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and feasible mitigation shall be determined through the Tribal consultation process 

and incorporated into the overall data recovery program, where applicable, or project-

specific mitigation measures incorporated into the project. The data recovery program 

shall be based on a written research design and subject to the provisions as outlined 

in California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C-D). The 

data recovery program must be reviewed and approved by the City’s assigned 

environmental analyst prior to distribution of a draft environmental document for 

subsequent activities consistent with the project and shall include the results of the 

Tribal consultation process. 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 existing development or dense vegetation. 

A Native American observer shall be retained for all subsurface investigations, including 

geotechnical testing and other ground-disturbing activities whenever a Tribal Cultural 

Resource or any archaeological site located on City of San Diego property, or within the 

area of potential effect of a City of San Diego project, would be impacted. In the event 

that human remains are encountered during data recovery and/or a monitoring 

program, the provisions of California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, shall be 

followed. In the event that human remains are discovered during project grading, work 

shall halt in that area, and the procedures set forth in California Public Resources Code, 

Section 5097.98; California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5; and applicable 

federal, state, and local regulations shall be followed. These procedures shall be 

outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program included in a subsequent 

project-specific 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, Historical 

Resources Consultant Qualifications, of the City of San Diego’s Historical Resources 

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 shall be necessary for a complete evaluation. 

Specific types of historical resource reports are required to document the methods 

(see Section III of the City of San Diego’s Historical Resources 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 
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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’s Archaeological Resource Management Reports: 

Recommended Contents and Format (see Appendix C of the City of San Diego’s Historical 

Resources Guidelines), which will be used by City of San Diego staff in the review of 

archaeological resource reports. Consultants must ensure that Archaeological Resource 

Management Reports are prepared consistent with this checklist. This requirement shall 

standardize the content and format of all archaeological technical reports submitted to 

the City of San Diego. A confidential appendix must be submitted (under separate cover), 

along with Archaeological Resource Management Reports for archaeological sites and 

Tribal Cultural Resources, 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 that result in a substantial collection of 

artifacts, which 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 of San Diego. Appendix D, Historical Resources Report Form, of the 

City of San Diego’s Historical Resources Guidelines 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 that has the proper facilities and staffing for ensuring 

research access to the collections consistent with state and federal standards unless 

otherwise determined during the Tribal consultation process. In the event that a 

prehistoric and/or historic deposit is encountered during construction monitoring, a 

Collections Management Plan shall be required in accordance with the project’s 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The disposition of human remains and 

burial-related artifacts that cannot be avoided or are inadvertently discovered is 

governed by state (i.e., Assembly Bill 2641 [Coto] and California Native American 

Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001 [California Health and Safety Code, 

Sections 8010–8011]) and federal (i.e., federal Native American Graves Protection and 

Repatriation Act [USC 3001–3013]) law and must be treated in a dignified and culturally 

appropriate manner with respect for the deceased individuals 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 of all recovered artifacts must be established 

between the applicant/property owner and the consultant prior to the initiation of the 

field reconnaissance. When Tribal Cultural Resources are present, or non-burial-related 

artifacts associated with Tribal Cultural Resources are suspected to be recovered, the 

treatment and disposition of such resources shall be determined during the Tribal 
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consultation process. This information must then 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 Collections (dated May 7, 

1993) and, if federal funding is involved, the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 79. 

Additional information regarding curation is provided in Section II of the City of San Diego’s 

Historical Resources Guidelines. 

5.6.6 Significance of Impacts After Mitigation 
5.6.6.1 Historic Buildings, Structures, Objects, or Sites 

Even after application of the existing regulatory framework contained in the Historical Resources 

Guidelines and Historical Resources regulations, the degree of future impacts and the applicability, 

feasibility, and success of future avoidance measures cannot be adequately known for each specific 

future project at this program level of analysis. Thus, potential impacts to historic buildings, structures, 

objects, and/or sites would be significant and unavoidable. 

5.6.6.2 Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, 
Sacred Sites, and Human Remains 

Subsequent activities implemented in accordance with the project would potentially result in 

ground-disturbing activities within the culturally sensitive areas depicted on Figure 5.6-1 and therefore 

would be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM HIST 5.6-1, which would avoid or minimize 

impacts to archaeological resources. This mitigation measure, combined with the policies of the City’s 

General Plan promoting the identification, protection, and preservation of archaeological resources 

in addition to compliance with CEQA and California Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.1, 

requiring Tribal consultation early in the development review process, and the City’s Historical 

Resources regulations (City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0212), which require review of ministerial 

and discretionary permit applications for any parcel identified as sensitive on the Historical Resources 

Sensitivity Maps, would reduce the program-level impacts related to prehistoric or historic 

archaeological resources. However, even with the application of the existing regulatory framework 

and mitigation framework that would avoid future project-level impacts, the feasibility and efficacy of 

mitigation measures cannot be determined at this program level of analysis. Therefore, after 

implementation of feasible mitigation measures, impacts to prehistoric and historic archaeological 

resources, sacred sites, and human remains would remain significant and unavoidable. 

5.6.6.3 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Subsequent activities implemented in accordance with the project would potentially result in impacts 

to significant TCRs and therefore would be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM HIST 5.6-1, 

which would minimize impacts to TCRs. This mitigation, combined with the policies of the General 

Plan promoting the identification, protection, and preservation of archaeological resources, in 

addition to compliance with CEQA and California Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.1, requiring 

Tribal consultation early in the development review process, and the City’s Historical Resources 

regulations (City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0212), which requires review of ministerial and 
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discretionary permit applications for any parcel identified as sensitive on the Historical Resources 

Sensitivity Maps, would reduce the program-level impact related to TCRs. However, even with the 

application of the existing regulatory framework and mitigation framework that would avoid future 

project-level impacts, the feasibility and efficacy of mitigation measures cannot be determined at this 

program level of analysis. Therefore, after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, impacts 

to TCRs would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This section analyzes potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality that could result from 

the implementation of the De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). 

The information in this section is based on review of available plans and technical information, 

including the City of San Diego’s (City’s) Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) (City of San Diego 

2021a) and MBPMP Environmental Impact Report (City of San Diego 1994), the Hydrology and Water 

Quality Technical Memorandum prepared by Harris & Associates (2023) (Appendix I) for the project, 

and the City’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Significance Determination Thresholds (City 

of San Diego 2022). 

5.7.1 Existing Conditions 
Refer to Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, for a discussion of existing conditions related to 

hydrology and water quality (Section 2.3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality) and Chapter 4.0, Regulatory 

Framework (Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality), for a discussion of relevant plans, policies, and 

ordinances related to hydrology and water quality. The project area is in the Peñasquitos Hydrologic 

Unit extending from the City of Poway on the east to the community of La Jolla on the west (RWQCB 

2021). The Peñasquitos Hydrologic Unit contains two coastal lagoons: Sorrento Lagoon and Mission 

Bay. Several portions within Mission Bay and its shorelines are listed on the 2020–2022 California 

Integrated Report for impairments (Clean Water Act, Section 303[d] List/305[b] Report) (SWRCB 2022). 

5.7.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts to hydrology are based on applicable criteria in Appendix 

G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds 

(City of San Diego 2022). A significant impact would occur if implementation of the project would: 

1. Result in flooding due to an increase in impervious surfaces or changes in absorption rates, 

drainage patterns, or the rate of surface runoff; 

2. Result in a substantial increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters and/or substantial 

increases in discharges of identified pollutants to an already impaired water body; or 

3. Deplete groundwater supplies, degrade groundwater quality, or interfere with groundwater 

recharge. 
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5.7.3 Impact Analysis 
5.7.3.1 Issue 1: Flooding and Drainage Patterns 

Would the proposed project result in flooding due to an increase in impervious surfaces or changes in 

absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate of surface runoff? 

a. Flooding 

As shown on Figure 2-5, Flood Zones, 130.5 acres within the project area are located on areas that are 

currently susceptible to 500-year floods and referred to as Moderate Flood Hazard Areas (FEMA 2019). 

These areas are principally on the De Anza peninsula and in the areas currently occupied by a golf 

course, tennis courts, and athletic fields. Additionally, 287.8 acres are on land susceptible to 100-year 

floods, mostly along the coastlines, the banks of Rose Creek inlet, the low-lying Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP), and open water areas of Mission Bay. 

The project would enhance and create additional wetlands on the project area, which could alter the 

existing floodplains. These restoration activities have the potential to affect regional flooding through 

changes in ground elevations and flow paths. Sea level rise projections should also be taken into 

consideration when analyzing future flooding in this area.   

The latest state guidance for sea level rise from the Ocean Protection Council recommends taking a 

multi-step approach to consider factors such as local sea level rise projection, type of project, project 

lifespan, and level of risk associated with the project type. Based on the nearest tide gauges to the 

project and project lifespan, a range of sea level rise projections can be determined. From this, the 

potential impacts to the project can be assessed for various scenarios and risk tolerance determined. 

In general, risk tolerance may be greater for projects with a shorter lifespan, high adaptive capacity, 

or minimal consequences. Based on the best available science, the low-risk aversion projections for 

San Diego are 3.6 feet by the year 2100, and the medium-high risk projections are 7 feet by the year 

2100. Although year 2100 is beyond a typical project lifespan, due to uncertainty in predicting future 

sea level rise, both in modeling and greenhouse gas emissions trends, year 2100 is considered in this 

analysis as the worst-case scenario. Consideration of a range of sea level rise enables various 

outcomes to be considered (CNRA 2018). For this project, both the low-risk and medium-high risk 

projections are considered. The extreme risk aversion scenario has no associated probabilistic 

projection associated with it and is more appropriate to consider for projects with an extremely low 

risk tolerance, such as a wastewater treatment plant, so it is not considered for this project. The 

project is a habitat restoration project with recreational amenities. Future planning efforts can 

consider phasing of adaptation strategies to account for uncertainty around timing and extent of sea 

level rise. With implementation of the project, De Anza Cove is expected to experience lowered levels 

of inundation and velocities by 2100 compared to if the area is left in its current state as a result of 

proposed wetland restoration activities, which would increase resilience to sea level rise and coastal 

flooding. Please refer to Appendix N, Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report, for further details. 

Restored wetlands increase resilience by providing an increased opportunity for flood flows to be 

diverted into the new enhancement areas compared with existing impervious conditions. 
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In addition, restoration and enhancement of wetlands in this area of Mission Bay would not adversely 

impact flood levels because restored wetlands are more resilient to coastal flooding (City of San Diego 

2021c). Thus, project modification to the existing floodplain would ultimately lead to a reduction in 

flood stage and velocities in the area. 

Impacts associated with flooding and drainage patterns would be less than significant. 

b. Drainage Patterns 

Project components that lead to increased local flooding typically involve increasing impervious 

surface area (generating more runoff), exceeding downstream stormwater conveyance capacity, or 

grading in such a manner that alters the existing floodplain. The project proposes enhancement and 

restoration within City-owned portions of the existing KFMR/NWP and the expansion of wetlands in 

areas currently occupied by Campland and the developed area of De Anza Cove occupied by the 

former mobile home park, thus reducing the overall impervious footprint in the project area by 

transforming existing developed uses to natural wetland habitat. 

The project area is within a highly urbanized area where the majority of stormwater currently flows 

to drainage inlets along roadways and parking lots. Localized drainage near the shoreline drains 

directly to Mission Bay. The project area is relatively flat with a slight southern slope toward the bay. 

The project would replace the existing Campland area with expanded marshland/habitat area, which 

would include a combination of mudflats, wetlands, and upland habitats, that could alter the existing 

drainage patterns in the area. However, since specific design of the wetland enhancements is not 

currently available, no sizing determinations or calculations have been made to evaluate the 

sufficiency of existing surface water drainage structures to properly convey stormwater runoff.  

Future site-specific enhancement activities would be required to comply with the National Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System and Hydromodification Management Plan requirements as described 

in the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b). In addition, the combination and 

layout of recreation and athletic facilities would be designed during the General Development Plan 

process and at the time of redevelopment and implementation of project enhancements and would 

be required to comply with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System and 

Hydromodification Management Plan described in the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual. 

Compliance with these requirements would ensure the proper conveyance of stormwater runoff and 

drainage within the project area. The overall development density of the project area would be 

reduced compared to the existing baseline condition, and the proposed new development within the 

project area would not result in an increase in runoff volume that would result in flooding. Therefore, 

impacts associated with flooding due to an increase in impervious surfaces or a change in absorption 

rates, drainage patterns, or the rate of surface runoff would be less than significant. 
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5.7.3.2 Issue 2: Water Quality 

Would the proposed project result in a substantial increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters 

and/or substantial increases in discharges of identified pollutants to an already impaired water body? 

The Clean Water Act, Section 303(d), list of impaired water bodies identifies Mission Bay at the mouth 

of Rose Creek as impaired for eutrophication and lead from upstream sources, and Mission Bay at De 

Anza Cove is listed as impaired for enterococcus, fecal coliform, and total coliform. A significant impact 

would occur if construction or operation of the project would create new impairments or exacerbate 

existing impairments within these waterbodies, which would result in a water quality impact. 

a. Construction 

Construction of the project would require grading and excavation of soils, which would loosen 

sediment and then have the potential to mix with surface water runoff and degrade water quality. 

Additionally, construction would require the use of heavy equipment and construction-related 

chemicals, such as concrete, cement, asphalt, fuels, oils, antifreeze, transmission fluid, grease, 

solvents, and paints. These potentially harmful materials could be accidentally spilled or improperly 

disposed of during construction and, if mixed with surface water runoff, could wash into and pollute 

receiving waters. Pollutants generated from the project during its construction period would be 

temporary and addressed through preparation of a project-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual and the City’s Grading 

Ordinance. It would include such construction best management practices (BMPs) as the following: 

• Silt fence, fiber rolls, or gravel bag 

• Street sweeping and vacuuming 

• Sedimentation basin 

• Storm drain inlet protection 

• Stabilized construction entrance/exit 

• Vehicle and equipment maintenance, cleaning, and fueling 

• Hydroseeding 

• Material washout 

• Stockpile management 

• Spill prevention and control 

• Solid waste management 

• Concrete waste management 

• Water quality monitoring 

Adherence to applicable requirements and implementation of the appropriate BMPs would ensure 

that pollutant discharge associated with construction activities would be minimized, and impacts 

would be less than significant. 

b. Operation 

The project would have the potential to result in long-term operational pollutants associated with 

components of the project, such as guest accommodations, parking areas, and street improvements 
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that would introduce potential pollutants, including sediments, heavy metals, nutrients, trash and 

debris, oxygen-demanding substances, oil and grease, pesticides, and bacteria and viruses. Due to the 

project’s location within and adjacent to Rose Creek and Mission Bay, the immediate pollutants of 

concern are those that contribute to the eutrophic conditions at the mouth of the Rose Creek inlet 

(nutrients) and the high coliform counts along the Mission Bay shoreline. In addition, the expansion 

and regrading required for wetland restoration could lead to increased erosion. Therefore, operation 

of the project could increase pollutant discharge to receiving waters and increase discharge of 

identified pollutants. 

However, in accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b), the 

project is a priority development project that is required to incorporate post-construction (or 

permanent) Low Impact Development site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs into the 

project’s design. The types of BMPs that could be implemented are listed in Table 5.7-1, Recommended 

Best Management Practices. The BMPs in this table are preliminary recommendations and would be 

refined and implemented as part of final project design and monitoring programs for future project 

activities consistent with the project in accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual that 

requires the preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SWQMP). The SWQMP must 

accompany the final design of subsequent project activities to ensure that runoff generated by the 

project is adequately captured/treated per applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

Water quality design features are proposed along the edges of active recreational areas. Proposed 

water quality detention basins would be of differing sizes and would capture and treat stormwater 

before flowing into Mission Bay. New water quality detention basins would be located to treat the 

entire project area in accordance with local and state requirements. 

Water quality detention basins would be designed with a sediment forebay, a height-appropriate 

embankment specific for each area of treatment, and a base to reduce sediment and erosion at the 

outflow. Native plants would be used to reduce sediment and total suspended solids from 

stormwater. Additional water quality-enhancing features would include vegetated areas bordering all 

development to reduce stormwater contamination, including debris and sediment, from reaching 

Mission Bay. 

Revegetating the edges of Rose Creek and along the “boot” of De Anza Cove with marsh, wetland, and 

upland native plants would create another water quality-enhancing feature. In addition, “green” 

infrastructure such as constructed oyster beds would be implemented at shorelines where oyster 

colonization is feasible. Because oysters feed by filtering algae from the water, they function as a 

natural filter and improve water overloaded with nutrients.  
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Table 5.7-1. Recommended Best Management Practices 
Type of BMP Design Concept Description Applicable to Project 

Site Design and 
Source Control 
Measures 

Efficient Irrigation 
Systems and 
Landscape Design 

Implement rain shutoff devices to prevent irrigation during 
and after precipitation events in accordance with the City’s 
Landscape Standards (City of San Diego 2016). Reduce 
irrigation contribution to dry weather runoff by avoiding 
spray irrigation patterns where overspray to paved 
surfaces or drain inlets would occur. Design irrigation 
systems to each landscape area’s specific water 
requirements to avoid overwatering and potential irrigation 
runoff. Implement flow reducers or shutoff valves triggered 
by a pressure drop to control water loss in the event of 
broken sprinkler heads or lines. Avoid locating drain inlets 
in lawn areas. 

Trash Storage 
Areas/Pet Waste 

Provide covered trash receptacles and routine pickup. 
Along walkways, include signage requesting pet owners to 
pick up their pet’s waste, and provide pet waste bag 
dispensers. 

Material Storage 
Areas 

Establish outdoor/indoor areas for suitably storing 
hazardous and non-hazardous materials. Develop 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan for any hazardous 
materials stored in the project area.  

Drain to 
Permeable 
Surfaces 

Direct surface flows from impermeable surfaces (streets, 
parking lots, sidewalks) into adjacent permeable areas. 

Stormwater 
Conveyance 
System Stamping 
and Signage 

Provide inlets and catch basins with stamp/stencil stating 
that runoff discharges to the ocean. Post signs and 
prohibitive legal language to deter illegal dumping. 

Non-Toxic Roofing 
Materials 

Avoid all toxic materials, including the use of galvanized 
steel or copper for roofs, gutter, and downspouts. 

Employ Integrated 
Pest Management 
Principles 

Employ integrated pest management focusing on long-term 
prevention of pests or their damage through a combination 
of biological control, habitat manipulation, and use of 
resistant plant varieties. Pesticides shall be used only after 
monitoring indicates they are needed. Pest control 
materials shall be selected and applied in a manner that 
minimizes risks to human health, beneficial and non-target 
organisms, and surrounding environment. For more 
information on pesticide application, visit the following 
website: http://www.ipm.ucdavis.edu/WATER/ 
U/index.html. Use plant pest-resistant or well-adapted plant 
varieties and discourage pests by modifying the project 
area and landscaping design to eliminate or reduce the 
need for pesticide use. Use barriers, screens, and caulking 
to keep pests out of buildings and landscaping. Use 
physical pest elimination techniques, such as weeding, 
washing, or trapping pests. 

Storm Drain 
Stenciling 

Stencil all inlets/catch basins with the words “No Dumping 
– Drains to Creek,” or equivalent message. 
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Table 5.7-1. Recommended Best Management Practices 
Type of BMP Design Concept Description Applicable to Project 

Additional 
Considerations 

Stabilize the project area, vegetate disturbed soils and 
slopes with drought-tolerant upland vegetation and 
wetlands, and stabilize permanent channel crossings. 
Convey runoff safely away from the top of slopes and 
install energy dissipaters at the outlets of new storm drains 
that discharge to unlined channels to reduce potential for 
erosion and minimize impacts to receiving waters. 
Construct oyster beds to improve water quality. 

Notes: BMP = best management practice 

With implementation of water quality design features and BMPs that would be required by the City, 

potential pollutants would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, and impacts would be less 

than significant. 

5.7.3.3 Issue 3: Groundwater 

Would the proposed project deplete groundwater supplies, degrade groundwater quality, or interfere with 

groundwater recharge? 

The project would not use groundwater resources. Water supply for the project would be provided by 

the City through the Miramar/Murray Reservoirs, which contain adequate surface water supplies to 

serve the project. No on-site groundwater wells would be installed. Therefore, groundwater resources 

would not be depleted, and pollutants within the groundwater would not be concentrated due to 

groundwater extraction. The project would have a less than significant impact on groundwater supplies. 

The project area is on low-lying land and estuary formed by the historical meandering of the San Diego 

River prior to the engineering of its current outlet into the Pacific Ocean in the mid-1800s. The Pacific 

Beach area, northwest of the project area, and Mission Bay rest on low alluvial deposits where the 

highest elevation in the project area is 16 feet above mean sea level. Due to these low elevations and 

the proximity of the project area to the saline waters of Mission Bay, soils under the project are not 

available for extensive fresh groundwater resources. In addition, groundwater levels in near-ocean 

alluvial deposits are often influenced more by tidal fluctuation than by freshwater recharge. 

Therefore, the project would not interfere with groundwater recharge. 

The project would increase the amount of permeable surface area compared to the existing baseline 

condition, thus increasing the rate of infiltration of stormwater. Implementation of construction BMPs 

would be practiced to clean up any potential contaminant spills in accordance with the construction 

SWPPP, and any such potential contamination would be unlikely to affect groundwater through 

infiltration. Upon preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, consistent with regulatory 

requirements, impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 
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5.7.4 Significance of Impacts 
5.7.4.1 Flooding and Drainage Patterns 

The project would not result in substantial changes to drainage patterns or increase of impervious 

surfaces. Conversely, the project would reduce the amount of impervious surfaces and create 

additional wetland habitat, which would reduce the risk of flooding. Therefore, the project would have 

a less than significant impact on flooding and drainage patterns, and no mitigation is required. 

5.7.4.2 Water Quality 

Pollutants generated from the project during its construction period would be temporary and be 

addressed through preparation of a project-specific SWPPP and implementation of construction 

BMPs. The potential long-term pollutants associated with the project would be addressed through the 

implementation of project area and source control BMPs as defined in the City’s Stormwater 

Standards Manual. Due to the project’s location, the immediate pollutants of concern are those that 

contribute to the eutrophic conditions at the mouth of Rose Creek inlet (nutrients) and the high 

coliform counts along the Mission Bay shoreline. 

To preserve local hydrology and water quality resources, preliminary BMPs are recommended to 

address potential impacts, consistent with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual. A SWQMP must 

accompany the final design of the project to ensure that runoff generated is adequately 

captured/treated. Upon preparation and implementation of a SWQMP and implementation of BMPs, 

per regulatory requirements, impacts associated with water quality would be less than significant, and 

no mitigation is required. 

5.7.4.3 Groundwater 

The project does not require the use of groundwater supplies. No groundwater wells would be drilled 

to support the project. Project components would reduce impervious surfaces and would not impede 

groundwater recharge. Implementation of construction BMPs would be practiced to clean up 

contaminant spills and would be indicated in the construction SWPPP following completion of the 

project. Upon preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, per regulatory requirements, impacts to 

groundwater would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

5.7.5 Mitigation Framework 
Impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation 

is required. 
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 Noise 
This section analyzes the potential impacts related to noise that could result from the implementation 

of the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). The 

analysis in this section is based on review of available plans and technical information, including the 

City of San Diego’s (City’s) Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) (City of San Diego 2021) and MBPMP 

Environmental Impact Report (City of San Diego 1994), the Noise Technical Memorandum prepared 

by Harris & Associates (2023) (Appendix J) for the project, the Transportation Impact Analysis prepared 

by CR Associates (2023) (Appendix L) for the project, and the City’s California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022). 

5.8.1 Existing Conditions 
Please refer to Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, for a discussion of the existing noise settings (Section 

2.3.8, Noise) and Chapter 4.0, Regulatory Framework (Section 4.8, Noise), for a discussion of relevant 

plans, policies, and regulations related to noise. In summary, existing noise sources in the project area 

are primarily dominated by transportation-based noise sources, such as road traffic and aircraft noise. 

Vehicles traveling on Interstate 5 dominate the existing ambient environment throughout the majority 

of the project area and are further supplemented by main streets such as Grand Avenue and Pacific 

Beach Drive. Stationary noise sources include noise from typical recreational/open space areas, such as 

birds and human conversations. Measured noise levels in the project area ranged from 43.2 A-weighted 

decibels (dBA) equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level) (Leq) to 70.6 dBA Leq, with 

a measured 24-hour noise level of 57.8 dBA community noise equivalent level (CNEL). Refer to Figure 

5.8-1, Noise Measurement Locations, which shows where noise measurements were taken in and 

around the project area. 

5.8.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Thresholds used to evaluate potential noise impacts are based on applicable criteria in Appendix G of 

the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City of 

San Diego 2022), the City’s General Plan Noise Element (City of San Diego 2015), and the City’s Noise 

Abatement and Control Ordinance (City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0101 et seq.). A significant 

impact would occur if implementation of the project would: 

1. Result in or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels; 

2. Result in an exposure of people to current or future transportation noise levels which exceed 

guidelines established in the Noise Element of the General Plan; 

3. Result in land uses which are not compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined by an 

adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP); 

4. Result in the exposure of people to noise levels which exceed property line limits established 

in the Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance of the City’s Municipal Code; 
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5. Result in the exposure of people to significant temporary construction noise; or 

6. Result in the exposure of people to significant groundborne vibration. 

No local adopted threshold is available for groundborne noise and vibration; however, the Federal 

Transit Administration and the California Department of Transportation provide relevant guidance for 

this analysis related to transportation and construction projects. A significant vibration impact would 

occur where structures or human receivers would be exposed to the respective damage and 

annoyance thresholds, measured in peak particle velocity (PPV) (inches per second) or vibration 

decibels (VdB). Continuous vibrations with a PPV of approximately 0.10 inch per second begin to annoy 

people (Caltrans 2004). The threshold of perception is 70 VdB, and the damage threshold for fragile 

structures is 0.20 inch per second (FTA 2018). 

5.8.3 Impact Analysis 
5.8.3.1 Issue 1: Ambient Noise 
Would the proposed project result in or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels? 

a. Project-Related Traffic Noise 

Project-related traffic noise was assessed through comparison of the number of vehicle trips 

generated by the project relative to the existing baseline condition (Appendix L). Decibels (dB) are 

measured on a logarithmic scale, which quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter 

scale used for earthquake magnitudes. Thus, a doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as a 

doubled traffic volume, would increase the noise levels by 3 dBA; halving of the energy would result 

in a 3 dBA decrease. 

The project would generally result in fewer vehicle trips than those generated under the existing 

baseline condition because the project would reduce the development density in the project area. As 

shown in Table 5.8-1, Project Weekday Trip Generation, during weekdays, the project would result in 

approximately 2,133 fewer average daily traffic (ADT) trips compared to the existing baseline 

condition. During AM and PM peak hours, the project would result in 77 and 196 fewer trips, 

respectively, than the existing baseline conditions. 
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Table 5.8-1. Project Weekday Trip Generation 

Site Uses Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
% Trips Split In Out % Trips Split In Out 

Mission Bay 
RV Resort – 
Existing 

2,816 4% 112 4:6 45 67 9% 255 6:4 153 102 

Campland – 
Existing 4,798 5% 239 4:6 96 143 9% 434 5:5 217 217 

Total 
(Existing) 7,614   351   141 210   689   370 319 

De Anza 
Natural 
(Proposed) 

5,481 5% 274 4:6 110 164 9% 493 5:5 247 246 

Net (Proposed 
– Existing) −2,133   −77   −31 −46   −196   −123 −73 

Source: Appendix L. 

Table 5.8-2, Project Weekend Trip Generation, summarizes the predicted changes in traffic volumes for 

weekends. As shown in this table, there would be a decrease in the number of project-related trips 

compared to the number of trips under the existing baseline condition. A net reduction of approximately 

2,818 ADT would result, and approximately 292 fewer trips would occur during the weekend midday 

peak hour. 

Table 5.8-2. Project Weekend Trip Generation 

Site Uses Daily Midday Peak Hour 
% Trips Split In Out 

Mission Bay RV Resort – Existing 3,409 10% 341 6:4 204 136 
Campland – Existing 4,259 8% 339 6:4 203 136 
Total (Existing) 7,668  680  407 272 
De Anza Natural (Proposed) 4,850 8% 388 6:4 233 155 
Net (Proposed – Existing) −2,818  −292  −174 −117 

Source: Appendix L. 

Implementation of the project would result in a reduction in ADT and peak-hour trips on weekdays 

and weekends, which would result in a decrease in traffic-related noise compared to the existing 

baseline conditions. Therefore, the project would not result in or create a significant increase in 

existing ambient noise levels. Project-related traffic noise impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Project-Related Operational Noise 

Changes in operational on-site noise were assessed qualitatively by reviewing the project area land uses 

and locations in relation to existing on-site land uses and adjacent off-site noise-sensitive receivers. 

The project would replace the developed Campland on the Bay (Campland) area with expanded 

wetlands habitat in accordance with the MBPMP recommendation, which designates the Campland 

area as habitat area. Further, the project would replace the developed Mission Bay RV Resort and 

vacated De Anza Cove mobile home park with low-cost visitor guest accommodations, allowing 

camping sites for RVs, cabins, or other eco-friendly accommodations and associated open space and 
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facilities consistent with camping accommodations. These facilities and amenities would be similar to 

those that exist currently in the Campland and Mission Bay RV Resort areas. The proposed guest 

accommodations would be within the “boot” portion of De Anza Cove, farther from existing adjacent 

noise-sensitive land uses (residences to the north and northwest) than Campland is, and about the 

same distance as the Mission Bay RV Park is from existing noise-sensitive land uses. Additionally, as 

shown on Figure 3-1, Site Plan, the total area of developed land would be reduced compared to the 

existing conditions. The project would remove some of the developed areas within the “boot” and 

replace them with natural habitat and recreation areas that are similar to those found throughout 

Mission Bay Park. 

Changes are also proposed in the northern portion of the project area. Amenities in the regional 

parkland areas would be enhanced with new bike paths, and the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club would 

be replaced with wetlands and buffers adjacent to the Rose Creek inlet and additional athletic uses 

and passive park features. Two potential locations are also A location is also identified for the potential 

Interpretive Nature Center. The project would enhance the existing De Anza Cove Park area by adding 

a non-motorized boat rental facility, restrooms, and picnic shelters to the park area. Removing the 

existing developed areas of Campland, the vacant De Anza Cove mobile home park, the Mission Bay 

RV Resort, and the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club and implementing natural habitat and recreational 

land uses in the De Anza Cove “boot” area would move on-site noise sources away from nearby noise-

sensitive receptors (which are primarily along the northern and western project boundaries). The 

project would result in a net reduction in noise from the project area to adjacent noise-sensitive land 

uses. Additionally, the project would comply with the Chapter 5, Article 9.5, Noise Abatement and 

Control, of the City’s Municipal Code. Section 59.5.0401 establishes sound level limits, and Section 

59.5.0502 establishes limits to the disturbing, excessive, and offensive noises that the project would 

comply with. Therefore, the project would not result in or create a significant increase in existing 

ambient noise levels. Project-related operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

c. Noise Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife 

The City’s significance thresholds include noise limits in areas that could potentially affect sensitive 

wildlife (City of San Diego 2022). Demolition of uses, including Campland, the vacant mobile home 

park, the Mission Bay RV Resort, and the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club, and installation of expanded 

wetlands habitat near the Multi-Habitat Planning Area or sensitive species may require mitigation to 

reduce noise to less than significant levels. Noise impacts to the Multi-Habitat Planning Area and 

sensitive bird species are discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report. Construction impacts would be less than significant. Following 

construction, noise from operation of the project area would be similar or reduced compared to 

existing conditions, as described above, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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5.8.3.2 Issue 2: Vehicular Noise 
Would the proposed project result in an exposure of people to current or future transportation noise levels 

which exceed guidelines established in the Noise Element of the General Plan? 

a. Freeway and Roadway Noise 

A project would have the potential to result in a significant transportation noise impact if it would cause 

a roadway to generate noise levels in excess of the City’s applicable General Plan Noise Element noise 

compatibility standard or an increase in noise level of 3 dBA or more where the standard is already 

exceeded (City of San Diego 2022). As established in the City’s General Plan Noise Element, noise levels 

up to 65 dBA CNEL are compatible with sensitive receptors. As discussed above, implementation of the 

project would result in a reduction in ADT and peak-hour trips on weekdays and weekends, which would 

result in a decrease in traffic-related noise to and from the project area, as well as along the adjacent 

roadways, compared to the existing baseline conditions. Therefore, the project would not result in an 

increase in vehicle noise and would not result in the exposure of people to current or future 

transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the City’s General Plan Noise Element. 

Noise compatibility impacts associated with operation of the project would be less than significant. 

5.8.3.3 Issue 3: Airport Compatibility 
Would the proposed project result in land uses which are not compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined 

by an adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)? 

A significant impact could occur if implementation of the project would result in land uses that are not 

compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined by an adopted ALUCP. The nearest airports are the 

San Diego International Airport and the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, each located 

approximately 4 miles from the project area. Based on the San Diego International Airport’s ALUCP 

(SDCRAA 2014), the project area is north of the Airport Influence Area and approximately 2.7 miles 

outside the airport’s 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. Based on the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport 

ALUCP (SDCRAA 2010), the project area is west of the Airport Influence Area and approximately 3.5 

miles outside the airport’s 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. Although aircraft departures are audible 

throughout the project area, aircraft noise contributes less than 65 dBA CNEL to the noise 

environment of the project area. Because noise levels from aircraft would be below 65 dBA CNEL, 

neither exterior nor interior noise compatibility impacts would occur at any of the proposed land uses. 

Additionally, the project would not result in an increase in exposure compared to existing conditions 

or introduce new land uses that would interfere with flight patterns. Therefore, implementation of the 

project would result in a less than significant impact related to compatibility with aircraft noise levels. 

5.8.3.4 Issue 4: Noise Ordinance Compliance 
Would the proposed project result in the exposure of people to noise levels which exceed property line limits 

established in the Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance of the City’s Municipal Code? 

The sound level limits from City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0401, can be found in Table 4-4, City of 

San Diego Table of Applicable Noise Limits, in Chapter 4.0. As discussed under Issue 1: Ambient Noise, 

the project is anticipated to result in a noise reduction at adjacent noise-sensitive land uses due to the 
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removal of existing noise-generating uses near sensitive receptors (Campland, Mission Bay RV Resort) 

and the location of new/replacement uses (low-cost visitor guest accommodations) farther from those 

sensitive receptors. Based on the existing short-term and long-term noise measurements conducted in 

the project area (see Tables 2-11 and 2-12 in Chapter 2.0), the baseline noise condition at the project 

area does not exceed the City’s noise standards in City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0401. Since the 

project would result in a noise reduction over the existing baseline condition, it would not exceed the 

City’s noise standards either. Proposed future uses consistent with the project would be required to 

comply with the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0401. Thus, the project would not expose people to 

noise levels that exceed property line limits established in Section 59.5.0401 of the City’s Noise 

Abatement and Control Ordinance. Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.8.3.5 Issue 5: Temporary Construction Noise 
Would the proposed project result in the exposure of people to significant temporary construction noise? 

a. Construction Noise 

Construction of the project would result in temporary localized increases in noise levels from on-site 

construction equipment, as well as from off-site trucks hauling construction materials from demolition of 

existing developed areas including Campland, the vacant De Anza Cove mobile home park, the Mission 

Bay RV Resort, and the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club.
1
 Noise generated by demolition and construction 

equipment would occur with varying intensities and durations during the various phases of construction. 

The typical maximum noise levels at a distance of 50 feet for various pieces of demolition and construction 

equipment are depicted in Table 5.8-3, Construction Equipment Noise Level dBA at 50 Feet. Note that 

these are maximum noise levels, not an average sound level. The equipment would operate in alternating 

cycles of full power and low power, thus producing noise levels less than the maximum level. The average 

sound level of the construction activity also depends on the amount of time that the equipment operates 

and the intensity of the construction during the time period. 

Table 5.8-3. Construction Equipment Noise Level dBA at 50 Feet 
Equipment Type Maximum Noise Level dBA at 50 feet 

Backhoe 80 
Compactor 82 
Concrete Mixer 85 
Crane 83 
Generator 81 
Loader 85 
Paver 89 
Roller 74 
Truck 88 
Saw 76 

Source: Appendix J. 
Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel 

 
1  Materials other than soil. No off-site import or export of soil is anticipated because soil import and 

export would be balanced on site. 
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For project-related construction noise impacts, the nearest existing noise-sensitive land uses are 

residences north of Campland, on the northern side of North Mission Bay Drive, at a distance of 

approximately 105 feet from the nearest project boundary. This is the considered the worst-case 

assumption for construction noise impacts because the average distance between the nearest and 

farthest construction activities on the site to the residences is approximately 725 feet. Construction 

activities would typically take place at distances closer to this average distance, and vibration levels 

would be substantially reduced compared to those in Table 5.8-3. 

The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (FHWA 2008) was 

used to estimate construction noise levels at typical distances to the nearest noise-sensitive land uses. 

Input variables for the RCNM consist of the receiver/land use types, the equipment type and number 

of each (e.g., two excavators, a loader, a dump truck), the duty cycle for each piece of equipment (e.g., 

percentage of hours the equipment typically works per day), and the distance from the noise-sensitive 

receiver. Construction noise levels were assessed at two distances for each construction phase: the 

distance from the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (for the purposes of the construction analysis, 

these were typically residential land uses) to the closest construction activities, and the more typical 

distance between the noise-sensitive receptors and the construction activities (the average distance 

between the near and far work areas). Table 5.8-4, Construction Noise Modeling Summary Results, 

summarizes the estimated construction noise levels resulting from the project phases. 

Table 5.8-4. Construction Noise Modeling Summary Results 

Construction Phase 

Leq 1-hr (dBA) Leq 12-hr (dBA)1 
Nearest 

Receptor 
(105 feet) 

Acoustical 
Center  

(725 feet) 

Nearest 
Receptor 
(105 feet) 

Acoustical 
Center (725 feet) 

Demolition 77 62 75 60 
Site Preparation 77 61 75 59 
Grading 80 65 78 63 
Building Construction 75 61 73 59 
Paving 79 63 78 61 
Architectural Coating 67 51 65 49 

Source: Appendix J. 
Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq 1-hr = 1-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level; Leq 12-hr = 12-hour A-weighted equivalent sound 
level; bolded numbers signify that the City’s construction noise standard of 75 dBA Leq 12-hr would be exceeded. 
1 12-hour average noise levels were derived by averaging the hours of anticipated activity hours over a 12-hour period in the 

logarithmic domain. For example, the grading phase, in which a typical 8 hours of work would occur, would produce an hourly noise 
level when work is in progress of up to approximately 80 dBA Leq, but when averaged over a 12-hour day in which there would be 
8 hours of “on” time and 4 hours of “off” time, the average noise level is approximately 78 dBA Leq (12-hour). It was assumed that 
all construction phases would similarly take place during an 8-hour workday. 

As shown in Table 5.8-4, worst-case hourly average construction noise levels (when construction 

would take place adjacent to project boundaries with noise-sensitive receptors) would range from 

approximately 67 dBA to 80 dBA Leq. More typically, when construction would take place at locations 

other than the nearest project boundary, hourly construction noise levels would range from 

approximately 51 to 65 dBA Leq. The corresponding 12-hour average construction noise levels would 

range from approximately 65 to 78 dBA (when construction would take place adjacent to project 

boundaries with noise-sensitive receptors). Noise levels would have the potential to exceed 75 dBA 

up to 150 feet from construction. More typically, when construction would take place at locations 

other than the nearest project boundary, 12-hour average construction noise levels would range from 
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approximately 49 to 63 dBA Leq 12-hr. During grading and paving activities, the estimated worst-case 12-

hour average construction noise levels would exceed the City’s construction noise standard of 75 dBA 

Leq 12-hr established in the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404, by approximately 3 dBA at the 

nearest sensitive receptors (residences and the school recreational facilities north of the project area). 

As specified in the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404, construction activities shall be limited to 

the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Construction is not allowed on legal holidays with the 

exception of Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays, consistent with City’s 

Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404. The City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance allows projects 

to employ noise attenuation techniques as needed to reduce excessive noise levels so that 

construction noise would be in compliance with the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404. Such 

techniques may include but not be limited to the construction of temporary sound barriers or sound 

blankets between construction sites and nearby noise-sensitive receptors. Nonetheless, temporary 

construction noise would result in a potentially significant impact (Impact 5.8-1). 

Impact 5.8-1 Noise levels from project construction would exceed the City’s construction noise 

standard of 75 dBA during the 12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. (City’s 

Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404). 

Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1 requires implementation of construction noise reduction measures 

to achieve compliance with the 12-hour average noise level limit of 75 dBA Leq established in City’s 

Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1, 

construction noise impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

5.8.3.6 Issue 6: Groundborne Vibration 
Would the proposed project result in the exposure of people to significant groundborne vibration? 

a. Vibration – Construction 

Construction activities can generate varying degrees of ground vibration based on the construction 

activity and equipment being used and can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration 

levels to slight structural damage at the highest levels. Groundborne vibration associated with 

construction activities would occur temporarily during groundbreaking activities, such as demolition. 

Groundborne vibration from heavy equipment operations during the course of construction activities 

under the project was evaluated using the methodology in the Federal Transit Administration Manual 

(FTA 2018) and compared with relevant vibration impact criteria. Groundborne vibration information 

related to the use of heavy construction equipment has been collected by the California Department 

of Transportation. This information indicates that continuous vibrations with a PPV of approximately 

0.10 inch per second begin to annoy people (Caltrans 2004). 

At a distance of approximately 105 feet from the nearest project boundary to noise-sensitive receptors, 

the vibration levels from the heavy construction machinery with the greatest vibration impact 

anticipated for project construction (a large bulldozer) would be 68 VdB, or 0.0103 inch per second. 

Vibration levels of this magnitude would be below the threshold of perception (70 VdB) and well below 

the damage threshold for fragile structures (0.20 inch per second). While construction vibration levels 
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during any phase may be perceptible at times, demolition and construction phases that have the highest 

potential of producing vibration (such as bulldozers) would be intermittent and would only occur for 

short periods of time on a given site within the project area. Therefore, vibration levels resulting from 

demolition and construction equipment would not result in excessive groundborne vibration levels. 

Construction-generated vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Vibration – Operation 

On occasion, commercial operations (associated with the proposed boat lease areas) use equipment 

or processes that have a potential to generate groundborne vibration from operation of heavy 

machinery such as heavy-duty trucks, cranes, barges, and work boats. However, excessive vibration 

exposure from commercial machinery is generally addressed from an occupational health and safety 

perspective. The residual vibrations from operation of heavy machinery are typically of such low 

amplitude that they quickly dissipate into the surrounding soil and are rarely perceivable at the 

surrounding land uses. Therefore, due to distance, sensitive receptors would not be likely to feel the 

effects of groundborne vibration from commercial equipment at the boat lease areas. Additionally, 

leased commercial uses that may be constructed under the project, such as the non-motorized boat 

rental areas, would not require heavy mechanical equipment that would generate groundborne 

vibration or heavy truck deliveries. Recreational and guest accommodation uses do not typically 

generate vibration. Thus, operational vibration impacts associated with project implementation would 

be less than significant. 

5.8.4 Significance of Impacts 
5.8.4.1 Ambient Noise 
Operation of the project would result in approximately 2,133 fewer ADT on weekdays and 2,818 fewer 

ADT on weekends compared to the existing baseline condition and would result in a corresponding 

reduction in traffic noise compared to the existing condition. Removing the developed areas of 

Campland, the vacated De Anza Cove mobile home park, the Mission Bay RV Resort, and the Mission 

Bay Boat and Ski Club and implementing natural habitat and recreational land uses in the De Anza 

Cove “boot” area would move on-site noise sources away from nearby noise-sensitive receptors 

primarily located along the northern and western project boundaries. The project would result in a net 

reduction in noise from the project area to adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. Therefore, project-related 

impacts to ambient noise would be less than significant. 

5.8.4.2 Vehicular Noise 
The project would result in an overall reduction in vehicle trips on weekdays and on weekends. 

Therefore, the project would not result in the exposure of people to current or future transportation 

noise levels that exceed standards established in the City’s General Plan Noise Element. Vehicular 

noise impacts associated with operation of the project would be less than significant. 

5.8.4.3 Airport Compatibility 
Based on the airport noise contours for the San Diego International Airport and Montgomery-Gibbs 

Executive Airport, no portions of the project are forecasted to experience noise levels due to aircraft 
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operations that exceed 65 dBA CNEL. Therefore, impacts related to aircraft noise levels would be less 

than significant. 

5.8.4.4 Noise Ordinance Compliance 
Operation of the project is anticipated to result in a reduction in noise from the project area at 

adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. Noise sources associated with the proposed uses would be similar 

to existing uses that currently do not exceed the 1-hour noise level limits in the City’s Municipal Code. 

Further, through continued enforcement of the Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance of the City’s 

Municipal Code, specifically the noise level limits in City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0401, project 

impacts would be less than significant. 

5.8.4.5 Temporary Construction Noise 
Project grading and paving activities would potentially exceed the City’s Noise Abatement and Control 

Ordinance standard for construction (75 dBA Leq 12-hr) in City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404, by 

approximately 3 dB when these activities take place adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors (residences 

and the school’s recreational facilities north of the project area), resulting in a potentially significant 

noise impact during construction (Impact 5.8-1). 

5.8.4.6 Groundborne Vibration 
Vibration levels from anticipated heavy construction machinery would be below the perception 

threshold and the damage threshold for fragile structures. Therefore, vibration levels resulting from 

heavy construction equipment would not result in excessive groundborne vibration levels. Project 

land uses, including the non-motorized boat rental area, guest accommodation, and recreational uses, 

would not typically generate vibration. Construction and operational vibration impacts associated 

with the project would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

5.8.5 Mitigation Framework 
To reduce Impact 5.8-1 to below a level of significance, the following mitigation measure shall be 

implemented as part of the project. Implementation of this mitigation measure would require specific 

noise best management practices during construction to ensure construction noise would not exceed 

the City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance standard for construction. 

MM NOI 5.8-1  Construction Noise Best Management Practices. During construction of future 

development within the proposed project area, construction contractors for the project 

shall implement the following measures to minimize short-term noise levels caused by 

construction activities. Measures to reduce construction noise shall be included in 

contractor specifications and shall include but not be limited to the following: 

A. Properly outfit and maintain construction equipment with manufacturer-

recommended noise reduction devices to minimize construction-generated noise. 

B. Operate all diesel equipment with closed engine doors and equip the equipment 

with factory-recommended mufflers. 
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C. Employ additional noise attenuation techniques, as needed, to reduce excessive 

noise levels and bring construction noise into compliance with the City of San 

Diego’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404. Such techniques may include but not 

be limited to the construction of temporary sound barriers or sound blankets 

between construction sites and nearby noise-sensitive receptors. 

D. Notify in writing adjacent noise-sensitive receptors within 2 weeks of any 

construction activity, such as jackhammering, concrete sawing, asphalt removal, 

and largescale grading operations, that would occur within 150 feet of the 

property line of the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. The extent and duration of 

the construction activity shall be included in the notification. 

E. Designate a “disturbance coordinator” who shall be responsible for receiving and 

responding to any complaints about construction noise. The disturbance 

coordinator shall determine the cause of the noise complaint and, if identified as 

a sound generated by construction area activities, shall require that reasonable 

measures, such as providing sound barriers or sound blankets between 

construction sites and the receptor location, locating noisy equipment as far from 

the receptor as possible, and/or reducing the duration of the noise-generating 

construction activity, be implemented to correct the problem. 

5.8.6 Significance of Impacts After Mitigation 
Impact 5.8-1, relating to construction noise, would be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure MM 

NOI 5.8-1 requires implementation of construction noise reduction measures to achieve compliance 

with the 12-hour average noise level limit of 75 dBA Leq established in the City’s Municipal Code, 

Section 59.5.0404. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1, construction noise 

impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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 Paleontological Resources 
This section analyzes potential impacts related to paleontological resources that could result from the 

implementation of the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project). The information in this section is based on a review of available plans and technical 

information, including the City of San Diego’s (City’s) Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) (City of 

San Diego 2021) and MBPMP Environmental Impact Report (City of San Diego 1994), the 

Paleontological Resources Technical Memorandum prepared by Harris & Associates (2023) 

(Appendix K) for the project, and the City’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Significance 

Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022). 

5.9.1 Existing Conditions 
Please refer to Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, for a discussion of existing paleontological 

resources (Section 2.3.9, Paleontological Resources) and Chapter 4.0, Regulatory Framework (Section 

4.9, Paleontological Resources), for a discussion of relevant plans, policies, and regulations related to 

paleontological resources. In summary, the majority of the project area is underlain by mapped 

deposits of artificial fill with Bay Point Formation in the western portion of the area (Kennedy 1975; 

Kennedy and Tan 2008). The San Diego Natural History Museum (SDNHM) documented 72 fossil 

localities within a 1-mile radius of the project area (Appendix K). Only 33 of these localities were 

discovered within the Bay Point Formation. The nearest locality was discovered from a wastewater 

project directly adjacent to the project area along Crown Point Drive and produced marine 

invertebrate and vertebrate specimens. 

5.9.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts to paleontological resources are based on applicable 

criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022). A significant impact would occur if implementation 

of the project would result in development that requires: 

• Over 1,000 cubic yards of excavation in a high resource potential geologic 

deposit/formation/rock unit; or 

• Over 2,000 cubic yards of excavation in a moderate resource potential geologic 

deposit/formation/rock unit. 

The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022) include a 

Paleontological Monitoring Determination Matrix (see Appendix K) that identifies the sensitivity of 
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formations located throughout the City. The thresholds provide the following additional guidance for 

determining significance: 

• If there are sedimentary rocks such as those found in the coastal areas, they usually contain fossils. 

• If there are granitic or volcanic rocks such as those found in the inland areas, they usually will 

not contain fossils. 

5.9.3 Impact Analysis 
5.9.3.1 Issue 1: Paleontological Resources 

Would the proposed project result in development that requires over 1,000 cubic yards of excavation in a 

high resource potential geologic deposit/formation/rock unit? 

Would the proposed project result in development that requires over 2,000 cubic yards of excavation in a 

moderate resource potential geologic deposit/formation/rock unit? 

As described in Section 2.3.9, the majority of the project area is underlain by mapped deposits of 

artificial fill (Kennedy 1975; Kennedy and Tan 2008). Impacts to paleontological resources were 

previously analyzed at a program-level in the MBPMP Environmental Impact Report (City of San Diego 

1994), which concluded that impacts were not expected to occur because the filling and dredging 

associated with the development of the area since the 1940s would have already disturbed any 

paleontological resources (City of San Diego 1994). However, based on the records search results 

obtained from the SDNHM, the Pleistocene, or “Ice Age,” Bay Point Formation underlies the western 

portion of the project area along Crown Point Drive and is known to produce scientifically significant 

paleontological resources throughout the County and within the project area (refer to Figure 5.9-1, 

Project Area Geologic Formations) (Appendix K). The Bay Point Formation has a high paleontological 

resource sensitivity according to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San 

Diego 2022). Artificial fill has no paleontological sensitivity due to the human-made nature of these 

deposits (Appendix K). Any fossil material found in artificial fill would not be considered scientifically 

significant or unique. 

Grading related to construction of the project would be balanced within the project area with 

approximately 873,886 cubic yards of overall cut and fill. Some cut material would be moved during 

the demolition of Campland and used as fill for the De Anza Cove area. The buildout of the De Anza 

Cove area would involve the conversion of the existing Campland property to natural habitat area, 

including uplands and wetlands, which would require backfilling portions of the bay located south of 

the proposed marsh and southwest of the proposed guest accommodation area. It would also include 

construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, construction of new guest accommodations, and 

other Mission Bay Park enhancements, including a potential Interpretive Nature Center. Construction 

of the guest accommodations would require demolition and removal of the vacated mobile home 

park and construction of RV sites and other campsites on approximately 48.5 acres, along with 

landscaping, restrooms, and showers. The Mission Bay RV Resort would also be cleared for the 

construction of new guest accommodations. Mission Bay Park enhancements would include multiple 

components, such as beach enhancements, boat rental docks, new recreation spaces, mounded, 
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naturalistic landforms, parking lots, and water quality basins and vegetated swales. Construction of 

the boat rental docks would involve minimal grading. 

Although the project would involve grading, proposed excavation would primarily occur in the 

Campland area and the east–west trending peninsula comprising De Anza Cove, which are areas 

underlain by artificial fill. Although enhancements and restoration would occur, excavation is not 

proposed in areas in the western portion of the project area where the Bay Point Formation is mapped 

on the surface adjacent to the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve. Some 

enhancement activities, such as the removal of invasive species using hand tools, may be conducted 

in the western portion of the project area. The SDNHM records search identified one Pleistocene fossil 

locality (SDNHM 3326) on the De Anza Cove peninsula, which was likely collected from Bay Point 

Formation sediments prior to artificial fill placement. This indicates that Bay Point Formation 

sediments may still be present in areas underlain by artificial fill and that excavations in this area could 

potentially impact Bay Point Formation fossils. 

The proposed project’s impacts would be potentially significant because the project would trigger the 

threshold for significance (i.e., earthwork greater than 1,000 cubic yards in quantity within a high 

sensitivity paleontological geological unit or earthwork greater than 2,000 cubic yards in quantity 

within a moderate sensitivity paleontological geological unit). However, the City’s Municipal Code, 

Section 142.0151, General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources, requires all future 

development to screen for grading quantities and geologic formation sensitivity and apply the 

appropriate requirements for paleontological monitoring. The General Grading Guidelines for 

Paleontological Resources contain standard monitoring requirements to be placed on grading plans 

and implemented according to the criteria above related to the depth of excavation and sensitivity of 

the formation. It includes requirements to verify records searches, attend pre-construction meetings, 

identify monitoring areas, and implement proper procedures for fossil recovery. Refer to Appendix K 

of this Program Environmental Impact Report for a detailed discussion of the General Grading 

Guidelines for Paleontological Resources requirements. The project would be required to implement 

these measures during excavation in high sensitivity paleontological formations, primarily in the De 

Anza Cove peninsula area. Therefore, compliance with the requirements of the City’s Municipal Code, 

Section 142.0151, would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

5.9.4 Significance of Impacts 
Areas of the project are underlain by the Bay Point Formation, which is assigned a high paleontological 

resource sensitivity. Grading activities associated with future implementation of the project, 

specifically within the De Anza Cove peninsula, could result in earthwork greater than 1,000 cubic 

yards in quantity, extending to a depth of 10 feet or greater into high sensitivity formations, or grading 

on a fossil recovery site or within 100 feet of the mapped location of a fossil recovery site. However, 

future development within the project area would be required to comply with the grading 

requirements in the City’s Municipal Code, Section 142.0151, which would ensure that impacts would 

be less than significant. 

5.9.5 Mitigation Framework 
Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Transportation and Circulation 
This section analyzes potential impacts related to transportation and circulation that could result from 

the implementation of the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project). The information in this section is based on a review of available plans and technical 

information, including the City of San Diego’s (City’s) Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) 

Environmental Impact Report (City of San Diego 1994), the Transportation Impact Analysis prepared 

by CR Associates (2023) (Appendix L) for the project, the City’s Transportation Study Manual (City of 

San Diego 2020), and the City’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Significance 

Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022). 

5.10.1 Existing Conditions 
Please refer to Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, for a discussion of existing conditions related to 

transportation and circulation (Section 2.3.10, Transportation and Circulation) and Chapter 4.0, 

Regulatory Framework (Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation), for a discussion of relevant 

plans, policies, and regulations related to transportation. In summary, five regionally and locally 

significant roadways traverse or provide access to the project area. Transit service in the vicinity of 

Mission Bay Park is operated by the Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) and currently consists of bus 

service and light-rail trolley service. 

5.10.2 Significance Determination Thresholds 
Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to transportation and circulation are based on 

applicable criteria in the Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022). A significant impact would occur if implementation 

of the project would: 

1. Conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the transportation 

system, including transit, roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 

2. Result in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) exceeding thresholds identified in the City of San Diego 

Transportation Study Manual; 

3. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); or 

4. Result in inadequate emergency access. 
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5.10.3 Impact Analysis 
5.10.3.1 Issue 1: Conflict with Adopted Transportation Program, 

Plan, Ordinance, or Policy 

Would the project conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the transportation 

system, including transit, roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

This issue focuses on whether the project would conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance, 

or policy related to the transportation system. For the purposes of this analysis, a significant 

transportation impact could occur if the project would conflict with adopted transportation programs, 

plans, ordinances, or policies. 

The City’s General Plan Mobility Element, the City’s Complete Communities Program, the San Diego 

Association of Governments’ San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (2021 Regional Plan), and the City’s 

Bicycle Master Plan provide relevant goals and objectives related to mobility. These documents were 

used as a starting point to formulate the goals and policies for the project. Policies incorporated as 

part of the project would support improvements to pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and roadway facilities. 

Therefore, the project would be consistent with these adopted programs, plans, ordinances, and 

policies, as discussed below. 

a. City of San Diego Mobility Element 

The City’s General Plan Mobility Element provides policies to improve mobility while attaining a balanced, 

multimodal transportation network where each mode, or type of transportation, is able to contribute to 

an efficient network of services meeting varied user needs. The project and its proposed components 

would support the City’s General Plan Mobility Element goals, which call for walkable communities, a 

transit-first street and freeway system, Transportation Demand Management, and bicycling. 

The project would further confirm to the City’s General Plan Mobility Element goal to provide vehicle 

congestion relief. The project would result in a net decrease in traffic compared to existing conditions. 

The project’s average daily trip generation rate and peak-hour splits were obtained from the existing 

conditions trip generation analysis in Chapter 2.0. As part of the project, more on-site amenities would 

be provided for the proposed low-cost visitor guest accommodations; therefore, it was conservative 

to use the trip rates derived from Campland on the Bay (Campland) to forecast the trips associated 

with the new campsites in the low-cost visitor guest accommodation area, considering that the 

additional amenities would reduce the need for overnight visitors to make trips outside the low-cost 

visitor guest accommodation area. In addition, redeveloping De Anza Cove would include upgrades 

to the existing athletic uses (i.e., Pacific Beach Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course), regional 

parkland, and beach areas. Since these are existing uses, their associated trips were already captured 

in the existing traffic counts. It is assumed that the project’s enhancements to these uses would 

accommodate existing users and not generate new trips; therefore, no additional trip generation for 

these uses was projected. New on-site boat launch, rental areas, and Interpretive Nature Center are 

ancillary uses that would serve current and future site campers and beach users. No additional trip 

generation has been assumed for these supporting facilities. 
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With the removal of the existing campsites at Mission Bay RV Resort and Campland, their associated 

trips were applied as a reduction in the trip generation calculations. Providing credit for an existing use 

on site is a common practice in the traffic engineering field and is often applied in traffic studies 

(Appendix L). A primary reason for including existing development as a credit is because traffic from the 

existing use is included in the traffic counts. Additionally, the existing campsite trip rates were 

respectively applied in the “existing uses to be removed” trip generation for Mission Bay RV Resort and 

Campland. Because the project’s land use characteristics would be similar to the existing land use, it is 

anticipated that the project would attract the same type of users as the existing land uses (RV camping, 

tent camping, and other passive supporting land uses). The distance traveled by these users is likely to 

be similar. Finally, to take a conservative approach, no non-motorized trip reduction was assumed 

despite the active transportation amenities provided in and around the project area. 

Table 5.10-1, Weekday Trips Generation – Project, and Table 5.10-2, Weekend Trips Generation – 

Project, display the project trip generation for the weekday and weekend, respectively. 

Table 5.10-1. Weekday Trips Generation – Project 

Site Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
% Trips Split In Out % Trips Split In Out 

Mission Bay RV 
Resort – Existing 2,816 4% 112 4:6 45 67 9% 255 6:4 153 102 

Campland – 
Existing 4,798 5% 239 4:6 96 143 9% 434 5:5 217 217 

Total (Existing) 7,614 — 351 — 141 210 — 689 — 370 319 
De Anza Natural 
(Proposed) 5,481 5% 274 4:6 110 164 9% 493 5:5 247 246 

Net (Proposed – 
Existing) −2,134 — −77 — −31 −46 — −196 — −123 −73 

Source: Appendix L. 

Table 5.10-2. Weekend Trips Generation – Project 

Site Daily 
Midday Peak Hour 

% Trips Split In Out 
Mission Bay RV 
Resort – Existing 3,409 10% 341 6:4 204 136 

Campland – Existing 4,259 8% 339 6:4 203 136 
Total (Existing) 7,668 — 680 — 407 272 
De Anza Natural 
(Proposed) 4,850 8% 388 6:4 233 155 

Net (Proposed – 
Existing) −2,818 — −292 — −174 −117 

Source: Appendix L. 

As shown above, the project would generate approximately 5,481 average daily trips (2,134 trips less 

than existing conditions) during the weekday and 4,850 average daily trips (2,818 trips less than existing 

conditions) during the weekend. These resulting negative net new trips show that the proposed project 

would generate fewer trips compared to the current baseline condition. Therefore, the project would 

generally decrease the amount of vehicle traffic on the surrounding roadways and would, thus, improve 
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most intersection and roadway segment operations within the study area. Locations where proposed 

project trips would increase the amount of traffic compared to current conditions are concentrated 

along roadway facilities fronting the key areas of the site’s redevelopment. 

Furthermore, the project would support and encourage the use of non-vehicular modes as identified 

in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element. Specifically, the multi-use pathways would support 

Circulation Element Policy M-A.6 to achieve a functional and interconnected pedestrian network and 

Policy ME-C.1 and Policy ME-E.6 by providing on-site amenities that support alternative modes of 

transportation and enhance mobility. Class I multi-use path facilities are present in certain areas of 

De Anza Cove and Mission Bay Park and are supplemented by Class II bike lanes along Grand Avenue 

and Class III bike routes along North Mission Bay Drive. Circulation in the project area would include 

multi-use pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide connections to the existing 

facilities and would support the goals and recommendations included in Section VII (Access and 

Circulation) of the MBPMP to make biking more comfortable and accessible for people of all ages and 

abilities by providing better-quality bicycle facilities. In addition, revised language in the proposed 

amendment calls for improved on-site pedestrian and bicycle facilities, as well as new pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities that would provide both internal and off-site connections. As a result, the project 

would enhance safety and opportunity for multimodal travel, including pedestrian and bicyclist 

connectivity to, from, and throughout the project area, which would increase public access to the 

Mission Bay water front and provide connections to the surrounding communities and region. 

The project would support the City’s General Plan Mobility Element transit-first goal of increased 

ridership. The Mid-Coast Trolley, which consists of the MTS Blue Line Trolley line extension from 

Downtown San Diego to the University community, is east of the project area. The Balboa Avenue 

Station, approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project area, and the Clairemont Drive Station, 

approximately 0.75 mile southeast of the project area, would provide region-serving high-quality light-

rail transit to the project area that would meet Policy ME-B.9.d to locate new public facilities that 

generate large numbers of person trips, including recreational facilities, in areas with existing or 

planned transit access. Therefore, the project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the 

City’s General Plan Mobility Element. 

b. City of San Diego Complete Communities 

The City’s Complete Communities Program focuses on four key areas: housing, mobility, parks, and 

infrastructure. It includes planning strategies that work together to create incentives to build 

residences near transit, provide more mobility choices, and enhance opportunities for places to walk, 

bike, relax, and play. The Complete Communities: Mobility Choices (Mobility Choices Program) 

supports implementation of an enhanced active transportation network in VMT-efficient areas and 

implementation of VMT reduction measures to encourage and support the use of the active 

transportation network. 

The project would include multi-use pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide 

connections to existing public transit facilities. It would provide improved pedestrian and bicycle 

infrastructure to connect the active recreation uses on site to the surrounding community and would 

enhance opportunities for residents to walk, bike, relax, and play. The improved walking and bicycling 

facilities and parkland areas accessible for use by nearby existing residents would also serve to reduce 
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VMT. The project would reduce overall development density in the project area, which would decrease 

vehicle trips compared to the current baseline condition, and would be consistent with the goals of 

the Mobility Choices Program. 

c. San Diego Association of Governments San Diego Forward: 
The Regional Plan 

The project would include components that support the policy objectives of the 2021 Regional Plan. 

Revised language in the amendment supports the 2021 Regional Plan vision by calling for improved on-

site pedestrian and bicycle facilities and new facilities that would provide both internal and off-site 

connections with the surrounding community and would make improvements to a currently developed 

site. The improved walking and bicycling facilities and parkland areas accessible for use by nearby 

existing residents would serve to reduce VMT. The project would reduce overall development density 

on site, which would decrease vehicle trips compared to the current baseline condition. The project 

would not include any components that would conflict with implementation of the 2021 Regional Plan. 

Therefore, the project would be consistent with policies, plans, and programs maintaining the City’s 

transportation system, including transit, roadways, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Impacts 

would be less than significant. 

d. Bicycle Master Plan 

The project would support and encourage the use of non-vehicular modes. Class I multi-use path 

facilities are present in certain areas of De Anza Cove and Mission Bay Park and are supplemented by 

Class II bike lanes along Grand Avenue and Class III bike routes along North Mission Bay Drive. 

Circulation in the project area would include multi-use pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that 

would provide connections to the existing facilities and would support the goals of the City’s Bicycle 

Master Plan to provide a safe and comprehensive local and regional bicycle network, provide bicycling 

as a viable choice within the City, and improve connectivity. 

5.10.3.2 Issue 2: Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Would the project result in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) exceeding thresholds identified in the City of San 

Diego Transportation Study Manual? 

Implementation of the project land uses would be similar to existing land uses, such as low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations, improvements of the existing land uses (e.g., boat launch ramp, public 

beaches, and parkland), or complementary land uses (active recreation activities, such as camping 

club house, Interpretive Nature Center, tennis courts, and boat rental lease). 

The City’s Transportation Study Manual requires a project to determine if the project would cause an 

increase in regional VMT. The Transportation Study Manual provides categories where a project is 

presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact, one of which is applicable to the project. A The 

project is presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact under the following screening criteria 

(City of San Diego 2020): 

1. Redevelopment project that would likely generate less VMT than the existing land use. 
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As shown in Table 5.10-1 and Table 5.10-2, the project would generate fewer vehicle trips than the 

existing baseline condition due to reduced development density on site. Because the project’s 

proposed land uses would be similar to existing land uses, but the overall development density would 

be lower, the project is anticipated to generate fewer VMT. 

The proposed land uses are likely to have similar characteristics as the existing land uses (i.e., similar 

types of campers who drive similar distances); thus, the number of VMT generated by each user or 

the average distance of each trip is likely to remain the same. Because the project would generate 

fewer overall trips as shown in Table 5.10-1 and Table 5.10-2 but have the same average trip distance, 

the total VMT would be fewer than the existing conditions. 

To provide a conservative analysis, a market capture study was conducted as described in the 

Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix L) to determine the effect of the project on the regional VMT. 

The number of daily trips was multiplied by average travel distance within the regional service area with 

and without the project. The “with project” scenario is where the existing land use is redeveloped to 

provide high-quality amenities and including campsites, similar to existing conditions. The “without 

project” scenario assumes that the project area is redeveloped but without the camping component. 

While there are many guest accommodation (RV/camping) facilities in San Diego County, there are 

limited facilities that provide coastal access. Thus, the analysis conducted as part of the market capture 

study focused on publicly accessible coastal guest accommodation facilities including South Carlsbad 

State Beach, San Elijo State Beach, Silver Strand State Beach, Campland (existing Campland and project 

area), and Tijuana River Valley Regional Park Campground. Figure 5.10-1, Closest Campground with 

Coastal Access with Project, displays the service area that is reflective of either the areas serviced by the 

existing Mission Bay Campland or the proposed project, and Figure 5.10-2, Closest Campground with 

Coastal Access without Project, displays the service area without the project. The figures show the 

territory that is closest in travel time to each of the region’s public coastal campgrounds and 

approximates each of the destination’s market territory if visitors always went to the nearest public 

coastal campground. As shown on Figure 5.10-2, without the project, the service area of the remaining 

coastal accessible facilities would expand significantly, which indicates that without the project, the 

driving distance for residents within the region would increase, resulting in an increase in VMT. 

Conversely, with the implementation of the project, the service area would be divided more evenly 

among the facilities, resulting in more localized trips and therefore fewer VMT. Therefore, the project 

would result in less than significant impacts related to VMT. 

5.10.3.3 Issue 3: Hazards Due to Design Feature or Incompatible Use 

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

The project does not propose any uses that would result in incompatible roadway use, such as 

operation of farm equipment or other special equipment. Vehicular access to the project area would 

be provided from Pacific Beach Drive, Grand Avenue, and North Mission Bay Drive. Service roads, 

vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

regional parkland, boating, and active recreation. Design details and the exact placement of any new 

driveways, circulation design, and construction details of new internal roadways would be designed 

during the General Development Plan process and at the time of redevelopment and implementation 
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of project enhancements. Improvements would be constructed in accordance with the standards in 

the City’s Municipal Code, the City’s Standard Drawings (Appendix H of the City’s Land Development 

Manual) (City of San Diego 2021), and the City’s Street Design Manual (Appendix I of the City’s Land 

Development Manual) (City of San Diego 2017). Therefore, implementation of the project would not 

result in increased hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. 

5.10.3.4 Issue 4: Inadequate Emergency Access 

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Inadequate emergency access and egress can occur as a result of an incomplete or not fully 

interconnected roadway network, such as inadequate roadway widths, turning radii, dead-end or 

gated roads, one-way roads, single ingress and egress routes, or other factors. Vehicular access to the 

project area would be provided from existing roads, namely Pacific Beach Drive, Grand Avenue, and 

North Mission Bay Drive. Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations, regional parkland, boating, and active recreation, similar to 

the existing site condition. Design details and the exact placement of any new driveways, circulation 

design, and construction details of new internal roadways would be designed during the General 

Development Plan process. Site design of future development would be required to comply with the 

City’s fire apparatus access roadway requirements as outlined in California Fire Code, Section 503, 

which includes requirements for emergency access. Therefore, the project would not result in 

inadequate emergency access. 

5.10.4 Significance of Impacts 
5.10.4.1 Conflict with Adopted Transportation Program, Plan, 

Ordinance, or Policy 

Implementation of the project would not restrict or impede connectivity and would not conflict with 

any adopted policies or plans addressing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities identified in the 

City’s General Plan Mobility Element, the City’s Mobility Choices Program, or the San Diego Association 

of Governments’ 2021 Regional Plan. Therefore, the project’s impact on an adopted program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the transportation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities, would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

5.10.4.2 Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Implementation of the project would not result in VMT exceeding thresholds identified in the City’s 

Transportation Study Manual (City of San Diego 2020). Impacts would be less than significant, and no 

mitigation is required. 

5.10.4.3 Hazards Due to Design Feature or Incompatible Use 

The project would include the construction of service roads, vehicular access points, and parking. The 

project also does not propose any uses that would result in incompatible roadway use. Although 

specific design details are not known at this time, improvements would be constructed in accordance 
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with the standards in the City’s Municipal Code, the City’s Standard Drawings (City of San Diego 2021), 

and the City’s Street Design Manual (City of San Diego 2017), and implementation of the project would 

not increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than 

significant, and no mitigation is required. 

5.10.4.4 Inadequate Emergency Access 

The project’s access improvements would be designed to comply with the requirements for 

emergency vehicle access, such as the City’s fire apparatus access roadway requirements, and would 

not result in inadequate emergency access. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 

is required. 

5.10.5 Mitigation Framework 
Impacts to transportation and circulation would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
6.1 Introduction 
The California Environmental Quality Act (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.” These individual effects may entail 

changes resulting from a single project or from a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact 

from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of 

the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable 

future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 

projects occurring over a period of time. 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) discuss the 

cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect would potentially be 

cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(a)(3), means that 

the incremental effects of the individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the 

effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 

projects. Where a lead agency determines a project’s incremental effects would not be cumulatively 

considerable, a brief description of the basis for such a conclusion must be included. In addition, the 

CEQA Guidelines allow for a project’s contribution to be rendered less than cumulatively considerable 

with implementation of appropriate mitigation. 

According to Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts “need not 

provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion 

should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.” Additionally, one of the 

following two possible approaches is required for considering cumulative effects: 

• A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, 

including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or 
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• A summary of projections contained in an adopted General Plan or related planning 

document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which 

described or evaluated region- or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(d), cumulative impact discussions may rely on previously 

approved land use documents such as General Plans, Specific Plans, and Local Coastal Plans, and 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 project have already been adequately addressed in a certified EIR for 

that plan. 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(e), also states, “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).” 

Per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(e), the cumulative impacts assessment in this section relies on 

the cumulative impact determinations in the City of San Diego’s (City’s) General Plan Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), which guides the City’s development and has previously 

identified cumulative issues. The following issues were identified as cumulatively considerable in the 

General Plan PEIR: agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, geological conditions, 

health and safety, historical resources, hydrology, land use, mineral resources, noise, paleontological 

resources, population and housing, public services and facilities, public utilities, 

transportation/traffic/circulation/parking, visual effects and neighborhood character, water quality, 

and greenhouse gases (GHGs). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(e), where the 

significance of cumulative impacts was previously identified for the General Plan PEIR, and the 

proposed project is consistent with that plan, those impacts do not need to be analyzed further. The 

proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) would add 

incremental effects to several of the cumulative impact areas identified above, and the effects 

associated with the project would be cumulatively significant. 

6.2 Assessment of Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts depends on the nature of the issue and the 

project and varies depending on the environmental issue being analyzed. Often, cumulative impacts are 

not limited by jurisdictional boundaries. The geographic scope for each topic is addressed below. 

The analysis of cumulative impacts is presented in the same order of environmental topics as Chapter 

5.0, Environmental Analysis, of this PEIR. General Plan assessment of the potential for cumulative 

impacts is noted, followed by an assessment of whether the project would contribute considerably to 

a significant cumulative impact for each environmental topic. A summary of the cumulative analysis 

is provided in Table 6-1, Summary of Cumulative Impacts.  
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Table 6-1. Summary of Cumulative Impacts 

Environmental Subject Impact Category 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Land Use  Conflicts with Applicable Plans LS No 
Conversion of Open Space or 
Farmland 

LS No 

Conflicts with Habitat 
Conservation Plan 

LS No 

Conflicts with Adopted Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan 

LS No 

Air Quality and Odor Conflict with Air Quality Plan LS No 
Air Quality Standards– 
Construction Emissions 

LS No 

Air Quality Standards– 
Operation Emissions 

LS No 

Cumulatively Considerable Net 
Increase of Criteria Pollutants 

LS No 

Substantial Pollutant 
Concentrations 

LS No 

Odors LS No 
Biological Resources  Sensitive Species LSM No 

Sensitive Habitats LS No 
Wetlands LS No 
Wildlife Movement LS No 
Conservation Planning LS No 
Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
Edge Effects 

LS No 

Local Policies/Ordinances LS No 
Invasive Species  LS No 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Greenhouse Gas Emissions LS No 
Conflicts with Plans or Policies LS No 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Wildfire Fire Risk LS No 
Hazardous Emissions and 
Materials 

LS No 

Emergency Plan Consistency LS No 
Hazardous Materials Sites LSM No 
Aircraft-Related Hazards LS No 

Historical, Archaeological, and 
Tribal Cultural Resources 

Historic Structures, Objects, or 
Sites 

SU Yes 

Prehistoric and Historic 
Archaeological Resources, 
Sacred Sites, and Human 
Remains 

SU Yes 

Tribal Cultural Resources SU No 
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Table 6-1. Summary of Cumulative Impacts 

Environmental Subject Impact Category 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Hydrology and Water Quality Flooding and Drainage 
Patterns 

LS No 

Water Quality LS No 
Groundwater  LS No 

Noise Ambient Noise LS No 
Vehicular Noise LS No 
Airport Compatibility LS No 
Noise Ordinance Compliance LS No 
Temporary Construction Noise LSM No 

Paleontological Resources Paleontological Resources LS No 
Transportation and Circulation Conflict with Adopted 

Transportation Program, Plan, 
Ordinance, or Policy 

LS No 

Vehicle Miles Traveled LS No 
Hazards Due to Design 
Feature or Incompatible Use 

LS No 

Inadequate Emergency 
Access 

LS No 

Notes: LS = Less than Significant; LSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

6.2.1 Land Use 
6.2.1.1 Conflicts with Applicable Plans 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to conflicts with applicable plans 

is Mission Bay Park, covered by the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP), and the Pacific Beach 

Community Planning Area, covered by the Pacific Beach Community Plan. 

As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, the project would require an amendment to the MBPMP. The 

goals and recommendations expressed in the proposed MBPMP amendment would be consistent 

with design guidelines and other mobility and civic guidelines stated in the policies of the City’s 

General Plan. As described in Section 5.1, the project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan, 

the MBPMP, the City’s Land Development Code regulations, the San Diego Association of 

Governments’ (SANDAG’s) 2021 Regional Plan, the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP), the City’s Climate 

Resilient SD Plan, the California Coastal Act, the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan, 

the Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, and the Balboa Avenue 

Station Area Specific Plan. Future development projects would comply with the applicable regulations 

and requirements within these planning documents intended to ensure compatibility of land uses. 

Based on the compatibility of the project with applicable land use plans and regulations, cumulative 

land use impacts associated with the project would be less than significant, and the project’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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6.2.1.2 Conversion of Open Space or Farmland 

The entire project area is designated Park, Open Space, and Recreation in the City’s General Plan (City of 

San Diego 2008a) and would remain parkland. The project would restore wetland habitat on the existing 

Campland site, which would result in increased acreage of open space within the project area, consistent 

with land use designations and goals of the MBPMP. The project would not result in the conversion of 

open space or farmland to a more intensive land use. Therefore, the project would not result in a 

cumulative land use impact. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.1.3 Conflicts with the Multiple Species Conservation Program 
Subarea Plan 

As discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, the project’s demonstrated consistency with the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) ensures the project, in combination with other 

cumulative projects in the City, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological 

resources. Therefore, because the project would minimize impacts to biological resources covered by 

the MSCP and demonstrate consistency with MSCP requirements, the project would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable impact associated with a conflict with the MSCP Subarea Plan. 

6.2.1.4 Conflicts with an Adopted Airport Land Use Consistency Plan 

As discussed in Section 5.1, the project is not in the Airport Influence Area (AIA) of either the 

Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport or the San Diego International Airport (SDIA) and, thus, would 

not be subject to either Airport Land Use Consistency Plan. Future development projects would be 

required to comply with applicable Airport Land Use Consistency Plans for project approvals to occur 

and would not be expected to result in a combined significant cumulative impact. Cumulative land 

use impacts associated with the project would be less than significant, and the project’s contribution 

would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.2 Air Quality 
In analyzing cumulative impacts from the project, the analysis must specifically evaluate a project’s 

contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) is 

designated as non-attainment for the California Ambient Air Quality Standards and National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards. A project would be considered to have a significant cumulative impact if its 

contribution accounts for a significant proportion of the cumulative total emissions (i.e., it represents 

a “cumulatively considerable contribution” to the cumulative air quality impact). The geographic 

context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to air quality is the SDAB. The SDAB has been 

designated as a federal non-attainment area for ozone (O3) and a state non-attainment area for O3, 

particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) 

emissions associated with construction generally result in near-field impacts. The non-attainment 

status is the result of cumulative emissions from all sources of these air pollutants and their 

precursors within the SDAB. Therefore, a cumulative impact exists related to these pollutants. 
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6.2.2.1 Conflict with Air Quality Plan 

For the SDAB, the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) and State Implementation Plan (SIP) serves as the 

long-term regional air quality planning documents for the purpose of assessing cumulative operational 

emissions within the basin to ensure the SDAB continues to make progress toward National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards and California Ambient Air Quality Standards attainment status. As such, 

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

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

or SIP. Similarly, individual projects that are inconsistent with the regional planning documents upon 

which the RAQS and SIP are based would have the potential to result in cumulative impacts if they 

represent development beyond regional projections. 

As discussed in Section 5.2, Air Quality and Odor, the project would not include any growth-inducing 

features, such as an increase in population or traffic, and would result in a net decrease in vehicle 

trips compared to existing conditions. Further, the project was envisioned in the growth projections 

and regional air quality strategies, and the project would not obstruct or impede implementation of 

local air quality plans. Based on the nature of the project, implementation would not result in 

development in excess of that anticipated in local plans or increases in population/housing growth 

beyond those contemplated by SANDAG. As such, vehicle trip generation and planned development 

for the project is considered to be anticipated in the SIP and RAQS. Because the proposed land uses 

and associated vehicle trips are anticipated in local air quality plans, the project would be consistent 

with the underlying growth forecasts in the RAQS. Future development would also be required to 

demonstrate consistency with the RAQS, SIP, and long-term planning goals of the City, which include 

ongoing reductions in vehicle trips and associated emissions. Therefore, the project, in combination 

with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact related to conflicts 

with applicable air quality plans. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.2.2 Air Quality Standards 

The City has adopted thresholds for determining whether a project would have the potential to result 

in cumulative emissions of criteria pollutants (City of San Diego 2022). The project’s consistency with 

these thresholds is addressed in Section 5.2. As discussed in this section, the project would not exceed 

any applicable significance threshold during construction or operation, including thresholds for 

non-attainment pollutants (volatile organic compounds, oxides of nitrogen [NOx], PM10, or PM2.5). 

Similar to the project, future projects would be required to demonstrate consistency with goals and 

policies related to energy efficiency and vehicle use reduction and associated emissions reductions, 

as well as the City’s numeric criteria pollutant thresholds. Cumulative projects would be conditioned 

to implement mitigation measures during construction or operation if necessary. Therefore, the 

project, together with other cumulative projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to a significant air quality impact with respect to criteria pollutants. 

6.2.2.3 Substantial Pollutant Concentrations 

As discussed in Section 5.2, there would be an associated reduction in potential for contribution to a 

carbon monoxide (CO) hotspot from vehicle congestion because vehicle trips would be reduced as a 

result of project implementation. In addition, toxic air contaminant emissions during construction 
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would not result in exposure that would exceed the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 

significance thresholds. Similar to the project and in compliance with CEQA, other cumulative projects 

would be required to comply with applicable regulations pertaining to air quality pollutants. 

Additionally, vehicle and construction emissions standards are increasingly stringent, which reduces 

the risk of CO hotspots during operation and toxic air contaminant exposure during construction. 

Development of cumulative projects would occur throughout the City and over multiple years. 

Development projects would be reviewed separately, and in the event that impacts to sensitive 

receptors are identified for these projects, mitigation measures would be incorporated into the 

project to reduce impacts. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact related to substantial pollutant 

concentrations would not occur. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.2.4 Odors 

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to objectionable odors is the area 

immediately surrounding the odor source. Objectionable odors are not cumulative in nature because 

the air emissions that cause the odors disperse beyond the odor source, making the odor less 

detectable. As discussed in Section 5.2, operation of project land uses, including natural habitat, guest 

accommodations, and active recreation, would not generate nuisance odors. As stated previously, 

cumulative projects in the City would be required to comply with applicable regulations pertaining to 

objectionable odors, and mitigation measures would be incorporated into cumulative projects as 

necessary. Therefore, implementation of the project, in combination with other cumulative projects, 

would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution associated with objectionable odors. 

6.2.3 Biological Resources 
6.2.3.1 Sensitive Species 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to sensitive plant species is the area covered 

by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. A significant cumulative impact would occur if, in combination, cumulative 

projects would result in a substantial adverse impact on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 

special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. All projects, including the proposed project, approved in 

the City’s jurisdiction are required to limit impacts and comply with the biological resources conservation 

goals of the MSCP and to provide mitigation for impacts to sensitive plant species as appropriate. As 

analyzed in Section 5.3, potentially significant project-level impacts to sensitive species would be reduced 

to a less than significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-1 through MM BIO 

5.3-6. Since cumulative projects and the project would be required to meet or exceed the City’s MSCP 

regional conservation requirements and project-specific mitigation measures would be implemented to 

reduce the project’s direct impacts to sensitive plant species to below a level of significance, the project’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.3.2 Sensitive Habitats 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to sensitive habitats is the area covered 

by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. A significant cumulative impact would occur if, in combination, cumulative 

projects would have a substantial adverse impact on any sensitive vegetation communities identified in 
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local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. As discussed in Section 5.3, subsequent projects would result in 

potentially significant impacts to sensitive habitats that would be reduced to a less than significant 

level with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-1 through MM BIO 5.3-5. The project 

would provide a net benefit to the vegetation communities in the project area by restoring and 

expanding natural wetland and aquatic habitats. Therefore, because the project would minimize 

impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and demonstrates consistency with MSCP requirements, 

the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to sensitive habitats. 

6.2.3.3 Wetlands 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources is 

the area covered by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. A significant cumulative impact would occur if, in 

combination, cumulative projects would have a substantial adverse impact on a state or federally 

protected wetland through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. As 

discussed in Section 5.3, development of the project would result in potentially significant direct 

impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources that would be reduced to a less than significant level with 

the implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-2 through MM BIO 5.3-5. The project would 

provide a net benefit to the functions and values of the aquatic resources in the project area by 

restoring and expanding wetland and non-wetland waters. In addition, all cumulative projects with 

potential impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources would be required to comply with applicable 

federal and/or state regulations, such as Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act, Sections 9 and 10 of 

the Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code, and the Porter-Cologne 

Water Quality Control Act, to ensure no-net loss of resources. Therefore, because the project would 

minimize impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources, has demonstrated consistency with the MSCP 

requirements, and would comply with federal and state permitting regulations, the project would not 

result in a cumulatively considerable impact to wetlands. 

6.2.3.4 Wildlife Movement 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to wildlife corridors and linkages is the 

area covered by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. A significant cumulative impact would occur if, in 

combination, cumulative projects would interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or animal species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, or impede the use of native animal nursery sites. As discussed in Section 5.3, the project’s 

demonstrated consistency with the MSCP, MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, City’s Biology 

Guidelines, and City’s Land Development Code Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations would 

ensure that the project, in combination with other cumulative projects in the City, would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable impact to biological resources. The project would provide a long-term benefit 

for wildlife movement through the project area. Therefore, because the project would minimize impacts 

to wildlife movement and has demonstrated consistency with MSCP requirements, the project would 

not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to wildlife corridors and habitat linkages. 
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6.2.3.5 Conservation Planning 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to regional conservation planning is the 

area covered by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. A significant cumulative impact would occur if, in 

combination, cumulative projects would conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 

Habitat Conservation Plan. As discussed in Section 5.3, the project has demonstrated consistency with 

the MSCP. The project, along with cumulative projects, would be required to limit impacts and comply 

with the biological resources conservation goals of the MSCP and provide mitigation for significant 

impacts, as appropriate. Consistency with regional conservation plans and mitigation measures, as 

appropriate, must be demonstrated for the project and other cumulative projects to be approved 

through a discretionary process. Therefore, because the project would minimize impacts to biological 

resources covered by the MSCP and has demonstrated consistency with MSCP requirements, it would 

not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution associated with a conflict with a Habitat 

Conservation Plan. 

6.2.3.6 Multi-Habitat Planning Area Edge Effects 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to Multi-Habitat Planning Area edge 

effects is the area covered by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. As discussed in Section 5.3, the project’s 

demonstrated consistency with the MSCP Adjacency Guidelines would ensure that the project, in 

combination with other cumulative projects in the City, would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

impact to biological resources. Therefore, because the project would minimize impacts to biological 

resources adjacent to and within the Multi-Habitat Planning Area and has demonstrated consistency 

with MSCP requirements, it would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact associated with a 

conflict with the Multi-Habitat Planning Area Adjacency Guidelines. 

6.2.3.7 Local Policies/Ordinances 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to local policies and ordinances is the 

City. A significant cumulative impact would occur if, in combination, cumulative projects would conflict 

with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 

or ordinance. As discussed in Section 5.3, the project has demonstrated consistency with the City’s 

General Plan. All projects within the City’s jurisdiction, including the project, are required to be 

consistent with the City’s General Plan goals and policies and to provide mitigation for conflicts with 

local policies and ordinances, as appropriate. Therefore, because the project has demonstrated 

consistency with both MSCP requirements and the City’s General Plan and would be consistent with 

local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources, it would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable contribution associated with a conflict with local policies and ordinances protecting 

biological resources. 

6.2.3.8 Invasive Species 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with invasive species is the 

City. A significant cumulative impact would occur if, in combination, cumulative projects would 

introduce invasive species of plants into a natural open space area. As discussed in Section 5.3, with 
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implementation of Mitigation Measure MM BIO 5.3-5, the project would have a less than significant 

impact on introduction of invasive species. Cumulative projects would be required to comply with the 

City’s Landscape Regulations (LDC 142.0400 and per Table 142-04F, Revegetation and Irrigation 

Requirements) requiring all plant species installed within 100 feet of the Multi-Habitat Planning Area 

to be non-invasive and provide mitigation measures to reduce any significant impacts. In addition, the 

project would provide a net benefit to the biological resources in the project area by removing invasive 

plant species and restoring temporary impacts using native plant communities, thus minimizing the 

potential for invasive plant species to be introduced into the project area. Therefore, because the 

project would minimize impacts from invasive species, it would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable contribution from invasive species introduction. 

6.2.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The geographic scope of consideration for GHG emissions is on a global scale because such emissions 

contribute to global climate change on a cumulative basis. By nature, GHG evaluations are a 

cumulative study. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b), a 

project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG impact may be determined to not be 

cumulatively considerable if it complies with the requirements of a qualified plan adopted for the 

purposes of reducing GHG emissions. The City’s CAP provides the adopted strategy for reducing 

cumulative GHG emissions consistent with state goals. Complimentary plans include the City’s Climate 

Resilient SD Plan, SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan, and California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) 2022 

Scoping Plan. These are the applicable plans for determining whether a cumulative contribution to 

this existing global cumulative impact would occur. 

6.2.4.1 Generation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As discussed in Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact 

from GHG emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable because implementation of the project 

would be consistent with the City’s CAP and CAP Consistency Regulations. The project would be consistent 

with these plans and regulations and, therefore, would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to cumulative GHG emissions. 

6.2.4.2 Conflicts with Plans or Policies 

As discussed in Section 5.4, the project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan, CAP, and 

Climate Resilient SD Plan and would not conflict with or prevent implementation of SANDAG’s 2021 

Regional Plan or CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan. Cumulative projects would also be required to 

demonstrate consistency with these plans. Because the project would support implementation of 

applicable GHG plans and policies, it would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 

a cumulative conflict with GHG reduction plans. 
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6.2.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
6.2.5.1 Wildland Fire Risk 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts related to wildland fire risk is the City. As discussed in 

Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, while portions of the City are located within a Very High 

Fire Severity Zone, the project area is not. The project is also located adjacent to high-density 

commercial and residential uses and the marine waters of Mission Bay, which do not contain wildland 

fuel sources likely to burn in the event of a wildfire. This reduces the risk of wildfires impacting the 

project area. Cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable state and City 

standards associated with fire hazards and prevention including the City’s Brush Management 

regulations and the City’s Fire Code requirements. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact would 

not occur, and the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.5.2 Hazardous Emissions and Materials 

The geographical context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to hazards to schools would 

be projects located within 0.25 mile of the existing nearby schools. As discussed in Section 5.5, Mission 

Bay Senior High School is immediately north and west of the project area. Equipment used during 

project grading and construction could result in incidental spills of petroleum products and hazardous 

substances. Such spills would be contained on site in accordance with a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (see Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality). The project would not introduce any 

land uses, such as industrial, that could result in hazardous emissions or the exposure of schools to 

hazardous materials. 

Cumulative projects would be required to comply with state and local regulations including the 

California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5, California Health and Safety Code, and the County 

of San Diego (County) Department of Environmental Health that provide a high level of protection 

from new hazardous uses that may be sited near schools or other sensitive receptors. Any potentially 

significant impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level through compliance with 

applicable regulations. Similarly, potential hazards associated with hazardous materials emissions are 

site specific and would not combine with hazards in other areas to create a cumulative impact. 

Therefore, implementation of the project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not 

result in a significant cumulative impact associated with the handling of or emissions from hazardous 

materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. The project’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.5.3 Emergency Plan Consistency 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to emergency plan consistency 

is the City. As discussed in Section 5.5, the project’s design would be consistent with requirements for 

emergency vehicle access, and no project components would impair the implementation of or 

compliance with an adopted Emergency Response or Evacuation Plan. 

Cumulative projects would have the potential to impair existing emergency response and evacuation 

plans if they would block evacuation or access roads or if road improvements would result in the 
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closure of roads. Construction and operation associated with future development in the City could 

result in activities that could interfere with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans, such as 

temporary construction barricades or other obstructions that could impede emergency access. 

Cumulative projects would be required to comply with the requirements of the San Diego Fire 

Department and City Traffic Control Requirements. Compliance with applicable regulations would 

ensure that cumulative projects would not result in a significant impact associated with the 

impairment of an emergency response and evacuation plan. Therefore, implementation of the 

project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative 

impact associated with emergency response and evacuation plans. The project’s contribution would 

not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.5.4 Hazardous Materials Sites 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to hazardous materials sites is 

site specific. As discussed in Section 5.5, construction of the project could encounter contaminated 

soil during grading and excavation, which could result in adverse health and safety impacts to on-site 

construction personnel, as well as cross-contamination in the event that contaminated soil is placed 

as fill in currently uncontaminated areas. Construction impacts would be reduced to below a level of 

significance with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM HAZ 5.5-1 through MM HAZ 5.5-4. 

Mitigation Measure MM HAZ 5.5-1 requires that all on-site electrical transformers be tested for the 

presence of polychlorinated biphenyls, and if detected, transformers shall be removed and disposed 

of properly. Mitigation Measure MM HAZ 5.5-2 requires soil sampling in areas of documented soil 

staining and contaminated soil, including in the vicinity of the former De Anza Cove mobile home park 

Boneyard, former Campland underground storage tanks, Mission Bay Golf Course hydraulic lift, and 

electrical transformers, to determine whether contamination is present. In the event that elevated 

concentrations of contaminants (e.g., petroleum compounds, metals, hazardous waste) are present 

in on-site soils, contaminated soil shall be removed and disposed of in accordance with requirements 

of the San Diego County Department of Environmental Health and Quality Land and Water Quality 

Division Site Assessment and Mitigation Program Hazardous Materials Division. Mitigation Measure 

MM HAZ 5.5-3 requires the preparation of a Hazardous Material Contingency Plan prior to the start 

of project construction/demolition to specify procedures for the management of potentially impacted 

soil (and groundwater, if encountered). Mitigation Measure MM HAZ 5.5-4 requires that any chemicals 

and potentially hazardous debris in the project area as a result of prior site use and/or project 

construction be properly characterized and disposed of in accordance with applicable local, state, and 

federal guidelines and regulations. 

Similarly, other cumulative projects would have to comply with regulations directing clean up and 

rehabilitation of hazardous materials sites to obtain project approvals. Due to the site-specific nature 

of hazardous materials impacts, a significant cumulative impact would not occur. Therefore, the 

project’s impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.5.5 Aircraft-Related Hazards 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to aircraft hazards would be 

those projects in the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport and the SDIA AIAs. In addition, as discussed 

in Section 5.5, the project area is not in a designated AIA. Project components would not result in a 
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safety hazard for people residing or working in a designated AIA. Potential risks associated with 

development in the AIAs would be a factor in any decision to approve or deny future development 

proposals. Land uses that may be impacted by the airports are reviewed and regulated through the 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and the City. As a result, cumulative risks to future development 

associated with proximity to the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport and SDIA would not result in a 

significant impact. 

Therefore, the project, combined with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact, and the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.6 Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

6.2.6.1 Historic Structures, Objects, or Sites 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to historic structures, objects, 

or sites is defined as the County due to the cultural richness and significance of historical resources 

in this area. The General Plan PEIR (City of San Diego 2008b) states that the continued pressure to 

develop or redevelop areas in the region would result in incremental impacts to the historical record 

in the San Diego region, which was determined to be a cumulatively significant impact. Regardless of 

the efforts taken to avoid impacts to historical resources, the more land that is converted to developed 

uses, the greater the potential for impacts to cultural resources. While individual projects can avoid 

or mitigate the direct loss of a specific resource, the effects would be cumulatively considerable and, 

therefore, could result in a significant cumulative impact. 

As outlined in Section 5.6, Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources, given the presence 

of potential historical resources within the project area, future development pursuant to the project 

could have a significant impact on important historic resources. Future development would be required 

to comply with Section 143.0212 and would be reviewed for conformance with the goals and policies 

relating to the identification and preservation of historical resources in the Historic Preservation Element 

of the City’s General Plan.  

Cumulative impacts to historical resources would involve projects affecting local resources with the 

same level or type of designation or evaluation, projects affecting other structures located within the 

same historic district, or projects that involve resources that are significant within the same context 

as resources associated with the project and could result in a significant impact. Cumulative projects 

would have to comply with Section 143.0212. Therefore, implementation of the project, in 

combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact 

associated with historical resources. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 

considerable. 

6.2.6.2 Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, 
Sacred Sites, and Human Remains 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to prehistoric and historic 

archaeological resources, sacred sites, and human remains is considered to be the County. Evidence 
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of human occupation in the project area is represented by numerous archaeological sites throughout 

the City and overall region. 

As discussed in Section 5.6, the records search resulted in the identification of two archaeological 

resources within the project area of potential effects, P-37-005017 and P-37-011571, both of which 

are of high interest to the local Native American Kumeyaay community. 

Archival review of P-37-005017, though containing rich prehistoric habitation midden deposits, 

suggests that the concentration of the site is located north of the project. P-37-011571 consists of a 

widely dispersed prehistoric lithic and shell scatter encompassing Crown Point. This large resource 

boundary intersects the westernmost extent of the KFMR/NWP portion of the project area. 

Development of the project would result in ground disturbance activities located near culturally sensitive 

areas, such as the westernmost portion of KFMR/NWP and northeastern portion of the golf course area, 

and would be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM HIST 5.6-1 by requiring the determination 

of (1) the presence of archaeological or Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) and (2) the appropriate level of 

analysis or mitigation for any significant resources which that may be impacted by a development activity. 

In addition, human remains, particularly those interred outside formal cemeteries, could be disturbed 

during grading, excavation, or other ground-disturbing activities associated with implementation of the 

project. While there are existing federal, state, and local regulations, including the policies of the City’s 

General Plan that would provide for the regulation and protection of prehistoric and historic 

archaeological resources and human remains to avoid potential impacts, it is not possible to ensure the 

successful preservation of all prehistoric and historic archaeological resources. Therefore, 

implementation of the project could adversely impact prehistoric or historic archaeological resources, 

including religious or sacred use sites and human remains. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 

MM HIST 5.6-1 would require procedures for addressing unanticipated discoveries during 

construction-related activities. However, the feasibility and efficacy of mitigation measures cannot be 

determined at this program level of analysis, and impacts to prehistoric and historic archaeological 

resources, sacred sites, and human remains would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Due to the scarcity of prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, sacred sites, and human 

remains and the potential for construction activities associated with future projects to impact these 

resources, a significant cumulative impact would occur. Although cumulative projects would 

implement similar mitigation measures to reduce impacts, the feasibility and efficacy of these 

measures to adequately protect significant prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, sacred 

sites, and human remains cannot be ensured. Therefore, the project’s contribution to a cumulative 

prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, sacred sites, and human remains impact would be 

cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

6.2.6.3 Tribal Cultural Resources 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to TCRs is considered to be the County. As 

stated in Section 5.6, development implemented in accordance with the project would potentially result in 

significant impacts to TCRs and would be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM HIST 5.6-1 to 

minimize impacts. The project, along with other cumulative projects, would be required to comply with the 

City’s General Plan policies promoting the identification, protection, and preservation of archaeological 
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resources. They would also be required to comply with CEQA and California Public Resources Code, 

Section 21080.3.1, requiring Tribal consultation early in the development review process, and the City’s 

Historical Resources regulations (City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0212), which require review of 

ministerial and discretionary permit applications for any parcel identified as sensitive on the Historical 

Resources Sensitivity Maps. However, the feasibility and efficacy of this mitigation measure cannot be 

determined at a program level, and impacts to TCRs would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Cumulative projects in the County have the potential to result in a cumulative impact associated with 

the loss of TCRs through development activities that could cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a TCR. These sites may contain artifacts and resources associated with tribal cultural 

values and religious beliefs. Any cumulative projects that involve ground-disturbing activities have the 

potential to result in significant impacts on TCRs. In the event TCRs are discovered, each individual 

project would be required to comply with the applicable regulatory requirements and the consultation 

requirements of SB 18 and AB 52, as applicable, to determine and mitigate any potential impacts to 

TCRs. Therefore, the impacts to TCRs from planned construction and development projects in the San 

Diego region would result in a significant cumulative impact. 

Any cumulative projects that involve ground-disturbing activities would be required to implement 

measures similar to Mitigation Measure MM HIST 5.6-1 to reduce impacts to TCRs. However, similar 

to the project, the feasibility and efficacy of these measures to adequately protect TCRs cannot be 

determined at this program level of analysis. Therefore, the project’s contribution to a cumulative 

TCRs impact would be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

6.2.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 
6.2.7.1 Flooding and Drainage Patterns 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to flooding and drainage alteration is 

the Los Peñasquitos Watershed. As discussed in Section 5.7, the project would not result in substantial 

changes to drainage patterns or increase impervious surfaces. Conversely, the project would reduce 

the number of impervious surfaces compared to the existing condition. The project would also create 

additional wetland habitat, which would reduce the risk of flooding. 

Cumulative projects would generally result in an increase in impervious surfaces, which has the 

potential to result in an increase in stormwater flows. However, future development would be subject 

to federal, state, and local regulations, such as the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

permit, that are designed to reduce stormwater runoff from project sites by promoting infiltration, 

minimizing impervious surfaces, and requiring a no-net increase in flows over the existing condition 

through hydromodification processes. Any short-term impacts resulting from alterations of drainage 

and hydrology would be minimized with the incorporation of appropriate construction BMPs and 

operational compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit and City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual. A significant cumulative impact would not occur. 

Therefore, the project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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6.2.7.2 Water Quality 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts with regard to water quality is the Los 

Peñasquitos Watershed, including Mission Bay. As discussed in Section 5.7, the immediate pollutants 

of concern are those that contribute to the eutrophic conditions at the mouth of Rose Creek inlet 

(nutrients) and the high coliform counts along the Mission Bay shoreline. To preserve local hydrology 

and water quality resources, preliminary BMPs are recommended to address potential impacts. A 

Stormwater Quality Management Plan in accordance with the City’s Stormwater Manual must 

accompany the final design of the project to ensure that runoff is adequately captured/treated. 

Cumulative projects would generally result in an increase in impermeable surfaces and an increase in 

runoff of stormwater pollutants contributing to a cumulative increase in impacts to water quality. 

Similar to the project, future development would be subject to federal, state, and local applicable 

regulations and the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual that requires the preparation of a 

Stormwater Quality Management Plan. Cumulative projects would be designed to reduce the 

discharge of stormwater pollutants and improve water quality. Cumulative project compliance with 

applicable laws and regulations and incorporation of required construction and operational BMPs 

would ensure that a significant cumulative impact would not occur. 

Therefore, with implementation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan and implementation of 

BMPs, the project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative water quality impact. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.7.3 Groundwater 

A significant cumulative impact related to groundwater supplies and recharge would occur if 

development would increase the number of impervious surfaces, which would decrease the amount 

of recharge received by the groundwater table and decrease groundwater supplies. Therefore, 

increased impervious areas associated with construction of cumulative development projects would 

result in a significant cumulative impact to groundwater supplies and recharge. However, as discussed 

in Section 5.7, the project would reduce the number of impervious surfaces and would not impede 

groundwater recharge. Therefore, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.8 Noise 
6.2.8.1 Ambient Noise 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts with regard to ambient noise includes 

only those projects within proximity to Mission Bay Park. As discussed in Section 5.8, Noise, during 

operation, the project is anticipated to result in an overall decrease in ambient traffic noise levels 

when compared to existing conditions due to fewer vehicle trips related to the reduced development 

intensity in the project area. In addition, the removal of the developed areas of Campland, the vacant 

mobile home park, the RV park, and the Boat and Ski Club, and implementation of natural habitat and 

recreational land uses in the De Anza Cove “boot” area is anticipated to result in relocation of existing 

on-site noise sources away from nearby noise-sensitive receptors and a net reduction in construction 

and operational noise from the project area to adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. 
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Cumulative projects would have the potential to increase activity in the planning area and introduce 

new sources of stationary noise such as heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems. However, 

noise exposure from increased activity would generally be localized in nature, and stationary sources 

would be subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance Standards. Therefore, a cumulative noise impact would 

not occur. 

The project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative 

impact related to ambient noise. 

6.2.8.2 Vehicular Noise 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts with regard to vehicular noise includes 

only those projects within proximity to Mission Bay Park. As discussed in Section 5.8, the project would 

result in an overall reduction in vehicle trips because the project would reduce development density 

in the project area, which would lead to a reduction in vehicular noise compared to the existing 

conditions. The project would not result in any additional contribution to regional vehicle noise levels. 

Cumulative projects would have the potential to change traffic patterns, generate new vehicle trips, 

or develop new sensitive receptors in high-activity areas that may result in the exposure of sensitive 

receptors to noise levels that exceed standards established in the Transportation Element of the City’s 

General Plan and City’s Noise Ordinance Standards. However, if that is the case, these projects would 

be required to implement mitigation measures that would reduce potentially significant vehicular 

noise impacts. Therefore, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.8.3 Airport Compatibility 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts regarding airport compatibility includes 

those projects in the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport and the SDIA AIA. Impacts related to airport 

compatibility are site specific and are not cumulative in nature. As discussed in Section 5.8, neither 

exterior nor interior noise compatibility impacts would occur at any of the proposed land uses in the 

project area. The project would not combine with any cumulative project to increase airport noise 

exposure. A significant cumulative impact related to airport compatibility would not occur, and the 

project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.8.4 Noise Ordinance Compliance 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts regarding Noise Ordinance compliance 

includes only those projects within proximity to Mission Bay Park. As discussed in Section 5.8, during 

operation, the project is anticipated to result in a reduction in noise at adjacent noise-sensitive land uses 

due to a reduction in development density in the project area. Cumulative projects would have the 

potential to introduce new noise sources in the cumulative project areas. However, the City’s Noise 

Ordinance Standards would continue to be enforced. Identified cumulative projects are primarily 

planning documents that include natural resources, mixed-use and residential development, and 

recreational facilities that would not be expected to include any unusual stationary noise components 

that could not demonstrate Noise Ordinance compliance. Increased activity would be limited to project 



6.0 Cumulative Impacts 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan  
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page 6-18 

areas and would not be expected to combine to result in ambient noise levels that exceed Noise 

Ordinance Standards. Therefore, a significant cumulative noise impact would not occur. 

Therefore, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact related to Noise Ordinance compliance. The project’s contribution would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.8.5 Temporary Construction Noise 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts regarding temporary construction 

noise includes only those projects within proximity to Mission Bay Park. As discussed in Section 5.8, 

project grading and paving activities together would exceed the City’s Municipal Code Noise Ordinance 

Standard for construction (75 2-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level [dBA Leq 12-hr]) by 

approximately 3 decibels (dB) when these activities take place adjacent to noise-sensitive receivers 

(residences and school recreational facilities north of the project area), resulting in a potentially 

significant noise impact during construction. Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1 requires 

implementation of construction noise reduction measures to achieve compliance with the 12-hour 

average noise level limit of 75 dBA Leq established in the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404. With 

the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1, construction noise impacts would be 

reduced to comply with the City’s Municipal Code. 

Operation of construction equipment required for development of cumulative projects and the 

project would have the potential to generate noise levels that may exceed the 12-hour average noise 

level limit of 75 dBA Leq established in the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404. However, 

construction activities of cumulative projects would not occur at the same time or in the same location 

and would generally not combine to result in cumulative noise exposure. 

Similar construction noise mitigation measures would be required, if necessary, for cumulative 

projects to achieve Noise Ordinance compliance and reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

Therefore, the project, combined with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact due to temporary construction noise. The project’s contribution would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.8.6 Groundborne Vibration 

Vibration is a localized phenomenon and is progressively reduced as the distance from the source 

increases. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts regarding groundborne 

vibration includes only those projects within proximity to Mission Bay Park. As discussed in Section 

5.8, vibration levels resulting from demolition and construction equipment would not result in 

excessive groundborne vibration levels. In addition, leased commercial uses that may be constructed 

under the project, such as the non-motorized boat rental areas, would not require heavy mechanical 

equipment that would generate groundborne vibration or heavy truck deliveries, and impacts would 

be less than significant.  

Cumulative projects would have the potential to generate groundborne vibration that would exceed 

vibration significance criteria at existing and planned sensitive receptors. However, if that is the case, these 
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projects would be required to implement mitigation measures that would reduce potentially significant 

vibration impacts. Therefore, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.9 Paleontological Resources 
The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to paleontological resources is 

considered to be the County. According to the San Diego County General Plan, there are a number of 

distinct geological rock units (i.e., formations) within the County that contain paleontological 

resources, such as bones, teeth, shells, and wood. Cumulative projects in the County have the 

potential to disturb these geologic formations and the fossils that they contain. However, previous 

development has also led to the discovery of many fossil sites that have been documented and added 

to the natural history records for the region. 

As described in Section 5.9, Paleontological Resources, areas of the project are underlain by the Bay 

Point Formation, which is assigned a high paleontological resource sensitivity. Grading activities 

associated with future implementation of the project, specifically at the De Anza Cove peninsula, could 

potentially result in earthwork greater than 1,000 cubic yards into high sensitivity formations, or grading 

within proximity of the mapped location of a fossil recovery site that could potentially result in significant 

impacts to sensitive paleontological resources. Compliance with the City’s Municipal Code, Section 

142.0151, which requires paleontological resources monitoring when certain screening criteria are met, 

would ensure that project impacts would be less than significant. 

Similarly, pursuant to City’s Municipal Code, Section 142.0151, cumulative projects would be required to 

screen for grading quantities and geologic formation sensitivity and apply the appropriate requirements 

for paleontological monitoring. Regulatory compliance for future discretionary projects reviewed in 

accordance with CEQA would be assured through permit conditions or as notes on plans and would 

ensure that impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant. Implementation of the 

General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources, as required by City’s Municipal Code, Section 

142.0151, would ensure that a cumulative impact to paleontological resources would not occur. 

Therefore, the project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact to paleontological resources. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 

considerable. 

6.2.10 Transportation and Circulation 
6.2.10.1 Conflict with Adopted Transportation Program, Plan, 

Ordinance, or Policy 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with conflicts with adopted 

transportation program, plan, ordinance, or policy is the City. A significant cumulative impact would 

occur if future projects would combine to be inconsistent with an adopted program, plan, ordinance, or 

policy addressing the transportation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities. As discussed in Section 5.10, Transportation and Circulation, implementation of the project 

would not restrict or impede connectivity and would plan for implementation of additional bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities in the project area. The project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan 

Mobility Element, the City’s Complete Communities: Mobility Choices Program, SANDAG’s 2021 
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Regional Plan, and the City’s Bicycle Master Plan and would not conflict with any adopted policies or 

plans addressing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities.  

Similar to the project, cumulative projects would have to demonstrate consistency with existing adopted 

plans or require mitigation measures to ensure consistency for project approvals to occur. 

Therefore, the project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact due to conflicts with adopted policies. The project’s contribution would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 

6.2.10.2 Vehicle Miles Traveled 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) is considered to be the City. The City has adopted significance thresholds and specific VMT 

metrics used to measure VMT by land use type. Cumulative projects could result in substantial VMT 

that could exceed the regional mean. As discussed in Section 5.10, because the project’s proposed 

land uses would be similar to existing land uses but the overall development density would be lower, 

the project is likely to generate fewer VMT. A market capture study, details of which can be found in 

Appendix L, Transportation Impact Analysis, was conducted to determine the effect of the project on 

the regional VMT by evaluating the service area of publicly accessible coastal guest accommodation 

facilities with and without the project. With the implementation of the project, the service area would 

be divided more evenly among the accessible coastal guest accommodation facilities, resulting in 

more localized trips and, therefore, fewer VMT. Therefore, the project would not contribute to a 

significant cumulative regional VMT impact. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 

considerable. 

6.2.10.3 Design Hazards 

The geographic scope of cumulative impacts for increases in traffic hazards is Mission Bay Park and 

the Pacific Beach Community Planning Area. As discussed in Section 5.10, all roadway and intersection 

improvements associated with the project would be constructed in accordance with the City’s 

Municipal Code, Standard Drawings, and Street Design Manual. With adherence to these 

requirements, implementation of the project would not increase hazards due to a design feature or 

incompatible use. 

A significant cumulative impact would occur if cumulative projects would create traffic hazards 

through design or incompatible uses. Cumulative projects would also be required to be designed and 

constructed according to the City’s roadway design standards and requirements, which would ensure 

that no significant impact would occur. Thus, cumulative projects would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact associated with increases in traffic hazards. 

Therefore, the project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact due to traffic design hazards. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 

considerable. 
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6.2.10.4 Inadequate Emergency Access 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to inadequate emergency 

access would be the City. The project’s design would be consistent with the City’s fire apparatus access 

roadway requirements, as outlined in California Fire Code, Section 503, which includes requirements 

for emergency access. 

Cumulative projects would have the potential to result in inadequate emergency access if they block 

access roads or if off-site road improvements would result in the closure of roads. Construction and 

operation associated with future development could result in activities that could interfere with 

emergency access, such as temporary construction barricades or other design obstructions that could 

impede emergency access. Cumulative projects would be required to comply with the City’s fire 

apparatus access roadway requirements as outlined in California Fire Code, Section 503, which includes 

requirements for emergency access. Compliance with applicable regulations would ensure that 

cumulative projects do not result in a significant impact associated with inadequate emergency access. 

Thus, the project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact associated with inadequate emergency access. The project’s contribution would 

not be cumulatively considerable. 
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Other Mandatory Discussion Areas 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require that an Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) contain a discussion of impacts associated with growth inducement, effects found not to 

be significant, significant, unavoidable environmental impacts, and significant, irreversible 

environmental changes. Each of these discussion areas is addressed in the following sections. 

7.1 Growth Inducement 
This Program EIR (PEIR) must examine the potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). More specifically, CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15126.2(e), requires that an EIR: 

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. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population 

growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for example, allow for 

more construction in service areas). Increases in the population may tax existing community 

service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant 

environmental effects. . . . It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily 

beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

According to the City of San Diego’s (City’s) CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San 

Diego 2022), growth inducement “is usually associated with those projects that foster economic or 

population growth, or the construction of additional housing either directly or indirectly, which may 

result in the construction of major new infrastructure facilities. Also, a change in land use policy or 

projects that provide economic stimulus, such as industrial or commercial uses, may induce growth. 

Accelerated growth may further strain existing community facilities or encourage activities that could 

significantly affect the surrounding environment.” In addition, the thresholds state that “the analysis 

must avoid speculation and focus on probable growth patterns or projects.” 

7 
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The entire project area falls within the boundaries of the adopted Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(MBPMP). The MBPMP serves as the Local Coastal Program for this area of the City, and the project is 

subject to the goals and recommendations established in the MBPMP. The project would incorporate 

these recommendations and other components, as discussed in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of 

this PEIR. 

The project includes natural areas, such as upland areas, wetland areas, and open beach; lease areas, 

such as nonprofit and commercial leases that would provide recreational opportunities to visitors; 

regional parkland for activities such as picnicking, kiteflying, jogging, and informal sports; and active 

recreation areas, such as sand volleyball, walking, and in-line skating. It is expected that improving 

and increasing areas allowing for these activities would introduce additional visitors to the project 

area for recreational activities but would not introduce additional residents to the area. It is expected 

that the project would serve existing residents of the San Diego area, as well as visitors. However, it is 

not expected that additional residents would relocate to the area as a result of the project. 

 

The project supports alternative transportation modes, such as walking and biking, and the project 

area currently connects to existing City roadways, bicycle paths, pedestrian paths and bus routes. 

The project would not foster economic or population growth or cause the construction of additional 

housing either directly or indirectly. The proposed low-cost visitor guest accommodations would 

replace the existing overnight recreational uses currently provided by Campland on the Bay 

(Campland) and the Mission Bay RV Resort. The project would result in the reduction in density in the 

project area to increase habitat restoration, which would not increase economic growth. The project 

would not promote growth patterns resulting in the need for and/or provision of new utilities because 

the proposed new low-cost visitor guest accommodations are planned in areas with existing utility 

hook-ups and would replace the guest accommodations currently on site. The project would not 

support unplanned population growth. 

Future project construction would be associated with a demand for construction trade skills and labor. 

In addition, operation would be associated with hospitality labor and park maintenance staff 

positions. It is anticipated that this demand would be met by the local labor force within San Diego 

County or surrounding areas and would not require the importation of a substantial number of 

workers that could cause an increased demand for temporary or permanent housing. 

Therefore, the project is not anticipated to result in overall regional population growth, and there 

would be no impacts due to growth inducement. 

7.2 Effects Found Not to be Significant 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15128, requires that an EIR contain a brief statement disclosing the reasons 

why various possible significant effects of a project were found not to be significant and therefore are 

not discussed in detail in the EIR. The impacts associated with the following issue areas were found 

not to be significant as a result of the project: 

• Agricultural and forestry resources 

• Energy conservation 
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• Geologic conditions 

• Mineral resources 

• Population and housing 

• Public services and facilities 

• Public utilities 

• Visual effects and neighborhood character 

7.2.1 Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
According to the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 

the project area is classified as Urban and Built-Up Land (DOC 2018a). The entire project area is 

designated as Park, Open Space, and Recreation in the City’s General Plan (City of San Diego 2008). 

There are no Williamson Act lands within the City. No forest, timberland, or timberland production 

zones are present in the project area. No farmlands or forest lands are present in the project area. 

No impact to agricultural or forestry resources would occur. 

7.2.2 Energy Conservation 
7.2.2.1  Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy 

Resources 

The project considered in this PEIR is the adoption of an amendment to the MBPMP and does not 

propose any specific development projects; therefore, impacts to energy resources are addressed 

generally based on projected buildout of the project. Depending on the types of futures 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 project 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). Because the project is proposing less development density and 

more natural areas, the energy use is anticipated to decrease. Energy resources would be consumed 

during construction of future development under the project and would also be consumed to provide 

operational lighting, heating, cooling, and transportation for future development. 

a. Construction-Related Energy Use 

During construction, energy use through temporary electric power for lighting and electronic 

equipment (such as computers inside temporary construction trailers and heating, ventilation, and air 

conditioning) would be provided by San Diego Gas & Electric. The amount of electricity used during 

construction would be minimal because typical demand stems from the use of several construction 

trailers used by managerial staff during the hours of construction activities in addition to electric hand 

tools. Operation of equipment used during construction would require petroleum use. Fuels used for 

construction would primarily consist of diesel and gasoline. While use of natural gas is not anticipated 

to be required during the construction of the project, any potential minor amounts of natural gas that 

may be consumed as a result of project construction would be temporary and negligible and would 

not have an adverse effect. In addition, natural gas is not anticipated to be required during the 

operation of the project. 
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At the program level of analysis, it is too speculative to comprehensively quantify the construction-

related energy consumption of future development, either in total or by fuel type. Although the exact 

details of the projects that could be implemented in accordance with the project are not known at this 

time, construction activities would be temporary, and no known conditions in the project area would 

require non-standard equipment or construction practices that would increase fuel-energy 

consumption above typical rates. Petroleum, including diesel and gasoline, would be consumed 

throughout the construction of the project. Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the 

primary energy resource expended during construction, including the transportation of construction 

materials and construction worker commutes. It is assumed that heavy-duty construction equipment, 

as well as haul trucks involved in moving dirt around the project area, would require diesel fuel. 

Construction workers would travel to and from the project area using a mix of electric and gasoline-

powered vehicles throughout the duration of construction. A conservative analysis would assume that 

construction workers would travel to and from the project area solely in gasoline-powered vehicles. 

Petroleum use during the construction of the project would be temporary and minimal. 

Furthermore, construction equipment used for future development projects is anticipated to become 

more efficient as engines are replaced, exhaust systems are retrofitted, and older equipment is retired 

and new equipment meeting more stringent emission standards is put into service, thus further 

reducing construction-related energy consumption. Future projects would also be required to comply 

with the California Air Resource Board’s Airborne Toxics Control Measures, which restrict heavy-duty 

diesel vehicle idling time to 5 minutes. Therefore, development implemented in accordance with the 

project would not result in the use of wasteful amounts of fuel or other forms of energy during the 

construction of future projects. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Long-Term Operation-Related Energy Use 

Transportation-Related Energy Use 

Transportation energy use associated with the project would be attributed to trips by individuals 

traveling to and from the project area using passenger vehicles or public transit. Passenger vehicles 

would be mostly powered by gasoline, with some fueled by diesel or electricity. Public transit would 

be powered by gasoline, diesel, or natural gas and could potentially be fueled by electricity. The project 

would support goals to reduce the use of fossil fuels by providing electric vehicle infrastructure to the 

extent required and improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities and connections to the surrounding 

community. The project would reduce overall development density on the site, which would decrease 

vehicle trips compared to the current baseline condition. Therefore, long-term buildout of the project 

would not create a land use pattern that would result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of 

transportation-related energy. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Building-Related Energy Use 

At full buildout, the project’s operational phase would require electricity for operating various project 

components, such as the low-cost visitor guest accommodations and boat facilities and clubhouse. 

These future site-specific projects would be required to demonstrate consistency with all applicable 

mandatory project design features in the City’s Climate Action Plan Consistency Regulations that 

would reduce operational electricity consumption. Such features include replacing existing similar 
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land uses at a reduced density to increase habitat restoration and providing improved pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities and connections to the surrounding community. See Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, in this PEIR for additional discussion on the project’s consistency with the City’s Climate 

Action Plan. Future development implemented under the project would be required to meet the 

mandatory energy standards of California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) and the 

California Energy Code (24 CCR Part 6) in effect at the time of development and would benefit from 

the efficiencies associated with these regulations as they relate to building heating, ventilation, and 

air conditioning mechanical systems; water heating systems; and lighting. Additionally, rebate and 

incentive programs that promote the installation and use of energy-efficient plug-in appliances and 

lighting may be available as incentives for future development. 

Implementation of the project would not result in substantial amounts of local or regional energy 

supplies compared to the existing baseline conditions. The project would design buildings to meet 

enhanced building energy efficiency standards compared to existing land uses because more 

stringent energy efficiency standards have been adopted since previous site development. Therefore, 

implementation of the project would not have a significant impact on the local utilities. Impacts would 

be less than significant. 

7.2.3 Geologic Conditions 
7.2.3.1 Geological Hazards 

As discussed in the Geotechnical and Geological Hazards Technical Memorandum (Appendix M), 

ground rupture on active faults could affect Mission Bay Drive and the easternmost lease area portion 

of the project area. Liquefaction and seismically induced settlement would not adversely impact the 

natural areas, such as upland areas, wetland areas, and open beach. However, liquefaction, post-

liquefaction settlement, and lateral spread would be taken into consideration during design of 

structures for human occupancy. The project area is relatively flat; therefore, landslides and slope 

stability would not affect the project area unless slopes were created during development. 

Geotechnical investigations would be required for future projects developed under the project if they 

involve the construction of structures or other improvements. Such investigation reports would 

provide recommendations for grading and foundation design to minimize potential geologic hazards. 

Adherence to state and local regulations, including the California Building Code and San Diego 

Municipal Code, as well as recommendations from future project-specific geotechnical investigation 

reports, would ensure an acceptable level of risk. Therefore, impacts from seismic hazards would be 

less than significant. 

7.2.3.2 Increase in Erosion 

Erosion control measures would be implemented within and surrounding the project area during 

excavation and demolition. All construction traffic would be directed to use existing paved roadways 

where feasible. Exposed soils would be stabilized with tackifiers and soil stabilizers or revegetation 

(long-term) to reduce wind erosion and stormwater erosion. Silt fences would be installed where 

appropriate to retain all stormwater in the project area. Stormwater would then be allowed to settle, 

and any sediment that precipitated out of the stormwater runoff would be cleaned and replaced from 

where it was eroded. Topsoil would be maintained through long-term best management practices 
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such as revegetation, and stormwater would be directed to areas that are reinforced with riprap and 

erosion-reducing permanent best management practices in accordance with the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System Permit and required Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. Topsoil is 

not expected to be substantially lost, and the project area is not expected to have substantial erosion. 

With implementation of the excavation and fill placement methods recommended in Appendix M, as 

well as compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit and required 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, impacts associated with potential soil erosion and topsoil loss 

would be less than significant. 

7.2.3.3 Unstable Geological Unit 

Liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, or lateral spread would not adversely impact the natural 

areas, such as upland areas, wetland areas, and open beach. Liquefaction, post-liquefaction 

settlement, and lateral spread would be taken into consideration during design of structures for 

human occupancy, such as the proposed low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Potential impacts 

would be reduced to an acceptable level of risk by implementing geotechnical and structural 

engineering design recommendations in accordance with the California Building Code and other 

applicable standards. Damage to pavement associated with liquefaction would be repairable. With 

the implementation of existing regulatory requirements, such as the California Building Code, 

potential impacts from geologic instability would be less than significant. 

The project area includes soils ranging from low- to non-expansive in nature. None of these soils 

would pose a significant risk to the development of the project. Impacts would be less than significant. 

7.2.4 Mineral Resources 
The project area is on land that is designated as MRZ-1. MRZ-1 lands, as defined in the City’s General 

Plan (City of San Diego 2008), are not considered a locally important mineral resource site; rather, they 

are known as an area where available geologic information indicates that little likelihood exists for the 

presence of significant mineral resources (DOC 2018b). Therefore, no impact to mineral resources 

would occur as a result of the project. 

7.2.5 Population and Housing 
As discussed in Section 7.1, Growth Inducement, the project would include natural areas, such as 

upland areas, wetland areas, and open beach; low-cost visitor guest accommodations; lease areas; 

regional parkland; and recreation areas, but the project would not introduce additional residents to 

the area. As such, the project would not introduce substantial population growth in the area either 

directly or indirectly. 

Currently, the southern area of the project area currently consists of the vacated De Anza Cove mobile 

home park, Campland, and De Anza Cove area. The project would replace the abandoned mobile home 

park with low-cost visitor guest accommodations. However, since the existing mobile home park 

housing is already abandoned, the project would not displace existing housing or people from the area, 

necessitating the construction of housing elsewhere. Implementation of the project would not result in 

the construction of housing, and impacts to population and housing would be less than significant. 
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7.2.6 Public Services and Facilities 
7.2.6.1 Fire Protection and Emergency Services 

Implementation of the project would not result in an increase in population or promote growth 

patterns because the project would not change the types of land uses on the site, and the overall 

development density would be reduced compared to the existing baseline condition. The San Diego 

Fire-Rescue Department would be able to maintain adequate response times within the project area. 

Existing capital facilities and workforce (fire stations, fire trucks, and personnel) would be adequate to 

meet the anticipated demand for fire protection associated with implementation of the project. 

Furthermore, the Fire-Rescue Department already provides lifeguard staffing for De Anza Cove. 

Therefore, implementation of the project would result in no impacts associated with the construction 

of new or physically altered facilities in order to maintain service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives related to fire/life safety protection. 

7.2.6.2 Police Services 

Although the San Diego Police Department currently provides adequate service to the project area, 

changes to police staffing or facilities, if any, would be dependent on division and Citywide needs as 

determined by the San Diego Police Department. The San Diego Police Department plans operational 

needs based on future growth in the City overall and would take into account service to all parkland, 

including De Anza Cove. Thus, no new construction of police facilities that could result in physical 

changes to the environment would occur as a result of implementation of the project. Impacts related 

to police services would be less than significant. 

7.2.6.3 School Facilities and Other Public Facilities 

The project includes natural areas, such as upland areas, wetland areas, and open beach; lease areas, 

such as nonprofit and commercial leases that would provide recreational opportunities to visitors; 

regional parkland; and active recreation areas. It is expected that improving and increasing these 

areas would introduce additional visitors to the project area for recreational activities but would not 

introduce additional residents to the area. It is expected that the project would serve existing residents 

of the San Diego area, as well as visitors. Therefore, the project would not indirectly induce population 

growth that could result in a need to provide school facilities for school-aged children or other public 

facilities including libraries, or result in the deterioration of existing facilities. Thus, no new 

construction of school facilities or other public facilities, including libraries, that could result in physical 

changes to the environment would occur as a result of implementation of the project. Impacts would 

be less than significant. 

7.2.7 Public Utilities 
7.2.7.1 New or Expanded Utilities 

The project is not expected to increase demands on utilities and infrastructure improvements because 

the project consists of the construction of similar types of land uses at a reduced development density 

compared to existing uses, thus reducing overall utility demand. Additionally, the MBPMP EIR (City of 



7.0 Other Mandatory Discussion Areas 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page 7-8 

San Diego 1994) concluded that development activities are not anticipated to result in the need for new 

utility systems or require substantial alterations to existing power, natural gas, or communications 

systems (City of San Diego 1994). The project would be consistent with the MBPMP EIR. 

7.2.7.2 Water 

The project area is connected to the City’s municipal water system via underground pipelines, which 

connect the project area infrastructure to the City’s system to the north. The project would include a 

new low-cost visitor guest accommodation area and boat facility that would require water 

connections. The specifics of the utilities and infrastructure improvements would depend on the 

future site-specific design details of the project that are not known at this time. Due to the proposed 

demolition of Campland and the Mission Bay RV Resort, any new water connections and supply needs 

within the project area are not expected to exceed the current water usage due to the lower density 

proposed in the project. At buildout the project’s water demand would represent a small fraction of 

the City’s water demand. Compared to the existing conditions, the project would result in a decrease 

in acreage of land uses that would rely on water (e.g., guest accommodations; regional parkland; 

leases; and the Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course). Refer to Table 3-1, Existing 

Land Use Acreages, and Table 3-2, Proposed Land Uses Acreages, in this PEIR for a comparison of the 

existing and proposed land use acreages. Additionally, future development associated with the 

implementation of the project would be required to comply with the construction and design criteria 

outlined in the City’s Water Facility Design Guidelines (City of San Diego 2021a), as well as any other 

applicable federal, state, and regional regulations. Adherence to these regulations would ensure that 

impacts related to an excessive amount of water use would not occur. 

7.2.7.3 Solid Waste 

During construction of the project, existing structures associated with Campland, the Mission Bay RV 

Resort, and the abandoned De Anza Cove mobile home park would be demolished, resulting in solid 

waste and construction debris that would be disposed of in the Miramar Landfill. The Miramar Landfill 

has a remaining capacity of approximately 11.08 million cubic yards of solid waste. It is anticipated that 

the landfill will reach its maximum capacity by December 2031, and the maximum permitted capacity is 

97.35 million cubic yards (CalRecycle 2019). The privately operated Sycamore Landfill is also a potential 

destination for waste. Future development associated with the project would be required to comply with 

the City’s Refuse, Organic Waste, and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations (Municipal Code, Section 

142.08 Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 8), Recycling Ordinance (Municipal Code, Section 66.07 Chapter 6, 

Article 6, Division 7), and Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Deposit Ordinance (Municipal 

Code, Section 66.06 Chapter 6, Article 6, Division 6). In addition, per the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds, any future discretionary development exceeding the 60-ton threshold for 

projects 40,000 square feet or more must prepare a Waste Management Plan targeting a 75 percent 

waste reduction as directed in Assembly Bill 341 and the City’s Climate Action Plan. Therefore, solid 

waste impacts associated with project construction would be less than significant. 

Operation of the project would not increase the generation of solid waste beyond the current baseline 

condition and would not require an increase in landfill capacity or construction of a new landfill. 

Compared to the existing conditions, the project would result in a decrease in acreage of land uses 

that generate waste (e.g., guest accommodations; regional parkland; leases; open beach; and the 
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Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course). Please refer to Table 3-1 and Table 3-2 in 

this PEIR for a comparison of the existing and proposed land use acreages. The project would not 

result in an increase in solid waste generation during operation and would not conflict with the 

achievement of a 75 percent waste diversion as targeted in Assembly Bill 341 and the City’s Zero Waste 

Plan. Therefore, no solid waste impacts associated with project operation would occur. 

7.2.8 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
7.2.8.1  Scenic Vistas or Views 

Mission Bay is considered a valuable scenic resource, and public views to the project area are available 

from surrounding residential communities, recreational areas, and public roadways, including 

Interstate 5, Grand Avenue, North Mission Bay Drive, Mission Bay Drive, Crown Point Drive, Morena 

Boulevard, and streets in the hillside community east of the project area. Additionally, the portion of 

Interstate 5 with views to the project area is an eligible State Scenic Highway. 

The project would result in an overall reduction of developed land within the project area. For example, 

the project would replace Campland with wetlands and habitat area, expanding the Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP). This change would be in accordance with the MBPMP 

recommendation to replace Campland with habitat area. Views of the paved RV campground, 

campground facilities, and fencing and vegetation that surround Campland would be replaced with 

views of wetland and upland habitat similar to what currently exists in the KFMR/NWP. By replacing 

views of Campland with relatively flat wetland and upland habitat, views of the bay and other natural 

scenic resources within the project area would be enhanced and expanded. Motorists and residents on 

Pacific Beach Drive would have direct views to the bay and KFMR/NWP wetland habitat area and those 

on Crown Point Drive would have expanded views of the wetland habitat. In addition, the proposed low-

cost visitor guest accommodation area would have a smaller footprint than the existing Campland and 

Mission Bay RV Resort. The Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club would be replaced with wetlands and buffers 

adjacent to the Rose Creek inlet and with additional athletic uses and passive park features. 

As a result, the project would not result in a substantial obstruction of any vista or scenic view within the 

project area. Rather, by increasing the habitat area and reducing the amount of development, the 

project would enhance and create additional opportunities for public views in the project area. Impacts 

to scenic vistas or views would be less than significant. 

7.2.8.2  Neighborhood Character 

The project area is characterized as a water-oriented recreation environment. The surrounding 

residential community is characterized as medium to medium-high density because there is a mix of 

single-family residences and multi-unit condominium or apartment buildings. 

New development associated with the project would be limited to 30 feet in height as allowed in the 

Coastal Overlay Zone by the City (City of San Diego 2008). As indicated in the MBPMP Design 

Guidelines (City of San Diego 2021b), any buildings that would be added to the area (e.g., guest 

accommodations, campground amenities, and recreational amenities) “should be contemporary and 

responsive to the aquatic environment, avoiding excessive or exaggerated thematic styles.” Further, 

because the horizontal elements within the bay environment (e.g., water, sand, marshes, and grass) 



7.0 Other Mandatory Discussion Areas 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page 7-10 

define the viewshed, the MBPMP Design Guidelines indicate that building massing should be 

interrupted, which would allow for the landscape elements to remain prominent in the viewshed (City 

of San Diego 2021b). Thus, because future development associated with the project would not involve 

building massing that would create a new horizontal feature (e.g., long, uninterrupted buildings) or 

conflict with the MBPMP Design Guidelines, implementation of the project would not contrast with 

the character of the landscape. Overall, the removal of development in the project area (Campland, 

De Anza Cove mobile home park, Mission Bay RV Resort, and Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club) would 

result in a reduction of bulk, mass, and scale from the project viewshed. With adherence to the 

MBPMP Design Guidelines (City of San Diego 2021b), impacts to neighborhood character would be 

less than significant. 

7.2.8.3 Distinctive or Landmark Trees 

The City allows for distinctive trees to be nominated for protection as heritage or landmark trees. 

Further, the Pacific Beach Community Plan recommends retaining existing trees as an important 

method of conserving the community’s natural resources (City of San Diego 2019). No designated 

heritage or landmark trees are within the project area; however, a number of large, mature trees 

contribute to the character and aesthetics of the area. The project would retain existing trees in the 

project area to the greatest extent possible. The project would not result in the loss of any designated 

heritage or landmark trees within the project area as identified in the MBPMP; therefore, no impact 

would occur. 

7.2.8.4 Landform Alteration 

The project would replace the existing Campland with habitat area, which would include a 

combination of wetlands and upland habitats. This would result in landform alteration, as the majority 

of land within Campland is currently a flat, paved surface. The project includes enhancement and 

restoration within City-owned portions of the existing KFMR/NWP, the expansion of wetlands in the 

area currently occupied by Campland, and the expanded marshland/habitat, open beach, and open 

water in the De Anza Cove area. These landform alterations would result in an increase in habitat 

areas, which would be consistent with the current MBPMP. Additional landform alterations would 

include beach enhancements, a boat rental dock, mounded, naturalistic landforms, and water quality 

basins and vegetated swales. While the project would result in changes to the existing landform, the 

proposed landform alterations would serve to increase resilience of the area in the event of sea level 

rise, expand and restore habitat areas, and enhance recreational opportunities. Additionally, 

proposed enhancements would be in accordance with the MBPMP. Impacts from landform alteration 

would be less than significant. 

7.2.8.5 Light and Glare 

Implementation of the project would result in additional sources of light at various points in the project 

area, particularly in the low-cost visitor guest accommodation area and the De Anza Cove Park area. 

Further, in accordance with the MBPMP Design Guidelines, path and parking lot lighting would be 

implemented for nighttime use and security purposes. The MBPMP Design Guidelines indicate that 

“lighting should be provided by cut-off, non-glare pole fixtures. The height of light fixture shall be 12 to 

15 feet above the adjacent surface of the path” (City of San Diego 2021b). Additionally, where paths or 
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lit areas affront residential or resort hotel areas, “2-1/2 to 3-1/2 feet height bollard-type lights should be 

used . . . so as not to affect the nighttime view of the Bay from residences and guest rooms” (City of San 

Diego 2021b). Therefore, downward-pointing, lower-intensity lights would be used. This type of lighting 

would comply with the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, which 

require lighting of all developed areas adjacent to the MHPA to be directed away from the MHPA. This 

type of lighting would not affect motorists on nearby roads or residents in nearby neighborhoods. Lastly, 

in accordance with the MBPMP Design Guidelines, lighting would be functional and not ornamental. 

Therefore, impacts due to additional sources of light and glare would be less than significant. 

7.3 Unavoidable, Significant Environmental Impacts 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(c), any significant unavoidable impacts of a 

project, including those impacts that can be mitigated but not reduced to below a level of significance 

must be identified in the EIR. For the project, impacts related to historical, archaeological, and Tribal 

Cultural Resources would remain significant and unavoidable. All other significant impacts identified 

in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Analysis, of this PEIR can be reduced to below a level of significance 

with implementation of the mitigation framework identified in Chapter 5.0 and through compliance 

with adopted General Plan and proposed MBPMP policies and applicable federal, state, regional, 

and/or local regulations. 

7.4 Significant, Irreversible Environmental Changes 
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an evaluation of the significant, irreversible 

environmental changes that would occur should the project 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 archaeological, 

historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources) 

• Primary and secondary impacts, such as highway improvements that provide access to 

previously inaccessible areas 

• Environmental accidents potentially associated with the project 

7.4.1 Impacts Related to Nonrenewable Resources 
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that irretrievable commitment of resources should 

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

project would not result in significant, irreversible impacts to agricultural land, forestry resources, 

biological habitat, energy, mineral deposits, or water bodies. Although sensitive biological resources 

are identified within the project area, which could be impacted with future development, direct and 

indirect impacts can be offset through regulatory compliance (with the Multiple Species Conservation 

Program Subarea Plan, Biology Guidelines, and Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations of the 

Land Development Code) and the mitigation framework identified in Section 5.3, Biological Resources. 

As evaluated in Section 7.2, Effects Found Not to be Significant, implementation of the project would 

not result in significant, irreversible impacts to agricultural, forestry, or mineral resources. Water 
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bodies in the project area include Rose Creek inlet and Mission Bay. With compliance with the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, implementation of 

the project would not directly impact these water bodies. Indirect impacts to these resources would 

be avoided through implementation of the mitigation framework identified in Section 5.3, Biological 

Resources, as well as compliance with regulatory requirements as discussed in Section 5.7, Hydrology 

and Water Quality. 

Construction of future development implemented in accordance with the project would require the 

irreversible consumption of natural resources and energy. Natural resource consumption would 

include lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, steel, copper, other metals, and 

water. Building materials, while perhaps recyclable in part at some long-term future date, would for 

practical purposes be considered permanently consumed. Energy derived from nonrenewable 

sources, such as fossil fuels, would be consumed during construction and as a result of operational 

lighting, heating, cooling, and transportation uses. Energy consumption is discussed in greater detail 

in Section 7.2.2, Energy Conservation, of this PEIR. Therefore, implementation of the project would 

result in a significant, irreversible commitment with regard to nonrenewal resources. 

Future development within the project area could have an impact on important historical, 

archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources given the presence of known and potential historical, 

archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources within the project area. Potential impacts to historical, 

archaeological, or Tribal Cultural Resources would be mitigated through adherence to regulatory 

compliance (i.e., the Historical Resource regulations of the LDC) and implementation of the mitigation 

framework further detailed in Section 5.6, Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources, of 

this PEIR, but would remain significant and unavoidable. 

7.4.2 Impacts Related to Access to Previously Inaccessible 
Areas 

The project area is currently accessible via regional transportation facilities (e.g., Interstate 5). No new 

freeways or roadways are proposed that would provide access to currently inaccessible areas. 

Therefore, implementation of the project would not result in a significant, irreversible impact 

regarding unplanned land use. 

7.4.3 Impacts Related to Environmental Accidents 
With respect to environmental accidents potentially associated with the project and as further 

discussed in Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project area is not on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to California Government Code, Section 65962.5. 

However, based on the environmental database search, it was determined that contaminated soils 

could be encountered during construction. Potential impacts related to hazardous materials and 

associated health hazards from the implementation of the project would be avoided or reduced to 

below a level of significance through the implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section 

5.5.5, Mitigation Framework. 

No airports or related Accidental Potential Zones are within or adjacent to the project area. The San 

Diego International Airport and Montgomery Field Municipal Airport are the nearest airports to the 

project area, located approximately 4 miles south and northeast of the project, respectively. The 
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project area is not within any mapped Accidental Potential Zones for these airports. Thus, aircraft-

related risks to the population within the project area is low. 

Approximately 130.5 acres of the project are located on lands that are currently designated by the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency as susceptible to 500-year floods (FEMA 2019). Due to the 

reduction of guest accommodation acreage, removing a large portion of the De Anza Cove mobile 

home park from the De Anza peninsula and replacing Campland with expanded marshland habitat, 

fewer structures would be located within a 500-year flood zone. Land supporting guest 

accommodations may be built up using soil and debris removed from the Campland area to raise 

structures above flood risk levels. Additionally, the proposed multi-use path running along the Rose 

Creek inlet could be built up to serve as a levee and limit potential flooding. 

Potential impacts related to the impairment of or interference with adopted emergency response and 

evacuation plans from the implementation of the project would be less than significant based on the 

nature of the proposed development, reduced development density, and required compliance with 

associated guidelines of adopted emergency response plans and procedures. 

The potential for hazards related to wildland fires to visitors of the project area and nearby residences 

and businesses is considered less than significant due to project design, policies, and components 

that would not increase wildland fire hazards. Furthermore, the project is not located in a Very High 

Fire Severity Zone. No additional vegetation that would be considered a fuel source would be added 

as part of the project. No concentration of buildings and connection to other developed areas would 

be implemented as part of the project; therefore, the project would not increase the risk for wildland 

fires to spread throughout the project area. The project would provide for low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, which could include campgrounds where campfires would be allowed in designated 

areas. Campfire areas would be limited to developed campgrounds and beach areas and would not 

be within heavily vegetated areas, which would reduce the risk of wildland fires. Fires allowed in beach 

areas shall be in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code, Sections 63.20.5(c) and (d), which require 

the use of City-provided container rings. Campfires would be limited to the designated areas in the 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation areas. 

  



7.0 Other Mandatory Discussion Areas 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page 7-14 

 

Intentionally Left Blank 



8.0 Alternatives 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page 8-1 

 

 

  
Alternatives 
8.1 Introduction 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6, requires that an 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 

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

would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 

comparative merits of the alternatives” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). The alternatives selected for detailed 

review in the EIR may be limited to those that “would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the project” and would “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.” CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), also provides that an EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project. Instead, the EIR must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. In addition, an EIR need 

not consider alternatives that are infeasible. This chapter identifies potential alternatives to the 

proposed project and evaluates them, as required by CEQA. 

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have 

on the environment (California Public Resources Code, Section 21002.1), the purpose of the 

alternatives discussion is to focus on alternatives to the project or its location that would avoid or 

substantially lessen any significant effects of the project, even if the alternatives would impede to 

some degree the attainment of the project’s objectives or be more costly. Further, CEQA requires that 

an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the alternatives. 

8.1.1 Criteria for Selection and Analysis of Alternatives 
The criteria for the selection and analysis of alternatives are provided in CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6(c). The alternatives must (1) meet most of the project objectives, (2) be feasible, and (3) avoid 

or substantially lessen the significant impacts resulting from the project. 

8 
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8.1.1.1 Project Objectives 
The alternatives addressed in this Program EIR (PEIR) were selected based on the extent to which they 

would feasibly accomplish most or all of the project objectives described in Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, of this PEIR, which are restated below: 

1. Provide equitable access to De Anza Cove and the coastal landscape for all San Diegans, 

particularly communities that have historically experienced barriers to access. 

2. Foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove. 

3. Incorporate climate adaptation strategies to increase resilience to climate change and mitigate 

potential sea level rise impacts. 

4. Embrace responsibility and stewardship of the environment by restoring and safeguarding 

natural habitats within De Anza Cove. 

5. Diversify active and passive recreational uses that will serve a range of interests, ages, activity 

levels, incomes, and cultures both on land and in water. 

6. Enhance public access and connectivity within De Anza Cove and increase connections to the 

surrounding communities, including opportunities for multimodal travel. 

8.1.1.2 Feasibility 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f)(1), identifies the factors to be taken into account to determine the 

feasibility of alternatives. The factors are site suitability; economic viability; availability of infrastructure; 

General Plan consistency; other plans or regulatory limitations; jurisdictional boundaries; and whether 

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

No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives. An alternative 

does not need to be considered if its environmental effects cannot be reasonably ascertained, and if 

implementation of such an alternative is remote or speculative. 

8.1.1.3 Evaluation of Significant Impacts 
According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b), the alternatives discussion should focus on those 

alternatives that, if implemented, could eliminate or reduce any of the significant environmental impacts 

of a project. The alternatives are evaluated to determine if they would eliminate any significant adverse 

environmental impacts or reduce those impacts to a below a significant level. Project-related and 

cumulative impacts are those identified prior to the incorporation or implementation of any mitigation 

measures. As described in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Analysis, the proposed project would result in 

potentially significant impacts, prior to mitigation, for the following issues topics: biological resources; 

hazards and hazardous materials; historical, archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs); 

paleontological resources; and noise. The project would result in potentially significant cumulative 

impacts, prior to mitigation, for the following issue topics: historical, archaeological, and TCRs. 

The performance of an alternative relative to a project is evaluated to determine the “comparative 

merits of the alternative” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[a]). The alternatives analysis is based on 

a comparison to the proposed project’s impacts. 
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General descriptions of each of the alternatives, along with a discussion of their ability to reduce the 

significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, are provided in the following 

subsections. 

8.2 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated 
8.2.1 ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

Alternatives 
8.2.1.1 Description 
In 2018, the San Diego Audubon Society prepared the ReWild Mission Bay: Wetlands Restoration 

Feasibility Study Report, which was the first step in protecting and restoring critical wetlands in Mission 

Bay (ReWild 2018). The report analyzed a range of alternatives. The “Wild” alternative considers the 

restoration of wetlands exclusively in the area currently occupied by Campland on the Bay 

(Campland), the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP) area, and the 

entirety of the De Anza Cove area. This alternative does not propose incorporating fill to the adjacent 

open water, resulting in a shallow water habitat, or any major modifications to the outlines of existing 

landforms. Following restoration, the “Wild” alternative would provide approximately 172 acres of 

wetland habitat (salt marsh to upland gradient); by the year 2100 (or 5.5 feet of sea level rise), the 

upland habitat would decrease to approximately 45 acres. 

The “Wilder” alternative considers the minimum distribution of “Habitat-Oriented 

Recreation/Preservation” and accommodates 40 acres of guest housing in the De Anza Cove area. The 

“Wilder” alternative uses soil excavated from the Campland area to backfill approximately 38 acres of 

open water and to create mudflat, low salt marsh, and mid-high salt marsh. The “Wilder” alternative 

generally shows passive and active recreation in the area north of North Mission Bay Drive and in 

some areas in the De Anza Cove area. Following restoration, the “Wilder” alternative would provide 

164 acres of wetland habitat (salt marsh to upland gradient); by the year 2100 (or 5.5 feet of sea level 

rise), the upland habitat would decrease to approximately 40 acres. 

The “Wildest” alternative considers using soil from both the Campland area and from the De Anza 

Cove area to convert approximately 94 acres of open water to restore mudflat, low salt marsh, and 

mid-high salt marsh on both sides of Rose Creek. The “Wildest” alternative considers the restoration 

of wetlands in the area currently occupied by Campland, the KFMR/NWP area, and the entirety of the 

De Anza Cove area; however, areas that are currently occupied by open water would be converted to 

upland, transitional upland, mid-high salt marsh, low salt marsh, and mudflat. The “Wildest” 

alternative also represents a balanced cut and fill option because some areas would require removal 

soil, while others would be backfilled with soil. Following restoration, the “Wildest” alternative would 

provide approximately 227 acres of wetland habitat (salt marsh to upland gradient); by the year 2100 

(or 5.5 feet of sea level rise), the upland habitat would decrease to approximately 75 acres, retaining 

approximately 120 acres of wetland (called for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan [MBPMP]) over an 

80-year project lifespan. 
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8.2.1.2 Rationale for Elimination 
The “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives would not feasibly accomplish most of the project 

objectives described in Chapter 3.0 and listed in Section 8.1.1.1. These alternatives would not be 

consistent with the intent of the currently adopted MBPMP because they would not provide the 

MBPMP-prescribed buffers from Rose Creek (approximately 200 feet). The project proposes a 

combined 250-foot setback along Rose Creek with wetland habitats and native plant uplands. 

The MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” (City of San Diego 2021a) with three components: 

recreation, commerce, and environment. In terms of land use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do 

not propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the objectives for a balance of uses like those 

requested by various stakeholders at public forums—namely active recreation, regional parklands, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 137.5 146.5 acres of the 

active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation 

land uses that stakeholders have requested. 

The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully consider the range of active and passive 

recreational uses in the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they lack sufficient site 

areas for a balance of land uses, including enough site area for recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation, and as a result, they would also not provide enough equitable access to De Anza 

Cove and the coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly communities that have historically 

experienced barriers to access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” alternatives would also 

fail to meet project objective 5 because they would reduce the amount of area available for aquatic 

recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open beach sand activities and boating.  

Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify environmental uses, they would not 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses in the context of the MBPMP (project objective 

5). These alternatives would not foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to reconnect 

to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the project would, and while these alternatives would provide 

bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize public access, connectivity, to the extent that 

the project would, or activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). The three ReWild alternatives would 

not enhance public access or provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how those plans laid 

out the habitat design to reduce access to the cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, 

while these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 4 by incorporating climate adaptation 

strategies and embracing responsibility and stewardship of the environment, they would not meet most 

of the project objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further consideration. 

8.2.2 Campland-Provided Plan Alternative 
8.2.2.1 Description 
Under the Campland-Provided Plan Alternative, Campland would be relocated to the other side of 

Rose Creek, and the current location of Campland would be converted to wetland habitat. This 

alternative would have golf and athletic fields located north of Mission Bay Drive and would designate 

most of the De Anza Cove area south of Mission Bay Drive for RV camping and parking. 
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8.2.2.2 Rationale for Elimination 
The Campland-Provided Plan Alternative would meet project objective 5 by providing active and 

passive recreational uses that serve a range of interests, ages, activity levels, incomes, and cultures 

on land and in water. However, this alternative would not meet project objectives 1 and 2 because it 

would not provide equitable access to De Anza Cove and the coastal landscape for all San Diegans or 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove through an 

Interpretive Nature Center. In addition, this alternative would not meet project objectives 3 and 4 

because this alternative would not incorporate climate adaptation strategies to increase resilience to 

climate change or mitigate potential sea level rise impacts or embrace responsibility and stewardship 

of the environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove due to reduced 

wetland enhancement and water quality features. Finally, this alternative would not prioritize public 

access, connectivity, or activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). In addition, this alternative 

would result in increased impacts to air quality and odor, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, noise, and 

traffic from increased construction activities and additional operational activity because the density 

of development and customer base for the RV camping would be greater compared to the proposed 

project. Therefore, this alternative has been eliminated from further consideration. 

8.2.3 Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative 
8.2.3.1 Description 
Under the Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, the KFMR/NWP would expand, and Campland would 

be converted to habitat, similar to the proposed project. The Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative 

would include active recreation amenities such as golf, playfields, tennis, an amphitheater, and an 

aquatic center. Additionally, this alternative would include a reconfigured golf course and clubhouse. 

The Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative would not include natural recreation or habitat 

enhancement in the De Anza Cove area. Rather, the Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative would allow 

RVs and camping in the De Anza Cove “boot” area and add a marina south of Rose Creek. 

8.2.3.2 Rationale for Elimination 
This alternative would not be consistent with the MBPMP and would not meet most of the project 

objectives. The Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative would include biking and pedestrian paths that 

would enhance public access and connectivity within De Anza Cove and increase connections to the 

surrounding communities (project objective 6). However, due to the increase in active recreation and 

reduced habitat enhancement east of Rose Creek, this alternative would not incorporate climate 

adaptation strategies to increase resilience to climate change and mitigate potential sea level rise 

impacts and would not embrace responsibility and stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats within De Anza Cove (project objectives 3 and 4). The Mission Bay 

Gateway Plan Alternative would not provide the range of active and passive recreational uses 

identified in the MBPMP (project objective 5) or provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove and 

the coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly communities that have historically experienced 

barriers to access (project objective 1). In addition, this alternative would result in increased impacts 

to air quality, GHG emissions, noise, and traffic from additional operational activities and increased 
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impacts to water quality due to the increase in impervious surfaces, compared to the proposed 

project. Therefore, this alternative has been eliminated from further consideration. 

8.3 Alternatives Selected for Further Analysis 
8.3.1 No Project/No Build Alternative 
8.3.1.1 Description 
Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, an amendment to the MBPMP would not occur. The 

Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course, Campland, and KFMR/NWP would remain 

the same as the existing condition. The Mission Bay RV Resort would continue to operate as currently 

leased. The rest of the De Anza Cove area would remain a “Special Study Area” as currently designated 

in the MBPMP for active recreation, passive recreation, and regional recreation land uses. 

8.3.1.2 Analysis of No Project/No Build Alternative 
a. Land Use 

The current MBPMP designates the Campland area as wetland. Under this alternative, Campland 

would remain in place, which would conflict with the MBPMP wetland designation. The proposed 

project would be consistent with the MBPMP because it would replace the land currently occupied by 

Campland with expanded marshland/habitat. In addition, the No Project/No Build Alternative would 

result in greater operational GHG emissions associated with mobile trips, areas sources, and energy 

sources due to the increased density of development and customer base compared to the proposed 

project. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not include the active transportation connections 

proposed by the project, which would reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and associated GHG 

emissions in line with the goals and objectives of the San Diego Association of Governments’ 

(SANDAG’s) San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (2021 Regional Plan) and the City’s Climate Action 

Plan (CAP). The No Project/No Build Alternative would also not include any wetland enhancement or 

restoration activities in support of Strategy 5 of the City’s CAP, which promotes the creation of resilient 

infrastructure and healthy ecosystems, and policies in the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan, which calls 

for supporting ecosystem and watershed functions and expanding natural features, including 

wetlands (see Policies TNE-1 and TNE-2). The No Project/No Build Alternative would not implement 

any multimodal improvements within the project area as called for by the Balboa Avenue Station Area 

Specific Plan (BASASP). Thus, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not be consistent with 

SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan, the City’s CAP, the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan, and the BASASP. 

However, the No Project/No Build Alternative would be consistent with the current General Plan land 

use designation of Park, Open Space, and Recreation and would not result in a conflict with the City’s 

General Plan. Because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any development within 

the project area, it would not conflict with the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) regulations or with 

California Coastal Act (CCA) requirements regarding development. However, because the No 

Project/No Build Alternative would not enhance and restore the Coastal Zone environment as called 

for in the CCA, it would not support the CCA to the same extent as the proposed project. Similar to 

the proposed project, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result development that conflicts 
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with guidelines in the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP) that call for the 

protection and management of natural resources in Mission Bay; however, this alternative would not 

improve and enhance this resources as the proposed project would. The No Project/No Build 

Alternative would not result in any development that could conflict with the Pacific Beach Community 

Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan. Finally, similar to the proposed project, the No 

Project/No Build Alternative would not be within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) of local airports and 

would not be subject to an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The No Project/No Build 

Alternative would not conflict with the provisions of the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program 

(MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP), or Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan, nor would it conflict with the 

implementation of applicable requirements of the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) 

regulations or Biology Guidelines regarding the preservation, mitigation, acquisition, restoration, 

management, and monitoring of biological resources. Impacts related to conflicts with the City’s MSCP 

SAP and Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan would be less than significant, similar to the proposed 

project. As a result, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in similar less than significant 

impacts as the proposed project. 

b. Air Quality and Odor 

This alternative would be consistent with the existing zoning of Park, Open Space, and Recreation but 

not the MBPMP’s wetland designation for the site. Compared to the proposed project, the No 

Project/No Build Alternative would result in fewer construction-related air quality pollutant emissions 

because the current park conditions would remain and Campland would not be demolished. Under 

this alternative, Campland would remain in place and would conflict with the MBPMP, the underlying 

Master Plan for the site; therefore, this alternative would not be consistent with the assumptions in 

the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) and State Implementation Plan (SIP). However, this alternative 

would not involve the enhancement and restoration of wetlands or the construction of low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations and active and passive recreational amenities, resulting in no construction-

related air emissions compared to the proposed project. However, the No Project/No Build Alternative 

would result in greater operational emissions due to increased operational density and customer 

base, compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project 

Alternative/No Build Alternative would result in a less than significant impact related to odors because 

it would not introduce any new land uses typically associated with nuisance odors. Therefore, under 

the No Project/No Build Alternative, impacts associated with conflicts with the applicable air quality 

plan and operational air quality would be greater compared to the proposed project. 

c. Biological Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any 

construction impacts to biological resources. Specifically, the No Project/No Build Alternative would 

not result in impacts to sensitive plant or wildlife species and would not remove developed land in 

exchange for additional jurisdictional aquatic resource area, including wetland and non-wetland 

waters, that would result in potentially significant direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources. In 

addition, compared to the proposed project, this alternative would not result in increased natural 

area, potentially expanding the wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity in the area. As 

stated above, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any development that would 

have direct or indirect impacts to sensitive habitats or species; thus, this alternative would comply 
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with the City’s MSCP SAP. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced biological resources 

impacts compared to the proposed project. However, the proposed project would expand habitat 

areas, resulting in long-term benefits to wetland habitat, species, and the functions and values of the 

aquatic resources, which would not occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative. 

d. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Compared to the proposed project, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in less 

construction-related emissions because Campland would not be demolished, no new low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations would be constructed, and no enhancement or restoration activities would 

occur. However, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in greater operational GHG 

emissions associated with vehicle trips, solid waste, water supply and wastewater, and energy sources 

due to the increased density of development and customer base compared to the proposed project. 

Additionally, there would be no benefit of carbon sequestration from the additional wetland habitat 

proposed in the project. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not further the strategy goals of 

the City’s CAP. Specifically, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not support Strategy 5, Resilient 

Infrastructure and Healthy Ecosystems, and would not support the conservation of natural habitats 

facing sea level risk, as no wetland habitat restoration would occur. Furthermore, the No Project/No 

Build Alternative would not improve bicycle and pedestrian connections to improve mobility and 

reduce the use of fossil fuels. Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in greater 

operational GHG emissions compared to the proposed project. 

e. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Similar to the proposed project, the No Project/No Build alternative would not introduce land uses 

that would result in hazardous emissions or the exposure of schools to hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste. Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, Campland would not be demolished, 

and no enhanced wetland restoration would occur. Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative 

would not encounter contaminated soils during grading and excavation, which could result in adverse 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts. Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result 

in reduced hazards and hazardous materials impacts compared to the proposed project. 

f. Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, Campland would not be demolished, and no enhanced wetland 

restoration would occur. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in the alteration of a historic 

building, structure, object, or site. In addition, this alternative would not result in ground disturbance that 

could result in impacts to subsurface archaeological resources or TCRs. Therefore, the No Project/No Build 

Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts to historical, archaeological, and TCRs. 

Under this alternative, there would be no impacts compared to the proposed project. 

g. Hydrology/Water Quality 

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, Campland would not be demolished, and no enhanced 

wetland restoration would occur. The No Project/No Build Alternative would result in more impervious 

surfaces compared to the proposed project which could increase long-term operational pollutants 
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and flooding. The proposed wetland enhancements and the nature-based shorelines proposed for 

Rose Creek under the proposed project would improve water quality by reducing stormwater 

contamination, including debris and sediment, from reaching Mission Bay. Therefore, the No 

Project/No Build alternative would result in greater hydrology and water quality impacts compared to 

the proposed project. 

h. Noise 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would retain the developed areas of Campland, the vacant mobile 

home park, the RV park, and the Boat and Ski Club in their current locations. The proposed project 

would relocate these uses away from nearby noise-sensitive receptors, which would result in a net 

reduction in noise from the project area to adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. Meanwhile, the No 

Project/No Build Alternative would result in increased vehicular noise due to greater operational 

activity, higher density development and a larger customer base compared to the proposed project. 

Therefore, the No Build/No Project Alternative would result in greater noise impacts compared to the 

proposed project. 

i. Paleontological Resources 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve construction-related grading or earth 

disturbing activities. Therefore, this alternative would not impact high sensitivity geologic formations 

or fossil recovery sites and would not result in a significant impact to sensitive paleontological 

resources. The No Project/No Build Alternative would result in no impacts to paleontological resources 

compared to the proposed project. 

j. Transportation and Circulation 

Compared to the proposed project, the No Project/No Build Alternative would retain the developed 

areas of Campland, the vacant mobile home park, the RV park, and the Boat and Ski Club, which would 

result in greater operational activity, higher development density, and a larger customer base 

compared to the proposed project and would result in an increase in the overall vehicle trips 

compared to the proposed project. In addition, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not include 

a multi-use bike path that would allow for pedestrians and cyclists to connect with points to the west, 

north, and east, and, therefore, would not further the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan 

Mobility Element, City’s Complete Communities: Mobility Choice (Mobility Choices Program), and 

SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan to the same extent as the proposed project. The No Project/No Build 

Alternative would generate an increase in overall trips but have the same average trip distance, 

resulting in an increased average VMT compared to the proposed project. Furthermore, similar to the 

proposed project, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in an increase in hazards due 

to a design feature or incompatible uses or impair or interfere with emergency access. Therefore, the 

No Project/No Build alternative would result in greater transportation and circulation impacts 

compared to the proposed project. 

8.3.1.3 Relationship to Project Objectives 
Existing bike and pedestrian pathways would remain under the No Project/No Build Alternative. 

However, these existing pathways would not further public access, connectivity, and activation of the 
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shoreline to the extent that installing new multi-use pathways would, as proposed in the project. 

Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would conflict with project objective 6, which 

encourages enhancing public access and connectivity within De Anza Cove and increasing connections 

to the surrounding communities, including opportunities for multimodal travel. The No Project/No 

Build Alternative would conflict with project objective 3 as it would not incorporate wetland 

enhancements activities that incorporate climate adaptation strategies to increase resilience to 

climate change and mitigate potential sea level rise. In addition, the No Project/No Build Alternative 

would not restore and safeguard natural habitats within De Anza Cove (project objective 4). The No 

Project/No Build Alternative would not meet project objective 1 because the existing condition does 

not provide equitable access to De Anza Cove and the coastal landscape for all San Diegans because 

the project area does not connect to existing bicycle paths or transit connections. The No Project/No 

Build Alternative would partially meet project objective 2 because local tribes would be welcomed to access 

the shores of De Anza Cove as they have done for generations. However, the No Project/No Build 

Alternative would not provide an Interpretive Nature Center where the Iipay-Tipay Kumeyaay stories 

and traditions could be shared. 

8.3.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative 
8.3.2.1 Description 
The analysis of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is provided at an equal level of detail with the 

proposed project in accordance with the City’s awarded Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP) 

grant. The SEP grant was awarded by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

in 2021 and promotes the restoration of aquatic ecosystems in accordance with Tentative Resolution 

No. R9-2015-0041 to further recovery of streams, wetlands, and riparian systems in accordance with 

the RWQCB's Practical Vision. This SEP funded this alternative’s preparation and the additional 

environmental review and consideration of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would increase the acres of wetlands and associated transitional 

zones and uplands to be created and restored in Northeastern Mission Bay, converting the southern 

portion of the De Anza “boot” and open water areas of De Anza Cove to wetlands. The Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would maximize implementable wetland restoration generally reflective of 

existing feasibility studies for Mission Bay and would provide diverse beneficial uses, such as active 

recreation, regional parklands, open beach, low-cost visitor guest accommodations, boat 

facilities/clubhouse, uplands, multi-use paths, wetlands, and an Interpretive Nature Center (see Figure 

8-1, Wetlands Optimized Alternative). 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative identifies ways to balance providing public recreation and the 

sustainable management of environmental resources. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would include a combination of habitat restoration, active recreation, low-cost 

visitor accommodations, open beach and regional parkland and would modify the open water 

portions of De Anza Cove. Table 8-1, Comparison of Wetlands Optimized Alternative to the Proposed 

Project, compares the land uses and acreages of this alternative to the proposed project. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include enhancement and restoration within the existing 

KFMR/NWP, expansion of wetlands currently occupied by Campland, and expanded marshland and 

habitat in the Rose Creek and De Anza Cove areas. This alternative would provide approximately 250.9 
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acres of expanded marshland habitat that includes approximately 31.1 acres at the former Campland 

and approximately 133 acres of other new wetlands. The expanded marshland/habitat area would be 

composed of high, mid, and low salt marsh areas, mudflats, and subtidal areas, creating a natural 

interface with De Anza Cove and enhancing water quality in the bay. 

In addition, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would increase upland habitat and buffer areas to 

approximately 46.1 acres compared to approximately 37.4 36.7 acres under the proposed project. Similar 

to the proposed project, the upland habitat and buffer areas would accommodate a multi-use path with 

educational signage and mounded landforms featuring native coastal sage, dune, and other native plants. 

Within this area, passive recreation amenities such as overlooks, pathways, picnic areas, and interpretive 

signs could be accommodated. The upland plantings would serve as a buffer to the wetland habitat. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would incorporate a range of 

recreational uses, with compatible user groups that would share the lighted sports fields. Many existing 

recreational opportunities would be retained. Similar to the proposed project, the current site of the 

Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club would be replaced with a widened Rose Creek inlet, wetlands and buffers 

adjacent to the creek. However, overall the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would reduce the amount 

of active recreational activities to approximately 49.9 acres compared to approximately 60.1 66.5 acres 

under the proposed project. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would increase regional parkland to approximately 30.8 acres. 

The increased regional parkland would provide additional areas to support activities such as 

picnicking, kite flying, Frisbee games, informal sports, walking, jogging, kids’ play, bicycling, and skating 

compared to the proposed project. However, only approximately 2.3 acres of sandy beach would be 

provided at the northern edges of De Anza Cove adjacent to the low-cost visitor guest accommodation 

and boating uses. Similarly, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would provide access to multi-use 

paths which would allow for pedestrians and cyclists to connect with points west, north and east. The 

multi-use path would allow users to view the marshes and have distant views of Mission Bay. 

Finally, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would allocate approximately 27.4 acres of low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations on the east side of Rose Creek, buffered by upland vegetation, for RVs, cabins, 

or other eco-friendly accommodations and associated open space and facilities consistent with 

camping accommodations. The De Anza “boot” would be fully restored with expanded marshland, 

wetland and upland habitat. 

Surface parking areas would be provided similar to the proposed project. Parking would be located in 

conjunction with the athletic areas and within the footprint of the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation area. Additionally, surface parking lots accessible from North Mission Bay Drive 

would be provided to serve the proposed leases, athletic areas, and the regional parkland areas at De 

Anza Cove. Parking lots associated with the athletics/aquatics area would be accessible from both 

North Mission Bay Drive and Grand Avenue. 

Similar to the proposed project, vehicular access to the project area would be provided from Pacific 

Beach Drive, Grand Avenue, and North Mission Bay Drive. Service roads, vehicular access, and parking 

would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor accommodation, regional parkland, boating, and active 

recreation. Watercraft access would be provided at the eastern end of De Anza Cove at the proposed 

boat rental facility. The existing boat ramp at the western end of De Anza Cove would be removed. 
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Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is a plan amendment to the MBPMP 

and proposes no specific development. General Development Plans would be developed over time and 

provide precise engineering and construction plans for the recreational elements of this alternative. 

As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the City received a SEP grant from the RWQCB, which 

required an extreme sea level rise assessment of an expanded wetland alternative. A Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report (Appendix N) was prepared to demonstrate how 80 acres of additional 

functional wetlands (low-high salt marsh and mudflat habitat) could persist at year 2100 based on 

current models used by the City under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario by the end of the century for the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative. A conceptual grading plan was developed by generating a minimum 

elevation that included all active land use types and considered how the site would be developed (i.e., 

earthwork cut and fill) in order to support the proposed land uses and wetland habitat areas under an 

extreme future water level scenario. Based on the defined habitat elevation, habitat areas were 

established that allow the wetland habitat to transgress upslope with sea level rise. The Wetland 

Optimized Alternative was modeled assuming simplistic grading (i.e., level graded pads up to proposed 

developed areas). The results of the Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report concluded that the 

Wetland Optimized Alternative would result in 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat with 7 feet of sea 

level rise modeled. Refer to Appendix N for further details.  

Under the Wetlands Optimized Alternative, proposed habitat area improvements would convert the 

existing Campland property to natural habitat area, as anticipated in the MBPMP. This would involve 

the demolition of the developed area within Campland, including structures, pavement and utilities, 

and demolition of the adjacent boat docks to the south. It would also involve the backfill of portions 

of the bay located south of the proposed marsh and southwest of the proposed low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation area. The De Anza “boot” would also be fully restored, including the demolition of the 

existing developed areas. Cut and fill would be balanced on site. 

Table 8-1. Comparison of Wetlands Optimized Alternative to the Proposed Project  

Land Use 

Wetlands Optimized 
Alternative 

(acres) 
Proposed Project 

(acres)  
KFMR/NWP 86.8 86.8 
Expanded Marshland/Habitat 164.11 138.3 140.5 
Upland Habitat (Dune, Sage) and Buffer Area 46.1 36.7 37.4 
Low-Cost Visitor Guest Accommodations 27.4 48.5 
Regional Parkland 30.8 23.4 26.3 
Boat Facilities/Clubhouse  2.9 2.6 
Interpretive Nature Center (1 Location) 2 — — 
Potential Water Lease23 1.2 1 2.1 
Active Recreation  49.9 66.5 60.1 
Open Water 93 95.5 95.9 
Open Beach 2.3 5.5 
Road34 1.9 1.4 1.6 

Total 505.2 505.2 
Notes: KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve 
1 Expanded wetlands includes 31.1 acres currently occupied by Campland and 133 acres of other new wetlands. 
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2 Area for the Interpretive Nature Center has not been determined, and programming for the center is assumed to occur after 
adoption of the amendment as part of a future GDP. 

23 Potential water lease areas on the plan is are diagrammatic. The intent is not to overlap with Open Beach. 
34 Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor accommodations, regional parkland, 

and active recreation, subject to future design. 

8.3.2.2 Analysis of Wetlands Optimized Alternative 
a. Land Use 

Issue 1: Conflicts with Applicable Plans 

General Plan 

The City’s General Plan designates the project area as Parks, Open Space, and Recreation (City of San 

Diego 2008). Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be an 

amendment to the MBPMP, which serves as the LCP Land Use Plan for Mission Bay Park. The project is 

consistent with the project area’s current General Plan land use category: Parks, Open Space, and 

Recreation. In addition, this alternative proposes land uses similar to existing uses within the project 

area, which would not result in a conflict regarding noise-compatible land uses. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include improvements 

aimed at safeguarding the viability of marsh areas within its vicinity, conserving and enhancing the 

project’s wetland and upland habitats for the benefit of both wildlife and people, and enhancing the 

public use of this area of the project (Interpretive Nature Center, boat facilities, low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, active recreation space, regional parklands, multi-use trails) consistent with the 

City’s General Plan’s goal of preservation and enhancement of coastal resources. The Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would allow for equal access to parkland and recreational facilities and would 

provide improved pedestrian and bicycle connections to the surrounding community through the 

incorporation of multi-use pathways in support of the City’s General Plan goals to provide equal access 

to public facilities and infrastructure for all community residents; to create a safe and comfortable 

pedestrian environment; to provide an interconnected street system that provides multiple linkages 

within and between communities; to expand travel options and improved personal mobility; and to 

promote environmental quality, public health, recreation, and mobility benefits through increased 

bicycling. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would increase wetland habitat restoration and 

encourage tree preservation along streets in support of the City’s General Plan goal to protect and 

expand green spaces by decreasing the developed land in the project area and restoring the developed 

land with active recreation, regional parkland, open beach, and wetland land use. Therefore, the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not conflict with the goals, objectives, or guidelines of the City’s 

General Plan, and impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would meet the overall intent of 

the De Anza Cove area as it is currently envisioned in the MBPMP. The alternative would include 

amendments to refine the uses specific to the project area, allow for future athletic fields, retain 

regional parkland, add a potential water quality feature, add future lease opportunities for boat 

facilities, include upland/developed areas, and plan for expanded marshland/habitat. The Wetlands 
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Optimized Alternative would similarly demolish Campland and implement wetland enhancement and 

restoration in City-owned portions of the existing KFMR/NWP, the area currently occupied by 

Campland, and the eastern side of Rose Creek. It would also convert the southern portion of the 

developed De Anza “boot” area and the open water portion of De Anza Cove to wetlands. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would allow for a total of approximately 250.9 acres of expanded 

wetland habitat, approximately 86.8 acres of which would be located within the KFMR/NWP. Thus, the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be consistent with MBPMP, and impacts would be less than 

significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Land Development Code Regulations 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes similar construction, enhancement, and hydrologic 

restoration in the same development footprint as the proposed project. Like the proposed project, 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative development components are subject to the same LDC 

regulations. Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create an 

additional approximately 32.1 35.2 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands 

(low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed 

De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Bay Cove open water areas to more wetlands compared to the 

proposed project. With regard to the ESL regulations, the proposed restoration/creation activities 

would be a compatible use within Coastal Overlay Zone (COZ) wetland buffers (i.e., restoration) in 

accordance with the allowed uses listed in Section 143.0130, Uses Allowed Within Environmentally 

Sensitive Lands, of the City’s LDC. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative and Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-1 through MM BIO 5.3-6 would comply 

with the City’s Biology Guidelines for the preservation, mitigation, acquisition, restoration, 

management, and monitoring of biological resources. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

comply with Historical Resources regulations (Section 143.0213[a] of the LDC) and would not result in 

a conflict with the LDC. Impacts would be less than significant compared to the proposed project. 

San Diego Association of Governments 2021 Regional Plan 

SANDAG’s Regional 2021 Plan includes five key strategies for mobility, also known as the Five Big 

Moves. The strategies are designed to promote the increased use of zero-emission vehicles and to 

encourage people to walk, ride bikes, and pursue other forms of active transportation. Safe and 

convenient places to park, as well as charging stations for electric vehicles, e-bikes, scooters, and other 

electric rideables, would be offered, along with incentives to purchase those vehicles (SANDAG 2021). 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative recommends improvements to 

existing parkland, including reconfiguration and improvements to recreational areas, restoration of 

habitat and creation of new habitat. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would also reduce the 

amount of acreage proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodation, which would further decrease 

vehicle trips compared to the proposed project. 

In addition, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include improved active transportation 

connections for pedestrian and bicycle facilities through the provision of multi-use pathways 

connecting to off-site transportation facilities. Improved accessibility would allow for increased use of 

the area by nearby existing residents and reduced VMT. In addition, the Mid-Coast Trolley, which 

consists of the Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) Blue Line Trolley line extension from Downtown 
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San Diego to the University community, is located east of the project area. The Balboa Avenue Station, 

located approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project area, and the Clairemont Drive Station, 

located approximately 0.75 mile southeast of the project area, provides region-serving high-quality 

light-rail transit to the project area. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not conflict 

with the goals and objectives of the 2021 Regional Plan. Impacts would be less than significant, similar 

to the proposed project. 

Climate Action Plan 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes land uses consistent 

with the MBPMP and underlying zoning, including natural areas, active recreation, and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. 

As with the proposed project, in accordance with City guidance for CAP consistency (City of San Diego 

2022a), this alternative would be consistent with the City’s CAP if it would be consistent with Policies 

LU-A.7, ME-B.9, CEJ.2, and CE-J.3 from the City’s General Plan and all six strategies from the CAP. 

Consistency with these policies and strategies is evaluated in Table 8-2, General Plan and Climate 

Action Plan Consistency – Wetlands Optimized Alternative. 

Table 8-2. General Plan and Climate Action Plan Consistency –  
Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

Policy or Strategy Project Consistency 
General Plan 

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. 

c. Evaluate the quality of existing and planned 
transit service. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would reduce 
the density of development in the project area to 
increase habitat restoration. The project land uses 
and development intensity are consistent with the 
surrounding area within Mission Bay Park. The 
project would provide improved pedestrian and 
bicycle infrastructure to connect the active 
recreation uses on the site to the surrounding 
community. Regarding transit services, the project 
does not propose new transit connections but, 
instead, is served by existing transit in the area. 
The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be 
consistent with this policy. 

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. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative is not a 
community plan but an amendment to a Master 
Plan that does not propose new residential or 
commercial development that should consider 
development intensity and transit proximity. The 
Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes public 
recreation uses in a regional park that would 
replace similar existing uses. Overall 
development would be reduced under the project 
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Table 8-2. General Plan and Climate Action Plan Consistency –  
Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

Policy or Strategy Project Consistency 
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. 

compared to the existing baseline condition to 
increase habitat restoration. The project has been 
designed for walkability and would provide 
improved pedestrian and bicycle connections to 
the surrounding community. The Wetlands 
Optimized Alternative would be consistent with 
this policy. 

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. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 
increase wetland habitat restoration and 
encourage tree preservation along streets, where 
feasible, in accordance with the CAP Consistency 
Regulations. It would support the City’s goal to 
protect and expand green spaces by decreasing 
the developed land in the project area and 
restoring the developed land with active 
recreation, regional parkland, open beach, and 
wetland land use. The Wetlands Optimized 
Alternative would be consistent with this policy. 

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. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative is not a 
community plan update. As discussed in Policy 
CE-J.2, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 
not impact trees. Therefore, the Wetlands 
Optimized Alternative would be consistent with 
this policy. 

2022 Climate Action Plan 
Strategy 1: Decarbonization of the Built 
Environment. 
 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not 
include any components that would conflict with 
the achievement of the decarbonization of the 
built environment. The project would provide low-
cost visitor guest accommodations, recreational 
opportunities, and habitat restoration. Proposed 
development would replace existing similar land 
uses at a reduced density to increase habitat 
restoration. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative 
would support goals to reduce the use of fossil 
fuels by providing electric vehicle infrastructure to 
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Table 8-2. General Plan and Climate Action Plan Consistency –  
Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

Policy or Strategy Project Consistency 
the extent required and improved pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities and connections to the 
surrounding community. The Wetlands Optimized 
Alternative would be consistent with this strategy. 

Strategy 2: Access to Clean & Renewable Energy. 
 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not 
include any components that would conflict with 
the achievement of a goal of 100% renewable 
energy. The alternative is anticipated to reduce 
energy demand compared to the existing baseline 
condition due to reduced development density 
allowing for increased habitat restoration. The 
alternative would comply with all applicable 
energy standards for new low-cost visitor guest 
accommodations and recreational facilities. The 
Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be 
consistent with this strategy. 

Strategy 3: Mobility & Land Use. 
 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would further 
the goals of Strategy 3 by improving bicycle and 
pedestrian connections with the proposed 
recreational facilities and surrounding community. 
The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be 
consistent with this strategy. 
 

Strategy 4: Circular Economy & Clean 
Communities. 
 

Construction of the Wetlands Optimized 
Alternative would comply with the City’s 
Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion 
Ordinance, as applicable. The project area would 
result in decreased development density 
compared to the existing baseline condition to 
increase wetland habitat restoration; therefore, 
project operations would decrease solid waste 
production. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative 
would be consistent with this strategy. 

Strategy 5: Resilient Infrastructure and Healthy 
Ecosystems. 
 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would further 
the City’s climate resiliency goals related to 
healthy ecosystems by increasing wetland habitat 
restoration. The conversion of currently 
developed land to restored habitat would support 
the conservation of natural habitats facing sea 
level risk. Additionally, future site-specific 
development would need to demonstrate 
consistency with the City’s CAP regulations 
regarding street trees and urban forestry. The 
Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be 
consistent with this strategy. 

Strategy 6: Emerging Climate Action. 
 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 
support identified actions in Strategy 6 related to 
carbon sequestration, specifically wetland habitat 
restoration. As the restored wetland matures, it 
would increase its carbon sequestration ability. 
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Table 8-2. General Plan and Climate Action Plan Consistency –  
Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

Policy or Strategy Project Consistency 
Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 
would be consistent with this strategy.  

Source: City of San Diego 2022a. 

 As shown in Table 8-2, this alternative would be consistent with all applicable General Plan and CAP 

policies and strategies. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would particularly support 

implementation of Strategy 5, Resilient Infrastructure and Healthy Ecosystems (City of San Diego 

2022b), because it would expand and restore wetlands throughout the De Anza Cove area. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would also support Strategy 3, Mobility and Land Use, because it 

would enhance safety and opportunities for sustainable, multimodal travel, including pedestrian and 

bicyclist connectivity to, from, and throughout the project area, which would increase connections to 

surrounding communities and the region through multi-use pathways. The Mid-Coast Trolley, located 

east of the project area, consists of the MTS Blue Line Trolley from Downtown San Diego to the 

University Community Plan area. The Balboa Avenue Station, located approximately 0.25 mile 

northeast of the project area, and the Clairemont Drive Station, located approximately 0.75 mile 

southeast of the project area, would provide regional-serving light-rail transit to the alternative area. 

Class I multi-use path facilities are provided within certain areas of De Anza Cove, as well as within Mission 

Bay Park, and are supplemented by Class II bike lanes along Grand Avenue and Class III bike routes along 

North Mission Bay Drive. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

include multi-use pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide connections to the existing 

facilities. The proposed multimodal facilities would support the MBPMP policies and goals to make biking 

more comfortable and accessible by providing better-quality bicycle facilities. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative be consistent with CAP land use and mobility strategies. The 

project would not conflict with the City’s CAP; therefore, impacts would be less than significant, similar 

to the proposed project. 

Climate Resilient SD Plan 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative supports the plan goals and policies related to protecting natural 

environments. Specifically, the proposed habitat restoration under the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative implements Thriving Natural Environments policies, such as Policy TNE-1, which includes 

supporting ecosystem and watershed function to increase the capacity of the system to withstand 

stress from climate change, and Policy TNE-2, which includes expansion of natural features, including 

wetlands. In the Climate Resilient SD Plan, wetlands are identified as an important habitat to mitigate 

flooding, improve water quality, provide important habitat, absorb wave energy, and minimize coastal 

erosion. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be consistent with the Climate Resilient 

SD Plan. Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

California Coastal Act 

The CCA requires projects within the COZ to be consistent with standards and policies addressing 

public access, recreation, marine environment, land resources, development, and industrial 
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development. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include an 

LCP Land Use Plan that requires approval by the City and certification by the California Coastal 

Commission. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not conflict 

with the CCA because the project would provide recreational opportunities and public access to the 

shoreline and would include some low-cost visitor housing, consistent with the policies of the CCA. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative seeks to implement the vision of 

the adopted MBPMP by expanding wetland habitat, including the removal and replacement of 

Campland with habitat contiguous to the existing KFMR/NWP. The MBPMP EIR (City of San Diego 1994) 

analyzed compliance with the 1995 Mission Bay Park NRMP. The analysis specifically cites the 

proposed change in land use related to the demolition of Campland as an example of how the MBPMP 

maximizes the benefits of habitat areas by placing them in large contiguous sites (City of San Diego 

1994). The NRMP also provides for agreements between the City and resource agencies as to the 

maintenance and responsibilities for regional natural resources such as the California least tern 

(Sterna antillarum browni) and eelgrass. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not 

conflict with the Mission Bay Park NRMP, and impacts would be less than significant, similar to the 

proposed project. 

Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located outside the boundary 

of the Pacific Beach CP/LCP; thus, it would not be subject to the specific policies of this plan. However, 

due to the adjacency to the plan area, this analysis generally evaluates the consistency with overall 

themes of applicable goals and policies of the Pacific Beach CP/LCP. The applicable goals of the 

Circulation Element of the Pacific Beach CP/LCP aim to create safe, pleasant, and useful pedestrian 

and bicycle pathways to connect the residential neighborhoods of Pacific Beach with commercial 

areas and community facilities (City of San Diego 2019). Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would enhance public access, recreational facilities, and pedestrian/bicycle 

circulation throughout the project area; therefore, it would not conflict with these overall goals of the 

Pacific Beach CP/LCP. 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would retain some active 

recreation areas, enhance recreational facilities adjacent to Pacific Beach, improve access to the park 

areas along the bay shoreline for residents and visitors, conserve and enhance the natural amenities 

of the community such as its open space and topography, preserve significant environmental 

resource areas, and maintain and expand public views to the KFMR/NWP. Therefore, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would not conflict with the goals of the Pacific Beach CP/LCP. Impacts would be 

less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located outside the boundary 

of the BASASP, and thus, would not be subject to the goals and objectives of the BASASP. However, 
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the BASASP identifies multimodal improvements to increase bicycle, pedestrian, and transit access to 

the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station, which is located approximately 0.25 mile from the project area. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative includes improved active 

transportation connections for pedestrian and bicycle facilities through the inclusion of multi-use 

pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide connections to off-site existing facilities. 

In addition, the Mid-Coast Trolley is located east of the project area and consists of the MTS Blue Line 

Trolley line extension from Downtown San Diego to the University community. The Balboa Avenue 

Station, located approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project area, would provide region-serving 

high-quality light-rail transit to the project area. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

not conflict with the goals and objectives of the BASASP. Impacts would be less than significant, similar 

to the proposed project. 

Issue 2: Conversion of Open Space or Farmland 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is classified by the California 

Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program map as Urban and Built-Up 

Land (DOC 2022) and is not designated as Prime Farmland. Furthermore, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative is designated Park, Open Space, and Recreation in the City’s General Plan (City of San Diego 

2008) and would remain parkland. The current adopted MBPMP recommends relocating Campland 

because it is incompatible with the environmental objectives of the park and with the goal of restoring 

the land to a natural habitat area. Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative proposes a greater amount of wetlands and upland habitat to be created and restored. 

Because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in increased acreage of natural open space 

consistent with the existing land use designation and goals of the MBPMP, it would not result in 

conversion of open space to a more intensive land use. 

Similarly, proposed improvements are consistent with the overall intent and goals of the project area 

as prescribed by the MBPMP. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would keep with existing land uses 

and would not propose more intensive land uses that would divide a community. Surrounding land 

uses include Mission Bay to the south, Interstate 5 to the southeast, Mission Bay Senior High School 

to the northwest, residences and commercial uses to the north and northeast, and residential and 

commercial uses and Crown Point Park to the west and southwest. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would be compatible with the existing surrounding land uses. Therefore, no impact would 

occur, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 3: Conflict with Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative covers some Urban Habitat Areas 

included in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), which are lands managed pursuant to the existing 

Mission Bay Park NRMP (City of San Diego 1990). According to the City’s MSCP SAP, the KFMR/NWP on 

the western side of the project area is within the MHPA boundary and includes riparian/wetlands and 

beach/foredunes vegetation communities. The MHPA Guidelines for Urban Habitat Areas stipulate 

that the management of California least tern areas shall be pursuant to the adopted MBPMP and 

associated NRMP (City of San Diego 1997). 
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The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes similar construction, enhancement, and hydrologic 

restoration compared to the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would be required to document compliance with the General Planning Policies and Design 

Guidelines provided in Section 1.4.2 of the City’s MSCP SAP, General Management Directives outlined 

in Section 1.5.2 of the MSCP SAP, species-specific Area Specific Management Directives (ASMDs) 

provided in the MSCP SAP Appendix A, and the MSCP SAP General Planning Policies and Design 

Guidelines. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be consistent with the policies and 

requirements of the MSCP, including mitigation requirements, and impacts would be less than 

significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 4: Conflicts with an Adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is not located within the AIA of 

the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport or the San Diego International Airport and would not be 

subject to either ALUCP. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not result in land uses 

that are incompatible with an adopted ALUCP. No impact would occur, similar to the proposed project. 

b. Air Quality and Odor 

Issue 1: Conflict with Air Quality Plan 

The San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) and SANDAG are responsible for 

developing and implementing the Clean Air Plans for attainment and maintenance of the ambient air 

quality standards in the San Diego Air Basin; specifically, the SIP and RAQS.1 If a project involves 

development that is greater than that anticipated in the local plan and SANDAG’s growth projections, 

the project might be in conflict with the SIP and RAQS and may contribute to a potentially significant 

cumulative impact on air quality. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would include land uses that are consistent with the MBPMP, including natural areas, active 

recreation, and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative is consistent with the existing zoning and underlying Master Plan for the site and would 

not include any growth-inducing features, such as housing, that would cause an increase in population 

or traffic. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be consistent 

with the assumptions in the RAQS and SIP. Therefore, less than significant impacts would occur, 

similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 2: Air Quality Standards 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create additional 

acreage of wetlands and uplands while reducing the acreages of the active recreation and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in greater 

construction emissions during grading compared to the proposed project due to the increase in 

 
1

  For the purpose of this discussion, the relevant federal air quality plan is the Ozone Maintenance Plan (SDAPCD 2020). The 

RAQS is the applicable plan for purposes of state air quality planning. Both plans reflect growth projections in the San Diego 

Air Basin. 
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wetland enhancement construction activities. Construction efforts related to demolition, site 

preparation, building construction, paving, and coating would be similar to the proposed project. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include greater earth movement to expand the wetlands and 

create the mounded landforms, particularly in the De Anza “boot” and open water areas of De Anza 

Cove. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in approximately 10 percent greater habitat 

enhancement compared to the proposed project; therefore, it is assumed that daily grading emissions 

would also increase by approximately 10 percent to reflect an incremental increase in grading 

intensity. Estimated emissions are provided in Table 8-3, Estimated Maximum Daily Grading Emissions 

for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would be required to comply with SDAPCD Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control and Rule 67.0.1, 

Architectural Coatings and the City Municipal Code, Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7. Although 

construction emissions under the alternative would be greater than the proposed project, 

construction emissions would not exceed the SDAPCD air quality thresholds. Impacts would be less 

than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Table 8-3. Estimated Maximum Daily Grading Emissions for the  
Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

Phase 
VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day 
Grading – Proposed Project 4 29 34 <1 5 2 
Grading – Wetlands Optimized 
Alternative 4.4 32 37 <1 6 2.2 

SDAPCD Threshold 137 250 550 250 100 67 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 
Source: Appendix C, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for project emissions. 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SDAPCD = 
San Diego County Air Pollution Control District; SOx = sulfur oxides; VOC = volatile organic compound 

Operational emissions from the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be reduced compared to the 

proposed project because the alternative would result in less development and there would be an 

overall reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Mobile-source emissions would be 

expected to decrease more than the proposed project due to a decreased customer base for the 

alternative as a result of the reduction in the low-cost visitor guest accommodations and active 

recreation uses. Therefore, daily operational emissions would be reduced compared to the proposed 

project and would not exceed the applicable City thresholds. Impacts would be less than significant, 

similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 3: Substantial Pollutant Concentrations 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 

Traffic generated by the proposed project would be reduced compared to the current baseline 

condition due to the removal of Campland and reduction in low-cost guest accommodations. 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would further reduce traffic 

compared to the existing condition due to less proposed low-cost visitor guest accommodations and 

active recreation land uses. Therefore, the potential for this alternative to contribute to a CO hotspot 

is reduced compared to the current baseline condition and the proposed project. The Wetlands 
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Optimized Alterative would result in a less than significant impact to sensitive receptors from 

exposure to substantial pollutant concentrations with regard to potential CO hotspots, similar to the 

proposed project. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not include any 

stationary sources of toxic air contaminants and would not generate heavy-duty truck trips or other 

sources of mobile toxic air contaminants, such as diesel particulate matter. The greatest potential for 

toxic air contaminant emissions would be diesel particulate matter emissions during construction from 

heavy equipment operations and heavy-duty trucks and the associated health impacts to sensitive 

receptors. The closest sensitive receptors (at Mission Bay High School and residences north and west of 

the project area) would be located directly adjacent to the alternative’s boundaries. The proposed 

project’s modeled health risk for annual concentration at the maximally exposed individual resident was 

approximately 0.003, which would not exceed the SDAPCD’s significance threshold of 1.0 for 

noncarcinogenic health impacts. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in an approximately 

10 percent increase in truck trips due to additional excavation required to accommodate the enhanced 

wetland restoration. This incremental increase in truck activity would not result in enough trips to 

exceed the 1.0 significance threshold and would therefore not cause a potential health risk. Impacts 

would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 4: Odors 

Odors would be generated from vehicles and/or equipment exhaust emissions during construction 

of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. However, construction would take place across the project 

area and would occur adjacent to sensitive receptors only intermittently for short periods. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not include any land uses that would produce objectionable 

odors affecting a substantial number of people. Therefore, impacts from odors would be less than 

significant, similar to the proposed project. 

c. Biological Resources 

Issue 1: Sensitive Species 

Sensitive Plant Species 

Direct Impacts 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create an additional 

approximately 32.1 35.2 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high 

wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed De Anza “boot” 

and the De Anza Cove open water areas to more wetlands than the proposed project. The Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would also result in construction, enhancement, and hydrologic restoration 

activities in the KFMR/NWP. Therefore, potential direct impacts to sensitive plant species observed or 

with a high potential to occur in the suitable habitat in the KFMR/NWP, including California seablite, 

Palmer’s frankenia, and estuary seablite, would result under the Wetlands Optimized Alternative (see 
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Figure 8-2, Impacts to Biological Resources – Wetlands Optimized Alternative). Therefore, similar to the 

proposed project, impacts to sensitive plant species would be potentially significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Construction activities of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would also potentially result in indirect 

impacts to sensitive plant species. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the proposed project, is 

required to comply with the City’s MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b), and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) regulations through implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation 

of construction and permanent BMPs. The proposed project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General 

Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines 

is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report; similar to the 

proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is also consistent with the MSCP SAP General 

Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines 

as demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix D. In addition, because the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect impacts 

to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, 

Land Use Adjacency Guidelines (LUAG). The project’s consistency with the MHPA LUAG is demonstrated 

in Table 6 in Appendix D, and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is also consistent with the MHPA LUAG. 

Consistency with the MHPA LUAG would ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from 

implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, 

indirect impacts to sensitive plant species during construction activities and operation of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would be less than significant. 

Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Direct Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in similar impacts to 

suitable habitat for the 27 sensitive wildlife species observed and the two sensitive wildlife species 

with high potential to occur in the project area. Like the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would conform and be consistent with the City’s MSCP SAP and the ASMDs as applicable 

to the nine sensitive wildlife species covered by the MSCP SAP. Similarly, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would conform and be consistent with the California Endangered Species Act and avoid 

impacts to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) fully protected white-tailed kite. 

Therefore, direct impacts to these MSCP SAP covered and CDFW fully protected species would be less 

than significant. 

Similarly, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would comply with regulations protecting sensitive 

nesting birds and raptors, including the California Fish and Game Code and Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Implementation is ensured through conditions of subsequent project-level approval. Due to known 

presence of federal and state endangered avian species, potential direct impacts to nesting birds and 

raptors would be potentially significant. 
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Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in 

both permanent and temporary direct loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife species not covered by the MSCP 

SAP or fully protected under the California Endangered Species Act, including roosting bats. This 

alternative would result in similar direct impacts to sensitive wildlife species as identified for the proposed 

project, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Construction activities of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would potentially result in indirect 

impacts to sensitive wildlife species. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the proposed project, 

would comply with the City’s MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Regional Municipal Separate Storm 

Sewer System (MS4) Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b), and 

NPDES regulations through implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of 

construction and permanent BMPs. The proposed project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General 

Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines 

is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix D; similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative is also consistent with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, species-

specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines. In addition, because the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in 

potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate consistency with the 

MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAG. Consistency with the MHPA LUAG would ensure minimization of 

adverse edge effects from implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. The project’s 

consistency with the MHPA LUAG is demonstrated in Table 6 in Appendix D, and the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative is also consistent with the MHPA LUAG. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive 

wildlife species during construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would be less than significant. 

Similar to the proposed project, under the Wetlands Optimized Alternative implementation of 

Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-1 through MM BIO 5.3-6 would reduce impacts to sensitive species 

to a less than significant level. 

Issue 2: Sensitive Vegetation Communities 

Direct Impacts 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create approximately 

32.1 35.2 additional acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high 

wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed De Anza “boot” 

and the De Anza Cove open water areas to more wetlands than the proposed project. The Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative includes construction, enhancement, and hydrologic restoration activities. 

Although the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in increased natural area compared to the 

proposed project, this alternative would not change the potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation 

communities during construction because ground-disturbing activities would modify the current 

habitat, and impacts would be potentially significant. 
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Indirect Impacts 

Construction activities of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would potentially result in indirect 

impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the proposed 

project, is required to comply with the City’s MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Regional MS4 Permit, 

the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b), and NPDES regulations through 

implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent 

BMPs. The proposed project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, 

species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in 

Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix D, and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is also consistent with the MSCP 

SAP General Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and 

Design Guidelines. In addition, because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located within and 

adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be 

required to demonstrate consistency with the MHPA LUAGs. The project’s consistency with the MHPA 

LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 in Appendix D, and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is also 

consistent with the MHPA LUAGs. Consistency with the LUAGs would ensure minimization of adverse 

edge effects and avoidance of sensitive habitats from implementation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative, resulting in less than significant impacts. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive 

vegetation communities during construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would be less than significant. 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-2 through MM 

BIO 5.3-5 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities from 

development of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative to below a level of significance. 

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create approximately 

32.1 35.2 additional acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high 

wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed De Anza “boot” 

and the De Anza Cove open water areas to more wetlands than the proposed project. This alternative 

would remove developed land in the De Anza “boot” area in exchange for additional jurisdictional 

aquatic resources, including wetland and non-wetland waters (see Figure 8-3, Impacts to Potentially 

Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources – Wetlands Optimized Alternative). Although the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would result in increased jurisdictional aquatic resources compared to the proposed 

project, this alternative, like the proposed project, would be considered a compatible use within COZ 

wetland buffers (i.e., restoration), in accordance with the allowed uses listed in Section 143.0130 of 

the City’s LDC, ESL regulations. In addition, like the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would be designed to minimize the extent of construction activities within and adjacent to 

wetlands, including the number of access routes and the size of staging areas. As a result, impacts to 

wetland buffers would be minimized to the maximum extent practicable and would be considered 

less than significant. Further, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be required to obtain 

regulatory permits from USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW and provide compensatory mitigation for impacts 

prior to the start of construction for subsequent projects that are implemented under the proposed 

project to ensure that no net loss of resources would occur. Therefore, direct impacts to jurisdictional 

aquatic resources would be potentially significant. 
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Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-2 through MM 

BIO 5.3-5 would mitigate potential direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources from 

development of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative to a less than significant level. 

Indirect Impacts 

Construction activities of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would also potentially result in indirect 

impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the proposed 

project, is required to comply with the City’s MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Regional MS4 Permit, 

the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b), and NPDES regulations through 

implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent 

BMPs. The proposed project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, 

species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in 

Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix D; the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is similarly consistent with the MSCP 

SAP General Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and 

Design Guidelines. In addition, because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located within and 

adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be 

required to demonstrate consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAG. Consistency with the 

LUAG would ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative. Therefore, indirect impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources during 

construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be less than 

significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 4: Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages 

Direct Impacts 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create approximately 

32.1 35.2  additional acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high 

wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed De Anza “boot” 

and the De Anza Cove open water areas to more wetlands compared to the proposed project. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would remove approximately 30.7 37.7 acres of developed land in 

exchange for additional wetlands and transitional uplands. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

result in increased natural areas, potentially expanding the wildlife movement corridors and habitat 

connectivity in the area compared to the proposed project. This alternative would not have a 

significant impact on habitat linkages because the overall habitat of the existing corridors would 

expand as a result of the alternative. Therefore, impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity 

would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Indirect Impacts 

Construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would potentially result in 

indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the proposed 

project, is required to comply with the City’s MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Regional MS4 Permit, the 

City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b), and NPDES regulations through 

implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent BMPs. 
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The proposed project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, species-specific 

ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 in 

Appendix D; the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is also consistent with the MSCP SAP General 

Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design 

Guidelines. In addition, because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located within and adjacent to 

the MHPA and could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to 

demonstrate consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAG. Consistency with the LUAG would 

ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative by addressing issues of drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, invasive species, brush 

management, and grading/development. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, indirect impacts 

to wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity during construction activities and operation of 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be less than significant. 

Issue 5: Habitat Conservation Plans 

Like the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be subject to the City’s MSCP 

SAP General Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and 

Design Guidelines. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be required to document compliance 

with the General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines provided in Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP SAP, 

General Management Directives outlined in Section 1.5.2 of the MSCP SAP, and species-specific 

ASMDs provided in the MSCP SAP Appendix A (City of San Diego 1997). The consistency analysis 

provided in Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix D are also applicable to this alternative. As demonstrated, this 

alternative would be consistent with the policies and requirements of the MSCP SAP. Therefore, 

impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 6: Multi-Habitat Planning Area Adjacency 

Like the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be required to demonstrate 

consistency with the MHPA LUAG. Similar to the project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be 

a compatible land use within the MHPA and would follow the General Planning Policies and Design 

Guidelines outlined in Section 1.4.2 of the City’s MSCP SAP. Because a portion of the alternative occurs 

within the MHPA, the alternative would be required to document compliance with the MHPA LUAGs. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would comply with the MHPA LUAGs. Therefore, impacts would 

be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 7: Local Policies or Ordinances 

Like the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be required to be consistent with 

the General Plan Conservation and Recreation Elements. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

result in similar impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species and sensitive vegetation communities as 

the proposed project and would implement similar mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to 

below a level of significance. Because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would occur in the same 

location, result in similar impacts to biological resources, and implement similar mitigation measures as 

the proposed project, it would not conflict with the City’s General Plan Conservation and Recreation 

Elements, which encourage habitat restoration and conservation and active and passive recreation uses. 

Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 
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Issue 8: Invasive Species Introduction 

Construction and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be similar to the proposed 

project. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative has the same potential to introduce non-native 

invasive species of plants into the natural open space areas of KFMR/NWP and Mission Bay as the 

proposed project. This alternative would comply with City’s MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal 

Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b), and NPDES regulations, and 

Landscape Regulations (LDC 142.0400 and per Table 142-04F, Revegetation and Irrigation 

Requirements) requiring all plant species installed within 100 feet of the MHPA be non-invasive. Further, 

similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would incorporate invasive plant 

species removal into habitat restoration (Mitigation Measure MM BIO-5.3-5). Therefore, impacts would 

be mitigated to a less than significant level, similar to the proposed project. 

d. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Issue 1: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As with the proposed project, impacts related to GHG emissions associated with the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative have been analyzed through a qualitative analysis of anticipated GHG emissions 

and consistency with the City’s CAP. 

GHG emissions would be associated with construction of this alternative through use of construction 

equipment and vehicle trips. The Wetlands Optimized Alterative would result in greater temporary 

construction emissions during grading from greater earth movement to expand the wetlands and 

create the mounded landforms, particularly in the De Anza “boot” and open water areas of De Anza 

Cove. However, GHG emissions attributable to this alternative at full buildout would be less than the 

GHG emissions under the existing conditions and the adopted Master Plan due to the 

deintensification of land uses and associated decrease in developed land. Furthermore, temporary 

project construction emissions were included in the CAP GHG emissions inventory and business-as-

usual GHG emissions projections, and thus, were thus accounted for in the CAP. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in reduced operational GHG emissions due to a 

reduction in low-cost visitor housing and active recreation land uses resulting in less vehicles to and 

from the site. This alternative would also be required to comply with the CAP Consistency Regulations, 

which contain measures that are required to be implemented on a project-by-project basis to ensure 

that the GHG emissions reduction targets identified in the CAP are achieved. Therefore, compliance 

with CAP Consistency Regulations upon implementation of this alternative would result in less than 

significant impacts associated with GHG emissions, and overall GHG emissions from this alternative 

would be similar to or less than the proposed project. 

Issue 2: Conflicts with Plans or Policies 

2008 General Plan and 2022 Climate Action Plan 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the proposed project, proposes land uses that would be consistent 

with the City’s General Plan and the City’s CAP. Refer to Table 8-2 for a detailed consistency discussion. 
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The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would particularly support implementation of Strategy 5, 

Resilient Infrastructure and Healthy Ecosystems, by providing more wetland habitat restoration than 

the proposed project. As the restored wetland matures, it would increase its carbon sequestration 

ability compared to the proposed project. Future projects brought forward with the implementation 

of this alternative design would comply with all applicable existing and future sustainability 

regulations adopted to meet the CAP emissions reduction goals. Temporary construction as a result 

of implementing this alternative would result in emissions that are accounted for in the CAP and would 

be subject to California regulations that limit construction equipment and vehicle idling and City 

construction best management practices. Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the 

proposed project. 

Climate Resilient SD Plan 

Climate Resilient SD provides strategies to prepare, respond and recover from potential climate 

change hazards, like extreme heat, wildfires, sea level rise, and flooding and drought, as well as how 

the proposed investments can improve local communities. Similar to the proposed project, the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative supports the plan goals and policies related to protecting natural 

environments by providing more wetland habitat restoration than the proposed project. The increase 

in wetlands from this alternative would provide additional climate adaptation and resiliency benefits 

by adding additional habitat, improve air quality, reduce flooding, and support ecosystem function 

and healthy watersheds, consistent with the Climate Resilient SD Plan goals and policies. Impacts 

would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

San Diego Association of Governments 2021 Regional Plan 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include design elements 

that support the policy objectives of the 2021 Regional Plan. This alternative would support the 2021 

Regional Plan vision by providing improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including off-site 

connections with the surrounding community, and would make improvements to a currently 

developed site. This alternative would reduce overall development density on the site, which would 

decrease vehicle trips compared to the proposed project. This alternative would not include any 

components that would conflict with implementation of the 2021 Regional Plan and impacts would be 

less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

California Air Resources Board’s Scoping Plan 

The 2022 Scoping Plans provide a framework for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions and 

requires California Air Resources Board (CARB) and other state agencies to adopt regulations and 

other initiatives to reduce GHGs. The 2022 Scoping Plans are not directly applicable to specific 

projects. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would comply with all 

applicable regulations adopted in furtherance of the Scoping Plan to the extent required by law and 

would therefore be consistent with the Scoping Plan strategies. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would further reduce development and vehicle trips compared to the proposed project and would be 

consistent with GHG reduction goals. Additionally, the 2022 Scoping Plan emphasizes the importance 

of natural and working lands to achieve carbon neutrality. The Wetlands Optimized Alterative would 
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increase wetland habitat restoration compared to the proposed project, which would support this 

strategy. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

e. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issue 1: Wildland Fire Risk 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is surrounded by development, 

including commercial, residential, and recreation land uses and includes marine waters of Mission 

Bay. These land use types do not contain wildland fuel sources likely to burn in the event of a wildfire, 

which significantly reduces the likelihood of wildfires impacting the project area. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would create additional acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands 

(low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed 

De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove open water areas to more wetlands than the proposed project. 

Similarly, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative design allows for defensible spaces between project 

components and neighboring buildings and vegetation. According to the San Diego Fire-Rescue 

Department, defensible space is the area between a structure and wildland that helps slow down or 

stop fire from spreading; the defensible space between vegetated areas in the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would decrease the spread of wildfires and reduce the risk. 

Compared to the proposed project, which proposes 48.5 acres of low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes 27.4 acres, which could include 

campgrounds where campfires would be allowed in designated areas. Campfire areas would be 

limited to developed campgrounds and beach areas and would not be located within heavily 

vegetated areas, which would reduce the risk of wildland fires. Fires located in beach areas shall be in 

accordance with San Diego Municipal Code, Sections 63.20.5(c) and (d), which requires the use of City-

provided container rings. Campfires would be limited to the designated areas within the low-cost 

visitor accommodation areas. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would comply with local fire emergency protocols and local 

emergency evacuation and disaster plans in the event of a wildfire or emergency. Impacts related to 

wildland fire risk would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 2: Hazards Emissions and Materials 

Similar to the proposed project, equipment used during grading and construction activities associated 

with the Wetlands Optimized Alternative could result in incidental spills of petroleum products and 

hazardous substances. Spills would be contained on site in accordance with a required Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). As such, the adjacent Mission Bay Senior High School would not 

be affected by such incidental releases. Similarly, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not 

introduce any land uses, such as industrial, that could result in hazardous emissions or exposure of 

schools to hazardous materials. 

Similar to the proposed project, no schools or open hazardous materials sites are located within the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative project area (see Issue 4, Hazardous Materials Sites). Therefore, 



8.0 Alternatives 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan  
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page 8-32 

impacts to schools from hazardous materials, substances, or waste associated with this alternative 

would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 3: Emergency Plan Contingency 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative land uses would use Interstate 5 to access the project area, 

similar to the existing uses on site. The designated use of Interstate 5 would be consistent with San 

Diego Municipal Code standards for emergency vehicle access, and no components would impair the 

implementation of or compliance with an adopted evacuation plan. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would not alter existing transportation facilities that have been identified as emergency 

routes, or have been otherwise identified for use during an emergency, or existing emergency plan 

routes. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative land uses would bring visitors to the project area for short 

periods, similar to the proposed project. Visitors would arrive on foot or by bicycle, passenger vehicle, 

or public transportation. Visitors would be required to leave the project area during an emergency 

evacuation event. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would comply 

with the County Emergency Operations Plan and would not interfere with a response to disaster 

situations, including impairment of Interstate 5 in an emergency. Therefore, under this alternative, 

impacts related to impairment of an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan would be 

less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 4: Hazardous Materials Sites 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative differs from the proposed 

project in creating additional acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-

mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed De 

Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove open water areas to more wetlands. 

Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction equipment used to implement the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would have the potential to release oils, greases, solvents, and other finishing materials 

through accidental spills. Spill or upset of these materials could impact surrounding land uses; 

however, federal, state, and local controls have been enacted to reduce the effects of such potential 

hazardous materials spills. Compliance with these requirements is mandatory and would minimize 

the potential for the accidental release or upset of hazardous materials, thus ensuring public safety. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes construction, enhancement, and hydrologic restoration 

in the same development footprint as the proposed project, and would implement similar measures 

to address contaminated soils, polychlorinated biphenyl, and other hazardous materials (see Section 

5.5.3.4 for more details). The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be required to follow all 

applicable local, state, and federal regulations regarding the discovery, response, disposal, and 

remediation of hazardous materials encountered during the construction process. Any contaminated 

soil shall be removed and disposed in accordance with requirements by the San Diego County 

Department of Environmental Health Quality Land and Water Quality Division Site Assessment and 

Mitigation Program Hazardous Materials Division, which is the local Certified Unified Program Agency 

regarding investigation and cleanup of contaminated sites. As a result of existing conditions, such as 
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documented tank leaks, possible polychlorinated biphenyl spills, and presence of a waste 

collection/storage area on site, construction impacts associated with potentially encountering 

contaminated soil during grading and excavation would be potentially significant. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measures MM HAZ 5.5-1 through MM HAZ 5.5-4 would reduce impacts to a less than 

significant level, similar to the proposed project. 

Operation 

Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would involve 

limited use of potentially hazardous materials typical of recreational uses, including cleaning fluids, 

detergents, solvents, adhesives, sealers, paints, fuels/lubricants, and fertilizers and/or pesticides for 

landscaping. These materials would be contained, stored, and used on site in accordance with 

manufacturers’ instructions, applicable standards, and federal, state, and local regulations. 

Compliance with applicable regulations would serve to protect against a significant and irreversible 

environmental change that could result from the accidental release of hazardous materials. 

Therefore, operation-related activities would not create a significant hazard to the public or 

environment. Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 5: Aircraft Related Hazards 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is not subject to the Montgomery-

Gibbs Executive Airport or the San Diego International Airport ALUCP (SDCRAA 2014). Additionally, the 

area does not trigger the notification criteria of the Federal Aviation Administration as defined by the 

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 14, Part 77 (see Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 

this PEIR for further detail), unless the Federal Aviation Administration chooses to request notification. 

Similar to the proposed project, campfire areas would be limited to developed campgrounds and 

beach areas and would not be within heavily vegetated areas, which would reduce the risk of wildland 

fires. Fires allowed in beach areas shall be in accordance with San Diego Municipal Code, Sections 

63.20.5(c) and (d), which require the use of City-provided container rings. 

Implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include the restoration of approximately 

250.9 acres of marshland/wetland habitat. This feature of the proposed alternative would create habitat 

for wildlife, including waterfowl, which may create bird strike hazards for low-flying aircraft in the vicinity. 

However, due to the distance of the area from the nearest airport (approximately 4 miles), it is unlikely 

that this would pose a significant impact on aircraft. Additionally, the area is not located within a 

designated AIA. Therefore, impacts resulting in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a 

designated AIA would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

f. Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Issue 1: Historical Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create additional acres 

of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and 

mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove 

open water areas to wetlands. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 
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would provide conceptual-level improvements that may result in alteration, relocation, or demolition of 

potentially historic built environment resources, including the Mission Bay RV Resort, De Anza Cove 

mobile home park, Campland, and Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club as well as the Mission Bay Golf Course 

and Practice Center and Pacific Beach Tennis Club. Indirect impacts may include the introduction of 

visual, audible, or atmospheric effects that are out of character with a historic property or alter its setting 

when the setting contributes to the resource’s significance. Similar to the proposed project, 

implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative could result in the alteration, relocation, or 

demolition of potentially historic buildings, structures, objects, or sites. Similar to the proposed project, 

future development within the project area would be reviewed for conformance with the City’s Municipal 

Code, Section 143.0212, which requires review of all building, demolition, or entitlement applications 

impacting a building 45 years old or older to determine whether historical resources exist in the project 

area prior to issuance of the permit. If the resource is found to be significant and would be adversely 

impacted by the project, discretionary entitlement and project-specific mitigation measures would be 

required. Adherence to the Historical Resources regulations and Guidelines would ensure that 

appropriate measures are applied to protect historical resources consistent with City requirements. 

Such requirements may include archaeological and Native American monitoring, avoidance and 

preservation of resources, data recovery, and repatriation or curation of artifacts, among other 

requirements detailed in the Historical Resources Guidelines. However, even with framework 

conformance to the City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0212, the degree of future impacts and 

applicability, feasibility, and success of future mitigation measures cannot be adequately known for each 

specific future project at this program level of analysis. Therefore, after implementation of feasible 

mitigation measures, impacts to historic buildings, structures, objects, or sites, would remain significant 

and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project. 

 

Issue 2: Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacred Sites, 

and Human Remains 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create additional acres of 

wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) 

by converting the southern portion of the developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove open water 

areas to wetlands. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes construction, enhancement, and 

hydrologic restoration in the same development footprint as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed 

project, the South Coastal Information Center records search resulted in the identification of two 

archaeological resources located within the project area: P-37-005017 and P-37-011571, both of which are 

of high interest to the local Native American Kumeyaay community because of their proximity to the 

project area, including the Ethnohistoric village of La Rinconada de Jamo (P-37-005017). Archival review of 

P 37 005017, La Rinconada de Jamo, which contains rich prehistoric habitation midden deposits, suggests 

that the concentration of the site is north of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative project area. The existing 

Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course components were also determined to be in a 

moderate cultural sensitivity area due to the presence of P-37-005017. Therefore, similar to the proposed 

project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative could potentially impact P-37-005017 and P-37-011571 

through ground disturbance or alteration. 

Similar to the proposed project, undiscovered human remains, particularly those interred outside 

formal cemeteries, could be disturbed during grading, excavation, or other ground-disturbing 

activities associated implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. The treatment and 
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disposition of human remains and burial related artifacts that cannot be avoided or are inadvertently 

discovered is regulated by California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, as amended by 

Assembly Bill 2641, which addresses the disposition of Native American burials, protects remains, and 

appoints the California Native American Heritage Commission to resolve disputes. In addition, 

California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, includes specific provisions for the protection of 

human remains in the event of discovery, and Section 7052 makes the willful mutilation, disinterment, 

or removal of human remains a felony. The California Health and Safety Code is applicable to any 

project where ground disturbance would occur. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations, 

including the City’s Municipal Code and General Plan policies that provide for regulation and 

protection of prehistoric and historic archaeological resources and human remains. However, it is not 

possible to ensure the successful preservation of all prehistoric and historic archaeological resources 

and human remains because there may be some unknown resources disturbed during excavation 

due to the cultural sensitivity of the area. Therefore, implementation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative could adversely impact prehistoric or historic archaeological resources, including unknown 

religious or sacred use sites and human remains. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM HIST 5.6-1, combined with the policies of the City’s 

General Plan promoting the identification, protection, and preservation of archaeological resources 

in addition to compliance with CEQA and California Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.1, 

requiring Tribal consultation early in the development review process, and the City’s Historical 

Resources regulations (City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0212), which requires the determination for 

a site-specific survey by City management prior to the issuance of construction or development 

permits for any parcel identified as sensitive on the Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps, would 

reduce the program-level impact related to prehistoric or historic archaeological resources. However, 

even with the application of the existing regulatory framework and mitigation framework that would 

avoid future project-level impacts, the feasibility and efficacy of mitigation measures cannot be 

determined at this program level of analysis. Therefore, after implementation of feasible mitigation 

measures, impacts to prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, sacred sites, and human 

remains would remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 3: Tribal Cultural Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create additional acres 

of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and 

mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove 

open water areas to wetlands. However, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes construction, 

enhancement, and hydrologic restoration in the same development footprint as the proposed project. 

Recent geoarchaeological testing shows that the Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf 

Course are covered by 8 feet of artificial fill. Native soil was located closer to the surface in the 

northeastern segment of the golf course. Previous reports recommended cultural monitoring for 

ground disturbance in the northeastern section of the golf course containing shallow native soils or 

in areas where disturbance would be greater than 8 feet deep in the rest of the golf course. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative also proposes preservation of the KFMR/NWP. Restoration and 

enhancement activities proposed within the City-owned portions of the KFMR/NWP could adversely affect 
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an adjacent recorded archaeological site (P-37-011571), which consists of marine shell and lithic artifacts 

from intermittent camping during seasonal use of the area by coastal Kumeyaay people. Archaeological 

testing and monitoring in this area has yielded materials that can also be defined as a TCR. 

The Sacred Lands File search requested from the California Native American Heritage Commission 

indicated that although the search was negative for sacred lands or Native American cultural 

resources, the absence of specific resource information in the Sacred Lands File does not preclude 

the presence of Native American cultural resources in the project area. In addition to the South Coastal 

Information Center records search and California Native American Heritage Commission Sacred 

Lands File search, a field survey was conducted with Native American Kumeyaay monitor participation, 

and no new information was obtained regarding existing sites within the project area. Despite the 

negative survey results, archaeological and TCRs are known to exist in the project area, and for this 

reason, the local Native American Kumeyaay community has expressed a high level of interest with 

regard to potential impacts to known resources including the village of La Rinconada de Jamo (P-37-

005017) and Crown Point (P-37-011571), portions of which are within or adjacent to the project. 

Proximity to these two resources were discussed during Tribal consultation, along with the project 

scope in general, and the proposed mitigation framework for archaeological and TCRs. Clint Linton, 

Director of Cultural Resource for the lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel, reviewed the materials during 

Assembly Bill 52 consultation and did not have any concerns with the program-level analysis and 

subsequent mitigation framework; however, he provided additional feedback that included a request 

to expand the Tribal context discussion and recommendations for areas of sensitivity. Lisa Cumper, 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer from the Jamul Indian Village of Kumeyaay Nation, concurred with 

these recommendations, as did City staff, and Tribal consultation was concluded. Additional Tribal 

consultation pursuant to AB 52 was also initiated in late November 2022, was conducted with Lisa 

Cumper, and concluded on April 4, 2023 and is ongoing. 

With respect to TCRs, subsequent activities implemented in accordance with the project where a recorded 

archaeological site or TCR (as defined in the California Public Resources Code) is identified, the City would 

initiate consultation with identified California Native American tribes pursuant to the provisions in 

California Public Resources Code, Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2, in accordance with Assembly Bill 52. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would comply with federal, state, and local regulations, including 

the City’s Municipal Code, which would provide for the regulation and protection of TCRs and would 

reduce and/or minimize potential impacts. However, it is not possible to ensure the successful 

preservation of all TCRs because there may be some unknown resources disturbed during excavation 

due to the cultural sensitivity of the area. Therefore, implementation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative could adversely impact TCRs, and impacts would be potentially significant. Implementation 

of Mitigation Measure MM HIST 5.6-1, and compliance with the policies of the General Plan promoting 

the identification, protection, and preservation of archaeological resources, in addition to compliance 

with CEQA and California Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.1, requiring Tribal consultation early 

in the development review process, and the City’s Historical Resources regulations (City’s Municipal 

Code, Section 143.0212), which require the determination for a site-specific survey by City 

management prior to the issuance of construction or development permits for any parcel identified 

as sensitive on the Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps, would reduce the program-level impact 

related to TCRs. However, even with the application of the existing regulatory framework and 

mitigation framework that would avoid future project-level impacts, the feasibility and efficacy of 
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mitigation measures cannot be determined at this program level of analysis. Therefore, after 

implementation of feasible mitigation measures, impacts to TCRs would remain significant and 

unavoidable, similar to the proposed project. 

g. Hydrology/Water Quality 

Issue 1: Flooding and Drainage Patterns 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create additional acres 

of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and 

mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove 

open water areas to wetlands. Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would further reduce the overall impervious footprint in the project area by transforming existing 

developed uses to natural wetland habitat. Similarly, future enhancement activities would be required 

to comply with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System and Hydromodification 

Management Plan requirements as described in the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San 

Diego 2021b) to properly convey stormwater runoff through the project area. In addition, the 

combination and layout of recreation and athletic facilities would be designed during the General 

Development Plan process and at the time of redevelopment. The overall development density of the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be reduced compared to the proposed project and would not 

result in an increase in runoff volume that would result in flooding. Therefore, impacts associated with 

flooding due to an increase in impervious surfaces or a change in absorption rates, drainage patterns, 

or the rate of surface runoff would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 2: Water Quality 

Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would require 

grading and excavation of soils but slightly more than the proposed project, which would loosen 

sediment and have the potential to mix with surface water runoff and degrade water quality. 

Additionally, construction would require the use of heavy equipment and construction-related 

chemicals, such as concrete, cement, asphalt, fuels, oils, antifreeze, transmission fluid, grease, 

solvents, and paints. These potentially harmful materials could be accidentally spilled or be 

improperly disposed of during construction and, if mixed with surface water runoff, wash into and 

pollute receiving waters. Pollutants generated from the alternative during its construction period 

would be temporary and addressed through preparation of a project-specific SWPPP in accordance 

with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual and the City’s Grading Ordinance and would implement 

similar construction best management practices (BMPs) as the proposed project. Adherence to 

applicable requirements and implementation of BMPs would ensure that pollutant discharge 

associated with construction activities would be minimized, and impacts would be less than significant 

but slightly greater compared to the proposed project. 
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Operation 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would have the potential to 

result in reduced long-term operational pollutants associated with components of the project due to 

a reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations and active recreation land uses. Similar to the 

proposed project, due to its location within and adjacent to Rose Creek and Mission Bay, the 

immediate pollutants of concern for this alternative are those that contribute to the eutrophic 

conditions at the mouth of the Rose Creek inlet (nutrients) and the high coliform counts along the 

Mission Bay shoreline. In addition, the expansion and regrading required for wetland restoration could 

lead to increased erosion. Therefore, operation of the project could increase pollutant discharge to 

receiving waters. However, similar to the proposed project, in accordance with the City’s Stormwater 

Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2021b), the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be required 

to incorporate post-construction (or permanent) Low Impact Development site design, source control, 

and treatment control BMPs into the alternative’s design. In addition, similar to the proposed project, 

water quality design features would be incorporated along the edges of the active recreational areas. 

The proposed water quality detention basins would be of differing sizes and would capture and treat 

stormwater before flowing into Mission Bay. New water quality basins would be located to treat the 

entire alternative area in accordance with local and state requirements. Impacts would be less than 

significant and reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Impact 3: Groundwater 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not use groundwater 

resources. Water supply for the alternative would be provided by the City through the 

Miramar/Murray Reservoirs, which contain adequate surface water supplies to serve the project. No 

on-site groundwater wells would be installed. Therefore, groundwater resources would not be 

depleted, and pollutants within the groundwater would not be concentrated due to groundwater 

extraction. The project would have a less than significant impact on groundwater supplies. 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create additional acres 

of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and 

mudflats). The project would increase the amount of permeable surface area compared to the 

proposed project due to a reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations and active recreation 

land uses, increasing the rate of infiltration of stormwater. Similar to the proposed project, the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would implement construction BMPs to clean up contaminant spills 

in accordance with the construction SWPPP, and any such potential contamination would be unlikely 

to affect groundwater through infiltration. Upon preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, 

consistent with regulatory requirements, impacts to groundwater would be less than significant, 

similar to the proposed project. 
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h. Noise 

Issue 1: Ambient Noise 

Traffic Noise 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips than those generated under 

the proposed project due to a reduction in traffic-generated uses on site. Therefore, similar to the 

proposed project, this alternative would not result in or create a significant increase in existing 

ambient noise levels from vehicle noise. 

Operational Noise 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create additional acres 

of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and 

mudflats). Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in a net 

reduction in noise at adjacent noise-sensitive land uses (Mission Bay High School and residences north 

and west of the project area). This is due to the increase in wetlands restoration and moving noise-

generating uses (Campland and Mission Bay RV Resort) away from sensitive noise receptors (Mission 

Bay High School and residences north and west of the project area). Impacts would be less than 

significant and reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Issue 2: Vehicle Noise 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips than those generated under 

the proposed project due to a reduction in traffic-generated uses on site, which would result in a 

decrease in traffic-related noise. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would not result in an increase in vehicle noise and would not result in the exposure of 

people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the City’s 

General Plan Noise Element. Noise compatibility impacts associated with operation of this alternative 

would be less than significant and reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Issue 3: Airport Compatibility 

Similar to the proposed project, the nearest airports to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative are the 

San Diego International Airport and the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, each located 

approximately 4 miles from the project area. Although aircraft departures are audible throughout the 

project area, aircraft noise contributes less than 65 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) to 

the noise environment of the project area. Neither exterior nor interior noise compatibility impacts 

would occur at any of the alternative land uses, similar to the proposed project. Therefore, 

implementation of this alternative would result in a less than significant impact related to 

compatibility with aircraft noise levels, similar to the proposed project. 
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Issue 4: Noise Ordinance Compliance 

As discussed above, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is anticipated to result in a noise reduction 

at adjacent noise-sensitive land uses due to the removal of existing noise-generating uses near 

sensitive receptors and the location of new/replacement uses (low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations) farther from those sensitive receptors. Since this alternative would result in a noise 

reduction over the existing baseline condition, it would not exceed the City’s noise standards. 

Proposed future uses would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0401 

of the City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance. Impacts would be less than significant and 

reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Issue 5: Temporary Construction Noise 

Construction of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in temporary localized increases in 

noise levels from on-site construction equipment, as well as from off-site trucks hauling construction 

materials from demolition of existing developed areas. This alternative would require a similar 

construction fleet and activities as the proposed project and would result in similar temporary 

construction noise levels. As such, construction of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would have the 

potential to result in construction noise that exceeds the noise level limit in the City’s Municipal Code, 

Section 59.5.0404. Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1 required for the proposed project would also 

be required for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative and would reduce this impact to a less than 

significant level, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 6: Groundborne Vibration 

As stated above regarding construction noise, the Wetlands Optimization Alternative would require a 

similar construction fleet and activities during construction compared to the proposed project. The 

anticipated types of construction activity and equipment required for construction would not result 

in excessive vibration levels. Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

i. Paleontological Resources 

Issue 1: Paleontological Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would create additional acres 

of wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and 

mudflats). The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes construction, enhancement, and hydrologic 

restoration in the same project footprint as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, 

areas of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative are underlain by the Bay Point Formation, which is 

assigned a high paleontological resource sensitivity in the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022c). Grading activities associated with future 

implementation of the proposed alternative, specifically at the De Anza Cove peninsula, would result 

in earthwork greater than 1,000 cubic yards in quantity, extending to a depth of 10 feet or greater into 

high sensitivity formations, or grading on a fossil recovery site or within 100 feet of the mapped 

location of a fossil recovery site. Compliance with the grading requirements in the City’s Municipal 
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Code, Section 142.0151, which address paleontological resources, would ensure that impacts would 

be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

j. Transportation and Circulation 

Issue 1: Conflict with Adopted Transportation Program, Plan, Ordinance, 

or Policy 

City of San Diego Mobility Element 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include multi-use 

pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide connections to the existing facilities and 

would support policies and goals in the MBPMP to make biking more comfortable and accessible for 

people of all ages and abilities by providing better-quality bicycle facilities. The Mid-Coast Trolley, 

which consists of the MTS Blue Line Trolley line extension from Downtown San Diego to the University 

community, is located east of the project area. The Balboa Avenue Station, located approximately 0.25 

mile northeast of the project area, and the Clairemont Drive Station, located approximately 0.75 mile 

southeast of the project area, would provide region-serving high-quality light-rail transit to the project 

area that would meet Goal MEB.9.d to locate new public facilities that generate large numbers of 

person trips, including recreational facilities in areas with existing or planned transit access. Therefore, 

the alternative would not conflict with the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan Mobility 

Element, similar to the proposed project. 

City of San Diego Complete Communities 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would meet the goal of the 

Complete Communities Program to provide more mobility options to City residents. In addition, the 

project would include multi-use pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide 

connections to existing public transit facilities. Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would provide improved pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to connect the 

active recreation uses on site to the surrounding community and would enhance opportunities for 

residences to walk, bike, relax, and play. 

The Mobility Choices Program supports implementation of an enhanced active transportation 

network in VMT-efficient areas and implementation of VMT reduction measures to encourage and 

support the use of the active transportation network. The improved walking and bicycling facilities 

and parkland areas accessible for use by nearby existing residents would serve to reduce VMT. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would reduce overall development density compared to the 

proposed project, which would decrease vehicle trips and would be consistent with the goals of the 

Mobility Choices Program. 

San Diego Association of Governments 2021 Regional Plan 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include project 

components that support the policy objectives of the 2021 Regional Plan. The project would support 

the 2021 Regional Plan vision by providing improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including off-
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site connections with the surrounding community, and would make improvements to a currently 

developed site. The improved walking and bicycling facilities and parkland areas accessible for use by 

nearby existing residents would serve to reduce VMT. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

reduce overall development density, which would decrease vehicle trips compared to the proposed 

project. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not include any components that would conflict 

with implementation of the 2021 Regional Plan. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

be supportive of policies, plans, and programs maintaining the City’s transportation system, including 

transit, roadways, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Issue 2: Vehicle Miles Traveled 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips than those generated under 

the proposed project due to a reduction in traffic-generated uses on site and the total VMT would be 

reduced compared to the proposed project. Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would create additional acreage of wetlands and upland habitat while reducing 

the acreages of the active recreation and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. With the reduction 

of low-cost visitor guest accommodations, the regional service area of the remaining coastal 

accessible facilities would expand compared to the proposed project. The service area is the same as 

that for the proposed project and focuses on publicly accessible coastal low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation facilities including South Carlsbad State Beach, San Elijo State Beach, Silver Strand 

State Beach, Mission Bay Campland, and Tijuana Valley Campground. The driving distance for 

residents within the region would increase under this alternative, from increased distance to other 

facilities providing low-cost visitor guest accommodations, resulting in an increase in regional VMT 

compared to the proposed project. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in an 

increase in regional VMT compared to the proposed project. Impacts would be greater compared to 

the proposed project. 

Issue 3: Hazards Due to Design Feature or Incompatible Use 

Similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative does not propose any uses that 

would result in incompatible roadway use, such as operation of farm equipment or other special 

equipment. Vehicular access to the project area would be provided from Pacific Beach Drive, Grand 

Avenue, and North Mission Bay Drive. Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas 

proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodations, regional parkland, boating, and active 

recreation. Improvements would be constructed in accordance with the standards in the San Diego 

Municipal Code, City’s Standard Drawings (Appendix H of the City’s Land Development Manual) (City 

of San Diego 2021c), and the City’s Street Design Manual (Appendix I of the City’s Land Development 

Manual) (City of San Diego 2017), which provide specifications for concrete structures, drainage 

systems, electrical systems, general surface improvements, sprinkler irrigation systems, landscaping, 

recycled water systems, sewer systems, stormwater systems, and water systems constructed within 

the City. Therefore, implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not result in 

increased hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than 

significant, similar to the proposed project. 
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Issue 4: Inadequate Emergency Access 

Inadequate emergency access and egress can occur as a result of an incomplete or not fully 

interconnected roadway network, such as inadequate roadway widths, turning radii, dead-end or 

gated roads, one-way roads, single ingress and egress routes, or other factors. Similar to the proposed 

project, vehicular access to the project area under this alternative would be provided from existing 

roads, namely Pacific Beach Drive, Grand Avenue, and North Mission Bay Drive. Service roads, 

vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

regional parkland, boating, and active recreation, similar to the existing site condition. The design 

would be consistent with the City’s fire apparatus access roadway requirements as outlined in 

California Fire Code, Section 503, which includes requirements for emergency access. Therefore, the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not result in inadequate emergency access. Impacts would be 

less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

8.3.2.3 Relationship to Project Objectives 
The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would meet project objective 2 by fostering opportunities for 

members of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove. In addition, the expanded habitat 

restoration provides an opportunity to increase climate change resiliency from sea level rise impacts 

(project objective 3). Wetlands provide erosion control and shoreline protection from flooding. 

Additional habitat areas would include transitional zones into higher elevation habitats and provide 

resiliency to changes in freshwater flows from altered stormwater regimes. In addition, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would further embrace responsibility and stewardship of the environment by 

restoring and safeguarding natural habitats within De Anza Cove (project objective 4). However, the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not meet project objectives 1 and 6 because, compared to the 

proposed project, it would not as fully provide equitable access or enhance the public access of De 

Anza Cove. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would convert the southern portion of the developed 

De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove open water areas to wetlands. This would result in a reduction 

in low-cost visitor guest accommodations and open beach uses. Furthermore, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would not fully implement project objective 5, as active and passive recreational 

uses would be further reduced, therefore also reducing the customer base and opportunities for 

passive and active recreation, compared to the proposed project. 

8.3.3 Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative 
8.3.3.1 Description 
Similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would include 

a combination of habitat restoration, active recreation, low-cost visitor guest accommodations, open 

beach and regional parkland and would modify the open water portions of De Anza Cove. Table 8-4, 

Comparison of Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative to the Proposed Project, compares 

the land uses and acreages of the alternative to the proposed project. As shown on Figure 8-4, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, the alternative includes additional wetland enhancement 

opportunities but would reduce upland habitat compared to the proposed project. This alternative 

would provide 243.3 acres of marshland habitat that includes 35.5 acres at the former Campland, 86.8 

acres at KFMR, and 121 acres of other new wetlands. This alternative would provide 29.2 acres of upland 

habitat and buffer. In addition, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would reduce 
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the amount of active recreational activities to 52.6 acres and the low-cost visitor guest accommodations 

to 40 acres, compared to the proposed project. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative 

would seek to retain potentially historic structures over 45 years old, such as the administration 

buildings for De Anza Cove mobile home park and/or the Mission Bay RV Resort, for reuse in the low-

cost visitor guest accommodation area. This alternative would also retain the Mission Bay Golf Course 

Practice Center and Clubhouse for reuse within the active and regional parkland areas. Finally, the 

Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would change the development configuration and 

reduce the open water areas of De Anza Cove compared to the proposed project. 

Table 8-4. Comparison of Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative to the 
Proposed Project 

Land Use 

Enhanced 
Wetlands/Optimized 
Parkland Alternative 

(acres) 
Proposed Project 

(acres) 
KFMR/NWP 86.8 86.8 
Expanded Marshland/Habitat 156.51 138.3 140.5 
Upland Habitat (Dune, Sage) and Buffer Area 29.2 36.7 37.4 
Low-Cost Visitor Guest Accommodations 40 48.5 
Regional Parkland 40 23.4 26.3 
Boat Facilities/Clubhouse  2.3 2.6 
Interpretive Nature Center (1 Location) 2 — — 
Potential Water Lease23 0.7 1 2.1 
Active Recreation  52.6 66.5 60.1 
Open Water 91.2 95.5 95.9 
Open Beach 4.3 5.5 
Road34 2.3 1.4 1.6 

Total 505.2 505.2 
Notes: KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve 
1 Expanded wetlands includes 35.5 acres currently occupied by Campland and 121 acres of other new wetlands. 
2 Area for the Interpretive Nature Center has not been determined, and programming for the center is assumed to occur after 

adoption of the amendment as part of a future GDP. 
23 Water Boat lease areas overlaps with other land uses; therefore, acreages are not included in the total. 

34 Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodations, regional 
parkland, and active recreation, subject to future design. 

8.3.3.2 Analysis of Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 
Alternative 

a. Land Use 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

create additional acreage of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing the amount of upland 

habitat and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative would result in the relocation of Campland, consistent with the recommendations of the 

MBPMP. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would be consistent with the 

current General Plan land use designation and would implement active transportation features as 

called for by the City’s General Plan Mobility Element. This alternative would also enhance and restore 
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wetlands and other habitats within the project area, implementing goals included in the City’s General 

Plan Recreation and Conservation Elements. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative 

would not conflict with the goals, objectives, and guidelines of the City’s General Plan. Similar to the 

proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would also comply with 

LDC regulations and CCA requirements regarding development and would enhance and restore the 

Coastal Zone environment as called for in the CCA. This alternative would also include active 

transportation connections, which would reduce VMT and associated GHG emissions in line with the 

goals and objectives of SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan and the City’s CAP, and would implement 

multimodal improvements called for by the BASASP. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative would protect, improve, and enhance natural resources in Mission Bay as called for by the 

Mission Bay NRMP and would include wetland enhancement and restoration activities in support of 

Strategy 5 of the City’s CAP, which promotes the creation of resilient infrastructure and healthy 

ecosystems, and policies in the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan, which call for supporting ecosystem 

and watershed functions and expanding natural features including wetlands (see Policies TNE-1 and 

TNE-2). This alternative would also not result in any development that would conflict with the Pacific 

Beach Community Plan and LCP Land Use Plan. In addition, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would result in increased acreage of natural open space compared to the 

proposed project, which is consistent with the existing land use designation and goals of the MBPMP 

and would not result in the conversion of open space to a more intensive land use. Similar to the 

proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would not conflict with the 

City’s MSCP SAP. Finally, similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative is not within the AIA of local airports and would not be subject to an ALUCP. Therefore, the 

Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would have similar land use impacts compared 

to the proposed project. 

b. Air Quality and Odor 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

create additional acreage of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing the amount of the upland 

habitat and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would include land uses that are consistent with the MBPMP, 

and air quality impacts associated with the MBPMP implementation were analyzed within the existing 

RAQS, including natural areas, active recreation, and low-cost visitor guest accommodations and would 

result in a similar less than significant impact related to a conflict with or obstruction of implementation 

of the applicable air quality plan. Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would result in greater construction emissions due to the increase in wetland 

enhancement; however, construction impacts would be temporary. Cut and fill would be balanced on 

site. Similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would be 

required to comply with SDAPCD Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control and Rule 67.0.1, Architectural Coatings 

and the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7. However, compared to the proposed 

project, operational emissions would be reduced because the alternative would result in less 

development and there would be an overall reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations. 

Therefore, compared to the proposed project, mobile-source emissions would decrease under the 

Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative due to a decreased customer base. Compared to 

the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in a similar 

less than significant impact related to sensitive receptors and other emissions (such as those leading to 
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odors). Overall, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would have reduced air quality 

and odor impacts compared to the proposed project. 

c. Biological Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

create additional acres of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing the amount of upland 

habitat and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Like the proposed project, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would be subject to the MSCP General Planning Policies and 

Design Guidelines, MSCP General Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, MHPA LUAG, and 

General Plan Conservation Element consistency analysis. Similar to the proposed project, the 

Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would conform with the City’s MSCP SAP and the 

species-specific ASMDs as applicable, and direct impacts to sensitive wildlife species would be less 

than significant. In addition, similar to the proposed project potential direct impacts to sensitive 

wildlife species that are not covered by the MSCP SAP or fully protected under the California 

Endangered Species Act (CESA) occur under this alternative and implementation of Mitigation 

Measures MM BIO 5.3-1 through MM BIO 5.3-6 would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Although the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in increased natural 

area compared to the proposed project, this alternative would not change the potential direct impacts 

to sensitive vegetation communities during construction, and impacts would be potentially significant 

without mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-2 through MM BIO 5.3-5 

would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. In addition, this alternative would remove 

developed land in exchange for additional jurisdictional aquatic resource area, including wetland and 

non-wetland waters, and would result in increased jurisdictional aquatic resources compared to the 

proposed project, which would result in potentially significant direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic 

resources. Similarly, implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-2 through MM BIO 5.3-5 

would reduce direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources to a less than significant level. 

The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in increased natural area, 

potentially expanding the wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity in the area. It would 

not have a significant impact on habitat linkages over the long-term because the overall habitat quality 

of the existing corridors would increase under this alternative. Because the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would occur in the same location, result in similar impacts 

to biological resources, and implement the same mitigation measures as the proposed project, the 

Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would not conflict with the MSCP SAP. Finally, 

similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would have 

the same potential to introduce non-native invasive species of plants into the natural open space 

areas of KFMR/NWP and Mission Bay compared to the proposed project. This alternative would 

comply with the MSCP SAP, San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, City’s Stormwater Standards Manual 

(City of San Diego 2021b), and NPDES regulations and incorporate invasive plant species removal into 

habitat restoration (Mitigation Measure MM BIO 5.3-5) to reduce potential impacts from invasive plant 

species to below a level of significance. Therefore, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative would result in similar biological resources impacts compared to the proposed project. All 

impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance with mitigation. 
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d. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, like the proposed project, proposes land 

uses that would be consistent with the City’s General Plan and the City’s CAP. Please refer to 

Table 5.4-1, General Plan and Climate Action Plan Consistency, in Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, of this PEIR for a detailed consistency discussion. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would particularly support implementation of CAP Strategy 5, Resilient 

Infrastructure and Healthy Ecosystems. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would 

create additional acres of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing the amount of upland 

habitat and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative would also be consistent with the Climate Resilient SD Plan, SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan, 

and CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan. 

This alternative would result in greater impacts related to GHG emissions due to construction grading 

of additional wetland; however, temporary project construction emissions were included in the CAP 

GHG emissions inventory and business-as-usual GHG emissions projections and, thus, were accounted 

for in the CAP. Furthermore, these emissions are outweighed by the reduced impacts related to 

operational GHG emissions due to less development and an overall reduction in low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. Therefore, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in 

reduced less than significant GHG emissions impacts compared to the proposed project. 

e. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

create additional acres of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing the amount of upland 

habitat and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Similar to the proposed project, the alternative’s 

project area would be surrounded by existing development, including commercial, residential, and 

recreation land uses. The alternative would allow for defensible spaces between project components 

and neighboring buildings and vegetation. Defensible space between vegetated areas would decrease 

the spread of wildfires and reduce the risk and impacts would be less than significant. Similar to the 

proposed project, equipment used during grading and construction could result in incidental spills of 

petroleum products and hazardous substances and such spills would be contained on site in 

accordance with the SWPPP. In addition, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative 

would not introduce any land uses, such as industrial, that would result in hazardous emissions or 

exposure of schools to hazardous materials. Similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would be consistent with requirements for emergency 

vehicle access, and no components of this alternative would impair the implementation of or 

compliance with an adopted evacuation plan. Similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative could encounter soil contamination during grading and 

excavations that could result in potentially significant hazards and hazardous materials impacts to on-

site construction personnel. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM HAZ 5.5-1 through MM HAZ 

5.5-4 would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Finally, similar to the proposed project, the 

alternative’s project area is not located within the designated AIA of nearby airports and project 

components would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a designated AIA. 

Therefore, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in similar hazards 

and hazardous materials impacts as the proposed project. 
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f. Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

create additional acres of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing upland habitat and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would result in reduced impacts related to historical resources because this 

alternative would seek to retain potentially historic structures over 45 years old, such as the 

administration buildings for De Anza Cove mobile home park and/or the Mission Bay RV Resort, for 

reuse in the low-cost visitor guest accommodation area. This alternative would also retain the Mission 

Bay Golf Course Practice Center and Clubhouse for reuse within the active and regional parkland 

areas. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in the alteration or demolition of 

potentially historical resources over 45 years in age in other areas of the project area, such as 

Campland, Pacific Beach Tennis Club and the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club. Similar to the proposed 

project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would conform to the Historical 

Resources regulations and Guidelines, which would ensure that appropriate measures are applied to 

protect historical resources consistent with City requirements. Such requirements may include 

archaeological and Native American monitoring, avoidance and preservation of resources, data 

recovery, and repatriation or curation of artifacts, among other requirements detailed in the Historical 

Resources Guidelines. Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would result in similar impacts to archaeological, and TCRs due to similar ground-

disturbing activities within the project footprint. Mitigation Measures MM HIST 5.6-1 would be 

implemented to reduce significant impacts to unknown archaeological resources, and human remains 

during project construction. Similar to the proposed project, even with the application of the existing 

regulatory framework and mitigation framework that would avoid future project-level impacts, the 

feasibility and efficacy of mitigation measures cannot be determined at this program level of analysis. 

Therefore, after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, impacts to historical resources, 

prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, sacred sites, human remains, and TCRs would 

remain significant and unavoidable. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

seek to retain some eligible structures over 45 years old and would result in a reduced impact to 

historical resources compared to the proposed project; however, impacts would remain significant 

and unavoidable due to the alteration or demolition of other built environment resources in the 

project area that may be historical. 

g. Hydrology/Water Quality 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

create additional acres of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing the amount of upland 

habitat and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. The additional acres of wetlands would result in 

similar impacts related to alteration of the existing floodplains. Compared to the proposed project, the 

Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in greater construction-generated 

pollutants because this alternative would convert additional acres of developed land to wetlands which 

would increase grading and excavation of soils. Construction-generated pollutants would be temporary 

and addressed through preparation of a project-specific SWPPP in accordance with the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual and the City’s Grading Ordinance and would include construction BMPs. 

The increased wetlands would further reduce the impervious footprint of the project area and reduce 

overall development density resulting in a decrease in long-term operational pollutants, compared to 
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the proposed project. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would result in less than significant impacts related to flooding and drainage 

patterns, water quality and groundwater. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative 

would result in reduced hydrology and water quality impacts, compared to the proposed project. 

h. Noise 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

create additional acres of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing the amount of upland 

habitat and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in a reduction in average daily traffic and peak-

hour trips on weekdays and weekends due to the reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

which would result in a reduction in traffic-related noise. Under this alternative, the total area of 

developed land would be reduced compared to the proposed project because the alternative would 

provide more natural habitat and regional recreation uses and would result in a net reduction in noise 

from the project area to adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, including wetland habitat near the MHPA 

and sensitive species. Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would result in a reduction in operational noise impacts due to less development 

and overall reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would be 

located outside the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour for the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport and San 

Diego International Airport and noise compatibility impacts would not occur at any of the proposed 

land uses. 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

result in noise reduction at adjacent noise-sensitive land uses due to the removal of existing noise-

generating uses (Campland and Mission Bay RV Resort) near sensitive receptors and the location of 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations farther from those sensitive receptors. This alternative would 

not exceed the City’s noise standards. Similar to the proposed project, proposed future uses under 

this alternative would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0401. Similar 

to the proposed project, construction activities associated with the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would have the potential to exceed noise levels of 75 dBA up to 150 feet from 

construction. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1, construction noise 

impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level, similar to the proposed project. In addition, 

the anticipated types of construction activity and equipment required for construction of the 

Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would not result in excessive vibration levels. 

Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. Overall, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in reduced noise impacts compared to the 

proposed project. 

i. Paleontological Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

create additional acres of wetlands and regional parkland while reducing the amount of upland 

habitat and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Similar to the proposed project, construction 
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activities associated with the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would trigger the 

thresholds for significance for paleontological resources (i.e., earthwork greater than 1,000 cubic 

yards in quantity within a high sensitivity paleontological geological unit or earthwork greater than 

2,000 cubic yards in quantity within a moderate sensitivity paleontological geological unit). 

Compliance with the City’s Municipal Code, Section 142.0151, would ensure that impacts would be 

less than significant by requiring paleontological resources monitoring. Therefore, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in similar less than significant paleontological 

resources impacts as the proposed project. 

j. Transportation and Circulation 

Compared to the proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would 

result in fewer vehicle trips than those generated under the proposed project due to a reduction in 

on-site traffic-generating land uses. Similar to the proposed project, circulation for the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would include multi-use pathways for pedestrians and 

bicyclists that would provide connections to the existing facilities and would support policies and goals 

within the MBPMP to make biking more comfortable and accessible for people of all ages and abilities 

by providing better-quality bicycle facilities and connections to the active recreation uses on site and 

in the surrounding community. The alternative would also provide similar region-serving high-quality 

light-rail transit to the project area. Similar to the proposed project, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would not conflict with the City’s General Plan Mobility 

Element, City’s Mobility Choices Program, and SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan. Compared to the 

proposed project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would reduce the amount 

of low-cost visitor guest accommodations, which would expand the service area of similar coastal 

accessible facilities within the region and increase the driving distance for residents within the region, 

resulting in an increase in regional VMT compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed 

project, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would include the construction of 

service roads, vehicular access points, and parking areas in accordance with the standards in the San 

Diego Municipal Code, City’s Standard Drawings (City of San Diego 2021c), and City’s Street Design 

Manual (City of San Diego 2017) and would comply with requirements for emergency vehicle access 

such as the City’s fire apparatus access roadway requirements. Overall, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in increased VMT impacts compared to the 

proposed project. 

8.3.3.3 Relationship to Project Objectives 
The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would foster opportunities for members of 

local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2). In addition, the alternative 

proposes expanded wetland restoration that would provide an opportunity to increase climate 

change resiliency from sea level rise impacts (project objective 3). Wetlands provide erosion control 

and shoreline protection from flooding. The Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative 

would further embrace responsibility and stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats within De Anza Cove (project objective 4). In addition, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland would enhance public access and connectivity within De Anza Cove and 

increase connections to the surrounding communities through the inclusion of the multi-use path 

which would allow for pedestrians and cyclists to connect with points west, north and east (project 
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objective 6). However, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would not fully 

implement project objectives 1 and 5 as it would not fully provide equitable access to De Anza Cove 

nor fully diversify active and passive recreational uses because this alternative would reduce the 

amount of low-cost guest visitor accommodations, open beach, active recreation and regional 

recreation opportunities compared to the proposed project. 

8.3.4 Resiliency Optimized Alternative 
8.3.4.1 Description 
Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would include a combination of 

habitat restoration, active recreation, low-cost visitor guest accommodations, open beach and 

regional parkland and would modify the open water portions of De Anza Cove. Table 8-5, Comparison 

of Resiliency Optimized Alternative to the Proposed Project, compares the land uses and acreages of 

the alternative to the proposed project. As shown on Figure 8-5, Resiliency Optimized Alternative, the 

alternative includes additional wetlands enhancement and upland habitat opportunities compared to 

the proposed project. The additional habitat areas would include transitional zones into higher 

elevation habitats and provide resiliency to changes in freshwater flows from altered stormwater 

regimes. Marshes also act as buffers to sea level rise and reduce coastal erosion and flooding. 

This alternative would provide 235.3 acres of expanded marshland habitat that includes 31.4 acres at 

the former Campland, 86.8 at KFMR/NWP, and 117.1 acres of other new wetlands. The alternative also 

includes an increase in upland habitat and buffers compared to the proposed project. The Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative would further reduce the amount of active recreational activities to 49.9 acres 

and reduce low-cost visitor guest accommodations to 45.3 acres. These areas would be replaced with 

additional regional parkland opportunities for a total of 32.3 acres. In addition, the Resiliency Optimized 

Alternative reduces the overall acreage of the open water portions of De Anza Cove to 101.7 acres. 

Table 8-5. Comparison of Resiliency Optimized Alternative to the Proposed Project  

Land Use 

Resiliency Optimized 
Alternative 

(acres) 
Proposed Project 

(acres)  
KFMR/NWP 86.8 86.8 
Expanded Marshland/Habitat 148.51 138.3 140.5 
Upland Habitat (Dune, Sage) and Buffer Area 38.98 36.7 37.4 
Low-Cost Visitor Guest Accommodations 45.3 48.5 
Regional Parkland 32.3 23.4 26.3 
Boat Facilities/Clubhouse  3.1 2.6 
Interpretive Nature Center (1 Location) 2 — — 
Potential Water Lease23 1.2 1 2.1 
Active Recreation  49.9 66.5 60.1 
Open Water 95.2 95.5 95.9 
Open Beach 3.4 5.5 
Road34  1.8 1.4 1.6 

Total 505.2 505.2 
Notes: KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve 
1 Expanded wetlands includes 31.4 acres currently occupied by Campland, and 117.1 acres of other new wetlands. 
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2 Area for the Interpretive Nature Center has not been determined, and programming for the center is assumed to occur after 
adoption of the amendment as part of a future GDP. 

23 Water Boat lease areas overlaps with other land uses; therefore, acreages are not included in the total. 

34 Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodations, regional 
parkland, and active recreation, subject to future design. 

8.3.4.2 Analysis of Resiliency Optimized Alternative 
a. Land Use 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of active recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. This alternative would result in the relocation of Campland consistent with the 

recommendations of the MBPMP. The Resiliency Optimized Alternative would be consistent with the 

current General Plan land use designation and would implement active transportation features as 

called for by the City’s General Plan Mobility Element. This alternative would also enhance and restore 

wetlands and other habitats within the project area, implementing goals included in City’s General 

Plan Recreation and Conservation Elements. The Resiliency Optimized Alternative would not conflict 

with the goals, objectives, and guidelines of the City’s General Plan. Similar to the proposed project, 

this alternative would also comply with LDC regulations and CCA requirements regarding 

development and would enhance and restore the Coastal Zone environment as called for in the CCA. 

The Resiliency Optimized Alternative would also include active transportation connections, which 

would reduce VMT and associated GHG emissions in line with the goals and objectives of SANDAG’s 

2021 Regional Plan and the City’s CAP, and would implement multimodal improvements called for by 

the BASASP. This alternative would protect, improve, and enhance natural resources in Mission Bay 

as called for by the Mission Bay NRMP and would include wetland enhancement and restoration 

activities in support of Strategy 5 of the City’s CAP, which promotes the creation of resilient 

infrastructure and healthy ecosystems, and policies in the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan, which call 

for supporting ecosystem and watershed functions and expanding natural features including 

wetlands (see Policies TNE-1 and TNE-2). The Resiliency Optimized Alternative would also not result in 

any development that would conflict with the Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Land Use Plan. 

In addition, this Alternative would result in increased acreage of natural open space compared to the 

proposed project, which is consistent with the existing land use designation and goals of the MBPMP 

and would not result in the conversion of open space to a more intensive land use. Similar to the 

proposed project, implementation of the Resiliency Optimized Alternative and Mitigation Measures 

MM BIO 5.3-1 through MM BIO 5.3-6 would comply with the City’s Biology Guidelines for the 

preservation, mitigation, acquisition, restoration, management, and monitoring of biological 

resources. Finally, similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative is not within 

the AIA of local airports and would not be subject to an ALUCP. Therefore, this alternative would have 

similar land use impacts as the proposed project. 

b. Air Quality and Odor 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of active recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would include 

land uses that are consistent with the MBPMP, including natural areas, active recreation, and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations, and therefore, would be consistent with the assumptions in RAQS and 
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SIP, resulting in a similar less than significant impact related to a conflict with or obstruction of 

implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative would result in greater construction emissions due to the increase in wetland 

enhancement and upland habitat, but construction impacts would be temporary. However, the cut and 

fill would be balanced on site. Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative 

would be required to comply with SDAPCD Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control and Rule 67.0.1, Architectural 

Coatings and the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7. Compared to the proposed 

project, operational emissions would be reduced because the alternative would result in less 

development and there would be an overall reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations. 

Therefore, mobile-source emissions would decrease under the Resiliency Optimized Alternative due to 

a decreased customer base compared to the proposed project. The Resiliency Optimized Alternative 

would result in less than significant impacts related to sensitive receptors and other emissions (such as 

those leading to odors. Overall, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would have reduced air quality and 

odor impacts compared to the proposed project. 

c. Biological Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of active recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. Like the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would be subject to 

the MSCP General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines, MSCP General Management Directives, 

species-specific ASMDs, MHPA LUAG, and General Plan Conservation Element consistency analysis. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative conforms with the City’s MSCP SAP 

and the species-specific ASMDs as applicable, direct impacts to sensitive wildlife species would be less 

than significant. In addition, similar to the proposed project, potential direct impacts to sensitive wildlife 

species that are not covered by the MSCP SAP or fully protected under CESA would occur under this 

alternative, and implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-1 through MM BIO 5.3-6 would be 

required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Although the Resiliency Optimized Alternative 

would result in increased natural area compared to the proposed project, this alternative would not 

change the potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities during construction, and 

impacts would be potentially significant without mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 

MM BIO 5.3-2 through MM BIO 5.3-5 would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. The 

Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in increased jurisdictional aquatic resources compared to 

the proposed project and similarly would result in potentially significant direct impacts to jurisdictional 

aquatic resources. Similarly, implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO 5.3-2 through MM BIO 

5.3-5 would reduce direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources to a less than significant level. 

Although the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in increased natural area, potentially 

expanding the wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity in the area, this alternative is not 

expected to have a significant impact on habitat linkage over the long-term because the overall habitat 

quality of the existing corridors would increase under this alternative. Like the proposed project, the 

Resiliency Optimized Alternative would be subject to the MSCP General Planning Policies and Design 

Guidelines, MSCP General Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, MHPA LUAG, and General 

Plan Conservation Element consistency analysis, which would help to minimize or avoid any potential 

impacts from future site-specific projects. Because the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would occur in 

the same location, result in similar impacts to biological resources, and implement similar mitigation 
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measures as the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would not conflict with the City 

of San Diego MSCP. Finally, similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would 

have the same potential to introduce non-native invasive species of plants into the natural open space 

areas of KFMR/NWP and Mission Bay compared to the proposed project. This alternative would comply 

with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual 

(City of San Diego 2021b), and NPDES regulations and incorporate invasive plant species removal into 

habitat restoration (Mitigation Measure MM BIO-5.3-5) to reduce potential impacts from the 

introduction of invasive species of plants into a natural open space area. Therefore, the Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative would result in similar biological resources impacts, compared to the proposed 

project. All impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance with mitigation. 

d. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative proposes land uses that would 

be consistent with the City’s General Plan and the CAP. Refer to Table 5.4-1, General Plan and Climate 

Action Plan Consistency, in Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this PEIR for a detailed 

consistency discussion. The Resiliency Optimized Alternative would particularly support 

implementation of Strategy 5, Resilient Infrastructure and Healthy Ecosystems, by creating additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of the active recreation and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations compared to the proposed project. This alternative would also be consistent 

with the Climate Resilient SD Plan, SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan, and CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan. 

The Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in greater impacts related to construction GHG 

emissions due to construction grading and demolition activities; however, temporary project 

construction emissions were included in the CAP GHG emissions inventory and business-as-usual 

GHG emissions projections, and were, thus accounted for in the CAP. Furthermore, these emissions 

are outweighed by reduced impacts related to operational GHG emissions due to less development 

and an overall reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Therefore, the Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative would have reduced, less than significant GHG emission impacts, compared to 

the proposed project. 

e. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of the active recreation and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would 

be surrounded by existing development, including commercial, residential, and recreation land uses. 

Similarly, the alternative would allow for defensible spaces between project components and 

neighboring buildings and vegetation. Defensible space between vegetated areas would decrease the 

spread of wildfires and reduce the risk and impacts would be less than significant. Similar to the 

proposed project, the equipment used during project grading and construction could result in 

incidental spills of petroleum products and hazardous substances and such spills would be contained 

on site in accordance with the SWPPP. In addition, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would not 

introduce any land uses, such as industrial, that would be likely to result in hazardous emissions or 

exposure of schools to hazardous materials. Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized 

Alternative would be consistent with requirements for emergency vehicle access, and no components 
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of the alternative would impair the implementation of or compliance with an adopted evacuation plan. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative could encounter soil 

contamination during grading and excavations that could result in potentially significant hazards and 

hazardous materials impacts to on-site construction personnel. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measures MM HAZ 5.5-1 through MM HAZ 5.5-4 would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Finally, similar to the proposed project, the project area is not located within the designated AIA of 

nearby airports and project components would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or 

working in a designated AIA. Therefore, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in similar 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts, compared to the proposed project. 

f. Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of the active recreation and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative 

would result in similar impacts related to historical, archaeological, and TCRs because there would be 

similar types of construction activities that would occur. Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative would confirm to the Historical Resources regulations and Guidelines, which 

would ensure that appropriate measures are applied to protect historical resources consistent with 

City requirements. Such requirements may include archaeological and Native American monitoring, 

avoidance and preservation of resources, data recovery, and repatriation or curation of artifacts, 

among other requirements detailed in the Historical Resources Guidelines. Mitigation Measures MM 

HIST 5.6-1 would be implemented to reduce potentially significant impacts to unknown archaeological 

resources, and human remains during project construction. However, similar to the proposed project, 

even with the application of the existing regulatory framework and mitigation framework that would 

avoid future project-level impacts, the feasibility and efficacy of mitigation measures cannot be 

determined at this program level of analysis. Therefore, after implementation of feasible mitigation 

measures, impacts to potentially historic buildings, prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, 

sacred sites, human remains, and TCRs would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the 

Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in similar historic, archaeological, and TCR impacts 

compared to the proposed project, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

g. Hydrology/Water Quality 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the acreages of the active recreation and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. The additional acres of wetlands would result in similar impacts related to 

alteration of the existing floodplains. Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized 

Alternative would result in greater construction-generated pollutants as this alternative would convert 

additional acres of developed land in exchange for wetlands and upland habitat which could increase 

grading and excavation of soils. However, construction-generated pollutants would be temporary and 

addressed through preparation of a project-specific SWPPP in accordance with the City’s Stormwater 

Standards Manual and the City’s Grading Ordinance and would include construction BMPs. The increase 

in wetlands would further reduce the overall impervious footprint in the project area and would reduce 

the overall development density of the project area resulting in a decrease in long-term operational 

pollutants compared to the proposed project. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency 
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Optimized Alternative would result in less than significant impacts related to flooding and drainage 

patterns, water quality and groundwater. Therefore, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result 

in reduced hydrology and water quality impacts, compared to the proposed project. 

h. Noise 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of active recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would 

result in a reduction in average daily traffic and peak-hour trips on weekdays and weekends due to 

the reduction in active recreation and low-cost visitor guest accommodations, which would result in a 

reduction in traffic-related noise. Under this alternative the total area of developed land would be 

reduced compared to the proposed project because the project area would provide more natural 

habitat and regional recreation uses and would result in a net reduction in noise from the project area 

to adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, including wetland habitat near the MHPA and sensitive species. 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in a reduction 

in operational noise impacts because this alternative would result in less development and there 

would be an overall reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Similar to the proposed 

project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative is located outside the airport’s 65 dBA CNEL noise 

contour for the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport and San Diego International Airport and noise 

compatibility impacts would not occur at any of the proposed land uses. Compared to the proposed 

project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in a noise reduction at adjacent noise-

sensitive land uses (Mission Bay High School and residences north and west of the project area). This 

is due to the removal of existing noise-generating uses (Campland and Mission Bay RV Resort) near 

sensitive receptors and the location of low-cost visitor guest accommodations farther from those 

sensitive receptors. Noise produced under the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would not exceed the 

City’s noise standards. Similar to the proposed project, proposed future uses under this alternative 

would be required to comply with the noise level limits included in the City’s Municipal Code, Section 

59.5.0401. Similar to the proposed project, construction activities associated with the Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative would have the potential to exceed noise levels of 75 dBA up to 150 feet from 

construction. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1, construction noise 

impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. In addition, the anticipated types of 

construction activity and equipment required for construction of the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative would not result in excessive vibration levels. Impacts would be less than 

significant, similar to the proposed project. Therefore, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would 

result in reduced noise impacts, compared to the proposed project. 

i. Paleontological Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of the active recreation and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. Similar to the proposed project, construction activities associated with the 

Resiliency Optimized Alternative would trigger the thresholds for significance for paleontological 

resources (i.e., earthwork greater than 1,000 cubic yards in quantity within a high sensitivity 

paleontological geological unit or earthwork greater than 2,000 cubic yards in quantity within a 
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moderate sensitivity paleontological geological unit). Compliance with the City’s Municipal Code, 

Section 142.0151, would ensure that impacts would be less than significant by requiring 

paleontological resource monitoring. Therefore, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in 

similar less than significant paleontological resources impacts as the proposed project. 

j. Transportation and Circulation 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would result in fewer vehicle 

trips than those generated under the proposed project due to a reduction in traffic-generated uses on 

site. Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would create additional 

wetland and upland habitat while reducing the amount of active recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. Similar to the proposed project, circulation for the Resiliency Optimized Alternative 

would include multi-use pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide connections to the 

existing facilities and would support policies and goals within the MBPMP to make biking more 

comfortable and accessible for people of all ages and abilities by providing better-quality bicycle facilities 

and connections to active recreation uses on site and in the surrounding community. The alternative 

would also provide similar access to the region-serving high-quality light-rail transit in the project area. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would not conflict with the City’s 

General Plan Mobility Element, City’s Mobility Choices Program, and SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan. 

Compared to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would reduce the amount of 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations. With the reduction of low-cost visitor guest accommodations 

under this alternative, the service area of similar coastal accessible facilities in the region would 

expand compared to the proposed project and the driving distance for residents within the region 

would increase, resulting in an increase in regional VMT compared to the proposed project. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would include the construction 

of service roads, vehicular access points, and parking would be constructed in accordance with the 

standards in the San Diego Municipal Code, City’s Standard Drawings (City of San Diego 2021c), and 

City’s Street Design Manual (City of San Diego 2017) and with requirements for emergency vehicle 

access such as the City’s fire apparatus access roadway requirements. Overall, the Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative would result in increased VMT impacts, compared to the proposed project. 

8.3.4.3 Relationship to Project Objectives 
The Resiliency Optimized Alternative would foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations 

to reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2). In addition, the expanded wetland restoration 

provides an opportunity to increase climate change resiliency from sea level rise impacts (project 

objective 3). Wetlands provide erosion control and shoreline protection from flooding. Wetlands are 

also dynamic habitats that are resilient to changes in freshwater flows and would be designed to be 

adaptable to sea level rise through augmentation, accommodation, vertical accretion, or other habitat 

management strategies. The Resiliency Optimized Alternative would include additional upland habitat 

areas that provide resiliency to changes in freshwater flows from altered stormwater regimes. The 

Resiliency Optimized Alternative would further embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats within De Anza Cove (project objective 

4). In addition, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would enhance public access and connectivity 
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within De Anza Cove and increase connections to the surrounding communities through the inclusion 

of the multi-use path which would allow for pedestrians and cyclists to connect with points west, north 

and east (project objective 6). However, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would only partially meet 

project objectives 1 and 5 as it would not fully provide equitable access to De Anza Cove nor fully 

diversify active and passive recreational uses because this alternative would reduce the amount of 

low-cost guest visitor accommodations, open beach, active recreation and regional recreation 

opportunities compared to the proposed project. 

8.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), requires the identification of an environmentally superior 

alternative among the alternatives analyzed in an EIR. Table 8-6, Summary of Impacts for Alternatives 

Compared to the Proposed Project, provides a summary comparison of the alternatives with the 

proposed project to highlight if the alternatives would result in a similar, greater, or lesser impacts. 

Table 8-6. Summary of Impacts for Alternatives Compared to the Proposed Project 

Impact  
Proposed 

Project 

No Project/ 
No Build 

Alternative 

Wetlands 
Optimized 
Alternative 

Enhanced 
Wetlands/ 
Optimized 
Parkland 

Alternative 

Resiliency 
Optimized 
Alternative 

Land Use LS > LS = LS = LS = LS 
Air Quality and 
Odor 

LSM > LS < LSM < LSM < LSM 

Biological 
Resources 

LSM < LS = LSM = LSM = LSM 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions  

LS > LS < LS < LS < LS 

Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials  

LSM < LS = LSM = LSM = LSM 

Historical, 
Archaeological, 
and Tribal 
Cultural 
Resources 

SU < LS = SU < SU = SU 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

LS > LS < LS < LS < LS 

Noise LSM > LS < LSM < LSM < LSM 
Paleontological 
Resources 

LS < LS = LS = LS = LS 

Transportation/ 
Circulation 

LS > LS > LS > LS > LS 

Notes: 
LS = Less than Significant 
LSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
> = Greater Than 
= = Similar To 
< = Less Than 
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The level of environmental impacts associated with the No Project/No Build Alternative is less than the 

proposed project, as this alternative would avoid ground disturbance that could result in impacts to 

subsurface archaeological resources or TCRs and would reduce the project’s significant unavoidable impacts 

on historical, archaeological, and TCRs. Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would be considered 

the environmentally superior alternative. According to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, if the No 

Project Alternative (No Project/No Build Alternative) is selected as the environmentally superior alternative, 

then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

Based on a comparison of the alternatives’ overall environmental impacts and their compatibility with 

the project’s goals and objectives, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative is the 

environmentally superior alternative for this PEIR. 

As discussed above, the No Project/No Build Alternative does not fully meet any of the six project 

objectives, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative only meets three of the six project objectives, and the 

Resiliency Optimized and Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternatives fully meet four of the 

six project objectives (project objectives 2, 3, 4, and 6). While the Resiliency Optimized Alternative 

would result in reduced impacts to only four issue areas, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative would result in reduced impacts to five issue areas: air quality and odor; GHG emissions; 

historical, archaeological, and TCRs; hydrology and water quality; and noise. All other impacts would 

remain similar to the proposed project. 

Therefore, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would result in the greatest 

reduction in environmental impacts compared to the proposed project and would be considered the 

environmentally superior alternative. 
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