residents, based on 2011 estimate residential population of 1,311,882. The ratio is 
calculated to take into account all support and investigative positions within the SDPD. 
This ratio does not include the significant population increase resulting from citizens who 
commute to work from outside of the City or those visiting.  

The SDPD currently utilizes a five-level priority calls dispatch system, which includes 
Priority E (Emergency), One, Two, Three, and Four. The calls are prioritized by the 
phone dispatcher and routed to the radio operator for dispatch to the field units. The 
priority system is designed as a guide, allowing the phone dispatcher and the radio 
dispatcher discretion to raise or lower the call priority as necessary based on the 
information received. Priority E and Priority One calls involve serious crimes in progress 
or those with a potential for injury. Priority Two calls include vandalism, disturbances, 
and property crimes. Priority Three includes calls after a crime has been committed, 
such as cold burglaries and loud music. Priority Four calls include parking complaints or 
lost and found reports. 

Table 5.13-2 shows the year 2011 average response times for each priority level call 
within Beat 713. Also included in Table 5.13-2 are the citywide averages and police 
department goal response times.  

TABLE 5.13-2 
POLICE RESPONSE TIMES 

(minutes) 
 

Call Types 
Beat 713 Average 
Response Times 

Citywide Average 
Response Times 

Department Goal 
Response Times 

Emergency 8.3  6.6  7 
Priority One 18.6  12.1  14  
Priority Two 31.4  25.2  27  
Priority Three 71.3  67.4  70  
Priority Four 65.5  66.7  70  

SOURCE: SDPD, personal communication with Lieutenant Kevin Mayer, January 11, 2013.  
 

As shown in Table 5.13-2, the average response times for Beat 713 exceed the citywide 
average and department’s goals for all calls, except Priority Four. The SDPD strives to 
maintain the response time goals as one of various other measures used to assess the 
level of service to the community. 

5.13.1.3  Schools 

The student population within the CPU area is served by the Sweetwater Union High 
School District (SUHSD), Chula Vista Elementary School District (CVESD), and San 



Ysidro School District (SYSD), as discussed below. Figure 5.13-2 shows the boundaries 
of each school district within the CPU area.  

San Ysidro School District. SYSD serves the majority of the CPU area and extends 
easterly to the San Ysidro Mountains, covering areas within the jurisdiction of both the 
City and County of San Diego. The district has five elementary schools, one “paired” 
school, and one middle school (SYSD 2011). The paired school serves students in 
grades K-8, eliminating the need for a separate middle school. The schools within the 
SYSD that serve the CPU area are Beyer Elementary School (K-5), La Mirada 
Elementary School (K-5), Ocean View Hills (K-8), Smythe Elementary School (K-5), 
Sunset Elementary School (K-5), Willow Elementary School (K-5), and San Ysidro 
Middle School (6-8). The only SYSD school within the CPU area is Ocean View Hills 
(K-8), located at 4919 Del Sol Boulevard.   

Chula Vista Elementary School District. CVESD serves a small northwestern portion 
of the CPU area. This district operates 34 schools, none of which are located within the 
CPU area. 

Sweetwater Union High School District. SUHSD operates 18 junior and senior high 
schools and ancillary programs. The only SUHSD facility within the CPU area is the San 
Ysidro High School, located at 5333 Airway Road, just south of SR-905 in the western 
portion of the plan area. In addition, all middle school students not within SYSD attend 
Montgomery Middle School; Montgomery High School temporarily provides service for 
grades 9 through 12 for the portion of the CPU area between Del Sol Boulevard and I-
805 and I-905 (SUHSD, pers. com. with Paul Woods, 2010). SUHSD also operates the 
San Ysidro Adult School near I-805 at the western edge of the CPU area. San Ysidro 
Adult School provides English language acquisition, literacy, adult secondary, and 
vocational education.  



FIGURE 5.13-2

School Districts within the CPU Area
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Table 5.13-3 provides a summary of the enrollment status and capacity of the existing 
schools in the three districts which serve the CPU area.  

TABLE 5.13-3 
ENROLLMENT AND CAPACITY FOR SCHOOLS SERVING THE CPU AREA 

 
School Grades 2010-2011 Capacity 

San Ysidro School District (SYSD) 
 La Mirada Elementary School  K-5 528 642 
 Ocean View Hills School K-8 1,211 1,001 
 Smythe Elementary School K-8 536 924 
 Sunset Elementary School K-6 758 888 
 Willow Elementary School K-6 842 876 
 San Ysidro Middle School 7-8 894 1,022 
 Beyer Elementary School K-6 372 774 
Chula Vista Elementary School District (CVESD) 
 Juarez Lincoln Accelerated K-6 647 800 
Sweetwater Union High School District (SUHSD) 
 Montgomery Middle School 7-8 875 1,170 
 Montgomery High School 9-12 1,604 2,284* 
 San Ysidro High School 9-12 2,412 2,688* 
SOURCE: SYSD, CVESD, and SUHSD 2010–2011 enrollment data from California 

Department of Education 2011.  
 SUHSD capacity data from SUHSD, November 2010. 
*Includes temporary, portable schools. 

 

In addition to the schools addressed above, Southwestern College Higher Education 
Center opened in the fall of 2007 in the southeastern portion of the CPU area near the 
corner of La Media and Airway Road. The new facility offers general education and 
occupational courses and has a capacity to serve up to 5,000 students. Signature 
programs offered include police academy, nursing, environmental technology, fire 
science technology, and paramedic and emergency medical technician.  

5.13.1.4  Parks and Recreation 

There are currently 2,624 acres combined of parkland and open space (54 and 2,570 
acres, respectively) within the CPU area (City of San Diego 2011a).  This acreage is 
composed of neighborhood, community, and resource-based parks, as well as open 
space lands which provide recreation opportunities. 

Parks are categorized as resource-based and population-based. Resource-based parks 
are located at the site of distinctive scenic, natural, or cultural features and are intended 
for citywide use. Areas within resource-based parks may be developed with trails, sports 
fields, and recreational facilities. Population-based parks are usually located in close 
proximity to residential development or school facilities and are categorized as 
neighborhood parks and community parks depending on their size and the area they 
serve.  



a. Population-based Parks and Facilities 

The City’s Park and Recreation Department maintains more than 40,000 acres of 
developed and undeveloped open space and parkland categorized as population-based 
parks, resource-based parks, and open space. The physical facilities, plus classes, 
programs, and activities at these facilities constitute San Diego's municipal recreation 
system.  

The General Plan park standard is to provide a minimum of 2.8 usable acres of 
population-based parks per 1,000 residents, or a combination of usable acreage and 
park equivalencies. It is noted that joint use agreements can be executed with the school 
district to obtain credit for park area associated with schools.   

Usable acres means a graded pad not exceeding 2 percent rough grade, or gently 
sloping land not exceeding 10 percent grade, as required to provide for structured, public 
recreational programs of an active nature common to local parks in the City (such as ball 
games or court games) or unstructured public recreational activities, such as children’s 
play areas, appreciation of open spaces, or a combination thereof, unconstrained by 
environmental restrictions that would prevent its use as a park and recreational facility, 
free of structures, roads, or utilities, and unencumbered by easements of any kind. The 
allowable amount of usable acres exceeding 2 percent grade at any given park site is 
determined on a case-by-case basis by the City. 

Table 5.13-4 provides of the population-based park standards from the General Plan.  



TABLE 5.13-4  
POPULATION-BASED PARK STANDARDS 

 
Park Type Guidelines Typical Components 

Major Park 

• 20 acres minimum; 
approximately 30 acres typical 

• Serves single or multiple 
community plan area(s) 
population(s) 

• Parking provided  

• Specialized facilities that serve larger 
populations 

• Passive and active recreation facilities 
• Facilities found in Community Parks 
• Could include facilities found in Special 

Activity Parks 
• Community cultural facilities 
• Also called “Great Parks” or “Grand Parks” 

Community 
Park 

• 13-acre minimum (consistent 
with program and facilities on-
site) 

• Serves population of 25,000 
• Typically serves one community 

plan area but depending on 
location, may serve multiple 
community planning areas 

• Parking provided 

• Passive and active recreation facilities 
• Facilities found in Neighborhood Parks 
• Could include facilities found in Special 

Activity Parks 
• Community cultural facilities 
• Recreation centers 
• Aquatic complexes 
• Multi-purpose sports fields 

Neighborhood 
Park 

• 3 acres – 13 acres 
• Serves population of 5,000 within 

approximately 1 mile 
• Accessible primarily by bicycling 

and walking 
• Minimal parking as necessary, 

only if 5 acres or more  

• Picnic areas, children’s play areas, multi-
purpose courts, multi-purpose turf areas, 
comfort stations, walkways and 
landscaping 

• Also called “Greens” in urban settings 

Mini Park 

• 1 acre – 3 acres 
• Serves population within ½ mile 
• Accessible by bicycling and 

walking 
• No on-site parking, except for 

disabled access 
• May require funding source for 

extraordinary maintenance 

• Picnic areas, children’s play areas, small 
multi-purpose courts, multi-purpose turf 
areas, walkways and landscaping 

• Also called “Squares” in urban settings 

Pocket Park 
or Plaza 

• Less than 1 acre 
• Serves population within ¼ mile 
• Accessible by bicycling and 

walking 
• No on-site parking, except for 

disabled access 
• May require funding source for 

extraordinary maintenance 

• Primarily hardscape 
• Picnic areas, children’s play areas, 

walkways and landscaping 
• Multi-purpose courts 
• Multi-purpose turf areas 

SOURCE: City of San Diego 2008. 

Neighborhood Parks and Facilities 

There are two existing neighborhood parks within the CPU area: Vista Pacifica and 
Ocean View Hills. Vista Pacifica is a 6-acre park located in the Robinhood Ridge Precise 
Plan area. Ocean View Hills is a 5.1-acre park located on Ocean View Hills Parkway.  
Both of these neighborhood parks provide a children’s play area, picnic facilities, and 
passive lawn areas. The design of future neighborhood parks should be determined by 
the population and use characteristics of the neighborhood. Play areas, multi-purpose 
courts, picnic facilities, landscaping, and lawn areas are usual accommodations when 



space permits and when appropriate for the specific neighborhood (City of San Diego 
2011b). 

The adopted PFFP and the CPU identify three neighborhood parks within the Northwest 
District of the CPU that are planned for construction: Dennery Ranch, Riviera del Sol, 
and Hidden Trails (City of San Diego 2011a). Dennery Ranch would be an 11.1-acre 
park east of I-805 and north of Ocean View Hills Parkway. Riviera del Sol would be a 
4.9-acre park east of I-805 and north of SR-905.  Hidden Trails would be a 3.7-acre park 
located in the Hidden Trails subdivision.  

Community Parks and Recreation Centers 

Community parks are intended to provide a wide range of facilities that supplement 
those of the neighborhood parks and are determined by the needs, preferences, and use 
characteristics of the community. Athletic fields, multipurpose courts, picnic facilities, 
play areas, recreation buildings, lawn areas, and landscaping are standard facilities 
when possible and desirable (City of San Diego 2011b).  

Two community parks are being constructed within the CPU area: Beyer and Pacific 
Breezes.  Pacific Breezes would be approximately 15 acres located adjacent to the 5-
acre joint use area within the Ocean View Hills School north of SR-905. A 17,000-
square-foot recreational building is planned for completion within the Pacific Breezes 
community park between 2013 and 2015. Beyer Community Park is located just west of 
Otay Mesa along Beyer Boulevard and the I-805 freeway.  This 20.0-acre facility would 
be built as development occurs within Otay Mesa; however, it would only provide 7.5 
usable acres of recreation and is not scheduled for completion until 2018. Although 
Beyer Community Park would be located in the adjacent San Ysidro community, it would 
jointly serve the needs of the communities of Otay Mesa and San Ysidro.  

b. Resource-based Parks 

Resource-based parks are located at the site of distinctive scenic or natural or cultural 
features and are intended for citywide use. They are meant to supplement the 
neighborhood and community parks, and they serve the entire City and its visitors rather 
than any one community. However, they can also function to fulfill local neighborhood 
and community park needs of surrounding residents (City of San Diego 2011b). The 
OVRP is an important resource-based park located adjacent to the northern boundary of 
the CPU area. Approximately 206 acres of OVRP are within the CPU area. OVRP 
provides recreational opportunities ranging from playing fields and picnic areas to hiking, 
biking, and horse trails. At the same time, the park protects open space, wildlife, historic, 
agricultural, and archaeological resources. There are plans for multi-use areas and an 
extensive trail system within the park’s boundaries.  



c. Open Space Lands 

Approximately 2,748 acres (29 percent) of the CPU area is designated as open space; a 
majority (2,200 acres) of this acreage is within the MHPA. As of 2012, 1,837 acres have 
been conserved (see Figure 5.1-7). This important open space system is comprised of 
steep canyons and areas that contain sensitive biological resources. There are two open 
space areas within or adjacent to the plan area: Spring Canyon and Dennery Canyon. 
Spring Canyon, south of SR-905, is a series of long finger canyons that provide dramatic 
views and steep descents to the canyon floor. In addition, Dennery Canyon is an open 
space network within the OVRP system and wraps around the northwest neighborhoods 
of the plan area. 

5.13.1.5  Libraries 

The City operates a central library located in downtown San Diego and 35 branch 
libraries in neighborhoods throughout the City. A new central library, located in 
downtown San Diego, is 497,652 square feet within nine stories, and includes a charter 
high school on two floors, two levels of parking, and an auditorium. Total library 
attendance exceeded six million people in 2010, with branch libraries serving over 90 
percent of those visitors (City of San Diego 2011c). Because the service area size of a 
branch library is a 2-mile radius, proximity to active commercial areas, town centers, and 
other municipal or civic uses, as well as access to public transportation and parking, are 
considered in the planning and siting of facilities. 

There are currently no branch libraries within the CPU area. Primary library service is 
provided by the Otay Mesa-Nestor Branch Library, located at 3003 Coronado Avenue, 
west of I-805. This library reopened in April 2006 after being expanded to 15,000 square 
feet.  Library service is also provided by the San Ysidro Branch Library, located at 
101 W. San Ysidro Boulevard. The General Plan encourages branch libraries to be a 
minimum of 15,000 square feet of dedicated library space, with adjustments for 
community-specific need. According to the City’s 2011 thresholds, “branch libraries 
should serve a resident population of 30,000 and may be established when a service 
area, which is expected to grow to 30,000 residents within 20 years of library 
construction, has a minimum population of 18,000 to 20,000” (City of San Diego 2011c).  

5.13.1.6  Regulatory Framework 

a. State Legislation 

Senate Bill 50 

Section 17620 of the California Education Code authorizes school districts to collect fees 
to mitigate the impact of new development on enrollment in the district. The State 
Allocation Board determines the maximum level of fees a district can levy for residential 



and commercial/industrial development (City of San Diego 2008a).  Government Code 
Section 65996 also recites that the development fees authorized by SB 50 are deemed 
to be "full and complete school facilities mitigation" for the purposes of CEQA or for any 
other reason. 

b. General Plan Policies 

The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element of the General Plan includes policies 
on the prioritization and provision of public facilities and services, evaluation of new 
growth, guidelines for implementing a financing strategy, and guidelines for the provision 
of specific facilities. 

The Recreation Element of the General Plan seeks to acquire, develop, operate/ 
maintain, increase, and enhance public recreation opportunities and facilities throughout 
the City. The element contains population-based guidelines for park and recreation 
facilities and presents alternative strategies to meet those guidelines.  

Relevant policies from these elements are shown in Table 5.13-5. 

  



TABLE 5.13-5 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES 

Policy Description 
Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element 
Fire-Rescue 
PF-D.1. Locate, staff, and equip fire stations to meet established response times. 

Response time objectives are based on national standards. Add one minute for 
turnout time to all response time objectives on all incidents. 

• Total response time for deployment and arrival of the first-in engine 
company for fire suppression incidents should be within four minutes 
90 percent of the time. 

• Total response time for deployment and arrival of the full first alarm 
assignment for fire suppression incidents should be within 
eight minutes 90 percent of the time. 

• Total response time for the deployment and arrival of first responder or 
higher-level capability at emergency medical incidents should be within 
four minutes 90 percent of the time. 

• Total response time for deployment and arrival of a unit with advanced 
life support (ALS) capability at emergency medical incidents, where this 
service is provided by the City, should be within eight minutes 
90 percent of the time. 

PF-D.2. Deploy to advanced life support emergency responses EMS personnel 
including a minimum of two members trained at the emergency medical 
technician-paramedic level and two members trained at the emergency medical 
technician-basic level arriving on scene within the established response time as 
follows: 

• Total response time for deployment and arrival of EMS first responder 
with Automatic External Defibrillator (AED) should be within four 
minutes to 90 percent of the incidents; and 

• Total response time for deployment and arrival of EMS for providing 
advanced life support should be within eight minutes to 90 percent of 
the incidents. 

PF-D.3. Adopt, monitor, and maintain service delivery objectives based on time 
standards for all fire, rescue, emergency response, and lifeguard services. 

PF-D.4. Provide a 3/4-acre fire station site area and allow room for station expansion 
with additional considerations: 

• Consider the inclusion of fire station facilities in villages or development 
projects as an alternative method to the acreage guideline; 

• Acquire adjacent sites that would allow for station expansion as 
opportunities allow; and  

• Gain greater utility of fire facilities by pursuing joint use opportunities 
such as community meeting rooms or collocating with police, libraries, 
or parks where appropriate. 



TABLE 5.13-5 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
PF-D.5. Maintain service levels to meet the demands of continued growth and 

development, tourism, and other events requiring fire-rescue services. 
a. Provide additional response units, and related capital improvements as 

necessary, whenever the yearly emergency incident volume of a single 
unit providing coverage for an area increases to the extent that 
availability of that unit for additional emergency responses and/or non-
emergency training and maintenance activities is compromised. An 
excess of 2,500 responses annually requires analysis to determine the 
need for additional services or facilities. 

PF-D.6. Provide public safety related facilities and services to assure that adequate 
levels of service are provided to existing and future development. 

PF-D.7. Evaluate fire-rescue infrastructure for adherence to public safety standards and 
sustainable development policies (see also Conservation Element, Section A). 

PF-D.8. Invest in technological advances that enhance the City’s ability to deliver 
emergency and fire-rescue services more efficiently and cost-effectively. 

PF-D.10. Buffer or incorporate design elements to minimize impacts from fire stations to 
adjacent sensitive land uses, when feasible. 

Police 
PF-E.1. Provide a sufficient level of police services to all areas of the City by enforcing 

the law, investigating crimes, and working with the community to prevent crime. 
PF-E.2. Maintain average response time goals as development and population growth 

occurs. 

Average response time guidelines are as follows: 

• Priority E Calls (imminent threat to life) within seven minutes. 
• Priority 1 Calls (serious crimes in progress) within 12 minutes. 
• Priority 2 Calls (less serious crimes with no threat to life) within 

30 minutes. 
• Priority 3 Calls (minor crimes/requests that are not urgent) within 

90 minutes. 
• Priority 4 Calls (minor requests for police service) within 90 minutes. 

PF-E.3. Buffer or incorporate design elements to minimize impacts from police stations 
to adjacent sensitive land uses, when feasible. 

PF-E.4. Plan for new facilities, including new police substations and other support 
facilities that will adequately support additional sworn and civilian staff. 

PF-E.5. Design and construct new police facilities consistent with sustainable 
development policies (see also Conservation Element, Section A). 

PF-E.6. Monitor how development affects average police response time goals and 
facilities needs (see also PF-C.5). 



TABLE 5.13-5 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
PF-E.7. Maintain service levels to meet demands of continued growth and development, 

tourism, and other events requiring police services. 

a. Analyze the need for additional resources and related capital 
improvements when total annual police force out-of-service time 
incrementally increases by 125,000 hours over the baseline of 740,000 
in a given year. Out-of-service time is defined as the time it takes a 
police unit to resolve a call for service after it has been dispatched to an 
officer. 

Libraries 
PF-J.1. Develop and maintain a central library to adequately support the branch 

libraries and serve as a major resource library for the region and beyond. 
PF-J.2. Design all libraries with a minimum of 15,000 square feet of dedicated library 

space, with adjustments for community-specific needs. Library design should 
incorporate public input to address the needs of the intended service area. 

PF-J.3. Plan for larger library facilities that can serve multiple communities and 
accommodate sufficient space to serve the larger service area and maximize 
operational and capital efficiencies. 

PF-J.4. Build new library facilities to meet energy efficiency and environmental 
requirements consistent with sustainable development policies (see also 
Conservation Element). 

PF-J.5. Plan new library facilities to maximize accessibility to village centers, public 
transit, or schools. 

PF-J.6. Design libraries to provide consistent and equitable services as communities 
grow in order to maintain service levels which consider operational costs and 
are based on established guidelines. 

PF-J.7. Pursue joint use of libraries with other compatible community facilities and 
services including other City operations. 

PF-J.8. Build and maintain a library system that adapts to technological changes, 
enhances library services, expands access to digital information and the 
internet, and meets community and library system needs. 

PF-J.9. Adopt an equitable method for securing contributions from those agencies and 
organizations which benefit from the central library’s services. 

Schools 
PF-K.1. Assist the school districts and other education authorities in resolving problems 

arising over the availability of schools and educational facilities in all areas of 
the City. 

PF-K.2. Design schools as community learning centers, recognize them as an integral 
part of our neighborhoods, and encourage equitable access to quality schools 
and other educational institutions. 

PF-K.3. Consider use of smaller school sites for schools that have smaller enrollments, 
and/or incorporate space-saving design features (multi-story buildings, 
underground parking, placement of playgrounds over parking areas or on roofs, 
etc.). 



TABLE 5.13-5 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
PF-K.4. Collaborate with school districts and other education authorities in the siting of 

schools and educational facilities to avoid areas with: fault zones; high-voltage 
power lines; major underground fuel lines; landslides and flooding susceptibility; 
high-risk aircraft accident susceptibility; excessive noise (see also Noise 
Element, Noise Compatibility Guidelines); industrial uses; hazardous material 
sites, and significant motorized emissions. 

PF-K.5. Work with school districts and other education authorities to better utilize land 
through development of multi-story school buildings and educational facilities. 

PF-K.6. Expand and continue joint use of schools with adult education, civic, 
recreational (see also Recreation Element, Section E) and community 
programs, and also for public facility opportunities. 

PF-K.7. Work with the school districts and other education authorities to develop school 
and educational facilities that are architecturally designed to reflect the 
neighborhood and community character, that are pedestrian-and cycling-
friendly (see also Mobility Element, Policy ME-A.2), and that are consistent with 
sustainable development policies (see also Conservation Element, Section A) 
and urban design policies (see also Urban Design Element, Section A). 

PF-K.8. Work with school districts and other education authorities to avoid 
environmentally protected and sensitive lands in the siting of schools and 
educational facilities. 

PF-K.9. Work with school districts and other education authorities in evaluating best use 
of underutilized school district and other educational authority facilities and land 
for possible public acquisition and/or joint-use. 

Recreation Element 
Park and Recreation/Park Planning 
RE-A.2. Use community plan updates to further refine citywide park and recreation land 

use policies consistent with the Parks Master Plan. 
a. In the absence of a Parks Master Plan, utilize community plans to 

guide park and recreation facilities acquisition and development 
citywide. 

b. Coordinate public facilities financing plans with community plan and the 
Parks Master Plan recommendations to properly fund needed park and 
recreation facilities throughout the City. 

c. Identify the location of population-based parks when updating 
community plans so they are accessible and centrally located to most 
users, unless a community benefit can be derived by taking advantage 
of unique opportunities, such as adjacency to open space, park 
linkages, desirable views, etc. 

RE-A.3. Take advantage of recreational opportunities presented by the natural 
environment, in particular beach/ocean access and open space. 

RE-A.4. Consider existing, long-term recreation facilities provided by not-for-profit 
organizations when establishing priorities for new facilities. 

RE-A.5. Improve distribution of the most specialized recreation facilities, such as water 
play areas, swimming pools, off-leash dog areas, and skate parks. 



TABLE 5.13-5 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
RE-A.6. Pursue opportunities to develop population-based parks.  

a. Identify underutilized City lands with potential for use as mini-parks, 
pocket parks, plazas and community gardens. 

b. Encourage community participation in development and maintenance 
of City-owned mini-parks, pocket parks, plazas, and community 
gardens. 

c. Pursue acquisition of lands, as they become available, that may be 
developed as mini-parks, pocket parks or plazas. 

RE-A.7. Establish a policy for park design and development which encourages the use 
of sustainable methods and techniques to address water and energy 
conservation, green buildings, low maintenance plantings and local 
environmental conditions, such as soil and climate (see also Conservation 
Element, Section A). 

Park and Recreation/Park Standards 
RE-A.8. Provide population-based parks at a minimum ratio of 2.8 useable acres per 

1,000 residents (see also Parks Guidelines). 
a. All park types within the Population-based Park Category could satisfy 

population-based park requirements (see also Table RE-2, Parks 
Guidelines). 

b. The allowable amount of useable acres exceeding two percent grade at 
any given park site would be determined on a case-by-case basis by 
the City. 

c. Include military family housing populations when calculating population-
based park requirements. 

RE-A.10. Encourage private development to include recreation facilities, such as 
children’s play areas, rooftop parks and courts, useable public plazas, and mini-
parks to supplement population-based parks. (see also Urban Design Policies, 
UD-B.8 and UD-C.5): 

a. Consider partial credit for the provision of private recreation facilities 
when it is clearly identified that the facilities and programs provide a 
public benefit and are intended to help implement the population-based 
park guidelines and are bound by easements and agreements that 
remain in effect in perpetuity according to adopted policies (see also 
RE-A.1.g). 

Park and Recreation/Equity 
RE-A.11. Develop a diverse range of recreation programs that are sensitive to and 

consider community needs, interests, and financial resources. 
RE-A.12. Ensure that appropriate quality and quantity of parks, recreation facilities and 

infrastructure is provided citywide. 
RE-A.13. Designate as a priority, in economically disadvantaged and underserved 

neighborhoods, the identification of funding sources for acquisition and 
development of park and recreation facilities. 

RE-A.14. Designate as a priority, in economically disadvantaged and underserved 
neighborhoods, the development of population-based parks and recreation 
facilities for local youth activities. 



TABLE 5.13-5 
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES 

(continued) 

Policy Description 
Park and Recreation/Implementation 
RE-A.15. Ensure that adequate funding is identified in public facilities financing plans for 

the acquisition and development of sufficient land necessary to achieve a 
minimum ratio of 2.8 useable acres per 1,000 residents or appropriate 
equivalencies, including any unmet existing/future needs. 

RE-A.16. Adopt an ordinance which authorizes implementation of the state Subdivision 
Map Act/Quimby Act and provides a methodology for collecting land and/or 
appropriate park fees from new subdivisions for population-based parks and 
recreation facilities to serve future residents. 

RE-A.17. Ensure that all development impact fees and assessments collected for the 
acquisition and development of population-based parks and recreation facilities 
be used for appropriate purposes in a timely manner. 

RE-A.18. Pursue joint use agreements for recreational facilities on other public agency-
owned land to help implement the population-based park acreage requirements 
if they meet the criteria for equivalencies (see also Eligible Population-Based 
Park Equivalencies). 

SOURCE: City of San Diego General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element and 
Recreation Element 2008. 

5.13.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant public services 
impact would occur if the CPU would:  

1. Promote growth patterns resulting in the need for and/or provision of new or 
physically altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts in order to maintain service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives. 

5.13.3 Issue 1: Public Facilities 
In order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives, would the CPU promote growth patterns resulting in the need for the 
provisions of new or altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant physical impacts?  

5.13.3.1  Impacts 

Implementation of the CPU would increase the demand for public services and facilities 
within the CPU area. Construction of new facilities has the potential to result in 
significant physical impacts. The General Plan and the CPU both include policies that 
would reduce construction impacts by requiring projects to minimize landform alteration 
and utilize sustainable building practices to help ensure that the actual construction of 



public facilities would be as environmentally sensitive as possible. In addition, both plans 
incorporate the City of Villages strategy, which was designed to create a development 
pattern that could be efficiently served by public facilities and utilities. Compact, mixed-
use development, as proposed by the CPU within village centers, would create an 
efficient land use pattern by concentrating growth into targeted areas. 

Public facilities and services such as emergency services, schools, libraries, and parks 
are often supported through financing mechanisms such as development impacts fees, 
the establishment of FBAs, and a PFFP. The PFFP for Otay Mesa would serve to 
implement the CPU by identifying the specific public facilities needed to comply with 
General Plan and Otay Mesa Community Plan standards.  The PFFP would include a 
description of public facilities with funding sources, and a schedule of proposed FBAs. 
The dollar amount of the assessment would be based upon the cost of each public 
facility equitably distributed over a designated area of benefit in the CPU area. Fees 
would be paid on the actual development when construction permits are issued.  

a. Fire Protection 

The projected population for the CPU at buildout is 67,035 residents. Implementation of 
the CPU would result in increased population within the project area, thus increasing 
demand for fire protection services. Based on this projected population, in order to 
maintain the current standards, a total of 67 firefighters would be needed upon buildout 
of the CPU. In addition, this increased population would increase the call volume for the 
engine companies assigned to the CPU area and would contribute to the need for new 
or altered facilities. 

In addition to the aforementioned General Plan policies regarding fire protection, the 
CPU includes Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element Policies 6.1-1 through 6.1-
3, which address the provision of fire protection services. Specifically, Policy 6.1-1 aims 
to maintain fire protection service levels to meet the demands of continued growth and 
development in the community by monitoring the effect of development on response 
times and facility needs. In accordance with General Plan Policy PF-D.4, Policy 6.1-2 
calls for the construction of a minimum of 10,500-square-foot fire station (future Fire 
Station No. 49) and an additional 10,500-square-foot fire station to be collocated with the 
police facilities near Britannia Boulevard and Airway Road to ensure the department 
meets established response times (see Figure 5.13-1). 

The construction of Fire Station No. 49 and the 10,500-square-foot collocated facility are 
specifically contemplated by the PFFP for the CPU. The construction of these facilities 
would be within the development footprint of the CPU and would be subject to separate 
environmental review at the time design plans are available. Therefore, at the program-
level of analysis, impacts related to the construction of new fire-rescue facilities would be 
less than significant. 



b. Police Protection 

The CPU would result in increased population within the CPU area, thus increasing 
demand for police protection services.  As shown in Table 5.13-2, above, the average 
response times for Beat 713 exceed both the citywide average and police department 
goals for all calls, except Priority Four. Police response times in the CPU area would 
continue to increase with the buildout of the CPU and the increase of traffic generated by 
new growth. The SDPD strives to maintain the response time goals as one of various 
other measures used to assess the level of service to the community. 

The city-wide staffing ratio for police officers to population is 1.45 officers per 
1,000 residents based on 2010 estimate residential population of 1,376,173 and a police 
force of 1,969.5 officers (FY 2012). The ratio is calculated using the department's total 
staffing to take into account the support and investigative positions within the 
department. As previously discussed under existing conditions, the SDPD does not staff 
individual stations based on ratios of sworn officers per 1,000-population ratio. 

In addition to the aforementioned General Plan policies regarding police protection, the 
CPU includes Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element Policy 6.1-1, which aims to 
maintain police service levels to meet the demands of continued growth and 
development in the community by monitoring the effect of development on response 
times and facility needs. As discussed above under Fire Protection, this policy also calls 
for the identification and construction of a collocated fire and police protection facility. 
Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) is also advocated by the 
police department to address general security concerns within the community (SDPD, 
pers. comm. with Captain Manny Guaderrama, 2010). CPTED is based on the idea that 
the proper design and effective use of the built environment can lead to a reduction in 
the incidence of crime. 

A 10,000-square-foot collocated police/fire-rescue facility is contemplated by the PFFP 
for the CPU.  The construction of this facility would be within the development footprint of 
the CPU and would be subject to separate environmental review at the time design 
plans are available. Therefore, at the program-level of analysis, impacts related to the 
construction of a new collocated police/fire-rescue facility would be less than significant.   

c. Schools 

Buildout of the CPU has the potential to result in a substantial increase in the student 
population in the community. This EIR addresses the student generation that would 
occur as a result of the implementation of the CPU, identifies the need for new schools, 
and the associated physical impacts of their construction. 



Table 5.13-6 shows the student generation rates for single- and multi-family residential 
development for grades K-12 and associated number of students generated at buildout 
of the CPU.  

TABLE 5.13-6 
SINGLE-FAMILY AND MULTI-FAMILY STUDENT GENERATION RATES FOR SAN YSIDRO 

AND SWEETWATER HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND PROJECTED STUDENT 
POPULATION AT BUILDOUT OF THE CPU  

 

School Level 
Student 

Generation Rate Number of Units Number of Students 
 SF MF SF MF Total 

K-8 (San Ysidro) 0.4628 0.5424 

3,076 13,437 

9,312 
K-6 (750 Capacity) and 
K-8 (1200 Capacity) 
“Paired” 

0.4628 0.5424 9,312 

9-12 Sweetwater  0.1939 0.1171 4,273 14,501 2,527 
TOTAL     21,151 
SOURCE: City of San Diego (previous facilities consultant, PDC, est. 2006) 
SF = single-family; MF = multi-family 

The total number of students in Table 5.13-6 is based on the 18,774 dwelling units 
proposed under the CPU, which includes 4,273 single-family and 14,501 multi-family 
units.  

Chula Vista Elementary School District 

Student generation rates for the CVESD are not included within Table 5.13-6. The 
CVESD indicated in a response to a request for information that the portion of the CPU 
area that lies within the CVESD’s boundary would not result in generation of additional 
students. Thus, there would be no need for additional schools or associated physical 
impacts. 

San Ysidro School District 

As shown in Table 5.13-6, buildout of the CPU would result in an increase in student 
population within the SYSD. The CPU indicates that it is the intent of the City to 
collaborate with SYSD on the locations for two to three additional K-8 schools and one to 
three additional K-6 schools within the Southwest and Central Village areas to meet 
increased demand associated with the proposed project (Policy 2.6-2.c, City of San 
Diego 2011a). While siting has not yet been determined, these schools would be 
clustered in areas of residential development to serve the increased population. 

Sweetwater Union High School District 

Buildout of the CPU would result in an increase in student population within the SUHSD 
that would exceed existing capacity (SUHSD, pers. com. with Paul Woods, 2010). While 
Montgomery High School has capacity for additional students, the California Department 



of Education (CDE) recommends no more than 1,400 students on that campus because 
of site size (SUHSD, pers. com. with Paul Woods, 2010). As such, current enrollment 
exceeds this recommendation by approximately 204 students.  In addition, based on 
current capacity, San Ysidro High School has room for approximately 276 additional 
students in temporary portables. However, based on the CDE recommended maximum 
capacity of 1,800 students for San Ysidro High School, current enrollment exceeds this 
recommendation by approximately 614 students (SUHSD, pers. com. with Paul Woods, 
2010). The CPU indicates that it is the intent of the City to collaborate with SUHSD on 
the location of one additional high school to meet increased demand (Policy 2.6-2.d, City 
of San Diego 2011a). While siting has not yet been determined, the CPU indicates that 
this facility would be located within the central portion of the planning area, south of 
Airway Road (see Figure 5.13-1).  

Policies in the General Plan promote cooperation with educational agencies and school 
districts in the siting of future schools. As an example, the proximity of the school site to 
fault zones and noise generators as well as avoidance of hazardous areas and sensitive 
lands (biological and historical resources) are considered in the siting of new facilities. In 
addition, school sites would be designed to be compatible with the neighborhood or 
provide joint use facilities.  

It is a goal of the CPU to provide educational opportunities within the community. In 
support of this goal, the CPU includes Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element 
Policy 6.6-3 which encourages coordination with SYSD and SUHSD to ensure that 
adequate public facilities and infrastructure are in place, and compliance with maximum 
school enrollments are achieved consistent with demand. 

The individual school districts are responsible for planning, siting, building, and operating 
schools in their responsible districts within the CPU area. When additional demand 
warrants, the provision of school facilities is the responsibility of the San Ysidro School 
District and Sweetwater Union High School District. Government Code Section 65995 
and Education Code Section 53080 authorize school districts to impose facility mitigation 
fees on new development as a method of addressing increased enrollment resulting 
from that development. State SB 50 significantly revised developed fee and mitigation 
procedures for school facilities as set forth in Government Code Section 65996. The 
legislation holds that the statutory fees are the exclusive means of considering and 
mitigating school impacts. SB 50 limits the mitigation that may be required to the scope 
of the review of any future project’s impacts to schools, and the findings for school 
impacts. Payment of the statutory fees by future projects consistent with the CPU would 
constitute full and complete mitigation. Thus, the payment of statutory fees to the 
affected school district and adherence to the policies contained in the CPU would reduce 
impacts related to the provision of new educational facilities to less than significant. In 
addition, any new schools that would be built within the CPU would be subject to 
environmental review by the individual school districts in accordance with the provisions 



of CEQA.  Therefore, impacts associated with the construction of future school facilities 
would be less than significant. 

d. Parks and Recreation 

As discussed under existing conditions, there are currently 2,624 acres combined of 
parkland and open space (54 and 2,570 acres, respectively) within the CPU area. The 
demand for park and recreation opportunities will continue to grow as the population 
within the CPU area increases. Population-based park requirements for the community 
are calculated based on community plan densities and General Plan standards. The 
General Plan park standard is to provide a minimum of 2.8 usable acres of population-
based parks per 1,000 residents (see the General Plan, Table RE-2, “Park Guidelines”). 
The General Plan also establishes population-based minimum guidelines for recreation 
centers (1 per 25,000 residents) and aquatic complexes (1 per 50,000 residents). In 
addition, the General Plan allows for the use of park equivalencies to help meet 
population-based requirements by providing upgrades, amenities, and recreation 
facilities where development of usable areas for active recreational purposes is limited. 
The projected population for the CPU at buildout is 67,035 residents.  

According to General Plan Guidelines, Table 5.13-7 illustrates the parks and recreation 
needs of the project area at buildout of the CPU.   

TABLE 5.13-7 
CPU PARK ACREAGE NEEDS AT BUILDOUT  

 
Planning District Total Units Total Population Park Acres* 

Northwest Area 7,648 27,908 51** 
Southwest Village 5,880 21,028 59 
Central Village 5,246 18,099 51 
TOTAL 18,774 67,035 161 

SOURCE: City of San Diego 2011a. 
*Based on the City’s General Plan Guidelines of 2.8 acres of population based parks per 
 1,000 residents. 
**Park standards governed by previously adopted Precise Plans.   

 

It is the intent of the CPU to provide park and recreation services within the community. 
Under the CPU, approximately 2,748 acres are designated for parks and open space. Of 
this, 161 acres are designated for population-based parks consistent with the General 
Plan guideline; the remaining 2,587 acres would consist of open space. As stated in the 
General Plan, community parks may be provided in the form of major parks or 
community parks; and neighborhood parks may be provided in the form of neighborhood 
parks, mini parks, pocket parks or plazas. As shown on Figure 5.13-1, multiple 
neighborhood parks and a joint-use area are planned within the CPU area, with Pacific 
Breezes Community Park, Beyer Community Park, and Grand Park sited to equitably 
serve the community, as described below (City of San Diego 2011a).    



As of 2011, there is approximately 51 acres of parkland within the Northwest District, or 
1.8 acres per 1,000 residents, as stipulated in the previously approved precise plans that 
govern development in these areas. In addition, the 5-acre Ocean View Hills joint use 
area contributes to the population-based park requirements in this area.  

The remaining 110 acres, or 2.8 acres per 1,000 residents, would be provided in the 
Southwest and Central Village areas. Of these 110 acres, a minimum of approximately 
21 acres (13 acres per 25,000 residents) of community parks would be provided; the 
remaining acreage would be in the form of neighborhood parks. Some neighborhood 
park acreage has been allocated to Grand Park (described below). 

Within the Southwest District, including the Southwest Village, approximately 53.5 acres 
of population-based parkland would be provided, including one shared community park 
and multiple neighborhood parks. In addition, this District would benefit from Beyer 
Community Park located in, and shared with, the San Ysidro community planning area. 
While specific siting has not yet been determined, it is anticipated that several of the 
parks would be located adjacent to Spring Canyon to enhance public views and provide 
staging areas for canyon trails. In addition, a portion of the required parkland would be 
allocated to the Grand Park located in the Central Corridor District (City of San Diego 
2011a). 

The Central District, including the Central Village, contains Grand Park and would be 
adjacent to open space and developed parks. As identified in the CPU, the Central 
Village would contain multiple neighborhood parks, some adjacent to schools. In 
addition, a portion of Beyer’s Community Park acreage and some of the required 
neighborhood park acreage would be allocated to Grand Park (City of San Diego 
2011a).  

Grand Park, an approximately 36-acre community park, is planned in the center of the 
community along Airway Road.  It is envisioned as a link between villages and 
surrounding employment centers and educational institutions to enhance the 
connectivity of the Airway Road transit corridor.  Grand Park would provide a major 
community recreation destination for residents and workers and would include baseball, 
softball, and soccer areas, a recreation center, and an aquatics center as well as a 
venue for sports tournaments, running/walking races, youth events, and cultural 
festivals.  The consolidation of required park acreage from the Southwest District and 
Central District into Grand Park would provide a central venue that would be served by 
transit and appropriately designed to address potential traffic, noise and lighting impacts 
associated with large-scale facilities.  

In addition to the General Plan “Park Planning Policies” previously discussed, the CPU 
includes several policies related to the provision of parkland open space. These 
numerous goals and policies were designed to help ensure that the City maintains 
existing parks and park facilities as well as to provide additional parkland to serve the 



growing population. Specifically, implementation of Policy 2.5-4 aims to “identify and 
provide population-based parks per the General Plan standards at locations that are 
accessible and centrally located to most users within the Southwest and Central 
Villages.”  In addition, Recreation Element Policies 7.1-1 through 7.1-15 address the 
provision of parkland within the community. Specifically, implementation of these policies 
would ensure that park needs are assessed as the community continues to grow and 
ensure that parks are sited equitably and provide usable acreage of parkland required to 
meet General Plan population-based park standards. Recreation Element Policies 7.2-1 
through 7.2-6 address open space lands and resource-based parks. These policies 
focus on balancing the goals to preserve MHPA and open space areas with efforts to 
provide recreation (i.e., biking and hiking trails), while minimizing the alterations of the 
natural environment.  

In conclusion, the CPU would result in the need for and/or provision of new or physically 
altered public facilities, the construction of which could result in potentially significant 
environmental impacts.  In order to provide a minimum of 2.8 usable acres of population-
based parks per 1,000 residents, new parks, or equivalencies, would be required in the 
CPU area through buildout. The construction of new neighborhood and community park 
facilities (including Grand Park, Pacific Breezes, and Beyer Community Park) is 
specifically contemplated by the current PFFP for the CPU, and it is reasonable to 
assume that these facilities would be constructed in the future. The funding of 
recreational facilities is an implementation policy in the General Plan. If new parkland or 
recreational facilities are required as part of a development project, potential 
environmental effects would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis to ensure that 
population-based parks are provided for, either through development of park and 
recreation facilities or payment of the DIF. If new parkland or recreational facilities are 
proposed as part of a development project, potential environmental effects would be 
analyzed at that time.  Based on these considerations, at the program level of analysis, 
impacts related to the construction of new parkland or recreational facilities would be 
less than significant. 

e. Libraries 

As discussed above, the existing Otay Mesa-Nestor Library serves the needs for both 
the Otay Mesa-Nestor and the Otay Mesa communities. In addition, the San Ysidro 
Library, located outside the planning area, is also available for the residents of the Otay 
Mesa community. The CPU states that as the Otay Mesa community further develops, a 
library facility would be provided within the community (City of San Diego 2011a). 
Specifically, implementation of Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element Policy 6.6-
4 would “provide a library within the community planning area that meets community 
needs, and that would adapt to technological changes, enhance library services, and 
expand access to digital information and the internet.”  



The specific location of a library within the CPU area has not yet been determined, but 
the funding of this new facility is an implementation policy in the General Plan. 
Construction of the new library would be subject to separate environmental review at the 
time that design plans are available. Therefore, based on these considerations, at the 
program-level of analysis, impacts related to the construction of new library facilities 
would be less than significant. 

5.13.3.2  Significance of Impacts 

Buildout of the proposed CPU would increase demand for all public services—including 
fire and police protection, schools, parks and recreation, and libraries—which would in 
turn result in the need for new public facilities. The construction and operation of these 
facilities would occur within the footprint of the CPU area (although a future library site 
has not yet been identified). These facilities would be subject to numerous development 
regulations within the City, including policies within the General Plan and CPU and 
subject to environmental review as design plans are available. The individual school 
districts are responsible for planning, siting, building, and operating schools in their 
responsible districts within the CPU area.  

a. Fire Protection Services 

Buildout of the proposed CPU would increase demand for fire protection services and 
would contribute to the need for new or altered facilities. The planned construction of 
Fire Station No. 49, in addition to the collocated facility, is specifically indicated in the 
proposed CPU, and it is reasonable to assume that these facilities would be constructed 
in the future. The construction of these facilities would take place within the development 
footprint of the proposed CPU and would be subject to separate environmental review at 
the time design plans are available. Therefore, at this program-level of analysis, impacts 
related to the construction of fire protection facilities would be less than significant. 

b. Police Protection Services 

Buildout of the proposed CPU would result in additional demand for police service in 
Beat 713. Currently, the average response times for Beat 713 exceed both the citywide 
average and police department goals for Emergency, Priority One, and Priority Two 
calls. Police response times would continue to increase with the buildout of community 
plans and the increase of traffic generated by new growth. A 10,500-square-foot 
collocated police/fire-rescue facility is contemplated by the PFFP for the proposed CPU.  
It is reasonable to assume that this facility would be constructed in the future in order to 
meet acceptable service levels. The construction of this facility would take place within 
the development footprint of the CPU and would be subject to separate environmental 
review at the time design plans are available. Therefore, at this program-level of 
analysis, impacts related to the construction of new fire facilities would be less than 
significant.   



c. Schools 

As stated above, buildout of the proposed CPU would place additional demands on 
school services and additional facilities would be required to meet the needs of the CPU 
buildout. The construction of these facilities would take place within the development 
footprint of the CPU and would be subject to separate environmental review at the time 
design plans are available. SB 50 limits the mitigation that would be required to the 
scope of the review of any future project’s impacts to schools, and the findings for school 
impacts. Payment of the statutory fee by future projects consistent with CPU would 
mitigate the impact because of the provision that the statutory fees constitute full and 
complete mitigation.  

d. Parks and Recreation 

New parks would be required in the CPU area, in order to meet the increased demand 
associated with buildout of the proposed CPU. Under the CPU, approximately 2,909 
acres would be designated for parks and open space. Of this, 161 acres are designated 
for population-based parks consistent with the General Plan guideline; this figure 
combines the existing 51 acres in the northwest district, which was calculated based on 
previously adopted Precise Plans, with 110 acres (2.8 per 1,000) for the other districts 
within the CPU.  The CPU also stipulates that of the 110 acres, 21 acres would be in the 
form of a community park and the remainder as neighborhood parks.   

The remaining 2,748 acres would consist of open space. The construction of additional 
park facilities is specifically indicated in the PFFP for the CPU; and it is reasonable to 
assume that these facilities would be constructed in the future. The construction of these 
facilities would take place within the development footprint of the CPU and would be 
subject to separate environmental review at the time design plans are available. 
Therefore, at this program-level of analysis, impacts related to the construction of new 
park and recreation facilities within the CPU area would be less than significant.   

e. Libraries 

The CPU has identified the need for an additional library facility to serve the project area 
upon buildout of the proposed project CPU.  Although the specific location of a library 
has not yet been determined, the construction of a new facility is specifically 
contemplated by the current PFFP for the CPU, and it is reasonable to assume that this 
facility would be constructed in the future. The construction of this facility would take 
place within the development footprint of the CPU and would be subject to separate 
environmental review at the time design plans are available. Therefore, at this program-
level of analysis, impacts related to the construction of a new library within the CPU area 
would be less than significant.   



5.13.3.3  Mitigation Framework 

Impacts associated with fire, police services, schools, parkland, and libraries would be 
less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.13.3.4  Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts associated with fire, police services, schools, parkland, and libraries would be 
less than significant. 

 



5.14 Utilities 

Utility services addressed in this PEIR include water, wastewater, reclaimed water, solid 
waste, storm water drainage, and communication systems.  Utility providers include a 
variety of City, special district, quasi-public agencies, and private companies. The 
following discussion is focused on environmental impacts resulting from the need for 
new or alteration to existing utilities due to project implementation.  

Water, sewer, and reclaimed water discussions herein are based on the Technical 
Infrastructure Study (2011) prepared by Atkins and included as Appendix L to this PEIR. 
The purpose of the Technical Infrastructure Study is to provide a summary of wet utility 
requirements (water, sewer, recycled water) for the CPU, as compared to the buildout of 
existing land use plans (Otay Mesa Community Plan 1981) to determine what additional 
infrastructure would be required to support the proposed changes in land use. Water 
supply to the CPU area is addressed separately within Section 5.15.  A separate 
discussion of energy services and conservation is provided in Section 5.9, Energy 
Conservation. 

5.14.1 Existing Conditions 

5.14.1.1 Water Systems 

There are two water service providers in the CPU area: City of San Diego PUD and the 
Otay Water District (OWD).  In general, the City provides water service to the western 
portion of the CPU area and OWD to the eastern portion, generally east of Heritage 
Road.  Both agencies are members of the SDCWA, which imports both potable and raw 
(untreated) water to the San Diego region via the Second San Diego County Aqueduct.  

a. City of San Diego PUD 

The City purchased the water supply system in 1901, and through continual expansion, 
provides water service to more than 1.3 million residents over 404 square miles of 
developed land in the south central portion of San Diego County. The City’s PUD 
purchases up to 90 percent of its water from the SDCWA, which in turn purchases most 
of its water from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  Water supply is discussed in 
detail in Section 5.15 of this PEIR.   

The City’s water system consists primarily of nine raw water storage facilities with over 
408,000 acre-feet (AF) of storage capacity, 3 water treatment plants, 31 treated water 
storage facilities, and more than 3,213 miles of transmission and distribution lines. The 
local surface raw water storage facilities are connected directly or indirectly to the City’s 
water treatment operations, Otay Water Treatment Plant, Alvarado Water Treatment 



Plant, and Miramar Water Treatment Plant. These three plants have a total capacity of 
294.4 mgd. 

From SDCWA, water is delivered to the City’s Lower Otay Reservoir via Pipeline 3 and 
is treated by the 40 mgd Otay Water Treatment Plant.  From the treatment plant, water is 
conveyed via two pipelines to the South San Diego Reservoir.  The 15-million-gallon 
South San Diego Reservoir feeds three pipelines, including the South San Diego 
Pipelines 1 and 2 that provide water to the South San Diego and Otay Mesa areas.  The 
South San Diego Pipelines connect to the Otay Mesa Pump Station (10.8 mgd) located 
off Otay Valley Road.  This pump station provides service to Otay Mesa 680 Pressure 
Zone (Brown Field) and connects to the Ocean View Hills and Princess Park pump 
stations. 

The Ocean View Hills and Princess Park pump stations were designed based on the 
South San Diego-Otay Mesa Water Study (1999).  This study estimated the future water 
demand of 12.68 mgd based on projected land uses.  Per the study, the Ocean View 
Hills pump station was designed to provide 2.8 mgd for the Ocean View Hills community.  
The Princess Park pump station was designed to provide 0.5 mgd.  

b. Otay Water District 

The OWD receives water from Pipeline 4 at Flow Control Facility 13.  Water from this 
facility is stored in Reservoir 571-1 that has a capacity of 36.7 million gallons.  The  870-
1 roll pump station (19.2 mgd capacity) pumps water through two 30-inch mains to 
Reservoir 870-1.  From this 11-million-gallon reservoir, water is transported through a 
30-inch main in Alta Road to the Otay Mesa pipeline network ranging from 8 to 
30 inches.  The eastern portion of the CPU area is serviced by the 870 Pressure Zone.   

5.14.1.2 Wastewater 

The City PUD is responsible for wastewater service within the CPU area. Wastewater 
service to the CPU area is currently provided through the Otay Mesa sewer collection 
system via the Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer (OMTS), the Otay Valley Trunk Sewer (OVTS) 
system, and Metropolitan Sewerage System (Metro). The Metro facilities include the San 
Ysidro Interceptor, the South Metro Interceptor, and the City’s wastewater treatment 
facilities.  The OMTS has been planned for expansion to accommodate growth in the 
CPU area.  

a. Otay Mesa Sewer Collection System 

The wastewater from the eastern portion of the Otay Mesa Drainage Basin is currently 
collected via sewer pipelines ranging from 6 to 33 inches and conveyed to a 30-inch 
main in Siempre Viva Road.  This flow, which averaged 1.2 mgd wet weather flows in 
2009, is directed to pump station 23T.  Pump station 23T has a capacity of 9 mgd and 



pumps water through pipes in Cactus and Heritage roads to the 30-inch OVTS.  The 
7.3-mile-long OVTS conveys flows from Heritage Road, along Otay Valley Road, to 
I-805, along local roads to the South Metro Receptor.  The OVTS bottleneck in Heritage 
Road has a capacity of 4.3 mgd and is nearing capacity.   

Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer 

In 2004, the OMTS Master Plan and Alignment Study was adopted by the City Council. 
Subsequently, the OMTS Refinement and Phasing Report prepared in 2009 
recommended several sewer system upgrades in the Otay Mesa sewer basin to resolve 
capacity constraints in the near-term due to contracted capacity and to meet flows 
through year 2030.  Per this report, the identified sewer improvements would enhance 
pumping and conveyance capabilities from the City’s Otay Mesa sewer pump station 
23T to the existing San Ysidro Trunk Sewer.  Completion of the proposed upgrades 
would substantially complete the OMTS system and relieve the capacity issues in the 
Otay Valley.  

The OMTS has been partially constructed to relieve the OVTS capacity.  Currently the 
OMTS includes the 27- and 30-inch gravity sewer in Siempre Viva Road that is pumped 
to the OVTS on an interim basis via pump station 23T.  In addition, a 42-inch gravity 
sewer in Old Otay Mesa Road connects to a 10-inch main in Old Otay Mesa Road on an 
interim basis.  SR-905 includes pipeline sleeves at Cactus Road to allow for future 
upgrades of this system.   

b. Otay Valley Trunk Sewer System 

The existing 27-inch OVTS conveys wastewater from the Otay Valley drainage basin 
from as far east as the Donovan Correctional Facility, west to the City’s Metro System. 
This trunk sewer also temporarily conveys the wastewater generated in east Otay Mesa 
via sewer pump stations 23T and 48T. The eastern portions of the OVTS were 
constructed and funded under reimbursement agreements with the City, and are 
operated and maintained by the City’s PUD. The 7.3-mile-long gravity main extends from 
Heritage Road, east along Otay Valley Road to I-805 and within existing roads north of 
the Otay River between I-805 and the South Metro Interceptor. 

c. Metro Facilities 

The Metro system includes the San Ysidro Interceptor, South Metro Interceptor, and 
City’s wastewater treatment facility.  The OMTS in Old Otay Mesa Road within the 
western portion of the CPU discharge into the 30- to 42-inch San Ysidro Interceptor.  
The Grove Avenue pump station is located along this interceptor and redirects “skimmed 
flow” to the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant (SBWRP) via a 30-inch force main.  The 
SBWRP can treat 15 mgd to a tertiary level for reuse, but treats 8 mgd on average.  
Excess water is released via the South Bay Land and Ocean Outfall. 



The South Metro Interceptor collects wastewater from the OVTS and San Ysidro 
Interceptor in addition to several City of Chula Vista trunk sewers.  The South Metro 
Interceptor conveys these flows to the Point Loma Water Treatment Plant via the Metro 
pump station 2.  The Point Loma Water Treatment Plant treats water to a primary level 
and discharges via a deep ocean outfall.  This treatment plant has a capacity of 190 mgd 
and is currently being expanded to 240 mgd.   

5.14.1.3 Reclaimed Water 

OWD serves some customers with recycled water from the Ralph W. Chapman Water 
Reclamation Facility and from the City’s South Bay Water Recycling Plant.  There are, 
however, no recycled water distribution lines currently extending to the CPU area. 

5.14.1.4 Solid Waste 

The City provides refuse, recycling, and yard waste collection and disposal services to 
some residents under the People’s Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 66.0127), which 
was adopted in 1919 by the residents of San Diego. The City provides solid waste 
collection services to primarily single-family homes, and some multi-family; this service is 
paid for by the General Fund. Most multi-family residences are not served and are 
required to fund and contract directly with private haulers for trash and recycling 
collection.  

Solid waste generated in the City is primarily taken to three landfills; either the City’s 
Miramar Landfill, located north of SR-52; the Sycamore Sanitary Landfill, located within 
the City of San Diego east of I-15 and operated by Republic Services; or the Otay 
Landfill, located within Chula Vista, north of I-905 and also operated by Republic 
Services. Based on current and projected disposal rates, and permitted disposal limits, 
the San Diego region is anticipated to exceed the ability of existing landfills to accept 
waste within the next 10 years unless landfill expansions are approved.  

The Miramar Landfill is permitted to receive 8,000 tons per day, and on average, it 
receives less than 1,000,000 tons per year. The anticipated closure date for the landfill is 
2022.  

The Sycamore Landfill is permitted to receive a maximum of 3,965 tons per day, 
although the permit and the facility franchise are inconsistent. The owner/operator is 
currently proposing a significant increase in throughput, together with a major expansion 
of the height and footprint of the facility. The Sycamore Landfill, based on a 3,965-ton-
per-day limit, is expected to operate until 2031. The Sycamore Landfill Master Plan 
proposes to increase the landfill capacity to 157 million cubic yards, which would allow 
an increase from 3,965 tons per day to approximately 11,450 tons per day.  With the 
proposed expansion, the landfill would be operational until approximately 2050. This 



increase in landfill capacity is not currently approved or permitted, and therefore cannot 
be guaranteed to be completed at this time.  

The Otay Landfill is permitted to receive 5,830 tons per day.  Permits were recently 
modified, which reduced the overall height of the landfill with no loss of capacity. The 
Otay Landfill is expected to serve the region through 2021 (California Department of 
Resources Recycling and Recovery [CalRecycle] 2012).  Currently, most single-family 
residential waste generated in the southern portion of the City, which includes the CPU 
area, is disposed at Otay Landfill.  Waste collected from multi-family residential and 
commercial areas is disposed at area landfills as determined by the agreements of 
franchise haulers. 

5.14.1.5 Storm Water Infrastructure 

The City maintains drainage and conveyance systems to protect the beneficial uses of 
the San Diego Basin. In addition to flood control channels and detention basins, storm 
drain pipelines are in place for the conveyance of urban runoff and storm water.  

Existing drainage and storm water conveyance facilities have been constructed 
throughout Otay Mesa in compliance with regulations according to the needs of private 
development projects. Existing storm drain facilities have been constructed for industrial 
uses distributed throughout the central and eastern portions of the CPU area. Although 
not included in the hydrology study performed for the CPU, storm drains are also present 
in existing residential neighborhoods in the northwest portion of the CPU area. Other 
existing storm drain facilities, such as those for San Ysidro High School in the western 
part of the CPU area, occur as needed throughout the CPU area in the immediate 
vicinity of development, to connect to existing channels.  

5.14.1.6 Communications 

Communications systems for telephone, computers, and cable television are serviced by 
utility providers such as AT&T, IBM, Cox, and other independent cable companies. 
Facilities are located above and below ground within private easements. In recent years, 
the City has initiated programs to promote economic development through the 
development of high-tech infrastructure and integrated information systems. The City 
also works with service providers to underground overhead wires, cables, conductors, 
and other overhead structures associated with communication systems in residential 
areas in accordance with proposed development projects. 



5.14.2 Existing Regulatory Framework 
The City’s General Plan, Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element, presents goals 
and policies for water infrastructure, to assure the provision of safe, efficient, and 
sustainable distribution of water. Relevant policies are stated in Table 5.14-1, below.  

TABLE 5.14-1 
PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO UTILITIES 

Policy Description 
PF-H.2 Require the provision and maintenance of essential water storage, 

treatment, supply facilities and infrastructure to serve existing and future 
development. 

PF-H.3 Coordinate land use planning and water infrastructure planning with local, 
state, and regional agencies to provide for future development. 

PF-F.5 Construct and maintain facilities to accommodate regional growth 
projections that are consistent with sustainable development policies. 

PF-F.6 Coordinate land use planning and wastewater infrastructure planning to 
provide for future development and maintain adequate service levels. 

PF-H.1.e Continue to develop the recycled water customer base, and expand the 
distribution system to meet current and future demands. 

PF-I.2  Maximize waste reduction and diversion 
PF-I.3 Provide environmentally sound waste disposal facilities and alternatives. 
PF-I.3.f Cooperate on a regional basis with local governments, state agencies, and 

private solid waste companies to find the best practicable, environmentally 
safe, and equitable solutions to solid and hazardous waste management. 

PF I.5 Plan for sufficient waste handling and disposal capacity to meet existing and 
future needs.  Evaluate existing waste disposal facilities for potential 
expansion of sites for new disposal facilities. 

PF-G.1 Ensure that all storm water conveyance systems, structures, and 
maintenance practices are consistent with federal Clean Water Act and 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES Permit standards. 

PF-G.4 Develop and employ a strategic plan for the City’s watersheds to foster a 
comprehensive approach to storm water infrastructure improvements. 

SOURCE:  City of San Diego General Plan 2008. 

5.14.2.1 Water  

a. Otay Water District 2010 Water Resources Master Plan  

The OWD Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) outlines a comprehensive program for 
the orderly and phased development of potable and recycled water supply, storage, 
transmission, and distribution through ultimate buildout of the land within the OWD, 
according to local land use approvals and planning. The projects in the WRMP consist 
mostly of pipelines, reservoirs, and pump stations that are needed based on population 
projections, OWD criteria for the adequacy of facilities, and specific project development 



plans in the OWD’s service area. The OWD water model was updated in November 
2010 as part of the 2010 WRMP Update to include increased potable water demands 
from the CPU. The WRMP Update determined that the increased potable water 
demands associated with the CPU would not warrant transmission main upgrades above 
those previously identified for the forecasted growth in the area. 

The 2010 WRMP Update was also revised to include increased recycled water supply, 
storage and pumping conditions. No additional improvements, beyond those 
recommended in the 2008 WRMP, were identified. 

b. City of San Diego 

The City developed a Long-Range Water Resources Plan (2002–2030) in 2002 in order 
to address the projected need for additional water supplies. This plan detailed existing 
water supplies, new water supply opportunities, objectives and performance measures, 
and ultimately conclusions and recommendations. Currently, the City is in the process of 
finalizing the 2012 Long-Range Water Resources Plan that reviewed and re-assessed 
the planning objectives and stakeholder values, discussed and evaluated emerging 
issues using the most recent information available to update the long-term water 
resources strategy for the City.   

In July 2011, the City adopted the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) which 
addresses the City’s water system, water supply sources, historic and projected water 
use, and provides a comparison of water supply to water demands during average, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry year periods. The UWMP was prepared in accordance with 
the Urban Water Management Act (as amended, California Water Code, Sections 10610 
through 10656), which requires every urban water supplier that provides water for 
municipal purposes to more than 3,000 connections or supplying more than 3,000 acre-
feet of water annually, to adopt and submit a plan every five years to the California 
Department of Water Resources. 

5.14.2.2 Solid Waste/Recycling 

a. Collection Services 

The City provides refuse, recycling, and yard waste collection and disposal services to 
some residents under the People’s Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 66.0127). The 
City provides solid waste collection services to primarily single-family homes, and some 
multi-family units; this service is paid for by the General Fund. 

b. Diversion and Recycling 

In an effort to address landfill capacity and solid waste concerns, the California 
Legislature passed the Integrated Waste Management Act in 1989 (AB 939), which 



mandated that all cities reduce waste disposed in landfills from generators within their 
borders by 50 percent by the year 2000. In response, the City Environmental Services 
Department (ESD) developed the Source Reduction and Recycling program that 
outlined waste management policies and programs to meet the City’s long-term disposal 
needs and achieve the mandated waste reduction. Since 2004, the City has diverted 
more than 50 percent of its generated waste stream from disposal. 

The State then enacted AB 341 in 2011, which established a policy goal for California 
that not less than 75 percent of solid waste that is generated be source-reduced, 
recycled, or composted by 2020. A report was prepared and issued in May 2012, 
detailing strategies to achieve this goal primarily through recycling.  

The City has three ordinances that detail mandated waste diversion or recycling 
requirements for development activities, detailed below. In addition, pursuant to the 
City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, any discretionary project that may 
generate approximately 60 tons of waste or more during construction and/or operation is 
required to prepare a project-specific Waste Management Plan (WMP) to address 
disposal of waste generated during short-term project construction and long-term post-
construction operation. The WMP is required to identify how the project would reduce 
waste and achieve target reduction goals and must include: projected waste generation 
calculations and identification of the types of waste materials generated; description of 
how materials would be reused on-site; identification of source separation techniques for 
recycling; and identification of recycling facilities where waste would be taken if not 
reused on-site. 

Storage Ordinance 

Enacted in 2000, the Storage Ordinance (Section 142.0810 et. seq. of the Municipal 
Code) outlines standards to ensure that new residential and commercial development 
provide permanent, adequate, and convenient space for the storage and collection of 
refuse and recyclable material. The intent of the ordinance is to encourage recycling of 
solid waste to reduce the amount of waste material entering landfills and to meet the 
recycling goals established by the City Council and mandated by the state of California. 
This storage ordinance applies to the following type of developments: residential 
development involving two or more dwelling units, new non-residential development, and 
additions to existing developments where the gross floor area would be increased by 30 
percent or more.  

Recycling Ordinance 

The City adopted the Recycling Ordinance (Section 66.0701 et seq. of the Municipal 
Code) in November 2007, and phased implementation of the ordinance over the next 
two years. In July 2012, the City updated the Recycling Ordinance to lower the 
exemption threshold for required recycling, thereby requiring all privately serviced 



businesses, commercial/institutional facilities, apartments, and condominiums 
generating four or more cubic yards of trash per week to recycle. The purpose of the 
Recycling Ordinance was to establish requirements for recycling of recyclable materials 
generated from the aforementioned facilities and special events. The ordinance also 
requires the education of tenants or occupants on waste reduction or recycling. These 
requirements are intended to increase the diversion of recyclable materials from landfill 
disposal, conserve the capacity, and extend the useful life of the Miramar Landfill, and 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  

Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling Ordinance 

The City’s Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling Ordinance (C&D Ordinance) 
(Section 66.0601, et seq. of the Municipal Code) is intended to increase the diversion of 
construction and demolition debris from landfill disposal, conserve the capacity, and 
extend the useful life of the Miramar Landfill. This ordinance requires applicants for a 
demolition or construction permit to estimate the volume of waste they will generate and 
post a deposit. The deposit is refunded after it is proven that a minimum of 50 percent of 
the construction and demolition debris generated by the development was recycled at an 
appropriate recycling or transfer facility. 

5.14.2.3 Communications 

a. San Diego Municipal Code Section 144.0240 

Individual projects consisting of more than four lots are subject to Section 144.0240 of 
the Municipal Code, which requires privately owned utility systems and service facilities 
to be placed underground. 

5.14.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Thresholds, impacts related to public utilities would be 
significant if the CPU would: 

1. Result in a need for new systems, or require substantial alterations to existing 
utilities, including water, wastewater, reclaimed water, solid waste disposal, 
storm water infrastructure, and communication systems, the construction of 
which would create physical impacts.  

5.14.4 Issue 1: Utilities 
Would the CPU result in a need for new systems, or require substantial alternations to 
existing utilities, the construction of which would create physical impacts? These 



systems include water, wastewater, reclaimed water, solid waste disposal, storm water 
infrastructure, and communication systems. 

5.14.4.1 Impacts 

The CPU would allow for additional residential, commercial, international business and 
trade, industrial, institutional, parks and open space, and right-of-way uses.  As a 
programmatic document, this PEIR evaluates a worst-case scenario and also assumes 
that designated open space would remain entirely undeveloped. To project 
water/recycled water demands and sewer flows from new development, several types of 
planning criteria are typically defined:  land use density criteria (dwelling units per acre), 
employment density criteria (employees per acre); population criteria (persons per 
dwelling unit); and unit flow generation criteria (gallons per person per day otherwise 
known as gallons per capita per day). Because the CPU does not exactly match the land 
use categories defined by the PUD or OWD criteria, a methodology for applying these 
criteria was developed in the Technical Infrastructure Study (Appendix L of the PEIR). 
Details of the planning criteria, which identify a uniform way to analyze the CPU across 
the two service providers, are located in Section 4.0 of the Technical Infrastructure Study 
(Appendix L of the PEIR). 

The following is an analysis of the impacts for each applicable utility. 

a. Water  

As previously detailed, the CPU area would be served by the City’s PUD and the OWD. 
The City PUD’s Otay Mesa service area was evaluated and reviewed in the Otay Mesa 
Master Plan Optimization Baseline Report (City’s Baseline Report, as referenced in 
Appendix L). The City’s Baseline Report recommended the following backbone 
infrastructure improvements to the City’s PUD system (Figure 5.14-1): 

A. Upgrade the Otay Mesa pump station to 11,500 gallons per minute (gpm) to 
meet ultimate demands. Additional capacity may also be installed at Ocean View 
Hills and Princess Park pump stations to meet demands, or an additional 
1,000 gpm pumping capacity may be added to the Otay Mesa pump station. 

B. Install 12,380 feet of new 20-inch pipe between the South San Diego Reservoir 
and the Otay Mesa pump station or replace the 33-inch South San Diego 
Pipeline 1 with a new 48-inch pipe for redundancy. 

C. Install 2,400 feet of new 24-inch pipe in Otay Mesa Road between Hawken Drive 
and Crescent Bay Drive to provide redundancy in Otay Mesa and allow the 
Princess Park pump station to supply the 680 pumping zone. 



Map Source: Atkins

FIGURE 5.14-1
Identified Improvements to the City of San Diego Water System
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The improvements identified are in response to projected growth within the PUD’s Otay 
Mesa service area as a whole and not specific to the increase in potable water demand 
from the CPU. 

The OWD’s water system model was updated in October 2008 as part of the 2008 
WRMP and again in November 2010, as part of the 2010 WRMP Update. Both the City’s 
Baseline Report and the OWD’s 2008 WRMP included water demands based on 
currently approved land uses.  

In the OWD system, the 2008 WRMP did not identify any pumping deficiencies within 
the CPU area. A 10-million-gallon 870-2 Reservoir was recommended to be constructed 
to provide capacity for projected ultimate storage requirements. The proposed site for 
the 870-2 Reservoir is adjacent to the existing 870-1 Reservoir.  

The City’s Baseline Report did not evaluate demand under implementation of the CPU. 
The identified impacts and improvements for Otay Mesa detailed above are not capacity-
based deficiencies. The CPU would increase potable water demands in the City’s 
service area by only 0.36 mgd, which is not a significant increase to warrant 
transmission main upgrades. The improvements identified above would be required 
even if the CPU were not implemented, and thus are considered the minimum required 
improvements. Adding an additional 750 gpm of pumping capacity at the Otay Mesa 
pump station would provide sufficient capacity to serve the additional demands under 
buildout of the CPU. 

In the OWD’s 2010 WRMP Update, demands for the service area were revised to 
include potable water demands under implementation the CPU. The 2010 WRMP 
Update did not identify storage or pumping deficiencies under buildout of the CPU. As 
new development projects move forward, however, the OWD may require individual 
projects to submit detailed hydraulic studies. 

The improvements identified above from the City’s Baseline Report would be required 
regardless, and are not necessitated by implementation of the CPU. The addition of 
pumping capacity to the Otay Mesa pump station, which is necessitated by the CPU, 
would occur at an existing facility and would not result in significant new environmental 
impacts. The OWD has not identified any infrastructure improvements that are 
necessitated by implementation of the CPU.  

Prior to approval of future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU, the City 
Director of the Public Utilities Department would determine, based on review of the 
project application, that future projects are sited and designed to avoid conflicts with 
existing public utilities in accordance with the CPU and City of San Diego Public Utilities 
Department Director and/or City Engineer guidance identified below. Future design of 
projects would be based on the recommendations of an anticipated detailed grade and 
alignment study that addresses potential conflicts with existing utilities and access road 



realignments implemented in compliance with Council Policies 400-13 and 400-14. The 
realignments of utilities or access roads implemented in compliance with Council 
Policies 400-13 and 400-14 could result in secondary impacts on biological or 
archaeological resources.  Biological and historical resource impacts are discussed in 
detail in Sections 5.4 and 5.5 of this PEIR.    

Future applicants would be required to coordinate the location of improvements with the 
Development Services Department or the Director of the Public Utilities Department in 
compliance with the Sewer Design Guidelines and other utility agencies that require 
access to the facilities. If feasible, access to the sewer and water facilities would also be 
coordinated to provide combined access to storm water infrastructure facilities in order to 
minimize the impact on open space and canyons by having common access. The 
access would  be proposed in a strategic location to facilitate Council Policies 400-13 
and 400-14 and in accordance with the City of San Diego Canyon Sewer Cleaning 
Program & Long-Term Canyon Sewer Maintenance  Program PEIR and Master Site 
Development Permit (when this is applicable within the CPU). 

Therefore, impacts associated with utility system improvements would be less than 
significant at the program-level.  

 b. Wastewater  

As detailed in Section 5.14.1.2, the OMTS Master Plan (2004) and subsequent 
Refinement and Phasing Report (2009) have approved environmental documents that 
have previously analyzed wastewater system upgrades and their associated 
environmental impacts in the CPU area. These improvements were based on currently 
approved land uses.  

The 2009 Refinement Report concluded that the following facilities and improvements to 
the existing collection system would be required (Figure 5.14-2): 

A. Upgrade Sewer Pump Station 23T from temporary to permanent status by 
adding 0.25 million gallons emergency storage and upgrading pumping capacity 
to 4.3 million mgd (8 mgd at buildout)  

B. Upgrade Sewer Pump Station 23T from temporary to permanent status by 
installing 8,000 feet of 24-inch force main from Sewer Pump Station 23T to 
Heritage Road 

C. Install diversion structure at Otay Mesa Road and Heritage Road to split flows 
between the OMTS and OVTS. 

D. Install 8,000 feet of dual 24-inch force main along Otay Mesa Road from the 
diversion structure to the gravity sewer located in Otay Mesa Road. 



Map Source: Atkins

FIGURE 5.14-2
Identified Improvements to the City of San Diego Wastewater System
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E. Replace 3,600 feet of 16-inch force main with 24-inch force main from SR-905 to 
the diversion structure. 

F. Install 2,800 feet of 20-inch gravity main along Otay Mesa Road from proposed 
24-inch dual force main (see, B above) to existing 42-inch gravity main. 

The improvements identified are in response to projected growth within the Otay Mesa 
service area as a whole and not specific to the increase in demand from the CPU. 

The increased growth from the CPU would increase wastewater flows by 1.33 mgd over 
buildout of the adopted community plan, for total projected wastewater generation of 
9.68 mgd. This increase would trigger the need for the construction of additional sewer 
infrastructure, including an increase in the sizing of sewer pipelines. Overall, as shown in 
Figure 5.14-2, infrastructure improvements associated with the buildout of the CPU 
would include the following:  

A. Increase emergency storage at sewer pump station 23T to 0.50 million gallons. 
The increased flows generated under CPU implementation would not require any 
additional capacity of sewer pump station 23T beyond 8 mgd.  

B. Upsize 20-inch to 24-inch gravity main along Otay Mesa Road from force main to 
existing 42-inch gravity main. 

C. Upsize 24-inch to 30-inch gravity main from existing 42-inch gravity main to 
existing 24-inch San Ysidro Trunk Sewer.  

The 2004 OMTS Sewer Master Plan and 2009 Refinement Report identified these 
improvements as potentially required in future phases to accommodate wastewater 
generation associated with buildout of the CPU area. The three additional improvements 
identified above would occur within existing utility line easements and facilities, and 
therefore, would not result in significant new impacts to the environment.   

As discussed above in Section 5.14.4.1a, for future projects implemented in accordance 
with the CPU, the City Director of the Public Utilities Department shall determine, based 
on review of the project application, that future projects are sited and designed to avoid 
conflicts with existing public utilities. Future applicants shall coordinate the location of 
improvements with the Development Services Department or the Director of the Public 
Utilities Department in compliance with the Sewer Design Guidelines and other utility 
agencies that require access to the facilities. 

Therefore, impacts associated with wastewater systems would be considered less than 
significant at the program-level.  



c. Reclaimed Water 

Both the City PUD and OWD produce recycled water for use in the southern San Diego 
area. Currently, the OWD operates a 1.2-mgd reclamation plant and has an agreement 
to purchase up to 6 mgd of recycled water from the City. The City has the capability of 
producing up to 15 mgd of recycled water at its South Bay Water Reclamation Facility. 

Recycled water service in the CPU area is planned to be provided by the OWD only. The 
ultimate buildout of the OWD’s recycled water system is shown in Figure 5.14-3. The 
City currently has no specific plans to provide recycled water service to the CPU area; 
however, the provision of recycled water infrastructure would be a condition of approval 
for future discretionary projects within the CPU area.   Because the City has no current 
plans to expand their distribution system in this area, recycled water service to the 
western side of the CPU area would likely require expansion of the OWD’s recycled 
water system; however, no expansion is required or necessitated in conjunction with 
adoption of the CPU. An agreement between the OWD and the City would have to be 
negotiated to provide this service.    

The OWD’s 2008 WRMP included recycled water projections under the adopted 
community plan, while the 2010 WRMP incorporated projections under the CPU. The 
OWD’s 2008 WRMP evaluated ultimate recycled water supply, storage, and pumping 
conditions, which would be required even if the CPU were not implemented. The CPU 
area is within the OWD’s 860 pressure zone, which will ultimately be supplied from a 
new 860-1 reservoir through planned 30-inch diameter transmission mains.  

The OWD’s 2010 WRMP Update incorporated demands projected under the CPU, and 
did not identify additional storage or pumping deficiencies beyond improvements 
recommended in the 2008 WRMP.  

The improvements identified above from the OWD’s 2008 WRMP would be required 
regardless and are not necessitated by implementation of the CPU. The OWD has not 
identified any reclaimed water infrastructure improvements that are necessitated by 
implementation of the CPU. 

As discussed above in Section 5.14.4.1a, for future projects implemented in accordance 
with the CPU, the City Director of the Public Utilities Department shall determine, based 
on review of the project application, that future projects are sited and designed to avoid 
conflicts with existing public utilities. Future applicants shall coordinate the location of 
improvements with the Development Services Department or the Director of the Public 
Utilities Department in compliance with the Sewer Design Guidelines and other utility 
agencies that require access to the facilities.  Therefore, impacts associated with 
reclaimed water system improvements would be less than significant at the program-
level. 
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FIGURE 5.14-3
Otay Water District – Ultimate Recycled Water System
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d. Solid Waste 

A significant direct impact associated with solid waste would occur if the CPU would: 

• Require a new solid waste facility. 

• Not meet the 75 percent solid waste diversion rate as mandated by AB 341. 

• An indirect impact associated with solid waste would occur if the CPU would:   

• Substantially increase collection and hauling services. 

• Result in the loss of recycling/collection facilities due to changes in land use. 

New Solid Waste Facility 

Buildout of the CPU would not likely require the construction of a new solid waste facility. 
As previously detailed in Section 5.14.1.4, the three primary landfills used by the City 
and private franchise haulers have operating capacity beyond 2020. Furthermore, the 
distribution of where solid waste eventually ends up and the throughput of each landfill is 
difficult to track. Thus, at a program-level of analysis, it would not be feasible to 
accurately predict if solid waste would all end up at Otay Landfill, for example, thus 
causing it to become over capacity. 

Solid Waste Diversion 

Nevertheless, calculations can be made regarding the increase in solid waste generation 
due to changes in land use under the CPU. CalRecycle develops solid waste generation 
rates for different types of land uses. Solid waste generation rates estimate the amount 
of waste created by residences or businesses over a certain amount of time (day, year, 
etc.). Waste generation includes all materials discarded, whether or not they are later 
recycled or disposed in a landfill. Waste generation rates for residential and commercial 
activities can be used to estimate the impact of new developments on the local waste 
stream. Table 5.14-2 shows the estimated solid waste generation rates under the CPU.  



TABLE 5.14-2 
ESTIMATED SOLID WASTE GENERATION RATES 

 

Use 
Generation 

Rates 

Existing Development Proposed CPU (Buildout) 

DUs/ 
Floor Area 

Estimated 
Annual 

Generation 
DUs/ 

Floor Area 

Estimated 
Annual 

Generation 
Single-family 7.8 lbs/unit/day 2,727 DUs 3,881 tons 4,273 DUs 6,082 tons 
Multi-family 3.6 lbs/unit/day 1,106 DUs 726 tons 14,501 DUs 9,527 tons 

Commercial 13 lbs/1000 sf/ 
day 2,653,000 sf 6,294 tons 4,522,000 sf 10,728 tons 

Industrial 6.25 lbs/ 
1000 sf/day 33,323,000 sf 38,009 tons 52,838,000 sf 60,268 tons 

Institutional 0.007 lbs/sf/day 4,988,000 sf 6,372 tons 15,244,000 sf 19,474 tons 
Agricultural    0 0 

Total Estimated Annual 
Solid Waste Generation -- -- 55,282 tons -- 106,079 tons 

NOTE: City Facilities and Transportation/Utilities not included in estimation. 
DU = dwelling unit 
sf= square feet 
lbs = pounds 
Implementation of the CPU would almost double the amount of waste generated within 
the CPU area under full buildout. However, projects implemented under the CPU would 
be required to comply with numerous regulations, including the City’s Storage 
Ordinance, the Recycling Ordinance, and the C&D Ordinance. These regulations 
address the requirements for refuse and recyclable materials’ deposit, diversion, and 
storage in an effort to achieve the City’s overall 75 percent diversion goal, as set forth in 
AB 341.  

The City’s General Plan also addresses waste management through Policies PF-I.1 
through PF-I.5, focusing in on waste recycling and diversion of materials in PF-I.2. 
Likewise, the CPU includes Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element Policies 6.5-1 
through 6.5-5, which promote the planning for sufficient waste handling and disposal 
capacity to meet future needs, encourage future projects to divert construction and 
demolition debris beyond the 50 percent required by the City’s C&D Ordinance, and 
require sufficient storage space for recycling containers in all new residential, 
commercial, and industrial development. 

As previously detailed in Section 5.14.2.2, future discretionary projects under the CPU 
that would generate 60 tons of waste or more during construction and/or operation would 
be required to prepare a project-specific WMP to address disposal of waste generated 
during both short-term project construction and long-term operation. 

Buildout of the CPU would not directly result in the need for a new landfill.  However, 
compliance with the Storage, Recycling, and C&D ordinances alone would result in only 
a 40 percent diversion rate within in the CPU area. Future discretionary projects (that 
meet the threshold) would be required to prepare a WMP with site-specific waste 



reduction measures in order to meet the state-mandated 75 percent diversion rate.  
Because all future projects within the CPU area may not be required to prepare a waste 
management plan or may not reduce project-level waste management impacts below a 
level of significance, the CPU cannot be guaranteed, at the program-level, to meet the 
75 percent diversion requirement.  Direct impacts associated with solid waste would be 
significant at the program-level.  

Collection Services 

The CPU would allow for residential development in areas that are currently 
undeveloped, thus resulting in the need for expanded solid waste collection services—
either by the City as mandated by the People’s Ordinance, or by private franchise 
haulers. Though not a direct environmental impact, the expansion of collection services 
would increase the costs incurred by the City, as collection services are free to the 
citizens under the People’s Ordinance. Likewise, the increase in non-residential 
development under the CPU would increase the use of private franchise haulers. The 
City does not maintain an exclusive franchising agreement with private haulers. Several 
haulers compete for customers on an open market.  This system does not promote 
efficient routing.  This is a consideration when calculating trips generated by public 
services for new development anywhere in the City.  As a result, solid waste collection in 
the Otay Mesa CPU area may result in a minor increase in traffic and its associated 
impacts (noise and air quality), but does not result in a separate significant impact.  

Closure of Collection Facilities 

Light industrial land uses, which include recycling and collection facilities, comprise 
approximately 8 percent of the CPU’s overall land uses (see Table 5.1-1). Industrial uses 
are distributed throughout the central and eastern portions of the CPU area, primarily 
south of Otay Mesa Road and east of Heritage Road. Auto wrecking and dismantling 
facilities are concentrated in the area immediately west of Brown Field.   

The CPU would not result in the direct loss of recycling or collection facilities. As shown 
on Figures 3-2 and 5.1-1, parcels that are currently designated for industrial use would 
remain with an industrial designation under CPU implementation. Furthermore, as 
previously shown in Table 5.14-2, implementation of the CPU would result in an 
approximately 50 percent increase in industrial square footage. Therefore, no indirect 
impacts related to the closure of recycling/collection facilities would occur.  

e. Storm Water Infrastructure 

As discussed in detail in Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality, future development 
under the CPU would increase impervious surfaces, resulting in the potential for greater 
surface runoff and increased demands on existing storm water systems within the CPU 
area.  No storm drains, or other community-wide drainage facilities are proposed for 



construction in conjunction with adoption of the CPU.  As individual development 
projects are implemented in accordance with the CPU, localized improvements to the 
storm water system would be required as part of the project design and review. All storm 
water facilities constructed in conjunction with future development would be reviewed for 
consistency with the Storm Water Standards.   

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU may require storm water 
systems in undeveloped areas, or require improvements to existing storm water 
systems. Each project implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to 
conduct a drainage study, design and build storm drain systems, as necessary, to serve 
the development. This storm water infrastructure would include components and 
methods to reduce and treat runoff and prevent pollutants from entering the storm drain 
system. The construction of these storm water systems could potentially result in 
physical impacts to the environment.  However, projects would be required to reduce or 
provide mitigation for these impacts in accordance with the applicable Mitigation 
Framework, guidelines or through regulatory compliance prior to implementation. 

Furthermore, all future projects would be required to adhere to regulations and General 
Plan and CPU policies and are required to comply with the City’s Storm Water 
Standards as discussed in Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality, of this PEIR. While the 
details of storm water infrastructure improvements would depend on the actual design of 
a future project, strict adherence to existing storm water regulations, conformance with 
General Plan and CPU policies, and project-specific review under CEQA would assure 
that impacts associated with the installation of storm water infrastructure would be 
reduced to below a level of significance.  

f. Communications Systems 

There would be no significant impacts to cable and telephone services, as these are 
available through private utility companies that have the capacity to serve the CPU area. 
In addition, the City administers an undergrounding program and requires individual 
projects consisting of more than four lots to place utility systems and service facilities 
underground. Short-term construction impacts from installation of new communication 
systems or undergrounding for individual future projects under the CPU would not result 
in significant impacts because communication lines would be within existing or planned 
roadway right-of-way.   

5.14.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. Water, Sewer, and Reclaimed Water 

Improvements to water and recycled water systems have been previously identified in 
master planning documents detailed above, and would be required whether or not the 



CPU were to be implemented. Therefore, impacts associated with water and reclaimed 
water system improvements would be less than significant at the program-level.  

Additional wastewater system improvements beyond what have been identified in 
master planning documents would be necessitated by CPU implementation. The need 
for these improvements would not result in significant impacts, because the 2004 OMTS 
Sewer Master Plan and 2009 Refinement Report previously identified these 
improvements as required in future phases to accommodate buildout wastewater 
generation from the area. The three additional improvements identified above would 
occur within existing utility line easements and facilities and would not result in 
significant impacts to the environment. Therefore, impacts associated with wastewater 
systems would be considered less than significant at the program-level.  

b. Solid Waste 

The CPU would not result in the direct need for a new landfill. Compliance with the 
Storage, Recycling, and C&D ordinances and the requirement to prepare a WMP (in 
some instances) would contribute to the CPU meeting the state-mandated 75 percent 
diversion rate. However, because all future projects within the CPU area may not be 
required to prepare a WMP or may not reduce project-level waste management impacts 
to below a level of significance, the CPU cannot be guaranteed, at the program-level, to 
meet the 75 percent diversion requirement.  Direct impacts associated with solid waste 
would be significant at the program-level.  

c. Storm Water Infrastructure  

No storm drains, or other community-wide drainage facilities are proposed for 
construction in conjunction with adoption of the CPU.  All such facilities would be 
constructed in conjunction with future development projects implemented in accordance 
with the CPU, designed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  

New storm water infrastructure systems would be required in previously undeveloped 
areas of the CPU, or improvements to existing storm water infrastructure systems would 
be required which could potentially result in physical impacts to the environment.   As 
such, future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be sited and 
designed to minimize impacts on receiving waters; in particular, the discharge of 
identified pollutants to an already impaired water body.  This would be accomplished 
through compliance with existing regulatory requirements contained in the City’s Storm 
Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations of the LDC and as further outlined in HYD/WQ-
1 and HYD/WQ-2 in Sections 5.7.3.3 and 5.7.6.3, Mitigation Framework. 

At the project-level, adherence to existing storm water regulations, conformance with 
General Plan and CPU policies, and review under CEQA would assure that impacts 



associated with the requirements for and/or construction of storm water infrastructure 
would be less than significant at the program-level. 

d. Communications Systems 

The CPU would not require new communication systems to be built; however, there 
would be the need to extend the existing systems to individual project sites. No 
significant impact is anticipated as a result of undergrounding these utility lines.  

5.14.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

a. Water, Wastewater, Reclaimed Water 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation would be required.   

b. Solid Waste 

UTIL-1: Pursuant to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, discretionary 
projects (including construction, demolition, and /or renovation) that would 
generate 60 tons or more of solid waste shall be required to prepare a Waste 
Management Plan (WMP).  The WMP shall be prepared by the applicant, 
conceptually approved by the ESD and discussed in the environmental 
document.  The WMP shall be implemented by the applicant and address the 
demolition, construction, and occupancy phases of the project as applicable 
to include the following: 

a. A timeline for each of the three main phases of the project (demolition, 
construction, and occupancy). 

b. Tons of waste anticipated to be generated (demolition, construction, and 
occupancy). 

c. Type of waste to be generated (demolition, construction, and occupancy). 

d. Describe how the project will reduce the generation of C&D debris. 

e. Describe how the C&D materials will be reused on-site. 

f. Include the name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities 
where recyclables and waste will be taken if not reused on-site. 

g. Describe how the C&D waste will be source separated if a mixed C&D 
facility is not used for recycling. 



h. Describe how the waste reduction and recycling goals will be 
communicated to subcontractors. 

i. Describe how a "buy recycled" program for green construction products, 
including mulch and compost, will be incorporated into the project. 

j. Describe how the Refuse and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations 
(LDC Chapter 14, Article 2 Division 8) will be incorporated into design of 
building's waste storage area. 

k. Describe how compliance with the Recycling Ordinance (Municipal Code 
Chapter 6, Article 6, Division 7) will be incorporated in the operational 
phase. 

l. Describe any International Standards of Operation 1, or other certification, 
if any. 

c. Storm Water Infrastructure 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation would be required.   

d. Communication Systems 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.14.4.4  Significance after Mitigation 

a. Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water 

Prior to approval of future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU, the City 
would determine, based on review of the project application, that future projects are sited 
and designed to avoid impacts to resources in accordance with the applicable Mitigation 
Framework measures as well as regulatory requirements, and to avoid conflicts with 
existing public utilities satisfactory to the City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 
Director and/or City Engineer in conjunction with the regulatory requirements contained 
in the City’s Storm Water Standards which would preclude the potential for significant 
impacts. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Solid Waste 

Discretionary projects that would generate 60 tons or more of waste would be required 
to prepare a WMP that is subject to City approval. Projects that do not meet this 
threshold, or that would be ministerial, would be required to adhere to the ordinances 
previously detailed in Section 5.14.2.2.  



However, compliance with the Storage, Recycling, and C&D ordinances alone would 
result in only a 40 percent diversion rate within in the CPU area. Because all future 
projects within the CPU area may not be required to prepare a WMP or may not reduce 
project-level waste management impacts to below a level of significance, impacts related 
to solid waste to meet the 75 percent diversion requirement cannot be assured at the 
program-level.  Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste would be significant and 
unavoidable at the program-level.  

c. Storm Water Infrastructure 

Although the details of storm water infrastructure improvements are unknown at this 
program-level analysis, strict adherence to existing regulatory requirements contained in 
the City’s Storm Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations of the LDC and as further 
outlined in HYD/WQ-1 and HYD/WQ-2 in Sections 5.7.3.3 and 5.7.6.3, the applicable 
Mitigation Framework, and conformance with General Plan and CPU policies would 
assure that impacts associated with storm water infrastructure improvements would be 
less than significant at the project-level. 

d. Communication Systems 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

 



5.15 Water Supply 

This section addresses the availability of water supplies to serve the demands projected 
for the CPU area.  Because the CPU area is serviced by two providers, two water supply 
assessments (WSAs) were prepared.  The City’s Public Utilities Department prepared a 
water supply assessment, on behalf of the City, dated September 2011.  A water supply 
assessment for the portion of the CPU area serviced by the OWD was prepared by 
Robert Kennedy, P.E. Senior Civil Engineer, Otay Water District in consultation with 
Atkins and San Diego County Water Authority (March 2013).  These water supply 
assessments are included as Appendices M-1 and M-2, respectively. 

5.15.1 Existing Conditions 

5.15.1.1 Water Supply 

As indicated above, water service to the CPU area is provided by both the City PUD and 
the OWD. Both of these retail water suppliers depend on wholesale water supply from 
the SDCWA.  The SDCWA, in turn, obtains most of its imported supply from the MWD. 
The SDCWA and MWD are actively pursuing programs and projects to diversify their 
water supply resources.  MWD, SDCWA, OWD, and the City are each required by the 
state to prepare an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), which are to be updated 
every five years. 

a. Metropolitan Water District 

MWD is the supplier of water for most of urban southern California and is a wholesale 
supplier of water to its member public agencies.  MWD owns and operates the Colorado 
River Aqueduct, and holds the largest contract entitlement to supplies from the California 
State Water Project.  MWD also provides funding and coordination support to its 
member agencies for the development of local water supply projects, water conservation 
programs, and other water management measures.  MWD is the agency that is 
ultimately responsible for projecting water supply needs for southern California and for 
implementing and managing water supplies to reliably meet those needs.  

In October 2010, MWD updated its Integrated Resources Plan (IRP).  MWD’s IRP 
identifies a mix of resources (imported and local) that, when implemented, would provide 
100 percent reliability for full-service demands through the attainment of regional targets 
set for conservation, local supplies, State Water Project supplies, Colorado River 
supplies, groundwater banking, and water transfers.  The 2010 update to the IRP 
includes a three-component approach to maintaining a balance between imported water 
supplies and developing additional local resources:  



1. A core resources strategy represents baseline efforts to manage water supply 
and demand conditions and to stabilize Metropolitan’s traditional imports from the 
Colorado River and northern California through the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta;  

2. A cost-effective “supply buffer” will enable the region to adapt to future 
circumstances and foreseeable challenges.  The buffer seeks to help protect the 
region from possible shortages caused by conditions that exceed the core 
resources strategy; and 

3. Foundational actions guide the region in determining alternative supply options 
for long-range planning.   

MWD’s Regional UWMP was updated in November 2010.  The 2010 Regional UWMP 
provides MWD’s member agencies, retail water utilities, cities, and counties within its 
service area with, among other things, a detailed evaluation of the supplies necessary to 
meet future demands, and an evaluation of reasonable and practical efficient water 
uses, recycling, and conservation activities. 

b. San Diego County Water Authority 

The SDCWA currently obtains imported supplies from MWD and purchases transfer 
supplies of conserved agricultural water from Imperial Irrigation District (IID).  The 
SDCWA has made large investments in MWD’s facilities and will continue to include 
imported supplies from MWD in the future resource mix.  The SDCWA’s 2010 UWMP, 
adopted June 23, 2011, identifies a diverse mix of water resources as goals to be 
developed through 2035 to ensure long-term water supply reliability for the region. As 
discussed in the 2010 UWMP, the SDCWA and its member agencies are planning to 
diversify the region’s supply portfolio and reduce purchases from MWD.   

Table 5.15-1 summarizes the SDCWA’s water supplies for future years, as documented 
in its 2010 UWMP. 



TABLE 5.15-1  
PROJECTED WATER SUPPLIES – WATER AUTHORITY SERVICE AREA 

NORMAL YEAR 
(acre-feet per year [AFY]) 

 
Water Supply Sources 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Water Authority Supplies 
Metropolitan Supplies 429,356 304,076 337,531 375,109 408,526 
Water Authority/IID Transfer 100,000 190,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 
AAC and CC Lining Projects 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200 
Proposed Regional Seawater 
Desalination 

0 56,000 56,000 56,000 56,000 

Member Agency Supplies 
Surface Water 17,932 17,932 17,932 17,932 17,932 
Water Recycling 38,660 43,728 46,603 48,278 49,998 
Groundwater 9,977 9,977 9,977 9,977 9,977 
Groundwater Recovery 10,320 15,520 15,520 15,520 15,520 
Total Projected Supplies 686,445 717,433 763,763 803,016 838,153 
SOURCE:  San Diego County Water Authority’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 
 
The water supply update incorporates changes in water demands and projected water 
demands, taking into account changes in regional land use plans, including the CPU and 
evaluates adjustments to their water supply plans accordingly. 

The SDCWA’s 2010 UWMP contains a detailed shortage contingency analysis that 
addresses a regional catastrophic shortage situation and drought management.  The 
analysis demonstrates that the SDCWA and its member agencies, through the 
Emergency Response Plan, Emergency Storage Project, and Drought Management 
Plan (DMP) are taking actions to prepare for and appropriately handle an interruption of 
water supplies.   

c. City of San Diego 

The City purchases approximately 85 to 90 percent of its water from the SDCWA, which 
supplies the water (raw and treated) through two aqueducts consisting of five pipelines. 
While the City imports a majority of its water, it uses two local supply sources to meet or 
offset potable demands: local surface water and recycled water. The City’s nine surface 
water reservoirs have more than 408,000 AF of capacity and are connected directly or 
indirectly to three water treatment plants. These reservoirs capture local rainwater and 
runoff to supply approximately 12 percent of the City’s water; they include Barrett, El 
Capitan, Hodges, Miramar, Morena, Murray, Lower Otay, San Vicente, and Sutherland.   

Table 5.15-2 summarizes the City’s existing and planned water supplies, as documented 
in its 2010 UWMP. 



TABLE 5.15-2 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO PROJECTED WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

AVERAGE YEAR CONDITIONS 
(AFY) 

 
 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Supply totals 240,472 260,211 276,375 288,481 298,860 
Demand totals 240,472 260,211 276,375 288,481 298,860 
Difference (supply minus demand) 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference as a percent of supply 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference as a percent of demand 0 0 0 0 0 
SOURCE: City of San Diego 2010 UWMP. 

The City has also planned for scenarios such as a single dry year and multiple dry year 
scenarios.  As indicated in Tables 5.15-3 and 5.15-4, the City would be able to meet the 
water demands in the single dry and multiple dry year scenario from 2015 to 2035.  

TABLE 5.15-3 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO PROJECTED WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND  

SINGLE DRY YEAR CONDITIONS 
(AFY) 

 
Supply and Demand 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Supply totals 255,040 276,526 293,895 307,230 318,586 
Demand totals 255,040 276,526 293,895 307,230 318,586 
Difference (supply minus demand) 0 0 0 0 0 
SOURCE: City of San Diego 2010 UWMP. 

TABLE 5.15-4 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO PROJECTED WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

MULTIPLE DRY YEAR CONDITIONS 
(AFY) 

 
Multiple 
Dry Year 

 
Supply and Demand 

Supply and Demand Comparison – Multiple Dry Year Events 
2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

First year  
supply 

Supply totals 257,587 278,451 296,319 309,230 320,382 
Demand totals 257,587 278,451 296,319 309,230 320,382 
Difference 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference as a percent of supply 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference as a percent of 
demand 

0 0 0 0 0 

Second 
year 
supply 

Supply totals 267,323 288,723 306,726 320,467 332,038 
Demand totals 267,323 288,723 306,726 320,467 332,038 
Difference 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference as a percent of supply 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference as a percent of 
demand 

0 0 0 0 0 

Third year 
supply 

Supply totals 281,466 303,004 322,166 334,720 346,823 
Demand totals 281,466 303,004 322,166 334,720 346,823 
Difference 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference as a percent of supply 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference as a percent of 
demand 

0 0 0 0 0 

SOURCE: City of San Diego 2010 UWMP. 



d. Otay Water District 

The OWD service area is generally located within the south-central portion of San Diego 
County and includes approximately 125 square miles. The OWD serves portions of the 
unincorporated communities of southern El Cajon, La Mesa, Rancho San Diego, Jamul, 
Spring Valley, Bonita, and Otay Mesa, the eastern portion of the City of Chula Vista, and 
a portion of the CPU area within the City of San Diego. 

The OWD obtains an average of approximately 10 percent of its water supplies from 
local recycled water, but purchases most of its supply from the SDCWA. The District has 
documented its water supply projections based on their 2010 WRMP Update.  Table 
5.15-5 presents the existing and projected water supply needs for the OWD, as derived 
from their 2010 UWMP. 

In evaluating the availability of sufficient water supply, future development within the 
CPU area would be required to participate in the development of alternative water supply 
project(s).  This would be achieved through payment of the New Water Supply Fee 
adopted by the Otay Water District Board in May 2010 at the time that water connection 
applications are submitted to OWD for review.  These water supply projects are in 
addition to those identified as sustainable supplies in the current Water Authority and 
MWD UWMP, IRP, Master Plans, and other planning documents and are in response to 
regional water supply issues related to climatological, environmental, legal, and other 
challenges that impact water supply source conditions.  

 

TABLE 5.15-5 
OTAY WATER DISTRICT WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

(AFY) 
 

Water Supply Sources 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 
Water Authority1 40,483 41,321 44,015 45,974 48,614 
Recycled Water 4,400 5,000 5,800 6,800 8,000 
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 
Supply Totals 44,883 46,321 49,815 52,774 56,614 
District Demands2 44,883 53,768 63,811 70,669 77,171 
Additional Conservation Target3 0 -7,447 -13,996 -17,895 -20,557 
Demand Totals with Conservation 44,883 46,321 49,815 52,774 56,614 
Difference 0 0 0 0 0 
1Water Authority supplies assume that the District demands meet their 2010 and 2015 SBX 7-7 gpcd (gallons per capita 
per day) water use targets.  
2District demand projections based on SANDAG population projections and near-term annexations.   
3Additional conservation target is conservation required for District to meet their 2010 and 2015 SBX 7-7 gpcd target 
 demands  
SOURCE: Supply requirement and demand data based upon Otay Water District Draft 2010 UWMP. 



5.15.1.2 Regulatory Framework 

a. Senate Bills 610 and 221 

SB 610 and SB 221 amended state law, effective January 1, 2002, to improve the link 
between information on water availability and certain land use decisions made by cities 
and counties.  Both statutes require detailed information regarding water availability to 
be provided to the City decision makers prior to approval of specified large development 
projects. Under SB 610, water assessments would be furnished to the City by the water-
serving agencies for inclusion in any environmental documentation for future projects (as 
defined in the Water Code 10912[a] subject to CEQA).  

In addition under SB 221, approval by the City of certain residential subdivisions requires 
an affirmative written verification that sufficient water supply is available prior to approval 
of any tentative map for that development. The City ensures that major projects are sited 
and designed to minimize impacts to water resources. Pursuant to SB 610, the City 
ensures that the water purveyor prepares a water supply assessment for the following 
developments: 

• Residential development of more than 500 units. 

• Shopping centers or businesses employing more than 1,000 people or having 
more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 

• Commercial office buildings employing more than 1,000 people or having more 
than 250,000 square feet of floor space or occupying more than 40 acres of 
land. 

• Hotels or motels having more than 500 rooms. 

• Industrial, manufacturing, or processing plants or industrial parks planned to 
house more than 1,000 people or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor 
space or occupying more than 40 acres of land. 

• Mixed-use projects that include one or more of the above types of projects. 

• Projects that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, 
the amount of water required by a 500-dwelling-unit project.   

Prior to approval by the City of certain residential subdivisions, SB 221 also requires an 
affirmative written verification that sufficient water supply is available prior to approval of 
the project.  



b. Water Conservation Regulations/Programs 

Senate Bill X7-7 

SB X7-7 (California Water Code Section 10608.20) was enacted to require retail urban 
water agencies within the state to achieve a 20 percent reduction in urban per capita 
water use by December 31, 2020. To support compliance with SB X7-7, the SDCWA 
offers incentives for water conservation measures to residential, commercial, industrial, 
and institutional users. The regional SoCal Water$mart rebate program offers rebates to 
residences for high-efficiency clothes washers, weather-based irrigation controllers, 
rotating nozzles, and other devices.  Through the program over 22,400 high-efficiency 
clothes washers and 1.5 million square feet of synthetic turf was installed. The 
installation of these devices and others rebated through the program are expected to 
generate a lifetime water savings of more than 22,000 AF. Commercial, Industrial and 
Institutional users are offered participation in SDCWA CII Voucher Incentive Program 
(VIP) and, more recently in MWD’s regional CII Save A Buck Program. Through both the 
VIP and Save A Buck programs over 56,000 commercial, industrial, and institutional 
water-saving devices were installed that provided 18,400 AF of water savings from 1993 
to 2009.  

SDCWA 

The SDCWA 2010 UWMP addresses plans to address supply shortages due to a 
catastrophe, drought, or other situations. The SDCWA’s Integrated Contingency Plan 
(ICP) and Emergency Storage Plan (ESP) were developed to protect public health and 
safety and to prevent or limit economic damage that could occur from a severe shortage 
of water supplies.  The ICP provides actions to be taken in the event of an earthquake or 
power outage. The ESP provides actions that the SDCWA will take to operate ESP 
facilities to address up to a 6-month supply interruption, which could result from 
earthquakes or other natural disasters. Likewise, the SDCWA has the Water Authority’s 
Water Shortage and Drought Response Plan (WSDRP), which serves as the region’s 
guide to managing water resources during draught.   

City of San Diego PUD 

UWMP.  The City’s 2010 UWMP includes water conservation BMPs. These demand 
management measures are intended to support the conservation of water throughout the 
City. Incentive programs include water surveys, implementation of SoCal Water$mart 
rebate program for residential properties and Save A Buck program for commercial, 
industrial and institutional and multi-family properties. The “No Time To Waste, No Water 
To Waste” public outreach and education campaign raises awareness to drought alert 
levels and new, mandatory water use restrictions and reduces water usage by 8 percent 
from SDCWA projections. 



Municipal Code.  The Emergency Water Regulations (Municipal Code Section 67.3801 
et seq.) establishes water management requirements necessary to conserve water, 
enable effective water supply planning, assure reasonable and beneficial use of water, 
prevent waste of water, prevent unreasonable use of water, prevent unreasonable 
method of use of water within the City service area in order to assure adequate supplies 
of water to meet the needs of the public, and further the public health, safety, and 
welfare, recognizing that water is a scarce natural resource that requires careful 
management not only in times of drought, but at all times.  

Municipal Code Section 147.0401 requires that all buildings, prior to a change in 
ownership, be certified as having water-conserving plumbing fixtures in place. All 
residential, commercial, and industrial water customers who receive water from the 
City’s Public Utilities Department are affected by these regulations.  Section 142.0401 of 
the Municipal Code requires the use of drought-tolerant landscaping as further means of 
reducing water consumption. 

The City’s Landscape Standards (Municipal Code Section 142.0401 et seq.) require all 
proposed planting and irrigation work to conserve water through low-water-using 
planting and irrigation design. The regulations provide detailed tables identifying specific 
restrictions in types of landscaping allowable for differing types of development. 
Likewise, the Landscape Standards, which are part of the City’s Land Development 
Manual, establish the minimum plant material, irrigation, brush management, and 
landscape-related standards for work done in accordance with requirements of Land 
Development Code. They provide guidelines and alternative methods to meet 
regulations based on various site conditions. Additionally, the Landscape Standards 
provide the technical standards to create and maintain landscapes that conserve and 
efficiently use water. 

OWD   

The OWD promotes water conservation at a variety of events, including those involving 
developers in its service area. In addition, the OWD developed and manages a number 
of its own programs such as the Cash for Water$mart Plants retrofit program, the 
Water$mart Irrigation Upgrade Program, and the Commercial Process Improvement 
Program.  Pursuant to SB X7-7, the OWD focuses on water use reduction and measures 
including receiving additional recycled water from local recycling facilities and requiring 
new developments to use recycled water for irrigation purposes where allowed by the 
County.  

UWMP.  The OWD 2010 UWMP includes water conservation BMPs. These demand 
management measures are intended to support the conservation of water throughout the 
OWD service area. Incentive programs include water surveys, implementation of SoCal 
Water$mart rebate program for residential properties and Save A Buck program for 
commercial, industrial and institutional and multi-family properties.  



WRMP.  The Otay Water District's WRMP outlines a comprehensive program for the 
orderly and phased development of potable and recycled water supply, storage, 
transmission, and distribution through ultimate buildout of the land within the OWD, 
according to local land use approvals and planning. The WRMP is updated at five- to 
seven-year intervals to reflect the most current land use information.  

c. General Plan 

The General Plan includes policies pertaining to water conservation, as shown in 
Table 5.15-6. 

TABLE 5.15-6 
CONSERVATION ELEMENT POLICIES RELATED TO WATER 

CONSERVATION/LANDSCAPE DESIGN 

Policy Description 
CE-D.1 Implement a balanced, water conservation strategy as an effective way to 

manage demand by: reducing dependence on imported water supplies; 
maximizing the efficiency of existing urban water and agricultural supplies 
through conservation measures/programs; and developing alternative, 
reliable sources to sustain present and future water needs. 

CE-D.2 Protect drinking water resources by implementing guidelines for future 
development that may affect water supply watersheds, reservoirs and 
groundwater aquifers.  The guidelines should address site design, Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and storm water treatment measures.   

CE-D.4 Coordinate local land use planning with state and regional water resource 
planning to help ensure that the citizens of San Diego have a safe and 
adequate water supply that meets existing needs and accommodates future 
needs 

UD-A.8.b Use water conservation through the use of drought-tolerant landscape, 
porous materials, and reclaimed water where available. 

SOURCE: City of San Diego 2008. 

5.15.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, impacts related to water 
supply would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Result in the use of excessive amounts of potable water beyond projected 
available supplies. 

2. Allow for the use of predominantly non-drought resistant landscaping and 
excessive water usage for irrigation and other purposes. 



5.15.3 Issue 1: Water Supply  
Would the CPU affect the ability of the water-serving agencies (City of San Diego, 
SDCWA, and OWD) to provide water?   

5.15.3.1 Impacts 

a. City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 

Pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, the City PUD prepared a WSA dated September 2011, 
to provide certification that there would be sufficient water supply available to support the 
portion of the CPU within the PUD service area. Specifically, the WSA evaluated water 
supplies that are or will be available during a normal, single dry year, and multiple dry 
years over a 20-year period, to meet the estimated demands of the CPU.  

As shown in Tables 5.15-2, 5.15-3, and 5.15-4, above, the estimated PUD service area 
water supply for the year 2035 for a normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry years 
is 298,860 AFY, 318,586 AFY, and 346,823 AFY, respectively. Tables 6-5, 6-7 and 6-8 
of the WSA (which is included as Appendix M-2 to this PEIR), show the estimated water 
supply will meet the City’s projected water demands. These findings substantiate that 
there are sufficient water supplies over a 20-year planning horizon to meet the projected 
demands within the PUD service area in normal, dry year, and multiple dry year 
forecasts. 

Water demand associated with accelerated forecasted growth is intended to account for 
a portion of SANDAG's residential land use development currently projected to occur 
between 2035 and 2050. However, this demand has the potential to occur on an 
accelerated schedule. Under this model, the difference between the planned and 
proposed water demands of the CPU is accounted for in the SDCWA 2010 UWMP. 



TABLE 5.15-7 
COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE WATER DEMAND ANALYSIS (CITY PUD) 

 
Planned Water Demands for OMCP per the 2010 UWMP 

Single-family1 4,040 units 1,767 AFY 
Multi-family2 8,487 units 2,540 AFY 
Employees3 16,149 1,086 AFY 
Total Planned  5,393 AFY 

Projected Water Demands for the CPU (within the City’s PUD Service Area) 
Land Use  

Single-family 4,273 
units4 

1,869 AFY 

Multi-family 9,255 
units4 

2,769 AFY 

Employees 13,758 925 AFY 
Total Projected  5,563 AFY 

Net Water Demands 
Projected CPU demand 5,563 AFY 
Planned – City of San Diego 2010 UWMP 5,393 AFY 
Planned from Water Authority’s Accelerated Forecasted Growth 170 AFY 
Net Unanticipated Demands 0 

AFY = acre-feet per year. 
1116 gallons per person per day is the City's acceptable standard for single-family water consumption. 
The SANDAG Series 12 forecast projects a residential occupancy of 3.42 persons per household and a 
vacancy rate of 1.6% for single-family units in 2035. 

280 gallons per person per day is the City's acceptable standard for multi-family water consumption. 
The SANDAG Series 12 forecast projects a residential occupancy of 3.42 persons per household 
and a vacancy rate of 2.3% for multi-family units in 2035. 

3The utilization of 60 gallons per person per day is the City's acceptable standard for employment water use. 
4The numbers of single- and multi-family units are based on the April 2011 draft CPU and represent a 
worst-case scenario for CPU area buildout within the City PUD Service area.  The total number of CPU 
units is 18,774. 

 
As demonstrated in Table 5.15-7, the projected water demand of the CPU with the City’s 
PUD service area is estimated at 5,563 AFY. Per the City’s 2010 UWMP, the planned 
water demand for the adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan is 5,393 AFY. The remaining 
portion of the estimated 170 AFY is accounted for through the Accelerated Forecast 
Growth demand increment of the SDCWA 2010 UWMP. Therefore, based on the 
findings of the City’s 2010 UWMP and the Water Authority’s 2010 UWMP, the CPU 
would result in no unanticipated demands. 

In summary, the WSA concluded that the CPU is consistent with the water demand 
assumptions included in regional water resource planning documents. Current and 
future water supplies, as well as the actions necessary to develop these supplies, have 
been identified in the water resources planning documents of the PUD, the SDCWA, and 
MWD.  The projected demands of the CPU area, in addition to existing and planned 
future water demand of the PUD are capable of being served.  



b. Otay Water District 

Pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, a WSA for the CPU also has been prepared by OWD in 
consultation with Atkins, the SDCWA, and the City of San Diego. The WSA evaluates 
water supplies that are planned to be available during normal, single dry year, and 
multiple dry water years during a 20-year planning horizon to meet existing demands, 
expected demands of the CPU, and reasonably foreseeable planned future water 
demands served by OWD.   

As shown in Table 5.15-8, below, the expected potable water demand for the CPU within 
the OWD service area is 4.7 million gallons per day (mgd) or about 5,273 AFY and is 
slightly less than what was projected in the District’s WRMP, updated November 2010, 
which estimated 4.92 mgd for the CPU, or about 5,412 AFY.   

TABLE 5.15-8 
COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE WATER DEMAND ANALYSIS (OWD) 

 

CPU Land Use Quantity1 

Potable 
Water 
Factor Unit Rate 

Net Potable 
Unit Rate 

Average 
Demand 

(gpd) 
Multi-family Residential 5,246 units2 85% 300 gpd/unit 255 gpd/unit 1,337,730 

Commercial/Office 142 acres2 90% 1,785 gpd/acre 
1,607 

gpd/acre 228,123 
Industrial 876 acres2 95% 893 gpd/acre 848 gpd/acre 743,155 

IBT 1,286 acres2 90% 1,800 gpd/acre 
1,620 

gpd/acre 2,083,320 

Institutional 220 acres2 80% 1,785 gpd/acre 
1,428 

gpd/acre 314,160 
Parks 61 acres2 0% 2,155 gpd/acre 0 gpd/acre 0 
TOTAL         4,706,488 

1Acres and units are those CPU land uses located within the boundaries of the OWD Service Area 
2The numbers of single and multi-family units are based on the April 2011 draft CPU and represent a worst-
case scenario for CPU area buildout within the City PUD Service area.  The total number of CPU units is 
18,774. 

 
The current projected recycled water demand for the proposed CPU within the OWD 
service area is provided in Table 5.15-9, and totals approximately 0.69 mgd or about 
774 AFY, representing about 14 percent of total CPU demand, within the OWD service 
area.  Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU located within 
OWD service area would be required to use recycled water for irrigation and other 
appropriate uses.  The primary benefit of using recycled water is that it would offset the 
potable water demand by an estimated 774 AFY.  The WRMP Update and the 2010 
UWMP anticipated that future development within the CPU area would use both potable 
and recycled water. 

As shown in Table 5.15-10 below, the estimated OWD service area water supply for the 
year 2035 for a normal year is 56,614 AF.  As shown in Table 5.15-11, the estimated 
OWD service area water supply for the year 2012 for single dry year was 41,566 AF.  As 



shown in Table 5.15-11, the estimated OWD service area water supply for the year 2012 
for multiple dry year was 50,291 AF.  

TABLE 5.15-9 
COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE RECYCLED WATER AVERAGE DEMANDS (OWD) 

 

CPU Land Use Quantity1 

Recycled 
Water 
Factor 

Net 
Recycled 
Acreage Unit Rate 

Average  
Demand 

(gpd) 
Multi-family 
Residential 191 acres2 15% 29 2,155 gpd/acre 61,741 
Commercial/Office 142 acres2 10% 14 2,155 gpd/acre 30,601 
Industrial 876 acres2 5% 44 2,155 gpd/acre 94,389 
IBT 1,286 acres2 10% 129 2,155 gpd/acre 277,133 
Institutional 220 acres2 20% 44 2,155 gpd/acre 94,820 
Parks 61 acres2 100% 61 2,155 gpd/acre 131,455 
TOTAL     321   690,139 

1Acres and units are located within the boundaries of the OWD Service Area 
2The numbers of single- and multi-family units are based on the April 2011 draft CPU and represent a worst-
case scenario for CPU area buildout within the City PUD Service area.  The total number of CPU units is 
18,774. 

 
Table 5.15-10 presents the forecasted balance of water demands and required supplies 
for the OWD service area under average or normal year conditions. The total actual 
demand for FY 2010 was 33,270 AF. The demand for FY 2010 was 5,635 acre feet 
lower than the demand in FY 2005 of 38,905 AF. The drop in demand was a result of the 
unit price of water, the conservation efforts of users as a result of the prolonged drought, 
and the economy.   

TABLE 5.15-10 
PROJECTED BALANCE OF WATER DEMANDS AND  

SUPPLIES NORMAL YEAR CONDITIONS  
(AF) 

 
Description FY 2015 FY 2020 FY 2025 FY 2030 FY 2035 

Demands      
   Otay WD Demands 44,883 53,768 63,811 70,669 77,171 
   Additional Conservation Target 0 (7,447) (13,996) (17,895) (20,557) 
Total Demand 44,883 46,321 49,815 52,774 56,614 

Supplies      
   Water Authority Supply 40,483 41,321 44,015 45,974 48,614 
   Recycled Water Supply 4,400 5,000 5,800 6,800 8,000 
Total Supply 44,883 46,321 49,815 52,774 56,614 
Supply Surplus/(Deficit) 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Table 5.15-11 presents the forecasted balance of water demands and supplies for the 
OWD service area under single dry year and multiple dry year conditions as from the 



OWD 2010 UWMP.  Dry year demands assumed to generate a 6.4% increase in 
demand over normal conditions for each year in addition to new demand growth.  

TABLE 5.15-11 
PROJECTED BALANCE OF WATER DEMANDS AND SUPPLIES 

SINGLE DRY AND MULTIPLE DRY YEAR CONDITIONS 
(AF) 

 

 
Normal 

Year  
Single 

Dry Year Multiple Dry Years 

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 
Demands      
   Otay WD Demands 37,176 41,566 43,614 46,385 50,291 
      
Total Demand 37,176 41,566 43,614 46,385 50,291 

Supplies      
   Water Authority Supply 33,268 37,535 39,460 42,108 45,891 
   Recycled Water Supply 3,908 4,031 4,154 4,277 4,400 
Total Supply 37,176 41,566 43,614 46,385 50,291 
Supply Surplus/(Deficit) 0 0 0 0 0 
District Demand totals with SBX7-7 conservation target achievement plus single dry year 
increase as shown.  The Water Authority could implement its Drought Management Plan (DMP). 
In this instances, the Water Authority may have to allocate supply shortages based on it 
equitable allocation methodology in its DMP. 

 

The WSA assesses, demonstrates, and documents that sufficient water supplies are 
planned for and are intended to be acquired, as well as the actions necessary and status 
to develop these supplies, to meet projected water demands of the CPU as well as 
existing and other reasonably foreseeable planned development projects within the 
OWD for a 20-year planning horizon, in normal and in single and multiple dry years. In 
addition, the regional water suppliers along with OWD fully intend to maintain sufficient 
reliable supplies through the 20-year planning horizon under normal, single, and multiple 
dry year conditions to meet the projected demands of the CPU as noted above. 

5.15.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

a. City of San Diego PUD  

Based on the findings of the WSA, there is sufficient water supply to serve existing 
demands, projected demands of the CPU, and future water demands within the PUD’s 
service area in normal and dry year forecasts during a 20-year projection.  Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Otay Water District 

Based on the findings of the WSA, there is sufficient water supply to serve existing 
demands, projected demands of the CPU, and future water demands within the OWD’s 



service area for a 20-year planning horizon in normal, single and multiple dry year 
forecasts.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

5.15.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

a. City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

b. Otay Water District 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.15.3.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.15.4 Issue 2: Landscape Plans 
Would the CPU allow for the use of predominantly non-drought resistant landscaping 
and excessive water usage for irrigation and other purposes? 

5.15.4.1 Impacts 

Buildout under the CPU would result in the placement of new landscaping throughout 
the CPU area requiring water use for irrigation purposes. Future development would be 
required to adhere to existing regulations to assure that acceptable plants are selected 
for landscaping. Additionally, based on plants selected, an applicant would be granted a 
maximum applied water allowance according to Section II, Irrigation Systems, of the 
Landscape Standards in the City’s Land Development Code, the maximum applied 
water allowance would be based on the landscape design package approved for the 
development project.  

The Landscape Standards, found in the City’s Land Development Manual, includes a 
section on Plant Material Guidelines, along with specific plant selection criteria, general 
information and resources for water conserving plants.  Within the Landscape 
Regulations, three general categories of plants are further defined: Preferred, 
Acceptable, and Prohibited. Preferred plants are water-conserving plants that are easily 
maintained and have no known history of problems, and acceptable plants are those 
satisfying minimum performance standards. Acceptable plants are those which satisfy 
minimum performance standards for the special site area in question and are easily 
maintained. Prohibited plants are those which do not satisfy the minimum performance 
standards for the site area in question and are generally non-native or invasive species. 



In addition to identifying specific plants, the Landscape Standards provide guidance for 
drainage installation and maintenance. This assures landscape systems are designed, 
constructed, and managed to maximize overall irrigation efficiency within the limits 
established by the maximum applied water allowance.   

Adherence to the General Plan and the CPU policies would also serve to assure the use 
of drought-tolerant plantings for project landscape plans. Landscape design policies in 
the CPU Urban Design Element, like the General Plan Policy UD-A.8.b, require the use 
of sustainable landscape practices, including water conservation and storm water 
management (Policy 4.3-7(b)). Additionally, the CPU Mobility Element requires the 
planting of drought-tolerant landscaping along sidewalks and transit centers (Policies 
3.2-2 and 3.3-5). 

5.15.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

All future development must conform with existing regulations, as well as the General 
Plan and CPU policies, which would ensure the use of predominantly drought-resistant 
landscaping and water conservation for landscape maintenance. Impacts would 
therefore be less than significant.  

5.15.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.15.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

 



5.16 Population and Housing 

This section addresses the existing population and the proposed introduction of new 
housing and new density/land use allocation within the CPU area. 

5.16.1 Existing Conditions 

5.16.1.1 Citywide and CPU Area Population and Housing 

During the 2000 census, the population for the City was recorded at more than 1.2 million 
people, an estimated 10 percent increase over 1990 levels of 1.1 million. The population of 
San Diego continues to grow, and in 2012 was estimated to be more than 1.3 million people 
(SANDAG 2012a). The population estimates compiled by SANDAG indicate that the 
population of the City will increase approximately 46 percent to more than 1.9 million people 
by 2050 (SANDAG 2010a).  

Citywide, the total housing units to accommodate the population growth will also increase. 
From 1990 to 2000, there was an increase in housing units from approximately 432,000 
units to approximately 470,000 units. In 2012, total housing units were estimated at 
approximately 518,137units (SANDAG 2012a), and this is anticipated to increase to more 
than approximately 722,000 units by 2050 (SANDAG 2010a). Single-family detached units 
currently make up just over 40 percent of the housing stock (SANDAG 2012a). This 
percentage has been dropping as new multi-family units are built.  

According to SANDAG, the population for the CPU area was 15,323 residents in 2012 
(SANDAG 2012b). By 2030, this population is projected to increase to 46,392; and to 
65,368 by 2050 (SANDAG 2010b). In addition, the total housing units in the CPU area are 
expected to increase from 3,833 to 13,850 by 2030; by 2050, this number is estimated to be 
19,600. Table 5.16-1 shows the projected population and housing for the CPU area 
between 2012 and 2050.  

TABLE 5.16-1 
SANDAG POPULATION AND HOUSING ESTIMATES IN THE CPU AREA 

(2012 to 2050) 
 

 
Population and Housing 2012 2030 2050 

Percent Change 
2012-2050 

Total Population 15,323 46,392 65,368 326 
Total Housing Units 4,213 13,850 19,600 365 

Single-family housing units 2,745 5,125 5,125 87 
Multi-family housing units 1,468 8,725 14,475 886 

SOURCE: SANDAG 2010b and 2012b 



Table 5.16-2 provides a comparison of the 2012 population and housing estimates for the 
CPU area and the City as a whole. As seen in this table, the CPU area makes up 
approximately 0.2 percent of the citywide population. In addition, while approximately 
65 percent of the housing stock in the CPU area is single-family, single-family detached 
housing comprises just 41 percent of the housing stock citywide. At an average of 3.77 
people per household (pph), the pph ratio in the CPU area is higher than that of the citywide 
average of 2.59 pph (SANDAG 2012a and 2012b). Finally, the median household income in 
the CPU area of approximately $87,578is approximately 28 percent higher than the median 
income citywide, which is approximately $68,674 (SANDAG 2012a and 2012b).  

TABLE 5.16-2 
POPULATION AND HOUSING ESTIMATES (2012) 

 

Area and Population 

Housing Stock 
Household 

Size 

Median 
Household 

Income 
Single-Family1 Multi-Family 
Units % Units % 

City of San Diego 
1,321,315 280,289 55 232,556 45 2.59 $68,674 

Otay Mesa 
15,323 2,745 65 1,468 35 3.77 $87,578 

SOURCE: SANDAG 2012a and 2012b. 
1Includes both single-family attached and detached 
 
Adoption of the MSCP in 1997 reduced the City’s designated residential acreage in the CPU 
area by approximately 2,000 acres, thus deleting the potential for nearly 6,000 units from 
the CPU area that had been planned for by the 1981 community plan. Existing residential 
development has occurred within the Northwest District through the precise planning 
process.  Most of the neighborhoods within the precise plans are developed or have been 
approved.  The development pattern is predominantly single-family dwelling units, with 
several multi-family dwelling unit complexes dispersed throughout this area.  

5.16.1.2 Plans and Policies 

a. SANDAG’s Regional Growth Forecast 

SANDAG is the regional agency responsible for preparing population, housing, and 
employment projections for the San Diego region.  In February 2010, SANDAG adopted the 
2050 Regional Growth Forecast. This forecast represents SANDAG’s estimate of 
population, housing, land use, and economic growth to the end of the TransNet program in 
2048.  According to this forecast, by 2050, the CPU area would experience a 405 percent 
increase in population and 417 percent increase in housing stock over what was identified 
for 2008 (SANDAG 2010b).  



b. SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Regional Housing 
Element 

SANDAG’s RCP provides a growth management strategy that aims to preserve natural 
resources and limit urban sprawl. In accordance with smart growth principles, the overall 
goal of the RCP is to strengthen the integration of local and regional land use, 
transportation, and natural resource planning. Strategies to locate new housing within 
already urbanized communities close to jobs and transit helps conserve open space and 
rural areas, rejuvenate existing neighborhoods, and shorten long commutes 
(SANDAG 2004).  

The RCP is the principal planning tool for regional growth, planning, and infrastructure 
investment. In addition to stating the need for application of smart growth strategies in the 
siting and development of new housing, the RCP considers housing needs for the region, 
including housing choices in all price ranges. The RCP states that homes need to be 
affordable to persons of all income levels and accessible to persons of all ages and abilities.  

The RCP also identifies the principal need to promote social equity and environmental 
justice via implementation of policy goals, objectives, or actions that focus on creating 
healthy, walkable communities; accessible transportation options; affordable and high-
quality housing; maintenance or enhancement of natural areas; adequate buffering for 
sensitive uses (residential, schools, etc.) from industry and high-traffic corridors; improving 
living standards; and appropriate siting of energy and waste disposal facilities.   

c. General Plan and Housing Element  

As discussed in previous chapters of this PEIR, the goal of the General Plan is to provide a 
long-term strategy to address the City’s forecasted population growth and development 
needs, predominantly through effective and innovative redevelopment and infill.  This 
strategy focuses growth into villages or mixed-use activity centers that are pedestrian 
friendly, offer a variety of housing types at a range of densities, and are linked to a transit 
system. 

The City’s 2013-2020 Housing Element, adopted in March 2013, more specifically analyzes 
the City’s housing needs and identifies potential sites for the provision of additional housing 
for all segments of the City. The Housing Element is intended to be consistent with and 
implement the adopted goals of the General Plan.  The Housing Element concludes that 
there is adequate residentially designated land to meet housing needs for the current seven-
year cycle; however, it is noted that full realization of the adequate sites inventory cannot be 
achieved unless there is significant infrastructure investment in the City’s communities.(City 
of San Diego 2013).  The Housing Element emphasizes “the provision of sufficient housing 
for all income groups to accommodate San Diego’s anticipated share of regional growth 
over the next housing element cycle, 2013 - 2020, in a manner consistent with the 
development pattern of the sustainable communities strategy (scs), that will help meet 



regional greenhouse gas  targets by improving transportation and land use coordination and 
jobs/housing balance, creating more transit-oriented, compact and walkable communities, 
providing more housing capacity for all income levels, and protecting resource areas.” (City 
of San Diego 2013b). 

d. City Inclusionary Affordable Housing Regulations (Land 
Development Code Section 142.1300) 

Consistent with the goals of the Housing Element to ensure the development of sufficient 
new housing for all income groups and significantly increase the number of affordable 
housing opportunities, the City adopted an ordinance pertaining to the provision of 
affordable housing in conjunction with market-rate development (City of San Diego 2013b).  
The ordinance generally applies to developments of two or more homes, except in the 
former North City Future Urbanizing Area (NCFUA). This program requires that 10 percent 
of the total dwelling units in a proposed development shall be affordable to targeted rental 
households or targeted ownership households, except in the NCFUA, where 20 percent of 
units must be affordable to specified income levels. This requirement can be met by building 
on-site or off-site in the same community or through payment of a fee. These fees go into an 
Inclusionary Housing Trust Fund administered by the Housing Commission, which finances 
affordable housing development.   

In concert with housing shortages, regional housing authorities cite the current and 
projected lack of affordability of available housing as a major concern in the San Diego 
region.  

A primary goal of the City’s Housing Element is to ensure the development of sufficient new 
housing for all income groups and significantly increase the number of affordable housing 
opportunities. The City’s Housing Element for 2013-2020 includes an introduction titled “San 
Diego’s Affordable Housing Crisis, the Great Recession and the Dissolution of 
Redevelopment,” which notes that “…lack of affordable housing is not only a problem for 
low-and very low- income residents and for those with special needs, it is also a major 
problem for a large number of moderate- income working families. Although housing prices 
have dropped somewhat in recent years due to the economic recession, so too have the 
number of building permits for housing at all levels of affordability, thus impacting the overall 
housing inventory.” (City of San Diego 2013).  

To conform to state law that requires each jurisdiction to meet its fair share of the regional 
housing need, the City adopted an ordinance pertaining to the provision of affordable 
housing through inclusionary zoning, as discussed above. Inclusionary housing programs 
are one method for cities to ensure that units for low- and moderate-income families are 
built along with market rate units. The City’s ordinance is contained within Section 142.1300 
et seq. of the LDC. The inclusionary zoning policies are consistent with the goals of the 
Housing Element to ensure the development of sufficient new housing for all income groups 
and significantly increase the number of affordable housing opportunities.  



To minimize displacement of existing residents as communities redevelop over time, the 
General Plan contains policies to ensure that planning and development of balanced 
communities provides opportunities for local citizen involvement with a goal to disperse 
affordable housing projects throughout the City. These policies also aim to: 

• Achieve a balance of incomes in all neighborhoods and communities. 

• Provide a variety of housing types, sizes, and prices in residential and village 
developments. 

• Provide affordable housing to offset the displacement of the existing population 
within the community, striving for balanced commercial development and accessible 
and equitably distributed social services throughout the City. 

• Provide linkages between employment areas, housing, and villages via an 
integrated transit system and a well-defined pedestrian and bicycle network. 

• Include a variety of different land use types in order to provide opportunities for a 
diverse mix of uses within the community. 

As discussed above, residential development within the Northwest District of the planning 
area has been completed or is planned for future development, consisting of several multi-
family dwelling units dispersed throughout the CPU area, thereby adding to the stock of 
affordable housing.  

5.16.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, population and housing impacts 
would be considered significant if the CPU would:  

1. Result in substantial population growth, including growth inducing impacts; or 

2. Not be in compliance with the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance. 

5.16.3 Issue 1: Population Growth   
Would the land use modifications associated with the CPU induce substantial population 
growth in the area? 

5.16.3.1 Impacts 

SANDAG population projections prepared for the CPU area indicate that population will 
increase over time, regardless if the CPU were implemented. To accommodate expected 
growth, the CPU would redesignate some areas identified in the adopted Community Plan 
for industrial uses to mixed-use commercial/residential village, institutional uses and 



parkland, and would increase density in areas presently designated for very-low to medium 
density residential uses. 

As shown in Table 5.16-3, the CPU projected units and population buildout numbers differ 
slightly from the SANDAG forecast numbers.  The CPU totals represent buildout numbers, 
with buildout projected to be beyond 2050.  The housing unit totals were projected for traffic 
modeling purposes, and the population projection was derived from the analysis provided in 
the Community Planning Survey conducted by SourcePoint (City of San Diego 2006b). The 
CPU proposes an increase of approximately 6,374 residential dwelling units as compared to 
the adopted community plan and approximately 14,500 additional units above existing units 
(as of 2012) (SANDAG 2012b).  The number of single-family dwelling units would increase 
under the CPU; however, single-family dwelling units would continue to become a smaller 
percentage of overall housing in the community. The number of multi-family units would 
increase by 888-percent (13,033 units) with buildout of the CPU, and the availability of 
mixed-use housing (Village Areas) also would be substantially increased with buildout of the 
CPU.   

TABLE 5.16-3 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDOUT 

 

 Existing1 
Adopted 

Community Plan2 
Proposed 

CPU 
Total Population 15,323 45,1363 67,0354 
Residential Acreage 5285 1,269 802 
Village Area Acreage 
(Mixed-use and Residential)6 0 0 560 

Dwelling Units Total 4,213 12,400 18,774 
Single-family 2,745 -- 4,273 
Multi-family 1,468 -- 14,501 
Village Area7 0 -- 11,126 

1Current Estimates, 2012 (SANDAG 2012b). 
2As amended in 1997 with the deletion of approximately 5,300 housing units resulting from Multiple 
Species Conservation Program (MSCP) approval. 

3Estimate based on number of permitted dwelling units, assuming 3.64 pph (see Section 5.16.1) 
4Draft CPU, Table 2-5 (City of San Diego 2013a). 
5SANDAG Land Use Data (SANDAG 2012c). 
6Acreage within “Neighborhood Village” and “Community Village.” 
7Includes multi-family and single-family units. 

 
Under the CPU, the acreage designated for residential and/or village uses would increase 
almost three-fold compared to the amount of acreage developed with residential uses in 
2012.    

The CPU indicates that the Northwest District is mostly developed and is considered as an 
area with little opportunity for change (City of San Diego 2013a). Upon buildout of the CPU, 
the anticipated population within this district is 27,908 residents. Based on the housing mix 
proposed within the Southwest and Central Village areas, estimated population at buildout 
for these areas of the CPU is 21,028 and 18,099 residents, respectively.   



The increase in projected population within the CPU area would be primarily accommodated 
in multi-family dwelling units rather than single-family housing, thus substantially increasing 
the intensity of residential development within the CPU area.  In this fashion, buildout of the 
CPU would accommodate the projected population in 2050, as estimated by SANDAG 
(65,368) (SANDAG 2010b). 

Future growth and implementation of the CPU would be supported through ongoing 
implementation of major programs outlined in the General Plan, which include the following: 

• Affordable Housing and Sustainable Buildings Expedite Program (2003), which 
reduces processing time by up to 50 percent for projects that meet established 
criteria as affordable/infill projects or sustainable projects; and 

• Housing Trust Fund (1990), which utilizes fees collected from nonresidential 
development to subsidize the construction of affordable housing units.  

Buildout of the CPU would require expansion and upgrades to infrastructure, including 
public services and utilities and transportation/circulation to serve the demands of the 
increased population. A discussion of impacts to public utilities and services, as well as 
transportation/circulation, is included in Sections 5.12, 5.13, and 5.14. In addition, 
implementation of the CPU would provide affordable housing units consistent with the City’s 
objective of increasing the stock of affordable housing, as further discussed under Issue 2, 
below.   

5.16.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

Projected population growth, as estimated by SANDAG, would be primarily accommodated 
in multi-family dwelling units rather than single-family housing, thus substantially increasing 
the intensity of residential development within the CPU area.  While this growth is 
considered substantial, the CPU would: 

• Implement SANDAG’s RCP and Regional Housing Element and the City’s General 
Plan and Housing Element by providing a mix of housing types within mixed-use 
centers linked to public transportation. 

• Increase the City’s and region’s supply of needed housing consistent with 
SANDAG’s regional growth forecast. 

• Focus increased housing supply within compact villages conducive to supporting 
frequent transit service in accordance with the RCP and General Plan goals and 
policies. 

As such, the CPU provides comprehensive planning for the management of population 
growth and necessary economic expansion to support economic development efforts where 
none currently exist; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 



For a discussion of the growth inducing effects at the CPU, refer to Section 7.0, Growth 
Inducement. 

5.16.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts are less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.16.3.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.16.4 Issue 2: Affordable Housing 
Would the land use modifications associated with the CPU not comply with the City’s 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance? 

5.16.4.1 Impacts 

The CPU provides opportunities for a variety of housing types catering to a diversity of 
economic needs including market rate, work force, and affordable housing.  The land use 
designations and design guidelines contained in the CPU are intended to foster the 
development of housing for all income levels. The CPU indicates that additional affordable 
housing is needed within the CPU area to “ensure a diverse mixture of incomes and 
housing” opportunities (City of San Diego 2013a).  After recovering the units displaced by 
the MSCP, the CPU would result in an increase in housing supply over that which had been 
planned for in 1981. As shown in Table 5.16-3, approximately 77 percent of the residential 
dwelling units anticipated at buildout of the CPU would consist of multi-family units. A 
portion of the increase in residential land use would result from increasing densities in the 
southwestern portion of the CPU area, the only area designated for residential development 
in the adopted community plan.   

According to 2010 Census data, approximately 50 percent of the households’ earnings in 
the CPU area are at or below the median income for the plan area.  By allowing for a variety 
of density ranges and housing types, the CPU would help to facilitate continued affordable 
housing production. The very-low and low density designations proposed as part of the 
CPU, at 0–4 and 5–9 du/ac (respectively), would allow development of single-family 
detached homes.  The low-medium density designation, with 10–14 du/ac, would allow 
development of multi-plex or attached row homes.  The medium designation, at 15–29 
du/ac, would allow development of garden style multi-family apartments, typically up to three 
stories in height.  The medium-high density residential designation, at 30–44 du/ac and 
higher, would allow development of high density multi-family apartment or condominium 
buildings served by structured or podium parking.  As such, the CPU would create a more 
integrated and balanced community than the adopted community plan. 



The City’s Housing Element includes goals to “ensure the development of sufficient new 
housing for all income groups” and “provide affordable housing opportunities consistent with 
a land use pattern, which promotes infill development and socioeconomic equity;” (City of 
San Diego 2013b).  In accordance with the City’s Housing Element, the CPU provides 
appropriate policies to address the community’s affordable housing needs.  In support of 
this goal, the CPU includes Land Use Policy 2.1-2.h, which aims to provide a diversity of 
housing types that includes market rate and affordable housing, as well as encourage 
inclusionary housing on-site (City of San Diego 2013a). In addition, Policies 2.2-5 through 
2.2-8 promote affordable housing through the development of a variety of housing types, as 
well as promote the production of low and very low income housing in all areas designated 
for village and residential uses.  

While the increase in housing stock as a result of CPU implementation is considered 
substantial (approximately 14,500 additional units over 2012 stock; 6,400 over the adopted 
community plan), this growth would implement the housing goals of SANDAG’s RCP and 
Regional Housing Element and the City’s General Plan and Housing Element, not only in 
terms of quantity, but also diversity and location of residentially designated land. These land 
use modifications associated with the CPU would also be in compliance with the City’s 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance. As such, the CPU would provide affordable 
housing units consistent with federal and state regulations and the City’s objective of 
increasing the stock of affordable housing impacts to affordable housing; therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

5.16.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

It is the intent of the CPU to provide affordable housing within the community. In support of 
this, the land use designations and design guidelines contained in the CPU are intended to 
foster the development of housing for all income levels. Of the additional units proposed 
under the CPU, approximately 77 percent of the residential dwelling units anticipated at 
buildout of the CPU would consist of multi-family units. In addition, implementation of Land 
Use Policies 2.2-5 through 2.2-8 provide for affordable housing within the community. As 
such, the CPU would provide affordable housing units consistent with federal and state 
regulations and the City’s objective of increasing the stock of affordable housing impacts to 
affordable housing; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

5.16.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts are less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.16.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 
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5.17 Agricultural and Mineral Resources 

This section addresses the potential for impacts to agricultural and mineral resources on or 
within the vicinity of the CPU area.   

5.17.1 Existing Conditions 

5.17.1.1 Agriculture 

a. Otay Mesa Agriculture 

Existing agricultural uses within the CPU are located to the south of Otay Mesa Road 
between Spring Canyon and La Media Road.  Agricultural land in the CPU area occupies 
approximately 306 acres (see Figure 5.1-1).  Most of these agricultural uses are not 
contiguous, and they are not a primary source of economic vitality in the community.  While 
historically a rural farming community, farmland in the CPU area has steadily declined as a 
result of urbanization and the rising water and labor costs.  Agriculture serves as an interim 
use pending conversion to nonagricultural uses. 

The CPU area contains soils that are of relatively poor quality, as described in more detail 
below.  However, the relatively poor soils are partially compensated by the fact that the CPU 
area lies within a climate zone which is supportive of most vegetable crops and is especially 
suited to truck crops and tomatoes, as well as flowers, avocados, and citrus crops. 

From a topographic standpoint, the areas most suitable for farming within the CPU area are 
the Otay riverbed and the mesa area.  Temperature differentials, particularly in the canyons 
and riverbeds, restrict farming of frost-sensitive plants.  Most of the cultivated mesa and 
riverbed areas are either relatively flat or managed so that cropping patterns mitigate 
temperature hazards. 

b. Important Farmland Mapping 

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) is implemented by the California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, and recognizes the 
suitability of land for agricultural production.  The FMMP is non-regulatory and was 
developed to inventory land and provide categorical definitions of important farmlands to 
provide consistent and impartial data to decision makers for use in assessing present 
status, reviewing trends, and planning for the future of California’s agricultural land 
resources. The program does not necessarily reflect local community plan actions, urban 
needs, changing economic conditions, proximity to market, and other factors which would 
be taken into consideration when government considers agricultural land use policies. 
Important Farmland Maps, which are a hybrid of resource quality (soils) and land use 



information, are produced by the California Department of Conservation.  Agricultural land is 
rated according to soil quality and irrigation status. The Important Farmland Map Categories 
are described below. 

Prime Farmland.  Land with the best combination of physical and chemical features able to 
sustain long-term production of agricultural crops.  This land has the soil quality, growing 
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields.  The land must have 
been used for the production of irrigated crops at some time during the four years prior to 
the mapping date. 

Farmland of Statewide Importance. Land similar to the Prime Farmland but with minor 
shortcomings, such as greater slopes or with less ability to hold and store moisture.  In order 
to be classified as Farmland of Statewide Importance, the land must have been used for the 
production of irrigated crops at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date. 

Unique Farmland. Land of lesser-quality soils used for the production of the state’s leading 
agricultural crops.  This land is usually irrigated, but may include non-irrigated orchards or 
vineyards as found in some climatic zones of California.  In order to be classified as Unique 
Farmland, the land must have been cropped at some time in the four years prior to the 
mapping date by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 

Farmland of Local Importance. Land of importance to the local agricultural economy, as 
determined by each county’s Board of Supervisors and a local advisory committee.  The 
County of San Diego defines Farmland of Local Importance as land that meets all the 
characteristics of Prime and Statewide Important farmland, with the exception of irrigation. 

Other Land. Land not included in any other mapping category. Common examples include 
low density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for 
livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines, borrow 
pits; and water bodies smaller than 40 acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded 
on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other Land. 

Grazing Land. This category includes land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the 
grazing of livestock.  This category is used only in California and was developed in 
cooperation with the California Cattlemen’s Association, the University of California 
Cooperative Extension Service, and other groups interested in knowing the extent of grazing 
activities. 

Urban and Built-Up Land. Land occupied by structures with a building density of at least 
one unit to one and one-half acres, or approximately six structures per 10 acres. 

Figure 5.17-1 illustrates the distribution of the Important Farmlands categories within the 
CPU area as defined by the California Department of Conservation (2008).   



FIGURE 5.17-1

Important Farmland Mapping
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Image source:  SanGIS (flown May 2012).  Data Source:  California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland Map Series 2008
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Designated Important Farmlands consists of 192 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, 48 acres of Unique Farmland, 2,658 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, 
and 2,354 acres of Grazing Land (Table 5.17-1). There is no Prime Farmland in the CPU 
area.  

While land is designated within these categories, conditions exist that would preclude these 
areas from agricultural use and portions of these areas have already been developed in a 
manner that eliminates the agricultural resource potential.  More specifically, the majority of 
the designated Grazing Land and other FMMP Important Farmlands are located within the 
MHPA.  Grazing and agricultural activities are not permitted in these areas.  Grading and 
development (e.g., Dennery Ranch, SR-905, Ocean View Hills) has resulted in soil 
compaction and cut/fill of areas mapped as Important Farmlands.  Since these designations 
are based on the ability of underlying soil to grow crops, modifications to the soil that affect 
its ability to be farmed effectively remove it from being considered an agricultural resource.  

TABLE 5.17-1 
IMPORTANT FARMLANDS WITHIN THE CPU AREA 

 

Farmland Category 
Total 
Acres 

Open 
Space Developed 

Existing 
Farmland in 
Active Use Undeveloped 

Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 192 14 2 113 63 

Farmland of Local 
Importance 2,658 691 337 115 1,515 

Unique Farmland 48 1 19 28 0 
Grazing Land 2,354 1,812 168 17 357 
Other Land 541 25 377 33 106 
Urban and Built-up Land 3,505 67 3,090 1 347 
No Category 5 3 0 0 0 
TOTAL 9,302 2,612 3,994 306 2,389 

 
c. Soil Suitability for Agriculture 

The USDA, NRCS developed a system to generally classify soil types and has published a 
soil survey for the San Diego area.  The survey is used to determine the location and extent 
of the soil types found within the CPU area (listed in Table 5.17-2), which are shown on 
Figure 5.17-2.  The land capability classification describes soil types, their physical 
characteristics and limitations, and their suitability for agriculture and other uses.    



FIGURE 5.17-2

Soil Types
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Diablo clay, 15 to 30 percent slopes, DaE

Diablo clay, 2 to 9 percent slopes, DaC

Diablo clay, 30 to 50 percent slopes, DaF

Diablo clay, 9 to 15 percent slopes, DaD

Gravel pits, GP

Huerhuero loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes, HrC

Huerhuero loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes, eroded, HrC2

Huerhuero loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes, eroded, HrD2

Huerhuero-Urban land complex, 2 to 9 percent slopes, HuC

Linne clay loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes, LsF

Linne clay loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes, LsE

Olivenhain cobbly loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes, OhC

Olivenhain cobbly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes, OhF

Olivenhain cobbly loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes, OhE

Riverwash, Rm

Salinas clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, SbA

Salinas clay loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes, SbC

Salinas clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes, ScA

Stockpen gravelly clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, SuA

Stockpen gravelly clay loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, SuB
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TABLE 5.17-2 
CPU SOIL RESOURCES  

 
Soil 

Type/ 
Symbol Soil Description 

Number 
of Acres 

% of 
CPU 
Area 

Storie 
Index 

Storie 
Index 
Score 

DaC^ Diablo clay, 2 to 9 percent slopes 519 5.7 42 2.388 
DaD^ Diablo clay, 9 to 15 percent slopes 214 2.4 37 0.870 
DaE Diablo clay, 15 to 30 percent slopes 115 1.2 30 0.370 
DaF Diablo Clay, 30 to 50 percent slopes 339 3.6 13 0.472 
GP Gravel pits 25 0.3 0 0.000 

HrC^ Huerhuero loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 936 10.0 41 4.117 
HrC2^ Huerhuero loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes, eroded 34 0.4 38 0.134 
HrD2 Huerhuero loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes, eroded 4 0.0 36 0.016 

HuC Huerhuero-Urban land complex, 2 to 9 percent 
slopes 31 0.3 0 0.000 

LsE Linne clay loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes 221 2.4 14 0.333 
LsF Linne clay loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes 91 1.0 6 0.058 
OhC Olivenhain cobbly loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 479 5.1 29 1.489 
OhE Olivenhain cobbly loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes 534 5.7 20 1.146 
OhF Olivenhain cobbly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes 1,520 16.3 10 1.628 
Rm Riverwash 18 0.2 1 0.002 

ScA* Salinas clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes 470 5.1 73 3.725 
SbA* Salinas clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 53 0.6 81 0.463 
SbC* Salinas clay loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 18 0.3 62 0.121 
SuA^ Stockpen gravelly clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 2,179 23.3 36 8.388 
SuB^ Stockpen gravelly clay loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 1,502 16.1 34 5.441 

TOTAL  9,302 100 ---- 31.16 
^Farmland of Statewide Importance Soil. 
*Prime Farmland Soil. 
 
One of the most commonly used ways to classify the value of agricultural soils is the Storie 
Index, which expresses numerically the relative degree of suitability and grade of a soil for 
intensive agriculture based on soil characteristics.  Soils of grade 1 (i.e., with a Storie Index 
of 80 to 100) have few or no limitations restricting their use for crops, whereas at the other 
end of the scale, grade 6 (i.e., index rating of less than 10) consists of soils that generally 
are not suited to farming.  Table 5.17-2 lists the acreage of the soils found within the CPU 
area along with each soil’s corresponding Storie Index.  An overall Storie Index score for the 
CPU area can be determined by taking the Storie index score multiplied by the percentage 
of the site that contains each soil type, then summing the scores.  The overall Storie Index 
score for the CPU area is 31.16 (maximum score is 100), which means that the overall soil 
quality is relatively poor.   

The California Department of Conservation maintains a soil candidate listing for prime 
agricultural soils (this term is not synonymous with Prime Farmland).  Within the CPU area, 
the Salinas series of soils (ScA, SbA, and SbC) are listed as being prime soils for San Diego 
County.  As listed in Table 5.17-2, there are 541 acres (6 percent of the CPU area) of prime 
soils within the CPU area.  The majority of the prime soils and soils of statewide importance 
are located within the central and southeastern portions of the CPU area, which are 
significantly built out or limited by airport uses.   



d. Regulatory Framework 

California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act 

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, also referred to as the Williamson Act, is an 
agricultural protection program that currently protects more than 16 million of the state’s 
30 million acres of farm and ranch land.  Under the act, a private landowner may voluntarily 
enter into a rolling term 10-year contract with the local government for the purpose of 
restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or compatible open space use. Lands must 
be located within an agricultural preserve area and be a minimum of 100 acres in size 
unless a smaller size is authorized by the local government.  There are no active Williamson 
Act contracts or properties within the CPU area. 

Right-to-Farm Act 

California Civil Code §3482.5, “The Right to Farm Act” or California Agricultural Protection 
Act provides, among other measures, that: 

No agricultural activity, operation, or facility, or appurtenances thereof, 
conducted or maintained for commercial purposes, and in a manner 
consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards, as established 
and followed by similar agricultural operations in the same locality, shall be 
or become a nuisance, private or public, due to any changed condition in or 
about the locality, after it has been in operation for more than three years if it 
was not a nuisance at the time it began.   

The act shall prevail over any contrary provision of any ordinance or regulation of any city, 
county, or other political subdivision of the state but may be amended by the local governing 
jurisdiction, to provide for notification to prospective homeowners who may be affected by 
agricultural operations in close proximity.  Although agriculture is listed as an interim use 
within the CPU area, the Right-to-Farm Act would still be applicable for all existing 
agricultural operations.   

City of San Diego Land Development Code 

Only two zones in the City allow for agricultural use by right; Open Space-Residential (OR-
1-2) and Open Space-Floodplain (OF).  The CPU area includes the OF zone along the Otay 
River Valley.  No OR-1-2 zone exists within the CPU area.  The area along the Otay River 
Valley is not currently in agricultural use and would not be viable for agricultural use 
considering the site conditions and proximity to residences.   

Adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan  

The 1981 Community Plan identified that approximately 3,900 acres within the CPU area 
were under cultivation.  Agricultural use is allowed by the adopted community plan on an 



interim basis only.  The adopted Otay Mesa Community Plan contains one objective 
pertaining to agriculture:  “to retain agriculture until development is warranted.”  
Development in accordance with the adopted land uses would result in the elimination of 
agricultural activities in Otay Mesa.   

5.17.1.2 Mineral Resources 

a. State of California 

Since mineral resources including sand and gravel have been and continue to be vital to 
California’s economy, the state adopted the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) 
of 1975 and developed a number of programs to ensure the long-term availability of mineral 
resources to the people of the state and nation. 

California Department of Conservation 

The California Department of Conservation provides services and information that promote 
environmental health, economic vitality, informed land use decisions, and sound 
management of the state’s mineral resources.  The California Department of Conservation 
includes the California Geological Survey (CGS) (formerly Division of Mines and Geology), 
State Mines and Geology Board (SMGB), and Office of Mine Reclamation (OMR), which 
together provide information and oversight for the varied mining resources and permitted 
mining operations within the state.   

As part of the classification process, the CGS established a “Production-Consumption” (P-
C) Region in western San Diego County.  The P-C Region includes the areas of highest 
population and urbanization in western San Diego County and defines the resources 
therein. 

Within the P-C Region, Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) are identified.  In conformance with 
guidelines set forth in SMARA and the related “Guidelines for Classification and Designation 
of Mineral Lands,” areas are categorized into four MRZs for the region’s aggregate 
resources only. The following is a definition of the zones as presented in Special Report 153 
(State of California 1982) with additional discussion of significant mineral deposit resources 
that occur within the CPU area:  

MRZ-1 Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits 
are present, or where it is judged that there is little likelihood for their presence. 

MRZ-2 Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are 
present, or where it is judged that there is a high likelihood for their presence.  
MRZ-2 areas are made up of four types of deposits which lie within the western 
San Diego County Region.  These are Quaternary river channel and floodplain 



deposits, Tertiary and Quaternary conglomerate and alluvial fans, Cretaceous 
granitic rocks, and Jurassic metavolcanic rocks.   

MRZ-3 Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated 
from available data. 

MRZ-4 Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other 
MRZ zone. 

Of the four categories discussed above, lands classified as MRZ-2 are of the greatest 
importance because significant mineral resources underlie them. Of the mineral resources 
identified within MRZ-2, the most economically valuable to the state and San Diego region is 
by far the mining of sand, gravel, and crushed rock resources.  These resources are known 
collectively as construction aggregate. Construction aggregate is important to the local 
construction industry for use in concrete (especially PCC-grade aggregate), fill, road base, 
and building materials.  

b. CPU Area 

The entire CPU area is classified as either MRZ-2 or MRZ-3, which includes lands of 
“identified mineral resource significance” and those containing mineral deposits that have 
not been adequately tested to determine the significance of the materials present, 
respectively. MRZ-2 lands exist within the northwest portion of the CPU area along the Otay 
River and consist of approximately 330 acres. MRZ-3 lands exist within all remaining 
portions of the CPU area and comprise approximately 9,000 acres.   

5.17.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Based on the City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds, impacts related to agricultural and 
mineral resources would be significant if the CPU would: 

1. Convert a substantial amount of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural use. 

2. Change the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. 

3. Result in the loss of availability of a significant mineral resource (e.g., sand or 
gravel) as identified in the Open File Report 96-04, Update of Mineral Land 
Classification:  Aggregate Materials in the Western San Diego County Production – 
Consumption Region, 1996, Department of Conservation, California Department of 
Geological Survey.   



5.17.3 Issue 1: Conversion of Agricultural Land 
Would the land use modifications associated with the CPU result in the conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

5.17.3.1 Impacts 

Buildout of the CPU would eventually eliminate all agricultural activity that occurs within the 
CPU area.  This includes the 306 acres of active farmland located in the area between 
Spring Canyon and La Media Road.  It should be noted that, as described in Section 3.5, 
the Central Village would be rezoned to an agricultural zone.  The agricultural zone would 
be used as a “holding zone” until greater specificity is proposed by the property owners 
within the Specific Plan area per the Land Use Element of the CPU. It is anticipated that 
agricultural operations on the 306 acres of active farmland would continue to be viable in the 
near-term under the holding zone designation, but are considered to be permanently 
converted under the long-term buildout of the CPU.  

As of December 2013, the most currently available FMMP data is from 2010.  Therefore, 
some lands, which have been developed with non-agricultural uses, are still designated as 
Important Farmland (see Table 5.17-2).  As shown in Table 5.17-3, additional lands 
currently designated as Important Farmland would be converted as a result of the CPU.  
CPU impacts would include the additional conversion of 180 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, 28 acres of Unique Farmland, 1,489 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, 
and 295 acres of Grazing Land.     

TABLE 5.17-3 
CPU IMPACTS TO IMPORTANT FARMLANDS  

 

Farmland Category 
Total 
Acres 

Proposed 
Open 
Space 

Existing 
Developed 

Areas 
CPU 

Impacts 
Prime Farmland  0 0 0 0 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 192 10 2 180 
Farmland of Local Importance 2,658 851 337 1,489 
Unique Farmland 48 1 19 28 
Grazing Land 2,354 1,892 168 295 
Other Land 541 20 377 139 
Urban and Built-up Land 3,505 58 3,090 344 
No Category 4 1 0 0 
TOTAL 9,302 2,833 3,994 2,475 

 

 



As shown in Figure 5.17-1, the existing areas mapped as Important Farmland are not 
contiguous and are surrounded by urban land uses and MHPA lands.  This condition, 
combined with the high cost of water, has impacted the viability of agricultural uses in the 
CPU area.   

5.17.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

Although the CPU would convert additional Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses, 
these areas are fragmented and are surrounded by urban land uses and MHPA lands.  
Rising land values, water costs, increasing taxes, habitat management planning, and other 
land use conflicts have contributed to a significant reduction in future agricultural viability 
within the CPU area.  Furthermore, agricultural land in the CPU area is intended as an 
interim, rather than permanent use. The CPU allows agriculture as an interim use pending 
development and would rezone the Central Village to an agricultural “holding” zone to 
accommodate continued agricultural operations until such time that a Specific Plan is 
implemented.  Therefore, impacts associated with the conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses would be less than significant.   

5.17.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation would be required. 

5.17.3.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.17.4 Issue 2: City and Regional Consequences of 
Agricultural Land Conversion 

Would the CPU result in changes to the existing environment, which due to their location or 
nature, could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use?   

5.17.4.1 Impacts 

Existing agricultural uses occur sporadically throughout the CPU area. Of the 3,900 acres 
listed in the 1981 Community Plan designated to be retained as agriculture until 
development is warranted, 306 acres mapped as active agricultural land remain (SANDAG 
2009).  This would represent only a tenth of one percent (0.1 percent) of the total acreage 
under cultivation within the County.  As such, conversion would not be significant in terms of 
countywide agricultural value.  Because these acres are such a small portion of the regional 
agricultural production and have limited agricultural viability, impacts would be less than 
significant.   



5.17.4.2 Significance of Impacts  

The CPU would result in the conversion of all the existing agriculture in the CPU area.  
However, viability of this area for agricultural use is limited, and the amount of existing 
farmland is minimal relative to the regional total.  Thus, implementation of the CPU would 
have a less than significant regional impact to agriculture.  

5.17.4.3 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation would be required. 

5.17.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.17.5 Issue 3: Mineral Resources 
Would implementation of the CPU result in the loss of availability or prevention of future 
extraction of sand or gravel, and/or mineral resources as identified in the Open File Report 
96-04, Update of Mineral Land Classification:  Aggregate Materials in the Western San 
Diego County Production – Consumption Region, 1996, Department of Conservation, 
California Department of Geological Survey? 

5.17.5.1 Impacts 

The loss of access to mineral resources would primarily be the result of the conversion of 
lands underlain by these resources, or within close proximity to the resources such that 
future projects would restrict or eliminate safe and environmentally sound measures to 
implement extractive operations.   

There are 353 acres of MRZ-2 “regionally significant” aggregate resource areas within the 
CPU area (Figure 5.17-3) which exist within the northwestern portion of the CPU area where 
development currently exists or where entitlements have already been approved for future 
development. Therefore, access to these areas of significant aggregate is already restricted, 
which precludes the likelihood of extraction of those resources. Furthermore, the 
surrounding residential and commercial development in close proximity to this area would 
not be compatible with the extraction processes. Objectionable characteristics that 
accompany this process include noise, vibration, air pollution, dust, heavy trucks causing 
traffic congestion, and often significant visual impacts.  Additionally, as described in 
Section 5.17.1.2, above, the remainder of the CPU area is classified as MRZ-3, which is not 
considered a significant mineral resource pursuant to the City of San Diego’s Significance 
Determination Thresholds.   



FIGURE 5.17-3
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No mining activities are currently occurring within the CPU area. However, a concrete batch 
plant is currently operating within the CPU and is not considered a formal mining activity. 
The Hanson Aggregates Otay Ranch Pit is located off-site, approximately three-quarters of 
a mile to the north of the CPU boundary and north of the Otay River Valley.  Because of the 
distance and its location north of the river, there would be no indirect impacts to off-site 
mining activities as a result of the CPU implementation.   

5.17.5.2 Significance of Impacts 

Portions of the CPU area where MRZ-2 “regionally significant” aggregate resource areas 
exist are currently developed or where entitlements have already been approved for future 
development. These existing and planned developments restrict access to these aggregate 
areas and preclude the ability to extract those resources. Further, the majority of the 
acreage designated as MRZ-2 contains existing residential uses, which would be 
incompatible with extraction operations even under the adopted community plan. No mining 
activities are currently present within the CPU area and development would not have any 
indirect impacts to extraction operations in the vicinity. MRZ-3 mineral resources are not 
considered a significant mineral resource.  As such, the ability to extract mineral resources 
would not be impacted with the adoption of the CPU.   

5.17.5.3 Mitigation Framework 

Impacts would be less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

5.17.5.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant. 
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5.18 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The following greenhouse gas emissions analysis is based on the Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Analysis prepared by RECON in February 2013. The complete analysis is 
included as Appendix N.  

5.18.1 Existing Conditions 

5.18.1.1 Greenhouse Gas Inventories 

a. Statewide GHG Emissions 

Statewide GHG inventories performed by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) over 
the past two decades report that statewide GHG emissions totaled 433 million metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalent emissions (MMTCO2E) in 1990, 458 MMTCO2E in 2000, 484 
MMTCO2E in 2004, and 478 MMTCO2E in 2008 (CARB 2010b). Transportation-related 
emissions consistently contribute the most GHG emissions, followed by electricity 
generation and industrial emissions.  

b. Plan Area GHG Emissions 

The CPU area is currently a source of anthropogenic GHGs, with emissions generated by 
vehicular traffic and by the energy use, water use, and solid waste disposal practices of the 
existing buildings. Quantification of the existing GHG emissions from CPU area land uses 
and associated traffic was performed using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod), which was released in March 2011 (SCAQMD 2011). 

The results of the CalEEMod analysis indicate that the existing CPU area land uses are 
currently generating approximately 2,611,312 MTCO2E annually as shown in Table 5.18-1 
below. 

TABLE 5.18-1 
CPU AREA GHG EMISSIONS IN 2012 

(MTCO2E PER YEAR) 
 

Emission Source Existing GHG Emissions  
Vehicles 612,398 
Energy Use 195,730 
Area Sources 0 
Water Use 916,242 
Solid Waste Disposal 886,942 
TOTAL 2,611,312 

MTCO2E = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions 



5.18.1.2 Consequences of Global Climate Change 

The potential consequences of global climate change on the San Diego region are far 
reaching. The Climate Scenarios Analysis Report, published in 2006 by the California 
Climate Change Center, predicts that throughout the state and the region, global climate 
and local microclimate changes could cause an increase in extreme heat days; higher 
concentrations, frequency, and duration of air pollutants; an increase in wildfires; more 
intense coastal storms; sea level rise; impacts to water supply and water quality through 
reduced snowpack and saltwater influx; public health impacts; impacts to near-shore marine 
ecosystems; reduced quantity and quality of agricultural products; pest population 
increases; and altered natural ecosystems and biodiversity. 

CARB projected a future statewide GHG emissions increase of more than 23 percent (from 
2004) by 2020 given Business as Usual (BAU) trends (CARB 2008a). BAU emissions are 
the GHG emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of GHG-reduction 
measures (including local and state regulations) or mitigation. Year 2020 estimates of 
California’s GHG emissions have been updated to account for new estimates for future fuel 
and energy demand as well as other factors including the economic downturn. More recent 
estimates predict a future statewide emissions increase of approximately 7 percent (from 
2008) by 2020 given current trends (CARB 2012). The 2008 Energy Policy Initiative Center 
(EPIC) study predicted a countywide increase to 43 MMTCO2E, or roughly 20 percent (from 
2006) by 2020, given a BAU trajectory. Updated estimates are not available, but would be 
less than 20 percent for the same reasons.  

5.18.1.3 Existing Regulatory Framework 

Local and state regulatory plans aim to reduce state and local GHG emissions by primarily 
targeting the largest emitters of GHGs: the transportation and energy sectors. These plans’ 
goals and regulatory standards are thus largely focused on the automobile industry and 
public utilities. For the transportation sector, the reduction strategy is generally three 
pronged: to reduce GHG emissions from vehicles by improving engine design; to reduce the 
carbon content of transportation fuels through research, funding, and incentives to fuel 
suppliers; and to reduce the miles vehicles traveled (VMT) through land use change and 
infrastructure investments. The types of land use changes that can measurably reduce GHG 
emissions associated with vehicle use include: increased density; increased diversity 
(mixed-use); improved walkability design; improved transit accessibility; transit 
improvements; integration of below market-rate housing; and constrained parking. 

By increasing density, especially within proximity of transit, travel distances are affected and 
greater options for the mode of travel they choose are provided. This can result in a 
substantial reduction in VMT depending on the change in density compared to a typical 
suburban residential density (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] 



2010). By increasing transit accessibility and locating a high-density project near transit for 
example, a shift in travel mode is facilitated along with reduced VMT. 

Constraining parking supply, either through policy changes (e.g., reduced parking 
requirements for urban areas) or through pricing, and/or preferential parking for ridesharing 
and fuel-efficient vehicles, can also result in a decrease in VMT, as motorists shift away 
from single-occupancy vehicle travel and carpool, and rely more on transit or elect to walk or 
bicycle instead. The effectiveness of these land use strategies ranges from less than one 
percent up to a maximum 30 percent reduction in communitywide VMT (CAPCOA 2010).  

For the energy sector, the reduction strategies of local, state, and national plans aim to 
reduce energy demand; impose emission caps on energy providers; establish minimum 
building energy and green building standards; transition to renewable non-fossil fuels; 
incentivize homeowners and builders; fully recover landfill gas for energy; and expand 
research and development. At the project-level, policies or incentive programs for builders to 
exceed the current Title 24 energy efficiency standards, install high-efficiency lighting, and 
energy-efficient plug-in appliances (for energy users not subject to Title 24), and to 
incorporate on-site renewable energy generation, can result in substantial GHG emissions 
reductions, up to 35 percent or more.  

Energy use associated with water consumption and wastewater treatment can also be 
reduced by applying an overall water reduction strategy (e.g., of 20 percent on indoor and 
outdoor water use) and/or policies and actions related to using reclaimed and gray water, 
installation of low-flow plumbing fixtures, the use of water-efficient landscape design, 
including turf reduction and use of water-efficient irrigation systems. The institution of 
recycling and composting services can also reduce the energy embodied in the disposal of 
solid waste.   

In addition to strategies aimed at reducing GHG emissions associated with vehicle and 
energy use, relevant local and state plans include GHG reduction strategies aimed at 
reducing the heat island effect through urban forestry and shade tree programs, and 
therefore energy-for-cooling demand. GHG reduction strategies also reduce area source 
emissions from woodstoves and fireplaces through stricter restrictions on fuel type and use, 
as well as landscaping equipment, such as use of only electric-powered lawn mowers, leaf 
blowers, and chain saws. 

Climate adaptation, which generally acknowledges that GHG emissions cannot fully be 
avoided and that climate change is occurring over time, includes policies and strategies to 
increase climate adaptability and resilience through climate-sensitive building guidelines 
(e.g., through appropriate building orientation and glazing design), sea-level monitoring, and 
defensible building design. 

There are numerous plans, policies, and regulations aimed at reducing GHG emissions.  
They exist at the international level, national, state and local levels.  The discussion below is 



focused on the key state and local regulations affecting GHG emissions analyses of land 
development projects.  Greater detail on these and other GHG-related regulations, including 
international and national regulations, is provided in the GHG technical report (Appendix N). 

a. State 

EO S-3-05—Statewide GHG Emission Targets 

This 2005 executive order (EO) established the following GHG emission reduction targets 
for the state of California:  

• by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;  

• by 2020 reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels;  

• by 2050 reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  

It also directed the secretary of the California EPA (CalEPA) to oversee efforts made to 
reach these targets, and to prepare biannual reports on the progress made toward meeting 
the targets, on the impacts to the state related to global warming, and on mitigation and 
adaptation plans to combat the impacts. The first Climate Action Team Assessment Report 
was produced in March 2006 and has been updated every two years.  

AB 32—California Global Warming Solutions Act 

In response to EO S-3-05, the California legislature passed AB 32, the “California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.” It required CARB to adopt rules and regulations that would 
reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. It also required CARB to adopt a plan 
indicating how emission reductions would be achieved from significant GHG sources via 
regulations, market mechanisms, and other actions.  

As directed, in December 2007 CARB approved a 2020 emission limit of 427 MMTCO2E; 
and the following year completed a Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan). 

Climate Change Scoping Plan 

The Scoping Plan includes strategies and reduction measures to reduce statewide GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The reduction measures would achieve an approximate 
174 MMTCO2E reduction in GHG emissions, for approximately 29 percent less than the 
state’s projected 2020 emission level of 596 MMTCO2E under a BAU scenario. CARB will 
update the Scoping Plan at least once every five years to allow evaluation of progress made 
and to correct the Scoping Plan’s course where necessary. 

Table 5.18-2 summarizes the reduction measures CARB identified as necessary to reduce 
forecasted BAU 2020 emissions to target levels. As indicated in Table 5.18-2, the majority of 
reductions is directed at the sectors with the largest GHG emissions contributions—
transportation and electricity generation—and involve statutory mandates affecting vehicle 



or fuel manufacture, public transit, and public utilities. To address emissions from vehicles, 
CARB is proposing a comprehensive three-prong strategy: reducing GHG emissions from 
vehicles, reducing the carbon content of the fuel these vehicles burn, and reducing the miles 
these vehicles travel. 

To address emissions from energy use, the Scoping Plan includes enhanced energy-
efficiency programs that provide incentives for customers to purchase and install more 
efficient products; building and appliance standards to ensure that manufacturers and 
builders bring improved products to market; and renewable energy mandates for public 
utilities. Over the long-term, the recommended measures will increase the amount of 
electricity from renewable energy sources and improve the energy efficiency of industries, 
homes, and buildings. While energy efficiency would account for the largest GHG 
reductions, other applicable land development measures such as water conservation and 
waste reduction would achieve additional energy emissions reduction. 

Several Scoping Plan measures have been adopted as mandatory requirements in 
statewide regulations.  The ones of most relevance to this analysis include the Pavley GHG 
Vehicle Standards, the Low Carbon Fuel Standards, and the Renewables Portfolio 
Standard. 

 



TABLE 5.18-2 
CARB SCOPING PLAN-RECOMMENDED GHG REDUCTION MEASURES 

 

Recommended Reduction Measures 

Reductions Counted 
Towards 2020 Target 

In MMTCO2E 
(% total) 2 

ESTIMATED REDUCTIONS RESULTING FROM THE COMBINATION OF 
CAPPED SECTORS AND COMPLEMENTARY MEASURES 

146.7 

California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards 
• Implement Pavley Standards 
• Develop Pavley II light-duty vehicle standards 

31.7 (22%) 

Energy Efficiency 
• Building/appliance efficiency, new programs, etc. 
• Increase CHP generation by 30,000 GWh 
• Solar Water Heating (AB 1470 goal) 

26.3 (18%) 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) (33% by 2020) 21.3 (14%) 
Low Carbon Fuel Standard 15 (10%) 
Regional Transportation-related GHG Targets1 5 (4%) 
Vehicle Efficiency Measures 4.5 (3%) 
Goods Movement 

• Ship Electrification at Ports 
• System-Wide Efficiency Improvements 

3.7 (3%) 

Million Solar Roofs 2.1 (2%) 
Medium/Heavy Duty Trucks 

• Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction 
             (Aerodynamic Efficiency) 

• Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization 

1.4 (<1%) 

High Speed Rail 1.0 (<1%) 
Industrial Measures (for sources covered under cap & trade program) 

• Refinery Measures 
• Energy Efficiency and Co-Benefits Audits 

0.3 (<.5%) 

Additional Reductions Necessary to Achieve the Cap 34.4 (23%) 
ESTIMATED REDUCTIONS RESULTING FROM UNCAPPED SECTORS  27.3 
Industrial Measures (for sources not covered under cap & trade program) 

• Oil and Gas Extraction and Transmission 
1.1  

High Global Warming Potential Gas Measures 20.2  
Sustainable Forests 5.0  
Recycling and Waste (landfill methane capture) 1.0  
TOTAL REDUCTIONS COUNTED TOWARDS 2020 TARGET 1743 

SOURCE: Table 2 of CARB 2008b. 
1 This number represents an estimate of what may be achieved from local land use changes.  It is not the SB 

375 regional target.  CARB will establish regional targets for each Metropolitan Planning Organization 
following input of the Regional Targets Advisory Committee and a public stakeholders consultation process 
per SB 375. 

2 Percentages are relative to the capped sector subtotal of 146.7 MMTCO2E, and may not total 100 due to 
rounding. 

3 The total reduction for the recommended measures slightly exceeds the 189 MMTCO2E of reductions 
estimated in the BAU 2020 Emissions Forecast.  This is the net effect of adding several measures and 
adjusting the emissions reduction estimates for some other measures. 

 



AB 1493—Pavley GHG Vehicle Standards 

AB 1493 (Pavley) enacted July 2002, directed CARB to adopt vehicle standards that 
lowered GHG emissions from passenger vehicles and light duty trucks to the maximum 
extent technologically feasible, beginning with the 2009 model year. However, due to a 
lawsuit by the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers, their eventual implementation did not 
get authority until June 2009. These regulations were expected to reduce GHG emissions 
from California passenger vehicles by about 22 percent in 2012 and are further expected to 
reduce emissions by about 30 percent in 2018 (CARB 2010c) for a total reduction of 31.7 
MMTCO2E counted toward the total statewide reduction target (CARB 2008b) (see 
Table 5.18-2). These reductions are to come from improved vehicle technologies such as 
small engines with superchargers, continuously variable transmissions, and hybrid electric 
drives. 

CARB has adopted a second, more stringent, phase of the Pavley regulations, termed 
“Pavley II” [now known as “Low Emission Vehicle III GHG”], that covers Model Years 2017 
to 2025. Pavley II was estimated in 2008 to add an additional reduction of 4.0 MMTCO2E for 
2 percent of the estimated 174 MMTCO2E reduction total. 

EO S-01-07—Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

The Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) is the means by which the carbon intensity of 
California’s transportation fuels is to be reduced by at least 10 percent by 2020. CARB 
adopted the LCFS as a discrete early action measure pursuant to AB 32 in April 2009. The 
LCFS is a performance standard with flexible compliance mechanisms intended to 
incentivize the development of a diverse set of clean, low-carbon transportation fuel options. 
Its aim is to accelerate the availability and diversity of low-carbon fuels such as biofuels, 
electricity, and hydrogen, by taking into consideration the full life-cycle of GHG emissions. A 
10 percent reduction in the intensity of transportation fuels is expected to equate to a 
reduction of 18.5 MMTCO2E in 2020. However, in order to account for possible overlap of 
benefits between LCFS and the Pavley GHG standards, CARB has discounted the 
contribution of LCFS to 15 MMTCO2E (CARB 2008b). 

Renewables Portfolio Standard 

The Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) promotes diversification of the state’s electricity 
supply. Originally adopted in 2002 with a goal to achieve a 20 percent renewable energy 
mix by 2020, the goal has been accelerated and increased; most recently by EO S-14-08 
and EO S-21-09 to a goal of 33 percent by 2020. Its purpose is to achieve a 33 percent 
renewable energy mix statewide, where 33 percent of the state’s electricity needs would be 
met by renewable energy sources by 2020 (CARB 2008b). Increasing the RPS to 33 
percent is meant to accelerate the transformation of the electricity sector, through 
investment in the transmission infrastructure and systems changes to allow integration of 
large quantities of intermittent wind and solar generation. Renewable energy includes (but is 



not limited to) wind, solar, geothermal, small hydroelectric, biomass, anaerobic digestion, 
and landfill gas. Increased use of renewables would decrease California’s reliance on fossil 
fuels, thus reducing emissions of GHGs from the electricity sector. CARB estimates that full 
achievement of the RPS would decrease statewide GHG emissions by 21.3 MMTCO2E 
(CARB 2008b). 

SB 375—Regional Emissions Targets 

SB 375 was signed in September 2008 requiring CARB to set regional targets for reducing 
passenger vehicle GHG emissions in accordance with the Regional Transportation-Related 
GHG Target Scoping Plan measure. Its purpose is to align regional transportation planning 
efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation in order to 
reduce GHG emissions by promoting high-density, mixed-use developments around mass 
transit hubs.  

CARB, in consultation with the state’s Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), was 
required to provide each affected region with passenger vehicle GHG emissions reduction 
targets for 2020 and 2035. The San Diego region will be required to reduce GHG emissions 
from cars and light trucks 7 percent per capita by 2020 and 13 percent by 2035 (SANDAG 
2011). The reduction targets are to be updated every eight years, but can be updated every 
four years if advancements in emissions technologies affect the reduction strategies to 
achieve the targets.    

Once reduction targets are established, each of California’s MPOs must prepare and adopt 
a SCS that demonstrates how the region will meet its greenhouse gas reduction targets 
through integrated land use, housing, and transportation planning. Enhanced public transit 
service combined with incentives for land use development that provides a better market for 
public transit will play an important role in the SCS. After the SCS is adopted by the MPO, 
the SCS will be incorporated into that region's federally enforceable RTP. 

San Diego’s MPO, SANDAG, completed and adopted its 2050 RTP in October 2011, the 
first such plan in the state that included a SCS (SANDAG 2011).  In December 2012, the 
Superior Court ruled that SANDAG violated state law by failing to fully account for, and take 
steps to reduce, climate pollution in its environmental review of the RTP. It should be noted 
that as of the printing of this PEIR, the PEIR prepared for the RTP and SCS is the subject of 
ongoing litigation. 

b. Local 

San Diego Sustainable Community Program/Cities for Climate Protection 

In 2002, the City Council approved the San Diego Sustainable Community Program (SCP) 
and requested that an advisory committee be established to provide recommendations that 
would decrease GHG emissions from City operations. The City subsequently became a 



participant in the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) Cities for 
Climate Protection (CCP) Campaign to reduce GHG emissions, and in the California 
Climate Action Registry. 

As a participant in the ICLEI CCP program, the City made a commitment to voluntarily 
decrease its GHG emissions by 2030 through a series of five milestones: (1) establish a 
CCP campaign, (2) engage the community to participate, (3) sign the U.S. Mayors Climate 
Protection Agreement, (4) take initial solution steps, and (5) perform a GHG audit. The City 
has advanced past Milestone 3 by signing the Mayor’s agreement and establishing actions 
to decrease City Operations’ emissions. 

Climate Protection Action Plan 

In July 2005, the City developed a Climate Protection Action Plan (CPAP) that identifies 
policies and actions to decrease GHG emissions from City operations. Recommendations 
included in CPAP for transportation included measures such as increasing carpooling and 
transit ridership, improving bicycle lanes, and converting the City vehicle fleet to low-
emission or non-fossil-fueled vehicles. Recommendations in the CPAP for energy and other 
non-transportation emissions reductions included increasing building energy efficiency (i.e., 
requiring that all new City projects achieve the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver standard); reducing waste from City 
operations; continuing use of landfill methane as an energy source; reducing the urban heat 
island by avoiding dark roofs and roads which absorb and retain heat; and increasing shade 
tree and other vegetative cover plantings.  

Because of City actions implemented earlier between 1990 and 2002, moderate GHG 
emissions reductions were reported in the CPAP. City actions taken to capture methane gas 
from solid waste landfills and sewage treatment plants resulted in the largest decrease in 
GHG emissions. Actions taken thus far to incorporate energy efficiency and alternative 
renewable energy reached only 5 percent of the City’s 2010 goal. The transportation sector 
remains a significant source of GHG emissions in 2010 and has had the lowest GHG 
reductions, reaching only 2.2 percent of the goal for 2010. The recently amended City 
General Plan includes a Policy CE-A.13 to regularly monitor and update the CPAP.  

Sustainable Building Policies 

In several of its policies, the City aims to reduce GHG emissions by requiring sustainable 
development practices in City operations and incentivizing sustainable development 
practices in private development (see Council Policy (CP) 900-14—Sustainable Building 
Policy, adopted in 1997 and updated in 2010, CP 900-16—Community Energy Partnership, 
adopted in 2000, and the updated CP 600-27—Sustainable Buildings Expedite Program, 
last revised in 2003). The City has established a mandate for all City projects to achieve 
LEED Silver for all new buildings and major renovations over 5,000 square feet. Incentives 



are also provided to private developers through the Expedite Program, which expedites 
project review of green building projects and discounts project review fees. 

The City has also enacted codes and policies aimed at helping the City achieve the state’s 
75 percent waste diversion mandate, including the Refuse and Recyclable Materials 
Storage Regulations (Municipal Code Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 8), Recycling 
Ordinance (O-19678 Municipal Code Chapter 6, Article 6, Division 7), and the Construction 
and Demolition Debris Deposit Ordinance (0-19420 & 0-19694 Municipal Code Chapter 6, 
Article 6, Division 6). 

General Plan 

The General Plan includes several climate change-related policies aimed at reducing GHG 
emissions from future development and City operations. For example, Conservation 
Element policy CE-A.2 aims to “reduce the City’s carbon footprint” and to “develop and 
adopt new or amended regulations, programs, and incentives as appropriate to implement 
the goals and policies set forth” related to climate change. The Land Use and Community 
Planning Element, the Mobility Element, the Urban Design Element, and the Public 
Facilities, Services, and Safety Element also identify GHG reduction and climate change 
adaptation goals. These elements contain policy language related to sustainable land use 
patterns, alternative modes of transportation, energy efficiency, water conservation, waste 
reduction, and greater landfill efficiency. The overall intent of these policies is to support 
climate protection actions, while retaining flexibility in the design of implementation 
measures, which could be influenced by new scientific research, technological advances, 
environmental conditions, or state and federal legislation. 

Cumulative impacts of GHG emissions were qualitatively analyzed and determined to be 
significant and unavoidable in the Programmatic EIR prepared for the General Plan in 2008.  
A Programmatic EIR Mitigation Framework specifies that “for each future project requiring 
mitigation (measures that go beyond what is required by existing programs, plans and 
regulations), project-specific measures will [need to] be identified with the goal of reducing 
incremental project-level impacts to less than significant; or the incremental contributions of 
a project may remain significant and unavoidable where no feasible mitigation exists.”  

Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Plan 

A citywide draft Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Plan (CMAP), dated was developed in 
August 28, 2012, has been developed to provide a mechanism for the City to achieve the 
goals of AB 32 and the CARB Scoping Plan at a program- level. This document, now called 
the Climate Action Plan (CAP) has been revised to include 2035 targets that are on the 
trajectory for meeting the 2050 GHG reduction goals established by Executive Order S-3-
05. The draft CAP was released for public review on December 3, 2013. The draft CMAP 
elements have been prepared pursuant to guidance from the amended CEQA Guidelines 
and CARB recommendations for what constitutes an effective GHG reduction plan.  



The City’s draft CMAP establishes a planning horizon of 2013 through 2035 and quantifies 
GHG emissions, establishes GHG reduction targets for 2020, 2035, and 2050, identifies 
strategies and measures to reduce GHG emissions, and provides guidance for monitoring 
progress on an annual basis.  

5.18.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist includes the following two 
questions regarding assessment of GHG emissions:  

1. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emission of GHGs? 

2. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment? 

As stated in the Guidelines, these questions are “intended to encourage thoughtful 
assessment of impacts and do not necessarily represent thresholds of significance.”  The 
City has not adopted its own GHG Thresholds of Significance for CEQA and is following 
guidance from the 2008 CAPCOA report “CEQA & Climate Change,” to identify screening 
criteria to determine when a GHG analysis would be required; and information from the 
CARB Scoping Plan and BAU 2020 Forecast to determine when a cumulatively significant 
contribution of GHGs has occurred. 

The CAPCOA report references a 900-metric-ton guideline as a conservative threshold for 
requiring further analysis and mitigation. The City, thus, chose a 900-metric-ton screening 
criterion for determining when a GHG analysis would be required (Table 5.18-3). Projects 
that meet the following criteria are not required by the City to prepare a GHG technical 
analysis report, and are not considered to be significant.  

TABLE 5.18-3 
PROJECT TYPES THAT DO NOT REQUIRE A GHG ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION 

 

Project Type 
Project Size that Generates Approximately  

900 Metric Tons of GHGs per Year 
Single-Family Residential 50 units 
Apartments/Condominiums 70 units 
General Commercial Office Space 35,000 square feet 
Retail Space 11,000 square feet 
Supermarket/Grocery Space 6,300 square feet 

 

For projects that do not meet the criteria outlined in Table 5.18-3, the City requires a GHG 
emissions analysis to demonstrate that the proposed project design achieves a 28.3 percent 
reduction relative to BAU GHG emissions (City of San Diego 2008b). This requirement is 
based on the CARB BAU 2020 Forecast and Scoping Plan, which identify reductions 



needed to achieve an approximate overall 28.3 percent reduction in statewide BAU 
emissions by 2020. 

If the project’s 2020 GHG emissions with incorporation of GHG-reducing regulations and 
design features represent a 28.3 percent reduction relative to the project’s BAU GHG 
emissions, the project would not result in a significant impact to global climate change. 

5.18.3 Issue 1: Consistency with Adopted Plans, 
Policies, and Regulations 

Would the CPU conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of GHGs? 

5.18.3.1 Impacts 

a. Consistency with Local GHG Reduction Measures 

Policies within the CPU have been designed to reflect and implement the general GHG 
reduction recommendations of the General Plan, as well as the strategies of other local 
plans and state GHG reduction measures. These policies would also complement the City’s 
operations-focused efforts of the Sustainable Community Program/CCP, the adopted CPAP, 
and City Council Policy 600-27 and Council Policy 900-14, referenced further in section 
5.18.1.3.b.   

Specifically, the CPU includes updated Conservation, Mobility, and Urban Design elements 
that include several policies aimed at reducing GHG emissions from target emission 
sources and/or aimed at adapting to climate change. The CPU policies provide refinement 
of the General Plan and citywide CPAP policies as specifically applicable to the CPU area. 
As described below, in several cases these policies are also consistent with key state GHG 
reduction plans, regulations, and recommended mitigation measures.  An overview of 
relevant CPU elements and policies is outlined below.  

Conservation Element 

Climate Change and Sustainability Policies.  The CPU contains policies 8.2-1 through 
8.2-6 to provide a framework for addressing and adapting to climate change. These 
strategies are generally consistent with and encourage the implementation of the General 
Plan Mitigation Framework recommendations and Policies CE-A-1 through CE-A-13 as well 
as climate change mitigation and adaptation strategies of state plans and programs. These 
framework policies include the types of policies anticipated to be set forth in the draft CMAP 
currently being prepared by the City (refer to section 5.18.1.3.b). 

Water Policies.  The CPU’s Conservation Element includes water conservation measures 
(Policies 8.3-1 through 8.3-4) to reduce the need for water, thereby reducing the energy use 



embodied in water supply and treatment and its associated GHG emissions. The policies 
promote the use of reclaimed and recycled water. The policies are consistent with the 
outdoor water-reduction strategies of the General Plan, the state Climate Change Scoping 
Plan, the 2010 CAPCOA GHG Mitigation Measures report, and the recently effective 2011 
CalGreen water-reduction requirements for residential and non-residential uses. At the 
individual project-level, some of these measures would be quantified. 

Urban Forestry Policies.  Street tree and private tree planting programs are low-cost, low-
technology methods for improving the visual landscape and air quality in the CPU area. As 
the number and size of trees in the CPU area urban forest increase, so will the benefits. 
These benefits include lower energy consumption resulting from reduction in the size of the 
urban heat island; reduced storm water runoff through absorption of water by the trees; 
improved air quality achieved as trees convert carbon dioxide into oxygen, and an improved 
pedestrian environment created by providing pedestrians protection from the heat and glare 
of the sun.   

Planting shade trees around buildings has been shown to effectively lower the electricity 
cooling demand of buildings by blocking incident sunlight and reducing heat gain through 
windows, walls, and roofs (CAPCOA 2010). By reducing cooling demand, shade trees help 
reduce electricity demand from the local utility, and therefore reduce GHG emissions which 
would otherwise be emitted during the production of electricity. Policies 8.5.1 through 8.5.5 
of the CPU conform to the General Plan urban forestry Policies CE-J.1 through CE-J.5, and 
would promote the need for an increase in tree plantings in both residential and commercial 
areas.  

Community Farms and Gardens Policies.  The CPU area has the potential to provide 
multiple sites for community gardens that would contain individual and shared-plot spaces. 
The CPU Policies 8.6.1 and 8.6.2 would promote the development of community gardens 
within the community.  

Establishment of community gardens has the potential to further reduce GHG emissions by 
providing residents with a local source of food, potentially resulting in a reduction in the 
number of trips and VMT traveled by food deliverers and the consumers to grocery stores 
and supermarkets. Community gardens would also contribute to GHG reductions by 
displacing carbon-intensive food production practices. These emissions reductions cannot 
be reasonably quantified at this time because they are based on several undefined 
parameters: the relative locations of the farmer’s market, supermarket, and supermarket 
produce suppliers; the carbon intensity of food production practices; and the role of the 
farmer’s market in a development. 

Mobility Element 

Through increasing density, bringing people closer to their work and providing pedestrian 
connections to retail, commercial, and residential units, a substantial reduction in VMT can 



occur. A communitywide reduction in vehicle travel would reduce local VMT, which would in 
turn reduce emissions associated with vehicle use. The CPU would generate 
1,045,025 ADT. The daily trip rates take into account the CPU density, diversity or mixed-
use, improved walkability, and transit accessibility. The effectiveness of these land use 
strategies ranges from less than 1 percent up to a maximum 30 percent reduction in 
communitywide VMT (CAPCOA 2010). 

The CPU Mobility Element includes numerous policies to improve the pedestrian (Policies 
3.1-1 through 3.1-4) and bicycle network (Policies 3.4-1 and 3.4-2), and to increase transit 
accessibility and provide transit improvements (Policies 3.2-1 through 3.2-5). Generally, 
these policies would be consistent with the General Plan, and also consistent with the 
CARB Scoping Plan vehicle reduction measures for land use development and with specific 
traffic mitigation measures identified in the 2010 CAPCOA GHG Mitigation Measures report.  

Urban Design Element 

Distinct Districts and Streetscape Policies.  Policies 4.1-1, 4.1-4, 4.1-15, 4.2-1, and 4.2-2 
would promote enhanced connectivity to activity centers, active commercial centers 
supported by transit, improved pedestrian access and movement, pedestrian-oriented 
design principles, and improved walkability. Generally, these policies would be consistent 
with the General Plan, the CARB Scoping Plan, and the 2010 CAPCOA GHG Mitigation 
Measures report. 

Sustainability Policies.  Policies 4.9-1 through 4.9-5 would promote green building 
techniques that would be consistent with General Plan policies and with green building 
strategies recommended in the state Climate Change Scoping Plan and several of the 
measures identified in the 2010 CAPCOA GHG mitigation measures report. GHG reductions 
from these policies are not quantifiable at the program-level. Future development 
implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to implement some of these 
measures, which would be quantified and their GHG reductions accounted for using the 
CalEEMod GHG emissions estimator model or other appropriate methods, thereby further 
reducing GHG emissions associated with the buildout of the CPU. 

b. Consistency with State GHG Reduction Strategies 

EO S-3-05 established GHG emission reduction targets for the state, and AB 32 launched 
the CARB Climate Change Scoping Plan that outlined the reduction measures needed to 
reach the 2020 target. The CARB Scoping Plan and its implementing and complementary 
regulations are discussed under Section 5.18.1.3 and generally encompass the GHG 
reduction strategies described at the beginning of this section. Subsequent to the CARB 
Scoping Plan, CAPCOA, released the report Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 
Measures: A Resource for Local Government to Assess Emission Reductions from 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (“Mitigation Measures” report), that identifies specific 
project-level and program-level GHG reduction measures. The report includes quantification 



of the GHG reductions that would be achieved through incorporation of project-level 
mitigation measures. These measures fall into the same categories as discussed earlier: 
transportation, energy, water and wastewater, solid waste, area source (woodstoves, 
fireplaces, landscaping equipment), and construction emissions. Most of the mitigation 
measures included in the CAPCOA report would be identified for project-level analyses; 
however, the project-level reduction strategies would be extrapolated to the program level. 
The program-level reduction measures included in the report are few in comparison and 
would be largely unquantifiable. They pertain to funding and incentive programs for 
increased energy efficiency, establishment of local farmer’s markets and community 
gardens, urban shade tree planting programs, and communitywide strategies to reduce 
urban heat island effect. Several of the program-level measures, as well as the project-level 
measures, have been incorporated into the CPU, as discussed above. 

In general, the CPU policies outlined above correspond to the intent of the GHG reduction 
measures identified in both the 2010 CAPCOA GHG Mitigation Measures report and the 
2008 CARB Scoping Plan. Where practicable, GHG reductions have been included in the 
quantification of the CPU’s GHG emissions, as described in Section 5.18.4 cumulative GHG 
emissions analysis. In the quantification of CPU GHG emissions, GHG reductions were 
accounted for vehicle emissions, and energy and water use emissions. These comprised 
the GHG reduction/mitigation measures that were quantifiable at the program-level. 
Subsequent projects would achieve further GHG reductions in these emissions sources, as 
well as in the area source, construction, and solid waste GHG emissions through project-
specific design features.   

5.18.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

The CPU contains policies that would reduce GHG emissions from transportation and 
operational building uses (related to water and energy consumption, and solid waste 
generation, etc.) and would be consistent with the strategies of local and state plans, 
policies, and regulations aimed at reducing GHG emissions from land use and development. 
Subsequent projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to 
implement GHG-reducing features beyond those mandated under existing codes and 
regulations. However, because project-level details are not known, there is the potential that 
projects would not meet the necessary City reduction goals put in place in order to achieve 
the reductions required by AB 32. Thus, the level of potential impacts associated with plan 
conflict would be significant. 

5.18.3.3 Mitigation Framework 

GHG-1: Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts related to long-term GHG 
emissions. The Mobility, Urban Design, and Conservation elements of the CPU 
include specific policies to require dense, compact, and diverse development, 



encourage highly efficient energy and water conservation design, increase 
walkability and bicycle and transit accessibility, increase urban forestry practices 
and community gardens, decrease urban heat islands, and increase climate-
sensitive community design. These policies would serve to reduce consumption of 
fossil-fueled vehicles and energy resulting in a reduction in communitywide GHG 
emissions relative to BAU.  

 Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
incorporate GHG reducing features or mitigation measures in order to show a 
28.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions, relative to BAU, to meet AB 32 year 
2020 target levels. Quantifiable GHG reduction measures at the level of 
subsequent projects consist of: 

• Building and non-building energy use 
• Indoor and outdoor water use 
• Area sources 
• Solid waste disposal  
• Vegetation/carbon sequestration 
• Construction equipment 
• Transportation/vehicles 

5.18.3.4 Significance After Mitigation 

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required as a condition 
of project approval to include GHG-reducing features identified in a project-specific analysis 
as well as demonstrating consistency with applicable GHG plans, policies, and regulations. 
The effectiveness and feasibility of the GHG reduction measures stated above in reducing 
GHG emissions have been documented in the 2010 CAPCOA publication Quantifying 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (CAPCOA 2010). They have subsequently been 
included in the mitigation modules of CalEEMod to quantify GHG emissions and reductions. 
These measures are included in the City’s CMAP, yet to be adopted. These measures are 
best quantified at the project-level, because specific project-level design information is 
needed to calculate accurate GHG reductions. Therefore, even with adherence to the 
Mitigation Framework, GP and CPU policies, at the program-level, impacts related to GHG 
emissions would remain significant and unavoidable. 

5.18.4 Issue 2: Cumulative GHG Emissions 
Would implementation of the CPU generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact on the environment? 



5.18.4.1 Impacts 

Given current City guidance, the CPU would be required to demonstrate a 28.3 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions for the CPU and future projects implemented in accordance 
with the CPU. The vehicle portion of these estimates has been estimated both with and 
without accounting for the LCFS. Estimation without accounting for the LCFS is due to the 
fact that CARB's implementation of the LCFS GHG reduction program has been impeded by 
recent litigation. In December 2011, a preliminary injunction blocking CARB's 
implementation of the LCFS was granted. On April 23, 2012, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals overturned the injunction pending a ruling on the merits of the case, and as of 
April 30, 2012, LCFS enforcement is in effect and all outstanding reports are required to be 
submitted to CARB (CARB 2012). On September 18, 2013, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals reversed the ruling of the lower court, removed the injunction, and remanded the 
case back to the lower court to apply the Pike balancing test in determining if the regulation 
violates the United States Constitution interstate commerce clause by requiring business 
operations to be performed in the home state when they could be performed more efficiently 
elsewhere (U.S. Court of Appeals 2013). While there is no injunction currently in place, the 
City has determined there is sufficient legal uncertainty with this program that projects 
cannot rely on taking credit for CARB's implementation of the LCFS program when 
analyzing whether or not it meets the BAU threshold. Accordingly, the City has approved a 
new protocol requiring GHG technical studies to analyze project impacts both with and 
without reliance on the LCFS. As discussed previously, BAU emissions are the GHG 
emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of GHG-reduction measures 
(including local and state regulations) or mitigation. To evaluate the CPU’s GHG emissions 
relative to BAU, emissions have been quantified and projected to the year 2020 for both 
BAU and the CPU. This is because the AB 32, CARB BAU Forecast, and associated 
Scoping Plan GHG reduction targets (including the overall 28.3 percent reduction in BAU 
target) have been projected to a year 2020 horizon. Although the CPU has a time horizon of 
15 to 20 years, with horizon year buildout anticipated to complete by roughly 2030 or 2035, 
no specific GHG reduction target has been identified in state legislation after 2020. 
Executive Order S-3-05 identified a GHG reduction target for 2050 but did not identify 
interim targets for the decades between 2020 and 2050. Establishing target reductions and 
significance of GHG emissions beyond 2020 is too speculative. Therefore, in this analysis 
the GHG emissions estimates based on an assumed buildout year of 2062 for the CPU 
have been compared to the 2020 GHG reduction goals in order to evaluate significance. In 
other words, for the purpose of this analysis, buildout is assumed to occur by 2062.   

GHG emissions have been estimated using CalEEMod (SCAQMD 2011). In brief, the model 
estimates criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions by multiplying emission source intensity 
factors by estimated quantities of emission sources based on the land use information. 

Emission estimates have been calculated for the three GHGs of primary concern (CO2, CH4, 
and N2O) that would be emitted from construction and the five primary operational sources 
that would be associated with CPU buildout: mobile sources, area sources, energy use, 



water use, and solid waste disposal. To evaluate the reductions in GHG emissions of the 
CPU relative to the BAU 2020 Forecast, emissions have been estimated for two scenarios: 
first, CPU buildout without GHG-reducing measures (i.e., CPU buildout under BAU 
conditions) and, second, CPU buildout with GHG-reducing measures. This allowed for a 
comparison between the CPU buildout with and without GHG-reducing measures in 
accordance with the City’s 28.3 percent reduction goal. 

Emissions due to land uses that currently exist in the CPU area have been calculated 
separately from emissions due to additional new construction that would occur under the 
CPU. It was assumed that future land uses would be constructed on currently vacant land. 
The distinction between these two categories has been made because of the differences in 
energy and water consumption rates for new development versus existing development 
constructed in accordance with older building codes. 

Greater detail on CalEEMod and the methodology and assumptions used to estimate the 
CPU emissions are contained in the GHG technical report (see Appendix N).   

a. Vehicle Emissions 

For this analysis, CalEEMod default trip rates have been edited to reflect the trip rates 
identified for each land use subtype in the TIA (see Appendix J; Urban Systems Associates 
2012). The default trip lengths have been used. CalEEMod default vehicle emission factors 
and fleet mix have been derived from the emission factors (EMFAC) 2007 model and 
adjusted for Pavley and the LCFS. For this analysis, the default values that account for 
Pavley and LCFS have been used to yield accurate estimates of the future CPU horizon 
year buildout with GHG reductions. Vehicle emissions under the BAU scenario would be 
those that would occur without regulations aimed at reducing vehicle emissions (Pavley and 
LCFS). To calculate the BAU scenario (i.e., the CPU without GHG reductions scenario), the 
CPU vehicle emissions have been divided by 0.70 to achieve a 30 percent increase in order 
to reflect the absence of those two regulations. 

The traffic impact analysis determined that approximately 1,045,025 total vehicle trips would 
occur daily in association with horizon year buildout of the CPU (Urban Systems Associates 
2012). The BAU and CPU GHG emissions due to vehicle sources are summarized in 
Tables 5.18-4 and 5.18-5, respectively. As shown, by accounting for statewide Pavley and 
LCFS vehicle and fuel regulations identified in the CARB Scoping Plan, BAU vehicle 
emissions would be reduced by roughly 30 percent. By accounting for only Pavley and not 
LCFS, BAU vehicle emissions would be reduced by roughly 20 percent. 



TABLE 5.18-4 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED BAU GHG EMISSIONS 

(MTCO2E) 
 

Emission Source 

Emissions from 
Currently Existing 

Development 
Emissions from New 

Development 
Total BAU 
Emissions 

Vehicle 738,452 669,176 1,407,628 
Energy 195,730 191,122 386,851 
Area 8,856 36,118 44,975 
Water Consumption 916,242 555,687 1,471,929 
Solid Waste Disposal 886,942 525,419 1,412,361 
Construction 0 34,604 34,604 
TOTAL 2,746,222 2,012,126 4,758,348 

 

TABLE 5.18-5 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED CPU GHG EMISSIONS 

(MTCO2E) 
 

Emission Source 

Emissions from 
Currently Existing 

Development 
Emissions from New 

Development 
Total Future (2020) 

Emissions 
Vehicle 516,916 468,424 985,340 
Energy 195,730 182,189 377,918 
Area 8,856 36,118 44,975 
Water Consumption 916,242 444,550 1,360,792 
Solid Waste Disposal 886,942 525,419 1,412,361 
Construction 0 34,604 34,604 
TOTAL 2,524,686 1,691,303 4,215,989 

 

b. Energy Use Emissions 

CalEEMod default energy values have been based on the California Energy Commission-
sponsored California Commercial End Use Survey (CEUS) and Residential Appliance 
Saturation Survey (RASS) studies, which identify energy use by building type and climate 
zone.  Because these studies have been based on older buildings, adjustments have been 
made in CalEEMod to account for changes to Title 24 building codes. The default 
adjustment was made to the current 2008 Title 24 energy code (part 6 of the building code). 
Adjustments to simulate the 2005 Title 24 energy code are also available in CalEEMod.  

For the BAU energy emissions estimate and the existing conditions estimate, GHG 
emissions from energy use have been calculated based on construction in accordance with 
the 2005 Title 24 energy code. For the estimates of the CPU, energy emissions have been 
estimated based on all new development constructed in accordance with the 2008 Title 24 
energy code and all existing development, which would remain under buildout of the CPU, 
constructed in accordance with the 2005 Title 24 energy code. The BAU and CPU GHG 



emissions associated with energy use are summarized in Tables 5.18-4 and 5.18-5, 
respectively.  

The Title 24 energy code is updated every five years or so to account for changing 
technologies. It is likely that over the lifetime of the CPU, the energy code would be updated 
to include increased standards that would further reduce building energy demand and 
associated GHG emissions. New building construction and major renovations subject to the 
updated code would have an improved energy efficiency profile compared to the existing 
buildings or newer buildings built to comply with earlier versions of the energy code. 
Subsequent projects would also voluntarily exceed the current Title 24 energy code, install 
high-efficiency lighting and plug-in appliances, and/or include on-site renewable energy 
generation. At the project level, the GHG reductions from these actions would be quantified 
in CalEEMod in accordance with the 2010 CAPCOA GHG Mitigation Measures report. 
Therefore, over time, the level of GHG emissions resulting from building energy use would 
be less than the estimates presented in Tables 5.18-4 and 5.18-5. 

Also, as discussed earlier, the CARB Scoping Plan includes a Renewables Portfolio 
Standard, which requires public utilities to acquire an increasing proportion of their energy 
supply from renewable energies. By 2020, 33 percent of all statewide electricity generation 
would come from renewable energies. This would result in a statewide emissions reduction 
of 26.3 MMTCO2E. Through implementation of the Renewables Portfolio Standard, GHG 
emissions from electricity generation needed to supply future projects would likely decline 
as energy supply shifts from fossil fuel-based energies to renewable energy. Renewable 
energies have zero to little carbon content and their use in electricity generation emits fewer 
GHGs. Therefore, over time the quantity of GHG emissions resulting from the CPU’s 
buildout energy consumption would likely be less than those presented in Tables 5.18-4 and 
5.18-5. 

c. Area Source Emissions 

Area source emissions include hearths, woodstoves, and landscaping equipment. The use 
of hearths (fireplaces) and woodstoves directly emits CO2 from the combustion of natural 
gas, wood, or biomass, some of which are classified as biogenic. The use of landscape 
equipment emits GHGs associated with the equipment’s fuel combustion. CalEEMod 
estimates the number and type of landscape equipment needed based on the number of 
summer days given the project’s location. The model defaults for hearths, woodstoves, and 
landscaping equipment have been used. 

The BAU and CPU GHG emissions due to area sources are presented in Tables 5.18-4 and 
5.18-5, respectively. The same quantities have been estimated to occur under BAU and 
CPU conditions, as no area source GHG reductions would be accounted for at the program 
level in the CalEEMod estimates. 



Measures that would reduce area source emissions include restrictions on hearth fuel type 
or limits on their quantity or restrictions against the inclusion of hearths in residential 
projects. Future project-level reduction measures would also include the use of only electric-
powered landscaping equipment, such as electric lawnmowers, electric leafblowers and 
electric chainsaws, versus gasoline or diesel-powered landscaping equipment. These 
measures have been included in CalEEMod’s area source mitigation module, but require 
quantified project-level data in order to account for any GHG reductions. Subsequent 
projects that incorporate these kinds of design features or requirements would emit reduced 
area source GHGs relative to BAU area source emissions.  

d. Water Use Emissions  

The amount of water used and wastewater generated by a project would have indirect GHG 
emissions associated with it. These emissions would be a result of the energy used to 
supply, distribute, and treat the water and wastewater. In addition to the indirect GHG 
emissions associated with energy use, wastewater treatment would directly emit both 
methane and nitrous oxide. 

Default water consumption rates have been used for the estimates of BAU and existing 
conditions, including the existing land uses that would remain within the CPU horizon year. 
However, for the future/new land uses of the CPU, a 20 percent reduction in water use was 
applied in accordance with recent requirements of CalGreen. Similar to energy use, recent 
updates to the water conservation element of Title 24 have resulted in increased water 
conservation for development subsequent to 2010. New construction that would occur under 
the CPU would be constructed in accordance with the current 2011 CalGreen or later water 
conservation requirements. Because the 2011 CalGreen (i.e., Part 11 of Title 24) requires a 
minimum 20 percent reduction in water use, a 20 percent reduction in BAU water use has 
been factored into the CPU emissions.  

The BAU and CPU GHG emissions due to water consumption are presented in Tables 5.18-
4 and 5.18-5, respectively. It should be noted that industrial land uses consume significantly 
more water than other land uses. Due to the large amount of industrial uses in the CPU 
area, GHG emissions due to water use would be much greater in the CPU area than in 
other areas dominated by residential and commercial development. 

The CARB Scoping Plan also includes other potential GHG reduction strategies associated 
with the water sector which they estimate would reduce statewide water sector GHGs an 
additional 4.8 MMTCO2E by 2020. The measures require water suppliers to improve energy 
and other efficiencies associated with water supply. Thus, it is possible that the embodied 
energy and resulting GHG emissions associated with supplying potable water to the CPU 
would decrease somewhat by 2020 through these statewide efforts. 

Also, certain design-specific measures that would not be quantifiable at the program level 
would reduce subsequent projects’ water use GHG emissions. Measures that would reduce 



water use emissions at the project level include increased water conservation beyond the 
mandatory minimums in CalGreen, the use of reclaimed water or gray water, and the 
incorporation of green landscape design methods such as turf reduction/minimization, use 
of water-efficient plants and materials, and use of highly water-efficient irrigation systems. 
Project-level design information would be required to quantify the GHG reductions, such as 
the percent of reduction in water flow for various plumbing fixtures, percent of 
indoor/outdoor water use served by reclaimed or gray water, area of turf reduction, water 
demand in gallons per year of the water-efficient landscape design, and so forth. 

e. Solid Waste Emissions 

The disposal of solid waste produces GHG emissions from anaerobic decomposition in 
landfills, incineration, and transportation of waste. CalEEMod determines the GHG 
emissions associated with disposal of solid waste into landfills. Portions of these emissions 
are biogenic. CalEEMod methods for quantifying GHG emissions from solid waste have 
been based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) method using the 
degradable organic content of waste. Existing, BAU, and CPU GHG emissions associated 
with waste disposal have been all calculated using CalEEMod’s default parameters.  

The BAU and CPU GHG emissions due to solid waste are presented in Tables 5.18-4 and 
5.18-5, respectively. The same quantities have been estimated to occur under BAU and 
CPU conditions, as no solid waste GHG reductions would be accounted for at the program 
level. Similar to water use, industrial land uses typically generate more waste than other 
land uses. Due to the large amount of industrial uses in the CPU area, GHG emissions due 
to solid waste would be greater in the CPU area than in other areas in the basin. 

Measures that would reduce solid waste GHG emissions below BAU levels include the 
institution of recycling and composting services that achieve a quantifiable percentage 
reduction in the baseline waste disposal.  Project-level information would be required in 
order to account for any GHG reductions. Subsequent projects that incorporate this or other 
kinds of waste minimization features or requirements would emit reduced solid waste GHGs 
relative to BAU solid waste emissions.  

f. Construction Emissions 

Construction activities emit GHGs primarily though combustion of fuels (mostly diesel) in the 
engines of off-road construction equipment and through combustion of diesel and gasoline 
in on-road construction vehicles and in the commute vehicles of the construction workers. 
Smaller amounts of GHGs are also emitted through the energy use embodied in any water 
use (for fugitive dust control) and lighting for the construction activity. Every phase of the 
construction process, including demolition, grading, paving, and building, emits GHG 
emissions, in volumes proportional to the quantity and type of construction equipment used. 
The heavier equipment typically emits more GHGs per hour of use than the lighter 
equipment because of their greater fuel consumption and engine design. 



Construction is a temporary source of GHG emissions. Although these emissions are 
temporary, the impact from the emissions of GHGs is cumulative. The Association of 
Environmental Professionals (AEP) has recently recommended that total construction GHG 
emissions resulting from a project be amortized over 30 years and added to operational 
GHG emissions to provide a cumulative estimate of annual GHG emissions for the plan 
(AEP 2010). However, the exact nature and timing of development with the CPU area is 
unknown at this time. In order to provide an estimate of the GHG emissions that would 
occur from construction of new development, CalEEMod construction defaults have been 
assumed and the construction phasing has been adjusted to 30 years. Also, as 
recommended in a recent (March 2012) CalEEMod workshop conducted by CARB, because 
CalEEMod overestimates construction emissions by roughly 30 percent, the resulting total 
quantity of construction emissions estimated by CalEEMod has been multiplied by 0.70 to 
obtain total construction GHGs. 

The BAU and CPU GHG emissions due to construction activities are presented in 
Tables 5.18-4 and 5.18-5, respectively. No quantifiable construction GHG reductions can be 
accounted for at the program level; therefore, the estimated emissions for both the BAU and 
CPU conditions would be the same.  

The Scoping Plan does not identify any statewide measures specific to reducing GHG 
emissions from construction activities. However, the Scoping Plan reduction measure 
affecting heavy-duty truck emissions would potentially encompass construction on-road 
diesel vehicles and off-road equipment, and further reduce emissions through improved 
engine technology and conversion to non-diesel, low-carbon fuels. These GHG reductions 
would be realized by subsequent future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU. 

Other project-level measures would be implemented that would reduce BAU construction 
emissions. While most of the reduction measures pertain to reducing criteria pollutants, 
particularly particulates, options to reduce GHG emissions include restrictions on equipment 
fuel type, engine tier, and use of oxidative catalyst reduction.   

g. Total Combined Emissions 

As shown in Table 5.18-4, the combined total BAU GHG emissions without GHG reductions 
would be approximately 4,758,348 MTCO2E. Of this total, approximately 2,746,222 
MTCO2E (57.7 percent) would be associated with the CPU’s currently existing development, 
and 2,012,126 MTCO2E (42.3 percent) would be associated with new proposed 
development, consistent with the CPU. 

As shown in Table 5.18-5, the combined total CPU GHG emissions without GHG reductions 
would be approximately 4,215,989 MTCO2E. Of this total, approximately 2,524,686 
MTCO2E (59.9 percent) would be associated with the CPU’s currently existing development, 
and 1,691,303 MTCO2E (40.1 percent) would be associated with new proposed 
development. 



Table 5.18-6 summarizes the CPU’s estimated BAU emissions, emissions with GHG 
reductions, and resulting percentage reductions, for evaluation against the City’s goal of a 
28.3 percent reduction relative to BAU.  

TABLE 5.18-6 
ESTIMATED CPU GHG EMISSIONS AND BAU REDUCTIONS 

(MTCO2E) 
 

Emission Source 

BAU Emissions 
(i.e., without GHG 

Reductions) 

CPU Emissions with 
Project-Level GHG 

Reductions 

Percent Reduction 
Relative to BAU 

Reduction Target 
Vehicles 1,407,628 985,340 30.0 
Energy Use 386,851 377,918 2.3 
Area Sources 44,975 44,975 0.0 
Water Use 1,471,929 1,360,792 7.6 
Solid Waste 1,412,361 1,412,361 0.0 
Construction 34,604 34,604 0.0 

TOTAL 4,758,348 4,215,989 11.4* 
*An 11.4 percent reduction accounts for Pavley and LCFS reductions in vehicle emissions, 2008 Title 24 
reductions in energy emissions, and CalGreen reductions in water use emissions.  By not including the LCFS 
reduction, the total percent reduction relative to BAU becomes 9.1 percent.  

 

Estimated emissions reductions accounted for in this analysis are due to regulations on auto 
and fuel manufacturers (Pavley and LCFS) and to the recently updated Title 24 California 
Building Code that contains increased energy and water efficiency requirements. The 
Mobility, Urban Design, and Conservation elements of the CPU include specific policies 
aimed at decreasing vehicle use and increase energy efficiency; however, these cannot be 
quantified in terms of their GHG emissions reductions at the program level.   

BAU emissions would total 4,758,348 MTCO2E annually. The CPU emissions with GHG 
reductions would total 4,215,989 MTCO2E annually. This reduction in BAU emissions of 
542,359 MTCO2E each year would be due to regulations on auto and fuel manufacturers 
that would reduce vehicle emissions by 2020. Reduction would also be due to the recently 
updated Title 24 California Building Code that contains increased energy and water 
efficiency requirements that would reduce GHG emissions from those sources for additional 
new development. Of the estimated 4,215,989 MTCO2E of GHGs associated with buildout 
of the CPU, the majority (59.9 percent) would come from currently existing development and 
the remainder (40.1 percent) would come from additional new development. 

The CPU GHG emissions, when compared to the BAU annual emissions, would result in an 
11.4 percent reduction in GHG emissions relative to BAU. This falls short of meeting the 
City’s goal for demonstrating a minimum 28.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions relative 
to BAU. When comparing the new proposed development only (i.e., not taking into account 
the GHG emissions from currently existing development), the CPU would result in a 15.9 
percent reduction relative to BAU. The Mobility, Urban Design, and Conservation elements 
of the CPU include specific policies aimed at decreasing vehicle use and increase energy 



efficiency; however, these cannot be quantified in terms of their GHG emissions reductions 
at the program level. Because the CPU GHG emissions would fall short of the 28.3 percent 
reduction goal relative to BAU, the cumulative GHG emissions generated from CPU buildout 
would be considered significant. Therefore, subsequent projects implemented in accordance 
with the CPU would be required to implement GHG-reducing features beyond those 
mandated under existing codes and regulations. 

It should be noted that if the CPU were not adopted, development in Otay Mesa would 
continue to occur in accordance with the currently adopted Community Plan. The adopted 
Community Plan allows for more development than the CPU. The adopted Community Plan 
would also generate more traffic than the CPU.  The CPU would introduce higher density 
residential and commercial land use designations, as well as several new mixed-use and 
industrial land use designations. As such, the GHG emissions associated with the adopted 
community plan would be greater than those summarized in Table 5.18-6. 

5.18.4.2 Significance of Impacts 

The 9.1 to 11.4 percent reductions relative to BAU fall short of meeting the City’s goal of a 
minimum 28.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions relative to BAU, and therefore impacts 
associated with GHG emissions under the CPU would be significant and unavoidable.  

The Mobility, Urban Design, and Conservation elements of the CPU include specific policies 
to require dense, compact, and diverse development, encourage highly efficient energy and 
water conservation design, increase walkability and bicycle and transit accessibility, 
increase urban forestry practices and community gardens, decrease urban heat islands, and 
increase climate-sensitive community design. These policies would serve to reduce 
consumption of fossil-fueled vehicles and energy resulting in a reduction in communitywide 
GHG emissions relative to BAU. These policies are discussed in detail in Section 5.18.3. 

Despite the inclusion of these policies (most of which are not quantifiable in terms of their 
GHG emissions reductions at the program level), and despite the GHG reductions gleaned 
from statewide regulations on vehicle GHG emissions and building energy and water use, 
the CPU’s projected GHG emissions would fall short of meeting the 28.3 percent GHG 
reduction target relative to 2020 BAU.  

5.18.4.3 Mitigation Framework 

GHG-2: Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts related to long-term operational 
emissions as identified in mitigation measure GHG-1 in Section 5.18.3.3. 

The approximate gap of 16.9 to 19.2 percent in meeting the target reductions shall 
consist of one or a combination of several effective and quantifiable GHG 
reduction measures that pertain to: building and non-building energy use; indoor 



and outdoor water use; area sources; solid waste disposal; vegetation/carbon 
sequestration; construction equipment; and transportation/vehicles. Project-level 
GHG reduction design features shall demonstrate a reduction in BAU GHG 
emissions to 28.3 percent or more relative to BAU, and to the extent practicable, 
shall be required for future development projects implemented in accordance with 
the CPU. 

5.18.4.4 Significance after Mitigation 

While future development projects within the CPU area would be required to implement 
GHG emission reduction measures to the extent practicable, the degree of future impacts 
and applicability, feasibility, and success of future mitigation measures cannot be 
adequately known for each future project at this program-level of analysis. Therefore, 
buildout of the CPU would result in impacts associated with the contribution of GHG 
emissions to cumulative statewide emissions that would be considered significant and 
unavoidable at the program-level, even with adherence to the Mitigation Framework. Please 
also refer to Mitigation Framework GHG-1 in Section 5.18.3.3. 



6.0 Cumulative Impacts 

6.1 Introduction 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects 
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.” Section 15355 further states that cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time. 

Section 15130(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of cumulative impacts 
of a project “when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” 
Cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(a)(3), “means that the incremental 
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.” 

According to Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative 
effects “…need not provide as great a detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the 
project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards of practicality and 
reasonableness…” The evaluation of cumulative impacts is to be based on either (A) “a list 
of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, 
including, if necessary, those impacts outside the control of the agency,” or (B) “a summary 
of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan or related planning 
document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect…Any 
such planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location 
specified by the Lead Agency”  (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)). 

Pursuant to Section 15130(d), cumulative impact discussions may rely on previously 
approved land use documents such as general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans, 
which may be incorporated by reference. In addition, no further cumulative impact analysis is 
required when a project is consistent with such plans, and the Lead Agency determines that 
the regional or area- wide cumulative impacts of the proposed project have already been 
adequately addressed in a certified EIR for that plan.  In addition, Section 15130(e) states 
that “if a cumulative impact was adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community plan, 
zoning action, or general plan, and the project is consistent with that plan or action, then an 
EIR for such a project should not further analyze that cumulative impact as provided in 
Section 15183(j).”   

This cumulative impacts analysis relies primarily on the cumulative impact analysis of  the 
General Plan PEIR, which concluded that implementation of the General Plan would result in 
significant and unmitigable cumulative impacts to the following environmental issue areas: 



agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, geologic resources, health and 
safety, historical resources, hydrologic resources, land use, mineral resources, noise, 
paleontological resources, population and housing, public facilities, public services and 
utilities, transportation/traffic/circulation/parking, visual effects and community character, 
water quality and global warming.  

6.2 Cumulative Analysis Setting and 
Methodology  

A broad examination of cumulative impacts involves considering the CPU together with 
growth of the City and the region. Development pursuant to the General Plan would occur in 
accordance with the land use designations and development intensities identified in the 
Land Use and Community Planning Element. The land uses and the associated potential 
development designated in the General Plan correlate to regional growth estimates made by 
SANDAG. SANDAG estimates anticipated growth for the 18 cities and the unincorporated 
areas within San Diego County for the purpose of allocating growth to specific areas and 
identifying regional transportation infrastructure needed to support regional growth. 

Section 5 of the PEIR for the City’s General Plan discusses the cumulative impacts that 
result from its implementation and is therefore, incorporated by reference.  The analysis in 
the General Plan PEIR relied on the regional growth projections provided by the SANDAG 
2030 Regional Growth Forecast Update (Regional Growth Forecast) estimates for 
employment, population, and housing for the period between 2004 and 2030.  Cumulative 
impacts were analyzed in light of the significance thresholds presented in Sections 3.1 
through 3.17 of the General Plan PEIR, with the exception of global warming impacts, which 
were discussed separately in Section 6.2.   

Cumulative impacts would occur as a result of multiple projects developed by 2030. The General 
Plan strategy anticipated the cumulative effects of growth and planned for it in a manner that 
would be balanced in its approach. The focused growth strategy addresses future growth as a 
whole, and includes policies to avoid or reduce impacts on a cumulative basis.  

6.2.1 Plans and Programs Evaluated for Cumulative 
Impacts 

The City of San Diego General Plan; the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and Draft 
Vernal Pool HCP; the City of San Diego Land Development Code, and the SANDAG RCP 
were used to evaluate cumulative impacts and are briefly described below. These 
documents are on file at the City of San Diego Development Services Department, 1222 
First Avenue, San Diego, California 92101. A summary of anticipated significant impacts 
identified for the plans evaluated is included in Table 6-1.   



TABLE 6-1 
PLANS AND PROGRAMS USED FOR CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 

 
Map 

Number  Project Project Location 
CEQA Document  

(as of August 2013) Significant Impacts by Resource Issue Area 
1 City of San Diego General 

Plan 
City of San Diego Final EIR certified and plan 

adopted in March 2008 
agricultural resources; air quality; biological resources; 
geologic conditions; health and safety; historical 
resources; hydrology; land use; mineral resources; noise; 
paleontological resources; population and housing; public 
facilities; public utilities; traffic; visual 
effects/neighborhood character; water quality; global 
warming 

2 City of San Diego MSCP 
Subarea Plan 

City of San Diego Final EIR certified and plan 
adopted in March 1997 

land use, biology 

3 SANDAG RCP San Diego region Final EIR certified and plan 
adopted in July 2004 

land use, population/housing, visual resources, 
transportation/circulation, air quality, noise, energy, 
geology/paleontology, hydrology/water resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources, and public 
services/utility systems. 

4 City of San Diego Land 
Development Code 

City of San Diego Final EIR certified and adopted 
in 1999 

land use, biological resources, landform alteration, 
historical resources, paleontological resources, human 
health and public safety; cumulative: soils/erosion 
hazard, air quality, hydrology/water quality, biological 
resources, land use, transportation/circulation, landform 
alteration, historical resources and paleontological 
resources. 

 



6.2.1.1 City of San Diego General Plan 

A comprehensive update of the City’s General Plan (March 10, 2008) is based on a new 
planning strategy for the City developed in 2002. The Strategic Framework Plan describes 
the role and purpose of the General Plan, outlines the City of Villages strategy, presents ten 
Guiding Principles that helped to shape the General Plan, summarizes the plan’s elements, 
and discusses how implementation would occur.  

Under the City of Villages strategy, the General Plan aims to direct new development away 
from natural undeveloped lands into already urbanized areas and/or areas with conditions 
allowing the integration of housing, employment, civic, and transit uses. It is a development 
strategy that mirrors regional planning and smart growth principles intended to preserve 
remaining open space and natural habitat and focus development in areas with available 
public infrastructure. 

6.2.1.2 City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and Draft Vernal 
Pool HCP 

The City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan was approved in March 1997, and provides a 
process for the issuance of ITPs under the federal and state Endangered Species Act and 
the California NCCP Act.  The primary goal of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan is to conserve 
viable populations of sensitive species and regional biodiversity while allowing for 
reasonable economic growth. To carry out this goal, the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan 
establishes an area in which a permanent MSCP preserve, known as the MHPA, is 
assembled.  Development or other discretionary actions are allowed a 25 percent 
encroachment into the least environmentally sensitive portion of the property. 

The City’s MSCP Subarea Plan additionally provides MHPA Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines, which aim to avoid or reduce significant indirect impacts from adjacent uses.  
These guidelines address the issues of drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, invasive 
species, brush management, and grading/development and are intended to be addressed 
on a project-by-project basis either in the planning or management stage.  New development 
located adjacent to the MHPA would be required to incorporate measures for reducing 
potential indirect impacts through implementation of all applicable Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines as outlines in the MSCP Subarea Plan. 

Additionally, as of the writing of this PEIR, the City is in the process of developing a draft 
Vernal Pool HCP. The draft HCP is envisioned as a comprehensive planning approach to 
preserve vernal pool species and their habitat within the City’s jurisdiction. The HCP would 
create a new preserve boundary and updated conditions of coverage for sensitive species, 
including San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp, San Diego button celery, spreading 
navarretia, California orcutt grass, San Diego mesa mint, and Otay mesa mint. 



6.2.1.3 SANDAG RCP 

The RCP (2004) is the long-range planning document developed by SANDAG to address 
the region’s housing, economic, transportation, environmental, and overall quality-of-life 
needs.  The RCP establishes a planning framework and implementation actions that 
increase the region’s sustainability and encourage “smart growth while preserving natural 
resources and limiting urban sprawl.”  The RCP encourages cities and the County to 
increase residential and employment concentrations in areas with the best existing and 
future transit connections, and to preserve important open spaces.  Basic smart growth 
principles are designed to strengthen land use and transportation integration through an 
emphasis on pedestrian-friendly design and mixed-use development. 

The RCP also addresses border issues, providing an important guideline for communities 
that have borders with Mexico.  In this case, the goal is to create a regional community 
where San Diego, its neighboring counties, tribal governments, and northern Baja California 
mutually benefit from San Diego’s varied resources and international location. 

6.2.1.4 City of San Diego Land Development Code 

Chapters 11 through 15 of the City’s Municipal Code (MC) are referred to as the Land 
Development Code (LDC).  The LDC consolidates all development regulations into a 
sequence of four chapters of the MC consisting of citywide base zones, overlay zones and 
the planned district ordinances, as well as other requirements to guide development such as 
the steps for processing development permits, noticing, public hearings and decision-making 
processes, definitions and rules for calculations and measurements, LDC defined terms, 
enforcement, use regulations and permit types, as well as procedures for implementation of 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.  The LDC also includes the ESL and Historical 
Resources Regulations, as well as the Brush Management Regulations, Landscape 
Standards and the Storm Water Standards, and the Land Development Manual which 
includes guidelines for preparing technical reports used to evaluate development projects.  

6.3 Cumulative Effects Analysis 

6.3.1 Land Use 
The General Plan PEIR concluded that the gradual development of this region would result 
in significant, unavoidable cumulative land use impacts. Certification of the General Plan 
PEIR included the adoption of mitigation measures that provide strategies for future 
development proposals in an attempt to reduce significant land use impacts from future 
projects.   



The assessment of cumulative land use impacts also relies on the SANDAG RCP, as well 
as the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan, Draft Vernal Pool HCP and the Land 
Development Code.  One of the overriding land use goals in the RCP is to promote locating 
future development near existing and planned urban infrastructure, including transit. The 
MSCP Subarea Plan was prepared in order to meet the requirements of the California 
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act (NCCP) of 1992 and forms the basis of the 
Implementing Agreement which is a contract between the City and the wildlife agencies to 
ensure implementation of the plan and allows the City to issue take permits at the local level. 
The MHPA was also developed by the City in cooperation with the wildlife agencies, property 
owners, developer and environmental groups and delineates the core biological resource 
areas and corridors targeted for conservation. Limited development is allowed in the MHPA 
and is further defined in the MSCP Subarea Plan and the ESL Regulations of the LDC. 

As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, the CPU contains nine elements, each providing 
community-specific goals, policies, and recommendations. These are consistent with 
citywide zoning classifications, development design guidelines, other mobility and public 
realm guidelines, incentives, and programs in accordance with the general goals stated in 
the City’s General Plan. The CPU includes the application of existing, new, or modified 
zoning, which is consistent with the General Plan goals and policies; therefore, community 
buildout resulting from development proposals would be consistent with community goals 
and character.   

The CPU’s land use plan includes two village opportunity areas that would help to minimize 
the potential impacts associated with growth. The CPU implements the General Plan by 
integrating housing in proximity to employment, within pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use village 
centers located along transit corridors. This occurs in the western portion of the CPU area. 
The eastern portion of the CPU area preserves Prime Industrial Lands allowing growth of 
industry and international business opportunities. Incorporation of these concepts would 
result in the accommodation of population growth primarily within compact village centers, 
along with the maintenance and development of industrial, business and international trade. 

The proposed CPU would contribute to an overall increase in density and intensity of uses 
within the CPU area. The City’s General Plan anticipated the cumulative effects, associated 
with denser, mixed-use villages and created specific design and planning standards, which 
are mirrored in the proposed CPU.  The CPU would not result in direct or cumulative impacts 
associated with Land Use Plan Conflicts or Land Use Compatibility.  

As discussed in Section 5.1.5, development under the CPU would not result in conflicts with 
the City’s ESL or HRR.  The City’s process for the evaluation of discretionary projects 
includes environmental review pursuant to CEQA, as well as analysis of those projects for 
consistency with the goals, policies and recommendations of both the General and 
Community Plan.  Implementation of General Plan and CPU policies and compliance with 
federal, state, and local regulations at the project-level would preclude adverse physical 
changes to the environment associated with land use impacts.  The CPU includes specific 



submittal requirements for future projects implemented in accordance with CPIOZ Type A 
with respect to biological and historical resources. Those projects that can demonstrate that 
no resources are present would not be subject to further evaluation under CEQA. However, 
for some projects it is possible that resources would be present and subject to discretionary 
review under CPIOZ Type B and therefore, subject to CEQA.  

MHPA boundary adjustment(s) may be proposed as part of future development within the 
CPU area.  The City’s MSCP allows for adjustments to the MHPA boundary without the need 
to amend the MSCP Subarea Plan, provided the boundary adjustment results in an area of 
equivalent or higher biological value.  Six functional equivalency criteria in accordance with 
the Final MSCP Plan, Section 5.4.2 must be prepared as part of the MHPA boundary 
adjustment equivalency analysis. Any MHPA boundary adjustments would require 
concurrence from the Wildlife Agencies. Any MHPA boundary adjustments and functional 
equivalency analysis would be addressed at the time future development proposals are 
brought forward pursuant to the adopted CPU. Potential impacts to MHPA preserve 
configuration as a result of MHPA boundary adjustments would not be considered 
significant, because the adjustment must meet the required MHPA equivalency analysis 
criteria and obtain approval from the Wildlife Agencies.  Potential impacts to sensitive 
vegetation and species would be analyzed and mitigated consistent with mitigation 
measures BIO-1 (uplands) and BIO-4 (wetlands). 

6.3.2 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character  
This cumulative assessment of visual impacts relies on the General Plan PEIR. The 
cumulative study area included in the General Plan EIR was the entire San Diego County 
region and consisted of significant landscape features and landforms. The General Plan 
PEIR concluded that the gradual development of this region would result in cumulatively 
significant aesthetic impacts and included mitigation measures that provide strategies for 
future development proposals to apply in an attempt to reduce significant visual impacts.  

Future growth pursuant to adopted plans in the region including the CPU, does not have the 
potential to result in a cumulative visual impact.  Although adoption of the CPU would 
contribute to the increased urbanization in the subregion; the extent of adverse effects on 
visual character would be reduced through implementation of CPU policies addressing 
design and location of future buildings and inclusion of open-space, neighborhood parks, 
etc. Changes in visual character and quality resulting from future development within the 
CPU area would contribute incrementally to cumulative impacts; however, this would be an 
improvement with regards to aesthetics because development would occur where no 
development currently exists.  

The CPU Urban Design Element contains goals and policies to ensure that development 
within the CPU area would not result in architecture, urban design, landscaping, or 
landforms that would negatively affect the visual quality of the area or strongly contrast with 



the surrounding development or natural topography through excessive bulk, signage, or 
architectural projection. The design controls placed on subsequent development would 
ensure that development occurs in accordance with the CPU’s goals, policies and design 
objectives. Therefore, the CPU’s incremental contribution to visual impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

6.3.3 Air Quality/Odor 
While air quality in the SDAB has generally improved over recent decades due to auto 
emissions and other emissions restrictions and improved technologies, the SDAB is 
currently in non-attainment for federal and state ozone standards and state PM10 and PM2.5, 

and is unclassifiable for the federal PM10 standard. Past development has contributed to this 
condition and future development forecasted for the region would generate increased air 
pollution emissions associated with construction activities, transportation, and stationary 
sources, which could exceed regional air quality standards. Construction activities in 
particular would result in emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. In addition, the increased volume of 
traffic generated by new development would increase localized concentrations of CO2. While 
it is not anticipated that construction activities throughout the CPU area would occur 
simultaneously, there is no way to determine a precise construction schedule at this 
program-level or whether construction activities within the CPU area would occur 
concurrently with projects in adjacent areas.  Because the air basin is in non-attainment for 
ozone, PM10 and PM2.5, any potential increase in emissions of these criteria pollutants 
resulting from future development would pose potential cumulatively considerable and 
significant air quality effects. 

The cumulative assessment of air quality impacts to the SDAB relies on assessment of CPU 
project consistency with the adopted RAQS and SIP.  The RAQS and SIP are based on 
growth forecasts for the region, which are in turn based on maximum buildout of land uses 
as allowed in the adopted community and general plans.  Potential cumulative air quality 
impacts would thus be reduced through achievement of emission levels and reduction 
strategies identified in the RAQS.  With regard to ozone precursors ROGs and NOx, in 
general, if a project is consistent with the General Plan land use designations and intensity, it 
has been accounted for in the ozone and other criteria pollutant and TAC attainment 
demonstrations contained within the SIP, and would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
ambient air quality impact.  In this case, the most recent RAQS/SIP is based on the adopted 
community plan.  As discussed in Section 5.3, Air Quality, area and mobile emissions under 
the proposed CPU would be less than area and mobile emissions under the adopted 
community plan for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, the proposed CPU is consistent with the 
SIP and RAQS and would not result in a cumulatively considerable ambient air quality 
impact. However, as further discussed in Section 5.3 Air Quality, buildout of the CPU would 
result in increased construction and operational emissions as well as the generation of air 
pollutants associated with planned industrial uses (stationary sources) and exposure of toxic 



air emissions to sensitive receptors resulting from collocation, and would therefore result in a 
significant cumulative air quality impact.  

Although future development proposals within the CPU area would be required to evaluate 
and mitigate potentially significant project-level impacts, no feasible mitigation measures are 
available at this program-level. Therefore, air quality impacts associated with buildout of the 
CPU would be significant and cumulatively considerable.  

6.3.4 Biological Resources 
Preservation of the region’s biological resources has been addressed through the 
implementation of regional habitat conservation plans. Impacts to biological resources in the 
City of San Diego, are managed through the adopted MSCP Subarea Plan which is 
incorporated by reference in the City’s adopted General Plan. 

As discussed in Section 5.4, Biological Resources, the CPU area currently supports a 
number of sensitive resources including riparian scrub, freshwater marsh, vernal pools, 
coastal sage scrub, native grassland, maritime succulent scrub, non-native grassland, and 
southern mixed chaparral. The distribution of these sensitive vegetation communities 
present in the CPU area are shown on Figure 5.4-2. Likewise, there are 23 sensitive plant 
species and 28 sensitive wildlife species occurring or historically known to occur in the CPU 
area. The Dennery and Spring canyons, connected by the Otay Mesa Road culvert, are 
major wildlife movement corridors within the CPU area. Additionally, the canyons along the 
Otay River Valley on the northern boundary of the CPU area provide for east-west wildlife 
movement. 

The CPU incorporates several policies related to the protection of biological resources. 
These are detailed in Section 5.4.4.1 and focus primarily on the CPU’s consistency with the 
City’s ESL Regulations, the Biology Guidelines and MSCP Subarea Plan Management 
Policies to protect the area’s sensitive plants and animals. This PEIR also includes a 
mitigation framework for future development implemented in accordance with the CPU.   

Future commercial, business park and industrial development applications for properties that 
are subject to the CPIOZ and that are consistent with the CPU zone regulations, and the 
supplemental CPIOZ regulations, would be processed ministerially (CPIOZ Type A) in 
accordance with the procedures of the CPIOZ which requires preparation and submittal of a 
focused biological resources survey to determine presence or absence of sensitive plants 
and animal species. Future development proposal that do not comply with the supplemental 
regulations for CPIOZ Type A and the regulations of the underlying zone would apply for a 
CPIOZ Type B permit and  would be required to obtain discretionary approval through a Site 
Development Permit.  Implementation of the CPIOZ would ensure consistency of all future 
development with CPU goals and policies. Although implementation of the CPU has the 
potential to result in significant direct and indirect impacts to sensitive plant and animal 



species which can be mitigated at the project-level, these projects would be required to 
implement the Mitigation Framework identified in the MMRP which requires site-specific 
environmental review, analysis of potential impacts to biological resources, and  
recommendations for mitigation to reduce significant project-level biological resource 
impacts to below a level of significance.  Although each individual future project 
implemented in accordance with the CPU would contribute to incremental biological 
resource impacts, compliance with adopted CPU policies, the MSCP Subarea Plan, ESL 
Regulations, the Biology Guidelines and strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework would 
ensure that impacts from future development would not be cumulatively significant.  

6.3.5 Historical Resources 
The General Plan PEIR stated that the continued pressure to develop or redevelop areas 
would result in incremental impacts to the historic record in the San Diego region, which was 
determined to be a cumulatively significant impact. Regardless of the efforts to avoid 
impacts to historical resources, the more that land is redeveloped, the greater the potential 
for impacts to historical resources. Furthermore, the General Plan, RCP and LDC EIR’s 
concluded that the loss of historical resources in the region would be cumulatively 
significant. 

The Historic Preservation Element of the CPU includes specific policies addressing the 
history and historical resources unique to the CPU area in order to encourage appreciation 
of the community’s history and culture. As discussed in Section 5.5, Historical Resources, 
the CPU would result in direct impacts to historical resources. The goals, policies, and 
recommendations enacted by the City, combined with the federal, state, and local 
regulations described in Section 5.5, provide a framework for developing project-level 
mitigation measures for future subsequent development projects.  

Future commercial, business park and industrial development applications for properties that 
are subject to the CPIOZ and that are consistent with the CPU zone regulations, and the 
supplemental CPIOZ regulations, would be processed ministerially (CPIOZ Type A) in 
accordance with the procedures of the CPIOZ which requires preparation and submittal of a 
archaeological survey to determine presence or absence of resources within a project site. 
Future development proposal that do not comply with the supplemental regulations for 
CPIOZ Type A and the regulations of the underlying zone would apply for a CPIOZ Type B 
permit and  would be required to obtain discretionary approval through a Site Development 
Permit.  Implementation of the CPIOZ would ensure consistency of all future development 
with CPU goals and policies. These policies and regulations are designed to reduce impacts 
to historical resources to below a level of significance. 

There are no impacts associated with the historical built-environment, and therefore, they 
are not considered in the cumulative analysis. Potential impacts to Historical Resources 
(Archaeology) are individually significant and when taken into consideration with other past 



projects, current projects and probable future projects in the CPU or region, do contribute to 
a cumulative impact; specifically with respect to non-renewable resources. However, with 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework detailed in the PEIR, information associated 
with these resources from project-level analysis would be collected, catalogued and included 
in technical reports available to researchers for use on future projects, thereby reducing the 
cumulative impact to below a level of significance. 

6.3.6 Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials 
The cumulative assessment of impacts to human health/public safety/hazardous materials 
relies in part on the General Plan PEIR and the Hazardous Materials Technical Study 
(HMTS) prepared for the CPU. The General Plan PEIR concludes that the population growth 
occurring during implementation of the General Plan would result in an incremental increase 
in the number of people exposed to hazards. The General Plan PEIR includes the adoption 
of mitigation measures that provide strategies for future development proposals to reduce 
significant impacts to human health and safety. However, because the degree of future 
impacts and applicability, feasibility, and success of future mitigation measures would not be 
adequately known at the program-level, the General Plan PEIR concluded that there would 
be a cumulatively significant impact to human health and safety. 

Projected population growth associated with the CPU would increase the number of people 
potentially exposed to hazards associated with wildfires. As discussed in Section 5.6, 
Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials, City regulations, as well as General Plan 
and CPU policies, would help reduce, but not completely abate, the potential risks of 
wildland fires, and subsequent review of development proposals implemented in accordance 
with the CPU would likely result in a reduction of impacts through design measures focused 
on fire safety. However, for some projects, it is possible that adherence to regulations may 
not adequately avoid or reduce incremental urban and wildland fire impacts, and such 
projects would require additional measures.   

The CPU would introduce additional residents and businesses within the AIA for Brown 
Field. Future development pursuant to the CPU would require consistency with the adopted 
ALUCP. Therefore, implementation of the CPU would not result in a cumulative impact 
associated with aircraft hazards. 

As further discussed in Section 5.6, Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials, a 
total of six sites associated with County’s DEH site assessment and mitigation cases were 
identified within the CPU area. The CPU includes new uses near existing industrial 
development or existing properties of environmental concern, as well as industrial and 
commercial land use designations that would allow certain business and industrial 
operations to generate, transport, or temporarily store hazardous waste within the vicinity of 
residential uses.  The addition of trucks serving local businesses would also expose an 
increased number of residents to hazards associated with the release of hazardous 



materials that are being transported through the CPU area. As future projects are submitted 
for review, site-specific studies will be required to determine the potential for impacts 
resulting from new development or redevelopment of existing sites, which have been 
identified on local, state or federal lists related to hazardous materials. Future project 
applicants would be required to consult with and obtain clearance from the County’s DEH 
before subsequent development projects would be recommended for approval. Compliance 
with existing local, state, and federal regulations, General Plan and CPU policies and the 
Mitigation Framework identified in Section 5.6, would ensure that no direct or cumulative 
impacts related to Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials would result from 
implementation of the CPU.  

6.3.7 Hydrology/Water Quality 
Implementation of the CPU through the construction and operation of future projects could 
result in significant impacts on drainage patterns, water quality, flooding, and groundwater, 
and an increase in stormwater runoff within the study area.   

Future projects within the CPU area would be required to comply with all NPDES permit 
requirements, including the development of an SWPPP if the disturbed area covers 1 acre 
or more or a Water Quality Control Plan if the disturbed area is less than 1 acre; utilize/follow 
the City’s Storm Water Standards Manual for drainage design and BMPs for treatment.  In 
addition, adherence to the San Diego RWQCB NPDES requirements and the San Diego 
Bay and Tijuana River WURMP would help ensure operational compliance of future projects 
within the CPU area.   

However, minimization of a direct impact does not necessarily guarantee that no additional 
cumulative impacts would occur. The potential exists that implementation of future 
development in the study area could have a cumulative impact on hydrology and water 
quality of the watersheds, including downstream problems with flooding, sizing of drainage 
facilities, erosion and sedimentation that is not avoided through implementation of local, 
federal and state regulations that require the implementation of storm water control facilities 
and BMPs. 

Pursuant to the City’s Storm Water Standards, future development would be required to 
implement construction, post-construction, and permanent BMPs in addition to 
hydromodification management to minimize water quality impacts both during the 
construction and operation phases.  Future development projects would be required to enter 
into a Storm Water Management and Discharge Control Maintenance Agreement with the 
City to ensure the maintenance of the permanent BMPs.  Future development would also be 
required to implement these mandated water quality protection measures and, through 
adherence to the City’s NPDES permit, Standard Urban Stormwater Management Plan, and 
Stormwater Standards Manual, would prepare project-specific SWPPPs and implement 



practices that would preclude significant water quality impacts. Implementation of these 
requirements would avoid potentially significant cumulative impacts.  

The CPU contains goals and policies related to the provision of a reliable system of 
stormwater facilities to serve the existing and future needs of the community and as a 
means to minimize urban runoff and pollution.  Because the CPU includes measures 
intended to minimize impacts to hydrology and water quality and future development would 
be required to adhere to the local, state and federal regulations, related to water quality, 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework provided in Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water 
Quality,  including the requirement for all subsequent projects to prepare SWPPPs and 
Storm Water Mitigation Plans in accordance with local and state regulations would preclude 
the potential for cumulative impacts.  

6.3.8 Geology/Soils 
The General Plan PEIR concluded that projected population growth in the county and in the 
CPU area would increase the number of people potentially exposed to seismic and geologic 
hazards, specifically within the western and southern edges of the CPU that are identified as 
moderate to high geotechnical and relative risk area.    Erosion rates would be accelerated 
by earthwork for new construction during buildout of the CPU.  However, such impacts are 
site-specific and do not compound or increase in combination with projected development 
elsewhere in the county.   

As discussed in Section 5.8, Geology/Soils, potential impacts to future development would 
be addressed through project-level analysis and the application of remedial measures 
identified in site-specific geotechnical investigations (when applicable), along with the 
Mitigation Framework specified in Section 5.8 of this PEIR. Additionally, adherence to the 
City’s Grading Ordinance and conformance to building construction standards for seismic 
safety with the California Building Code satisfactory to the City Engineer would assure 
potential impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, future development implemented 
in accordance with the CPU would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact. 

6.3.9 Energy Conservation 
The study area for the energy conservation cumulative effects analysis is defined as the San 
Diego region. The CPU is projected to result in an increase in both population and energy 
consumption as compared to existing conditions and would contribute to a citywide 
cumulative increase in demand for both electricity and natural gas.  

At a minimum, future development implemented in accordance with the CPU area would be 
required to meet the mandatory energy standards of the current California energy code (Title 
24 Building Energy Standards of the California Public Resources Code). Development would 
also be required to be in conformance with the General Plan and CPU policies, which 



identify sustainability and energy efficiency design standards, including: environmentally 
oriented site design (CPU 4.9-1), environmentally conscious building practices (CPU 4.9-2, 
4.9-3), sustainable landscaping techniques (CPU 4.9-4), and low impact development 
principles (CPU 4.9-5).   

The CPU would not result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy 
during the construction of future projects under the CPU, and construction-related energy 
impacts would be less than significant.  Implementation of the CPU is not anticipated to 
result in a need for new electrical systems or require substantial alteration of existing utilities, 
which would create physical impacts. Based on the program-level analysis of the CPU state 
and local mandates for energy conservation, and the energy reduction measures set forth in 
the CPU policies, impacts associated with energy use would be less than significant.  
Therefore, through adherence to energy policies contained within state regulations and the 
CPU, future development implemented in accordance with the CPU would not contribute to  
a cumulatively considerable increase in energy related impacts.  

6.3.10 Noise 
The City’s General Plan PEIR concluded that as the region develops in response to 
projected population growth, future residential, commercial, industrial, transportation, and 
public facilities projects would not only result in short-term construction-related noise 
impacts, but the operation of these projects would cumulatively increase ambient noise 
levels in the county.  All jurisdictions have existing ordinances that dictate periods of 
construction to avoid significant impacts, and no cumulatively considerable noise impacts 
would result from construction activities.   

Cumulative noise impacts would generally be associated with improvements to major 
regional transportation corridors and stationary sources such as industrial land uses.  
Sensitive receptors within the noise impact zone of major transportation corridors and 
significant stationary sources of noise could be exposed to noise levels in excess of 
applicable standards as a result.  Future development within both the CPU and adjacent 
areas would generate increased noise levels associated with both transportation and 
stationary sources, which could exceed City standards.   

The Noise Element of the General Plan includes specific policies pertaining to compatible 
land uses, and the CPU Noise Element provides additional polices for noise attenuation 
pertaining to new uses that would help protect people living and working in the CPU area, 
especially within areas of residential–industrial interface from an excessive noise 
environment. The residential–industrial interface would allow for the collocation of noise 
sensitive uses (i.e., residential) adjacent to noise generating commercial and industrial uses 
resulting in a cumulative increase in exposure of people to excessive noise levels.  



As discussed in Section 5.10.3.2, exterior noise levels at uses adjacent to I-805, SR-905, 
SR-125, Otay Mesa Road, and Airway Road would exceed applicable noise standards. The 
incremental exposure of sensitive receptors to increased vehicular noise levels along major 
transportation corridors and within the vicinity of new residences, when viewed in connection 
with the increased number of trucks, buses, and trains along these corridors and new 
stationary sources associated with development elsewhere in the City and surrounding 
jurisdictions, would be cumulatively considerable.  

Compliance with the goals, policies, and recommendations of the General Plan and CPU, 
along with federal, state, and local regulations would, in general, preclude impacts related to 
the incremental exposure of sensitive receptors to increased ambient noise levels along 
major transportation corridors and within the vicinity of new stationary sources. However, 
with buildout of the CPU, there is the potential for exposure of sensitive receptors to 
increased noise related to roadways and stationary sources, such as commercial and 
industrial operations.  The CPU therefore, would contribute to a cumulatively considerable 
noise impact. 

6.3.11 Paleontological Resources 
The General Plan PEIR concluded that impacts to paleontological resources, similar to 
historical resources, would be cumulatively significant. For each future subsequent 
development project requiring mitigation, the General Plan PEIR identified site-specific 
measures detailed in the Mitigation Framework, which would reduce significant project-level 
paleontological resources impacts to less than significant.   

As discussed in Section 5.11, Paleontological Resources, the majority of the CPU area 
overlies geologic formations assigned a high or moderate sensitivity rating.  Based on the 
excavation activities associated with future development implemented in accordance with 
the CPU, there is a potential to impact subsurface paleontological resources. A Mitigation 
Framework consistent with the General Plan PEIR has been incorporated into this PEIR to 
reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance.  

Future commercial, business park and industrial development applications for properties that 
are subject to the CPIOZ and that are consistent with the CPU zone regulations, and the 
supplemental CPIOZ regulations, and can demonstrate that no paleontological fossil 
resources are present on the project site; the project can be processed ministerially (CPIOZ 
Type A) and would not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA. 
Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations 
shall be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation 
Framework for Paleontological Resources. Implementation of the CPIOZ would ensure 
consistency of all future development with CPU goals and policies. These policies and 
regulations are designed to reduce impacts to paleontological resources to below a level of 
significance.  Therefore, the incremental contribution of impacts from grading activities in 



high and moderate fossil-bearing formations would not be considered cumulatively 
significant. 

6.3.12 Traffic/Circulation 
Because the CPU would not result directly in the development of new or expanded uses, the 
analysis of potential impacts to transportation/circulation detailed within Section 5.12 is 
conducted at a program-level and reflects potential cumulative (i.e., Horizon Year 2030) 
impacts.  

The traffic analysis is based on the inclusion of SANDAG’s Mobility 2030 Plan, identified 
improvements to the regional transportation system, and the understanding that the La 
Media Road bridge crossing the Otay River Valley would not be constructed, as it has 
already been removed from the City of Chula Vista Facilities Financing Plan.  Additionally, 
the traffic analysis is based on the approval of proposed road classifications included as part 
of the CPU (see Table 5.12-5).  

Traffic thresholds for the CPU are presented in Section 5.12.2. If the CPU exceeds these 
thresholds, then the CPU would be considered to have a significant cumulative impact. A 
significant cumulative impact would also occur if the CPU would cause the LOS to degrade 
from D to E, even if the allowable increases are not exceeded.   

Implementation of the CPU would increase the number of intersections and road or freeway 
segments operating at LOS E or F within the CPU area.  As shown in Tables 5.12-6 and 
5.12-7, the CPU would result in unacceptable LOS E or F operations for 24 roadway 
segments, and 49 intersections.  These would be considered significant cumulative impacts. 

Also under the “Horizon Year Plus CPU” conditions, five segments of SR-905 would be 
expected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (see Table 5.12-8), and five ramp 
meter locations would also experience a downstream freeway operation of unacceptable 
LOS E or F (see Table 5.12-9).  These failures would be considered significant cumulative 
impacts of the CPU.  

At the program-level, impacts would be reduced through the CPU’s proposed roadway 
classifications and identification of necessary roadway, intersection and freeway 
improvements.  With proposed mitigation, 24 roadway segments, 39 intersections, five 
freeway segments, and five freeway ramp meter locations would operate at unacceptable 
levels of service.  Mitigation or construction of these improvements would be carried out at 
the project-level by future development and with implementation of Public Facilities 
Financing transportation projects.  Funding would be either through construction by 
individual projects, or through fair share contributions to be determined at the project-level, 
or through payment of Facilities Benefit Assessment fees. While some CPU circulation 
impacts would ultimately be reduced to less than significant through project-level mitigation, 
the CPU, in conjunction with other past, present or future projects, as identified in 



Section 5.12, would result in a significant cumulative impact.  The CPU’s contribution to the 
aforementioned impacts would be cumulatively considerable. 

6.3.13 Public Services  
The anticipated population growth within the CPU area would increase the demand for fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks and recreation, and libraries. This demand, 
together with the demand from other development in the surrounding area, would result in a 
need for new or modified facilities. The construction of new or improved public services and 
facilities infrastructure could result in physical impacts to the environment.   

The General Plan PEIR identified that a cumulatively significant impact exists relative to 
public services and facilities. Many agencies such as police and fire departments are party to 
agency sharing agreements in which agencies from one jurisdiction provide a public service 
to another jurisdiction under certain circumstances.  In addition, some smaller school 
districts within the City serve students in other jurisdictions in the county.  Therefore, impacts 
associated with the need for new or physically altered public services and facilities are 
cumulative in nature.   

As discussed in Section 5.13, the City has planned for facilities that would adequately 
accommodate the projected growth of the CPU area. The construction of these facilities 
would most likely take place within the development footprint of the CPU and would be 
subject to independent environmental review at the time design plans are available. 
Consistent with the General Plan PEIR, for future subsequent development projects 
requiring mitigation, site-specific measures would be identified to reduce significant project-
level incremental impacts associated with new construction of, or improvements to, public 
services and facilities infrastructure to less than significant. In addition, concurrent with 
adoption of the CPU, the PFFP provides a mechanism to ensure that the need for public 
facilities identified in the land use plan are funded through payment of DIF or fair share 
contribution by future project implemented in accordance with the CPU.   As such, the CPU 
would not contribute to a cumulative impact. 

6.3.14 Utilities 

6.3.14.1 Water 

The City PUD and OWD are responsible for water supply distribution with the CPU area.  
The City PUD’s Otay Mesa service area was evaluated and reviewed in the Otay Mesa 
Master Plan Optimization Baseline Report, which recommended backbone infrastructure 
improvements to the City’s PUD system.  The OWD’s water system model was updated in 
October 2008 as part of the 2008 WRMP and again in November 2010, as part of the 2010 
WRMP Update. The improvements identified above from the City’s Baseline Report would 
be required regardless, and are not necessitated by implementation of the CPU. The 



addition of pumping capacity to the Otay Mesa pump station, which is necessitated by the 
CPU, would occur at an existing facility and would not result in significant new environmental 
impacts. The OWD has not identified any infrastructure improvements that are necessitated 
by implementation of the CPU. Future development within the City PUD Otay Mesa service 
area and OWD service area could result in additional demand for reclaimed water.  
However, water distribution facilities would be expanded pursuant to the City PUD’s Otay 
Mesa Master Plan and the OWD’s 2010 WRMP; therefore, no cumulative impacts 
associated with water distribution facilities would result. 

6.3.14.2 Wastewater 

The City PUD is responsible for wastewater service within the CPU area. Wastewater 
service to the CPU area is currently provided through the Otay Mesa sewer collection 
system, the OVTS system, and Metropolitan Sewerage System (Metro).  The study area 
considered for the sewer utility cumulative effects analysis is, therefore, defined as service 
areas for the Otay Mesa sewer collection system, the OVTS and Metro.  

Growth associated with buildout of the CPU would increase wastewater flows by 1.33 mgd 
over buildout of the adopted community plan, for a total projected wastewater generation of 
9.68 mgd. This increase would trigger the need for the construction of additional sewer 
infrastructure, including an increase in the sizing of sewer pipelines.  The 2004 OMTS Sewer 
Master Plan and 2009 Refinement Report identified these improvements as potentially 
required in future phases to accommodate wastewater generation associated with buildout 
of the CPU area. The additional wastewater transmission improvements identified within the 
reports would occur within existing utility line easements and facilities, and therefore, would 
not result in significant new environmental impacts.  Future development within the study 
area would be served by improvements identified within the Master Plan.  No cumulative 
impacts associated with waster transmission infrastructure would result from the CPU.   

6.3.14.3 Reclaimed Water 

Recycled water service in the CPU area is planned to be provided by the OWD.  Therefore, 
the cumulative study area relative to reclaimed water is OWD’s service area, which 
encompasses the CPU area and Eastlake to the north. OWD’s 2008 WRMP evaluated 
ultimate recycled water supply, storage, and pumping conditions, which would be required 
within the service area.  The OWD’s 2010 WRMP Update incorporated demands projected 
under the CPU, and did not identify additional storage or pumping deficiencies beyond 
improvements recommended in the 2008 WRMP.  The improvements identified above from 
the OWD’s 2008 and 2010 WRMPs would be required regardless and are not necessitated 
by implementation of the CPU. The OWD has not identified any reclaimed water 
infrastructure improvements that are necessitated by implementation of the CPU. Future 
development within the OWD service area could result in additional demand for reclaimed 



water.  Recycled water facilities would be expanded pursuant to the OWD’s 2010 WRMP; 
therefore, no cumulative impacts associated with reclaimed water would result. 

6.3.14.4 Solid Waste 

Buildout of the CPU area would generate solid waste through both demolition and 
construction, along with ongoing operations of existing and future land uses within the CPU 
area.   Waste generated from the CPU area would most likely be disposed of at the Otay 
Landfill, which has adequate capacity through 2021. Other disposal options include the 
Sycamore or Miramar landfills.  All landfills within the San Diego region are approaching 
capacity and are due to close within the next three to 20 years.  The application of the City’s 
Recycling Ordinance, solid waste storage ordinance and the Construction and Demolition 
Debris Diversion Deposit Program, along with adherence to the policies in the General Plan 
and CPU would continue to reduce solid waste generation and increase recycling efforts.  
However, as indicated in Section 5.14, regulatory compliance alone would only allow for a 40 
percent diversion rate at the program-level.  In order to meet with State-mandated 
75 percent diversion requirements, additional measures for waste reduction would need to 
be identified at the project-level. Therefore, buildout of the CPU would increase the amount 
of solid waste, resulting in a cumulative impact relative to solid waste capacity and collection.  

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPU that meet the City threshold 
would be required to prepare and implement site-specific solid waste management plans, 
which include measures to supplement regulatory compliance, and reduce significant 
project-level solid waste impacts to below a level of significance.  However, even with strict 
adherence to the CPU policies, regulatory compliance in the Municipal Code and 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework detailed in Section 5.14, the CPU’s contribution 
to solid waste impacts would be cumulatively considerable. 

6.3.15 Water Supply 
The SDCWA 2010 UWMP identifies a diverse mix of water resources projected to be 
developed through 2035 to ensure long-term water supply reliability for the county, including 
the identification of alternative water supply sources to alleviate the risk of unforeseen water 
shortages. As discussed in Section 5.15, water demand associated with accelerated 
forecasted growth is intended to account for a portion of SANDAG's residential land use 
development currently projected to occur between 2035 and 2050. However, this demand 
has the potential to occur on an accelerated schedule. Under this model, the difference 
between the planned and proposed water demands of the CPU is accounted for in the 
SDCWA 2010 UWMP. 

The CPU area is served by both the City PUD and the OWD.  The WSAs prepared for the 
proposed CPU concluded that the CPU would be consistent with the water demands 
assumptions included in the regional water resource planning documents of the SDCWA 



and MWD.  Furthermore, current and future water supplies, as well as the actions necessary 
to develop these supplies, have been identified in the water resources planning documents 
of the PUD, OWD, the SDCWA and MWD to serve the projected demands of the CPU area, 
in addition to existing and planned future water demand of the County. No cumulative impact 
exists, and no cumulatively considerable impact would occur from implementation of the 
CPU. 

6.3.16 Population and Housing  
The study area considered for the population and housing cumulative impact analysis is 
defined as the region. The increase in housing supply proposed by the CPU would 
implement the housing goals of SANDAG’s RCP and the General Plan Housing Element, 
not only in terms of quantity, but also diversity and location of residentially designated land. 
Buildout of the CPU area would contribute a projected maximum net increase of 6,374 
dwelling units to the housing stock within the City and region. The increase in housing stock 
would accommodate the  projected growth in population in the region and is consistent with 
the adopted General Plan and smart growth principles in that the higher residential density 
communities within the CPU area would be located close to transit, served by existing public 
infrastructure, and close to major urban amenities and jobs. Therefore, no significant 
cumulative impacts would result.   

6.3.17 Agriculture/Mineral Resources 

6.3.17.1 Agriculture 

As discussed in Section 5.17, Agriculture/Mineral Resources, buildout of the CPU would 
convert 180 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance as well as 28 acres of Unique 
Farmland to non-agricultural uses. In conjunction with buildout of other communities in the 
region, including development in the unincorporated areas, the CPU would result in a 
countywide loss of agricultural land, resulting in a significant cumulative impact.  

Farmland within the CPU area is not contiguous and is currently surrounded by urban land 
uses and MHPA lands. Production associated with agricultural operations in the CPU area is 
not significant in terms of countywide agricultural value and agriculture is designated as 
interim use pending future development in the adopted Community Plan (1981).  Of the 
3,900 acres listed in the adopted Community Plan, 306 acres are currently still under 
agricultural production within the CPU area (SANDAG 2009).  This represents only a tenth of 
one percent (0.1 percent) of the total acreage under cultivation within the county.  A 
conversion of this amount would not be considered a significant agricultural loss.  Because 
the CPU allows the interim use of the 306 acres currently under production, and because the 
loss of this acreage is not regionally significant to agricultural production, the loss would not 
be cumulatively considerable.  



6.3.17.2 Mineral Resources 

As discussed in the City’s General Plan EIR, development associated with future population 
growth in San Diego County could result in adjacent incompatible land uses that impact the 
extraction of mineral resources.  Also, a balancing of implementation of General Plan goals 
and policies addressing habitat and open space preservation and mineral extraction may 
lead to the loss of access to significant mineral resources.  In general, implementation of 
General Plan policies and compliance with federal, state, and local regulations would 
preclude mineral resources impacts.   

As discussed in Section 5.17, Agriculture and Mineral Resources, “regionally significant” 
MRZ-2 aggregate resource areas exist within the northwest portion of the CPU area. While 
implementation of the CPU would result in the loss of mineral resources, it would not 
represent a loss of value to the region because this area is developed or planned to be 
developed as identified in the adopted 1981 Community Plan. Therefore, access to areas of 
significant aggregate within the CPU area are already restricted, which reduces the 
likelihood of extraction of those resources. Furthermore, the surrounding residential and 
commercial development in close proximity to this area would not be compatible with the 
extraction processes. When considering past, present, and future development in the region, 
implementation of the CPU would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to mineral 
resources. 

6.3.18 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Greenhouse gas emissions are a cumulative concern on the global level and are generally 
regulated through state-wide legislation.  For the purposes of the CPU, the study area for 
cumulative GHG emissions modeling is consistent with that of the traffic analysis. The 
boundary of the study area includes the CPU area and extends to those areas outside the 
CPU area, to roads that are common to other communities in the City of San Diego and 
other jurisdictions, such as the City of Chula Vista and the County of San Diego.  

Section 5.18, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, provides a discussion of whether implementation 
of the CPU would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a 
significant cumulative impact on the environment. The section also analyzes the issue of 
whether the CPU’s GHG emissions, with incorporation of GHG-reducing regulations and 
design features, would achieve a 28.3 percent or greater reduction relative to the CPU’s 
BAU GHG emissions. Specific emission levels associated with vehicle use, energy use, area 
source emissions, water use, solid waste, and construction emissions are identified in 
Section 5.18.4.1a through 5.18.4.1g of the PEIR.  

As shown in Table 5.18-6, the CPU GHG emissions, when compared to the BAU annual 
emissions, would result in an 11.4 percent reduction in GHG emissions relative to BAU. This 
falls short of meeting the City’s requirement to achieve a minimum 28.3 percent reduction in 



GHG emissions relative to BAU. The CPU Mobility, Urban Design, and Conservation 
elements include specific policies aimed at decreasing vehicle use and increase energy 
efficiency; however, these cannot be quantified in terms of their GHG emissions reductions 
at the program-level, and the GHG emissions generated from CPU buildout, in conjunction 
without other local GHG emissions sources, would be cumulatively significant.  While future 
development implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to incorporate 
GHG emission reduction measures to the extent practicable, the CPU would fail to reduce its 
GHG emissions from BAU by a minimum of 28.3 percent, and therefore, the CPU’s 
contribution to GHG emissions would be cumulatively considerable. 



7.0 Growth Inducement 
Pursuant to the 2012 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 (d), an EIR shall “discuss the ways 
in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment…it must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, 
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.” According to the City’s 2011 
Significance Determination Thresholds, growth inducement: 

… is usually associated with those projects that foster economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly which may result in the construction of major and new infrastructure 
facilities. Also, a change in land use policy or projects that provide economic 
stimulus, such as industrial or commercial uses, may induce growth. 
Accelerated growth may further strain existing community facilities or 
encourage activities that could significantly affect the surrounding 
environment. 

In addition, the Thresholds state that “the analysis must avoid speculation and focus on 
probable growth patterns or projects” (City of San Diego 2011d). 

As previously discussed in Section 5.16, according to SANDAG, there were an estimated 
15,323 residents in 2012 in the CPU area (SANDAG 2012b). By 2030, this population is 
projected to increase to 46,392; and to 65,368 by 2050 (SANDAG 2010b). Based on 
Government Code Section 65300, the General Plan serves as a comprehensive, long-term 
plan for physical development of the City and, by definition, is intended to manage and 
address future growth in the City.  In accordance with the framework and policies in the 
City’s General Plan, future population growth would be accommodated primarily in existing 
urbanized areas or mixed-use villages. 

The General Plan is based on the previously adopted City of Villages strategy.  Under this 
strategy, a “village” is a place where residential, commercial, employment, and civic uses are 
present and integrated.  The City of Villages strategy addresses the need for redevelopment, 
infill, and new growth in compact, mixed-use activity areas that are pedestrian-friendly, 
centers of community, and linked to the regional transit system.  Implementation of the City 
of Villages strategy relies upon the future designation and development of village sites 
through comprehensive community plan updates. This strategy, as implemented through the 
General Plan goals and policies, is designed to provide a framework to manage and plan for 
future population growth in the City.  

The CPU incorporates the City of Villages strategy by designating residential, village center 
and commercial, and most open space and park areas in the western portion of the CPU 



area. The community village concept draws upon the character and strength of the CPU’s 
mixed-use settings and commercial centers. This western portion of the CPU area is 
planned to be comprised of vibrant pedestrian neighborhoods with enhanced connectivity. 
Additionally, CPU policies direct housing growth to areas suitable for residential use, 
buffered from industrial uses. 

The CPU would also provide guidance for orderly growth and development in accordance 
with smart growth principles.  Through the placement of higher density residential 
development in areas in and around transit and commercial corridors, the CPU would create 
mixed-use urban environments that support transit and pedestrian activity. A PFFP is being 
prepared concurrently with the CPU to allow for the maintenance and improvements in 
infrastructure capacity and public services to coincide with future development. Other 
potential environmental impacts associated with population growth in the CPU area (e.g., 
transportation/traffic, air quality, noise, GHG emissions) are addressed in the relevant 
sections of this PEIR. 

SANDAG population projections prepared for the CPU area indicate that population would 
increase over time, regardless of whether the CPU is approved. As shown in Table 5.16-3, 
the CPU would result in an increase of approximately 6,374 residential dwelling units as 
compared to the adopted community plan and almost 14,500 additional units above existing. 
While planning for increased population growth within the CPU area, the Economic 
Prosperity Element of the CPU aims to maintain the vital role of the CPU area in the 
economic prosperity for the entire San Diego and U.S./Mexico border region due to activities 
generated at the Otay Mesa POE and additional base-sector industries.  In order to 
accomplish this, the CPU includes land use planning principles, as well as goals and policies 
intended to protect, preserve, and expand the Prime Industrial Land designation in the 
eastern portion of the CPU area.  Policies are intended to encourage the development of 
existing and emerging technology-based industries on these Prime Industrial Lands.  

Overall, the CPU provides comprehensive planning for the management of population 
growth and necessary economic expansion to support economic development efforts where 
none currently exist.   

 



8.0 Effects Found Not to Be Significant 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, based upon initial environmental review, the 
City determined that the CPU would have the potential to result in adverse effects on all 
environmental issue areas and called out as such in the Notice of Preparation distributed in 
2010. While each of the environmental issue areas are further discussed in Chapter 5.0, 
Environmental Analysis of this PEIR, during the course of evaluating potential impacts and 
developing polices to be adopted with the CPU, the following issue areas were determined 
not to be significant and therefore, no mitigation would be required:  

• Land Use (Land Use Plan Conflicts,  Land Use Compatibility, Brush Management, 
MSCP Specific Management Directives for Otay Mesa) 

• Visual/Aesthetics (Public Views, Compatibility, Landform Alteration, Unique Physical 
Features) 

• Air Quality (Plan Consistency, Sensitive Receptors (Hot Spot and Particulate Matter), 
Odors) 

• Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials (Hazardous Substances) 

• Energy Conservation 

• Noise (Airport noise) 

• Transportation/Circulation (Traffic Hazards, Circulation and Access, and Alternative 
Transportation) 

• Public Services (Fire, Police Services, Schools, Parkland, and Libraries) 

• Public Utilities (Water, Wastewater, Reclaimed Water, Storm Water Infrastructure 
Communication systems) 

• Water Supply  

• Population/Housing (Population Growth, Affordable Housing) 

• Agricultural/Mineral Resources 
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9.0 Significant Unavoidable 
Environmental Effects/Irreversible 
Environmental Changes 

9.1 Significant Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project Is 
Implemented 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b), any significant unavoidable 
impacts of a project, including those impacts that can be mitigated, but not reduced to 
below a level of significance despite the applicant’s willingness to implement all feasible 
mitigation measures, must be identified in the PEIR.  For the CPU, 
transportation/circulation (capacity), utilities (solid waste), air quality (criteria pollutants, 
sensitive receptors), greenhouse gas emissions, and noise (traffic, stationary sources 
and construction) would remain significant and unavoidable effects of the CPU (refer to 
Section 5 of this PEIR for further detail). All other significant impacts identified in 
Section 5, Environmental Analysis, of this PEIR can be reduced to below a level of 
significance with implementation of the Mitigation Framework identified in Section 5 and 
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program contained within Section 11 of this 
PEIR as well as through compliance with adopted General Plan and CPU policies.   

9.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental 
Changes Which Would Be Caused by the 
Proposed Project Should It Be Implemented 

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

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

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

• Environmental accidents potentially associated with the CPU.  



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

Implementation of the CPU would not result in significant irreversible impacts to 
biological resources, agricultural land, mineral deposits, water bodies, energy resources 
or historical resources.  Although sensitive biological resources are identified throughout 
the CPU area which would be impacted with future development, direct and indirect 
impacts can be offset through strict compliance with CPU policies, regulatory compliance 
(CPIOZ) and the Mitigation Framework identified in EIR for biological resources. 
Historical resources are mainly concentrated in the southern portion of the CPU. Future 
development has the potential to impact archaeological sites recorded across this area 
of the CPU; however, these potential impacts can be mitigated through strict adherence 
to the CPU policies, regulatory compliance (CPIOZ) and implementation of the Mitigation 
Framework further detailed in Section 5 of the EIR.  

While the Otay Mesa area includes agricultural land uses, the community has planned 
for the conversion of agricultural lands to more intensive residential, commercial and 
industrial uses. As further described in Section 5 (Environmental Analysis) of the EIR, 
the loss of any remaining agricultural land uses in the CPU would not constitute a 
significant adverse effect. The same would hold true for mineral resources within the 
CPU. The loss of mineral resources would be the result of conversion of undeveloped 
land to more intensive uses, thereby eliminating the potential for extraction activities. 
However, only a small area within the northwestern portion of the CPU contains 
regionally significant aggregate resources (MRZ-2). These resources are mapped in a 
portion of the CPU area where development currently exists or where entitlements have 
already been approved for future development. Therefore, access to these areas of 
significant aggregate is already restricted, which precludes the likelihood of extraction of 
those resources. Furthermore, the surrounding residential and commercial development 
in close proximity to this area would not be compatible with the extraction processes. 

Otay Mesa is an area which has been planned for growth and is currently accessible via 
regional transportation facilities (e.g., I-805, SR-905, and SR-125). Access would be 
enhanced through improvements to community plan roads which link to surrounding 
areas. Surrounding land under jurisdiction of the City of Chula Vista and the County is 
also planned for future growth with similar land uses.  Therefore, the CPU would not 
have a significant irreversible commitment to unplanned land use. 

However, future development of the CPU area would represent a long-term commitment 
to a more intensive land use. Therefore, implementation of the CPU would involve an 
irreversible commitment to the use of non-renewable resources in the form of water, 
natural gas, and electricity.   



Construction of future development implemented in accordance with the CPU would 
require consumption of non-replenishable resources, or resources which may renew 
slowly. These resources would include certain types of lumber and other forest products; 
aggregate materials used in concrete and asphalt (e.g., sand, gravel and stone); metals 
(e.g., steel, copper and lead); petrochemical construction materials (e.g., plastics, 
asphalt); and water. Fossil fuels, such as gasoline and oil, would also be consumed in 
the use of construction vehicles and equipment, as well as in lighting, heating, cooling, 
and other operational uses of future development and transportation of people to/from 
and within the community. As described throughout the PEIR, the CPU includes policies 
aimed at improving energy efficiency, reducing water use, and minimizing impacts on 
other natural resources.  The CPU policies also build upon sustainability principles, 
which would reduce energy consumption. For example, the CPU village concept would 
reduce dependence on fossil fuel energy sources by integrating housing units in close 
proximity to employment centers and along transit corridors. These policies would serve 
to reduce irreversible water, energy, and building materials consumption associated with 
construction and occupation. 

With respect to environmental accidents potentially associated with the CPU and as 
further discussed in the EIR, although the Hazardous Materials Technical Study (HMTS) 
identified 23 sites of potential environmental concern located within the CPU area only 
six (6) were considered potentially significant. Within the CPU, the risk for wildfires is 
highest in areas of natural, unmaintained open space, and as development occurs 
adjacent to these areas the risk increases. The City operates Brown Field Municipal 
Airport in the north-central portion of the CPU. This airport provides business, corporate, 
training, and charter aviation services that support commercial and industrial activities 
within the region. Air traffic in and out of Brown Field is controlled by the FAA, and land 
uses associated with airport operations are covered in an adopted ALUCP. Based on the 
analysis provided in Section 5.6, although conditions exist within the CPU associated 
with hazardous materials, risk of wildfires, and aircraft operations, the CPU contains 
policies and a Mitigation Framework intended to assure compliance with regulatory 
requirements which would reduce the potential for environmental accidents.   
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10.0 Project Alternatives 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that 
an EIR compare the effects of a “reasonable range of alternatives” to the effects of a project. 
The alternatives selected for comparison should be those that would attain most of the basic 
project objectives and avoid or substantially lessen one or more significant effects of the 
project. The “range of alternatives” is governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the 
EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice 
by the lead agency and to foster meaningful public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[f]). CEQA generally defines “feasible” to mean an alternative that is capable of 
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, while also 
taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors. 

The alternatives addressed in this EIR were selected in consideration of one or more of the 
following factors:  

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

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

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

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

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

As discussed in Section 5, the CPU would result in significant, direct, and/or cumulative 
environmental impacts related to land use, air quality, biological resources, geology/soils, 
historical resources, human health/public safety/hazardous materials, noise, paleontological 
resources, traffic/circulation, utilities, and greenhouse gas emissions. In developing the 
alternatives to be addressed in this section, consideration was given regarding their ability to 
meet the basic objectives of the CPU and eliminate or substantially reduce significant 
environmental impacts (as identified in Sections 5 and 6 of this PEIR).  

The following specific objectives for the CPU support the underlying purpose of the project, 
assist the City as Lead Agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate 



in this PEIR, and will ultimately aid the Lead Agency in preparing findings and overriding 
considerations, if necessary. The following primary goals, recommendations, and objectives 
of the CPU are to: 

• Regional Center:  Enhance Otay Mesa’s role as a bi-national regional center. 

• Economic Diversification:  Broaden the economic profile to increase employment 
and growth opportunities. 

• Industrial Capacity:  Enhance and sustain Otay Mesa’s strong economic base and 
potential for expansion. 

• International Trade:  Support activities that promote greater interregional and bi-
national activities. 

• Housing:  Provide more and varied housing and meet workforce needs close to 
employment centers. 

• Complete Places:  Create balanced, integrated mix of uses in Otay Mesa while 
minimizing collocation compatibility issues. 

• Transit:  Coordinate land use planning with high frequency transit service planning. 

• Open Space: Protect the canyon lands and sensitive biological resources while 
providing recreational opportunities. 

• Infrastructure:  Include financing mechanisms that can secure infrastructure 
improvements concurrent with development. 

• Environmental Leadership and Sustainability:  Follow environmentally sensitive 
design and sustainable development practices. 

The above objectives are specific to the Otay Mesa planning area, and are intended to 
implement the broader goals, policies, and Guiding Principles of the General Plan.  
Following are the Guiding Principles of the General Plan. 

• An open space network formed by parks, canyons, river valleys, habitats, beaches 
and ocean; 

• Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network; 

• Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities; 

• Employment centers for a strong economy; 

• An integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit, 
roadways, and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each other 
and to employment centers; 

• High-quality, affordable, and well-maintained public facilities to serve the City’s 
population, workers, and visitors: 

• Historic districts and sites that respect our heritage; 



• Balanced communities that offer opportunities for all San Diegans and share citywide 
responsibilities; 

• A clean and sustainable environment; and 

• A high aesthetic standard. 

This section identifies one alternative that was eliminated from further consideration and 
reasons for dismissal, and analyzes a No Project Alternative, the Reduced Biological 
Impacts Alternative, and the Reduced Density Alternative in comparison to the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the CPU.  Each major issue area included in the 
detailed impact analysis of this PEIR has been given consideration in the alternative 
analysis. A summary comparison of the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Biological 
Impacts Alternative, and the Reduced Density Alternative, with the CPU is included in 
Table 10-1, below.  

As required under Section 15126.6 (e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR must identify the 
environmentally superior alternative. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, if the No Project 
Alternative is determined to be the most environmentally superior project, then another 
alternative among the alternatives evaluated must be identified as the environmentally 
superior project.   

10.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

An alternative was considered where all vernal pools and vernal pool species would be 
conserved. In order to ensure the long-term viability of the vernal pools and species, 
conservation of associated watersheds and sufficient buffers would also be required. While 
this alternative would significantly reduce impacts to vernal pool resources and the 
surrounding non-native grasslands, this alternative was rejected because the ability to 
provide a neighborhood village within the Southwest Specific Plan area would be severely 
constrained. 

Due to the scattered location of the vernal pool resources within the Southwest Specific Plan 
area, the available development area would not result in compact development, but would 
separate out exclusive development areas without an integrated circulation pattern or open 
space system.  Benefits of the village areas such as but not limited to compact development, 
multi-model transportation networks and mixed-use development opportunities as further 
described below, would not be realized. In addition, the following goals and objectives of the 
General Plan and CPU for this area would not be achieved: 



• Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network; 

• Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities; 

• Integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit, roadways, 
and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each other and to 
employment centers; 

• Distinct villages that include places to live, work and recreate; 

• Require a mixed-use residential/commercial component to be included within village 
core areas, with neighborhood-serving commercial uses such and food markets, 
restaurants, and other small retail shops. 

10.2 Alternatives Considered 

This EIR evaluates three alternatives to the CPU: (1) No Project Alternative; (2) Reduced 
Biological Impacts Alternative; and (3) Reduced Density Alternative. 

Descriptions of each alterative and their impacts are provided below. Also, Table 10-1 
provides a side-by-side comparison of the potential impacts of the alternatives to the impacts 
of the CPU. 



TABLE 10-1 
MATRIX COMPARISON OF THE CPU AND PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

 

Environmental Issue 
Area CPU 

No 
Project/Adopted 

Plan 

Reduced 
Biological Impacts 

Alternative 
Reduced Density 

Alternative 

Land Use SM Same as CPU Less than CPU Less than CPU 
Landform 
Alteration/Visual 
Quality 

LS   Greater than 
CPU 

Less than CPU Same as CPU 

Air Quality  SU - (Criteria 
Pollutants, Sensitive 
Receptors - 
Stationary 
Sources/Collocation) 

Greater than 
CPU 

Less than CPU Less than CPU 

Biological Resources SM Greater than 
CPU 

Less than CPU Same as CPU 

Historical Resources SM  Greater than  
CPU 

Less than CPU Same as CPU 

Human Health/ 
Public Safety/ 
Hazardous Materials 

SM 
Same as CPU Greater than CPU Less than CPU 

Hydrology/ 
Water Quality 

SM Greater than 
CPU 

Less than CPU Same as CPU 

Geology/Soils SM Same as CPU Same as CPU Same as CPU 
Energy Conservation LS Same as CPU Less than CPU Less than CPU 
Noise SU - (Traffic, 

Stationary Sources 
and Construction 
only) 

Stationary 
sources: Less 
than CPU; 
Traffic noise: 
Greater than 
CPU. 

Less than CPU Less than CPU 

Paleontological 
Resources 

SM Greater than 
CPU 

Less than CPU Same as CPU 

Traffic/Circulation SU(Capacity) Greater than 
CPU 

Less than CPU Less than CPU 

Public Services LS Same as CPU Same as CPU Same as CPU 
Utilities SU  (Solid Waste) Same as CPU Same as CPU Same as CPU 
Water Supply LS Same as CPU Same as CPU Same as CPU 
Population and 
Housing 

LS Same as CPU Same as CPU Same as CPU 

Agriculture /Mineral 
Resources 

LS Same as CPU Same as CPU Same as CPU 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

SU - (Plan 
Consistency; GHG 
Emissions) 

Greater than 
CPU 

Less than CPU Less than CPU 

LS = less than significant; SM = significant and mitigated; SU = significant and unavoidable 
 

 



10.2.1 No Project Alternative (Adopted Community Plan) 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), the No Project Alternative 
represents the continued implementation of the adopted 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan 
as shown on Figure 10-1, including amendments to the plan as further described in 
Table 10-2, which more accurately reflects the current conditions of the community planning 
area. 

TABLE 10-2 
UPDATES TO ADOPTED COMMUNITY PLAN 

• The MHPA boundary was provided by MSCP staff and reflects the City’s adopted MSCP 
Subarea Plan and MHPA (1997) and subsequent MHPA boundary line adjustments have 
occurred as part of prior discretionary project approvals.  

• Freeway alignments and ROW limits for SR-905 and SR-125 were incorporated. 

• The extent of residential land use designations was modified to reflect the actual limits of 
existing development (using aerial photograph to determine the edge of development). 

• The development area on the northern edge of Brown Field was extended in one location 
based on existing development patterns. 

• The industrial area at the northwest corner of Brown Field was extended. 

• The MHPA boundaries along the western edge of the industrial development was corrected to 
reflect the actual limits of development and conserved open space consistent with the 
approved International Business Center project (EQD No. 86-0536). 

• The existing fire station at the northeast corner of Otay Mesa Road and La Media was 
incorporated. 

• Changes to school/park sites were incorporated as follows:  

i. The high school site was reconfigured/relocated based on the actual development area 
for San Ysidro High School. 

ii. The community park south of SR-905 where the high school now exists was relocated to 
the Beyer Athletic Area in the adjacent San Ysidro community.  This approximately 20-
useable-acre community park would satisfy 15 acres of community park requirements in 
the Otay Mesa community and 5 acres of neighborhood park requirements in the San 
Ysidro community. 

iii. The boundaries of the community park, school site, and medium-high residential area 
located north of SR-905 was revised to reflect the actual boundaries of the school and 
park. 

iv. The school site east of the community park (north of SR-905) was designated as a 
combined elementary/junior high school based on its current configuration as a K-8 
school and the potential for it to become a junior high school when the elementary school 
to the west of the community park is constructed. 

v. The elementary school and portions of the very low and low-medium density residential 
area designated south of Old Otay Mesa Road was deleted and designated as open 
space. 

 



Map Source: City of San Diego Planning Department
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Buildout projections for the No Project Alternative compared to the CPU are shown below in 
Table 10-3.  

TABLE 10-3 
COMPARISON OF NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WITH CPU  

 

Land Use Categories 

Adopted Community Plan  
as modified  

(No Project Alternative)1 CPU2 

Residential 1270 ac/  
12,400 du 

802 ac/ 
18,774 du 

Commercial 453 ac/ 
5,776,000 sq. ft.4 

302 ac/ 
3,917,000 sq. ft.4 

Village Centers 0 560 ac 

Industrial 2,839 ac/ 
64,465,000 sq. ft.4 

2,510 ac/ 
54,461,000 sq. ft.4,5 

Institutional 1,023 ac 1,120 ac 
Parks  53 ac 151 ac 
Open Space 2,565 ac 2,833 ac 
Right-of-Way 1,099 ac 1,023 ac 
ADT 1,165,1034  1,045,0254 
TOTAL 9,319ac3 9,302 ac 

1SOURCE: City of San Diego Otay Mesa Community Plan Update, April 2011 Public Draft 
2SOURCE: City of San Diego Draft CPU Land Use Map, September 10, 2013 
3Acreage discrepancy due to mapping limitations 
4SOURCE: Urban Systems. Transportation Analysis for the OMCPU, June 2012 
5Industrial Uses under the CPU include Heavy and Light industrial, I+BT and Business Park 
land use categories 
ac = acre; du = dwelling unit; sq. ft. = square feet. 
 

Compared to the CPU, the No Project Alternative would have lower density of residential 
land use per acre while allowing for more industrial land use per acre.  A total population of 
46,392 people would be projected for  an assumed buildout year (2032) under this 
alternative with approximately 12,400 dwelling units permitted under the adopted plan.  The 
general distribution of land uses in the No Project Alternative would have residential uses on 
the west and industrial uses in the central-eastern areas.  The residential uses on the west 
would be comprised of conventional suburban development, while the industrial uses on the 
east would mainly include labor intensive manufacturing, warehousing, and distribution, with 
only limited office uses. 

An issue-by-issue comparison of the No Project Alternative and the CPU is presented below. 

10.2.1.1 Land Use 

As residential and industrial lands uses would be primarily segregated with the No Project 
Alternative, potential impacts associated with the adjacency of residential and industrial uses 
would be avoided. However, some beneficial features of the CPU would not occur.  These 
include the integration of village centers along transportation corridors, creation of 
Community and Neighborhood Villages, and the inclusion of new specific land use 
designations (e.g., International Business and Trade and Business Park – Residential 
Permitted).  As such, the goals and objectives of both the CPU and the General Plan would 



not be achieved.  Moreover, this segregation of land uses would not be as conducive to 
high-frequency transit service and could present obstacles to the future construction of 
supporting infrastructure.  Overall, the No Project Alternative would provide less open space 
and fewer acres of parkland than the CPU, as industrial development would occur on both 
sides of SR-125 in the northeastern portion of the CPU area. 

Despite the differences in future development patterns when compared to the CPU, the No 
Project Alternative would also require compliance with both the ESL and Historical 
Resources Regulations of the LDC, along with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, 
which includes site-specific review at the project-level. Therefore, as with the CPU, while the 
No Project Alternative would result in potentially significant impacts to resources covered 
under these regulations, these impacts can be reduced to below a level of significance with 
mitigation at the project-level. 

10.2.1.2 Landform Alteration/Visual Quality 

Within the primarily developed western third of the CPU area, the No Project Alternative 
would result in roughly the same visual quality impacts as the CPU.  This is because the 
residential land use patterns in the No Project Alternative would be similar to the CPU, 
although more open space would be provided under the CPU within the Southwest District 
as compared to the No Project Alternative.  However, unlike the CPU, the No Project 
Alternative would not introduce new residential and additional commercial components 
within the eastern industrial areas and would not result in an integrated community with 
respect to design and community character; Additionally, Urban Design polices developed 
for the CPU would not be envisioned under the No Project Alternative, and therefore  from 
an overall visual perspective of the built out community, the aesthetic impacts would be 
greater than anticipated for the CPU.   

10.2.1.3 Air Quality/Odor 

Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in less integration of jobs and housing and 
generate more vehicle trips when compared to the CPU.  In addition, under the No Project 
Alternative, village centers with transit stations would not be created.  As such, the goals of 
reducing trips and air emissions contained in the General Plan would not be achieved under 
the No Project Alternative. 

The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the RAQS and SIP, because no 
changes in land use would occur.  The CPU would not be consistent with the adopted 
community plan land use designations upon which the RAQS and SIP were based; however, 
the changes in the land uses under the CPU and the reduced traffic generated under the 
CPU would result in fewer emissions than the No Project Alternative.  Neither the No Project 
Alternative nor the CPU would obstruct or conflict with the implementation of the San Diego 
RAQS or applicable portions of the SIP, and impacts would be less than significant for both. 



Impacts associated with both construction and operational emissions of criteria pollutants 
under the No Project Alternative would be greater than those identified for the CPU.  The No 
Project Alternative would include a greater number of industrial uses (stationary emission 
sources), more truck traffic (diesel emissions), and a greater ADT volume than the CPU.  
Therefore, under the No Project Alternative, total ROG, NOx, CO, SO, PM10 and PM2.5 

emissions would be greater than emissions under the CPU.  By comparison, the No Project 
Alternative would result in greater impacts than the CPU relative to air quality/odor.   

10.2.1.4 Biological Resources 

Because the amount of preserved open space would be less, the No Project Alternative 
would result in greater impacts to biological resources than those anticipated under the 
CPU. As with the CPU, implementation of the No Project Alternative would also be required 
to adhere to all applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding the protection of 
biological resources, as described in Section 5.4, for all subsequent development project 
submittals. Under this alternative, future applicants would not have the opportunity to provide 
documentation under a ministerial process demonstrating that no impacts to biological 
resources would occur and therefore, similar requirements for project-specific biological 
analysis in accordance with the ESL Regulations and Biology Guidelines, as outlined in the 
CPU Mitigation Framework would apply in either case. Therefore, impacts under this 
alternative would be similar, but slightly greater than those identified for the CPU because 
less developable land would be converted to open space and development patterns would 
remain as they are today    

10.2.1.5 Historical Resources 

Historical and prehistoric resources (see Table 5.5-1), are known to exist within the CPU. 
Therefore, future development (and associated grading) has the potential to result in 
significant direct and/or indirect impacts to historical resources for both the No Project 
Alternative and the CPU.  As with the CPU, because development would still be allowed in 
accordance with existing zoning under a discretionary review process, implementation of this 
alternative would require future projects to adhere to all applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations regarding the protection of historical resources, as described in Section 5.5, 
along with the identified mitigation framework, which would be applied at the project-level. 
However, although impacts to historical resources under this alternative would be similar to 
the CPU, unlike the CPU, the No Project Alternative does not provide a mechanism for 
ministerial review under a CPIOZ Type A at the project-level to demonstrate that no 
historical resources are present on the site. All projects under this alternative would be 
subject to discretionary review which includes evaluation in accordance with the Historical 
Resources Regulation and Guidelines, and would be required to provide applicable 
mitigation for potential impacts to a significant resource. The extent of impacts to historical 
resources resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be similar, but 
slightly greater than those identified for the CPU because less land would be preserved in 



open space under this alternative and development patterns would remain as they are today 
and would be subject to future grading.  

As with the CPU, implementation of this alternative would require future projects  to adhere 
to all applicable federal, state, and local guidelines and regulations related to historical 
resources, as described in Section 5.5, along with the identified mitigation framework, which 
would be applied at the project-level and therefore would not result in a significant impact. 

10.2.1.6 Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials 

As discussed in Section 5.6–Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials, 
implementation of the CPU could be subject to hazards from the presence of hazardous 
materials that would be encountered during future grading and/or construction-related 
activities. Additionally, because of the existing and proposed land use patterns around which 
the community is formed, new development in the wildland interface areas may expose 
additional people and structures to wildland fire hazards, representing a potentially 
significant impact. However, under both the CPU and the No Project Alternative, all projects 
would be required to comply with the Brush Management Regulations and Landscape 
Standards of the LDC and any other applicable requirements conditioned on project 
approval by the City Fire Marshal, and therefore would preclude the potential for impacts 
under both the No Project Alternative and the CPU.  

Because the No Project Alternative would segregate residential land use from industrial uses 
to a greater extent than under the CPU, the risk of exposure to hazardous materials would 
be less.  However, the No Project Alternative designates more industrial acreage than the 
CPU, which would result in a potential for increase in the use of hazardous materials under 
the No Project Alternative.  Hazardous materials impacts would require similar mitigation for 
new development through compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations 
regarding hazardous materials siting, assessment, and remediation and would preclude the 
potential for impacts under both the No Project Alternative and the CPU.  

10.2.1.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Although the land use pattern and distribution for the No Project Alternative differs from the 
CPU, the area to be developed is roughly similar.  Less open space would be preserved 
under the No Project Alternative when compared to the CPU; therefore, this alternative 
would result in slightly greater impacts associated with hydrology, flooding and water quality. 
Future development would be required to comply with existing federal, state and local 
regulations relative to runoff and water quality at the project-level which would preclude the 
potential for impacts under both the No Project Alternative and the CPU.  



10.2.1.8 Geology/Soils 

Impacts to geology and soils resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative 
would be similar to those identified for the CPU. As with the CPU, implementation of the No 
Project Alternative has the potential to result in significant impacts related to geologic 
hazards.  Future development would be exposed to geological hazards associated with 
unstable conditions related to compressible soils, landslides, seismicity (faults), and 
expansive soils. Future development under both the No Project Alternative and the CPU 
would be required to comply with existing federal, state and local regulations relative to 
engineering and construction which would preclude the potential for impacts under both the 
No Project Alternative and the CPU. 

10.2.1.9 Energy Conservation 

Development under the No Project Alternative would result in an energy demand of about 
821 million kilowatt hours per year (kWh/yr) for electricity and 1.18 billion thousand British 
Thermal Units (kBTU) per year of natural gas which would be greater than the demand 
associated with the CPU, which would result in an energy demand of approximately 772 
million kilowatt hours per year (kWh/yr) and 1.15 billion kBTU per year of natural gas.  
Similar to the CPU, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of excessive 
amounts of fuel or other forms of energy during construction.  Also, the adopted plan, like 
the CPU, is not anticipated to result in a need for new electrical systems or require 
substantial alteration of existing utilities, which would create physical impacts. Based on the 
program-level analysis of both the CPU and No Project Alternative, impacts associated with 
energy use would be similar and less than significant. 

10.2.1.10 Noise 

The CPU would result in significant unavoidable impacts due to stationary and traffic noise 
sources. Noise impacts resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be 
incrementally less than those identified for the CPU relative to stationary noise sources.  
Fewer areas of collocation would occur under the No Project Alternative and, therefore, the 
potential for noise sensitive land uses to be exposed to excessive noise would be less than 
under the CPU.  Additionally, the residential and industrial land uses would be segregated to 
a greater extent under the No Project Alternative, thereby decreasing the exposure of noise 
sensitive users.   

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in greater traffic volumes resulting 
in more traffic noise when compared to the CPU.  Therefore, existing sensitive receptors 
may experience greater noise impacts from transportation-related noise sources under the 
No Project Alternative.  While noise impacts of this alternative would be somewhat less than 
the CPU for stationary sources and somewhat greater for traffic sources, overall impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable for this alternative as with the CPU. 



10.2.1.11 Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological fossil resources within high and moderate geological formations are known 
to exist within the CPU area. Therefore, future development has the potential to result in 
significant direct impacts for both the No Project Alternative and the CPU.  As with the CPU, 
because development (and associated grading) would still be allowed in accordance with 
existing zoning under a discretionary review process, implementation of this alternative 
would require future projects to evaluate the potential for impacts in accordance with the 
Paleontological Guidelines, along with the identified mitigation framework, which would be 
applied at the project-level. However, although impacts to paleontological resources under 
this alternative would be similar to the CPU, unlike the CPU, the No Project Alternative does 
not provide a mechanism for ministerial review under a CPIOZ Type A at the project-level to 
demonstrate that no paleontological resources are present on the site. All projects under this 
alternative would be subject to discretionary review which includes evaluation in accordance 
with the Paleontological Resources Guidelines, and would be required to provide applicable 
mitigation for potential impacts to a significant resource when a significance threshold is 
exceeded, The extent of impacts to paleontological resources resulting from implementation 
of the No Project Alternative would be similar, but slightly greater than those identified for the 
CPU because less land would be preserved in open space under this alternative and 
development patterns would remain as they are today and would be subject to future 
grading.   

As with the CPU, implementation of this alternative would require future projects  to adhere 
to all applicable federal, state, and local guidelines related to paleontological resources, as 
described in Section 5.11, along with the identified mitigation framework, which would be 
applied at the project-level and therefore would not result in a significant impact. 

10.2.1.12 Traffic/Circulation 

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are addressed in the Transportation 
Analysis for the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (see Appendix J, Buildout of the 
Adopted Community Plan analysis). The No Project Alternative would generate 
approximately 1,165,103 ADT, compared to 1,045,025 ADT generated by the CPU.  The 
report shows that traffic conditions would, therefore, be more congested under the No 
Project Alternative when compared to the CPU.  The No Project Alternative would result in 
38 street segments operating at LOS E or F compared to 24 for the CPU in the Horizon 
Year.  The number of peak hour intersections operating at LOS E or F in the AM and/or PM 
peak hour would be 52 in the Horizon Year for the No Project Alternative and 49 in the 
Horizon Year for the CPU.  In addition, 8 freeway segments would operate at unacceptable 
levels in the Horizon Year under the No Project Alternative, while 5 freeway segments would 
operate unacceptably in the Horizon Year for the CPU.  Six freeway ramps would operate 
unacceptably in the Horizon Year No Project Alternative and 5 freeway ramps would operate 
unacceptably in the Horizon Year with the CPU.   



The Transportation Analysis (see Appendix J) identifies mitigation for the No Project 
Alternative; however, traffic/circulation capacity impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable, similar to the CPU.   

Traffic hazards and circulation and access impacts for the No Project Alternative would be 
similar to those for the CPU, as both would be subject to the City’s Street Design Manual 
and General Plan policies. While the No Project Alternative does not emphasize alternative 
transportation to the extent of the CPU, the bus routes and transit in the area are controlled 
by the MTS and therefore, transit planning would occur regardless of the CPU.  Pedestrian 
orientation would be less emphasized under the No Project Alternative, but this is not 
anticipated to result in a significant impact relative to alternative transportation, considering 
that future development would be required to comply with the General Plan policies.  The No 
Project Alternative traffic hazards, circulation and access, and alternative transportation 
impacts would be less than significant and similar to the CPU.   

10.2.1.13 Public Services 

The demand for law enforcement, fire protection, educational services, libraries, and parks 
resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be less than those 
identified for the CPU as there would be a smaller residential buildout population.  As such, 
the demand for new facilities would be less under this alternative.  Impacts related to 
construction of new facilities under the No Project Alternative would be considered at the 
time that project-specific designs are available; therefore, this alternative would not result in 
a significant impact, similar to the CPU.   

10.2.1.14 Utilities 

Like the CPU, buildout of the No Project Alternative would generate increased demands on 
water, wastewater and recycled water services, especially in areas where no development or 
infrastructure currently exists in the CPU area. Improvements to water and recycled water 
systems have been previously identified in master planning documents.  No additional 
facilities would be necessitated as a result of plan buildout. The physical impacts from these 
improvements would be evaluated under CEQA at the time they are submitted for review in 
conjunction with a private development project or as part of a future CIP. Therefore, impacts 
associated with water and recycled water system improvements would be less than 
significant at the program-level for both this alternative and the CPU.  

Buildout of the No Project Alternative would not directly result in the need for a new landfill.  
However, compliance with the Storage, Recycling, and C&D ordinances alone would result 
in only a 40 percent diversion rate within the CPU area. As with the CPU, future subsequent 
development projects (that meet the threshold) would be required to prepare a Waste 
Management Plan (WMP) with site-specific waste reduction measures in order to meet the 
State-mandated 75 percent diversion rate.  Because all future projects within the CPU area 



may not be required to prepare a WMP or may not reduce project-level waste management 
impacts to below a level of significance, the No Project Alternative cannot be guaranteed, at 
the program-level, to meet the 75 percent diversion requirement.  Direct impacts associated 
with solid waste, like the CPU, would be significant and unavoidable.  

Additionally, future projects would be required to design and build storm water infrastructure 
systems to accommodate new development within the CPU area. All future projects under 
either the No Project Alternative or the CPU would be required to comply with the City’s 
Storm Water Standards at the project-level and design facilities satisfactory to the City 
Engineer as further detailed in the Mitigation Framework in Section 5.14, regardless of  
whether the CPU of this alternative are implemented. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant under both the No Project Alternative and the CPU.  

10.2.1.15 Water Supply 

The No Project Alternative is consistent with water demand assumptions included in the 
regional water resource planning documents of the SDCWA and MWD. Appendices M-1 
and M-2 (Water Supply Assessment Reports) demonstrates that there would be sufficient 
water to supply future development in accordance with either the No Project Alternative or 
CPU, and impacts would be less than significant for both this alternative and the CPU. 

10.2.1.16 Population and Housing 

The No Project Alternative would result in buildout of fewer dwelling units (12,400 dwelling 
units) relative to the CPU (18,774).  In addition, the No Project Alternative would not create 
mixed-use village centers where residential uses would be integrated with employment and 
commercial uses as anticipated in the CPU. Thus, the population and economic prosperity 
goals and objectives of both the General Plan and SANDAG’s RCP would not be achieved.  
However, neither the No Project Alternative, nor the CPU would result in substantial, 
unanticipated population growth or conflict with the City’s affordable housing regulations.  
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant under both the No Project Alternative and 
the CPU.   

10.2.1.17 Agriculture/Mineral Resources 

a. Agriculture 

Because neither the No Project Alternative, nor the CPU designate areas for agricultural 
land uses, no planned long-term agriculture would be eliminated upon full build out under 
either the CPU or No Project Alternative.  Therefore, both the No Project Alternative and the 
CPU would result in less than significant impacts to agriculture.    



b. Mineral Resources 

There are no regionally significant MRZ-2 areas within the CPU area. Although the No 
Project Alternative would have a slightly larger grading footprint than the CPU, there are no 
significant mineral resources that would be impacted.  Therefore, both the No Project 
Alternative and the CPU would result in less than significant impacts to mineral resources. 

10.2.1.18 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The CPU would introduce higher density residential and commercial land use designations, 
as well as several new mixed-use and industrial land use designations, which would in turn, 
reduce VMT, as compared to the No Project Alternative.  As such, the GHG emissions 
associated with the No Project Alternative would be greater than those associated with the 
CPU.  While future development proposals would be required to implement GHG emission 
reduction measures under both the No Project Alternative and the CPU, buildout of either 
would result in impacts associated with the contribution of GHG emissions to cumulative 
statewide emissions that would be considered significant and unavoidable at the program-
level. 

10.2.1.19 Conclusion Regarding the No Project Alternative 

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not avoid any of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the CPU (air quality, [criteria pollutants, sensitive receptors - 
stationary sources/collocation], noise [traffic, stationary source, and construction], 
traffic/circulation [capacity], utilities [solid waste], and greenhouse gas emissions). 

This alternative would preserve less open space resulting in greater potential impacts to 
biological, historical, and paleontological resources because these areas would be available 
for future development. However, mitigation is available to reduce these potential impacts to 
below a level of significance regardless of whether the CPU or the No Project Alternative is 
implemented. This alternative would also generate a greater number of ADT than the CPU, 
and thus impacts from traffic congestion (such as, air quality, traffic noise and greenhouse 
gas emissions) would be greater than under the CPU.  However, noise associated with 
stationary sources would be less under the No Project Alternative because the rezone and 
new land use designations for IBT and BPRP would not occur.   

The No Project Alternative meets several of the 10 project objectives, but none to the same 
extent as the CPU.  This alternative does not include the same diversity and flexibility of land 
uses, and therefore, does not allow for a full range of industrial uses.  The IBT designation 
included under the CPU, better implements General Plan and CPU goals relative to a 
subregional employment center. 

The No Project Alternative also does not include the two mixed-use villages as proposed by 
the CPU.  The village areas proposed under the CPU implement both General Plan and 



CPU goals for compact communities, a wider range of housing types, affordability, greater 
transit opportunities, etc.  The No Project Alternative would allow for some suburban-type 
development, which could be more auto-centric, and contribute to, rather than reduce GHG 
impacts. 

10.2.2 Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative 
The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative is intended to reduce impacts to biological 
resources in within the CPU area, as illustrated on Figure 10-2. Three locations of reduced 
impacts would occur within the western portion of the CPU area including: the Southwest 
Village; the community commercial site west of Oceanview Hills Parkway and north of Otay 
Mesa Road; and southwest of San Ysidro High School.  Reduction in these areas would 
result in increased preservation of coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub, vernal 
pools and vernal pool species, as well as non-native grasslands with the potential for vernal 
pool and burrowing owl habitat restoration. The preservation of coastal sage scrub habitat 
within the Southwest Village area would improve connections to local habitat corridors to the 
west between I-805, Beyer Boulevard, and East Beyer Boulevard.  In the location west of the 
San Ysidro High School, this alternative would conserve vernal pool resources and non-
native grasslands, consistent with the USFWS Biological Opinion that has been prepared for 
the Candlelight project site. 

An additional location where impacts would be reduced is located along the drainage area 
west of La Media Road in the south-central portion of the CPU area.  Preservation of non-
native grassland at this location would reduce impacts to and preserve vernal pools and their 
associated watersheds, as well as, habitat for burrowing owl. Preservation at this location 
would also include riparian and mule fat scrub habitat. In addition, the local habitat corridor 
would be improved from the International Border north to Airway Road.  

The land within these areas of reduced impact would become part of the MHPA and 
development potential would be restricted to 25 percent within the least sensitive portion of 
the site.  The only exception would be the eastern mesa within the Southwest Village which 
would be 100% conserved. This area has a high potential for vernal pool and burrowing owl 
restoration due to the appropriate vernal pool soils, connectivity with the adjacent open 
space network, and minimum edge effects. As a partial offset for this conservation area, a 
MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment (see Figure 10-2) may be considered within two small 
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canyon heads located south of the proposed Beyer Boulevard on the western edge of the 
Southwest Village area.  

The discussion of this alternative is conceptual, as detailed land use plans have not been 
prepared. A summary of the conceptual modifications and the associated environmental 
impacts under this alternative for each of the issue areas is presented below.  

10.2.2.1 Land Use 

Application of this alternative would preserve additional biologically sensitive lands in the 
western portion of the CPU area and along the drainage located west of La Media Road, 
thereby reducing impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat and maritime succulent scrub 
habitat, nonnative grasslands, mulefat scrub, riparian, vernal pools and vernal pool species, 
and burrowing owl habitat.  Although this alternative would not allow for the same amount of 
development within the Southwest Village and IBT designation, it would be generally 
consistent with the policies of the General Plan and the CPU including LU 2.1-2, LU 2.6-
1,UD4.2-6, and UD 4.3-1 (see Table 5.4-5). 

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would allow for less grading or ground 
disturbing activity, and thus would reduce conflicts with the purpose and intent of the ESL 
Regulations and the Historical Resources Regulations of the LDC as compared to the CPU. 
Impacts associated with the City’s MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines would be similar 
under both this alternative and the CPU.  As with the CPU, the Reduced Biological Impacts 
Alternative would result in significant impacts which would be reduced to below a level of 
significance at the program level with implementation of the Mitigation Framework which 
requires regulatory compliance with the LDC and all applicable standards and guidelines. 
Therefore, impacts related to Land Use compliance under this alternative would be similar to 
or less then under the CPU. 

10.2.2.2 Landform Alteration/Visual Quality 

The increase in open space resulting from this alternative would reduce the extent of 
landform alteration and grading. Non-native grasslands, vernal pool resources and 
restorable lands for vernal pool and burrowing owl would be conserved in the southwest 
portion of the community and the drainage area west of La Media Road.  Additionally, 
coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub located on the steep slopes in the 
southwest area would be preserved along with the riparian habitat in the drainage area west 
of La Media Road. The reduced grading, preservation of steep slopes, and increased open 
space would improve the aesthetic characteristics of the built out CPU area. Therefore, the 
Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would reduce the visual quality impacts associated 
with the CPU.   



10.2.2.3 Air Quality/Odor 

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would include more open space than the CPU, 
thereby resulting in fewer residences in the Southwest Specific Plan Area and less 
community commercial and industrial/business park development within the CPU.  
Correspondingly, this alternative would generate fewer ADT than the CPU.  Like the CPU, 
the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would not be consistent with the adopted 
community plan land use designations upon which the RAQS and SIP were based; however, 
the changes in the land uses under both the CPU and this alternative would result in 
reduced traffic, and in turn, fewer emissions than under the adopted Community Plan.  
Although neither the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, nor the CPU would obstruct or 
conflict with the implementation of the San Diego RAQS or applicable portions of the SIP, 
impacts associated with both construction and operational emissions of criteria pollutants 
covered under the RAQS for this alternative would be the same as the CPU and remain 
significant and unavoidable. Despite the reduction in ADT under this alternative, 
development would still occur relative to residential, commercial and industrial land uses, 
and therefore, impacts associated with stationary sources and collocation would remain 
significant and unavoidable as with the CPU. 

10.2.2.4 Biological Resources 

By definition the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would increase the acreage of 
biological sensitive habitat and species preserved throughout the CPU area. This alternative 
would reduce impacts to coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub habitat, non-
native grasslands, vernal pools and vernal pool species, and burrowing owl habitat within the 
Southwest Village area. Additionally, mulefat scrub, riparian, and non-native grassland would 
be preserved within the drainage area west of La Media Road.  Preservation of the non-
native grasslands would also reduce impacts and preserve vernal pools and their associated 
watersheds, as well as, habitat for burrowing owl.  Wildlife corridors also would be 
conserved to a greater extent under this alternative.  

This alternative would implement several of the CPU policies relating to biological resources 
including CE 8.1.1, CE 8.1.2, CE 8.1.4, CE 8.1.5, CE 8.1.6, CE 8.1.7, CE 8.1.8, CE 8-1-10, 
and CE.8.1.11 (see Table 5.4-5). In addition to increased preservation of the biological 
resources, this alternative would increase available acreage for restoration of vernal pool 
and burrowing owl habitat, provide expanded wildlife linkages, and decrease impacts to 
critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp and spreading navarretia.  This alternative would 
lessen impacts to coastal sage scrub, non-native grassland, vernal pools and burrowing 
owls. Therefore, impacts to biological resources would be less under the Reduced Biological 
Impacts Alternative when compared to the CPU. Therefore, as with the CPU, projects 
implemented under this alternative that are consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations 
and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that are no 
biological resources present on the project site; the project can be processed ministerially 



and would not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA. This requires 
submittal of a focused Biological Survey prepared by a qualified biologist in accordance with 
the City’s Biology Guidelines. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ 
Type A supplemental regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance 
with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation Framework for Biological Resources. Although 
impacts would be slightly less under this alternative when compared to the CPU, strict 
adherence to the Mitigation Framework would still be required to reduce potential impacts to 
below a level of significance. Therefore, as with the CPU, impacts to biological resources 
would be reduced to below a level of significance at the program-level.  

10.2.2.5 Historical Resources 

Impacts to historical resources resulting from implementation of the Reduced Biological 
Impacts Alternative would be reduced, because the extent of grading would be less than 
under the CPU. With preservation of greater open space, this alternative would result in 
potential avoidance of impacts to historical resources. It should be noted however, that 
under both this alternative and the CPU, future development in areas designated for 
commercial and industrial uses on properties that have not been previously graded, or have 
been graded but have not otherwise developed, would be subject to review in accordance 
with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial). For these project types 
that are consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the supplemental regulations 
for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that are no archaeological resources present on the 
project site; the project can be processed ministerially and would not be subject to further 
environmental review under CEQA. This requires submittal of an Archaeological Survey 
prepared by a qualified archaeologist in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources 
Guidelines. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and 
the Mitigation Framework for Historical Resources. Although impacts would be slightly less 
under this alternative when compared to the CPU, strict adherence to the Mitigation 
Framework would still be required to reduce potential impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

10.2.2.6 Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials 

Impacts under this category resulting from implementation of the Reduced Biological 
Impacts Alternative would be similar to those associated with the CPU. Despite the reduction 
in developable land under this alternative, resulting in increased in open space areas, 
development and grading under this alternative would still occur relative to residential, 
commercial and industrial land uses, and therefore, impacts associated with hazardous 
sites, substances, health hazards, wildfire hazards and aircraft hazards would be similar or 
slightly less than the CPU.  However, strict compliance with all applicable local, state, and 
federal regulations and implementation of the Mitigation Framework would preclude the 
potential for impacts under both this alternative and the CPU. 



10.2.2.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would reduce the extent and intensity of development through greater 
preservation of open space, and therefore, would incrementally reduce the impacts to 
hydrology and water quality.  Despite this reduction, future development under both the 
Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative and the CPU would still be required to comply with 
existing local, state and federal regulations relative to runoff and water quality. Therefore, 
strict compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations and implementation 
of the Mitigation Framework would preclude the potential for impacts under both this 
alternative and the CPU. 

10.2.2.8 Geology/Soils 

The potential impacts associated with geology and soils resulting from implementation of the 
Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would be similar to those identified for the CPU.  As 
with the CPU, implementation of the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative has the 
potential to result in significant impacts related to geologic hazards associated with unstable 
conditions related to compressible soils, landslides, seismicity (faults), and expansive soils. 
Despite this reduction in developable area future development under both the Reduced 
Biological Impacts Alternative and the CPU would still be required to comply with existing 
local, state and federal regulations relative to engineering design and construction in areas 
where unstable or unsuitable soils have been identified. Therefore, strict compliance with all 
applicable local, state, and federal regulations and implementation of the Mitigation 
Framework would preclude the potential for impacts under both this alternative and the CPU. 

10.2.2.9 Energy Conservation 

Development under the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would reduce the energy 
demand from that described for the CPU. The reduced development intensity in the 
residential area, community commercial, and industrial/business park area would result in a 
decreased energy demand as there would be a smaller population within the CPU area. 
Similar to the CPU, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would not result in the use of 
excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy during construction.  Also, this 
alternative, like the CPU, is not anticipated to result in a need for new electrical systems or 
require substantial alteration of existing utilities, which would create physical impacts. Based 
on the program-level analysis of both the CPU and the Reduced Biological Impacts 
Alternative, impacts associated with energy use would be similar, although slightly less 
under this alternative, and less than significant.  

10.2.2.10 Noise 

Noise impacts resulting from implementation of the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative 
would be similar to those identified for the CPU relative to stationary noise sources.  Similar 



areas of collocation would occur under the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative because 
the IBT land use designation is included, and, therefore, the potential for noise sensitive land 
uses to be exposed to excessive noise would be similar as under the CPU. 

Noise impacts associated with traffic resulting from implementation of the Reduced 
Biological Impacts Alternative would be incrementally less than those identified for the CPU 
because of the reduced land use intensity and likely incrementally reduced traffic volumes 
on the CPU area roadways.  Stationary and traffic-related noise impacts would still likely be 
significant and unavoidable for the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, as for the CPU.   

10.2.2.11 Paleontological Resources 

Impacts to paleontological resources associated with development under the Reduced 
Biological Impacts Alternative would be slightly less than under the CPU because of the 
reduced acreage which would be graded. This reduced grading into sensitive formations 
would reduce the potential impacts to paleontological resources. It should be noted however, 
that under both this alternative and the CPU future development in areas designated for 
commercial and industrial uses on properties that have not been previously graded, or have 
been graded but have not otherwise developed, would be subject to review in accordance 
with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial). For these project types 
that are consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the supplemental regulations 
for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that are no paleontological fossil resources present 
on the project site; the project can be processed ministerially and would not be subject to 
further environmental review under CEQA. This requires submittal of a Paleontological 
Letter prepared by a qualified paleontologist in accordance with the City’s Paleontological 
Resources Guidelines. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A 
supplemental regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ 
Type B and the Mitigation Framework for Paleontological Resources. Although impacts 
would be slightly less under this alternative when compared to the CPU, strict adherence to 
the Mitigation Framework would still be required to reduce potential impacts to below a level 
of significance. 

10.2.2.12 Traffic/Circulation 

Impacts associated with the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative are addressed 
qualitatively in this analysis.  Under the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative a greater 
area would be preserved as open space than under the CPU, resulting in a decrease in the 
number of potential residential dwelling units and the amount of areas designated for 
community commercial and industrial/business park development. Because of the reduction 
in the total number of dwelling units as well areas designated for community commercial and 
industrial square-footage, the total number of ADT’s would be reduced when compared to 
the CPU. This would result in fewer impacts relative to traffic capacity, access and circulation 
than would occur under the CPU.  However, due to the changes in land use and increased 



intensity of development relative to the existing condition, it is anticipated that the Reduced 
Biological Impacts Alternative like the CPU would still result in traffic/circulation and capacity 
impacts, which would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Traffic hazards and circulation and access impacts for the Reduced Biological Impacts 
Alternative would be similar to those for the CPU, as both would be subject to the City’s 
Street Design Manual and General Plan policies. Pedestrian orientation would be similarly 
emphasized under the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative; therefore, it is not anticipated 
to result in a significant impact relative to alternative transportation.  For the Reduced 
Biological Impacts Alternative traffic hazards and alternative transportation impacts would be 
less than significant, similar to the CPU.    

10.2.2.13 Public Services 

Impacts to public services resulting from implementation of the Reduced Biological Impacts 
Alternative would be similar, although slightly less than those identified for the CPU, as the 
Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would decrease the projected population. As such, 
the demand for new facilities would be slightly less under this alternative.  Impacts related to 
construction of new facilities under the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would be 
considered at the time site-specific design plans are available at the project-level, similar to 
the CPU; therefore, this alternative would not result in a significant impact, similar to the 
CPU. 

10.2.2.14 Utilities 

Like the CPU, albeit to a lesser extent, buildout of the Reduced Biological Impacts 
Alternative would increase the demand for water, wastewater and recycled water services. 
Improvements to water and recycled water systems have been previously identified in 
master planning documents.  No additional facilities would be necessitated as a result of 
buildout of the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative. The physical impacts from these 
improvements would be evaluated under CEQA as they are required to be implemented. 
Therefore, impacts associated with water and recycled water system improvements would 
be less than significant at the program-level.  

Like the CPU, buildout of the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would not directly 
result in the need for a new landfill.  However, compliance with the Storage, Recycling, and 
C&D ordinances alone would result in only a 40 percent diversion rate within the CPU area. 
As with the CPU, future subsequent development projects (that meet the threshold) would 
be required to prepare a waste management plan with site-specific waste reduction 
measures in order to meet the State-mandated 75 percent diversion rate.  Because all future 
projects within the CPU area may not be required to prepare a waste management plan or 
may not reduce project-level waste management impacts below a level of significance, the 
Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative cannot be guaranteed, at the program-level, to meet 



the 75 percent diversion requirement. Therefore, direct impacts associated with solid waste 
would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the CPU.  

Additionally, under this alternative like the CPU, future projects would be required to design 
and build storm water infrastructure systems to accommodate new development within the 
CPU area; however, under this alternative less area would be available for development and 
therefore, less biological impacts would result. Although the specific location and design 
details for future storm water infrastructure improvements are unknown at this time and all 
projects would be reviewed for consistency with the City’s Storm Water Standards and 
designed satisfactory to the City Engineer. Therefore, strict adherence to existing storm 
water regulations, conformance with General Plan and CPU policies, and implementation of 
the Mitigation Framework which requires future review under CEQA would assure that 
impacts associated with the need for an construction of future storm water infrastructure 
under both this alternative and the CPU would be less than significant.  

10.2.2.15 Water Supply 

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, like the CPU, is consistent with water demand 
assumptions included in the regional water resource planning documents of the SDCWA 
and MWD. Appendices M-1 and M-2 (Water Supply Assessment Reports) demonstrate that 
there would be sufficient water to supply future development in accordance with the CPU.  
Because the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would yield fewer units than the CPU, 
there would be adequate water supply for this alternative, and impacts would be less than 
significant and therefore, similar to the CPU.   

10.2.2.16 Population and Housing 

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would result in a reduction in the number of 
dwelling units within the Southwest Village relative to the CPU, and fewer square-feet of 
Community Commercial and IBT uses. Like the CPU, the Reduced Biological Impacts 
Alternative would create mixed-use village centers where residential uses would be 
integrated with employment and commercial uses, but with a lesser intensity of residential 
uses than under the CPU. Thus, the population and economic prosperity goals and 
objectives of both the General Plan, and SANDAG’s RCP would be achieved.  Neither the 
Reduced Biological Impact Alternative, nor the CPU would result in substantial, 
unanticipated population growth or conflict with the City’s affordable housing regulations.  
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant under both the Reduced Biological Impact 
alternative and the CPU.   



10.2.2.17 Agriculture/Mineral Resources 

a. Agriculture 

The adopted Community Plan does not designate land for agricultural land uses, thus no 
planned long-term agriculture would be eliminated upon full build out of either the CPU or 
the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative.  Thus, both this alternative and the CPU would 
result in less than significant impacts to agriculture.  

b. Mineral Resources 

There are no regionally significant MRZ-2 areas within the CPU area. The Reduced 
Biological Impacts Alternative would result in reduced grading relative to the CPU, thus there 
are no significant mineral resources that would be impacted under this alternative.  
Therefore, both the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative and the CPU would result in less 
than significant impacts to mineral resources. 

10.2.2.18 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Like the CPU, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would introduce higher density 
residential and commercial land use designations, as well as several new mixed-use and 
industrial land use designations.  However, GHG emissions associated with the Reduced 
Biological Impacts Alternative would be less than those associated with the CPU, because of 
the greater preservation of open space/reduced intensity of development and fewer 
associated ADT.  While future development proposals would be required to implement GHG 
emission reduction measures under both the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative and 
the CPU, buildout in either case would result in impacts associated with the contribution of 
GHG emissions to cumulative statewide emissions that would be considered significant and 
unavoidable at the program-level.  

10.2.2.19 Conclusion Regarding the Reduced Biological Impacts 
Alternative 

Implementation of the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would reduce but not avoid 
any of the identified significant and unavoidable impacts of the CPU (i.e., air quality [criteria 
pollutants, sensitive receptors - stationary sources/collocation], noise [traffic, construction, 
and stationary sources], traffic/circulation [capacity], utilities [solid waste], and greenhouse 
gas emissions).   

However, this alternative would generate fewer ADT due to the greater preservation of open 
space/reduced amount of residential development within the Southwest Specific Plan Area 
and reduced amount of development within areas designated as Community Commercial 
and IBT.  Thus, impacts from traffic congestion (such as, air quality, noise, and greenhouse 
gas emissions) would be incrementally reduced when compared to the CPU.  Also, this 



alternative proposes a greater amount of open space than the CPU, and therefore, would 
result in less grading and ground disturbance than the CPU.  Therefore, this alternative 
would further reduce impacts to biological resources, historical resources, hydrology/water 
quality, human health/public safety/hazardous materials, utilities (including solid waste), and 
paleontological resources.    

Although significant and mitigated under both this alternative and the CPU, impacts 
associated with wildfire hazards may be slightly increased under the Reduced Biological 
Impacts Alternative due to the greater amount of natural open space in proximity to 
development.   

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative generally meets the CPU objectives.  The 
alternative preserves more area in open space and in turn reduces the extent of residential 
development, within areas designated for Community Commercial, and industrial/business 
park development.  This would not however, preclude this alternative from meeting General 
Plan and Community Plan goals relative to mixed-use, transit-oriented communities, but 
would not accommodate anticipated population growth to the same extent as the CPU.     

10.2.3 Reduced Density Alternative 
The Reduced Density Alternative would convert the IBT land use designation to “Light 
Industrial” and reduce the permitted residential densities within both the Southwest Specific 
Plan Area and Central Village Area (Figure 10-3).     

The IBT land use designation combines the uses permitted in both Business Park and Light 
Industrial designations and would allow for single- and multi-tenant office, research and 
development, in addition to those uses permitted in the Light Industrial designation. Under 
the CPU, the IBT would be applied in portions of the community adjacent to the border, 
POE, or areas in transition to higher intensity industries.  Under the Reduced Density 
Alternative, areas designated as IBT would instead be designated as Light industrial, 
thereby excluding business park use types, which would serve to reduce the trip generation 
rates in these areas. 

Under this alternative, the maximum number of permitted residential units within the 
Southwest Specific Plan Area would be reduced from 5,880 to 3,850.  The maximum 
number of permitted residential units within the Central Village would be reduced from 5,246 
to 1,940.  The permitted densities under the Reduced Density Alternative are consistent with 
the City of San Diego’s Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Guidelines. Densities under 
this alternative are assigned based on proximity to future transit (i.e., areas closest to transit 
would have a density of 25 du's/ac; areas slightly further away would have a density of 
12/ac, and areas well beyond transit service would have a density of 7/ac). 
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Buildout projections for the Reduced Density Alternative compared to the CPU are shown 
below in Table 10-4.  

TABLE 10-4 
COMPARISON OF REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE WITH CPU  

 
Land Use Categories Reduced Density Alternative1 CPU2 

Residential 803 ac/ 
13,438 du 

802 ac/ 
18,774 du 

Commercial 284 ac/ 
3,917,000 sq. ft.3 

302 ac/ 
3,917,000 sq. ft.3 

Village Centers 560 ac/ 
5,790 

560ac/ 
11,126 du 

Industrial 
2,510 ac/ 

54,461,000 sq. ft.3 

(No IBT) 

2,510 ac/ 
54,461,000 sq. ft.3,4 

(IBT with CPIOZ) 
Institutional 1,120 ac 1,120 ac 
Parks  164 ac 151 ac 
Open Space 2,837 ac 2,833 ac 
Right-of-Way 1,023 ac 1,023 ac 
ADT 910,4351 1,045,0253 
TOTAL 9,301 ac 9,302 ac 

1SOURCE: City of San Diego  
2SOURCE: City of San Diego Draft CPU Land Use Map, September 10, 2013 
3SOURCE: Urban Systems. Transportation Analysis for the OMCPU, June 2012 
ac = acre; du = dwelling unit; sq. ft. = square feet. 
4Industrial Uses under the CPU include Heavy and Light industrial, IBT and Business Park land use 
categories 

 

10.2.3.1 Land Use 

The Reduced Density Alterative would convert all IBT designated lands to Light Industrial, 
thereby reducing potential impacts associated with the adjacency of nonindustrial and 
industrial uses. However, some beneficial features of the CPU would not occur.  These 
include new specific land use designations (e.g., International Business and Trade and 
Business Park – Residential Permitted).  As such, the goals and objectives of both the CPU 
and the General Plan would not be achieved to the same extent as under the CPU.  Impacts 
associated with the City’s MHPA Adjacency Guidelines would be similar under both this 
alternative and the CPU.  Additionally, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in 
buildout of fewer dwelling units and less commercial/retail and industrial acreage, and 
therefore, allow for less grading or ground disturbing activity, which would reduce conflicts 
with the purpose and intent of the ESL Regulations and the Historical Resources 
Regulations of the LDC when compared to the CPU.  As with the CPU, this alternative would 
result in significant impacts associated with biological and historical resources which would 
be reduced to below a level of significance at the program level with implementation of the 
Mitigation Framework which requires regulatory compliance with the LDC and all applicable 
standards and guidelines. Therefore, impacts related to Land Use compliance under this 
alternative would be similar to or less then the CPU. 



10.2.3.2 Landform Alteration/Visual Quality 

Within the primarily developed western third of the CPU area, the Reduced Density 
Alternative would result in roughly the same visual quality impacts as the CPU.  This is 
because the residential land use patterns in the Reduced Density Alternative would be 
similar to the CPU, although residential land uses would be constructed to a higher intensity 
under the CPU within the southwest quadrant as compared to the Reduced Density Project 
Alternative.  However, unlike the CPU, the Reduced Density Alternative would not allow for 
the collocation of light industrial and business park uses within the eastern industrial areas, 
as no IBT land use designation would occur under this alternative.  The CPU would ensure 
the compatibility of development with the IBT through implementation of the CPIOZ.  
Therefore, from an overall visual perspective of the built out community, the aesthetic 
impacts under this alternative would be similar to those identified for the CPU.   

10.2.3.3 Air Quality/Odor 

Overall, the Reduced Density Alternative would construct fewer residences than the CPU 
and would not allow for the IBT land use designation, thereby generating approximately 
100,000 fewer trips when compared to the CPU.  In addition, under the Reduced Density 
Alternative, village centers with transit stations would still be created, but at a lesser 
intensity.  As such, the goals of reducing trips and air emissions contained in the City of 
Villages strategy would be achieved under the Reduced Density Alternative, albeit to a 
lesser extent than under the CPU. 

Like the CPU, the Reduced Density Alternative would not be consistent with the adopted 
community plan land use designations upon which the RAQS and SIP were based; however, 
the changes in the land uses under both this alternative and the CPU would result in 
reduced traffic, and in turn, fewer emissions than under the adopted Community Plan.  
Therefore, neither the Reduced Density Alternative nor the CPU would obstruct or conflict 
with the implementation of the San Diego RAQS or applicable portions of the SIP, and 
impacts would be the same for both.  

Impacts associated with both construction and operational emissions of criteria pollutants 
under the Reduced Density Alternative would be less than those identified for the CPU.  
Under the Reduced Density Alternative, total ROG, NOx, CO, SO, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions 
would be less than emissions under the CPU.  The Reduced Density Alternative would 
include a similar number of industrial uses (stationary emission sources), and truck traffic 
(diesel emissions), and fewer ADT volume than the CPU.  Therefore, by comparison, the 
Reduced Density Alternative would result in fewer impacts than the CPU relative to air 
quality.  Despite the reduction in ADT under this alternative, development would still occur 
relative to residential, commercial and industrial land uses, and therefore, impacts 
associated with stationary sources and collocation (air toxics) would remain significant and 
unavoidable as with the CPU. 



10.2.3.4 Biological Resources 

The Reduced Density Alternative would have a similar development footprint as the CPU.  
Therefore, the extent of biological impacts from the Reduced Density Alternative would be 
similar to that under the CPU, as the amount of preserved open space and extent of 
disturbance from future development would be approximately the same. The types of 
impacts to sensitive resources, habitat, and species also would be similar. As with the CPU, 
projects implemented under this alternative that are consistent with the CPU, base zone 
regulations and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that 
are no biological resources present on the project site; the project can be processed 
ministerially and would not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA. This 
requires submittal of a focused Biological Survey prepared by a qualified biologist in 
accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines. Development proposals that do not comply 
with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations would be subject to discretionary review in 
accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation Framework for Biological Resources. Like 
the CPU, strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework would still be required to reduce 
potential impacts to below a level of significance. 

10.2.3.5 Historical Resources 

Since the CPU area includes known historical and prehistoric resources (see Section 5.5), 
future development has the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to 
cultural or historical resources for both the Reduced Density Alternative and the CPU.  As 
with the CPU, implementation of this alternative would require adherence to all applicable, 
federal, state, and local regulations regarding the protection of historical resources, as 
further described in Section 5.5. The extent of impacts to historical resources resulting from 
implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would be similar to those identified for 
the CPU because the extent and areas of disturbance by development would be generally 
the same, only the land use designation would change.   

As with the CPU, implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would result in 
potentially significant impacts related to historical resources at the program-level. It should 
be noted however, that under both this alternative and the CPU future development in areas 
designated for commercial and industrial uses on properties that have not been previously 
graded, or have been graded but have not otherwise developed, would be subject to review 
in accordance with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial). For these 
project types that are consistent with the OMCP, base zone regulations and the 
supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that are no archaeological 
resources present on the project site; the project can be processed ministerially and would 
not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA. This requires submittal of an 
Archaeological Survey prepared by a qualified archaeologist in accordance with the City’s 
Historical Resources Guidelines. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ 
Type A supplemental regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance 



with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation Framework for Historical Resources. As such, future 
development proposals implementing this alternative or the CPU would be required to 
incorporate the Mitigation Framework for Historical Resources adopted in conjunction with 
the certification of this PEIR. With adherence to the Mitigation Framework, the program-level 
impacts related to prehistoric or historical archaeological sites would be reduced to below a 
level of significance. 

10.2.3.6 Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials 

Because the Reduced Density Alternative would segregate non-industrial land use from 
industrial uses to a greater extent than under the CPU through eliminating the IBT, the risk 
of exposure to hazardous materials would be slightly less under this alternative, although the 
development footprint for the land uses under this alternative would remain the same.   The 
identification and treatment of hazardous materials within the CPU area relative to this 
alternative would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations regarding hazardous materials siting, assessment, and remediation. Strict 
compliance with all applicable regulations would preclude the potential for impacts under 
both this alternative and the CPU. 

The Reduced Density Alternative and the CPU would have similar development footprints, 
and therefore, would be subject to similar hazards related to wildfires.  Wildfire hazard 
impacts would be significant, but would still be subject to the same regulations for 
compliance as with the CPU. Impacts under this category resulting from implementation of 
the Reduced Density Alternative would be similar to those associated with the CPU. 
Development and grading would still occur relative to residential, commercial and industrial 
land uses, and therefore, impacts associated with hazardous sites, substances, health 
hazards, wildfire hazards and aircraft hazards would be similar or slightly less than the CPU. 
However, strict compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations and 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework would preclude the potential for impacts under 
both this alternative and the CPU. 

10.2.3.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Although the residential densities and industrial use categories for the Reduced Density 
Alternative differ slightly from the CPU, the area to be developed is roughly similar.  The 
Reduced Density Alternative would preserve a similar amount of open space as with the 
CPU; therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts associated with hydrology, 
flooding and water quality.  Despite this reduction, future development under both the 
Reduced Density Alternative and the CPU would still be required to comply with existing 
local, state and federal regulations relative to runoff and water quality. Therefore, strict 
compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations and implementation of the 
Mitigation Framework would preclude the potential for impacts under both this alternative 
and the CPU.  



10.2.3.8 Geology/Soils 

Impacts associated with geology and soils resulting from implementation of the Reduced 
Density Alternative would be similar to those identified for the CPU.  As with the CPU, 
implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative has the potential to result in significant 
impacts related to geologic hazards associated with unstable conditions related to 
compressible soils, landslides, seismicity (faults), and expansive soils. Future development 
under both the Reduced Density Alternative and the CPU would be required to comply with 
all applicable local, state, and federal regulations relative to engineering design and 
construction. Therefore, strict compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal 
regulations and implementation of the Mitigation Framework would preclude the potential for 
impacts under both this alternative and the CPU. 

10.2.3.9 Energy Conservation 

Development under the Reduced Density Alternative would result in less energy demand for 
both electricity and natural gas when compared to the CPU, because fewer residential units 
would be constructed.  Similar to the CPU, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result 
in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy during construction.  Also, 
this alternative, like the CPU, is not anticipated to result in a need for new electrical systems 
or require substantial alteration of existing utilities, which would create physical impacts. 
Based on the program-level analysis of both the CPU and the Reduced Density Alternative, 
impacts associated with energy use would be similar, although slightly less under the 
Reduced Density Alternative, and less than significant. 

10.2.3.10 Noise 

Noise impacts resulting from implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would be 
less than those identified for the CPU relative to stationary noise sources.  Fewer areas of 
collocation would occur under the Reduced Density Alternative because no IBT land use 
designation is included, and, therefore, the potential for noise sensitive land uses to be 
exposed to excessive noise would be less than under the CPU.   

Implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would result in less traffic, thereby 
resulting in less traffic-related noise than would occur under the CPU.  Therefore, existing 
sensitive receptors may experience fewer noise impacts from transportation-related noise 
sources under the Reduced Density Alternative.  Stationary and traffic-related noise impacts 
would still likely be significant and unavoidable for the Reduced Density Alternative, as 
anticipated for the CPU.   



10.2.3.11 Paleontological Resources 

As discussed in Section 5.11 (Paleontological Resources), future development has the 
potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to paleontological fossil 
resources for both the Reduced Density Alternative and the CPU.  As with the CPU, 
implementation of this alternative would require adherence to all applicable guidelines 
further described in Section 5.11. The extent of impacts to paleontological resources 
resulting from implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would be similar to those 
identified for the CPU because the extent and areas of disturbance by development would 
be generally the same, only the land use designation would change.  As with the CPU, 
implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would result in potentially significant 
impacts related to paleontological resources at the program-level. It should be noted 
however, that under both this alternative and the CPU future development in areas 
designated for commercial and industrial uses on properties that have not been previously 
graded, or have been graded but have not otherwise developed, would be subject to review 
in accordance with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A (ministerial). For these 
project types that are consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the supplemental 
regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that are no paleontological resources 
present on the project site; the project can be processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further environmental review under CEQA. This requires submittal of a 
Paleontological Letter prepared by a qualified paleontologist in accordance with the City’s 
Paleontology Guidelines. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A 
supplemental regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ 
Type B and the Mitigation Framework for Paleontological Resources. As for the CPU, strict 
adherence to the Mitigation Framework would still be required to reduce potential impacts to 
below a level of significance. 

10.2.3.12 Traffic/Circulation 

Impacts associated with the Reduced Density Alternative are addressed qualitatively in this 
analysis.  According to data generated by the City, the Reduced Density Alternative would 
generate approximately 135,000 fewer trips than the CPU.  This would result in fewer 
impacts relative to traffic capacity, access and circulation than would occur under the CPU.  
However, due to the changes in land use and increased intensity of development relative to 
the existing condition, it is anticipated that the Reduced Density Alternative like the CPU 
would result in traffic/circulation and capacity impacts, which would remain significant and 
unavoidable   

Traffic hazards and circulation and access impacts for the Reduced Density Alternative 
would be similar to those for the CPU. Pedestrian orientation would be similarly emphasized 
under the Reduced Density Alternative, which is based on TOD guidelines; therefore, it is 
not anticipated to result in a significant impact relative to alternative transportation.  



Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative traffic hazards and alternative transportation 
impacts would be less than significant and similar to the CPU.   

10.2.3.13 Public Services 

The demand for law enforcement, fire protection, educational services, libraries, and parks 
resulting from implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would be similar, although 
slightly less than those identified for the CPU, as there would be a smaller buildout resident 
population.  As such, the demand for new facilities would be slightly less under this 
alternative.  Impacts related to construction of new facilities under the Reduced Density 
Alternative would be considered at the time site-specific design plans are available at the 
project-level, similar to the CPU; therefore, this alternative would not result in a significant 
impact, similar to the CPU.   

10.2.3.14 Utilities 

Like the CPU, buildout of the Reduced Density Alternative would increase the demand for 
water, wastewater and recycled water services, but to a lesser extent. Improvements to 
water and recycled water systems have been previously identified in master planning 
documents.  No additional facilities would be necessitated as a result of buildout of the 
Reduced Density Alternative. The physical impacts from these improvements would be 
evaluated under CEQA once site-specific design plans are available. Therefore, impacts 
associated with water and recycled water system improvements would be less than 
significant at the program-level.  

Like the CPU, buildout of the Reduced Density Alternative would not directly result in the 
need for a new landfill.  However, compliance with the Storage, Recycling, and C&D 
ordinances alone would result in only a 40 percent diversion rate within the CPU area. As 
with the CPU, future subsequent development projects (that meet the threshold) would be 
required to prepare a waste management plan with site-specific waste reduction measures 
in order to meet the State-mandated 75 percent diversion rate.  Because all future projects 
within the CPU area may not be required to prepare a waste management plan or may not 
reduce project-level waste management impacts below a level of significance, the Reduced 
Density Alternative cannot be guaranteed, at the program-level, to meet the 75 percent 
diversion requirement.  Direct impacts associated with solid waste would be significant and 
unavoidable at the program-level, similar to the CPU.  

Additionally, under this alternative like the CPU, future projects would be required to design 
and build storm water infrastructure systems to accommodate new development within the 
CPU area. Under this alternative, although the development footprint would remain the 
same, the IBT land use designation would convert to Light Industrial and permitted 
residential densities would be reduced; storm water infrastructure would still be required.  



Although the specific location and design details for future storm water infrastructure 
improvements are unknown at this time, all projects would be reviewed for consistency with 
the City’s Storm Water Standards and designed satisfactory to the City Engineer. Therefore, 
strict adherence to existing storm water regulations, conformance with General Plan and 
CPU policies, and implementation of the Mitigation Framework which requires future review 
under CEQA would assure that impacts associated with the need for construction of future 
storm water infrastructure under both this alternative and the CPU would be less than 
significant.  

10.2.3.15 Water Supply 

The Reduced Density Alternative, like the CPU, is consistent with water demand 
assumptions included in the regional water resource planning documents of the SDCWA 
and MWD. Appendices M-2 and M-3 (Water Supply Assessment Reports) demonstrate that 
there would be sufficient water to supply future development in accordance with the CPU.  
Because the Reduced Density Alternative would convert one land use designation to a less 
intense use category and yield fewer units than the CPU, there would be adequate water 
supply under this alternative and therefore, impacts would be less than significant.   

10.2.3.16 Population and Housing 

The Reduced Density Alternative would result in buildout of fewer dwelling units (13,438 
dwelling units) relative to the CPU (18,774).  Like the CPU, the Reduced Density Alternative 
would create mixed-use village centers where residential uses would be integrated with 
employment and commercial uses, but with less intensity of residential uses than under the 
CPU. Thus, the population and economic prosperity goals and objectives of both the 
General Plan, and SANDAG’s RCP would be achieved.  Neither the Reduced Density 
Alternative, nor the CPU would result in substantial, unanticipated population growth or 
conflict with the City’s affordable housing regulations.  As with the CPU, this alternative 
would be growth accommodating, rather than growth inducing and therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant under both the Reduced Density Alternative and the CPU.   

10.2.3.17 Agriculture/Mineral Resources 

a. Agriculture 

The adopted Community Plan does not designate land for agricultural land uses, thus no 
planned long-term agriculture would be eliminated upon full build out of either the CPU or 
the Reduced Density Alternative.  Therefore, both the Reduced Density Alternative and the 
CPU would result in less than significant impacts to agriculture.    



b. Mineral Resources 

The Reduced Density Alternative would have a similar grading footprint as the CPU, thus 
there are no significant mineral resources that would be impacted under this alternative.  
Therefore, both the Reduced Density Alternative and the CPU would result in less than 
significant impacts to mineral resources. 

10.2.3.18 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Like the CPU, the Reduced Density Alternative would introduce higher density residential 
and commercial land use designations, as well as several new mixed-use and industrial land 
use designations, which would in turn, reduce VMT, as compared to the No Project 
Alternative.  However, GHG emissions associated with the Reduced Density Alternative 
would be less than those associated with the CPU, because of the reduced intensity of 
development, fewer residential units, and fewer associated ADT.  While future development 
proposals would be required to implement GHG emission reduction measures under both 
the Reduced Density Alternative and the CPU, buildout in either case would result in impacts 
associated with the contribution of GHG emissions to cumulative statewide emissions that 
would be considered significant and unavoidable at the program-level. 

10.2.3.19 Conclusion Regarding the Reduced Density 
Alternative 

Implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would not avoid any of the significant 
and unavoidable impacts of the CPU (i.e., air quality [criteria pollutants, sensitive receptors - 
stationary sources/collocation], noise [traffic, construction and stationary sources], 
traffic/circulation [capacity], utilities [solid waste], and greenhouse gas emissions). However, 
this alternative would generate fewer ADT due to the reduced intensity of residential 
development within the villages, and thus impacts from traffic congestion (such as, air 
quality, noise, and greenhouse gas emissions) would be incrementally reduced from the 
CPU.  Impacts associated with hazardous materials would be slightly less under the 
Reduced Density Alternative due to the removal of the IBT land use designation.   

The Reduced Density Alternative generally meets project objectives. The alternative 
replaces the IBT land use designation with light industrial, which is more restrictive, and 
therefore, does not allow for a full range of industrial uses.  The IBT designation better 
implements General Plan and CPU goals relative to a subregional employment center. 

The Reduced Density Alternative also lessens the intensity of residential development within 
both villages.  Greater density within the village areas, such as that proposed under the 
CPU, better implements General Plan and CPU goals for compact communities, a wider 
range of housing types, affordability, greater transit opportunities, etc.  The Reduced Density 
alternative would allow for more suburban-type development, which could be more auto-
centric, and contribute to, rather than reduce GHG impacts. 



Additionally, although this alternative would reduce density; the development footprint within 
the CPU would remain generally the same, and therefore, result in similar areas requiring 
grading and ground disturbance as with the CPU.  Therefore, this alternative would have 
similar, or in some cases less impacts to biological resources, historical resources, 
hydrology/water quality, human health/public safety/hazardous materials, utilities (including 
solid waste), and paleontological resources depending on the location and development 
footprint. As with the CPU, strict adherence to the applicable Mitigation Framework for each 
issue area would reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance.    

10.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify which alternative 
is the environmentally superior alternative. If the No Project Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also identify which of the other 
alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and the analysis 
further detailed in Section 10 of the PEIR, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would 
be considered environmentally superior because it would preserve more open space and, 
therefore, result in fewer impacts to biological, archaeological, and paleontological 
resources; hydrology/water quality; human health/public safety/hazardous materials, and 
utilities (including solid waste),  resulting from a decrease in developable land that could be 
graded. It also would reduce (but not avoid) the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
CPU (i.e., air quality (criteria pollutants, sensitive receptors - stationary sources/collocation), 
noise (traffic, construction and stationary sources), traffic/circulation (capacity), utilities (solid 
waste), and greenhouse gas emissions.   
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11.0 Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program 

Section 21081.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that a mitigation, monitoring, and 
reporting program be adopted upon certification of an EIR to ensure that the mitigation 
measures are implemented. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program specifies what 
the mitigation is, the entity responsible for monitoring the program, and when in the process 
it should be accomplished. 

The CPU is described in this PEIR. The PEIR, incorporated herein as referenced, focused 
on issues determined to be potentially significant by the City. The issues addressed in the 
PEIR include land use; transportation/circulation; air quality/odor; agriculture/mineral 
resources; noise; historical resources; visual effects/neighborhood character; human 
health/public safety/hazardous materials; hydrology/water quality; water supply; population 
and housing; utilities; public services; geology/soils; paleontological resources; energy 
conservation; biological resources; and greenhouse gas emissions.  

Public Resources Code section 21081.6 requires monitoring of only those impacts identified 
as significant or potentially significant. After analysis, potentially significant impacts requiring 
mitigation were identified for land use; air quality; biological resources; historical resources; 
human health/public safety/hazardous materials; hydrology/water quality; geology/soils; 
noise; paleontological resources; transportation/circulation; utilities; and greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

The environmental analysis resulted in the identification of a mitigation framework which would 
reduce potentially significant impacts, but not to below a level of significance for all 
environmental issue areas noted above. Specifically, mitigation measures for significant 
impacts related to air quality (criteria pollutants, stationary sources/collocation), 
transportation/circulation, noise (traffic/stationary sources/construction), utilities (solid 
waste), and greenhouse gas emissions were identified, but impacts  at the program-level 
remains significant and unavoidable, even with adherence to the Mitigation Framework. 

The mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the CPU is under the jurisdiction of the 
City and other agencies as specified in below. The mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program for the CPU addresses only the issue areas identified above as significant. The 
following is an overview of the mitigation monitoring and reporting program to be completed 
for the CPU. 



11.1 Land Use 

11.1.1 Regulation Consistency 

a.  Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

Impact  

The development footprint of the CPU would encroach into sensitive ESL areas.  Future 
public and private development proposals would be required to comply with the ESL 
Regulations or process a Site Development Permit in order to deviate from the regulations.  
Additionally, all subsequent discretionary projects would be subject to review in accordance 
with CEQA. At which time, appropriate site-specific mitigation in accordance with the 
Mitigation Framework LU-2 and BIO-1 through BIO-5-4 would be identified for impacts to 
sensitive biological resources covered under the ESL regulations.  For other resource areas 
covered under the ESL regulations, such as steep hillsides and floodplains, future projects 
would be designed to ensure compliance with the supplemental regulations and any other 
regulatory requirements to ensure that no impacts would occur. The CPU also includes 
several policies (see Table 5.4-5) which aim to reduce impacts to sensitive and other 
resources covered under the ESL regulations as well as development regulations required 
for projects within areas covered by CPIOZ Type A, which address sensitive biological 
resources.  Future projects would be required to comply with the above regulations, policies, 
and mitigation. Therefore, at the program-level the CPU would not be in conflict with the 
purpose and intent of the ESL regulations and potential impacts would be below a level of 
significance.    

Mitigation Framework  

LU-1a:  Future development project types that are consistent with the CPU, base zone 
regulations, and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that 
there are no biological resources present on the project site can be processed ministerially 
and would not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA. Development 
proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations shall be 
subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation 
Framework LU-2 and BIO 1-4 in Section 5-4, Biological Resources. 

b.  Historical Resources Regulations 

Impact  

Given the presence of historical resources distributed throughout the CPU area, 
implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in significant impacts to historical 
resources. The CPU includes several policies aimed to reduce impacts to historical 



resources within the CPU area as well as development regulations required for projects 
within areas covered by CPIOZ Type A which address archaeological resources.  
Additionally, incorporation of the mitigation framework for historical resources contained in 
Section 5.5 would reduce the potential for significant impacts at the project-level.   

Mitigation Framework  

LU-1b: Future development project types that are consistent with the CPU, base zone 
regulations, and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that 
there are no archaeological resources present on the project site can be processed 
ministerially and would not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA. 
Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations 
shall be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation 
Framework HIST-1 in Section 5-5, Historical Archaeological Resources. 

11.1.2 Environmental Plan Consistency 

a.  MHPA/Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

Impact  

Potential indirect impacts would be evaluated at the project-level for consistency with the 
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.  Implementation of the CPU would introduce land 
uses adjacent to MHPA which would potentially result in a significant impact at the program-
level.  

Mitigation Framework  

Mitigation for direct impacts to sensitive vegetation, wetlands, and vernal pools from 
construction of community plan circulation/mobility element roads, collector streets essential 
for area circulation, and necessary maintenance/emergency access roads within the MHPA 
shall be accomplished with implementation of Mitigation Framework measures BIO-1 
through BIO-4. 

Boundary Adjustments 

Potential impacts to MHPA preservation configuration as a result of MHPA boundary 
adjustments shall be addressed through the required MHPA Boundary Line equivalency 
analysis. Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.   

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

MHPA adjacency impacts would be addressed at the project-level.  Projects adjacent to the 
MHPA would incorporate features into the project and/or permit conditions that demonstrate 



compliance with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. To ensure avoidance or 
reduction of potential MHPA impacts resulting from new development adjacent to the MHPA, 
the following Mitigation Framework measures shall be required for all future projects as part 
of the subsequent environmental review and development permit processing: 

LU-2: All subsequent development projects that are implemented in accordance with the 
CPU which is adjacent to designated MHPA areas shall comply with the Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP in terms of land use, drainage, access, toxic substances 
in runoff, lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and brush management 
requirements.  Mitigation measures include, but are not limited to: sufficient buffers and 
design features, barriers (rocks, boulders, signage, fencing, and appropriate vegetation) 
where necessary, lighting directed away from the MHPA, and berms or walls adjacent to 
commercial or industrial areas and any other use that may introduce construction noise or 
noise from future development that could impact or interfere with wildlife utilization of the 
MHPA. The project biologist for each proposed project would identify specific mitigation 
measures needed to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. Subsequent 
environmental review would be required to determine the significance of impacts from land 
use adjacency and compliance with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP. Prior 
to approval of any subsequent development project in an area adjacent to a designated 
MHPA, the City of San Diego shall identify specific conditions of approval in order to avoid or 
to reduce potential impacts to adjacent the MHPA. 

Specific requirements shall include: 

• Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, development areas shall be permanently 
fenced where development is adjacent to the MHPA to deter the intrusion of people 
and/or pets into the MHPA open space areas.  Signage may be installed as an 
additional deterrent to human intrusion as required by the City. 

• The use of structural and nonstructural best management practices (BMPs), 
including sediment catchment devices, shall be required to reduce the potential 
indirect impacts associated with construction to drainage and water quality.  
Drainage shall be directed away from the MHPA or, if not possible, must not drain 
directly into the MHPA. Instead, runoff shall flow into sedimentation basins, grassy 
swales, or mechanical trapping devices prior to draining into the MHPA. Drainage 
shall be shown on the site plan and reviewed satisfactory to the City Engineer.  

• All outdoor lighting adjacent to open space areas shall be shielded to prevent light 
over-spill off-site.  Shielding shall consist of the installation of fixtures that physically 
direct light away from the outer edges of the road or landscaping, berms, or other 
barriers at the edge of development that prevent light over spill. 



• The landscape plan for the project shall contain no exotic plant/invasive species and 
shall include an appropriate mix of native species which shall be used adjacent to 
the MHPA. 

• All manufactured slopes must be included within the development footprint and 
outside the MHPA. 

• All brush management areas shall be shown on the site plan and reviewed and 
approved by the Environmental Designee. Zone 1 brush management areas shall be 
included within the development footprint and outside the MHPA. Brush 
management Zone 2 may be permitted within the MHPA (considered impact neutral) 
but cannot be used as mitigation. Vegetation clearing shall be done consistent with 
City standards and shall avoid/minimize impacts to covered species to the maximum 
extent possible. For all new development, regardless of the ownership, the brush 
management in the Zone 2 area shall be the responsibility of a homeowners 
association or other private party. 

• Access to the MHPA, if any, shall be directed to minimize impacts and shall be 
shown on the site plan and reviewed and approved by the Environmental Designee. 

• Land uses, such as recreation and agriculture, that use chemicals or generate by-
products such as manure, that are potentially toxic or impactive to wildlife, sensitive 
species, habitat, or water quality need to incorporate measures to reduce impacts 
caused by the application and/or drainage of such materials into the MHPA. Such 
measures shall include drainage/detention basins, swales, or holding areas with 
non-invasive grasses or wetland-type native vegetation to filter out the toxic 
materials. Regular maintenance should be provided. Where applicable, this 
requirement shall be incorporated into leases on publicly owned property as leases 
come up for renewal. 

11.2 Air Quality 

11.2.1 Criteria Pollutants 

Impact 

a.  Construction Emissions 

As demonstrated by the analysis of hypothetical projects, air emissions due to construction 
would not exceed the applicable thresholds. However, if several of these projects were to 
occur simultaneously, there is the potential for multiple projects to exceed significance 
thresholds. 



The projects discussed above are illustrative only. Approval of the CPU would not permit the 
construction of any individual project, and no specific development details are available at 
this time. The thresholds presented above are applied on a project-by-project basis and are 
not necessarily intended for assessment of impacts from large or regional plans. The 
information is presented to illustrate the potential scope of air impacts for projects that would 
be developed under the plan. While it is not anticipated that construction activities under the 
CPU would result in significant air quality impacts, as air emissions from the future 
developments within the CPU area cannot be adequately quantified at this time, this impact 
would be significant.  

b. Operational Emissions 

While emissions under the CPU would exceed project-level thresholds, which would 
potentially have a significant air quality impact when compared to the existing condition, the 
CPU would result in lower emissions than the adopted plan.  

The CPU would be consistent with adopted regional air quality improvement plans and 
would represent a decrease in emissions used to develop the SDAPCD RAQS. However, as 
air emissions from the future developments within the CPU area cannot be adequately 
quantified at this time, this impact would be significant. 

Mitigation Framework 

The goals, policies, and recommendations of the City combined with the federal, state, and 
local regulations provide a framework for developing project-level air quality protection 
measures for future discretionary projects. The City’s process for the evaluation of 
discretionary projects includes environmental review and documentation pursuant to CEQA 
as well as an analysis of those projects for consistency with the goals, policies, and 
recommendations of the General Plan and CPU. In general, implementation of the policies in 
the CPU and General Plan would preclude or reduce air quality impacts. Compliance with 
the standards is required of all projects and is not considered to be mitigation. However, it is 
possible that for certain projects, adherence to the regulations would not adequately protect 
air quality, and such projects would require additional measures to avoid or reduce 
significant air quality impacts. These additional measures would be considered mitigation.  

Where mitigation is determined to be necessary and feasible, these measures shall be 
included in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project. 

Mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 shall be implemented to reduce project-level impacts. 
These measures shall be updated, expanded and refined when applied to specific future 
projects based on project-specific design and changes in existing conditions, and local, state 
and federal laws. 



AQ-1:  For projects that would exceed daily construction emissions thresholds established 
by the City of San Diego, best available control measures/technology shall be incorporated 
to reduce construction emissions to below daily emission standards established by the City 
of San Diego. Best available control measures/technology shall include: 

a. Minimizing simultaneous operation of multiple pieces of construction equipment; 

b. Use of more efficient or low pollutant emitting, equipment, e.g. Tier III or IV rated 
equipment; 

c. Use of alternative fueled construction equipment; 

d. Dust control measures for construction sites to minimize fugitive dust, e.g. watering, 
soil stabilizers, and speed limits; and 

e. Minimizing idling time by construction vehicles. 

AQ-2: Development that would significantly impact air quality, either individually or 
cumulatively, shall receive entitlement only if it is conditioned with all reasonable mitigation to 
avoid, minimize, or offset the impact. As a part of this process, future projects shall be 
required to buffer sensitive receptors from air pollution sources through the use of 
landscaping, open space, and other separation techniques. 

11.2.2 Sensitive Receptors 
a. Stationary Sources 

Impact 

The CPU includes industrial uses which could generate air pollutants. Without appropriate 
controls, air emissions associated with planned industrial uses would represent a significant 
adverse air quality impact. 

Any new facility proposed that would have the potential to emit toxic air contaminants would 
be required to evaluate toxic air problems resulting from their facility’s emissions.  

If the facility poses a potentially significant public health risk, the facility would submit a risk 
reduction audit and plan to demonstrate how the facility would reduce health risks. Specific 
project-level design information would be needed to determine stationary source emission 
impacts. Therefore, at the program-level, impacts would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Framework 

AQ-3:  Prior to the issuance of building permits for any new facility that would have the 
potential to emit toxic air contaminants, in accordance with AB 2588, an emissions inventory 



and health risk assessment shall be prepared. If adverse health impacts exceeding public 
notification levels (cancer risk equal to or greater than 10 in 1,000,000; see Section 5-3-5-
1(b & c)) are identified, the facility shall provide public notice to residents located within the 
public notification area and submit a risk reduction audit and plan to the APCD that 
demonstrates how the facility would reduce health risks to less than significant levels within 
five years of the date the plan. 

b. Collocation 

Impact 

The CPU would place residential, commercial, and industrial uses in proximity to one 
another, which would have potential air quality impacts associated with the collocation of 
incompatible land uses, as described in section 5.3.5.1 (d).  Air quality impacts would be 
associated with exposure to pollutants from the operation of the facility, which can include 
DPM emitted by heavy trucks and diesel engines, chromium emitted by chrome platers, and 
perchloroethylene emitted by dry cleaning operations. The CPU contains policies and 
performance standards to avoid and/or reduce potential impacts associated with collocation 
of diverse land uses. Future development projects would be required to comply with the 
collocation policies of the General Plan and CPU, which are necessary to reduce or avoid 
potential air quality impacts. These policies and standards would include but not be limited to 
the special policies and performance standards for residential-industrial interface areas, 
truck circulation, and industrial design, as well as the relevant and mandatory air district, 
state, and federal controls on toxic air emission sources.  While compliance with the CPU 
and General Plan policies, along with local, state, and federal regulations would reduce 
potential impacts, future projects may result in sensitive uses (residential uses, schools, 
parks  being located within the buffer distances of the facilities described in Table 5.3-7, and 
therefore sensitive receptors would be exposed to toxic air emissions. In this case, impacts 
would be significant. 

Mitigation Framework 

AQ-4:  Prior to the issuance of building permits for any project containing a facility identified 
in Table 5.3-7, or locating air quality sensitive receptors closer than the recommended buffer 
distances, future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
prepare a  health risk assessment (HRA) with a Tier I analysis in accordance with APCD 
HRA Guidelines and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air 
Toxics "Hot Spots" Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (APCD 2006; OEHHA 2003).   



All HRAs shall include:  

1. the estimated maximum 70-year lifetime cancer risk,  

2. the estimated maximum non-cancer chronic health hazard index (HHI), and  

3. the estimated maximum non-cancer acute health hazard index (HHI).  

Risk estimates shall each be made for the off-site point of maximum health impact (PMI), the 
maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR), and the maximally exposed individual worker 
(MEIW). The location of each of these receptors shall be specified. The lifetime cancer risk, 
non-cancer chronic and acute health hazard indexes for nearby sensitive receptors shall 
also be reported. Cancer and non-cancer chronic risk estimates shall be based on inhalation 
risks. HRAs shall include estimates of population exposure, including cancer burden, as well 
as cancer and noncancer chronic and acute risk isopleths (contours). The HRA shall identify 
best available control technology (BACT) required to reduce risk to less than 10 in 
1,000,000.  

11.3 Biological Resources 

11.3.1 Sensitive Plants and Animals 

Impact 

Implementation of the CPU has the potential to impact sensitive plant and wildlife species 
directly through the loss of habitat or indirectly by placing development adjacent to MHPA. 
Impacts would be significant. 

Mitigation Framework 

Mitigation is required for impacts that are considered significant under the City of San 
Diego’s Biology Guidelines (2012) and the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance 
Determination Thresholds (2011d). All impacts to sensitive biological resources shall be 
avoided to the maximum extent feasible and minimized when avoidance is not possible. For 
future projects that are consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the 
supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that no biological 
resources are present, the project can be processed ministerially and would not be subject 
to further environmental review under CEQA.  Future development which does not comply 
with CPIOZ Type A shall be subject to review in accordance with CPIOZ B and shall 
implement the Biological Resources Mitigation Framework detailed below. Where impacts 
are not avoidable or cannot be minimized, mitigation shall be required to reduce significant 
impacts to below a level of significance. Mitigation measures typically employed include 
resource avoidance, restoration, or creation of habitat, dedication, or acquisition of habitat, 



or payment into the City of San Diego’s Habitat Acquisition Fund or other City-approved 
mitigation bank.  Mitigation measures shall be determined and implemented at the project-
level. Adherence to the recommendations below is anticipated to minimize impacts to 
sensitive biological resources. 

BIO-1:  To reduce potentially significant impacts that would cause a reduction in the number 
of unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of plants or animals, if 
present within the CPU area, all subsequent projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU shall be analyzed in accordance with the CEQA Significance Thresholds, which require 
that site-specific biological resources surveys be conducted in accordance with City of San 
Diego Biology Guidelines (2012). The locations of any sensitive plant species, including 
listed, rare, and narrow endemic species, as well as the potential for occurrence of any listed 
or rare wildlife species shall be recorded and presented in a biological resources report. 
Based on available habitat within CPU area, focused presence/absence surveys shall be 
conducted in accordance with the biology guidelines and applicable resource agency survey 
protocols to determine the potential for impacts resulting from the future projects on these 
species. Engineering design specifications based on project-level grading and site plans 
shall be incorporated into the  design of future projects to minimize or eliminate direct 
impacts on sensitive plant and wildlife species consistent with the FESA, MBTA, Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act, California Endangered Species Act (CESA), MSCP Subarea 
Plan, and ESL Regulations. 

In addition to the requirements detailed above, specific measures shall be implemented 
when the biological survey results in the identification of Burrowing Owls on the project site.  
Future projects shall be required to conduct a habitat assessment to determine whether or 
not protocol surveys are needed. Should burrowing owl habitat or sign be encountered on or 
within 150 meters of the project site, breeding season surveys shall be conducted. If 
occupancy is determined, site-specific avoidance and mitigation measures shall be 
developed in accordance with the protocol established in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation (CDFW 2012). Measures to avoid and minimize impacts to burrowing owl shall be 
included in a Conceptual Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan which includes take avoidance (pre-
construction) surveys, site surveillance, and the use of buffers, screens, or other measures 
to minimize construction-related impacts.   

Mitigation for Impacts to Sensitive Upland Habitats 

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU resulting in impacts to sensitive 
upland Tier I, II, IIIA, or IIIB habitats shall implement avoidance and minimization measures 
consistent with the City Biology Guidelines and MSCP Subarea Plan and provide suitable 
mitigation in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines (see Table 5.4-7) MSCP Subarea 
Plan.  Future  project-level grading and site plans shall incorporate project design features to 
minimize direct impacts on sensitive vegetation communities including but not limited to 
riparian habitats, wetlands, oak woodlands, and coastal sage scrub consistent with federal, 
state, and City guidelines. Any required mitigation for impacts on sensitive vegetation 



communities shall be outlined in a conceptual mitigation plan following the outline provided 
in the City Biology Guidelines.  

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities shall be implemented at the time 
future development projects are proposed. Project-level analysis shall determine whether the 
impacts are within or outside of the MHPA. Any MHPA boundary adjustments shall be 
processed by the individual project applicants through the City and Wildlife Agencies during 
the early project planning stage.  

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive upland habitats shall occur in accordance with the MSCP 
mitigation ratios as specified within the City’s Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2012a). 
These mitigation ratios are based on Tier level of the vegetation community, the location of 
the impact and the location of the mitigation site(s). For example, impacts to lands inside of 
the MHPA and mitigated outside the MHPA would have the highest mitigation ratio whereas 
impacts to lands outside the MHPA and mitigated inside the MHPA would have the lowest 
mitigation ratio.  

If mobility element roads (i.e., Beyer Boulevard, Airway Road, and Del Sol Boulevard)  
impact existing conserved lands, an additional 1:1 ratio shall be added to the City required 
mitigation ratio in order to replace the lands that were previously preserved as open space. 
Mitigation lands purchased to compensate for impacts to areas within conserved lands shall 
be located in the Otay Mesa area if feasible. 

 



TABLE 5.4-7 
MITIGATION RATIOS FOR IMPACTS TO UPLAND VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

AND LAND COVER TYPES 
 

Tier Habitat Type Mitigation Ratios 
TIER 1 
(rare uplands) 

Southern Foredunes 
Torrey Pines Forest 
Coastal Bluff Scrub 
Maritime Succulent Scrub 
Maritime Chaparral 
Scrub Oak Chaparral 
Native Grassland 
Oak Woodlands 

Location of Preservation 
  Inside Outside 
Location 
of Impact 

Inside* 2:1 3:1 
Outside 1:1 2:1 

 

TIER II 
(uncommon 
uplands) 

Coastal Sage Scrub  
Coastal Sage Scrub/ 
Chaparral 

Location of Preservation 
  Inside Outside 
Location 
of Impact 

Inside* 1:1 2:1 
Outside 1:1 1.5:1 

 

TIER III A 
(common 
uplands) 

Mixed Chaparral 
Chamise Chaparral 

Location of Preservation 
  Inside Outside 
Location 
of Impact 

Inside* 2:1 3:1 
Outside 1:1 2:1 

 

TIER III B 
(common 
uplands) 

Non-Native Grasslands Location of Preservation 
  Inside Outside 
Location of 
Impact 

Inside* 1:1 1.5:1 
Outside 0.5:1 1:1 

 

Notes: 
For all Tier I impacts, the mitigation could (1) occur within the MHPA portion of Tier I (in Tier) or (2) occur 
outside of the MHPA within the affected habitat type (in-kind). 
For impacts on Tier II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats, the mitigation could (1) occur within the MHPA portion of 
Tiers I – III (out-of-kind) or (2) occur outside of the MHPA within the affected habitat type (in-kind). 
Project-specific mitigation will be subject to applicable mitigation ratios at the time of project submittal. 

 

Mitigation for Impacts to Wetlands  

Please refer to Mitigation Framework BIO-4 in Section 5.4.9, Wetlands. 

Mitigation for Short-term Impacts to Sensitive Species from Project 
Construction 

Specific measures necessary for reducing potential construction-related noise impacts to the 
coastal California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo burrowing owl, and the cactus wren are 
further detailed in LU-2 and BIO-2.  



11.3.2 Migratory Wildlife 

Impact 

Future development, including construction or extension of CPU Mobility Element 
roadways, utility lines, and/or temporary construction activities within the MHPA, has the 
potential to interfere with nesting, reduce foraging habitat, and obstruct wildlife movement 
as a result of noise, construction activities, habitat loss and/or fragmentation. Any direct or 
indirect impacts to migratory wildlife nesting, foraging, and movement would be significant. 

Mitigation Framework 

BIO-2:  Mitigation for future projects to reduce potentially significant impacts that would 
interfere with the nesting, foraging, or movement of wildlife species within the CPU area, 
shall be identified in site-specific biological resources surveys prepared in accordance with 
City of San Diego Biology Guidelines as further detailed in BIO-1 during the subsequent 
development review process.  The Biology Report shall include results of protocol surveys 
and recommendations for additional measures to be implemented during construction-
related activities; shall identify the limits of any identified local-scale wildlife corridors or 
habitat linkages and analyze potential impacts in relation to local fauna, and the effects of 
conversion of vegetation communities (e.g., non-native grassland to riparian or agricultural 
to developed land) to minimize direct impacts on sensitive wildlife species and to provide for 
continued wildlife movement through the corridor.  

Measures that shall be incorporated into project-level construction documents to minimize 
direct impacts on wildlife movement, nesting or foraging activities shall be addressed in the 
Biology report and shall include recommendations for preconstruction protocol surveys to be 
conducted during established breeding seasons, construction noise monitoring and 
implementation of any species specific mitigation plans (such as a Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
Plan) in order to comply with the FESA, MBTA, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, State 
Fish and Game Code, and/or the ESL Regulations. 

11.3.3 Sensitive Habitat 

Impact 

Impacts to Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats would be significant. These sensitive habitats 
include: maritime succulent scrub, native grassland, Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern 
mixed chaparral, non-native grassland, riparian scrub, vernal pools, and basins with fairy 
shrimp. Impacts to wetlands are discussed in Section 5.4.9. 



Mitigation Framework 

Please refer to Mitigation Framework BIO-1. 

11.3.4 MSCP  
Impact 

(ISSUE 4) Please refer to Significance of Impact LU-2. 

Mitigation Framework 

Please refer to Mitigation Framework LU-2. 

11.3.5 Invasive Plants 
Impact 

(ISSUE 5)  Please refer to Significance of Impact LU-2. 

Mitigation Framework 

Please refer to Mitigation Framework LU-2.  

11.3.6 Wetlands  

Impact 

Impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional water resources would be significant. 

Mitigation Framework 

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU which cannot demonstrate 
compliance with CPIOZ A because impacts to wetlands/jurisdictional resources cannot be 
avoided shall be required to implement the following Mitigation Framework: 

BIO-4: To reduce potential direct impacts to City, state, and federally regulated wetlands, all 
subsequent projects developed in accordance with the CPU shall be required to comply with 
USACE Clean Water Act Section 404 requirements and special conditions, CDFW Section 
1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement requirements and special conditions, and the City of 
San Diego ESL Regulations for minimizing impacts to wetlands. Achieving consistency with 
these regulations for impacts on wetlands and special aquatic sites would reduce potential 
impacts to regulated wetlands and provide compensatory mitigation (as required) to ensure 
no net-loss of wetland habitats.  



Prior to obtaining discretionary permits for future actions implemented in accordance with the 
CPU, a site-specific biological resources survey shall be completed in accordance with City 
of San Diego Biology Guidelines. Any required mitigation for impacts shall be outlined in a 
conceptual wetland mitigation plan prepared in accordance with the City’s Biology 
Guidelines (2012a). In addition, a preliminary or final jurisdictional wetlands delineation of 
the project site shall be completed following the methods outlined in the USACE’s 1987 
Wetlands Delineation Manual and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers 
Delineation Manual for the Arid West Region. A determination of the presence/absence and 
boundaries of any WoUS and WoS shall also be completed following the appropriate 
USACE guidance documents for determining the OHWM boundaries. The limits of any 
riparian habitats on-site under the sole jurisdiction of CDFW shall also be delineated, as well 
as any special aquatic sites (excluding vernal pools) that may not meet federal jurisdictional 
criteria but are regulated by California Coastal Commission and the RWQCB. Engineering 
design specifications based on project-level grading and site plans shall be incorporated into 
the project design to minimize direct impacts to wetlands, jurisdictional waters, riparian 
habitats, vernal pools, etc. consistent with federal, state, and City guidelines.  

Additionally, any impacts to wetlands in the City of San Diego would require a deviation from 
the ESL wetland regulations. Under the wetland deviation process, development proposals 
that have wetland impacts shall be considered only pursuant to one of three options; 
Essential Public Projects, Economic Viability Option, or Biologically Superior Option. ESL 
Regulations require that impacts to wetland be avoided. Unavoidable impacts to wetlands 
shall be minimized to the maximum extent practicable and mitigated as follows: 

• As part of the project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, all unavoidable 
wetland impacts shall be analyzed, and mitigation shall be required in accordance with 
ratios shown in Tables 5.4-8a and b below. Mitigation shall be based on the impacted 
type of wetland and project design. Mitigation shall prevent any net loss of wetland 
functions and values of the impacted wetland. 

• For the Biologically Superior Option, the project and proposed mitigation shall include 
avoidance, minimization, and compensatory measures, which would result in a 
biologically superior net gain in overall function and values of (a) the type of wetland 
resource being impacted and/or (b) the biological resources to be conserved. The 
Biologically Superior Option mitigation shall include either (1) standard mitigation per 
Table 5.4-8a, including wetland creation or restoration of the same type of wetland 
resource that is being impacted that results in high quality wetlands; and a biologically 
superior project design whose avoided area(s) (i) is in a configuration or alignment that 
optimizes the potential long-term biological viability of the on-site sensitive biological 
resources, and/or (ii) conserves the rarest and highest quality on-site biological 
resources; or (2) for a project not considered consistent with “1” above, extraordinary 
mitigation per Table 5.4-8b is required. 



TABLE 5.4-8a 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO WETLAND MITIGATION RATIOS 

(With Biologically Superior Design) 
 

Vegetation Community Mitigation Ratio 
Riparian 2:1 to 3:1 
Vernal pool* 2:1 to 4:1 
Basin with fairy shrimp* 2:1 to 4:1 
Freshwater marsh 2:1 

*The City currently does not have take authority for vernal pools. A draft vernal 
pool HCP is currently being prepared by the City in coordination with the Wildlife 
Agencies. If adopted, the City would have “take” authority for the vernal pool 
species occurring within the vernal pool HCP areas. 

 

TABLE 5.4-8b 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO WETLAND MITIGATION RATIOS 

(Without Biologically Superior Design) 
 

Vegetation Community Mitigation Ratio 
Riparian 4:1 to 6:1 
Vernal pool* 4:1 to 8:1 
Basin with fairy shrimp* 4:1 to 8:1 
Freshwater marsh 4:1 

*The City currently does not have take authority for vernal pools. A draft vernal 
pool HCP is currently being prepared by the City in coordination with the Wildlife 
Agencies. If adopted, the City would have “take” authority for the vernal pool 
species occurring within the vernal pool HCP areas. 

 

As part of any future project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, all 
unavoidable wetlands impacts (both temporary and permanent) shall be analyzed and 
mitigation required in accordance with the City Biology Guidelines; mitigation shall be based 
on the impacted type of wetland habitat. Mitigation shall prevent any net loss of wetland 
functions and values of the impacted wetland. The following provides operational definitions 
of the four types of activities that constitute wetland mitigation under the ESL Regulations: 

• Wetland creation is an activity that results in the formation of new wetlands in an upland 
area.  An example is excavation of uplands adjacent to existing wetlands and the 
establishment of native wetland vegetation.  

• Wetland restoration is an activity that re-establishes the habitat functions of a former 
wetland.  An example is the excavation of agricultural fill from historic wetlands and the 
re-establishment of native wetland vegetation.  

• Wetland enhancement is an activity that improves the self-sustaining habitat functions 
of an existing wetland.  An example is removal of exotic species from existing riparian 
habitat.   



• Wetland acquisition may be considered in combination with any of the three mitigation 
activities above.   

Wetland enhancement and wetland acquisition focus on the preservation or the 
improvement of existing wetland habitat and function and do not result in an increase in 
wetland area; therefore, a net loss of wetland may result. As such, acquisition and/or 
enhancement of existing wetlands shall be considered as partial mitigation only for any 
balance of the remaining mitigation requirement after restoration or creation if wetland 
acreage is provided at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio.  

For permanent wetland impacts that are unavoidable and minimized to the maximum extent 
feasible, mitigation shall consist of creation of new in-kind habitat to the fullest extent 
possible and at the appropriate ratios. If on-site mitigation is not feasible, then at least a 
portion of the mitigation must occur within the same watershed. The City’s Biology 
Guidelines and MSCP Subarea Plan require that impacts on wetlands, including vernal 
pools, shall be avoided, and that a sufficient wetland buffer shall be maintained, as 
appropriate, to protect resource functions/values. The project specific biology report shall 
include an analysis of on-site wetlands (including City, state, and federal jurisdiction 
analysis) and, if present, include project alternatives that fully/substantially avoid wetland 
impacts. Detailed evidence supporting why there is no feasible less environmentally 
damaging location or alternative to avoid any impacts must be provided for City staff review, 
as well as a mitigation plan that specifically identifies how the project is to compensate for 
any unavoidable impacts. A conceptual wetland mitigation plan (which includes identification 
of the mitigation site) shall be approved by City staff prior to the release of the draft 
environmental document. Avoidance shall be the first requirement; mitigation shall only be 
used for impacts clearly demonstrated to be unavoidable.  

Prior to the commencement of any construction-related activities on-site for projects 
impacting wetland habitat (including earthwork and fencing) the applicant shall provide 
evidence of the following to the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD)/Environmental Designee 
prior to any construction activity:  

• Compliance with USACE Section 404 nationwide permit;  

• Compliance with the RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certification; and  

• Compliance with the CDFW Section 1601/1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

Vernal Pools and Vernal Pool Species 

Impacts to vernal pools shall require assessments of vernal pool flora and fauna, hydrology, 
habitat function, and restoration potential and protocol fairy shrimp surveys, in addition to the 
requirements listed above. Impacts to fairy shrimp shall require either a section 10(a)1(A) 
permit or Section 7 consultation Biological Opinion from USFWS. If the vernal pool HCP is 
adopted, the City will receive take authorization for the seven vernal pool species. 



Mitigation for projects impacting vernal pools shall include salvage of sensitive species from 
vernal pools to be impacted, introduction of salvaged material into restored vernal pool 
habitat where appropriate (e.g., same pool series) and maintenance of salvaged material 
pending successful restoration of the vernal pools. Salvaged material shall not be introduced 
to existing vernal pools containing the same species outside the vernal pool series absent 
consultation with and endorsement by vernal pool species experts not associated with the 
project (e.g., independent expert). The mitigation sites shall include preservation of the 
entire watershed and a buffer based on functions and values; however, if such an analysis is 
not conducted, there shall be a default of a 100-foot buffer from the watershed. 

11.3.7 Noise Generation 
Impact 

There is a potential for temporary noise impacts to wildlife from construction and permanent 
noise impacts from the introduction of noise generating land uses adjacent to MHPA.  
Temporary and/or permanent noise impacts to wildlife within the MHPA would be significant.  

Mitigation Framework 

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive wildlife species (including temporary and permanent noise 
impacts) resulting from future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU are 
included in Sections 5.1.6.3 (Land Use) and 5.4.4.3 (Biological Resources) .Please refer to 
Mitigation Framework BIO-1 through BIO-4 and LU-2 (MHPA Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines).  

11.4 Historical Resources 

11.4.1 Prehistoric or Historical Impacts  
a. Archaeological Resources 

Impact  

Due to the number and density of prehistoric and historical resources in the CPU area, 
future development has the potential to result in the loss of resources, which would be a 
significant impact at the program- level. 

Mitigation Framework  

Future commercial, business park and industrial development project types that are 
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ 
Type A and can demonstrate that there are no archaeological resources present on the 



project site; the project can be processed ministerially and would not be subject to further 
environmental review under CEQA. Development proposals that do not comply with the 
CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations shall be subject to discretionary review in 
accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the Mitigation Framework for Historical Archaeological 
Resources further detailed below. 

HIST-1:  Prior to issuance of any permit for a future development project implemented in 
accordance with the CPU area that could directly affect an archaeological resource, the City 
shall require the following steps be taken to determine: (1) the presence of archaeological 
resources and (2) the appropriate mitigation for any significant resources which may be 
impacted by a development activity.  Sites may include, but are not limited to, residential and 
commercial properties, privies, trash pits, building foundations, and industrial features 
representing the contributions of people from diverse socio-economic and ethnic 
backgrounds. Sites may also include resources associated with pre-historic Native American 
activities. 

INITIAL DETERMINATION 

The environmental analyst will determine the likelihood for the project site to contain 
historical resources by reviewing site photographs and existing historic information (e.g. 
Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the Archaeological Map Book, and the City’s “Historical 
Inventory of Important Architects, Structures, and People in San Diego”) and conducting a 
site visit.  If there is any evidence that the site contains archaeological resources, then a 
historic evaluation consistent with the City Guidelines would be required. All individuals 
conducting any phase of the archaeological evaluation program must meet professional 
qualifications in accordance with the City Guidelines. 

STEP 1: 

Based on the results of the Initial Determination, if there is evidence that the site contains 
historical resources, preparation of a historic evaluation is required. The evaluation report 
would generally include background research, field survey, archaeological testing and 
analysis. Before actual field reconnaissance would occur, background research is required 
which includes a record search at the SCIC at San Diego State University and the San 
Diego Museum of Man. A review of the Sacred Lands File maintained by the NAHC must 
also be conducted at this time. Information about existing archaeological collections should 
also be obtained from the San Diego Archaeological Center and any tribal repositories or 
museums. 

In addition to the record searches mentioned above, background information may include, 
but is not limited to: examining primary sources of historical information (e.g., deeds and 
wills), secondary sources (e.g., local histories and genealogies), Sanborn Fire Maps, and 
historic cartographic and aerial photograph sources; reviewing previous archaeological 
research in similar areas, models that predict site distribution, and archaeological, 



architectural, and historical site inventory files; and conducting informant interviews.  The 
results of the background information would be included in the evaluation report.  

Once the background research is complete, a field reconnaissance must be conducted by 
individuals whose qualifications meet the standards outlined in the City Guidelines. 
Consultants are encouraged to employ innovative survey techniques when conducting 
enhanced reconnaissance, including, but not limited to, remote sensing, ground penetrating 
radar, and other soil resistivity techniques as determined on a case-by-case basis. Native 
American participation is required for field surveys when there is likelihood that the project 
site contains prehistoric archaeological resources or traditional cultural properties. If through 
background research and field surveys historical resources are identified, then an evaluation 
of significance must be performed by a qualified archaeologist. 

STEP 2: 

Once a historical resource has been identified, a significance determination must be made. 
It should be noted that tribal representatives and/or Native American monitors will be 
involved in making recommendations regarding the significance of prehistoric archaeological 
sites during this phase of the process. The testing program may require reevaluation of the 
proposed project in consultation with the Native American representative which could result 
in a combination of project redesign to avoid and/or preserve significant resources as well as 
mitigation in the form of data recovery and monitoring (as recommended by the qualified 
archaeologist and Native American representative). An archaeological testing program will 
be required which includes evaluating the horizontal and vertical dimensions of a site, the 
chronological placement, site function, artifact/ecofact density and variability, 
presence/absence of subsurface features, and research potential. A thorough discussion of 
testing methodologies, including surface and subsurface investigations, can be found in the 
City Guidelines.  

The results from the testing program will be evaluated against the Significance Thresholds 
found in the Guidelines. If significant historical resources are identified within the Area of 
Potential Effect, the site may be eligible for local designation. At this time, the final testing 
report must be submitted to Historical Resources Board staff for eligibility determination and 
possible designation. An agreement on the appropriate form of mitigation is required prior to 
distribution of a draft environmental document. If no significant resources are found, and site 
conditions are such that there is no potential for further discoveries, then no further action is 
required.  Resources found to be non-significant as a result of a survey and/or assessment 
will require no further work beyond documentation of the resources on the appropriate 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) site forms and inclusion of results in the survey 
and/or assessment report. If no significant resources are found, but results of the initial 
evaluation and testing phase indicates there is still a potential for resources to be present in 
portions of the property that could not be tested, then mitigation monitoring is required.   



STEP 3: 

Preferred mitigation for historical resources is to avoid the resource through project 
redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible measures to 
minimize harm shall be taken. For archaeological resources where preservation is not an 
option, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program is required, which includes a 
Collections Management Plan for review and approval. The data recovery program shall be 
based on a written research design and is subject to the provisions as outlined in CEQA, 
Section 21083.2. The data recovery program must be reviewed and approved by the City’s 
Environmental Analyst prior to draft CEQA document distribution. Archaeological monitoring 
may be required during building demolition and/or construction grading when significant 
resources are known or suspected to be present on a site, but cannot be recovered prior to 
grading due to obstructions such as, but not limited to, existing development or dense 
vegetation.  

A Native American observer must be retained for all subsurface investigations, including 
geotechnical testing and other ground-disturbing activities, whenever a Native American 
Traditional Cultural Property or any archaeological site located on City property or within the 
Area of Potential Effect of a City project would be impacted.  In the event that human 
remains are encountered during data recovery and/or a monitoring program, the provisions 
of Public Resources Code Section 5097 must be followed. These provisions are outlined in 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) included in the environmental 
document.  The Native American monitor shall be consulted during the preparation of the 
written report, at which time they may express concerns about the treatment of sensitive 
resources. If the Native American community requests participation of an observer for 
subsurface investigations on private property, the request shall be honored. 

STEP 4: 

Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared by qualified professionals 
as determined by the criteria set forth in Appendix B of the Guidelines.  The discipline shall 
be tailored to the resource under evaluation.  In cases involving complex resources, such as 
traditional cultural properties, rural landscape districts, sites involving a combination of 
prehistoric and historic archaeology, or historic districts, a team of experts will be necessary 
for a complete evaluation. 

Specific types of historical resource reports are required to document the methods (see 
Section III of the Guidelines) used to determine the presence or absence of historical 
resources; to identify the potential impacts from proposed development and evaluate the 
significance of any identified historical resources; to document the appropriate curation of 
archaeological collections (e.g. collected materials and the associated records); in the case 
of potentially significant impacts to historical resources, to recommend appropriate mitigation 
measures that would reduce the impacts to below a level of significance; and to document 
the results of mitigation and monitoring programs, if required. 



Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared in conformance with the 
California Office of Historic Preservation "Archaeological Resource Management Reports: 
Recommended Contents and Format" (see Appendix C of the Guidelines), which will be 
used by Environmental Analysis Section staff in the review of archaeological resource 
reports.  Consultants must ensure that archaeological resource reports are prepared 
consistent with this checklist. This requirement will standardize the content and format of all 
archaeological technical reports submitted to the City.  A confidential appendix must be 
submitted (under separate cover) along with historical resources reports for archaeological 
sites and traditional cultural properties containing the confidential resource maps and 
records search information gathered during the background study.  In addition, a Collections 
Management Plan shall be prepared for projects which result in a substantial collection of 
artifacts and must address the management and research goals of the project and the types 
of materials to be collected and curated based on a sampling strategy that is acceptable to 
the City. Appendix D (Historical Resources Report Form) may be used when no 
archaeological resources were identified within the project boundaries. 

STEP 5: 

For Archaeological Resources: All cultural materials, including original maps, field notes, 
non-burial related artifacts, catalog information, and final reports recovered during public 
and/or private development projects must be permanently curated with an appropriate 
institution, one which has the proper facilities and staffing for insuring research access to the 
collections consistent with state and federal standards. In the event that a prehistoric and/or 
historic deposit is encountered during construction monitoring, a Collections Management 
Plan would be required in accordance with the project MMRP. The disposition of human 
remains and burial related artifacts that cannot be avoided or are inadvertently discovered is 
governed by state (i.e., Assembly Bill 2641 and California Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001) and federal (i.e., Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act) law, and must be treated in a dignified and culturally 
appropriate manner with respect for the deceased individual(s) and their descendants. Any 
human bones and associated grave goods of Native American origin shall be turned over to 
the appropriate Native American group for repatriation. 

Arrangements for long-term curation must be established between the applicant/property 
owner and the consultant prior to the initiation of the field reconnaissance, and must be 
included in the archaeological survey, testing, and/or data recovery report submitted to the 
City for review and approval. Curation must be accomplished in accordance with the 
California State Historic Resources Commission’s Guidelines for the Curation of 
Archaeological Collection (dated May 7, 1993) and, if federal funding is involved, 36 Code of 
Federal Regulations 79 of the Federal Register. Additional information regarding curation is 
provided in Section II of the Guidelines. 



b. Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects 

Impact  

Due to the number and density of prehistoric and historical resources in the CPU area, 
future development has the potential to result in the loss of resources, which would be a 
significant impact at the program-level. 

Mitigation Framework  

HIST-2: Prior to issuance of any permit for a future development project  implemented in 
accordance with the CPU that would directly or indirectly affect a building/structure in excess 
of 45 years of age, the City shall determine whether the affected building/structure is 
historically significant. The evaluation of historic architectural resources shall be based on 
criteria such as: age, location, context, association with an important person or event, 
uniqueness, or structural integrity, as indicated in the Historical Resources Guidelines.  

Preferred mitigation for historic buildings or structures shall be to avoid the resource through 
project redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible 
measures to minimize harm to the resource shall be taken. Depending upon project impacts, 
measures shall include, but are not limited to:  

a. Preparing a historic resource management plan; 

b. Designing new construction which is compatible in size, scale, materials, color and 
workmanship to the historic resource (such additions, whether portions of existing 
buildings or additions to historic districts, shall be clearly distinguishable from historic 
fabric); 

c. Repairing damage according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation; 

d. Screening incompatible new construction from view through the use of berms, walls, 
and landscaping in keeping with the historic period and character of the resource; 
and 

e. Shielding historic properties from noise generators through the use of sound walls, 
double glazing, and air conditioning; and.  

f. Removing industrial pollution at the source of production. 

Specific types of historical resource reports, outlined in Section III of the HRG, are required 
to document the methods to be used to determine the presence or absence of historical 
resources, to identify potential impacts from a proposed project, and to evaluate the 
significance of any historical resources identified. If potentially significant impacts to an 
identified historical resource are identified these reports will also recommend appropriate 



mitigation to reduce the impacts to below a level of significance. If required, mitigation 
programs can also be included in the report. 

11.4.2 Religious or Sacred Uses 
Impact 

Please refer to significance of Issue 1. 

Mitigation Framework 

The Mitigation Framework for religious or sacred uses (Issue 2) would be the same as 
outlined for Issue 1 - Archaeological Resources. Please refer to Mitigation Framework HIST-
1. 

11.4.3 Human Remains 
Impact  

Impacts to known resources and those not yet found and formally recorded could occur 
anywhere within the CPU. Future grading of original in situ soils could also expose buried 
human remains. Potential impacts to historical resources associated with construction of 
projects implemented in accordance with CPU would be considered significant (refer to 
Issue 1).  

Mitigation Framework  

The Mitigation Framework for human remains (Issue 3) would be the same as outlined for 
Issue 1 - Archaeological Resources. Please refer to Mitigation Framework HIST-1. 

11.5 Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous 
Materials 

11.5.1 Health and Safety Hazards 

11.5.1.1 Heath Hazards 

Impact  

Please refer to Section 5.3, Air Quality and Sections 5.6.4 and 5.6.5 for a discussion of 
exposure to health hazards.  As indicated in those sections, hazardous sites have been 
identified that could result in significant impacts to future development within the CPU area. 



Mitigation Framework  

Please refer to Sections 5.3, 5.6.4, and 5.6.5. In accordance with the CPU policies, 
mitigation identified in Sections 5.3, 5.6.4, and 5.6.5 shall be required to reduce potential 
health hazards to future development from hazardous sites. Please refer to mitigation 
Mitigation Fframeworks AQ-3, AQ-4 and HAZ-3. 

11.5.1.2 Wildfire Hazards 

Impact  

Existing policies and regulations would help reduce, but not completely abate, the potential 
risks of wildland fires. The General Plan and CPU contain goals and policies to be 
implemented by the City’s Fire-Rescue Department and through land use compatibility, 
training, sustainable development, and other measures, these goals and policies are aimed 
at reducing the risk of wildland fires.   

Continued monitoring and updating of existing development regulations and plans also 
would assist in creating defensible spaces and reduce the threat of wildfires. Public 
education, firefighter training, and emergency operations efforts would reduce the potential 
impacts associated with wildfire hazards.  

Additionally, future development would be subject to conditions of approval that require 
adherence to the City’s Brush Management Regulations and requirements of the California 
Fire Code.  

However, because of the existing and proposed land use patterns around which the 
community is formed, new development in the wildland interface areas may expose 
additional people and structures to wildland fire hazards, representing a potentially 
significant impact.  Therefore, impacts associated with wildfires would be significant at the 
program-level.   

Mitigation Framework  

HAZ-1: Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
incorporate sustainable development and other measures into site plans in accordance with 
the City’s Brush Management Regulations, and Landscape Standards pursuant to General 
Plan and CPU policies intended to reduce the risk of wildfires. In addition, all future projects 
shall be reviewed for compliance with the 2010 California Fire Code, Section 145.0701 
through 145.0711 of the LDC, and Chapter 7 of the California Building Code. 



11.5.1.3 Aircraft Hazards 

Impact  

Implementation of the General Plan and CPU policies that address land use compatibility 
would support the development of future uses consistent with the adopted ALUCP. This 
would preclude any health and safety issues associated with off-airport aircraft accidents. 
Future subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU, located 
within the AIA for Brown Field, would be submitted to the ALUC for a consistency 
determination.  However, future projects could conflict with the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) requirements unless the City implements a mechanism to ensure either 
the project would not include features identified in Part 77 criteria for notification or the 
project obtains a No Hazard to Air Navigation from the FAA. Thus, potential aircraft hazards 
impacts would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Framework  

HAZ-2: To prevent the development of structures that may pose a hazard to air navigation, 
the City shall inform project applicants for future development concerning the existence of 
the Part 77 imaginary surfaces and Terminal Instrument Procedures and FAA requirements. 
The City shall also inform project applicants when proposed projects meet the Part 77 
criteria for notification to the FAA as identified in City of San Diego Development Services 
Department Information Bulletin 520. The City shall not approve ministerial projects that 
require FAA notification without a FAA determination of “No Hazard to Air Navigation” for the 
project. Also, the City shall not recommend approval of subsequent development projects 
that require FAA notification without a FAA determination of “No Hazard to Air Navigation” 
for the project until the project can fulfill state and ALUC requirements.  

11.5.2 Hazardous Sites 
Impact  

The presence of sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, along with 
any unknown hazardous sites, would have potentially significant impacts on future 
development and land uses within the CPU area.   

Mitigation Framework 

In accordance with CPU policies 6.11-1 and 6.11-2, future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU shall be required to identify potential conditions which require 
further regulatory oversight and demonstrated compliance based on the following measures 
prior to issuance of any ministerial permit: 



HAZ-3: 

a. A Phase I Site Assessment shall be completed in accordance with federal, state, and 
local regulations for any property identified on a list compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5.  The report shall include an existing condition survey, detailed 
project description, and specific measures proposed to preclude upset conditions 
(accidents) from occurring. If hazardous materials are identified, a Phase II risk 
assessment and remediation effort shall be conducted in conformance with federal, 
state, and local regulations. 

b. The applicant shall retain a qualified environmental engineer to develop a soil and 
groundwater management plan to address the notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, 
handling, storage, and disposal of contaminated media or substances (soil, 
groundwater). The qualified environmental consultant shall monitor excavations and 
grading activities in accordance with the plan. The groundwater management and 
monitoring plans shall be approved by the City prior to development of the site.  

c. The applicant shall submit documentation showing that contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater on proposed development parcels have been avoided or remediated to 
meet cleanup requirements established by the local regulatory agencies 
(RWQCB/DTSC/DEH) based on the future planned land use of the specific area within 
the boundaries of the site (i.e., commercial, residential), and that the risk to human 
health of future occupants of these areas therefore has been reduced to below a level of 
significance.  

d. The applicant shall obtain written authorization from the regulatory agency 
(RWQCB/DTSC/DEH) confirming the completion of remediation. A copy of the 
authorization shall be submitted to the City to confirm that all appropriate remediation 
has been completed and that the proposed development parcel has been cleaned up to 
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency. In the situation where previous contamination 
has occurred on a site that has a previously closed case or on a site included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, the 
DEH shall be notified of the proposed land use.  

e. All cleanup activities shall be performed in accordance with all applicable federal, state, 
and local laws and regulations, and required permits shall be secured prior to 
commencement of construction to the satisfaction of the City and compliance with 
applicable regulatory agencies such as but not limited to San Diego Municipal Code 
Section 42.0801, Division 9 and Section 54.0701.  



11.6 Hydrology/Water Quality 

11.6.1 Runoff 
Impact  

Buildout in accordance with the CPU would result in an increase in impervious surfaces and 
associated increased runoff, and result in alterations to on- and off-site drainage. Therefore, 
implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in significant direct and indirect 
impacts associated with runoff and alternations to on- and off-site drainage patterns. 

Mitigation Framework  

HYD/WQ-1:  Prior to approval of development projects implemented under the CPU, the 
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, based on the project 
application, that future projects are sited and designed to minimize impacts on absorption 
rates, drainage patterns, and surface runoff rates and floodwaters in accordance with 
current City and RWQCB regulations identified below. Future design of projects shall 
incorporate all practicable measures as further outlined below in accordance with the 
RWQCB, the City Storm Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 2, 
Division 2 of the LDC), and the LDC, and shall be based on the recommendations of a 
detailed hydraulic analysis. 

a. San Diego RWQCB 

• Comply with all NPDES permit(s) requirements, including the development of a SWPPP 
if the disturbed soil area is one acre or more, or a Water Quality Control Plan if less than 
one acre, in accordance with the City’s Storm Water Standards. 

• If a future project includes in-water work, it shall require acquiring and adhering to a 404 
Permit (from USACE) and a Streambed Alteration Agreement (from CDFW). 

• Comply with the San Diego RWQCB water quality objectives and bacteria TMDL. 

b. City of San Diego 

• To prevent flooding, future projects shall be designed to incorporate any applicable 
measures from the City of San Diego LDC. Flood control measures that shall be 
incorporated into future projects within a SFHA, or within a 100-year floodway, include 
but are not limited to the following: 

• Prior to issuance of building permits or approval of any project within or in the vicinity of a 
floodway or SFHA, all proposed development within a SFHA is subject to the following 



requirements and all other applicable requirements and regulations of FEMA and those 
provided in Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1 of the LDC. 

• In all floodways, any encroachment, including fill, new construction, significant 
modifications, and other development, is prohibited unless certification by a registered 
professional engineer is provided demonstrating that encroachments shall not result in 
any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of the base flood discharge except as 
allowed under Code of Federal Regulations Title 44, Chapter 1, Part 60.3(c) (13). 

• If the engineering analysis shows that development will alter the floodway or floodplain 
boundaries of the Special Flood Hazard Area, the developer shall obtain a Conditional 
Letter of Map Revision from FEMA. 

• Fill placed in the Special Flood Hazard Area for the purpose of creating a building pad 
shall be compacted to 95 percent of the maximum density obtainable with the Standard 
Proctor Test Fill method issued by the American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) Granular fill slopes shall have adequate protection for a minimum flood water 
velocity of five feet per second. 

• The applicant shall denote on the improvement plans “Subject to Inundation” all areas 
lower than the base elevation plus two feet. 

• If the structures will be elevated on fill such that the lowest adjacent grade is at or above 
the base flood elevation, the applicant must obtain a Letter of Map Revision based on 
Fill (LOMR-F) prior to occupancy of the building. The developer or applicant shall provide 
all documentation, engineering calculations, and fees required by FEMA to process and 
approve the LOMR-F. 

• In accordance with Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1 of the LDC channelization or other 
substantial alteration of rivers or streams shall be limited to essential public service 
projects, flood control projects, or projects where the primary function is the improvement 
of fish and wildlife habitat. The channel shall be designed to ensure that the following 
occur: 

o Stream scour is minimized. 

o Erosion protection is provided. 

o Water flow velocities are maintained as specified by the City Engineer. 

o There are neither significant increases nor contributions to downstream bank erosion 
and sedimentation of sensitive biological resources; acceptable techniques to control 
stream sediment include planting riparian vegetation in and near the stream and 
detention or retention basins. 



o Wildlife habitat and corridors are maintained. 

o Groundwater recharge capability is maintained or improved. 

• Within the flood fringe of a SFHA or floodway, permanent structures and fill for 
permanent structures, roads, and other development are allowed only if the following 
conditions are met: 

o The development or fill shall not significantly adversely affect existing sensitive 
biological resources on-site or off site. 

o The development is capable of withstanding flooding and does not require or cause 
the construction of off-site flood protective works including artificial flood channels, 
revetments, and levees nor shall it cause adverse impacts related to flooding of 
properties located upstream or downstream, nor shall it increase or expand a FIRM 
Zone A. 

o Grading and filling are limited to the minim amount necessary to accommodate the 
proposed development, harm to the environmental values of the floodplain is 
minimized including peak flow storage capacity, and wetlands hydrology is 
maintained. 

o The development neither significantly increases nor contributes to downstream bank 
erosion and sedimentation nor causes an increase in flood flow velocities or volume. 

o There shall be no significant adverse water quality impacts to downstream wetlands, 
lagoons, or other sensitive biological resources, and the development is in 
compliance with the requirements and regulations of the NPDES as implemented by 
the City of San Diego. 

11.6.2 Natural Drainage System 
Impact  

Buildout in accordance with the CPU has the potential to result in a substantial change to 
stream flow velocities and drainage patterns on downstream properties. Therefore, 
implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in potentially significant direct and 
indirect impacts to the natural drainage system. 

Mitigation Framework  

See HYD/WQ-1 shown above.  



11.6.3 Flow Alteration 
Impact  

Future development within the CPU area would potentially impact the existing course and 
flow of flood waters, resulting in potentially significant impacts.   

Mitigation Framework  

See HYD/WQ-1 shown above.  

11.6.4 Water Quality 
Impact  

Adherence to federal, state, and local regulations, would serve to reduce significant impacts 
to a degree, but cannot guarantee that all future project-level impacts would be avoided or 
mitigated to below a level of significance. Therefore, impacts associated with water quality 
would be significant at the program-level.  

Mitigation Framework  

HYD/WQ-2: Future projects shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts on receiving 
waters, in particular the discharge of identified pollutants to an already impaired water body. 
Prior to approval of any entitlements for any future project, the City shall ensure that any 
impacts on receiving waters shall be precluded and, if necessary, mitigated in accordance 
with the requirements of the City’s Storm Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations (Chapter 
14, Article 2, Division 2 of the LDC) and other appropriate agencies (e.g., RWQCB). To 
prevent erosion, siltation, and transport of urban pollutants, all future projects shall be 
designed to incorporate any applicable storm water improvement, both off- and on-site, in 
accordance with the City of San Diego Stormwater Standards Manual.  

Storm water improvements and water quality protection measures that shall be required for 
future projects include: 

• Increasing onsite filtration; 

• Preserving, restoring, or incorporating natural drainage systems into site design; 

• Directing concentrated flows away from MHPA and open space areas. If not 
possible, drainage shall be directed into sediment basins, grassy swales, or 
mechanical trapping devices prior to draining into the MHPA or open space areas; 

• Reducing the amount of impervious surfaces through selection of materials, site 
planning, and narrowing of street widths where possible; 



• Increasing the use of vegetation in drainage design; 

• Maintaining landscape design standards that minimize the use of pesticides and 
herbicides; and  

• To the extent practicable, avoiding development of areas particularly susceptible to 
erosion and sediment loss. 

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board and Municipal Code Compliance 

• The requirements of the RWQCB for storm water quality are addressed by the City in 
accordance with the City NPDES requirements and the participation in the regional 
permit with the RWQCB. 

• Prior to permit approval, the City shall ensure any impacts on receiving waters are 
precluded or mitigated in accordance with the City of San Diego Stormwater 
Regulations. 

• In accordance with the City of San Diego Stormwater Standards Manual, 
development shall be designed to incorporate on-site storm water improvements 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and shall be based on the adequacy of downstream 
storm water conveyance. 

11.7 Geology/Soils 

11.7.1 Geologic Hazards 
Impact  

The CPU area contains geologic conditions which would pose significant risks for future 
development if not properly addressed at the project-level.  Unstable conditions relating to 
compressible soils, landslides, seismicity (faults), and expansive soils represent a potentially 
significant impact for future development.   

Mitigation Framework  

GEO-1: Impacts associated with geologic hazards shall be mitigated at the project-level 
through adherence to the City’s Seismic Safety Study and recommendations of a site-
specific geotechnical report prepared in accordance with the City’s Geotechnical Report 
Guidelines. Impacts shall also be avoided or reduced through engineering design that meets 
or exceeds adherence to the City’s Municipal Code and the California Building Code.  

More specifically, compressible soils impacts shall be mitigated through the removal of 
undocumented fill, colluvium/topsoil, and alluvium to firm the ground.  Future development 



shall also be required to clean up deleterious material and properly moisture, condition, and 
compact the soil in order to provide suitable foundation support.  

Regarding impacts related to expansive soils, future development shall be required to 
implement typical remediation measures, which shall include placing a minimum 5-foot cap 
of low expansive (Expansion Index [EI] of 50 or less) over the clays; or design of foundations 
and surface improvements to account for expansive soil movement.  

11.7.2 Erosion 
Impact  

Based on the steep nature of many of the hillsides and the generally poorly consolidated 
nature of the sedimentary materials and soils found throughout the CPU area, erosion would 
represent a potentially significant impact, particularly in conjunction with some portions of the 
San Diego Formation and in drainages and stream valleys.  

Mitigation Framework  

GEO-2: As part of the future development permitting process, the City shall require 
individual projects to adhere to the Grading Regulation and NPDES permit requirements.  All 
subsequent projects developed in accordance with the CPU shall also adhere to the 
California Building Code to avoid or reduce geologic hazards to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer.  

Submittal, review and approval of site specific geotechnical investigations shall be 
completed in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code requirements. Engineering design 
specifications based on future project-level grading and site plans shall  be incorporated into 
all future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU to minimize hazards associated 
with site-level geologic and seismic conditions satisfactory to the City Engineer and shall 
include the following measures to control erosion during and after grading or construction: 

• Desilting basins, improved surface drainage, or planting of ground covers installed 
early in the improvement process in areas that have been stripped of native 
vegetation or areas of fill material; 

• Short-term measures, such as sandbag placement and temporary detention basins;  

• Restrictions on grading during the rainy season (November through March), 
depending on the size of the grading operation, and on grading in proximity to 
sensitive wildlife habitat; and 

• Immediate post-grading slope revegetation or hydroseeding with erosion-resistant 
species to ensure coverage of the slopes prior to the next rainy season. 



Conformance to mandated City grading requirements shall ensure that future grading and 
construction operations would avoid significant soil erosion impacts. Furthermore, any 
development involving clearing, grading, or excavation that causes soil disturbance of one or 
more acres, or any project involving less than one acre that is part of a larger development 
plan, shall be subject to NPDES General Construction Storm Water Permit provisions. 
Additionally, any development of this significant size within the City shall be required to 
prepare and comply with an approved SWPPP that shall consider the full range of erosion 
control BMPs such as, but not limited to, including any additional site-specific and seasonal 
conditions. Project compliance with NPDES requirements would significantly reduce the 
potential for substantial erosion or topsoil loss to occur in association with new development. 

Prior to obtaining grading permits for future actions a site-specific geotechnical investigation 
shall be completed as necessary in accordance with the City of San Diego Guidelines for 
Preparing Geotechnical Reports. Engineering design specifications based on project-level 
grading and site plans shall be incorporated into the project design to minimize hazards 
associated with site-level geologic and seismic conditions satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
Measures designed to reduce erosion at the project-level shall include the following:  

• Control erosion by minimizing the area of slope disturbance and coordinate the 
timing of grading, resurfacing, and landscaping where disturbance does occur.  

• On sites for industrial activities require reclamation plans that control erosion, where 
feasible, in accordance with the LDC.  

• Control erosion caused by storm runoff and other water sources. 

• Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes or geological 
instability in order to control urban form, insure public safety, provide aesthetic 
enjoyment, and protect biological resources.  

• Replant with native, drought-resistant plants to restore natural appearance and 
prevent erosion.  

• Practice erosion control techniques when grading or preparing building sites.  

• Utilize ground cover vegetation when landscaping a development in a drainage area 
to help control runoff.  

• Incorporate sedimentation ponds as part of any flood control or runoff control facility.  

• During construction, take measures to control runoff from construction sites. Filter 
fabric fences, heavy plastic earth covers, gravel berms, or lines of straw bales are a 
few of the techniques to consider.  



• Phase grading so that prompt revegetation or construction can control erosion. Only 
disturb those areas that will later be resurfaced, landscaped, or built on. Resurface 
parking lots and roadways as soon as possible, without waiting until completion of 
construction.  

• Promptly revegetate graded slopes with groundcover or a combination of 
groundcover, shrubs, and trees. Hydroseeding may substitute for container 
plantings. Groundcovers shall have moderate to high erosion control qualities.  

• Where necessary, design drainage facilities to ensure adequate protection for the 
community while minimizing erosion and other adverse effects of storm runoff to the 
natural topography and open space areas.  

• Ensure that the timing and method of slope preparation protects natural areas from 
disturbance due to erosion or trampling. The final surface shall be compacted and 
spillovers into natural areas shall be avoided.  

• Plant and maintain natural groundcover on all created slopes. 

When required, the geologic technical report shall consist of a preliminary study, a geologic 
reconnaissance, or an in-depth geologic investigation report that includes field work and 
analysis. The geologic reconnaissance report and the geologic investigation report shall 
include all pertinent requirements as established by the Building Official.  

In addition, the Building Official shall require a geologic reconnaissance report or a geologic 
investigation report for any site if the Building Official has reason to believe that a geologic 
hazard may exist at the site. 

Section 145.1803 of the San Diego Municipal Code discusses in more detail the 
requirements related to the geotechnical report outlined in the SDSSS (City of San Diego 
2009). 

11.8 Noise 

11.8.1 Traffic Generated Noise Impacts 
Impact  

Based on the noise analysis, exterior and potentially interior traffic noise impacts are 
anticipated at the majority of locations adjacent to I-805, SR-905, SR-125, Otay Mesa Road, 
and Airway Road (see Figure 5.10-3).  While the regulatory framework would provide for the 
maximum practical noise abatement that would be implemented at the project-level, 
because of the variability of noise sources and the proximity to existing and potential noise 



sources in the CPU area, it cannot be guaranteed that future land uses would not expose 
existing uses to noise levels in excess of City standards. Therefore, impacts related to traffic 
noise impacts to new residences would be significant.  

Mitigation Framework  

With implementation of the framework of regulations, standards, and policies, project-level 
noise protection measures for future subsequent development projects’ noise impacts would 
be reduced. However, it is possible that for certain projects, adherence to the regulations 
would not adequately reduce noise levels, and therefore, these projects would require 
additional measures to avoid or reduce significant impacts. Implementation of Mitigation 
Framework measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 would reduce future development project-level 
impacts. The identified measures shall be updated, expanded and refined when applied to 
future projects based on project-specific design and changes in existing conditions, and 
local, state, and federal laws. 

NOI-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits, site-specific exterior noise analyses that 
demonstrate that the project would not place residential receptors in locations where the 
exterior existing or future noise levels would exceed the noise compatibility standards of the 
City’s General Plan shall be required as part of the review of future residential development 
proposals. Noise reduction measures, including but not limited to building noise barriers, 
increased building setbacks, speed reductions on surrounding roadways, alternative 
pavement surfaces, or other relevant noise attenuation measures, may be used to achieve 
the noise compatibility standards. Exact noise mitigation measures and their effectiveness 
shall be determined by the site-specific exterior noise analyses. 

Impact  

There are areas within the CPU area where project traffic noise would potentially cause 
interior noise levels in existing residences to exceed applicable standards.  As these may be 
older residences, which would not have been constructed to achieve current interior noise 
standards, there is the potential that project traffic may generate noise levels that exceed 
current standards at these existing residences.  This is a potentially significant impact of the 
CPU. 

Mitigation Framework  

NOI-2: Prior to the issuance of building permits, site specific interior noise analyses 
demonstrating compliance with the interior noise compatibility standards of the City’s 
General Plan and other applicable regulations shall be prepared for noise sensitive land 
uses located in areas where the exterior noise levels exceed the noise compatibility 
standards of the City’s General Plan. Noise control measures, including but not limited to 
increasing roof, wall, window, and door sound attenuation ratings, placing HVAC in noise 
reducing enclosures, or designing buildings so that no windows face freeways or major 



roadways may be used to achieve the noise compatibility standards. Exact noise mitigation 
measures and their effectiveness shall be determined by the site specific exterior noise 
analyses. 

11.8.2 Stationary Source Noise (Collocation)  
Impact  

As discussed above, the CPU has the potential to site noise-sensitive uses (i.e., residential) 
adjacent to noise-generating commercial and industrial uses. The juxtaposition of these land 
uses would result in potentially significant noise impacts. While the framework of federal, 
state, and local regulations and policies would reduce direct and indirect impacts associated 
with the generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the General Plan or 
Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, no project-level site plans or implementation 
programs have been considered as part of this PEIR. Without detailed operational data it 
cannot be verified that compliance with existing regulations would reduce all impacts to 
below a level of significance. As the degree of success of regulations cannot be adequately 
known for each project at this program-level of analysis, the program-level impact related to 
noise from stationary sources would be significant. 

Mitigation Framework  

The framework of regulations, standards, and policies by the City combined with the federal 
state and local regulations described above provide a framework for developing project-level 
noise protection measures for future subsequent development projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU. The City’s process for the evaluation of discretionary projects 
includes environmental review and documentation pursuant to CEQA as well as an analysis 
of those projects for consistency with the goals, policies and recommendations of the 
General Plan and the CPU.  

Operational noise from various land uses could adversely impact adjacent properties, either 
individually or cumulatively. In general, implementation of the policies included in the CPU 
and General Plan shall preclude or reduce noise impacts relative to construction noise and 
collocation issues. Compliance with the standards is required of all projects and is not 
considered to be mitigation. However, it is possible that for certain projects, adherence to the 
regulations would not adequately reduce noise levels, and, as such, would require additional 
measures to avoid or reduce significant impacts.  

For each future development projects requiring mitigation (i.e., measures that go beyond 
what is required by existing regulations), site-specific measures shall be identified that 
reduce significant project-level impacts to below a level of significance or the project-level 
impact shall remain significant and unavoidable where no feasible mitigation exists. Where 
mitigation is determined to be necessary and feasible, these measures shall be included in a 
future MMRP for the project. Where mitigation is determined to be infeasible, a project shall 



not be approved unless all feasible measures have been incorporated into the project 
design.  

The following mitigation measure shall be implemented to reduce project-level impacts and 
may ensure that on-site generated noise does not exceed the limits of Section 59.5.0101 et 
seq. of the City’s Municipal Code, the Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance. This 
measure shall be updated, expanded and refined when applied to specific future projects 
based on project-specific design and changes in existing conditions, and local, state and 
federal laws. 

NOI-3: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a site-specific acoustical/noise analysis of 
any on-site generated noise sources, including generators, mechanical equipment, and 
trucks, shall be prepared which identifies all noise-generating equipment, predicts noise 
levels at property lines from all identified equipment, and recommends mitigation to be 
implemented (e.g., enclosures, barriers, site orientation), to ensure compliance with the 
City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance. Noise reduction measures shall include 
building noise-attenuating walls, reducing noise at the source by requiring quieter machinery 
or limiting the hours of operation, or other attenuation measures. Additionally, future projects 
shall be required to buffer sensitive receptors from noise sources through the use of open 
space and other separation techniques as recommended after thorough analysis by a 
qualified acoustical engineer. Exact noise mitigation measures and their effectiveness shall 
be determined by the site specific noise analyses. 

11.8.3 Construction Noise  
Impact  

As discussed above, implementation of the CPU at the project level has the potential to 
exceed applicable construction thresholds at future residential properties adjacent to 
construction sites.  

Additionally, there is the potential for construction noise to impact least Bell’s vireo, coastal 
California gnatcatcher, raptors, and other sensitive species if they are breeding or nesting in 
adjacent MHPA lands.  These impacts are significant at the program-level. 

Mitigation Framework 

The following mitigation measure shall be implemented to reduce project-level impacts. This 
measure shall be updated, expanded, and refined when applied to specific future projects 
based on project-specific design and changes in existing conditions, and local, state, and 
federal laws. 

NOI-4:  For projects that exceed daily construction noise thresholds established by the City 
of San Diego, best construction management practices shall be used to reduce construction 



noise levels to comply with standards established by the Municipal Code in Chapter 5, 
Article 9.5, Noise Abatement and Control. Project applicant shall prepare and implement a 
Construction Noise Management Plan. Appropriate management practices shall be 
determined on a project-by-project basis, and are specific to the location. Control measures 
shall include: 

a. Minimizing simultaneous operation of multiple construction equipment units; 

b. Locating stationary equipment as far as reasonable from sensitive receptors; 

c. Requiring all internal combustion-engine-driven equipment to be equipped with 
mufflers that are in good operating condition and appropriate for the equipment; and 

d. Construction of temporary noise barriers around construction sites that block the 
line-of-sight to surrounding receptors.  

The MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines in the MSCP Subarea Plan address noise 
impacts associated with industrial, commercial, mixed-use, or recreation uses that generate 
stationary noise adjacent to MHPA areas and are specifically detailed in Mitigation 
Framework LU-2 in Section 5.1. Additional construction-related noise measures are 
identified in Section 5.4, Biological Resources. 

11.9 Paleontological Resources 

Impact 

Implementation of the CPU has the potential to result in significant impacts to 
paleontological resources.  Grading would exceed the depth and volume indicated in 
Table 5.11-1.  As such, CPU implementation would result in grading that would impact fossil 
resources relevant to understanding earth’s history, if the fossils are not recovered and 
salvaged. Specifically, future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU that would 
involve substantial grading within the San Diego and Otay formations and Very Old Paralic 
Deposits would result in the loss of significant fossil remains.  It should be noted however, 
that for future projects that are consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations and the 
supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that no paleontological 
fossil resources are present; the project can be processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further environmental review under CEQA. 



TABLE 5.11-1 
PALEONTOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

 
Sensitivity Rating Excavation Volume and Depth Thresholds 

High >1,000 cubic yards and >10 feet deep 
Moderate >2,000 cubic yards and >10 feet deep 
Low-Zero Mitigation not required 

 

Mitigation Framework 

For future development project types that are consistent with the OMCP, base zone 
regulations and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can demonstrate that 
no paleontological fossil resources are present on the project site; the project can be 
processed ministerially and would not be subject to further environmental review under 
CEQA. Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations shall be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and 
the Mitigation Framework for Paleontological Resources further detailed below.  

PALEO-1: Prior to the approval of subsequent development projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU, the City shall determine the potential for impacts to 
paleontological resources based on review of the project application submitted under CPIOZ 
TYPE B, and recommendations of a project-level analysis completed in accordance with the 
steps presented below. Future projects shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts on 
paleontological resources in accordance with the City’s Paleontological Resources 
Guidelines and CEQA Significance Thresholds. Monitoring for paleontological resources 
required during construction activities shall be implemented at the project-level and shall 
provide mitigation for the loss of important fossil remains with future subsequent 
development projects that are subject to environmental review. 

I. Prior to Project Approval  

A. The environmental analyst shall complete a project-level analysis of potential 
impacts on paleontological resources. The analysis shall include a review of 
the applicable USGS Quad maps to identify the underlying geologic 
formations, and shall determine if construction of a project would:  

• Require over 1,000 cubic yards of excavation and/or a 10-foot, or greater, 
depth in a high resource potential geologic deposit/formation/rock unit.  

• Require over 2,000 cubic yards of excavation and/or a 10-foot, or greater, 
depth in a moderate resource potential geologic deposit/formation/rock 
unit.  



• Require construction within a known fossil location or fossil recovery site. 
Resource potential within a formation is based on the Paleontological 
Monitoring Determination Matrix.  

B. If construction of a project would occur within a formation with a moderate to 
high resource potential, monitoring during construction would be required.  

• Monitoring is always required when grading on a fossil recovery site or a 
known fossil location.  

• Monitoring may also be needed at shallower depths if fossil resources are 
present or likely to be present after review of source materials or 
consultation with an expert in fossil resources (e.g., the San Diego Natural 
History Museum).  

• Monitoring may be required for shallow grading (<10 feet) when a site has 
previously been graded and/or unweathered geologic deposits/formations/ 
rock units are present at the surface.  

• Monitoring is not required when grading documented artificial fill. When it 
has been determined that a future project has the potential to impact a 
geologic formation with a high or moderate fossil sensitivity rating a 
Paleontological MMRP shall be implemented during construction grading 
activities. 

11.10 Traffic/Circulation 

11.10.1 Capacity 

a.  Roadway Segments 

Impact 

A total of 24 roadway segments under the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition would be 
expected to operate at unacceptable LOS.  Therefore, the CPU would have a significant 
impact at all of these 24 roadway segment locations. 

Mitigation Framework 

At the program-level, impacts shall be reduced through the proposed classifications of 
roadways and identification of necessary roadway, intersection and freeway improvements.  
Mitigation or construction of these improvements shall be carried out at the project-level via 
the Public Facilities Financing Plan and future development projects.  Funding shall be 



through construction by individual development projects, collection of FBA fees, fair share 
contributions to be determined at the project-level, and potentially other sources.  

The following standards apply to the area designated for commercial and industrial uses as 
shown in Figure 3-9 (Project Description) within OM-CPIOZ. Future commercial and 
industrial development applications for properties identified on Figure 3-9 that are consistent 
with the CPU, the based zone regulations, and these supplemental regulations will be 
processed ministerially (CPIOZ A) in accordance with the procedures of the CPIOZ 
(Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 14). Development that complies with all of 
the following shall be processed as CPIOZ A:  Development that includes construction of the 
abutting street(s) to the street classification identified in the Mobility Element of the Otay 
Mesa Community Plan and intersection  configurations identified in Figures 5.12-4a-g; and 
development projects that can provide documentation from a California Registered Traffic 
Engineer, confirmed and accepted by the City Engineer, stating that the proposed project’s 
traffic volumes are based on the City’s trip generation rates and are less than 1,000 ADT’s. 

Development proposals that do not comply with the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ 
Type A and the regulations of the underlying zone shall apply for a Process 3 CPIOZ Type B 
permit. Applications for a Process 3 CPIOZ Type B permit shall meet the purpose and intent 
of the regulations of the underlying zone and the supplemental regulations. Deviations from 
these regulations may be granted by the City Manager in accordance with the procedures of 
the CPIOZ (Municipal Code Section 132.1403). 

Even with incorporation of the recommended street classifications in Table 5.12-4 in the 
CPU, Public Facilities Financing Plan, and future project development review and 
(ministerial) and discretionary review through the CPIOZthe proposed classifications, 24 
roadway segments would operate unacceptably in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  
The TIA identified additional potential improvement measures that are not recommended as 
part of the CPU and are not included as part of the project. The reasons for not 
recommending the improvements include various factors such as adjacency to 
environmentally sensitive land and/or steep hillsides, existing development conflicts, and/or 
multi-modal and urban design context.are detailed in the Findings and the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. The impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidableunmitigated.  At the project-level, partial mitigation may be possible in the form 
of transportation demand management measures that encourage carpooling and other 
alternate means of transportation.  At the time future discretionary subsequent development 
projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would contain detailed 
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented 
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide mitigation at the time of 
impact. 

The 24 roadway segments that would operate unacceptably in the Horizon Year plus CPU 
Condition are listed below.   



1. Otay Mesa Road, Caliente Ave. to Corporate Center Dr.  
2. Otay Mesa Road, Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd.  
3. Airway Road, Caliente Ave. to Heritage Rd.  
4. Airway Road, Heritage Rd. to Cactus Rd.  
5. Siempre Viva Road, Otay Center Dr. to SR-905 
6. Siempre Viva Road, SR-905 to Paseo de las Americas  
7. Caliente Avenue, Airway Rd. to Beyer Blvd. 
8. Caliente Avenue, Beyer Blvd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
9. Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road, Main St. to Avenida de Las Vistas  
10. Heritage Road/Otay Valley Road, Avenida de las Vistas to Datsun St.  
11. Cactus Road, Otay Mesa Rd. to Airway Rd.  
12. Cactus Road, Airway Rd. to Siempre Viva Rd.  
13. Britannia Boulevard, SR-905 to Airway Rd.  
14. La Media Road, SR-905 to Airway Rd.  
15. Dennery Road, Black Coral Ln. to East End  
16. Avenida de las Vistas, Vista Santo Domingo to Dennery Rd.  
17. Del Sol Boulevard, Surf Crest Dr. to Riviera Pointe 
18. Del Sol Boulevard, Riviera Pointe to Dennery Rd. 
19. Old Otay Mesa Road, Crescent Bay Dr. to Beyer Blvd.  
20. Camino Maquiladora, Heritage Rd. to Pacific Rim Ct. 
21. Camino Maquiladora, Pacific Rim Ct. to Cactus Rd.  
22. Progressive Avenue, Corporate Center Dr. to Innovative Dr. 
23. Datsun Street,  Innovative Dr. to Heritage Rd. 
24. Exposition Way/Vista Santo Domingo, Avenida de las Vistas to 

Corporate Center Dr.  

b.  Intersections 

Impact 

A total of 49 intersections would be expected to operate at unacceptable levels under the 
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition. Therefore, the CPU would have a significant impact at all 
49 of these intersections.  

Mitigation Framework 

A total of 49 intersections would be significantly impacted by the CPU.  Even wWith  
incorporation of the recommended land configurations shown in Figure 5.12-4a-4g for the 53 
intersections analyzed into the projects to be funded through the Public Facilities Financing 
Plan, and through future development projects (ministerial and discretionary through the 
CPIOZmitigation measures, a total of 39 intersections would continue to be significantly 
impacted. The TIA identified further potential improvement measures such as additional 
intersection turning movement lanes that are not recommended as part of the CPU and are 
not included as part of the project. The reasons for not recommending the improvements 
include considerations such as adjacency to environmentally sensitive land, steep hillsides, 



routes to schools, and multi-modal and urban design context, or because additional study 
would be required in order to make additional recommendations are detailed in the Findings 
and Statement of Overriding Considerations. At the project-level, partial mitigation may be 
possible in the form of transportation demand management measures that encourage 
carpooling and other alternate means of transportation.  At the time future discretionary 
subsequent development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would 
contain detailed recommendations. All project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be 
implemented prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide mitigation 
at the time of impact. 

The impacts are considered significant and unavoidableunmitigated.  To reduce impacts the 
following mitigation shall be provided: 

TRF-1:  Intersections shall be improved per the intersection lane designations identified in 
Figures 5.12-4a-g. 

c.  Freeway Segments 

Impact 

With the planned and funded I-805 improvements, all I-805 freeway segments would be 
expected to operate at an acceptable LOS in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition and 
therefore impacts would be less than significant.  Five SR-905 freeway segments would be 
expected to operate at unacceptable levels in the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  Thus, 
the CPU impact at these five SR-905 freeway segments would be significant. 

Mitigation Framework 

While providing one HOV lane in each direction on the SR-905 would reduce impacts 
associated with buildout of the CPU, the additional lanes are not funded; therefore, impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable unmitigated at the programmatic level. At the 
project-level, partial mitigation may be possible in the form of auxiliary lanes, and/or 
transportation demand management measures that encourage carpooling and other 
alternate means of transportation.  At the time future discretionary subsequent development 
projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would contain detailed 
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented 
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide mitigation at the time of 
impact. 



d.  Freeway Ramp Metering 

Impact 

Five SR-905 freeway ramps would be expected to experience delays over 15 minutes with 
downstream freeway operations at unacceptable levels in the Horizon Year Plus CPU 
condition.  The CPU impact at these five freeway ramps would be significant.   

Mitigation Framework 

Mitigation that would reduce freeway ramp metering impacts at the five significantly impacted 
SR-905 locations consists of adding a lane to the freeway on-ramp, auxiliary lanes, and/or 
implementation of transportation demand management (TDM) measures that encourage 
carpooling and other alternate means of transportation.  At the time future discretionary 
subsequent development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would 
contain detailed recommendations. All project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be 
implemented prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide mitigation 
at the time of impact. 

However, due to the uncertainty associated with implementing freeway ramp improvements, 
and uncertainty related to implementation of TDM measures, the freeway ramp impacts 
associated with the CPU would remain significant and unavoidable unmitigated at the 
program-level. 

11.11 Utilities 

11.11.1 Solid Waste 
Impact  

The CPU would not result in the direct need for a new landfill. Compliance with the Storage, 
Recycling, and C&D ordinances and the requirement to prepare a WMP (in some instances) 
would contribute to the CPU meeting the state-mandated 75 percent diversion rate. 
However, because all future projects within the CPU area may not be required to prepare a 
WMP or may not reduce project-level waste management impacts to below a level of 
significance, the CPU cannot be guaranteed, at the program-level, to meet the 75 percent 
diversion requirement.  Direct impacts associated with solid waste would be significant at the 
program-level.  

Mitigation Framework  

UTIL-1: Pursuant to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, future subsequent 
development projects (including construction, demolition, and /or renovation) that would 



generate 60 tons or more of solid waste shall be required to prepare a Waste Management 
Plan (WMP). The WMP shall be prepared by the applicant, conceptually approved by the 
ESD and discussed in the environmental document.  The WMP shall be implemented by the 
applicant and address the demolition, construction, and occupancy phases of the project as 
applicable to include the following: 

a. A timeline for each of the three main phases of the project (demolition, construction, 
and occupancy). 

b. Tons of waste anticipated to be generated (demolition, construction, and 
occupancy). 

c. Type of waste to be generated (demolition, construction, and occupancy). 

d. Describe how the project will reduce the generation of C&D debris. 

e. Describe how the C&D materials will be reused on-site. 

f. Include the name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities where 
recyclables and waste will be taken if not reused on-site. 

g. Describe how the C&D waste will be source separated if a mixed C&D facility is not 
used for recycling. 

h. Describe how the waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to 
subcontractors. 

i. Describe how a "buy recycled" program for green construction products, including 
mulch and compost, will be incorporated into the project. 

j. Describe how the Refuse and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations (LDC 
Chapter 14, Article 2 Division 8) will be incorporated into design of building's waste 
storage area. 

k. Describe how compliance with the Recycling Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 6, 
Article 6, Division 7) will be incorporated in the operational phase. 

l. Describe any International Standards of Operation 1, or other certification, if any. 



11.12 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

11.12.1 Consistency with Adopted Plans, Policies, and 
Regulations 

Impact 

The CPU contains policies that would reduce GHG emissions from transportation and 
operational building uses (related to water and energy consumption, and solid waste 
generation, etc.) and would be consistent with the strategies of local and state plans, 
policies, and regulations aimed at reducing GHG emissions from land use and development. 
Subsequent projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would be required to 
implement GHG-reducing features beyond those mandated under existing codes and 
regulations. However, because project-level details are not known, there is the potential that 
projects would not meet the necessary City reduction goals put in place in order to achieve 
the reductions required by AB 32. Thus, the level of potential impacts associated with plan 
conflict would be significant. 

Mitigation Framework 

GHG-1: Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts related to long-term GHG emissions. The 
Mobility, Urban Design, and Conservation elements of the CPU include specific policies to 
require dense, compact, and diverse development, encourage highly efficient energy and 
water conservation design, increase walkability and bicycle and transit accessibility, increase 
urban forestry practices and community gardens, decrease urban heat islands, and increase 
climate-sensitive community design. These policies would serve to reduce consumption of 
fossil-fueled vehicles and energy resulting in a reduction in communitywide GHG emissions 
relative to BAU.  

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to incorporate 
GHG reducing features or mitigation measures in order to show a 28.3 percent reduction in 
GHG emissions, relative to BAU, to meet AB 32 year 2020 target levels. Quantifiable GHG 
reduction measures at the level of subsequent projects consist of: 

• Building and non-building energy use 
• Indoor and outdoor water use 
• Area sources 
• Solid waste disposal  
• Vegetation/carbon sequestration 
• Construction equipment 
• Transportation/vehicles 



11.12.2 Cumulative GHG Emissions 
Impact 

The 9.1 to 11.4 percent reductions relative to BAU fall short of meeting the City’s goal of a 
minimum 28.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions relative to BAU, and therefore impacts 
associated with GHG emissions under the CPU would be significant and unavoidable.  

The Mobility, Urban Design, and Conservation elements of the CPU include specific policies 
to require dense, compact, and diverse development, encourage highly efficient energy and 
water conservation design, increase walkability and bicycle and transit accessibility, increase 
urban forestry practices and community gardens, decrease urban heat islands, and increase 
climate-sensitive community design. These policies would serve to reduce consumption of 
fossil-fueled vehicles and energy resulting in a reduction in communitywide GHG emissions 
relative to BAU. These policies are discussed in detail in Section 5.18.3. 

Despite the inclusion of these policies (most of which are not quantifiable in terms of their 
GHG emissions reductions at the program level), and despite the GHG reductions gleaned 
from statewide regulations on vehicle GHG emissions and building energy and water use, 
the CPU’s projected GHG emissions would fall short of meeting the 28.3 percent GHG 
reduction target relative to 2020 BAU.  

Mitigation Framework 

GHG-2: Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts related to long-term operational 
emissions as identified in mitigation measure GHG-1 in Section 5.18.3.3. 

The approximate gap of 16.9 to 19.2 percent in meeting the target reductions shall consist of 
one or a combination of several effective and quantifiable GHG reduction measures that 
pertain to: building and non-building energy use; indoor and outdoor water use; area 
sources; solid waste disposal; vegetation/carbon sequestration; construction equipment; and 
transportation/vehicles. Project-level GHG reduction design features shall demonstrate a 
reduction in BAU GHG emissions to 28.3 percent or more relative to BAU, and to the extent 
practicable, shall be required for future development projects implemented in accordance 
with the CPU. 
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