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Information Sheet  

for the Final EIR 

Few changes have been made to this Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) since public 

circulation of the Draft EIR. Limited changes were made to the Project description, including: 

(1) deletion of Draft EIR restrictions to seniors and replacement with commitment to complying with 

applicable affordable housing regulations; (2) clarification of Project deviations for MPDP 

development; and (3) focused SDG&E pole removal/replacement clarification. These, as well as other 

changes include minor clarifications of text, minor changes provided in response to comments 

received, and editorial corrections (e.g., typographical error corrections).  

Substantive edits relate to elimination of age-restrictions on affordable housing and associated less 

than significant updates to assumptions regarding additional potential school-age children 

(Section 5.14), and updates to calculations on SDG&E facility impacts west of Camino Santa Fe to 

provide specifics promised in the Draft EIR and retaining wall descriptions (Section 5.3), as well as de 

minimis acreage modifications to vegetation communities (Section 5.9). The SDG&E facility changes 

also resulted in modification of impact footprint west of Camino Santa Fe on four figures: Figure 3-4, 

SDG&E Facility Modifications, Figure 3-18, Carroll Canyon Road Extension (West), 5.9-6, Project Impacts to 

Vegetation and Land Cover Types, and 5.9-7, Project Impacts to Sensitive Biological Resources.  

City and public agency actions since the Draft EIR was circulated also affect the Final EIR. During 

public review, required notification letters were sent to specific adjacent-property owners related to 

on-site stormwater management. Also, in February 2020, resource agencies approved the proposed 

Multi-Habitat Preserve Area (MHPA) boundary line adjustment (BLA) to incorporate additional, and 

more functional, habitats. This addressed some issues identified in the Draft EIR relative to receipt of 

a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) to be 

received following EIR certification and issuance of resource agency permits. This updated 

information has resulted in a change in the conclusion of impacts in Section 5.15 from significant 

and unmitigable to less than significant in this Final EIR. 

Textual changes are shown in strike-out (deleted) and underline (added) so that they can be easily 

seen. Modified text can be found in: 

• Summary 

• Chapter 1.0 

• Chapter 2.0 

• Chapter 3.0 

• Chapter 5.0 

o Section 5.1 

o Section 5.3 

o Section 5.7 

o Section 5.8 

o Section 5.9 

o Section 5.14 

o Section 5.15 

• Chapter 7.0 

• Chapter 10.0 

• Chapter 11.0 
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The remainder of the document remains as publicly circulated between June 28 and August 16, 

2019. 

Based on recent coordination with transit agencies, the applicant has agreed to provide project-

improved sections of Carroll Canyon Road with a center alignment for bus rapid transit (BRT; 

additionally discussed below for technical appendices). The potential for a center alignment was 

accommodated through the Vesting Tentative Map and in the Draft EIR through set aside of 

potential right-of-way on the south side of on-site Carroll Canyon Road, thereby ensuring 

appropriate public right-of-way to allow for incorporation into the roadway footprint. Specifics of the 

center alignment have been confirmed in project conditions. For purposes of the Final EIR, please 

note that the reader can assume that all references to a southerly alignment of a BRT IOD adjacent 

to Carroll Canyon Road should be read as center alignment. Related to that, the southern location of 

the BRT IOD addressed in the Draft EIR abutted the project-proposed community park. Because 

future implementation of the BRT was identified as evaluated but uncertain, it was also noted that if 

the BRT was not implemented, the IOD could be developed as part of the park. Although clearly 

noted that 2.2 acres was related to potential BRT, the separation of the IOD from the north edge of 

the park to the center of Carroll Canyon Road means that references to gross park acreage at 38.3 

should be read as 36.1, and references to 25.8 gross acres of community park acres should be read 

as 23.6 acres. These acreages substantially exceed the 20 acres of park contemplated in the adopted 

Carroll Canyon Master Plan. 

In terms of organization, the document also is largely as presented in the Draft EIR. A new section 

contains the comments received on the EIR during public circulation and the responses provided to 

them. Those comments and responses precede the body of the Final EIR and immediately follow 

these pages. 

Relative to technical appendices, EIR Appendix H, the September 2019 Long-term Habitat 

Management Plan has been clarified as part of the BLA approval. The amended document includes 

minor changes regarding such items as: (1) long-term manager qualifications, (2) timing/frequency 

of monitoring/management actions, (3) respective City/long-term manager/homeowner’s 

association responsibility, and (4) preliminary costs for the non-wasting endowment to fund said 

management. Appendix B to EIR Appendix H, the July 2019 Habitat Reclamation and Mitigation Plan, 

has been updated to reflect incremental acreage impacts as reflected in that BLA approval, which 

are also appended to EIR Appendix G as new Appendix F to the Biological Technical Report. New 

Appendix U contains supplemental information to the publicly circulated Draft EIR addressing 

implementation of BRT service in a center alignment within Carroll Canyon Road. Similarly, 

Appendix T has been updated, with the focus on references to the center BRT IOD. Appendix O 

contains an addendum confirming sewer flow capacity. 

Each of the modifications discussed above provides confirmatory information, or reflects minor 

changes to development footprint, and less than significant changes relative to project analyses. 

None of the changes would constitute new significant impacts under CEQA, require a new mitigation 

measure, or constitute a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental 

impact. 
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Public Review Letters 

The following comment letters were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals during 

the public review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). A copy of each comment 

letter along with corresponding staff responses has been included. Letters and responses are 

provided in side-by-side format for ease of reader review. 

 

Comment letters were received from the 12 agencies, organizations and individuals shown on the 

matrix below. Several comment letters received during the Draft EIR public review period contained 

requests for revisions that resulted in minor changes and text clarifications to the Draft EIR text. 

These changes to the text are indicated by strikeout (deleted) and underline (inserted) markings in 

the Final EIR. Some of the comments do not pertain to the adequacy of analysis in the Draft EIR or to 

other aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the proposed project on the environment 

pursuant to CEQA. Regardless, a good faith effort has been made by the City to respond to the 

comments submitted where they may touch on environmental analyses.  

 

 
Letter Identification Commenter Address Starting page 

State Agencies 

S1 
State Clearinghouse and 

Planning Unit 

CEQAnet https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/  RTC-1 

S2 
Department of 

Conservation, Division of 
Mine Reclamation 

Carol E. Atkins, Manager 
Environmental Services Unit 

and 
Paul Fry, Manager 

Engineering and Geology Unit 

801 K street, MS 09-06 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RTC-5 

S3 
Department of 

Transportation, District 11 

Maurice Eaton, Chief 
Development Review Branch 

4050 Taylor Street, MS-240 
San Diego, CA 92110 

RTC-6 

S4 
Native American Heritage 

Commission 

Steven Quinn 
Associate Governmental Program 

Analyst 

1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 05691 

RTC-14 

S5 
Natural Resources Agency, 

Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, South Coast 

Region 

Gail K. Sevrens 
Environmental Program Manager 

South Coast Region 

3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 

RTC-19 

Regional Agencies 

R1 
San Diego Association of 

Governments 

Seth Litchney 
Senior Regional Planner 

401 B Street, Suite 800 
San Diego, CA 92101-4231 

RTC-24 

Local Agencies 

L1 
Mira Mesa Community 

Planning Group 

Jeff Stevens 
Chair, Mira Mesa Community 

Planning Group 

Mmcpg.chair@gmail RTC-27 

https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/


Special Interest and Individuals 

SI1 
D6 Small Business 

Sandra Smith Sandysmith92126@gmail.com RTC-28 

SI2 
Rincon Band of Luiseño 

Indians 
Cultural Resources 

Department 

Destiny Colocho, RPA 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

Rincon Cultural Resources 
Department 

One Government Center Lane 
Valley Center, CA  92082 

RTC-29 

SI3 Matthew Lilac 10650 Granby Way 
San Diego, CA 92136 

RTC-30 

SI4 
Mira Mesa Senior Center 

Mitz Lee 
Executive Director 

8460 Mira Mesa Blvd 
San Diego, CA 92126 

RTC-31 

SI5 
Southwest Regional Council 
of Carpenters and Michael 

Carmen LaBruno 

Mitchell M. Tsai 
Attorney at Law 

 

155 South El Molino Avenue, 
Suite 104 

Pasadena, CA 91101 

RTC-32 

SI6 Oliver White Pacific/Southeby’s  
111 1 Prospect Street 

La Jolla, CA 92037 

RTC-130 

  

 

mailto:Sandysmith92126@gmail.com


COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-1 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S1-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
S1-1 The comment notes dates of public circulation, describes the project, and 

identifies two state agencies that submitted comment letters (California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and Native American Heritage Commission). 
Those letters and specific responses are provided below (reference letters S3 and 
S4). No additional response is required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-2 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-3 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-4 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-5 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S2-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S2-1 Comments noted. The City agrees with the summary statement of the three major 

project elements. As a responsible agency and commenter on the Draft EIR, the 
Division will receive any subsequent notices and documents, including the Final 
EIR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-6 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S3-1 
 
 
 
 

S3-2 
 

S3-3 
 

S3-4 
 
 

S3-5 
 
 

S3-6 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S3-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S3-2 Typically only one day of traffic counts have been collected. The Caltrans Guide for 

the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (2002) does not require multi-day 
counts. Michael Baker collected new peak hour intersection turning movement 
counts the week of September 2, 2019 at the following locations:  

• I-805 SB on ramp / La Jolla Village Drive 
• I-805 SB on ramp / Nobel Drive 

 
Two days of traffic counts were collected midweek (Wednesday and Thursday) in 
the AM and PM Peak. Results of these counts are provided in Attachments A-1, 
A-2, A-3, and A-4 to this response. 

 
S3-3 The TIA included an average turn pocket length for evaluating ramp queues. In 

response to Caltrans request to explain how average queues were calculated, the 
following table provides a summary of the individual turn pocket lengths. These 
turn pocket lengths were used to calculate the pocket length identified in Table 
3-5 of the TIA. As shown in the footnote on Table 3-5 in the TIA and in Table 1 
below, the ramp lengths reported in the TIA are an average of the two lanes 
serving a specific movement (i.e., the average of the two left turn lanes and the 
average of the two right turn lanes). 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-7 

  Table 1:  Summary of Ramp Lengths – Average and Per Lane Turn Pocket Lengths 
 

Off-Ramp 

Intersection 

Approach Lane 

# Lanes 

Average Length 

Reported in TIA 

(feet) 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

SB I-805 Off-Ramp at La Jolla Village Dr-Miramar Rd     

Southbound Left 2 1,016 (1) 450 1582   

Southbound Right 2 1,295 (1)   1580 1010 

NB I-805 Off-Ramp at La Jolla Village Dr-Miramar Rd     

Northbound Left 2 1,110 (1) 730 1490   

Northbound Right 2 899 (1)   1480 320 

NB I-805 Off-Ramp at Nobel Dr     

Northbound Left 2 1,429 (1) 2,152 706   

Northbound Right 2 1,429 (1)   706 2,152 

SB I-15 Off-Ramp at Miramar Rd     

Southbound Left 2 844 (1) 520 1170   

Southbound Right 2 894 (1)   1170 610 

NB I-15 Off-Ramp at Miramar Rd     

Northbound Left 2 1,132 (1) 615 1650   

Northbound Right 2 1,132 (1)   1650 615 

1 Where an off-ramp has turn bays approaching the intersection, the storage length was calculated for both 

the turn bay length and total off-ramp length.  

 
S3-4 Refer to Response to Comment 3-2 of this letter. New data were collected on 

September 4 and September 5, 2019. Relative to I-805 SB on-ramp AM and PM 
peak counts, volume reports are similar to those collected specific to and reported 
in the 3Roots TIA. After a review of the count data provided by Caltrans and 
recently completed TIAs in the study area, it was determined that the traffic 
counts collected for, and analyzed in and reported in the 3Roots TIA, reflect the 
existing traffic conditions in the study area. Data provided by Caltrans were more 
than two years old and reflect conditions prior to infrastructure projects near the 
project site; including the reconfiguration of the I-805 / La Jolla Village Drive 
interchange and the Direct Access Ramps on I-15 at Hillery Drive. It was 
determined through discussions with between the applicant and Caltrans that the 
differences in volumes between the applicant and Caltrans that the historic data 
from Caltrans and recently collected data for this project are due to both these 
changes in infrastructure as well as development that has occurred in the study 
area. 

 
S3-5 Please refer to Response to Comment 3-4. No additional mitigation is required 

based on the count data and analysis used in TIA. 
 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-8 

  S3-6 New traffic count data have been posted to the Caltrans website for both daily 
traffic on the freeway mainline and the K-D factors for the corridors. Michael 
Baker used the same spreadsheet presented in October 2019 to calculate the 
freeway LOS using data currently available on Caltrans website. Tables 
summarizing the Existing, Existing plus project Phase 1, Existing plus Project 
Buildout, 2021 with and without Phase 1, 2025 with and without Project buildout, 
and 2050 without and with Project Buildout are provided as Attachment B. Also 
provided in Attachment B is a comparison of the volume, V/C and LOS. As shown, 
change in data does not result in a change in finding in the TIA. The Project does 
not result in a significant impact on any of the freeway segments and no changes 
are required to the TIA or Draft EIR significance conclusions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

RTC-9 

S3-7 

S3-8 

3-9

S3-10 

S3-7 Michael Baker updated the Synchro file and re-ran all study scenarios for the I-
15/Miramar Road Ramps to reflect actual turn pocket lengths rather than average 
turn pocket lengths. The results of the level of service analysis are provided as 
Attachment C to this response to comments. A comparison of the level of service 
reported in the TIA and the updated LOS analysis with the modified ramp 
configuration shows no change in LOS. Therefore, there are no changes to the 
findings in the TIA or to the Draft EIR. 

S3-8 The 95th percentile queue worksheets are provided as Attachment D to this 
response and summarized in Tables 2a through 2c. As shown, the queue is within 
the allowable storage and the project results in no significant impacts. 

S3-9 Please refer to Responses to Comments 3-4 and 3-5 of this letter. 

S3-10 Comments noted. The applicant does not anticipate an encroachment permit will 
be necessary. 

Reader, please note: Attachments A through D referenced in responses above are 
located at the end of these responses, following page RTC-132. 



Attachment to Caltrans RTC S3 

 RTC-10 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2a:  Summary of 95th Percentile Queues for I-15 / Miramar Off Ramps 
 

 

I-15 SB Ramps / Miramar 

AM PM 

Per Lane 

Left 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 
Per Lane 

Right Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 
Per Lane 

Left Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Per Lane 

Right 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Storage Length 520’ 1,170’ 1,170’ 610’ 520’ 1,170’ 1,170’ 610’ 

Existing 41   428   27   175   

Existing + Phase 1 44   475   27   185   

Existing + Project 41   443   26   205   

2021 No Project 43   471   27   210   

2021 with Phase 1 43   473   27   220   

2025 with Phase 1 45   519   27   250   

2025 with Project 

Buildout 

44   525   26   292   

2050 No Project 47   532   27   297   

2050 With Project 48   560   27   314   

 

 

I-15 NB Ramps / Miramar 

AM PM 

Per Lane 

Left Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 
Per Lane 

Right Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 
Per Lane 

Left Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Per Lane 

Right 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Storage Length 615’ 1,650’ 1,650’ 615’ 615’ 1,650’ 1,650’ 615’ 

Existing 258   56   349   100   

Existing + Phase 1 269   56   357   103   

Existing + Project 268   56   364   114   

2021 No Project 267   56   361   138   

2021 with Phase 1 269   56   369   141   

2025 with Phase 1 279   56   381   187   

2025 with Project 

Buildout 

301   55   414   185   

2050 No Project 303   56   407   295   

2050 With Project 318   55   435   293   
 

 
  



Attachment to Caltrans RTC S3 

 RTC-11 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2b:  Summary of 95th Percentile Queues for I-805 / Nobel Drive 
 

 I-805 NB / Nobel 

AM PM 

Per Lane 

Left 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? Per Lane 

Right Turn 

Queue  

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? Per Lane 

Left Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? Per Lane 

Right Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Storage Length 2,152’ 706’ 706’ 2,152’ 2,152’ 706’ 706’ 2,152’ 

Existing 263   79   205   82   

Existing + Phase 1 281   130   205   132   

Existing + Project 271   117   200   168   

2021 No Project 273   114   214   113   

2021 with Phase 1 273   125   214   164   

2025 with Phase 1 282   153   217   184   

2025 with Project 

Buildout 

290   184   191   156   

2050 No Project 312   213   230   176   

2050 With Project 312   233   223   202   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



Attachment to Caltrans RTC S3 

 RTC-12 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2c:  Summary of 95th Percentile Queues for I-805 / La Jolla Village Drive-Miramar Road Off Ramps 
 

 I-805 SB Ramps / LVD - Miramar 

AM PM 

Per 

Lane 

Left 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? Per Lane 

Right 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Per 

Lane 

Left 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Per 

Lane 

Right 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Storage Length 450’ 1,582’ 1,580’ 1,010’ 450’ 1,582’ 1,580’ 1,010’ 

Existing 227   970   99   414   

Existing + Phase 1 241   1,038  Yes (28’) 106   415   

Existing + Project 233   970   112   418   

2021 No Project 243   1,047  Yes (37’) 101   436   

2021 with Phase 1 250   1,047  Yes (37’) 107   438   

2025 with Phase 1 259   1,119  Yes (9’) 111   467   

2025 with Project 

Buildout 
270   1,098  Yes (88’) 115  

 
460 

  

2050 No Project 
289   1,237 (1) 

Yes 

(227’) 
119  

 
552 

  

2050 With Project 
289   1,237 (1) 

Yes 

(227’) 
119  

 
555 

  

Note:  (1) When the additional queue is added to the per lane queue for the inside right lane, the inside right lane queue is1,465 feet (1237 + 227 = 1,465’ < 1,580). Therefore, 

the queue can be maintained within the existing available storage (1,580’).  
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 I-805 SB Ramps / LVD - Miramar 

AM PM 

Per Lane 

Left 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Per 

Lane 

Right 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Per 

Lane 

Left 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Per 

Lane 

Right 

Turn 

Queue 

(feet) 

Queue Exceed 

Storage? 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Outside 

Left 

Inside 

Left 

Inside 

Right 

Outside 

Right 

Storage Length 730’ 1,490’ 1,480’ 320’ 730’ 1,490’ 1,480’ 320’ 

Existing 352   108   261   32   

Existing + Phase 1 362   119   261   36   

Existing + Project 352   125   261   38   

2021 No Project 361   115   274   32   

2021 with Phase 1 361   119   274   36   

2025 with Phase 1 376   125   287   36   

2025 with Project 

Buildout 
375   128   282  

 
36 

  

2050 No Project 363   118   302   35   

2050 With Project 363   127   302   39   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-14 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S4-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S4-2 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S4-1 Comments noted. The NAHC received notice of availability of the Draft EIR. The 
City agrees with the statements of law in these paragraphs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S4-2 Consistent with this comment, the City consulted with Native American tribes 

traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project. 
Specific details are provided in the responses below. 

 
 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-15 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S4-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
S4-3 As disclosed in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR, in accordance with the requirements 

of PRC Section 21080.3.1, the City of San Diego contacted the Iipay Nation of 
Santa Isabel and the Jamul Indian Village, both traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the project area. These tribes were notified via email on May 8, 
2018 and both tribes responded within the 30-day formal notification period 
requesting consultation, which occurred on May 11, 2018. Both Native American 
tribes concurred with staff’s determination and the consultation process was 
concluded based on site characteristics and impact/mitigation summarized below. 
 
No specific information regarding location, description or use of cultural resources 
provided during the consultation process was included in the publicly circulated 
Draft EIR. 
 
As described in EIR Section 5.11, the project site is largely disturbed as the result 
of a multi-decade mining operation that is now concluded, and no known 
resources are known within the project footprint, There is some potential, 
however, for inadvertent discovery of a buried or subsurface resource that could 
be impacted during project implementation. Potential impacts would be 
considered significant. 
 
Mitigation for these (currently unanticipated) potential impacts occurring during 
construction to unknown resources is identified in the EIR in Sections 5.10 and 
5.11, as well as in Chapter 11, which constitutes the City Mitigation, Monitoring, 
and Reporting Program. The measure requires presence of a Native American 
monitor to be on site during construction activities in areas that potentially could 
contain currently unknown resources and also requires coordination with the 
Most Likely Descendent in the unexpected event of location of Native American 
remains and/or associated grave artifacts. Based on the noted May coordination 
and the mitigation measures (TCR-1/HIS-1) identified in the EIR, potential impacts 
would be lowered to less than significant. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-16 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S4-3 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-17 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S4-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S4-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 S4-4 The 3Roots Project proposes both a General Plan/Community Plan Amendment 
(CPA), as well as designation of open space, and is therefore subject to SB 18. 
Overall, it is noted that the 3Roots CPA is similar to the existing Mira Mesa 
Community Plan and Carroll Canyon Master Plan documents that have been 
available since 1994; and that the project would implement those plans in a 
compatible manner. The open space element of the Project would result in 
permanent set aside of over 150 acres into protected open space and an increase 
in Multi-Habitat Planning Area acreage. 
 
Information sent to the NAHC and to all tribes identified by NAHC with 
traditionally and culturally affiliated tribes has occurred twice as of September 
2019 and will occur once more prior to project hearings. The first outreach was on 
September 13, 2017. At that time, the tribes were sent copies of the initiation 
report to the Planning Commission, an initial filing by the City Planning 
Department notifying the Planning Commission that a CPA would comprise part of 
the project. This was the formal initiation of the 90-day CPA consultation process 
addressed in Government Code Section 65352.3. No request for coordination was 
received. The second contact was mailed August 2, 2019. This communication 
included the CPA in final draft form, along with an explanatory letter and USGS 
map, consistent with Government Code Section 65352, and initiated a 45-day 
response period. The final outreach will take place 10 days prior to Planning 
Commission Hearing with the required notice for public hearing required in 
Government Code Section 65092(a), This is routinely noticed under City 
standards. 

 
S4-5 Each of the steps noted in this comment have been appropriately completed. The 

project area is located within an area identified as sensitive on the City of San 
Diego Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps; furthermore, there are recorded 
cultural resources within a one mile buffer of the site. Therefore, qualified City 
staff conducted a records search of the CHRIS digital database; although the 
search identified that no previously recorded resources are located within the 
project boundaries, the search confirmed numerous previously recorded historic 
and prehistoric sites in the project vicinity. Focused archaeological survey of the 
area with Native American (Kumeyaay) monitors occurred on September 12 and 
15, 2017 and July 13 and 16, 2018. No cultural material was observed. A Sacred 
Lands Search was requested of the NAHC on August 17, 2017, and a response 
from the NAHC was received on August 29, 2017 (negative in that no resources 
have been previously identified in the immediate project area). 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-18 

 

 
 

S4-5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 

S4-6 
 
 
 
 
 

S4-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

S4-6 The City agrees that lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources 
(including tribal cultural resources) does not preclude their subsurface existence. 
To that end, Mitigation Measure HIS-1 (and TCR-1) specifically address 
monitoring, discovery notification process, and determination of significance. The 
mitigation also expressly requires presence of a qualified archaeological monitor 
as well as Native American consultant/monitor in areas of identified sensitivity. 
Where cultural items are recovered, the mitigation requires permanent curation 
identified in consultation with the Native American representative. As applicable, 
written verification is required from the Native American consultant/monitor 
indicating that Native American resources were treated in accordance with state 
law and/or applicable agreements. Treatment of human remains would occur in 
accordance with state codes and regulations, as described in Section 5.10, in the 
details of HIS-1. 

 
S4-7 Comment noted. 
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S5-1 
 
 
 

S5-2 
 
 
 
 
 

S5-3 
 
 
 
 
 

S5-4 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S5-1 The City notes the comment that the Department has reviewed the Draft EIR and 

approved the Project Boundary Line Adjustment as of May 17, 2019. This was 
clarified in an email to Kristy Forburger of the City MSCP by Mr. Weiss of CDFW on 
September 4. The email noted that the comment: “should have stated that the 
BLA was tentatively approved contingent on the outstanding items including an 
approved long-term management plan, PAR, and identifying an approved habitat 
manager.” The outstanding items requested by the agencies, including formal 
identification of the San Diego Habitat Conservancy (SDHC) as the approved non-
profit habitat manager, and submittal of Estimate of Long-term Management (or 
Property Assessment Record [PAR]) by the SDHC were completed and submitted 
on September 9, 2019. This satisfied the conditions. CDFW provided confirmation 
of BLA approval on February 25, 2020. 

 
S5-2 The City notes the jurisdictional information provided in this comment and agrees 

with the City’s responsibility in implement the MSCP Subarea Plan. 
 
S5-3 The City generally agrees with the project overview provided, with two 

clarifications: (1) the amount of commercial space proposed for the Project is 
160,160 square feet; and (2) the public park acreage is less an irrevocable offer of 
dedication as discussed in the Draft EIR. 

 
S5-4 This comment provides a summary of primary drainages on the property, design 

elements associated with reconstruction of the creek, and sensitive species noted 
during survey. No response is required. 
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S5-4 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 

S5-5 
 
 
 
 
 

S5-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S5-7 
 
 
 
 
 

S5-8 
 

 S5-5 Comments noted. Each of the specific comments has its own response, below. 
 
S5-6 Table S-1 serves a specific purpose under CEQA – it identifies significant impacts, 

the mitigation measures developed to address those impacts, and whether or not 
the mitigation measure would lower such impacts to less than significant levels. 
The comments related to project design in this section do not belong on Table S-1 
as they are not mitigation for significant impacts. Specifics of the BMZ 1 and 2 
areas are described in Section 5.12 of the EIR. 
 
Specifically, as noted in the cited text regarding BMZ 2, brush management along 
Rattlesnake Canyon is an ongoing occurrence. No project-related impacts were 
identified related to brush management in Rattlesnake Canyon and the brush 
management program was not developed in response to identified significant 
impacts resulting from the Project).,The HOA would continue the program in 
compliance with the City’s Brush Management required standards, which would 
be a matter of project design. Because the actions are not in response to a 
significant project impact, it is not appropriate to reference them on Table S-1. 
Similarly, where brush management would occur within extant sensitive habitat 
and would be required specifically as part of Project actions (e.g., north of PAs 1 
and 2) this is also addressed as part of project design. 
 
There are, however, some noted safeguards. The comment requests that work 
should be prohibited during the nesting season as specified in mitigation measure 
BIO-2 in both Section 5.9 and Chapter 11.0 of the EIR. BIO-2.I.E identifies February 
1 to September 15 as a period of concern. Although the City Area Specific 
Management Directives for California gnatcatcher (see Draft EIR page 5:9-67) and 
San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 4, Section 142.0412(d) 
requires as a matter of ordinance that: 
 

Brush management activities are prohibited within coastal sage scrub, 
maritime succulent scrub, and coastal sage-chaparral habitats from March 1 
through August 15, except where documented to the satisfaction of the City 
Manager that the thinning would be consistent with conditions of species 
coverage described in the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan. 

 
The Project is conditioned to the timing restriction noted in BIO-4 for construction 
activities. Brush management can be considered an ongoing construction action, 
and would be required to conform to the same time periods. 
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 S5-6 (cont.) 
The comment also requests that the brush management zone (BMZ 2) be 
demarcated with permanent survey markers to guide the appropriate location of 
brush management activities. The City is not opposed to this request and the 
Project Conditions for brush management specify this. Finally, the comment also 
requests that the mitigation measure note that if the HOA will maintain the BMZs, 
that the brush management and fire management plan, including BMZ limits, be 
referenced and codified in the HOA Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and 
Restrictions (CC&Rs). As stated above, the design feature relative to brush 
management is not a mitigation measure. Nonetheless, the project is conditioned 
to comply with the requirements of the City’s Brush Management Regulations and 
in the case of 3Roots, the HOA will be responsible for implementing and 
maintaining the BMZs. 
 
As discussed on Draft EIR page 5.9-66: 
 

Existing residences surrounding Rattlesnake Canyon abut the MHPA and 
vegetative clearing for brush management purposes has been ongoing along 
this edge condition. The Project proposes a 65 foot BMZ 2 along this 
residential edge, which would be included in the MHPA via a separate COE 
and would be maintained by the 3Roots Project HOA. Currently, these areas 
are largely devoid of vegetation or support disturbed habitat; such areas 
would be seeded with upland native plant species and allowed to 
grow/recover to the extent consistent with thinning requirements for BMZ 2. 

 
The brush management activities would be subject to the ongoing requirements 
of the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. These future actions will be 
referenced and codified in the 3Roots CC&Rs. 

 
S5-7 The statement regarding 12 gabion revetments in the reconstructed creek for 

purposes of habitat stabilization is correct. The responsible party will be the 
landowner. Maintenance and funding are addressed in the Long-Term Habitat 
Management Program (LTHMP), which is the guiding document for long term 
management; no change to the EIR is necessary. Similar to Response to Comment 
6 of this letter, the maintenance is a project design feature, not a mitigation 
measure. As such, it is not appropriate to include these elements in Table S-1. 
They are, however, assured through commitments made in the LTHMP and CC&Rs 
as well as financial surety in the form of bonding and reserving for the HOA. As 
described in Section 6.11, Flood Control, of the LTHMP: 
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 S5-7 (cont.) 
The 12 gabion drop structures in the Preserve Area will be assessed by the 
Habitat Manager annually to ensure they are functioning properly and are not 
being undermined, buried, or dilapidated. It is anticipated that regular 
maintenance of these structures is not necessary; however, if they are not 
functioning properly and need repair or replacement, the Habitat Manager 
[SDHC] will coordinate with the HOA and notify the City of the need within 
30 days of discovery. Repair or replacement (including funding) of a gabion 
drop structure, should it fail, would be the responsibility of the owner 
(i.e., HOA); the Habitat Manager shall not be responsible for gabion drop 
structure repair or replacement (including funding). 
 
The HOA is the entity obligated to fund and implement any repairs to gabion 
drop structures and this obligation will be included in the project’s CC&Rs. 
Based on an engineer estimate, funding to repair or replace a gabion drop 
structure has been included in the endowment estimate for the Project in the 
amount of $50,000. These additional funds are to be held in a separate 
account by the Habitat Manager which may only be used for repair and/or 
replacement of the gabion drop structures (including coordination with the 
HOA, City, and Agency staff) in the event the HOA is not financially capable of 
making the repairs. The Habitat Manager shall lead coordination on any 
necessary modification, or replacement of the gabion drop structures such 
that access to the site is controlled and impacts to adjacent wetlands and 
riparian areas within the Preserve Area are limited and properly managed and 
restored immediately following activities. Repair of the gabion drop 
structure(s) may necessitate the need for Section 404 and Section 401 permits 
under the Clean Water Act and other local approvals. 

 
Avoidance of impacts to wetland and riparian habitats has occurred to the 
maximum amount feasible. Please note that remaining impacts generally would 
occur as part of the ongoing approved Reclamation Plan associated with cessation 
of mining. Very minor impacts to vegetation would be associated with s new and 
project-related implementation of final Carroll Canyon Road alignment (an 
Essential Public Facility). These effects are addressed throughout the EIR (see 
Table 5.9-6, in particular). 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-23 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S5-8 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

S5-9 
 
 
 
 
 

S5-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
S5-8 Consistent with this comment, the CDFW has been added as an agency to BIO-4 in 

the Final EIR. The project will seek a Consistency Determination or Incidental Take 
Permit through the California Endangered Species Act Section 2080.1 permitting 
process. The mitigation measures proposed in the EIR specific to the least Bell’s 
vireo provide sufficient detail for the Department to analyze and approve take 
authorization under the State Fish and Game Code. This will occur concurrently 
with the Section 7 process. 

 
 

S5-9 These comments are noted. It is important to clarify the CEQA process versus the 
1600 Streambed Alteration permitting. The Lake and Streambed Alteration 
streambed notification package was submitted on December 21, 2018, with 
ongoing coordination and updates occurring during design refinement. The formal 
application will close with submittal of a certified Final EIR. 
 
Please see Response to Comment 7 of this letter regarding avoidance. No 
conversion of wetlands to uplands would occur as a result of the proposed 3Roots 
Project.  
 

S5-10 Comments noted. The City, as Lead Agency, shall provide written responses to 
CDFW 10 days prior to certifying the EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(b). 
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R1-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R1-2 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R1-1 Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R1-2 Comments noted. The City continues to support plans for Bus Rapid Transit along 

the Carroll Canyon Road corridor.  
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R1-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R1-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R1-5 
 
 

  
R1-3 With regard to Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies, 3Roots will 

be required to have a TDM program with specific elements applicable to the 
project. Relative to the project’s Mobility Hub, Draft EIR page 3-17 states: 

 
The Mobility Hub would place public transportation as well as private 
mobility options in an accessible area for project residents, and 
would be staffed by a full-time mobility concierge/TDM coordinator. 
The on-site concierge/TDM coordinator will coordinate ride-share 
opportunities; develop, implement and coordinate an Employment 
Center Shuttle Service; manage the on-site kiosk for scheduling and 
paying for on line car sharing programs; coordination of bike 
education events (to encourage use of bicycles with the community 
and into surrounding neighborhoods; and work with the community 
of implementation and integration of bike-share services should that 
program evolve. 

 
 
R1-4 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R1-5 Comment noted.  
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R1-5 
cont. 
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L1-1 
 
 

L1-2 
 
 
 
 

L1-3 
 
 
 
 
 

L1-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
L1-1 These comments broadly summarize the two projects currently under 

consideration in Carroll Canyon relative to residential units, parkland and a major 
road, and do not address the EIR. No response is required. 

 
L1-2 This comment expresses the view that the ongoing Community Plan Update 

efforts, which are beyond the scope of the 3Roots Draft EIR, do not adequately 
address public transit. These comments do not address adequacy of the Draft EIR 
and do not require additional response. 

 
L1-3 This quote from the EIR is correct. The City of San Diego, Metropolitan Transit 

System (MTS) and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) have 
been working to retain a right-of-way (ROW) via an IOD for a potential BRT route 
indicating that public transportation through the site remains a goal of the City.  

 
L1-4 This comment addresses MTS studies and the largely future nature of specific BRT 

or LRT studies. As such, these comments do not address adequacy of the Draft EIR 
and do not require response. 
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SI-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI-1 Comments noted. These comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of 

the CEQA document and no response is required. 
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SI2-1 
 
 
 

SI2-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI2-1 Comments noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
SI2-2 Consistent with your letter, it is noted that the Native American Heritage 

Commission was contacted for this Project, and provided a Sacred Land File search 
and list of Native American contacts.  

 
Letters were sent to Native American representatives and interested parties 
identified by the NAHC. Groups responding were contacted, and consultation 
occurred on May 11, 2018. Native American representatives concurred with staff’s 
determination and the consultation process was concluded. Additional 
information is provided in Sections 5.10 and 5.11 of the EIR. 
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SI3-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
SI3-1 Comments noted. These comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of 

the CEQA document and no response is required. 
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SI4-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI4-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI4-1 The purpose of the Mira Mesa Senior Center is understood. 
 
 
SI4-2 Comments noted. These comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of 

the CEQA document and no response is required. 
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SI5-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI-52 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-1 The City acknowledges the constituency of the Southwest Carpenters, as well as 

the ability to supplement comments prior to final hearings on the Project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-2 This comment is a direct repetition of information provided as part of Comment 1. 
No additional response is required. 
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SI5-2 
cont. 

 
 
 

SI5-3 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 

SI5-3 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

SI5-4 As a commenter on the Draft EIR, Southwest Carpenters will receive future notices 
on the Project at the address noted on the comment letterhead (c/o Mitchell M. 
Tsai, 155 South El Molino Avenue, Suite 104, Pasadena, CA 91101). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
SI-5 The City notes the cited qualifications of Mr. Hagemann and Ms. Garcia. 
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SI5-5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-6 The comment provides general guidance regarding CEQA. The comment does not 

address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required. 
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SI5-6 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-8 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-7 The comment provides general guidance regarding CEQA. The comment does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-8 This comment provides general guidance regarding CEQA. The comment does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required. 
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SI5-8 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-9 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-9 The analysis contained in the Draft EIR is appropriate and accurate. As detailed in 

Section 5.4.4.2 of the Draft EIR, impacts related to exposure to diesel particulate 
matter would be less than significant. Refer to Responses to Comments 35 and 36 
of this letter for additional detail. 
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SI5-9 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-10 This comment suggests that a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) is required based 

upon data included as Exhibit C of the comment letter. The City disagrees with the 
assertion that the Draft EIR is inconsistent with OEHHA recommendations. The 
Project would only be inconsistent with recommendations if screening or 
proposed uses indicated that potentially significant impacts could occur. Refer to 
Responses to Comments 35 and 36 for additional detail regarding the potential for 
significant impacts.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-11 As detailed on page 5.4-23 of the Draft EIR, the Project would not include any land 
use identified by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in their Air Quality and 
Land Use Handbook as one that may emit substantial quantities of TACs and 
therefore potentially conflict with sensitive land uses. Refer to Responses to 
Comments 35 and 36 of this letter for additional detail. 
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SI5-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-13 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
SI5-12 This comment references CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The statement that 

“Revisions to environmental analysis in an environmental impact report requires 
recirculation of the environmental impact report…” is incorrect. Section 15088.5 
provides that such recirculation is necessary if the revisions result in “significant 
new information:” Section 15088.5 states that such significant new information 
could be: 

 
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

 
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a 
level of insignificance. 

 
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it. 

 
(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 
Cal.App.3d 1043). 

 
For this project, although some limited clarification and updates have been 
provided in the Final EIR, there is no new significant environmental impact 
associated with the project that was not already addressed in the Draft EIR. 
Where, for example, increases or decreases to assessed acreages (e.g. in biology), 
or a revision to a retaining wall discussion west of Camino Santa Fe is provided in 
the Final EIR, these changes did not result in a “substantial increase in the severity 
of an environmental impact,” and in fact, the inclusion of the incremental changes 
are folded into the mitigation measures that would reduce the impact to “a level 
of insignificance.” No project alternative or mitigation measure “considerably 
different from others previously analyzed” was proposed which the project 
proponents declined to adopt. In fact, no project alternative or mitigation 
measure of any type proposed for consideration.  
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 SI5-12 (cont.) 
Finally, the EIR contained approximately 800 pages of text, figures and tables, to 
explain CEQA significance conclusion and to provide the public with information 
adequate to support meaningful public review and comment. This was supported 
by detailed and thorough technical analyses. In fact, the detail pulled from the 
studies and presented in this comment supports the amount of detail available for 
review. Certainly, it did not preclude meaningful comment, even if, ultimately, the 
City disagrees with the comment’s conclusions. 
 
After consideration of the modeling assumptions and conclusions provided by the 
commenter, the City finds that relevant information relevant to CalEEMod inputs 
parameters, omission of parking lot land use, and failure to include all hauling 
truck trips, was not omitted from the CalEEMod model (see Responses to 
Comments 31 through 33 of this letter). The Draft EIR’s air quality analysis 
complied with CAPCOA and CARB guidelines, as well as publicly adopted City 
thresholds, and therefore did not significantly underestimate Project diesel 
emissions or health risks, and is adequate under CEQA (see Responses to 
Comments 35 and 36 which respond to the detailed queries provided by the 
commenter). No recirculation is required. 
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SI5-13 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-14 
 
 
 

SI5-15 
SI5-16 
SI5-17 
SI5-18 

 
 

SI5-19 
 
 
 

 SI5-13 The comment provides general guidance regarding CEQA and is an introduction to 
specific comments below on biology and noise (see Responses to Comments 15 
and 19).  

 
SI5-14 This comment accurately summarizes the timing of on-site mining and the prior 

CUP. No further response is required. 
 
SI5-15 There is no deferral of mitigation. 3Roots would be implemented in two phases, as 

described in Chapter 3.0, including Table 3-4, which details residential, 
commercial, park, roadway etc. components of each phase, with the location on 
site of these phases shown in Figure 3-27. Mitigation is tied appropriately to each 
phase. 
 
Review of the biological mitigation measures as specified in EIR Section 5.9 and 
Chapter 11.0 shows the following. BIO-1 shows that covenants of easement 
(COEs)/irrevocable offers of dedication (IODs) of MHPA lands are expressly tied to 
“prior to the first grading permit” for the COEs, with the initial IOD moving 
forward at that same time and the IOD associated with MHPA lands along Carroll 
Canyon Creek being tied to Phase 2 and “prior to impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands/waters…” This is because the land cannot be conveyed as MHPA with 
inappropriate encumbrances. Removal of some above- and below-ground 
utilities/mining structures, as well as initial reclamation grading, is part of the base 
Reclamation Plan obligations. This will all be completed following approval of the 
permits, and therefore is characterized as Phase 2 in the EIR. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2 addresses construction activities. Timing is expressly specified as prior to, 
during, and post construction. There is no way to make this happen sooner. 
 
BIO-3 addresses revegetation and restoration of Carroll Canyon Creek – currently 
in a degraded (and in some areas piped underground) condition. The measure has 
elements called out for prior to permit issuance, prior to start of construction, 
during construction and post construction, with the measure elements impossible 
to implement prior to their appropriate time. it is noted that landscape 
construction drawings are part of the prior to permit time period. This is standard 
timing for detailed construction drawings, which the resource agencies review 
relative to precise planting palette, temporary irrigation specifications etc. It 
should not be confused with the substantial information already provided in the 
EIR and supporting technical studies circulated with the EIR (including the Habitat 
Reclamation and Revegetation Plan) which clearly laid out preliminary plant 
palette choices, express elimination of identified invasive non-natives, types of 
on-site soils (critical to success of restored habitats), acreages of revegetation and 
re-establishment, mitigation ratios proposed for these activities, location of 
revegetation and restoration activities, assessment of the locational suitability for 
these actions, target functions and services, specific requirements to include 
qualified personnel (biologists, and licensed engineer, landscape architect, and 
installation/maintenance contractor), oversight and coordination between the 
City and permitting agencies, removal of invasives, installation of container 
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 SI5-15 (cont.) 
restoration activities, assessment of the locational suitability for these actions, 
target functions and services, specific requirements to include qualified personnel 
(biologists, and licensed engineer, landscape architect, and installation/ 
maintenance contractor), oversight and coordination between the City and 
permitting agencies, removal of invasives, installation of container stock/cuttings/ 
hydroseed, specific plant palettes identification for riparian/coastal sage scrub/ 
southern mixed chaparral/coastal sage and chaparral transition habitats, the 
120-day establishment period and identification of success criteria, with 
additional detail relative to the five-year maintenance program required to ensure 
mitigation with documenting reports. There is no deferral. 
 
BIO-4 addresses least Bell’s vireo (LBV) habitat, which would be subject to 
potential impact only in the Phase 2 Carroll Canyon Creek area. The measure 
expressly calls out timing as “prior to the first Phase 2 grading permit.” BIO-5 
addresses potential effects to LBV habitat and birds during nesting season 
(including indirect impacts). The measure requires preparation actions prior to 
issuance of any grading permit to include documentation of lack of bird presence 
in the relevant areas and the potential for complete avoidance by restricting 
activities outside the nesting season (dates specified). If construction must occur 
with birds present, the measure requires City oversight and monitoring by a 
qualified acoustician (defined in the measure) to specific hourly averaged decibel 
maxima (60 dBA), as well as potential implementation of sound barriers, with 
numbers of times and locations of monitoring to occur specified in the measure. 
 
BIO-6 requires a property analysis record (PAR; cost estimate for the amount to be 
endowed to support the Long-Term Habitat Management Plan in perpetuity) to be 
completed prior to any construction permits, including the first grading permit. 
While BIO-6 requires documentation as a very early action, in fact, this cost 
estimate (called the Estimate of Long-term Management in the Long-Term Habitat 
Management Plan) was prepared during public review by the San Diego Habitat 
Conservancy (SDHC). The SDHC will be the long-term habitat manager for Carroll 
Canyon Creek. Similarly, the routine City requirement noted in BIO-7 is to confirm 
identification of the long-term habitat manager. As noted, that has occurred, and 
it will be the SDHC. BIO-8 requires City confirmation of the long-term 
management areas and confirmation that an appropriate reference to the Habitat 
Reclamation and Mitigation Plan be placed on the construction plans. The City has 
approved the mitigation location, as demonstrated in the approved biological 
technical reports detailing their implementation (see BIO-3 discussion overall).  
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 SI5-15 (cont.) 
BIO-9 requires that all jurisdictional waters permits will be obtained from the 
specified agencies prior to any grading permit issued for Phase 2. This is timely 
relative to that grading. There is no impermissible deferral relative to biological 
mitigation measures. 
 

SI5-16 The meaning of this comment is unclear and no specifics are provided relative to 
the assertion that “mitigation measures are overly reliant on existing plans.”. No 
further response is required. 
 
For purposes of clarification, however, it is noted that the MSCP is referenced 
three times in the mitigation measures – once each in BIO-2, BIO-3 and BIO 8. The 
first reference is associated with other relevant documents with which 
construction shall be required to comply: City Biology Guidelines, ESL [City 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance] and MSCP, State CEQA, and other 
applicable local, state and federal law. The MSCP in particular is relevant because 
this is a plan designed in concert by the City, USFWS, CDFW (then) California 
Department of Fish and Game, and County of San Diego in accordance with the 
State’s Natural Community Conservation Planning Act of 1991 (NCCP Act). This 
Plan specifically addresses areas identified for preservation of habitat quantities 
and qualities sufficient to maintain sensitive species and its importance cannot be 
overstated. The second reference addresses situations in which unanticipated 
potential impacts could occur to sensitive species that are not covered by the 
MSCP or federal or state lists and allows for addressing those species. The third 
reference explicitly requires MSCP staff to be part of the team responsible for 
ensuring that areas identified for long-term management have correctly been 
identified on construction plans. 
 

SI5-17 The meaning of this comment is unclear and no specifics are provided relative to 
the assertion that “biological mitigation measures may be inconsistent.”  

 
SI5-18 Comment noted. No additional response is required. 

 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-43 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-19 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-21 
 
 
 

 SI5-19 Presentation of two potential options does not constitute deferral of mitigation. 
There is no conflict between the City choosing between a simple removal of the 
noise source or allowing for attendee ease of hearing though proposal of a sound 
system with locational restrictions. One or the other of them must be 
implemented, and mitigation is assured. Identification of future actions based on 
specific design, so long as criteria area specified, is not deferral. In this case, final 
mapping for the park will show the exact layout of the field in the northwest 
corner, closest to future on site residential uses constructed as part of Phase 2 
(residential property line approximately 350 feet distant). The equipment to be 
installed will have the advantage of being identified at that time, so it may be the 
most up to date. The efficacy of the measure would be confirmed against the City 
noise ordinance thresholds, which controls noise to varying decibel requirements 
based on time of day. There is no improper deferral of specific mitigation. 

 
SI5-20 The listed potential mitigation noise attenuating elements are all appropriate for 

implementation following construction. The issue addressed is total decibel level 
reaching the sensitive receptors which may exceed City standards. Relative to 
performance standards, the City refers the commenter to the first paragraph of 
NOI-2, which directly precedes the element list. That text identifies the specific 
time of day and the specific decibel levels that must not be exceeded. Those are 
the performance standards. The entire mitigation measure addresses actions for 
Planning Areas (PAs)19 and 20 (in Phase 2) relative to then existing residential 
uses in PAs 12, 13, and 14 and specifies such. The potential need for mitigation for 
PA 19 and 20 uses relative to those previously constructed residential uses cannot 
be confirmed until those units and built and in operation. The timing of the 
mitigation implementation is appropriate. The restriction to “prior to issuance of 
building permits,” however, has been clarified to read “prior to issuance of 
building permits for Phase 2” in the Final EIR. There is no improper deferral of 
specific mitigation and recirculation is not required. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment 12 of this letter for types of actions supporting 
recirculation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. No such actions have 
occurred. 

 
SI5-21 FEMA staff have reviewed hydrological modeling and analyses relevant to the 

CLOMR. There are no remaining questions regarding flow or containment. 
Issuance of the CLOMR, however, requires issuance of resource agency permits 
addressing impacts to jurisdictional waters. The Section 401 permit issued by the 
RWQCB requires a certified EIR prior to issuance. The USACE 404 permit cannot be 
issued until the 401 is received.  
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SI5-22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 SI5-21 (cont.) 
This is described in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR, which also states that Phase 2 
construction of elements located within the floodplain is conditioned upon receipt 
of all agency permits. As noted in Section 5.15, “the CLOMR will be obtained prior 
to release of any grading permits for areas within on-site FEMA-floodway/ 
floodplain jurisdiction.” The discussion identifies the issues, notes the lack of the 
CLOMR, and conservatively identifies the lack of a CLOMR as a significant and 
unmitigated impact. No “subsequent mitigation measures” are anticipated and 
none of the recirculation triggering events has occurred (please refer to Response 
to Comment 12 of this letter. The discussion provided on page S-50 of the Draft 
EIR has been amended to clarify this. There is no need for revision or recirculation 
as none of the triggering events has occurred. 
 

SI5-22 This comment provides a general overview of the need for California cities to 
adopt a General Plan, as well as summary statements regarding consistency with 
such plans. The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft 
EIR. No further response is required. 
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SI5-22 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-24 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-23 This comment provides a quote from the City’s Housing Element. The comment 

does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-24 This comment is incorrect. As described in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR, an element of 

Goals and Objectives 3 is to provide “for rent, age-restricted, affordable 
(10 percent of total units)” housing. This is referenced throughout relevant 
discussions in Chapter 3.0. It is also specifically alluded to in Section 5.1 under the 
heading “Consistency with the Environmental Goals and/or Objectives of the 
General Plan and MMCP,” to wit: “Residences would include 180 units of on-site 
affordable housing (i.e., 10 percent of total proposed units) to meet the City’s 
affordable housing requirements and Environmental Justice goals (GP policies 
LU-C.4, LU-H.1.e, LU-H.2, LU-H.3, HE-A.5, HE-B.4, HE-B.5, HE-B.16, and HE-I.6).” 
Contrary to the comment, the Project neither undermines the City’s housing 
goals, nor violates the City’s mandatory affordable housing requirements. 
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SI5-25 
 
 
 

SI5-26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
SI5-25 This is a summary comment stating that the Draft EIR was deficient for the 

“above-stated reasons” relative to failure to disclose the Project’s inconsistency 
with General Plan affordability requirements. Refer to Response to Comment 12.  

 
SI5-26 As shown in each of the above responses, and disclosed though the Draft EIR, the 

Draft EIR requires neither revision nor recirculation. 
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SI5-27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-27 This is a resume for Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, SSP. The resume 

provides qualifications information for Mr. Hagemann, which are noted. The 
resume is not a comment on the CEQA adequacy of the EIR, however, and does 
not require further response. 

 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-49 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-27 
cont. 
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SI5-27 
cont. 
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SI5-27 
cont. 
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SI5-27 
cont. 
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SI5-27 
cont. 
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SI5-27 
cont. 
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cont. 
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SI5-28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
SI5-28 This is a resume for Melanie R. Garcia. The resume provides qualifications 

information for Ms. Garcia which are noted. The resume is not a comment on the 
CEQA adequacy of the EIR, however, and does not require further response. 
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SI5-29 
 
 
 

SI5-30 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-31 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-29 This comment provides some summary information on the Project. No response is 

required. 
 
SI5-30 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR underestimated and inadequately 

addressed air quality impacts and requests an “updated EIR” to assess and 
mitigate for potential air quality and health risk impacts associated with the 
Project. It is an introductory broad statement. Refer to Responses to Comments 
31 through 36 of this letter, which address the detailed comments provided for air 
quality issues. 

 
SI5-31 The City agrees with the characterization of CalEEMod in this comment. Deviation 

from the default values can occur when different specifications are known to be 
part of a project, and adjustment of the model will result in more accurate results 
relative to project specifications. As noted, the CalEEMod output files highlight 
each parameter changed in the modeling. This supports potential for peer review, 
as has occurred here. Relative to justifying deviation from CalEEMod default 
values, the substantial evidence was provided in the Project Description, in 
CalEEMod remarks, in other technical reports used in the analysis, and in the Air 
Quality Technical Report (AQTR, EIR Appendix C). For example, as cited on page 
5.4-14 of Section 5.4, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, and referenced on Draft EIR 
page 12-7 of Chapter 12.0, References, and pages 16, 17, and 18 of the AQTR, and 
in the remarks section of the CalEEMod outputs included as Appendix A to the 
AQTR, the construction schedule and equipment mix was provided by JT Kruer & 
Company. 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-60 

 

 
SI5-31 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
SI5-32 The City agrees that parking spaces were not independently analyzed in the 

modeling. The City disagrees, however, that such analysis is required. Such 
analysis may apply, for example, if the project itself was a large parking lot that 
would draw users, such as at a park and ride facility. That is not the case here, 
where parking would be provided in private garages, along some project streets, 
and associated with apartment dwellings and office/retail uses. Vehicular trips 
associated with the parking structure would not be generated independently from 
the trips generated from the land uses already included in the model. 

 
Regarding construction of the parking structure, is worth noting that the 
construction assumptions were provided by the construction management firm JT 
Kruer & Company as detailed in Response to Comments 31, above. Any 
construction activity associated with development of parking is included in the 
assumptions on which the modeling is based even if the specific land use is not 
included separately in the model. The comment also highlights some specific 
topics for discussion. These include wall space to be painted (VOC emissions from 
architectural coatings) and area heated or cooled. Open parking lots are not 
enclosed by walls, and therefore would not have walls that could be painted. 
Attached garages would have walls to be painted, and/but those are accounted 
for in the CalEEMod defaults. As addressed in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR in Table 3-5, 
although they are by no means certain, there is potential for consideration of two 
parking structures; one each in PA 13 and 14. Also as noted, a number of materials 
are proposed to treat the parking structures if used (perforated metal, mesh, 
vanes, shading devices, silkscreened-printed materials, and murals), and there 
production on or off site is unknown. This renders VOC modeling speculative. 
Another stated concern is “volume that is heated or cooled (i.e., energy impacts).” 
Neither parking lots nor structures would be heated or cooled. 
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SI5-32 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-33 The comment states that there is failure to address all construction haul trips, 

focused on reclamation demolition. Demolition is authorized as part of the 
approved and ongoing mine reclamation activities, separate from the Project. The 
Transportation Impact Analysis is conservative and details all activities that might 
occur that vary from the ongoing reclamation grading activities in the northern 
part of the project site, where demolition was unnecessary. Reclamation activities 
were largely completed prior to December 2018 for the northern part of the site. 
The completed approved and ongoing reclamation program will result in a clean 
site with rough pads and initial Carroll Canyon Road grading (as well as the 
reconstructed creek) so that only refinement and finish grading is necessary as 
part of Project implementation. These are actions anticipated in approved 
Reclamation Plan documents. As detailed on Draft EIR page 5.13-10 and EIR 
Appendix P, the Project Waste Management Plan: “In this case, demolition, mass 
grading, and the majority of on-site clearing/grubbing have already occurred as 
part of the baseline condition.” Please refer to Draft EIR Section 2.2.4, 
Reclamation Plan – Project Baseline, and Section 3.3.5, Grading Plan, as well as 
pages 5.9-1 through 5.9-4, which specifically describe the existing vegetated 
condition (i.e., post creek re-establishment and habitat installation) assumed as 
baseline. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-62 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-33 
cont. 
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SI5-33 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI-34 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-34 Air quality impacts were adequately and appropriately evaluated as disclosed in 

the Draft EIR and outlined in the responses provide. The Draft EIR concluded that 
the project would result in less than significant impacts related to air quality 
following incorporation of identified mitigation.  

 
SI5-35 The assessment of health risk impacts was adequately and appropriately 

evaluated, as disclosed in the Draft EIR that concluded that the Project would 
result in less than significant impacts related to air quality. The comment contends 
that there needs to be a “proper” assessment of risk, requiring quantification and 
comparison to applicable thresholds, and that no significance determination can 
be reached until this is done. The Project air quality analysis complied with 
CAPCOA (the association comprised of all air pollution control districts in 
California), as well as publicly adopted City thresholds, and are fully adequate 
under CEQA. Specifics are addressed in Response to Comment 36, below. 
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SI5-35 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-36 This comment suggests that the air quality analyses are inconsistent with OEHHA 

recommendations for technical review of both construction and operations. It is 
noted that the commenter’s concern over potential impacts is based on an 
AERSCREEN model. The purpose of the AERSCREEN model is to screen for the 
possibility of a potential impact. A number of points need to be made regarding 
such a modeling approach.  

 
First, there are issues regarding the conservative nature of the model itself. The 
AERSCREEN model is widely acknowledged (including by the USEPA) as being 
overly conservative. AERSCREEN does not account for spatial relation, geography, 
or local meteorology. It looks at a hypothetical sensitive receptor located within 
100 meters and assesses impact as if that receptor is downwind of the source. 
Rather than being precise about source and receptor locations (both of which are 
critical in assessing real potential impact), it simply takes the worst-case emissions 
information (regardless of where it would be generated on site and whether it 
would move over time)– and assume that there is a receptor within 100 meters, 
regardless of whether of whether airflow actually goes in that direction. 
AERSCREEN, therefore, may be helpful as an initial screening exercise. In this case, 
there are sensitive receptors within 100 meters of the project site, but they are 
not downwind. As shown in windrose data available on CARB’s website 
(https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/toxics/harp/met/WindRoses.ppt) wind in the area 
primarily blows from the northwest to the southeast. The nearest sensitive 
receptors are north-north-east of the project site and at a higher elevation. For 
these reasons, the AERSCREEN run completed in support of the comment 
overestimates the potential concentration of TACs and, therefore, the 
corresponding health risk values. 
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SI5-36 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 SI5-36 (cont.) 
Furthermore, though OEHHA’s guidance recommends evaluation of short-term 
projects, that guidance supports HRAs written for the purpose of AB2588 
inventories and focuses on stationary sources associated with facilities such as 
automobile body shops, gasoline service stations, power plants, or treatment 
facilities. Any given construction activity resulting in emissions would occur on a 
given portion of the over 200-acre site for a relatively short duration. For instance, 
a grader may be operating within 100 meters to the closest receptor on a given 
day, but the next it could very well be on the other side of the site nearly a mile 
away. This is not a stationary source. OEHHA’s guidance recognizes that “The local 
air pollution control districts sometimes use the risk assessment guidelines for the 
Hot Spots program in permitting decisions for short-term projects such as 
construction or waste remediation.” The analysis contained within the Draft EIR 
and Air Quality Technical Report are not intended to support permitting decisions 
by the local air district. 
 
There are also issues associated with the information entered into the AERSCREEN 
model by the commenter. For instance, AERSCREEN uses annual average 
emissions as base data. In this case, because the commenter pulled data from the 
more specific CalEEMod data sheets completed as part of Project modeling, peak 
daily (rather than annual average) emissions were entered. This additionally 
increases the conservative nature of modeled findings. Also, the screening 
modeling undertaken by the commenter appears to have modeled both on- and 
off-site exhaust PM10 emissions as occurring on site. This has the effect of 
overestimating emissions that would occur on site and would therefore result in 
increased concentrations at the downwind sensitive receptor. Not only would the 
off-site PM10 exhaust emissions occur farther away from the site itself, and 
therefore the receptors in question, the analysis also characterizes all exhaust 
PM10 emissions as being emitted from diesel vehicles. This is inaccurate in terms 
of vehicular mix as all of the construction-period PM10 would not stem from diesel 
fuel burning sources. This has resulted in an overestimation of DPM emissions. 
The commenter further asserts the analysis must incorporate demolition/hauling 
trips that are not part of the Project (c.f., Response to Comment 33 of this letter). 
These input errors result in model output that is not accurate and is inapplicable 
to the Project. 
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SI5-36 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 SI5-36 (cont.) 
Regardless, even when all these overly conservative and inaccurate inputs are 
included into the screening model, they do not meet the threshold that would 
require further, more detailed, construction-period HRA modeling. This is not 
immediately apparent in the comment as the data need to be taken from the 
table titled “Maximum Exposed Individual at an Existing Residential Receptor.” 
Looking at each of the items identified as occurring during construction and 
moving the number of decimal places indicated (E-6 or E-7), a total is reached 
(0.00000695). This is then multiplied by 1,000,000 to get the risk per million. 
Based on the comment letter, this would equate to a 6.95 in a million cancer risk. 
Also as stated in the letter, the threshold for requiring more detailed analysis is 10 
in a million cancer risk. In other words, even assuming: 
 

• that every PM10 emission is a DPM emission,  
• that off-site emissions are occurring on site,  
• that construction emission are aligned along the site border and remain 

there as stationary sources, and 
• that airflow moves from the Project toward off-site sensitive receptors as 

opposed to being a crosswind. 
 

The commenter’s construction modeling does not support need for additional 
modeling. As such, the EIR concludes that construction-related health risks (here 
specifically cancer health risks) would be less than significant. 
 
Relative to operations, the City agrees that Project operations would exceed six 
months, and understands the OEHHA recommendation that an exposure duration 
of 30 years be evaluated. As an introduction to this discussion, it is necessary to 
point out that the Project does not propose any major sources of TACs.  
 
The same caveats apply relative to the screening modeling assumptions 
completed by the commenter. 
 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-67 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-36 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 SI5-36 (cont.) 
In this instance, the overestimation of DPM emissions is even more glaring as 
vehicular mix for operational PM10 contains a relatively small percentage of diesel 
vehicles (4.2 percent based on EMFAC’s vehicle populations for the County). This 
has resulted in a notable overestimation of DPM emissions. Finally, it is noted that 
the primary source of exhaust PM10 would be mobile in nature. Most of these 
emissions would occur during off-site travel and therefore, should not be included 
in an HRA analyzing on-site emissions exposure to off-site receptors. Specific to 
the Project, other source locations would include residential stoves, potential 
fireplaces, water heaters and furnaces; but those sources are not considered 
substantial by CARB, CAPCOA, or OEHHA (and are also likely to be present at much 
closer locations in the homes of the receptors). Even area sources such as 
landscape maintenance equipment is ordinarily gasoline (rather than diesel) fired, 
but in this project is also required by mitigation measure AQ-1 to be largely 
electric in nature. As such, there is no need for additional modeling. 
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SI5-36 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SI5-37 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
SI5-37 Comments noted. These statements address the work done by the commenter 

rather than the Draft EIR, and as such, require no further response. 
 
SI5-38 The remainder of this comment letter consists of 59 pages of modeling 

information used by the commenter. As appropriate, the modeling results are 
addressed in the above comments. No changes are suggested based on the 
attached comment models. 
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SI6-1 Comments noted. These comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of 

the CEQA document and no response is required. 
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Attachments A through D to Letter S3 
from the California Department 

of Transportation, District 11 
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City: San Diego Date:
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NONE

1304 0 1017

I-805 SB On-Ramp

690

0

I-805 SB On-Ramp

SOUTHBOUND

04:00 PM - 06:00 PM

NORTHBOUND

574

0

P
E

A
K

 H
O

U
R

S

Total Vehicles (AM)

NONE

05:00 PM - 06:00 PM

0

0

0

Signalized

N
o

b
el

 D
r

E
A

S
T

B
O

U
N

D

Peak Hour Turning Movement Count

690

Total Vehicles (PM) Total Vehicles (PM)

I-805 SB On-Ramp & Nobel Dr

Thursday
09/05/2019

CONTROL

W
E

S
T

B
O

U
N

D

07:30 AM - 08:30 AM

Total Vehicles (NOON)

Pedestrians (Crosswalks)

Total Vehicles (NOON)

328

C
O

U
N

T
 P

E
R

IO
D

S

Total Vehicles (AM)

NOONAM PM

0 

0 

0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

PM

AM

AM

NOON

PM

PM

NOON

AM

AM

NOON

PM

NOON

`

N
O
O
N

P
M

A
M

N
O
O
N

A
M

P
M

N
O
O
N

A
M

P
M

N
O
O
N

P
M

A
M



Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

ID: 19-04336-001 Day:
City: San Diego Date:

AM 1626 0 591 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 748 0 152 0 PM

AM NOON PM PM NOON AM

2 0 2 0 1 572 0 403

3 1423 0 1766

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 TEV 5742 0 5463 0 0 0 0

889 0 1754 3 PHF 0.98 0.90

467 0 814 2 0 0 0 0

AM NOON PM PM NOON AM

PM 0 0 0 0 PM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

AM 0 0 0 0 AM

Peak Hour Turning Movement Count

814

Total Vehicles (PM) Total Vehicles (PM)

I-805 SB On-Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr

Wednesday
09/04/2019

CONTROL

W
E

S
T

B
O

U
N

D

07:45 AM - 08:45 AM

Total Vehicles (NOON)

Pedestrians (Crosswalks)

Total Vehicles (NOON)

1480

C
O

U
N

T
 P

E
R

IO
D

S

Total Vehicles (AM)

P
E

A
K

 H
O

U
R

S

Total Vehicles (AM)

NONE

05:00 PM - 06:00 PM

403

572

0

Signalized

L
a 

Jo
lla

 V
ill

ag
e 

D
r

E
A

S
T

B
O

U
N

D

I-805 SB On-Ramp

467

0

I-805 SB On-Ramp

SOUTHBOUND

04:00 PM - 06:00 PM

NORTHBOUND

1906

0

L
a Jo

lla V
illag

e D
r

07:00 AM - 09:00 AM

NONE

3392 0 2171

NOONAM PM

0 

0 

0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

PM

AM

AM

NOON

PM

PM

NOON

AM

AM

NOON

PM

NOON

`

N
O
O
N

P
M

A
M

N
O
O
N

A
M

P
M

N
O
O
N

A
M

P
M

N
O
O
N

P
M

A
M



Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

ID: 19-04336-001 Day:
City: San Diego Date:

AM 1553 0 599 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 853 0 221 0 PM

AM NOON PM PM NOON AM

2 0 2 0 1 677 0 429

3 1139 0 1770

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 TEV 5703 0 5457 0 0 0 0

925 0 1709 3 PHF 0.97 0.97

427 0 858 2 0 0 0 0

AM NOON PM PM NOON AM

PM 0 0 0 0 PM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

AM 0 0 0 0 AM

L
a Jo

lla V
illag

e D
r

07:00 AM - 09:00 AM

NONE

3323 0 1992

I-805 SB On-Ramp

427

0

I-805 SB On-Ramp

SOUTHBOUND

04:00 PM - 06:00 PM

NORTHBOUND

1930

0

P
E

A
K

 H
O

U
R

S

Total Vehicles (AM)

NONE

04:45 PM - 05:45 PM

429

677

0

Signalized

L
a 

Jo
lla

 V
ill

ag
e 

D
r

E
A

S
T

B
O

U
N

D

Peak Hour Turning Movement Count

858

Total Vehicles (PM) Total Vehicles (PM)

I-805 SB On-Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr

Thursday
09/05/2019

CONTROL

W
E

S
T

B
O

U
N

D

07:45 AM - 08:45 AM

Total Vehicles (NOON)

Pedestrians (Crosswalks)

Total Vehicles (NOON)

1524

C
O

U
N

T
 P

E
R

IO
D

S

Total Vehicles (AM)

NOONAM PM

0 

0 

0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

PM

AM

AM

NOON

PM

PM

NOON

AM

AM

NOON

PM

NOON

`

N
O
O
N

P
M

A
M

N
O
O
N

A
M

P
M

N
O
O
N

A
M

P
M

N
O
O
N

P
M

A
M



Existing Plus Phase 1 Freeway Segment Analysis

K D
Peak 
Hour 

Volume
V/C Ratio LOS K D

Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS AM PM AM PM
Project 
AM

Project 
PM

NB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 68.05% 8,922 0.727 C 40.53% 6,549 0.533 B 8,949 0.729 C 6,661 0.542 B 0.002 0.009 27 112

SB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 31.96% 4,190 0.341 A 59.48% 9,612 0.783 C 4,290 0.349 A 9,663 0.787 C 0.008 0.004 100 51

NB 4M + 1H 11,080 68.05% 8,056 0.727 C 40.53% 5,913 0.534 B 8,063 0.728 C 5,944 0.536 B 0.001 0.003 7 31

SB 4M + 1H 11,080 31.96% 3,783 0.341 A 59.48% 8,678 0.783 C 3,811 0.344 A 8,693 0.785 C 0.003 0.001 28 14

NB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 68.05% 8,012 0.652 C 40.53% 5,881 0.479 B 8,024 0.653 C 5,887 0.479 B 0.001 0.000 11 6

SB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 31.96% 3,763 0.306 A 59.48% 8,632 0.703 C 3,766 0.307 A 8,644 0.704 C 0.000 0.001 3 12

NB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 68.05% 7,276 0.593 B 40.53% 5,341 0.435 B 7,304 0.595 B 5,355 0.436 B 0.002 0.001 28 14

SB 3M+1H+2A 11,130 31.96% 3,417 0.307 A 59.48% 7,839 0.704 C 3,424 0.308 A 7,870 0.707 C 0.001 0.003 7 31

NB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 31.96% 8,578 0.460 B 66.40% 23,738 1.272 F 8,581 0.460 B 23,751 1.273 F 0.000 0.001 No 3 12

SB 7M+2H 19,810 68.05% 18,265 0.922 E 33.60% 12,012 0.606 B 18,277 0.923 E 12,018 0.607 B 0.001 0.000 No 11 6

NB 5M+2H+1A 16,310 31.96% 8,098 0.497 B 66.40% 22,411 1.374 F 8,098 0.497 B 22,411 1.374 F 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

SB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 68.05% 17,244 0.924 E 33.60% 11,340 0.608 B 17,244 0.924 E 11,340 0.608 B 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

NB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 31.96% 7,816 0.419 B 66.40% 21,630 1.159 F 7,816 0.419 B 21,630 1.159 F 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

SB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 68.05% 16,643 0.892 D 33.60% 10,945 0.587 B 16,643 0.892 D 10,945 0.587 B 0.000 0.000 0 0

NB 5M+2H+1A 16,310 31.96% 7,562 0.464 B 66.40% 20,927 1.283 F 7,590 0.465 B 20,941 1.284 F 0.002 0.001 No 28 14

SB 5M+2H+1A 16,310 68.05% 16,102 0.987 E 33.60% 10,590 0.649 C 16,110 0.988 E 10,621 0.651 C 0.000 0.002 No 7 31

Notes:

(a) Mainline lane capacity = 2,350 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl); HOV lane Capacity = 1,680 vphpl; Auxillary Lane Capacity = 1,200 vphpl LOS V/C

M = Mainline Lanes; H = HOV Lanes; A = Auxiliary Lanes A <0.41

B 0.62

C 0.8

D 0.92

E 1.00

F(0) 1.025

F(1) 1.35

F(2) 1.45

F(3) >1.45

8.83%

8.83%

8.83%

7.85%

7.85%

7.85%

7.85%

11.76%

11.76%

11.76%

11.76%

6.37%

6.37%

6.37%

6.37%

8.83%

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

Existing

Freeway and Segment
Number of Lanes

(a)

I‐805 South of Nobel Dr

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I‐805/I‐5 
Interchange

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

268,000

ADT

304,000

287,000

277,000

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Change in V/C

I‐15

Existing Plus Phase 1 Project

AM Peak PM Peak

Significant 
Impact ?

168,000

Capacity 
(vph)

206,000

186,000

185,000

I‐805

AM Peak PM Peak



Existing Plus Project Buildout Freeway Segment Analysis

Peak 
Hour 

Volume
V/C Ratio LOS

Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS AM PM AM PM Project AM Project PM

NB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 8,922 0.727 C 6,549 0.533 B 9,007 0.734 C 6,768 0.551 B 0.007 0.018 85 219

SB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 4,190 0.341 A 9,612 0.783 C 4,382 0.357 A 9,731 0.792 C 0.016 0.010 192 120

NB 4M + 1H 11,080 8,056 0.727 C 5,913 0.534 B 8,077 0.729 C 5,971 0.539 B 0.002 0.005 21 58

SB 4M + 1H 11,080 3,783 0.341 A 8,678 0.783 C 3,834 0.346 A 8,709 0.786 C 0.005 0.003 51 31

NB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 8,012 0.652 C 5,881 0.479 B 8,038 0.655 C 5,900 0.480 B 0.002 0.001 25 18

SB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 3,763 0.306 A 8,632 0.703 C 3,777 0.308 A 8,662 0.705 C 0.001 0.002 14 30

NB 4M+1H+1A 12,280 7,276 0.593 B 5,341 0.435 B 7,336 0.597 B 5,406 0.440 B 0.005 0.005 59 65

SB 3M+1H+2A 11,130 3,417 0.307 A 7,839 0.704 C 3,448 0.310 A 7,908 0.711 C 0.003 0.006 31 69

NB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 8,578 0.460 B 23,738 1.272 F 8,616 0.462 B 23,797 1.275 F 0.002 0.003 No 38 59

SB 7M+2H 19,810 18,265 0.922 E 12,012 0.606 B 18,311 0.924 E 12,054 0.608 B 0.002 0.002 No 45 42

NB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 8,098 0.434 B 22,411 1.201 F 8,110 0.435 B 22,425 1.202 F 0.001 0.001 No 12 14

SB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 17,244 0.924 E 11,340 0.608 B 17,258 0.925 E 11,358 0.609 B 0.001 0.001 No 14 17

NB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 7,816 0.419 B 21,630 1.159 F 7,836 0.420 B 21,654 1.160 F 0.001 0.001 No 20 24

SB 6M+2H+1A 18,660 16,643 0.892 D 10,945 0.587 B 16,667 0.893 D 10,974 0.588 B 0.001 0.002 24 29

NB 5M+2H+1A 16,310 7,562 0.464 B 20,927 1.283 F 7,625 0.468 B 20,972 1.286 F 0.004 0.003 No 63 45

SB 5M+2H+1A 16,310 16,102 0.987 E 10,590 0.649 C 16,138 0.989 E 10,665 0.654 C 0.002 0.005 No 36 75

Notes:

(a) Mainline lane capacity = 2,350 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl); HOV lane Capacity = 1,680 vphpl; Auxillary Lane Capacity = 1,200 vphpl LOS V/C

M = Mainline Lanes; H = HOV Lanes; A = Auxiliary Lanes A <0.41

V/C Ratio = Volume/Capacity Ratio B 0.62

LOS = Level of Service C 0.8

ADT = Average Daily Traffic D 0.92
Segments with LOS E or worse are shown in bold E 1.00

Significant Impact: LOS D or better to LOS E or worse F(0) 1.025
Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.01 for LOS E F(1) 1.35

Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.005 for LOS F F(2) 1.45

F(3) >1.45

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd 268,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to I‐805/I‐5 
Interchange

168,000

I‐15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way 304,000

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd 287,000

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

186,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

277,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

185,000

I‐805

I‐805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment
Number of Lanes

(a)
ADT

Capacity 
(vph)

Existing
Change in V/C

Significant 
Impact ?AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak

Existing Plus Phase 2 Project

206,000



2021 Conditions ‐ Freeway Segment Analysis

Growth Rate 
(ADT)

Growth Rate 
(Peak Hour)

Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS AM PM AM PM Project AM Project PM

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.068 12,280 9,527 0.776 C 6,993 0.569 B 9,554 0.778 C 7,105 0.579 B 0.002 0.009 27 112

SB 4M+1H+1A 1.074 12,280 4,498 0.366 A 10,318 0.840 D 4,598 0.374 A 10,369 0.844 D 0.008 0.004 100 51

NB 4M + 1H 1.044 11,080 8,409 0.759 C 6,172 0.557 B 8,416 0.760 C 6,203 0.560 B 0.001 0.003 7 31

SB 4M + 1H 1.049 11,080 3,969 0.358 A 9,105 0.822 D 3,997 0.361 A 9,120 0.823 D 0.003 0.001 28 14

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.067 12,280 8,550 0.696 C 6,276 0.511 B 8,561 0.697 C 6,282 0.512 B 0.001 0.000 11 6

SB 4M+1H+1A 1.050 12,280 3,949 0.322 A 9,059 0.738 C 3,952 0.322 A 9,072 0.739 C 0.000 0.001 3 12

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.053 12,280 7,663 0.624 C 5,625 0.458 B 7,691 0.626 C 5,639 0.459 B 0.002 0.001 28 14

SB 3M+1H+2A 1.031 11,130 3,522 0.316 A 8,080 0.726 C 3,530 0.317 A 8,111 0.729 B 0.001 0.003 7 31

NB 6M+2H+1A 1.031 18,660 8,848 0.474 B 24,486 1.312 F 8,851 0.474 B 24,498 1.313 F 0.000 0.001 No 3 12

SB 7M+2H+1A 1.053 19,810 19,236 0.971 E 12,651 0.639 C 19,247 0.972 E 12,656 0.639 C 0.001 0.000 No 11 6

NB 6M+2H+1A 1.042 18,660 8,434 0.452 B 23,341 1.251 F 8,434 0.452 B 23,341 1.251 F 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

SB 6M+2H+1A 1.063 18,660 18,323 0.982 E 12,050 0.646 C 18,323 0.982 E 12,050 0.646 C 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

NB 6M+2H+1A 1.042 18,660 8,145 0.436 B 22,540 1.208 F 8,145 0.436 B 22,540 1.208 F 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

SB 6M+2H+1A 1.065 18,660 17,717 0.949 E 11,652 0.624 C 17,717 0.949 E 11,652 0.624 C 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

NB 5M+2H+1A 1.051 16,310 7,950 0.487 B 22,002 1.349 F 7,978 0.489 B 22,016 1.350 F 0.002 0.001 No 28 14

SB 5M+2H+1A 1.065 16,310 17,153 1.052 F 11,280 0.692 C 17,160 1.052 F 11,311 0.694 C 0.000 0.002 No 7 31

Notes:

(a) Mainline lane capacity = 2,350 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl); HOV lane Capacity = 1,680 vphpl; Auxillary Lane Capacity = 1,200 vphpl LOS V/C

M = Mainline Lanes; H = HOV Lanes; A = Auxiliary Lanes A <0.41

V/C Ratio = Volume/Capacity Ratio B 0.62

LOS = Level of Service C 0.8

ADT = Average Daily Traffic D 0.92
Segments with LOS E or worse are shown in bold E 1.00

Significant Impact: LOS D or better to LOS E or worse F(0) 1.025
Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.01 for LOS E F(1) 1.35

Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.005 for LOS F F(2) 1.45

F(3) >1.45

I‐805

I‐805 South of Nobel Dr

Significant 
Impact ?

Freeway and Segment
Number of 
Lanes (a)

ADT
Capacity 
(vph)

2021 No Project
Change in V/C

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak

2021 With Project

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd 302,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I‐805/I‐5 Interchange

I‐15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way 317,000

169,800

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon Rd 292,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd 284,000

221,000

1.047

1.058

188,400

189,400

1.053

1.058

1.042

1.052

1.071

1.042

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to Nobel Dr



2025 Conditions ‐ Freeway Segment Analysis

Growth Rate 
(ADT)

Growth Rate 
(Peak Hour)

Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS AM PM AM PM Project AM Project PM

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.045 12,280 9,957 0.811 D 7,309 0.595 B 10,029 0.817 D 7,472 0.608 B 0.006 0.013 71 163

SB 4M+1H+1A 1.049 12,280 4,718 0.384 A 10,824 0.881 D 4,859 0.396 A 10,918 0.889 D 0.011 0.008 140 94

NB 4M + 1H 1.029 12,280 8,654 0.705 C 6,353 0.517 B 8,671 0.706 C 6,392 0.521 B 0.001 0.003 17 39

SB 4M + 1H 1.033 12,280 4,100 0.334 A 9,404 0.766 C 4,134 0.337 A 9,427 0.768 C 0.003 0.002 34 22

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.045 12,280 8,932 0.727 C 6,557 0.534 B 8,958 0.729 C 6,575 0.535 B 0.002 0.001 25 18

SB 4M+1H+1A 1.033 12,280 4,080 0.332 A 9,358 0.762 C 4,094 0.333 A 9,388 0.765 C 0.001 0.002 14 30

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.035 12,280 7,935 0.646 C 5,825 0.474 B 7,995 0.651 C 5,890 0.480 B 0.005 0.005 59 65

SB 3M+1H+2A 1.021 11,130 3,594 0.323 A 8,245 0.741 C 3,625 0.326 A 8,315 0.747 C 0.003 0.006 31 69

NB 6M+2H+1A 1.021 18,660 9,034 0.484 B 25,000 1.340 F 9,076 0.486 B 25,077 1.344 F 0.002 0.004 No 43 77

SB 7M+2H+1A 1.035 19,810 19,918 1.005 F 13,099 0.661 C 19,981 1.009 F 13,149 0.664 C 0.003 0.003 No 63 50

NB 6M+2H+1A 1.028 18,660 8,668 0.465 B 23,987 1.285 F 8,706 0.467 B 24,014 1.287 F 0.002 0.001 No 38 27

SB 6M+2H+1A 1.042 18,660 19,087 1.023 F 12,553 0.673 C 19,109 1.024 F 12,598 0.675 C 0.001 0.002 No 21 45

NB 6M+2H+1A 1.028 18,660 8,373 0.449 B 23,172 1.242 F 8,436 0.452 B 23,217 1.244 F 0.003 0.002 No 63 45

SB 6M+2H+1A 1.043 18,660 18,479 0.990 E 12,153 0.651 C 18,515 0.992 E 12,228 0.655 C 0.002 0.004 No 36 75

NB 5M+2H+1A 1.034 16,310 8,222 0.504 B 22,755 1.395 F 8,286 0.508 B 22,800 1.398 F 0.004 0.003 No 63 45

SB 5M+2H+1A 1.043 16,310 17,899 1.097 F 11,771 0.722 C 17,934 1.100 F 11,846 0.726 C 0.002 0.005 No 36 75

Notes:

(a) Mainline lane capacity = 2,350 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl); HOV lane Capacity = 1,680 vphpl; Auxillary Lane Capacity = 1,200 vphpl LOS V/C

M = Mainline Lanes; H = HOV Lanes; A = Auxiliary Lanes A <0.41

V/C Ratio = Volume/Capacity Ratio B 0.62

LOS = Level of Service C 0.8

ADT = Average Daily Traffic D 0.92
Segments with LOS E or worse are shown in bold E 1.00

Significant Impact: LOS D or better to LOS E or worse F(0) 1.025
Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.01 for LOS E F(1) 1.35

Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.005 for LOS F F(2) 1.45

F(3) >1.45

F(3) >1.45

I‐805

I‐805 South of Nobel Dr

Significant 
Impact ?

Freeway and Segment
Number of 
Lanes (a)

ADT
Capacity 
(vph)

2025 No Project
Change in V/C

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak

2025 With Project

237,0001.071

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon Rd 290,100

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd 282,500

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to Nobel Dr 197,000

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd 311,300

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr 200,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to I‐805/I‐5 Interchange 177,000

I‐15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way 324,700

1.047

1.058

1.058

1.042

1.042

1.052

1.053



2050 Freeway Segment Analysis

Growth Rate 
(ADT)

Growth Rate 
(Peak Hour)

Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS
Peak Hour 
Volume

V/C Ratio LOS AM PM AM PM Project AM Project PM

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.206 12,280 12,005 0.978 E 8,812 0.718 C 12,058 0.982 E 8,919 0.726 C 0.004 0.009 No 53 107

SB 4M+1H+1A 1.229 12,280 5,798 0.472 B 13,301 1.083 F 5,885 0.479 B 13,362 1.088 F 0.007 0.005 No 87 61

NB 4M + 1H 1.216 11,080 10,523 0.950 E 7,724 0.697 C 10,548 0.952 E 7,773 0.702 C 0.002 0.004 No 25 49

SB 4M + 1H 1.238 11,080 5,075 0.458 B 11,641 1.051 F 5,114 0.462 B 11,672 1.053 F 0.004 0.003 No 40 31

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.227 12,280 10,958 0.892 D 8,044 0.655 C 10,970 0.893 D 8,053 0.656 C 0.001 0.001 12 9

SB 4M+1H+1A 1.258 12,280 5,131 0.418 B 11,770 0.958 E 5,138 0.418 B 11,784 0.960 E 0.001 0.001 No 7 14

NB 4M+1H+1A 1.282 12,280 10,169 0.828 D 7,465 0.608 B 10,216 0.832 D 7,518 0.612 B 0.004 0.004 47 54

SB 3M+1H+2A 1.255 11,130 4,511 0.405 A 10,348 0.930 E 4,539 0.408 A 10,406 0.935 E 0.002 0.005 No 28 58

NB 6M+2H+1A 1.211 18,660 10,942 0.586 B 30,280 1.623 F 10,972 0.588 B 30,335 1.626 F 0.002 0.003 No 30 55

SB 7M+2H+1A 1.205 15,110 24,007 1.589 F 15,788 1.045 F 24,051 1.592 F 15,824 1.047 F 0.003 0.002 No No 44 36

NB 5M+2H+1A 1.203 16,310 10,427 0.639 C 28,856 1.769 F 10,427 0.639 C 28,856 1.769 F 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

SB 6M+2H+1A 1.194 18,660 22,787 1.221 F 14,986 0.803 D 22,787 1.221 F 14,986 0.803 D 0.000 0.000 No 0 0

NB 5M+2H+1A 1.210 16,310 10,130 0.621 C 28,035 1.719 F 10,201 0.625 C 28,087 1.722 F 0.004 0.003 No 71 53

SB 6M+2H+1A 1.209 18,660 22,341 1.197 F 14,692 0.787 C 22,382 1.199 F 14,779 0.792 C 0.002 0.005 No 41 87

NB 5M+2H+1A 1.209 16,310 9,938 0.609 B 27,504 1.686 F 10,010 0.614 B 27,557 1.690 F 0.004 0.003 No 71 53

SB 5M+2H+1A 1.206 16,310 21,582 1.323 F 14,194 0.870 D 21,624 1.326 F 14,280 0.876 D 0.003 0.005 No 41 87

Notes:

(a) Mainline lane capacity = 2,350 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl); HOV lane Capacity = 1,680 vphpl; Auxillary Lane Capacity = 1,200 vphpl LOS V/C

M = Mainline Lanes; H = HOV Lanes; A = Auxiliary Lanes A <0.41

V/C Ratio = Volume/Capacity Ratio B 0.62

LOS = Level of Service C 0.8

ADT = Average Daily Traffic D 0.92
Segments with LOS E or worse are shown in bold E 1.00

Significant Impact: LOS D or better to LOS E or worse F 1.025
Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.01 for LOS E F 1.35

Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.005 for LOS F F 1.45

F >1.45

I‐805

Significant 
Impact ?

Freeway and Segment
Number of 
Lanes (a)

ADT
Capacity 
(vph)

2050 No Project
Change in V/C

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak

2050 With Project

I‐805 South of Nobel Dr

224,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr 248,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to I‐805/I‐5 Interchange

288,000

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to Nobel Dr 242,000

1.217

1.227

1.242

1.268

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon Rd 351,000

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd 341,000

I‐15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way 392,000

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd 373,000

1.208

1.198

1.209

1.207



Summary of Freeway Segment V/C and LOS for All Study Scenarios

V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS
V/C 
Ratio

LOS

NB 0.727 C 0.533 B 0.729 C 0.5424 B 0.734 C 0.551 B 0.776 C 0.569 B 0.778 C 0.579 B 0.811 D 0.595 B 0.817 D 0.608 B 0.978 E 0.718 C 0.982 E 0.726 C

SB 0.341 A 0.783 C 0.349 A 0.7868 C 0.357 A 0.792 C 0.366 A 0.840 D 0.374 A 0.844 D 0.384 A 0.881 D 0.396 A 0.889 D 0.472 B 1.083 F 0.479 B 1.088 F

NB 0.727 C 0.534 B 0.728 C 0.5365 B 0.729 C 0.539 B 0.759 C 0.557 B 0.760 C 0.560 B 0.705 C 0.517 B 0.706 C 0.521 B 0.950 E 0.697 C 0.952 E 0.702 C

SB 0.341 A 0.783 C 0.344 A 0.7845 C 0.346 A 0.786 C 0.358 A 0.822 D 0.361 A 0.823 D 0.334 A 0.766 C 0.337 A 0.768 C 0.458 B 1.051 F 0.462 B 1.053 F

NB 0.652 C 0.479 B 0.653 C 0.4794 B 0.655 C 0.480 B 0.696 C 0.511 B 0.697 C 0.512 B 0.727 C 0.534 B 0.729 C 0.535 B 0.892 D 0.655 C 0.893 D 0.656 C

SB 0.306 A 0.703 C 0.307 A 0.7039 C 0.308 A 0.705 C 0.322 A 0.738 C 0.322 A 0.739 C 0.332 A 0.762 C 0.333 A 0.765 C 0.418 B 0.958 E 0.418 B 0.960 E

NB 0.593 B 0.435 B 0.595 B 0.4361 B 0.597 B 0.440 B 0.624 C 0.458 B 0.626 C 0.459 B 0.646 C 0.474 B 0.651 C 0.480 B 0.828 D 0.608 B 0.832 D 0.612 B

SB 0.307 A 0.704 C 0.308 A 0.7071 C 0.310 A 0.711 C 0.316 A 0.726 C 0.317 A 0.729 B 0.323 A 0.741 C 0.326 A 0.747 C 0.405 A 0.930 E 0.408 A 0.935 E

NB 0.460 B 1.272 F 0.46 B 1.2728 F 0.462 B 1.275 F 0.474 B 1.312 F 0.474 B 1.313 F 0.484 B 1.340 F 0.486 B 1.344 F 0.586 B 1.623 F 0.588 B 1.626 F

SB 0.922 E 0.606 B 0.923 E 0.6067 B 0.924 E 0.608 B 0.971 E 0.639 C 0.972 E 0.639 C 1.005 F 0.661 C 1.009 F 0.664 C 1.589 F 1.045 F 1.592 F 1.047 F

NB 0.497 B 1.374 F 0.497 B 1.3741 F 0.435 B 1.202 F 0.452 B 1.251 F 0.452 B 1.251 F 0.465 B 1.285 F 0.467 B 1.287 F 0.639 C 1.769 F 0.639 C 1.769 F

SB 0.924 E 0.608 B 0.924 E 0.6077 B 0.925 E 0.609 B 0.982 E 0.646 C 0.982 E 0.646 C 1.023 F 0.673 C 1.024 F 0.675 C 1.221 F 0.803 D 1.221 F 0.803 D

NB 0.419 B 1.159 F 0.419 B 1.1592 F 0.420 B 1.160 F 0.436 B 1.208 F 0.436 B 1.208 F 0.449 B 1.242 F 0.452 B 1.244 F 0.621 C 1.719 F 0.625 C 1.722 F

SB 0.892 D 0.587 B 0.892 D 0.5866 B 0.893 D 0.588 B 0.949 E 0.624 C 0.949 E 0.624 C 0.990 E 0.651 C 0.992 E 0.655 C 1.197 F 0.787 C 1.199 F 0.792 C

NB 0.464 B 1.283 F 0.465 B 1.284 F 0.468 B 1.286 F 0.487 B 1.349 F 0.489 B 1.350 F 0.504 B 1.395 F 0.508 B 1.398 F 0.609 B 1.686 F 0.614 B 1.690 F

SB 0.987 E 0.649 C 0.988 E 0.6512 C 0.989 E 0.654 C 1.052 F 0.692 C 1.052 F 0.694 C 1.097 F 0.722 C 1.100 F 0.726 C 1.323 F 0.870 D 1.326 F 0.876 D

           Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.01 for LOS E

           Incremental V/C ratio ≥ 0.005 for LOS F

1 Auxillary Lane ‐ Capacity = 1,800 vehicles per hour per lane

Freeway and Segment Dir

Year 2021 with Phase 1

LOS = Level of Service

ADT = Average Daily Traffic

Existing Plus Project 

AM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2021 No Project

AM PEAK PM Peak

I‐805

Year 2050 No Project

AM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2050 with Project

Segments with LOS E or worse are shown in bold

Significant Impact: LOS D or better to LOS E or worse

Existing Conditions

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

Capacity for mainline assumed to be 2,350 vehicles per hour per lane based on 2000 HCM

V/C Ratio = Volume/Capacity Ratio

Mira Mesa Blvd to I‐805/I‐5 Interchange

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

I‐805 South of Nobel Dr

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to Nobel Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr

AM PEAK PM Peak

I‐15

Existing Plus Project Phase One

AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM PeakAM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2025 No Project

AM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2025 with Phase 2

AM PEAK PM Peak



AM PEAK PM PEAK
2017 K D K D
11 15 SD 11.89 A 17 S 1282 8.88 71.1 6.32 8 MON OCT S 1372 11.1 60.9 6.76 16 FRI DEC

11 15 SD 15 X 17 S 3113 8.83 79.62 7.03 8 WED OCT N 3459 11.76 66.4 7.81 16 TUE DEC

8.83 79.62 11.76 66.40

AM PEAK PM PEAK
2017 K D K D
11 805 SD 23.65 B 17 N 7754 5.75 70.64 4.06 6 WED MAY S 8756 7.94 57.8 4.59 14 FRI JUN SEP

11 805 SD 24.44 X 17 N 8892 6.98 65.45 4.57 6 WED JUL S 9221 7.75 61.15 4.74 14 FRI MAY JUN

6.37 68.05 7.85 59.48 4.67



TIA Data

V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS

NB 0.778 C 0.714 C 0.778 C 0.714 C 0.785 C 0.732 C 0.831 D 0.772 C 0.877 D 0.772 C 0.871 D 0.806 D 0.877 D 0.819 D 1.047 F 0.961 E 1.052 F 0.969 E
SB 0.314 A 0.472 B 0.314 A 0.472 B 0.33 A 0.481 B 0.338 A 0.51 B 0.374 D 0.51 C 0.362 D 0.535 D 0.374 A 0.543 B 0.435 B 0.653 C 0.442 B 0.658 C
NB 0.776 C 0.712 C 0.776 C 0.712 C 0.778 C 0.717 C 0.81 D 0.746 C 0.836 D 0.746 C 0.835 D 0.768 D 0.836 D 0.771 C 1.014 F 0.93 E 1.017 F 0.935 E
SB 0.314 A 0.47 B 0.314 A 0.47 B 0.318 A 0.473 B 0.329 A 0.495 B 0.345 D 0.495 C 0.342 D 0.511 D 0.345 A 0.513 B 0.421 B 0.631 C 0.424 B 0.634 C
NB 0.697 C 0.639 C 0.697 C 0.639 C 0.699 C 0.641 C 0.743 C 0.682 C 0.78 D 0.682 C 0.778 D 0.713 D 0.78 C 0.714 C 0.953 E 0.874 D 0.954 E 0.875 D
SB 0.281 A 0.422 B 0.281 A 0.422 B 0.283 A 0.425 B 0.295 A 0.444 B 0.306 D 0.444 C 0.305 D 0.459 D 0.306 A 0.461 B 0.384 A 0.576 B 0.384 A 0.577 B
NB 0.634 C 0.582 B 0.634 C 0.582 B 0.639 C 0.587 B 0.668 C 0.614 B 0.699 D 0.614 C 0.694 D 0.636 D 0.699 C 0.641 C 0.887 D 0.813 D 0.891 D 0.818 D
SB 0.283 A 0.424 B 0.283 A 0.424 B 0.285 A 0.43 B 0.291 A 0.44 B 0.301 D 0.44 C 0.298 D 0.449 D 0.301 A 0.455 B 0.373 A 0.56 B 0.376 A 0.565 B

NB 0.762 C 0.685 C 0.762 C 0.685 C 0.764 C 0.688 C 0.786 C 0.707 C 0.804 D 0.707 C 0.802 D 0.722 D 0.804 D 0.726 C 0.971 E 0.873 D 0.973 E 0.876 D
SB 0.519 B 0.535 B 0.519 B 0.535 B 0.521 B 0.537 B 0.547 B 0.564 B 0.57 D 0.564 C 0.567 D 0.584 D 0.57 B 0.586 B 0.682 C 0.703 C 0.684 C 0.705 C
NB 0.719 C 0.646 C 0.719 C 0.646 C 0.719 C 0.647 C 0.749 C 0.673 C 0.771 D 0.673 C 0.769 D 0.691 D 0.771 C 0.693 C 0.925 E 0.832 D 0.925 E 0.832 D
SB 0.52 B 0.536 B 0.52 B 0.536 B 0.521 B 0.537 B 0.553 B 0.57 B 0.577 D 0.57 C 0.576 D 0.593 D 0.577 B 0.596 B 0.687 C 0.708 C 0.687 C 0.708 C
NB 0.681 C 0.612 B 0.681 C 0.612 B 0.682 C 0.613 B 0.709 C 0.638 C 0.733 D 0.638 C 0.729 D 0.656 D 0.733 C 0.658 C 0.882 D 0.793 C 0.886 D 0.796 C
SB 0.493 B 0.508 B 0.493 B 0.508 B 0.494 B 0.509 B 0.524 B 0.541 B 0.549 D 0.541 C 0.547 D 0.564 D 0.549 B 0.568 B 0.661 C 0.682 C 0.663 C 0.686 C
NB 0.761 C 0.685 C 0.761 C 0.685 C 0.765 C 0.688 C 0.8 D 0.721 C 0.833 D 0.721 C 0.829 D 0.746 D 0.833 D 0.749 C 1 F 0.901 D 1.005 F 0.904 D
SB 0.54 B 0.55 B 0.54 B 0.55 B 0.542 B 0.555 B 0.575 B 0.588 B 0.603 D 0.588 C 0.6 D 0.613 D 0.603 B 0.618 B 0.723 C 0.737 C 0.726 C 0.743 C

August 2019 Update / Response to Caltrans Comments

V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS V/C Ratio LOS

NB 0.727 C 0.533 B 0.729 C 0.542 B 0.734 C 0.551 B 0.776 C 0.569 B 0.778 C 0.579 B 0.811 D 0.595 B 0.817 D 0.608 B 0.978 E 0.718 C 0.982 E 0.726 C
SB 0.341 A 0.783 C 0.349 A 0.787 C 0.357 A 0.792 C 0.366 A 0.840 D 0.374 A 0.844 D 0.384 A 0.881 D 0.396 A 0.889 D 0.472 B 1.083 F 0.479 B 1.088 F
NB 0.727 C 0.534 B 0.728 C 0.536 B 0.729 C 0.539 B 0.759 C 0.557 B 0.760 C 0.560 B 0.705 C 0.517 B 0.706 C 0.521 B 0.950 E 0.697 C 0.952 E 0.702 C
SB 0.341 A 0.783 C 0.344 A 0.785 C 0.346 A 0.786 C 0.358 A 0.822 D 0.361 A 0.823 D 0.334 A 0.766 C 0.337 A 0.768 C 0.458 B 1.051 F 0.462 B 1.053 F
NB 0.652 C 0.479 B 0.653 C 0.479 B 0.655 C 0.480 B 0.696 C 0.511 B 0.697 C 0.512 B 0.727 C 0.534 B 0.729 C 0.535 B 0.892 D 0.655 C 0.893 D 0.656 C
SB 0.306 A 0.703 C 0.307 A 0.704 C 0.308 A 0.705 C 0.322 A 0.738 C 0.322 A 0.739 C 0.332 A 0.762 C 0.333 A 0.765 C 0.418 B 0.958 E 0.418 B 0.960 E
NB 0.593 B 0.435 B 0.595 B 0.436 B 0.597 B 0.440 B 0.624 C 0.458 B 0.626 C 0.459 B 0.646 C 0.474 B 0.651 C 0.480 B 0.828 D 0.608 B 0.832 D 0.612 B
SB 0.307 A 0.704 C 0.308 A 0.707 C 0.310 A 0.711 C 0.316 A 0.726 C 0.317 A 0.729 B 0.323 A 0.741 C 0.326 A 0.747 C 0.405 A 0.930 E 0.408 A 0.935 E

NB 0.460 B 1.272 F 0.460 B 1.273 F 0.462 B 1.275 F 0.474 B 1.312 F 0.474 B 1.313 F 0.484 B 1.340 F 0.486 B 1.344 F 0.586 B 1.623 F 0.588 B 1.626 F
SB 0.922 E 0.606 B 0.923 E 0.607 B 0.924 E 0.608 B 0.971 E 0.639 C 0.972 E 0.639 C 1.005 F 0.661 C 1.009 F 0.664 C 1.589 F 1.045 F 1.592 F 1.047 F
NB 0.497 B 1.374 F 0.497 B 1.374 F 0.435 B 1.202 F 0.452 B 1.251 F 0.452 B 1.251 F 0.465 B 1.285 F 0.467 B 1.287 F 0.639 C 1.769 F 0.639 C 1.769 F
SB 0.924 E 0.608 B 0.924 E 0.608 B 0.925 E 0.609 B 0.982 E 0.646 C 0.982 E 0.646 C 1.023 F 0.673 C 1.024 F 0.675 C 1.221 F 0.803 D 1.221 F 0.803 D
NB 0.419 B 1.159 F 0.419 B 1.159 F 0.420 B 1.160 F 0.436 B 1.208 F 0.436 B 1.208 F 0.449 B 1.242 F 0.452 B 1.244 F 0.621 C 1.719 F 0.625 C 1.722 F
SB 0.892 D 0.587 B 0.892 D 0.587 B 0.893 D 0.588 B 0.949 E 0.624 C 0.949 E 0.624 C 0.990 E 0.651 C 0.992 E 0.655 C 1.197 F 0.787 C 1.199 F 0.792 C
NB 0.464 B 1.283 F 0.465 B 1.284 F 0.468 B 1.286 F 0.487 B 1.349 F 0.489 B 1.350 F 0.504 B 1.395 F 0.508 B 1.398 F 0.609 B 1.686 F 0.614 B 1.690 F
SB 0.987 E 0.649 C 0.988 E 0.651 C 0.989 E 0.654 C 1.052 F 0.692 C 1.052 F 0.694 C 1.097 F 0.722 C 1.100 F 0.726 C 1.323 F 0.870 D 1.326 F 0.876 D

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

I-805

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

PM Peak AM PEAKPM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAKFreeway and Segment Dir AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar 
Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll 
Canyon Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

I‐805 South of Nobel Dr

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr

I-15

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar 
Rd/La Jolla Village Dr

Year 2025 with Phase 2 Year 2050 No Project Year 2050 with ProjectExisting Plus Project 

PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2021 No Project Year 2021 with Phase 1 Year 2025 No Project

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

Freeway and Segment Dir
Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Phase One

AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to I‐805/I‐5 In

I‐15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Can

AM PEAK

Year 2050 with Project

AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak PM Peak

AM PEAK PM Peak

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Phase One Existing Plus Project  Year 2021 No Project Year 2021 with Phase 1 Year 2025 No Project Year 2025 with Phase 2 Year 2050 No Project

AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak



Analysis from TIA

Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS

NB 9,559 0.778 C 8,768 0.714 C 9,586 0.778 C 8,880 0.714 C 9,644 0.785 C 8,987 0.732 C
SB 3,861 0.314 A 5,792 0.472 B 3,961 0.314 A 5,843 0.472 B 4,053 0.33 A 5,912 0.481 B
NB 8,603 0.776 C 7,891 0.712 C 8,611 0.776 C 7,922 0.712 C 8,624 0.778 C 7,949 0.717 C
SB 3,475 0.314 A 5,213 0.47 B 3,503 0.314 A 5,227 0.47 B 3,526 0.318 A 5,244 0.473 B
NB 8,555 0.697 C 7,847 0.639 C 8,566 0.697 C 7,853 0.639 C 8,581 0.699 C 7,865 0.641 C
SB 3,456 0.281 A 5,184 0.422 B 3,459 0.281 A 5,196 0.422 B 3,470 0.283 A 5,214 0.425 B
NB 7,791 0.634 C 7,146 0.582 B 7,818 0.634 C 7,160 0.582 B 7,850 0.639 C 7,211 0.587 B
SB 3,147 0.283 A 4,720 0.424 B 3,154 0.283 A 4,752 0.424 B 3,178 0.285 A 4,790 0.43 B

NB 14,210 0.762 C 12,774 0.685 C 14,213 0.762 C 12,787 0.685 C 14,248 0.764 C 12,833 0.688 C
SB 10,282 0.519 B 10,600 0.535 B 10,293 0.519 B 10,606 0.535 B 10,327 0.521 B 10,642 0.537 B
NB 13,410 0.719 C 12,055 0.646 C 13,410 0.719 C 12,055 0.646 C 13,423 0.719 C 12,070 0.647 C
SB 9,703 0.52 B 10,004 0.536 B 9,703 0.52 B 10,004 0.536 B 9,717 0.521 B 10,021 0.537 B
NB 12,705 0.681 C 11,421 0.612 B 12,705 0.681 C 11,421 0.612 B 12,725 0.682 C 11,445 0.613 B
SB 9,192 0.493 B 9,477 0.508 B 9,192 0.493 B 9,477 0.508 B 9,216 0.494 B 9,506 0.509 B
NB 12,415 0.761 C 11,177 0.685 C 12,443 0.761 C 11,191 0.685 C 12,479 0.765 C 11,222 0.688 C
SB 8,804 0.54 B 8,972 0.55 B 8,811 0.54 B 9,003 0.55 B 8,840 0.542 B 9,048 0.555 B

August 2019 Update / Response to Caltrans Comments

Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS

NB 8,922 0.727 C 6,549 0.533 B 8,949 0.729 C 6,661 0.542 B 9,007 0.734 C 6,768 0.551 B

SB 4,190 0.341 A 9,612 0.783 C 4,290 0.349 A 9,663 0.787 C 4,382 0.357 A 9,731 0.792 C

NB 8,056 0.727 C 5,913 0.534 B 8,063 0.728 C 5,944 0.536 B 8,077 0.729 C 5,971 0.539 B

SB 3,783 0.341 A 8,678 0.783 C 3,811 0.344 A 8,693 0.785 C 3,834 0.346 A 8,709 0.786 C

NB 8,012 0.652 C 5,881 0.479 B 8,024 0.653 C 5,887 0.479 B 8,038 0.655 C 5,900 0.480 B

SB 3,763 0.306 A 8,632 0.703 C 3,766 0.307 A 8,644 0.704 C 3,777 0.308 A 8,662 0.705 C

NB 7,276 0.593 B 5,341 0.435 B 7,304 0.595 B 5,355 0.436 B 7,336 0.597 B 5,406 0.440 B

SB 3,417 0.307 A 7,839 0.704 C 3,424 0.308 A 7,870 0.707 C 3,448 0.310 A 7,908 0.711 C

NB 8,578 0.460 B 23,738 1.272 F 8,581 0.460 B 23,751 1.273 F 8,616 0.462 B 23,797 1.275 F

SB 18,265 0.922 E 12,012 0.606 B 18,277 0.923 E 12,018 0.607 B 18,311 0.924 E 12,054 0.608 B

NB 8,098 0.497 B 22,411 1.374 F 8,098 0.497 B 22,411 1.374 F 8,110 0.435 B 22,425 1.202 F

SB 17,244 0.924 E 11,340 0.608 B 17,244 0.924 E 11,340 0.608 B 17,258 0.925 E 11,358 0.609 B

NB 7,816 0.419 B 21,630 1.159 F 7,816 0.419 B 21,630 1.159 F 7,836 0.420 B 21,654 1.160 F

SB 16,643 0.892 D 10,945 0.587 B 16,643 0.892 D 10,945 0.587 B 16,667 0.893 D 10,974 0.588 B

NB 7,562 0.464 B 20,927 1.283 F 7,590 0.465 B 20,941 1.284 F 7,625 0.468 B 20,972 1.286 F

SB 16,102 0.987 E 10,590 0.649 C 16,110 0.988 E 10,621 0.651 C 16,138 0.989 E 10,665 0.654 C

Dir

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Phase One Existing Plus Project 

AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Phase One Existing Plus Project 

PM PeakAM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

I-15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment Dir



Analysis from TIA

August 2019 Update / Respo

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

I-15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment

Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS

10,207 0.831 D 9,362 0.772 C 10,234 0.877 D ` 0.772 C
4,145 0.338 A 6,218 0.51 B 4,245 0.374 D 6,269 0.51 C
8,980 0.81 D 8,237 0.746 C 8,988 0.836 D 8,268 0.746 C
3,646 0.329 A 5,469 0.495 B 3,674 0.345 D 5,483 0.495 C
9,129 0.743 C 8,374 0.682 C 9,140 0.78 D 8,379 0.682 C
3,627 0.295 A 5,441 0.444 B 3,630 0.306 D 5,453 0.444 C
8,205 0.668 C 7,526 0.614 B 8,233 0.699 D 7,540 0.614 C
3,243 0.291 A 4,866 0.44 B 3,251 0.301 D 4,897 0.44 C

14,658 0.786 C 13,177 0.707 C 14,661 0.804 D 13,189 0.707 C
10,828 0.547 B 11,164 0.564 B 10,839 0.57 D 11,170 0.564 C
13,967 0.749 C 12,556 0.673 C 13,967 0.771 D 12,556 0.673 C
10,310 0.553 B 10,630 0.57 B 10,310 0.577 D 10,630 0.57 C
13,239 0.709 C 11,901 0.638 C 13,239 0.733 D 11,901 0.638 C
9,786 0.524 B 10,089 0.541 B 9,786 0.549 D 10,089 0.541 C
13,053 0.8 D 11,751 0.721 C 13,081 0.833 D 11,765 0.721 C
9,378 0.575 B 9,558 0.588 B 9,386 0.603 D 9,589 0.588 C

Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS

9,527 0.776 C 6,993 0.569 B 9,554 0.778 C 7,105 0.579 B

4,498 0.366 A 10,318 0.840 D 4,598 0.374 A 10,369 0.844 D

8,409 0.759 C 6,172 0.557 B 8,416 0.760 C 6,203 0.560 B

3,969 0.358 A 9,105 0.822 D 3,997 0.361 A 9,120 0.823 D

8,550 0.696 C 6,276 0.511 B 8,561 0.697 C 6,282 0.512 B

3,949 0.322 A 9,059 0.738 C 3,952 0.322 A 9,072 0.739 C

7,663 0.624 C 5,625 0.458 B 7,691 0.626 C 5,639 0.459 B

3,522 0.316 A 8,080 0.726 C 3,530 0.317 A 8,111 0.729 B

8,848 0.474 B 24,486 1.312 F 8,851 0.474 B 24,498 1.313 F

19,236 0.971 E 12,651 0.639 C 19,247 0.972 E 12,656 0.639 C

8,434 0.452 B 23,341 1.251 F 8,434 0.452 B 23,341 1.251 F

18,323 0.982 E 12,050 0.646 C 18,323 0.982 E 12,050 0.646 C

8,145 0.436 B 22,540 1.208 F 8,145 0.436 B 22,540 1.208 F

17,717 0.949 E 11,652 0.624 C 17,717 0.949 E 11,652 0.624 C

7,950 0.487 B 22,002 1.349 F 7,978 0.489 B 22,016 1.350 F

17,153 1.052 F 11,280 0.692 C 17,160 1.052 F 11,311 0.694 C

AM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2021 with Phase 1Year 2021 No Project

AM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2021 No Project Year 2021 with Phase 1

AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak

I-15

I-805



Analysis from TIA

August 2019 Update / Respo

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

I-15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment

Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS

10,695 0.871 D 9,897 0.806 D 10,767 0.877 D 10,060 0.819 D
4,448 0.362 D 6,574 0.535 D 4,588 0.374 A 6,668 0.543 B
9,250 0.835 D 8,509 0.768 D 9,267 0.836 D 8,548 0.771 C
3,793 0.342 D 5,663 0.511 D 3,827 0.345 A 5,685 0.513 B
9,549 0.778 D 8,754 0.713 D 9,574 0.78 C 8,772 0.714 C
3,749 0.305 D 5,633 0.459 D 3,764 0.306 A 5,663 0.461 B
8,524 0.694 D 7,807 0.636 D 8,583 0.699 C 7,873 0.641 C
3,317 0.298 D 4,996 0.449 D 3,348 0.301 A 5,066 0.455 B

14,968 0.802 D 13,465 0.722 D 15,011 0.804 D 13,543 0.726 C
11,223 0.567 D 11,565 0.584 D 11,286 0.57 B 11,616 0.586 B
14,354 0.769 D 12,903 0.691 D 14,392 0.771 C 12,930 0.693 C
10,740 0.576 D 11,073 0.593 D 10,762 0.577 B 11,118 0.596 B
13,610 0.729 D 12,235 0.656 D 13,674 0.733 C 12,280 0.658 C
10,207 0.547 D 10,523 0.564 D 10,242 0.549 B 10,598 0.568 B
13,527 0.829 D 12,167 0.746 D 13,591 0.833 D 12,212 0.749 C
9,793 0.6 D 10,004 0.613 D 9,829 0.603 B 10,079 0.618 B

Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS

9,957 0.811 D 7,309 0.595 B 10,029 0.817 D 7,472 0.608 B

4,718 0.384 A 10,824 0.881 D 4,859 0.396 A 10,918 0.889 D

8,654 0.705 C 6,353 0.517 B 8,671 0.706 C 6,392 0.521 B

4,100 0.334 A 9,404 0.766 C 4,134 0.337 A 9,427 0.768 C

8,932 0.727 C 6,557 0.534 B 8,958 0.729 C 6,575 0.535 B

4,080 0.332 A 9,358 0.762 C 4,094 0.333 A 9,388 0.765 C

7,935 0.646 C 5,825 0.474 B 7,995 0.651 C 5,890 0.480 B

3,594 0.323 A 8,245 0.741 C 3,625 0.326 A 8,315 0.747 C

9,034 0.484 B 25,000 1.340 F 9,076 0.486 B 25,077 1.344 F

19,918 1.005 F 13,099 0.661 C 19,981 1.009 F 13,149 0.664 C

8,668 0.465 B 23,987 1.285 F 8,706 0.467 B 24,014 1.287 F

19,087 1.023 F 12,553 0.673 C 19,109 1.024 F 12,598 0.675 C

8,373 0.449 B 23,172 1.242 F 8,436 0.452 B 23,217 1.244 F

18,479 0.990 E 12,153 0.651 C 18,515 0.992 E 12,228 0.655 C

8,222 0.504 B 22,755 1.395 F 8,286 0.508 B 22,800 1.398 F

17,899 1.097 F 11,771 0.722 C 17,934 1.100 F 11,846 0.726 C

PM PeakAM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK

Year 2025 No Project Year 2025 with Phase 2

Year 2025 No Project Year 2025 with Phase 2

AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak



Analysis from TIA

August 2019 Update / Respo

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

I-15

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

Mira Mesa Blvd to I-805/I-5 
Interchange

Mira Mesa Blvd to Miramar Rd/La 
Jolla Village Dr

Miramar Rd to Miramar Way

Carroll Canyon Rd to Miramar Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Carroll Canyon 
Rd

Mira Mesa Blvd to Mercy Rd

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment

Miramar Rd/La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr

I-805 South of Nobel Dr

Freeway and Segment

Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS

12,862 1.047 F 11,798 0.961 E 12,915 1.052 F 11,905 0.969 E
5,343 0.435 B 8,015 0.653 C 5,430 0.442 B 8,082 0.658 C
11,238 1.014 F 10,308 0.93 E 11,263 1.017 F 10,357 0.935 E
4,661 0.421 B 6,992 0.631 C 4,701 0.424 B 7,023 0.634 C
11,701 0.953 E 10,733 0.874 D 11,713 0.954 E 10,741 0.875 D
4,712 0.384 A 7,068 0.576 B 4,719 0.384 A 7,083 0.577 B
10,888 0.887 D 9,987 0.813 D 10,935 0.891 D 10,041 0.818 D
4,154 0.373 A 6,232 0.56 B 4,182 0.376 A 6,290 0.565 B

18,126 0.971 E 16,295 0.873 D 18,157 0.973 E 16,349 0.876 D
13,514 0.682 C 13,933 0.703 C 13,558 0.684 C 13,969 0.705 C
17,267 0.925 E 15,522 0.832 D 17,267 0.925 E 15,522 0.832 D
12,822 0.687 C 13,219 0.708 C 12,822 0.687 C 13,219 0.708 C
16,467 0.882 D 14,803 0.793 C 16,538 0.886 D 14,855 0.796 C
12,339 0.661 C 12,722 0.682 C 12,381 0.663 C 12,808 0.686 C
16,317 1 F 14,689 0.901 D 16,388 1.005 F 14,742 0.904 D
11,800 0.723 C 12,026 0.737 C 11,841 0.726 C 12,113 0.743 C

Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS Volume V/C Ratio LOS

12,005 0.978 E 8,812 0.718 C 12,058 0.982 E 8,919 0.726 C

5,798 0.472 B 13,301 1.083 F 5,885 0.479 B 13,362 1.088 F

10,523 0.950 E 7,724 0.697 C 10,548 0.952 E 7,773 0.702 C

5,075 0.458 B 11,641 1.051 F 5,114 0.462 B 11,672 1.053 F

10,958 0.892 D 8,044 0.655 C 10,970 0.893 D 8,053 0.656 C

5,131 0.418 B 11,770 0.958 E 5,138 0.418 B 11,784 0.960 E

10,169 0.828 D 7,465 0.608 B 10,216 0.832 D 7,518 0.612 B

4,511 0.405 A 10,348 0.930 E 4,539 0.408 A 10,406 0.935 E

10,942 0.586 B 30,280 1.623 F 10,972 0.588 B 30,335 1.626 F

24,007 1.589 F 15,788 1.045 F 24,051 1.592 F 15,824 1.047 F

10,427 0.639 C 28,856 1.769 F 10,427 0.639 C 28,856 1.769 F

22,787 1.221 F 14,986 0.803 D 22,787 1.221 F 14,986 0.803 D

10,130 0.621 C 28,035 1.719 F 10,201 0.625 C 28,087 1.722 F

22,341 1.197 F 14,692 0.787 C 22,382 1.199 F 14,779 0.792 C

9,938 0.609 B 27,504 1.686 F 10,010 0.614 B 27,557 1.690 F

21,582 1.323 F 14,194 0.870 D 21,624 1.326 F 14,280 0.876 D

AM PEAK PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2050 No Project Year 2050 with Project

PM Peak AM PEAK PM Peak

Year 2050 No Project Year 2050 with Project

AM PEAK



Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

18.5 B 11.9 B 24.1 C 23.3 C 18.5 B 11.9 B 24.1 C 23.3 C

18.5 B 11.9 B 24.1 C 23.4 C 18.7 B 11.9 B 23.9 C 23.4 C

18.9 B 12.2 B 24.5 C 23.4 C 18.9 B 12.2 B 24.5 C 23.4 C

18.7 B 12.3 B 24 C 23.5 C 18.7 B 12.3 B 24 C 23.5 C

18.7 B 12.3 B 24 C 23.6 C 18.7 B 12.3 B 24 C 23.6 C

19.1 B 12.7 B 23.8 C 23.6 C 19 B 12.7 B 23.8 C 23.7 C

19.7 B 13.1 B 23.8 C 23.7 C 19.7 B 13.1 B 23.8 C 23.8 C

19.2 B 13 B 23.8 C 24.4 C 19.2 B 13 B 23.8 C 24.5 C

19.3 B 13.2 B 23.9 C 24.7 C 19.3 B 13.2 B 23.9 C 24.8 C

Results from TIA
37

Pomerado Rd-Miramar Way & I-15 NB On/Off Ramp

Existing Conditions

#

Intersection

Peak Hour

36

I-15 SB On/Off Ramp & Miramar Rd

Year 2050 No Project

Year 2050 with Project 
Buildout

Year 2025 Baseline  No 
Project

AM PM

Existing Plus Phase 1 
Project

Existing Plus Project Buildout

Year 2021 No Project

Year 2021 with Phase 1 
Project

AM PM AM PM

Year 2025 with Project 
Buildout

AM PM

Updated Results with Refined Geometrics
36 37

I-15 SB On/Off Ramp & Miramar Rd Pomerado Rd-Miramar Way & I-15 NB On/Off Ramp



Queues EX AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1001 400 0 1587 502 0 0 0 722 0 1544

Future Volume (vph) 0 1001 400 0 1587 502 0 0 0 722 0 1544

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1065 426 0 1688 534 0 0 0 768 0 1643

v/c Ratio 0.56 0.15 0.89 0.34 0.43 1.11

Control Delay 31.3 0.1 45.9 0.6 18.3 86.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 31.3 0.1 45.9 0.6 18.3 86.4

Queue Length 50th (ft) 237 0 480 0 180 ~818

Queue Length 95th (ft) 283 0 540 4 227 #970

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 1894 2787 1894 1583 1805 1484

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.56 0.15 0.89 0.34 0.43 1.11

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues EX PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1824 1040 0 1213 779 0 0 0 209 0 756

Future Volume (vph) 0 1824 1040 0 1213 779 0 0 0 209 0 756

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 1029 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 24.6 23.4 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1940 1106 0 1290 829 0 0 0 222 0 804

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.40 0.42 0.52 0.21 0.89

Control Delay 19.6 0.4 13.8 2.6 34.7 53.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 19.6 0.4 13.8 2.6 34.7 53.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 391 0 170 97 75 360

Queue Length 95th (ft) 513 0 351 137 99 414

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 949 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 3072 2787 3072 1569 1325 1119

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.63 0.40 0.42 0.53 0.17 0.72

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EX AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1044 678 0 1255 542 837 0 297 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1044 678 0 1255 542 837 0 297 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1099 714 0 1321 571 881 0 313 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.38 0.45 0.36 0.36 0.79 0.33

Control Delay 12.2 2.2 14.7 0.6 42.3 23.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 12.2 2.2 14.7 0.6 42.3 23.5

Queue Length 50th (ft) 134 52 151 0 318 79

Queue Length 95th (ft) 203 133 208 0 352 108

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2923 1582 3683 1583 1553 1298

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.38 0.45 0.36 0.36 0.57 0.24

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EX PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 958 1164 0 1478 772 450 0 142 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 958 1164 0 1478 772 450 0 142 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 988 1200 0 1524 796 464 0 146 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.27 0.76 0.33 0.50 0.75 0.23

Control Delay 4.4 17.7 7.0 1.1 61.4 7.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 4.4 17.7 7.0 1.1 61.4 7.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 62 656 136 0 200 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 68 717 153 0 261 32

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3717 1574 4684 1583 684 672

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.27 0.76 0.33 0.50 0.68 0.22

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EX AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 2 287 0 0 559 875 834

Future Volume (vph) 2 287 0 0 559 875 834

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.96

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 2 299 0 0 582 911 869

v/c Ratio 0.02 0.16 0.23 0.76 0.61

Control Delay 68.5 9.5 14.7 30.2 6.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 68.5 9.5 14.7 30.2 6.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 1 27 61 234 39

Queue Length 95th (ft) m9 39 121 263 79

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 110 675

Base Capacity (vph) 143 1849 2545 1689 1722

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.01 0.16 0.23 0.54 0.50

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.



Queues EX PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 453 0 0 634 562 557

Future Volume (vph) 0 453 0 0 634 562 557

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 498 0 0 697 618 612

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.74 0.60

Control Delay 8.3 8.0 36.8 9.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 8.3 8.0 36.8 9.4

Queue Length 50th (ft) 58 56 167 38

Queue Length 95th (ft) 100 90 205 82

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2220 3189 1422 1426

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.43 0.43

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EX AM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 495 512 0 534 835 0 0 0 133 0 1061

Future Volume (vph) 0 495 512 0 534 835 0 0 0 133 0 1061

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 556 575 0 600 938 0 0 0 149 0 1192

v/c Ratio 0.38 0.36 0.41 0.34 0.08 0.79

Control Delay 32.0 3.7 28.4 0.7 16.9 29.7

Queue Delay 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 15.8

Total Delay 32.5 3.7 28.5 0.7 16.9 45.5

Queue Length 50th (ft) 287 88 153 11 37 480

Queue Length 95th (ft) 356 255 292 23 41 428

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1461 1583 1461 2787 2158 1801

Starvation Cap Reductn 494 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 95 0 0 619

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.57 0.36 0.44 0.34 0.07 1.01

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EX PM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1334 1175 0 806 800 0 0 0 25 0 527

Future Volume (vph) 0 1334 1175 0 806 800 0 0 0 25 0 527

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1375 1211 0 831 825 0 0 0 26 0 543

v/c Ratio 0.47 0.77 0.28 0.30 0.08 0.89

Control Delay 5.6 15.8 2.2 0.4 62.0 39.0

Queue Delay 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 6.0 15.8 2.2 0.4 62.0 39.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 172 799 48 5 12 105

Queue Length 95th (ft) 248 902 83 9 27 175

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 2943 1583 2943 2787 920 1019

Starvation Cap Reductn 974 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 155 0 0 16

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.70 0.77 0.30 0.30 0.03 0.54

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EX AM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 186 401 0 1152 109 402 0 588 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 186 401 0 1152 109 402 0 588 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 196 422 0 1213 115 423 0 619 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.07 0.27 0.25 0.07 0.81 0.65

Control Delay 4.1 2.8 5.7 0.1 74.1 7.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 4.1 2.8 5.7 0.1 74.1 7.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 38 71 90 0 209 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 106 123 0 258 56

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2693 1583 4876 1583 1554 1600

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.07 0.27 0.25 0.07 0.27 0.39

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EX PM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 383 975 0 1036 143 562 0 636 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 383 975 0 1036 143 562 0 636 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 669 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 10.1 38.2 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 391 995 0 1057 146 573 0 649 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.15 0.63 0.23 0.09 0.83 0.64

Control Delay 8.9 5.7 8.1 0.1 72.3 10.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 8.9 5.7 8.1 0.1 72.3 10.4

Queue Length 50th (ft) 62 528 100 0 300 38

Queue Length 95th (ft) 95 530 137 0 349 100

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 589 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2540 1583 4600 1583 1714 1678

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.15 0.63 0.23 0.09 0.33 0.39

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1056 418 0 1695 561 0 0 0 758 0 1613

Future Volume (vph) 0 1056 418 0 1695 561 0 0 0 758 0 1613

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1123 445 0 1803 597 0 0 0 806 0 1716

v/c Ratio 0.59 0.16 0.95 0.38 0.45 1.16

Control Delay 31.9 0.1 50.3 0.8 18.6 106.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 31.9 0.1 50.3 0.8 18.6 106.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 254 0 520 1 192 ~885

Queue Length 95th (ft) 302 0 #610 10 241 #1038

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 1894 2787 1894 1583 1805 1484

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.59 0.16 0.95 0.38 0.45 1.16

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues EXPhase 1_PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1863 1040 0 1231 797 0 0 0 225 0 756

Future Volume (vph) 0 1863 1040 0 1231 797 0 0 0 225 0 756

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1982 1106 0 1310 848 0 0 0 239 0 804

v/c Ratio 0.65 0.40 0.43 0.54 0.23 0.89

Control Delay 20.0 0.4 16.0 2.7 34.9 53.7

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 20.0 0.4 16.0 2.7 34.9 53.7

Queue Length 50th (ft) 406 0 284 104 81 361

Queue Length 95th (ft) 532 0 356 148 106 415

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 3068 2787 3068 1568 1325 1117

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.65 0.40 0.43 0.54 0.18 0.72

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1104 708 0 1384 581 874 0 320 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1104 708 0 1384 581 874 0 320 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1162 745 0 1457 612 920 0 337 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.41 0.47 0.41 0.39 0.79 0.34

Control Delay 14.0 2.3 16.1 0.7 41.0 24.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 14.0 2.3 16.1 0.7 41.0 24.5

Queue Length 50th (ft) 153 49 177 0 330 90

Queue Length 95th (ft) 226 153 242 0 362 119

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2849 1577 3590 1583 1553 1292

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.41 0.47 0.41 0.39 0.59 0.26

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1013 1164 0 1513 779 450 0 181 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1013 1164 0 1513 779 450 0 181 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1044 1200 0 1560 803 464 0 187 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.28 0.76 0.33 0.51 0.75 0.29

Control Delay 4.5 17.3 7.0 1.2 61.4 7.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 4.5 17.3 7.0 1.2 61.4 7.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 67 636 140 0 200 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 73 695 157 0 261 36

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3717 1574 4684 1583 684 705

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.28 0.76 0.33 0.51 0.68 0.27

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 306 0 0 694 927 908

Future Volume (vph) 0 306 0 0 694 927 908

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.96

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 319 0 0 723 966 946

v/c Ratio 0.18 0.29 0.79 0.68

Control Delay 10.5 14.8 31.0 9.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 10.5 14.8 31.0 9.9

Queue Length 50th (ft) 30 86 248 77

Queue Length 95th (ft) 43 130 281 130

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 1745 2508 1651 1664

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.29 0.59 0.57

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 461 0 0 683 562 659

Future Volume (vph) 0 461 0 0 683 562 659

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 507 0 0 751 618 724

v/c Ratio 0.23 0.24 0.74 0.71

Control Delay 8.4 8.2 36.5 14.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 8.4 8.2 36.5 14.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 60 61 167 76

Queue Length 95th (ft) 101 98 205 132

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2214 3182 1422 1419

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.23 0.24 0.43 0.51

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_AM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 524 550 0 564 872 0 0 0 139 0 1108

Future Volume (vph) 0 524 550 0 564 872 0 0 0 139 0 1108

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 589 618 0 634 980 0 0 0 156 0 1245

v/c Ratio 0.44 0.39 0.47 0.35 0.08 0.79

Control Delay 34.7 4.4 33.6 0.8 15.3 27.7

Queue Delay 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 49.2

Total Delay 35.4 4.4 33.6 0.8 15.3 76.9

Queue Length 50th (ft) 307 106 171 15 37 497

Queue Length 95th (ft) 346 208 330 26 44 475

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1342 1583 1342 2787 2128 1789

Starvation Cap Reductn 418 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 60 0 0 686

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.64 0.39 0.49 0.35 0.07 1.13

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_PM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1338 1182 0 830 800 0 0 0 25 0 527

Future Volume (vph) 0 1338 1182 0 830 800 0 0 0 25 0 527

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1379 1219 0 856 825 0 0 0 26 0 543

v/c Ratio 0.47 0.77 0.29 0.30 0.07 0.89

Control Delay 5.9 16.1 2.4 0.4 60.9 41.0

Queue Delay 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 6.3 16.1 2.4 0.4 60.9 41.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 180 810 53 5 12 116

Queue Length 95th (ft) 250 902 88 8 27 185

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 2918 1583 2918 2787 920 1006

Starvation Cap Reductn 957 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 173 0 0 17

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.70 0.77 0.31 0.30 0.03 0.55

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_AM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 201 419 0 1205 114 424 0 614 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 201 419 0 1205 114 424 0 614 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 212 441 0 1268 120 446 0 646 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.08 0.28 0.26 0.08 0.82 0.66

Control Delay 2.9 3.1 6.1 0.1 73.2 7.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 2.9 3.1 6.1 0.1 73.2 7.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 22 76 98 0 220 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 107 134 0 269 56

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2667 1583 4829 1583 1554 1615

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.28 0.26 0.08 0.29 0.40

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues EXPhase 1_PM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 387 975 0 1044 143 578 0 636 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 387 975 0 1044 143 578 0 636 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 669 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 10.1 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 395 995 0 1065 146 590 0 649 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.16 0.63 0.23 0.09 0.84 0.64

Control Delay 9.4 5.6 8.5 0.1 71.7 10.7

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.4 5.6 8.5 0.1 71.7 10.7

Queue Length 50th (ft) 72 526 103 0 308 41

Queue Length 95th (ft) 100 528 141 0 357 103

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 589 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2521 1583 4564 1583 1714 1674

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.16 0.63 0.23 0.09 0.34 0.39

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1042 400 0 1654 561 0 0 0 737 0 1544

Future Volume (vph) 0 1042 400 0 1654 561 0 0 0 737 0 1544

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1109 426 0 1760 597 0 0 0 784 0 1643

v/c Ratio 0.59 0.15 0.93 0.38 0.43 1.11

Control Delay 31.8 0.1 48.0 0.8 18.4 86.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 31.8 0.1 48.0 0.8 18.4 86.4

Queue Length 50th (ft) 250 0 504 3 185 ~818

Queue Length 95th (ft) 297 0 #584 14 233 #970

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 1894 2787 1894 1583 1805 1484

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.59 0.15 0.93 0.38 0.43 1.11

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1905 1040 0 1263 819 0 0 0 240 0 756

Future Volume (vph) 0 1905 1040 0 1263 819 0 0 0 240 0 756

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2027 1106 0 1344 871 0 0 0 255 0 804

v/c Ratio 0.66 0.40 0.44 0.55 0.24 0.89

Control Delay 20.5 0.4 16.1 2.9 35.0 53.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 20.5 0.4 16.1 2.9 35.0 53.9

Queue Length 50th (ft) 424 0 294 113 87 364

Queue Length 95th (ft) 553 0 366 160 112 418

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 3059 2787 3059 1567 1325 1113

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.66 0.40 0.44 0.56 0.19 0.72

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1099 678 0 1382 567 837 0 328 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1099 678 0 1382 567 837 0 328 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1157 714 0 1455 597 881 0 345 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.40 0.45 0.40 0.38 0.79 0.37

Control Delay 13.0 2.1 15.2 0.7 42.3 25.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 13.0 2.1 15.2 0.7 42.3 25.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 148 41 172 0 318 95

Queue Length 95th (ft) 219 40 234 0 352 125

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2923 1582 3683 1583 1553 1292

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.40 0.45 0.40 0.38 0.57 0.27

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1069 1164 0 1569 791 450 0 211 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1069 1164 0 1569 791 450 0 211 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1102 1200 0 1618 815 464 0 218 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.76 0.35 0.51 0.75 0.32

Control Delay 4.5 16.8 7.1 1.2 61.4 7.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 4.5 16.8 7.1 1.2 61.4 7.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 72 615 147 0 200 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 78 671 165 0 261 38

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3717 1574 4684 1583 684 729

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.30 0.76 0.35 0.51 0.68 0.30

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 294 0 0 724 875 913

Future Volume (vph) 0 294 0 0 724 875 913

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.96

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 306 0 0 754 911 951

v/c Ratio 0.17 0.29 0.79 0.68

Control Delay 11.5 14.1 32.0 8.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.5 14.1 32.0 8.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 38 87 236 63

Queue Length 95th (ft) 47 132 271 117

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 1795 2579 1598 1680

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.29 0.57 0.57

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 468 0 0 746 562 736

Future Volume (vph) 0 468 0 0 746 562 736

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 514 0 0 820 618 809

v/c Ratio 0.23 0.26 0.73 0.79

Control Delay 8.6 8.6 35.9 19.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 8.6 8.6 35.9 19.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 61 68 167 111

Queue Length 95th (ft) 107 112 200 168

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2202 3165 1422 1413

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.23 0.26 0.43 0.57

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout AM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 520 537 0 560 835 0 0 0 133 0 1071

Future Volume (vph) 0 520 537 0 560 835 0 0 0 133 0 1071

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 584 603 0 629 938 0 0 0 149 0 1203

v/c Ratio 0.41 0.38 0.44 0.34 0.08 0.79

Control Delay 32.6 4.1 31.9 0.7 16.4 29.6

Queue Delay 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.3

Total Delay 33.1 4.1 31.9 0.7 16.4 54.9

Queue Length 50th (ft) 304 101 267 12 36 486

Queue Length 95th (ft) 373 291 359 22 41 443

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1432 1583 1432 2787 2158 1795

Starvation Cap Reductn 460 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 69 0 0 637

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.60 0.38 0.46 0.34 0.07 1.04

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout PM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1357 1194 0 857 800 0 0 0 25 0 539

Future Volume (vph) 0 1357 1194 0 857 800 0 0 0 25 0 539

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 570

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 598 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 13.6 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1399 1231 0 884 825 0 0 0 26 0 556

v/c Ratio 0.49 0.78 0.31 0.30 0.06 0.89

Control Delay 6.5 16.3 2.7 0.4 59.1 43.9

Queue Delay 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 7.0 16.3 2.7 0.4 59.1 44.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 194 827 60 5 12 138

Queue Length 95th (ft) 253 901 97 7 26 205

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 518 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505 570

Base Capacity (vph) 2873 1583 2873 2787 920 991

Starvation Cap Reductn 919 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 212 0 0 20

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.72 0.78 0.33 0.30 0.03 0.57

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout AM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 203 409 0 1164 109 417 0 588 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 203 409 0 1164 109 417 0 588 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 214 431 0 1225 115 439 0 619 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.08 0.27 0.25 0.07 0.85 0.65

Control Delay 1.1 2.8 6.0 0.1 77.8 7.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 1.1 2.8 6.0 0.1 77.8 7.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 70 93 0 219 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 103 128 0 268 56

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2672 1583 4839 1583 1528 1598

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.27 0.25 0.07 0.29 0.39

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues Existing Plus Project Buildout PM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 397 985 0 1057 143 593 0 636 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 397 985 0 1057 143 593 0 636 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 1240 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 18.8 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 405 1005 0 1079 146 605 0 649 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.16 0.63 0.24 0.09 0.84 0.64

Control Delay 10.0 5.7 8.8 0.1 71.0 11.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 10.0 5.7 8.8 0.1 71.0 11.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 88 524 106 0 316 50

Queue Length 95th (ft) 105 527 145 0 364 114

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 1160 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2502 1583 4532 1583 1714 1665

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.16 0.63 0.24 0.09 0.35 0.39

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1046 418 0 1658 524 0 0 0 754 0 1613

Future Volume (vph) 0 1046 418 0 1658 524 0 0 0 754 0 1613

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 22 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 28.7 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1113 445 0 1764 557 0 0 0 802 0 1716

v/c Ratio 0.58 0.16 0.91 0.35 0.45 1.17

Control Delay 31.1 0.1 46.3 0.6 19.1 112.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 31.1 0.1 46.3 0.6 19.1 112.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 247 0 505 0 193 ~894

Queue Length 95th (ft) 295 0 565 4 243 #1047

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 1928 2787 1928 1583 1782 1466

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.58 0.16 0.91 0.35 0.45 1.17

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues 2021 NP PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1905 1086 0 1267 814 0 0 0 218 0 790

Future Volume (vph) 0 1905 1086 0 1267 814 0 0 0 218 0 790

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2027 1155 0 1348 866 0 0 0 232 0 840

v/c Ratio 0.68 0.41 0.45 0.55 0.21 0.90

Control Delay 21.7 0.5 17.4 2.8 33.4 53.7

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 21.7 0.5 17.4 2.8 33.4 53.7

Queue Length 50th (ft) 439 0 303 106 77 381

Queue Length 95th (ft) 568 0 375 150 101 436

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 2998 2787 2998 1560 1325 1113

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.68 0.41 0.45 0.56 0.18 0.75

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1090 708 0 1311 566 874 0 310 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1090 708 0 1311 566 874 0 310 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1147 745 0 1380 596 920 0 326 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.40 0.47 0.38 0.38 0.79 0.33

Control Delay 13.2 2.3 15.9 0.7 41.0 24.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 13.2 2.3 15.9 0.7 41.0 24.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 144 55 165 0 330 87

Queue Length 95th (ft) 216 139 227 0 361 115

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2850 1579 3591 1583 1582 1313

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.40 0.47 0.38 0.38 0.58 0.25

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1001 1216 0 1544 806 470 0 148 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1001 1216 0 1544 806 470 0 148 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1032 1254 0 1592 831 485 0 153 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.28 0.79 0.34 0.52 0.76 0.24

Control Delay 4.6 20.3 7.3 1.2 61.2 7.7

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 4.6 20.3 7.3 1.2 61.2 7.7

Queue Length 50th (ft) 64 752 143 0 211 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 71 715 160 0 274 32

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3684 1566 4643 1583 679 674

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.28 0.80 0.34 0.52 0.71 0.23

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 304 0 0 592 927 883

Future Volume (vph) 0 304 0 0 592 927 883

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.96

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 317 0 0 617 966 920

v/c Ratio 0.18 0.24 0.77 0.65

Control Delay 9.7 13.9 29.0 8.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.7 13.9 29.0 8.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 27 69 243 65

Queue Length 95th (ft) 39 109 273 114

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 1778 2556 1727 1714

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.24 0.56 0.54

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 480 0 0 671 595 590

Future Volume (vph) 0 480 0 0 671 595 590

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 527 0 0 737 654 648

v/c Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.75 0.64

Control Delay 8.9 8.6 36.3 13.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 8.9 8.6 36.3 13.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 65 62 176 63

Queue Length 95th (ft) 110 99 214 113

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2179 3131 1460 1420

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.45 0.46

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP AM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 517 535 0 558 872 0 0 0 139 0 1108

Future Volume (vph) 0 517 535 0 558 872 0 0 0 139 0 1108

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 581 601 0 627 980 0 0 0 156 0 1245

v/c Ratio 0.43 0.38 0.47 0.35 0.08 0.79

Control Delay 35.6 4.1 33.1 0.8 14.8 27.5

Queue Delay 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 49.1

Total Delay 36.3 4.1 33.2 0.8 14.8 76.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 303 98 168 15 36 494

Queue Length 95th (ft) 371 197 322 26 43 471

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1347 1583 1347 2787 2158 1795

Starvation Cap Reductn 431 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 60 0 0 676

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.63 0.38 0.49 0.35 0.07 1.11

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP PM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1393 1227 0 842 836 0 0 0 26 0 550

Future Volume (vph) 0 1393 1227 0 842 836 0 0 0 26 0 550

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1436 1265 0 868 862 0 0 0 27 0 567

v/c Ratio 0.50 0.80 0.30 0.31 0.06 0.89

Control Delay 6.7 17.2 2.8 0.5 58.7 44.1

Queue Delay 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

Total Delay 7.3 17.2 2.8 0.5 58.7 44.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 208 855 61 7 12 142

Queue Length 95th (ft) 253 901 98 10 27 210

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 2864 1583 2864 2787 941 1010

Starvation Cap Reductn 929 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 232 0 0 22

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.74 0.80 0.33 0.31 0.03 0.57

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP AM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 194 419 0 1203 114 420 0 614 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 194 419 0 1203 114 420 0 614 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 204 441 0 1266 120 442 0 646 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.08 0.28 0.26 0.08 0.82 0.66

Control Delay 3.0 3.1 6.0 0.1 73.6 7.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 3.0 3.1 6.0 0.1 73.6 7.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 22 78 97 0 218 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 112 133 0 267 56

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2672 1583 4839 1583 1531 1600

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.28 0.26 0.08 0.29 0.40

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 NP PM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 400 1018 0 1082 149 587 0 664 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 400 1018 0 1082 149 587 0 664 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 669 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 10.1 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 408 1039 0 1104 152 599 0 678 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.16 0.66 0.24 0.10 0.84 0.67

Control Delay 9.8 6.1 8.7 0.1 71.2 14.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.8 6.1 8.7 0.1 71.2 14.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 86 530 109 0 313 68

Queue Length 95th (ft) 97 529 148 0 361 138

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 589 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2510 1583 4544 1583 1714 1663

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.16 0.66 0.24 0.10 0.35 0.41

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1056 418 0 1695 561 0 0 0 758 0 1613

Future Volume (vph) 0 1056 418 0 1695 561 0 0 0 758 0 1613

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 1029 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 23.4 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1123 445 0 1803 597 0 0 0 806 0 1716

v/c Ratio 0.58 0.16 0.94 0.38 0.46 1.17

Control Delay 31.2 0.1 47.6 0.8 19.8 112.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 31.2 0.1 47.6 0.8 19.8 112.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 251 0 518 1 198 ~894

Queue Length 95th (ft) 299 0 #600 10 250 #1047

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 949 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 1928 2787 1928 1583 1753 1466

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.58 0.16 0.94 0.38 0.46 1.17

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues 2021 WP 1 PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1945 1086 0 1285 832 0 0 0 234 0 790

Future Volume (vph) 0 1945 1086 0 1285 832 0 0 0 234 0 790

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2069 1155 0 1367 885 0 0 0 249 0 840

v/c Ratio 0.69 0.41 0.46 0.56 0.22 0.90

Control Delay 22.2 0.5 17.4 3.0 33.5 53.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 22.2 0.5 17.4 3.0 33.5 53.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 455 0 308 113 83 382

Queue Length 95th (ft) 587 0 382 162 107 438

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 2993 2787 2993 1560 1325 1111

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.69 0.41 0.46 0.57 0.19 0.76

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1104 708 0 1384 581 874 0 320 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1104 708 0 1384 581 874 0 320 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1162 745 0 1457 612 920 0 337 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.41 0.47 0.41 0.39 0.79 0.34

Control Delay 13.5 2.3 16.2 0.7 40.8 24.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 13.5 2.3 16.2 0.7 40.8 24.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 149 52 178 0 330 92

Queue Length 95th (ft) 222 140 243 0 361 119

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2844 1579 3584 1583 1582 1312

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.41 0.47 0.41 0.39 0.58 0.26

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1057 1216 0 1580 813 470 0 188 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1057 1216 0 1580 813 470 0 188 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1090 1254 0 1629 838 485 0 194 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.79 0.35 0.53 0.76 0.29

Control Delay 4.6 19.7 7.4 1.3 61.2 7.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 4.6 19.7 7.4 1.3 61.2 7.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 69 736 147 0 211 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 76 692 165 0 274 36

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3684 1566 4643 1583 679 706

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.30 0.80 0.35 0.53 0.71 0.27

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 306 0 0 694 927 908

Future Volume (vph) 0 306 0 0 694 927 908

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.96

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 319 0 0 723 966 946

v/c Ratio 0.18 0.28 0.77 0.67

Control Delay 9.7 14.3 29.0 9.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.7 14.3 29.0 9.4

Queue Length 50th (ft) 27 83 243 75

Queue Length 95th (ft) 39 128 273 125

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 1778 2556 1727 1712

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.28 0.56 0.55

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 488 0 0 721 595 693

Future Volume (vph) 0 488 0 0 721 595 693

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 536 0 0 792 654 762

v/c Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.75 0.76

Control Delay 9.0 8.8 36.0 19.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.0 8.8 36.0 19.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 66 68 176 107

Queue Length 95th (ft) 111 107 214 164

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2173 3123 1460 1414

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.45 0.54

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 AM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 524 550 0 564 872 0 0 0 139 0 1108

Future Volume (vph) 0 524 550 0 564 872 0 0 0 139 0 1108

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 589 618 0 634 980 0 0 0 156 0 1245

v/c Ratio 0.44 0.39 0.47 0.35 0.08 0.79

Control Delay 35.3 4.4 33.7 0.8 14.8 27.5

Queue Delay 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 49.1

Total Delay 36.1 4.4 33.8 0.8 14.8 76.7

Queue Length 50th (ft) 307 107 172 15 36 495

Queue Length 95th (ft) 367 206 331 26 43 473

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1345 1583 1345 2787 2158 1794

Starvation Cap Reductn 424 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 57 0 0 676

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.64 0.39 0.49 0.35 0.07 1.11

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 PM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1397 1234 0 866 836 0 0 0 26 0 550

Future Volume (vph) 0 1397 1234 0 866 836 0 0 0 26 0 550

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1440 1272 0 893 862 0 0 0 27 0 567

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.80 0.31 0.31 0.06 0.89

Control Delay 7.0 17.5 3.0 0.5 57.8 45.7

Queue Delay 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

Total Delay 7.6 17.5 3.0 0.5 57.8 45.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 214 863 65 6 12 152

Queue Length 95th (ft) 254 1334 103 9 27 220

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 2840 1583 2840 2787 941 998

Starvation Cap Reductn 913 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 249 0 0 22

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.75 0.80 0.34 0.31 0.03 0.58

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 AM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 201 419 0 1205 114 424 0 614 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 201 419 0 1205 114 424 0 614 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 212 441 0 1268 120 446 0 646 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.08 0.28 0.26 0.08 0.82 0.66

Control Delay 3.0 3.1 6.2 0.1 73.4 7.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 3.0 3.1 6.2 0.1 73.4 7.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 23 76 99 0 220 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 107 135 0 269 56

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2665 1583 4822 1583 1528 1599

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.28 0.26 0.08 0.29 0.40

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2021 WP 1 PM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 404 1018 0 1090 149 603 0 664 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 404 1018 0 1090 149 603 0 664 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 669 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 10.1 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 412 1039 0 1112 152 615 0 678 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.17 0.66 0.25 0.10 0.84 0.67

Control Delay 10.1 6.0 9.0 0.1 70.7 14.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 10.1 6.0 9.0 0.1 70.7 14.5

Queue Length 50th (ft) 91 527 112 0 321 72

Queue Length 95th (ft) 101 528 152 0 369 141

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 589 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2491 1583 4512 1583 1714 1659

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.66 0.25 0.10 0.36 0.41

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1102 437 0 1768 583 0 0 0 792 0 1685

Future Volume (vph) 0 1102 437 0 1768 583 0 0 0 792 0 1685

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1172 465 0 1881 620 0 0 0 843 0 1793

v/c Ratio 0.61 0.17 0.98 0.39 0.47 1.22

Control Delay 31.7 0.1 52.6 0.8 19.5 134.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 31.7 0.1 52.6 0.8 19.5 134.4

Queue Length 50th (ft) 265 0 547 1 206 ~966

Queue Length 95th (ft) 314 0 #647 10 259 #1119

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 1928 2787 1928 1583 1782 1466

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.61 0.17 0.98 0.39 0.47 1.22

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues 2025 NP PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 2029 1134 0 1341 868 0 0 0 244 0 825

Future Volume (vph) 0 2029 1134 0 1341 868 0 0 0 244 0 825

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2159 1206 0 1427 923 0 0 0 260 0 878

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.43 0.49 0.58 0.23 0.91

Control Delay 24.5 0.5 18.8 3.3 32.4 54.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 24.5 0.5 18.8 3.3 32.4 54.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 509 0 333 126 85 404

Queue Length 95th (ft) 636 0 404 177 111 467

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 2925 2787 2925 1570 1335 1113

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.74 0.43 0.49 0.59 0.19 0.79

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1151 740 0 1441 605 913 0 333 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1151 740 0 1441 605 913 0 333 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1212 779 0 1517 637 961 0 351 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.44 0.49 0.43 0.40 0.80 0.35

Control Delay 15.0 2.5 17.4 0.8 40.1 24.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 15.0 2.5 17.4 0.8 40.1 24.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 166 52 195 0 341 96

Queue Length 95th (ft) 239 161 260 0 376 125

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2780 1573 3504 1583 1553 1287

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.44 0.50 0.43 0.40 0.62 0.27

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1101 1270 0 1648 849 491 0 194 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1101 1270 0 1648 849 491 0 194 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1135 1309 0 1699 875 506 0 200 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.83 0.37 0.55 0.77 0.29

Control Delay 5.0 22.3 7.7 1.4 61.8 7.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 5.0 22.3 7.7 1.4 61.8 7.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 72 743 156 0 222 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 93 745 175 0 287 36

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3667 1577 4620 1583 679 711

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.31 0.83 0.37 0.55 0.75 0.28

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 324 0 0 728 982 960

Future Volume (vph) 0 324 0 0 728 982 960

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.96

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 338 0 0 758 1023 1000

v/c Ratio 0.20 0.31 0.77 0.70

Control Delay 10.5 15.5 27.9 11.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 10.5 15.5 27.9 11.2

Queue Length 50th (ft) 30 92 255 105

Queue Length 95th (ft) 43 140 282 153

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 1708 2455 1727 1691

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.20 0.31 0.59 0.59

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 516 0 0 760 630 727

Future Volume (vph) 0 516 0 0 760 630 727

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 567 0 0 835 692 799

v/c Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.74 0.78

Control Delay 9.9 9.7 34.5 21.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.9 9.7 34.5 21.5

Queue Length 50th (ft) 73 75 186 132

Queue Length 95th (ft) 127 122 217 184

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2114 3038 1460 1393

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.47 0.57

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP AM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 547 573 0 589 911 0 0 0 145 0 1157

Future Volume (vph) 0 547 573 0 589 911 0 0 0 145 0 1157

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 615 644 0 662 1024 0 0 0 163 0 1300

v/c Ratio 0.50 0.41 0.53 0.37 0.08 0.79

Control Delay 37.1 5.0 38.1 0.8 13.1 25.8

Queue Delay 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 48.8

Total Delay 37.7 5.0 38.2 0.8 13.1 74.7

Queue Length 50th (ft) 330 216 213 19 30 436

Queue Length 95th (ft) 286 224 361 30 45 519

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1242 1583 1242 2787 2158 1789

Starvation Cap Reductn 299 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 43 0 0 629

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.65 0.41 0.55 0.37 0.08 1.12

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP PM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1459 1289 0 903 873 0 0 0 27 0 574

Future Volume (vph) 0 1459 1289 0 903 873 0 0 0 27 0 574

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1504 1329 0 931 900 0 0 0 28 0 592

v/c Ratio 0.54 0.84 0.34 0.32 0.06 0.89

Control Delay 7.9 19.6 3.5 0.5 55.3 49.1

Queue Delay 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

Total Delay 8.8 19.6 3.6 0.5 55.3 49.2

Queue Length 50th (ft) 248 919 76 8 13 183

Queue Length 95th (ft) 258 1365 118 10 27 250

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 2774 1583 2774 2787 941 980

Starvation Cap Reductn 870 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 311 0 0 25

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.79 0.84 0.38 0.32 0.03 0.62

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP AM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 210 438 0 1259 119 443 0 641 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 210 438 0 1259 119 443 0 641 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 221 461 0 1325 125 466 0 675 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.08 0.29 0.28 0.08 0.82 0.66

Control Delay 2.2 3.4 6.5 0.1 72.7 6.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 2.2 3.4 6.5 0.1 72.7 6.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 88 107 0 230 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 114 146 0 279 56

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2645 1583 4790 1583 1531 1616

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.29 0.28 0.08 0.30 0.42

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 NP PM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 422 1063 0 1138 156 629 0 694 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 422 1063 0 1138 156 629 0 694 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 669 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 10.1 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 431 1085 0 1161 159 642 0 708 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.26 0.10 0.84 0.70

Control Delay 10.5 6.6 9.7 0.1 69.4 20.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 10.5 6.6 9.7 0.1 69.4 20.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 102 531 122 0 334 118

Queue Length 95th (ft) 108 703 165 0 381 187

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 589 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2458 1583 4451 1583 1735 1652

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.26 0.10 0.37 0.43

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1137 438 0 1808 593 0 0 0 791 0 1661

Future Volume (vph) 0 1137 438 0 1808 593 0 0 0 791 0 1661

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1210 466 0 1923 631 0 0 0 841 0 1767

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.17 1.00 0.40 0.49 1.21

Control Delay 32.1 0.1 57.5 0.9 21.2 130.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 32.1 0.1 57.5 0.9 21.2 130.2

Queue Length 50th (ft) 276 0 562 2 215 ~946

Queue Length 95th (ft) 327 0 #672 11 270 #1098

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 1928 2787 1928 1583 1713 1457

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.63 0.17 1.00 0.40 0.49 1.21

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues 2025 WP PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 2078 1138 0 1381 882 0 0 0 255 0 813

Future Volume (vph) 0 2078 1138 0 1381 882 0 0 0 255 0 813

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2211 1211 0 1469 938 0 0 0 271 0 865

v/c Ratio 0.75 0.43 0.50 0.59 0.24 0.90

Control Delay 24.8 0.5 18.7 3.5 32.8 54.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 24.8 0.5 18.7 3.5 32.8 54.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 527 0 341 130 89 400

Queue Length 95th (ft) 663 0 416 188 115 460

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 2937 2787 2937 1572 1335 1110

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.75 0.43 0.50 0.60 0.20 0.78

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1200 743 0 1469 604 892 0 333 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1200 743 0 1469 604 892 0 333 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1263 782 0 1546 636 939 0 351 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.45 0.49 0.44 0.40 0.81 0.36

Control Delay 15.4 2.4 17.0 0.8 42.2 25.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 15.4 2.4 17.0 0.8 42.2 25.9

Queue Length 50th (ft) 180 48 197 0 339 100

Queue Length 95th (ft) 255 173 263 0 375 128

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2815 1575 3548 1583 1524 1283

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.45 0.50 0.44 0.40 0.62 0.27

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1162 1277 0 1677 850 480 0 191 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1162 1277 0 1677 850 480 0 191 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1198 1316 0 1729 876 495 0 197 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.33 0.83 0.37 0.55 0.79 0.29

Control Delay 5.2 22.0 7.7 1.4 63.4 7.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 5.2 22.0 7.7 1.4 63.4 7.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 76 733 160 0 219 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 106 752 178 0 282 36

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3664 1577 4618 1583 654 709

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.33 0.83 0.37 0.55 0.76 0.28

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 334 0 0 768 1022 1027

Future Volume (vph) 0 334 0 0 768 1022 1027

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.96

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 348 0 0 800 1065 1070

v/c Ratio 0.21 0.34 0.77 0.74

Control Delay 11.1 16.5 27.2 13.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.1 16.5 27.2 13.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 31 101 264 135

Queue Length 95th (ft) 44 153 290 184

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 1659 2384 1727 1680

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.21 0.34 0.62 0.64

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 532 0 0 816 656 773

Future Volume (vph) 0 532 0 0 816 656 773

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 585 0 0 897 721 849

v/c Ratio 0.28 0.30 0.73 0.81

Control Delay 10.9 10.7 32.9 23.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 10.9 10.7 32.9 23.5

Queue Length 50th (ft) 80 86 191 156

Queue Length 95th (ft) 140 141 217 204

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2058 2957 1460 1382

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.28 0.30 0.49 0.61

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP AM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 600 627 0 646 912 0 0 0 142 0 1149

Future Volume (vph) 0 600 627 0 646 912 0 0 0 142 0 1149

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 674 704 0 726 1025 0 0 0 160 0 1291

v/c Ratio 0.54 0.44 0.59 0.37 0.08 0.79

Control Delay 36.2 6.1 42.4 0.8 13.0 26.2

Queue Delay 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 49.0

Total Delay 36.9 6.1 42.5 0.8 13.0 75.2

Queue Length 50th (ft) 362 212 270 19 29 442

Queue Length 95th (ft) 273 254 428 21 44 525

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1238 1583 1238 2787 2158 1779

Starvation Cap Reductn 257 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 44 0 0 657

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.69 0.44 0.61 0.37 0.07 1.15

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP PM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1509 1343 0 995 875 0 0 0 27 0 594

Future Volume (vph) 0 1509 1343 0 995 875 0 0 0 27 0 594

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1556 1385 0 1026 902 0 0 0 28 0 612

v/c Ratio 0.58 0.87 0.38 0.32 0.05 0.89

Control Delay 9.0 21.7 4.3 0.5 51.7 54.5

Queue Delay 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2

Total Delay 10.0 21.7 4.5 0.5 51.7 54.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 260 936 95 5 12 227

Queue Length 95th (ft) 264 1390 141 2 26 292

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 2680 1583 2680 2787 941 941

Starvation Cap Reductn 780 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 540 0 0 37

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.82 0.87 0.48 0.32 0.03 0.68

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP AM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 220 476 0 1258 118 486 0 637 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 220 476 0 1258 118 486 0 637 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 232 501 0 1324 124 512 0 671 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.09 0.32 0.28 0.08 0.83 0.64

Control Delay 2.6 4.1 7.2 0.1 71.1 6.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 2.6 4.1 7.2 0.1 71.1 6.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 105 114 0 252 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 18 135 155 0 301 55

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2593 1583 4696 1583 1531 1614

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.09 0.32 0.28 0.08 0.33 0.42

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2025 WP PM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 432 1092 0 1142 154 701 0 689 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 432 1092 0 1142 154 701 0 689 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 669 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 10.1 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 441 1114 0 1165 157 715 0 703 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.19 0.70 0.27 0.10 0.84 0.67

Control Delay 11.5 7.3 11.3 0.1 66.5 19.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.5 7.3 11.3 0.1 66.5 19.2

Queue Length 50th (ft) 112 525 134 0 369 121

Queue Length 95th (ft) 124 700 180 0 414 185

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 589 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2371 1583 4294 1583 1735 1644

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.19 0.70 0.27 0.10 0.41 0.43

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 NP AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1214 485 0 1880 594 0 0 0 838 0 1793

Future Volume (vph) 0 1214 485 0 1880 594 0 0 0 838 0 1793

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1278 511 0 1979 625 0 0 0 882 0 1887

v/c Ratio 0.62 0.18 0.96 0.39 0.52 1.35

Control Delay 30.1 0.1 39.4 0.8 22.0 190.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 30.1 0.1 39.4 0.8 22.0 190.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 284 0 570 0 232 ~1085

Queue Length 95th (ft) 334 0 #666 6 289 #1237

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 2055 2787 2055 1583 1696 1397

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.62 0.18 0.96 0.39 0.52 1.35

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues 2050 NP PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 2212 1260 0 1437 923 0 0 0 242 0 877

Future Volume (vph) 0 2212 1260 0 1437 923 0 0 0 242 0 877

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2328 1326 0 1513 972 0 0 0 255 0 923

v/c Ratio 0.80 0.48 0.52 0.61 0.21 0.93

Control Delay 17.8 0.1 22.0 3.6 34.2 60.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 17.8 0.1 22.0 3.6 34.2 60.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 409 0 389 146 89 469

Queue Length 95th (ft) m330 m0 453 203 119 552

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 2903 2787 2903 1561 1311 1090

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.80 0.48 0.52 0.62 0.19 0.85

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.



Queues 2050 NP AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1236 792 0 1537 664 858 0 304 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1236 792 0 1537 664 858 0 304 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1301 834 0 1618 699 903 0 320 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.45 0.53 0.44 0.44 0.80 0.34

Control Delay 13.7 2.7 16.0 0.9 42.2 25.7

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 13.7 2.7 16.0 0.9 42.2 25.7

Queue Length 50th (ft) 150 63 198 0 327 89

Queue Length 95th (ft) 182 83 268 0 363 118

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2897 1570 3651 1583 1438 1196

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.45 0.53 0.44 0.44 0.63 0.27

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 NP PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1135 1364 0 1811 945 462 0 145 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1135 1364 0 1811 945 462 0 145 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1170 1406 0 1867 974 476 0 149 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.89 0.39 0.62 0.82 0.25

Control Delay 5.5 27.7 7.0 1.8 72.2 8.7

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 5.5 27.7 7.0 1.8 72.2 8.7

Queue Length 50th (ft) 87 898 168 0 234 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 104 872 185 0 #302 35

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3806 1583 4797 1583 583 597

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.31 0.89 0.39 0.62 0.82 0.25

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues 2050 NP AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 384 0 0 744 1080 1029

Future Volume (vph) 0 384 0 0 744 1080 1029

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 404 0 0 783 1137 1083

v/c Ratio 0.25 0.34 0.79 0.75

Control Delay 11.5 17.5 26.8 14.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.5 17.5 26.8 14.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 35 103 278 160

Queue Length 95th (ft) 47 152 312 213

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 1595 2293 1689 1614

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.25 0.34 0.67 0.67

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 NP PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 607 0 0 843 693 687

Future Volume (vph) 0 607 0 0 843 693 687

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 639 0 0 887 729 723

v/c Ratio 0.31 0.30 0.76 0.73

Control Delay 11.5 10.1 34.7 21.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.5 10.1 34.7 21.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 87 83 195 126

Queue Length 95th (ft) 168 131 230 176

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2089 3002 1460 1352

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.31 0.30 0.50 0.53

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 NP AM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 580 605 0 667 1041 0 0 0 150 0 1200

Future Volume (vph) 0 580 605 0 667 1041 0 0 0 150 0 1200

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 611 637 0 702 1096 0 0 0 158 0 1263

v/c Ratio 0.45 0.40 0.51 0.39 0.08 0.81

Control Delay 28.9 5.6 40.0 0.9 15.4 29.6

Queue Delay 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.8

Total Delay 29.4 5.6 40.0 0.9 15.4 80.5

Queue Length 50th (ft) 317 168 226 23 36 515

Queue Length 95th (ft) 339 218 405 34 47 532

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1367 1583 1367 2787 2089 1736

Starvation Cap Reductn 349 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 25 0 0 961

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.60 0.40 0.52 0.39 0.08 1.63

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 NP PM

36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1562 1381 0 1006 999 0 0 0 29 0 596

Future Volume (vph) 0 1562 1381 0 1006 999 0 0 0 29 0 596

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1610 1424 0 1037 1030 0 0 0 30 0 614

v/c Ratio 0.60 0.90 0.39 0.37 0.05 0.89

Control Delay 9.8 21.7 4.8 0.7 51.2 55.1

Queue Delay 2.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2

Total Delay 12.2 21.7 4.9 0.7 51.2 55.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 268 906 105 15 13 234

Queue Length 95th (ft) 285 1392 154 7 27 297

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 2664 1583 2664 2787 963 950

Starvation Cap Reductn 886 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 665 0 0 43

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.91 0.90 0.52 0.37 0.03 0.68

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 NP AM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 232 500 0 1408 133 490 0 716 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 232 500 0 1408 133 490 0 716 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 244 526 0 1482 140 516 0 754 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.09 0.33 0.32 0.09 0.83 0.67

Control Delay 4.9 5.3 7.6 0.1 71.1 6.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 4.9 5.3 7.6 0.1 71.1 6.4

Queue Length 50th (ft) 47 142 132 0 254 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 42 378 179 0 303 56

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2589 1583 4689 1583 1508 1647

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.09 0.33 0.32 0.09 0.34 0.46

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 NP PM

37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 477 1216 0 1267 174 684 0 774 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 477 1216 0 1267 174 684 0 774 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 669 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 10.1 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 487 1241 0 1293 178 698 0 790 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.20 0.78 0.30 0.11 0.84 0.80

Control Delay 11.3 11.0 11.2 0.1 67.1 32.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.3 11.0 11.2 0.1 67.1 32.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 94 535 149 0 361 227

Queue Length 95th (ft) 139 1237 200 0 407 295

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 589 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2392 1583 4331 1583 1735 1612

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.20 0.78 0.30 0.11 0.40 0.49

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 WP AM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1249 485 0 1939 622 0 0 0 838 0 1793

Future Volume (vph) 0 1249 485 0 1939 622 0 0 0 838 0 1793

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1315 511 0 2041 655 0 0 0 882 0 1887

v/c Ratio 0.64 0.18 0.99 0.41 0.52 1.35

Control Delay 30.5 0.1 45.0 0.9 22.0 190.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 30.5 0.1 45.0 0.9 22.0 190.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 295 0 593 0 232 ~1085

Queue Length 95th (ft) 347 0 #690 9 289 #1237

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 2055 2787 2055 1583 1696 1397

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.64 0.18 0.99 0.41 0.52 1.35

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues 2050 WP PM

21: I-805 SB On Ramp/I-805 SB Off Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 2284 1260 0 1481 945 0 0 0 242 0 877

Future Volume (vph) 0 2284 1260 0 1481 945 0 0 0 242 0 877

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 750 0 0 0 0 460 1000

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 2025 1082 925 1412

Travel Time (s) 27.6 14.8 11.5 32.1

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2404 1326 0 1559 995 0 0 0 255 0 923

v/c Ratio 0.83 0.48 0.54 0.63 0.21 0.93

Control Delay 18.4 0.1 22.2 3.9 34.1 60.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 18.4 0.1 22.2 3.9 34.1 60.3

Queue Length 50th (ft) 479 0 404 189 89 471

Queue Length 95th (ft) m343 m0 469 252 119 555

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1945 1002 845 1332

Turn Bay Length (ft) 750 460 1000

Base Capacity (vph) 2896 2787 2896 1559 1311 1087

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.83 0.48 0.54 0.64 0.19 0.85

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.



Queues 2050 WP AM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1271 792 0 1624 664 858 0 322 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1271 792 0 1624 664 858 0 322 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1338 834 0 1709 699 903 0 339 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.46 0.53 0.47 0.44 0.80 0.36

Control Delay 13.6 2.6 16.5 0.9 42.0 26.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 13.6 2.6 16.5 0.9 42.0 26.6

Queue Length 50th (ft) 153 59 217 0 324 97

Queue Length 95th (ft) 184 77 287 0 363 127

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 2891 1570 3644 1583 1438 1193

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.46 0.53 0.47 0.44 0.63 0.28

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 WP PM

22: I-805 NB Off Ramp/I-805 NB On Ramp & La Jolla Village Dr/Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1207 1364 0 1877 945 462 0 179 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 1207 1364 0 1877 945 462 0 179 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 720 0 500 0 300 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1082 2031 1329 1532

Travel Time (s) 14.8 27.7 30.2 34.8

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1244 1406 0 1935 974 476 0 185 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.33 0.89 0.40 0.62 0.82 0.30

Control Delay 5.6 27.2 7.1 1.8 72.2 8.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 5.6 27.2 7.1 1.8 72.2 8.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 90 834 177 0 234 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 122 728 194 0 #302 39

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1002 1951 1249 1452

Turn Bay Length (ft) 720 500 300

Base Capacity (vph) 3806 1583 4797 1583 583 627

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.33 0.89 0.40 0.62 0.82 0.30

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues 2050 WP AM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 395 0 0 807 1080 1057

Future Volume (vph) 0 395 0 0 807 1080 1057

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 416 0 0 849 1137 1113

v/c Ratio 0.26 0.37 0.79 0.78

Control Delay 11.6 17.8 26.8 16.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.6 17.8 26.8 16.4

Queue Length 50th (ft) 35 114 278 179

Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 165 312 233

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 1595 2293 1689 1603

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.26 0.37 0.67 0.69

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other



Queues 2050 WP PM

24: I-805 Off Ramp & Nobel Dr 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 628 0 0 892 693 745

Future Volume (vph) 0 628 0 0 892 693 745

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 110 0 0 675 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 50 50 35

Link Distance (ft) 796 2473 1101

Travel Time (s) 10.9 33.7 21.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 661 0 0 939 729 784

v/c Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.74 0.79

Control Delay 12.8 10.7 33.5 24.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 12.8 10.7 33.5 24.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 93 91 193 155

Queue Length 95th (ft) 200 145 223 202

Internal Link Dist (ft) 716 2393 1021

Turn Bay Length (ft) 675

Base Capacity (vph) 2064 2966 1460 1341

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.50 0.58

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
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36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 592 649 0 704 1041 0 0 0 150 0 1200

Future Volume (vph) 0 592 649 0 704 1041 0 0 0 150 0 1200

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 623 683 0 741 1096 0 0 0 158 0 1263

v/c Ratio 0.47 0.43 0.56 0.39 0.09 0.82

Control Delay 20.7 6.8 44.1 0.9 15.9 31.6

Queue Delay 0.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 49.6

Total Delay 21.2 6.8 45.6 0.9 15.9 81.2

Queue Length 50th (ft) 91 199 257 22 37 531

Queue Length 95th (ft) 92 254 428 14 48 560

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 1324 1583 1324 2787 2050 1696

Starvation Cap Reductn 317 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 376 0 0 745

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.62 0.43 0.78 0.39 0.08 1.33

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
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36: I-15 SB Ramps & Miramar Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1571 1417 0 1076 999 0 0 0 29 0 596

Future Volume (vph) 0 1571 1417 0 1076 999 0 0 0 29 0 596

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 170 0 0 0 505 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 2

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 30 55

Link Distance (ft) 323 1232 170 1180

Travel Time (s) 4.9 18.7 3.9 14.6

Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1620 1461 0 1109 1030 0 0 0 30 0 614

v/c Ratio 0.62 0.92 0.42 0.37 0.05 0.89

Control Delay 10.3 24.2 5.1 0.6 49.9 57.8

Queue Delay 2.9 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2

Total Delay 13.2 24.2 5.4 0.6 49.9 58.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 268 1360 116 12 13 252

Queue Length 95th (ft) 285 #667 167 12 27 314

Internal Link Dist (ft) 243 1152 90 1100

Turn Bay Length (ft) 505

Base Capacity (vph) 2626 1583 2626 2787 963 926

Starvation Cap Reductn 866 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 747 0 0 42

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.92 0.92 0.59 0.37 0.03 0.69

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020

Synchro 9 Report

Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 244 500 0 1415 133 520 0 716 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 244 500 0 1415 133 520 0 716 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 295 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 4.5 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 257 526 0 1489 140 547 0 754 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.10 0.33 0.32 0.09 0.84 0.66

Control Delay 4.8 4.2 8.1 0.1 69.9 6.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 4.8 4.2 8.1 0.1 69.9 6.1

Queue Length 50th (ft) 52 210 139 0 269 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 55 59 187 0 318 55

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 215 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2554 1583 4625 1583 1508 1647

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.10 0.33 0.32 0.09 0.36 0.46

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
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37: I-15 NB Ramps & Miramar Rd/Pomerado Rd 02/06/2020
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 486 1216 0 1282 174 739 0 774 0 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 0 486 1216 0 1282 174 739 0 774 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 220 575 575 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 55 30

Link Distance (ft) 1232 669 1680 96

Travel Time (s) 18.7 10.1 20.8 2.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 496 1241 0 1308 178 754 0 790 0 0 0

v/c Ratio 0.21 0.78 0.31 0.11 0.86 0.77

Control Delay 12.3 11.2 12.6 0.1 67.3 31.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 12.3 11.2 12.6 0.1 67.3 31.2

Queue Length 50th (ft) 106 152 162 0 391 228

Queue Length 95th (ft) 155 1237 215 0 435 293

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1152 589 1600 16

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 575 575

Base Capacity (vph) 2325 1583 4210 1583 1714 1606

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.21 0.78 0.31 0.11 0.44 0.49

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
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3Roots San Diego Project City of San Diego 

 S-1 June 2020 

S.0 SUMMARY 

S.1 Project Synopsis 

This summary provides a brief synopsis of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 

3Roots San Diego Project, prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), and includes (1) a description of the Project and its components; (2) the results of the 

environmental analysis contained within this EIR; (3) the major areas of controversy and issues to be 

resolved by the decision-makers; and (4) the alternatives to the Project that were considered. This 

summary does not contain the extensive background and analysis found in the EIR. Therefore, the 

reader should review the entire EIR to fully understand the Project and its related environmental 

consequences. 

As the CEQA Lead Agency, the City of San Diego (City) has the primary responsibility for evaluating 

the environmental effects of the Project and is considering approval or disapproval of the Project in 

light of these effects. As required by CEQA, this EIR: (1) describes the Project, including its location, 

objectives, and features; (2) describes the existing conditions at the project site and surrounding 

areas; (3) analyzes the direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse physical effects that would occur to 

the existing conditions if the Project is implemented; (4) identifies feasible means of avoiding or 

substantially lessening the significant adverse effects, if available; (5) provides a determination of 

significance for each impact after mitigation is incorporated; and (6) evaluates a reasonable range of 

feasible alternatives to the Project that would obtain most of the basic project objectives and avoid 

or substantially lessen a significant project-related impact. 

S.1.1 Project Location and Setting 

The project site occupies approximately 413 acres in the central portion of the Mira Mesa 

Community Plan (MMCP) area in the City. The project site is located east of Camino Santa Fe, 

approximately halfway between Mira Mesa Boulevard and Miramar Road.  

The site has been an active aggregate mining and processing quarry since 1958. Of the 

approximately 413-acre site, approximately 218 acres have been subject to mining activities and 

exhibit substantial changes from natural conditions. This mining operation, owned and operated by 

Hanson Aggregates, was part of a larger mining operation operated by Fenton Materials. 

Throughout the decades, mining activities were approved under a series of conditional use permits 

(CUPs), CUP amendments, and affiliated environmental analysis for these CUPs at both the City and 

State levels. The CUPs not only studied and approved mining activities, but also contemplated 

“reclamation,” or the re-contouring of the site at the conclusion of extraction and processing 

activities. The latest CUP, amended and approved on September 13, 1990, set a boundary of mining 

activities, and contemplated all reclamation activities to be implemented at the termination of 

mining activity. In 2016, the mining operations on the project site ceased. Aggregate processing 

activities remained until 2018, and reclamation activities are ongoing. 

In 1994, the Carroll Canyon Master Plan (CCMP) was developed and approved by the City of San 

Diego; annexed into the current (at the time) MMCP; and incorporated into the City’s General Plan. 

The Master Plan contemplated a 554-acre, mixed-use development following the completion of 
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mining activities. The Project would implement the final phases of the approved 1994 Carroll Canyon 

Master Plan.  

S.1.2 Project Objectives 

The following are the primary objectives of the Project: 

1. Provide for the reuse and redevelopment of the former mining site into a vibrant and active 

infill neighborhood within the Mira Mesa community.  

2. Provide for a mix of land uses that promote the City’s vision for smart growth by reducing 

vehicle miles travelled.  

3. Address the City’s housing supply needs by providing an expanded residential footprint in 

order to provide 1,800 residential units and allow for a broader range of housing, with a 

variety of sizes and ownership options that cater to a variety of life stages and include both 

market rate and for rent, age-restricted, affordable housing consistent with the City’s 

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Regulations (10 percent of total units) options.  

4. Provide a variety of residential options, including multi-family, detached condos, and 

single-family detached homes, in close proximity to University Towne Center, Sorrento 

Valley, and Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, contributing to an improved jobs-housing 

balance in the area and catering to a diverse set of life stages. 

5. Provide a new public community park and other publicly accessible parks, trails, and spaces 

for a total of approximately 38 acres of new park space.  

6. Dedicate over 40 percent of the project site as open space, increasing the City’s Multi-Habitat 

Planning Area (MHPA) and implementing the adopted CUP/Reclamation Plan mandated 

restoration and enhancement of the degraded Carroll Canyon Creek, which traverses the 

project site from east to west.  

7. Implement a “mobility focused” development with a centralized Mobility Hub for public and 

private multimodal transportation options.  

S.1.3 Project Description 

The scope of the Project includes three major elements: a proposed Master Planned Development 

Permit (MPDP), an amendment to the existing mining CUP/Reclamation Plan, and the 

relocation/removal of San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) facilities. 

MPDP Development 

The CCMP calls for the area to be developed with Planned Development Permits (PDPs), consistent 

with the planning principles in the CCMP. The Project would, therefore, be entitled with a MPDP. The 

Project is a comprehensively planned community that blends innovative design concepts and new 

home product types to react to the desires of existing and new demographic groups. The MPDP 

encompasses multiple parks, plazas, conservation, and public areas that would be comprehensively 
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planned to create a consistent design theme throughout the Project. It contains project-specific 

standards regarding circulation and mobility, infrastructure, land use regulations, and design 

guidelines for development, landscaping, parks and open space, and walls and fences. The MPDP 

Design Guidelines, in concert with the development regulations of the underlying zone, would guide 

future development within the project site. 

The Project would include residential land uses, designed at varying densities to cater to a variety of 

life stages: uses would include 28.1 acres of single-family residential, and 66.2 acres of single- and 

multi-family residential, all connected by 44.96 acres of on-site roads and parkways. The Project also 

would include a mixed-use district defined in the MPDP as the “Community” or “Root Collective.” The 

Community Collective would include 12.6 acres of commercial uses, including the proposed Mobility 

Hub; 12.8 acres of multi-family residential; and parks, open space, and roadways. The 1,800 

proposed residential units throughout the project site would vary from a minimum of 5 units/acre 

up to 73 units/acre, with residential densities decreasing along the edges of the project site. As part 

of the Community Collective multi-family residential component, the Project would provide 180 units 

(10 percent of the Project's total proposed residential units) as for rent, affordable housing 

consistent with senior housing to meet the City’s Inclusionary aAffordable Hhousing  

Regulationsrequirements. The Project would also set aside nearly 250 acres of open space, made up 

of approximately 181.3 acres of natural open space, 38.3 acres (less bus rapid transit irrevocable 

offer of dedication [BRT IOD]), and approximately 28.6 acres of slopes, enhanced landscape, 

dedicated brush management zones, and water quality/retention. 

Conditional Use Permit/Reclamation Plan Amendment 

The project site was an active aggregate mining operation and concrete processing plant from 

1958 to 2016, at which time reclamation began. The CUP approved by the City for mining and 

processing activities has been modified throughout the life of the mine to adjust the boundaries of 

the resource extraction area. The latest CUP was approved on September 13, 1990 (CUP 89-0585).  

Although active mining operations have ceased, an amended Reclamation Plan and CUP are 

necessary to address changes in the site conditions and the redevelopment plans since 1990, and to 

complete regulatory closure of the mined lands. The Project proposes an amendment to the existing 

Reclamation Plan and CUP to modify the Reclamation Plan boundary, adjust grade elevations to 

align with the proposed development, revise the originally proposed road network to match existing 

infrastructure, and protect sensitive habitat. 

SDG&E Facility Modifications 

There are three SDG&E Facility Modifications required for completion of the adopted Reclamation 

Plan or as a result of the Project:  

1. A series of single- and double-circuit overhead east-west 69 kilovolt (kV) system lines would 

be slightly realigned/replaced and/or converted to underground and relocated within 

portions of Carroll Canyon Road; 

2. The existing overhead north-south double circuit 69kV system along the west side of Camino 

Santa Fe would remain overhead with some potential pole removal and replacement and an 

approximately 500-foot realignment to remove the pole near the creek; and 
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3. The existing SDG&E 69kV/12kV Fenton Substation located within the project site would be 

decommissioned, taken out of service and removed by SDG&E.  

S.2 Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation 

Measures that Reduce or Avoid the Significant 

Effects 

Table S-1, Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation, located at the end of this section, 

summarizes the results of the environmental analysis completed for the Project. Table S-1 identifies 

the significant impacts associated with the Project, includes mitigation measures to reduce and/or 

avoid significant environmental effects, and concludes if the impact would be mitigated to a level 

below significance with implementation of mitigation measures. The mitigation measures listed in 

Table S-1 are also discussed within each relevant topic area, and fully contained in Section 11.0, 

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP).  

Based on the evaluations in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Analysis, the Project was determined to result 

in significant or potentially significant impacts related to the environmental resources areas 

discussed below. 

The Project would result in significant direct and/or cumulative transportation/circulation impacts at 

up to 14 intersections and 16 roadway segments. Some of these impacts would be reduced to below 

a level of significance through restriping, traffic signal modifications, and other roadway 

improvements; or the payment of fair share contributions toward these planned roadway 

improvements. However, after mitigation, the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable or 

unmitigated/partially mitigated for 65 out of 14 intersections as well as all 16 of the roadway 

segments.  

Project operational emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) and respirable particulate matter (PM10) 

would exceed the daily thresholds set by the City. Operation of the Project could therefore cause 

potentially significant direct and cumulative regional impacts on air quality. Mitigation would lower 

CO emissions to a less than significant level, with a small associated reduction in PM10. Additional 

(more detailed) dispersion modeling of PM10 following identification of screening threshold 

exceedance demonstrates that the impact would fall (substantially) below thresholds set for health 

effects. Impacts following mitigation would be less than significant. 

Project-generated operational noise from the commercial uses (PAs 19 and 20) may result in the 

exposure of future on-site residents of the multi-family areas of PAs 12, 13, and 14 to noise levels 

created by the Project that would exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance. In addition, noise from 

loudspeakers in the northwestern corner of the community park sports fields could also exceed 

these standards. These impacts would be potentially significant and would require mitigation (NOI-1 

and NOI-2) to reduce the impacts to below a level of significance. 

Although some areas within the project boundary have been previously impacted and reclaimed 

under the existing CUP, the Project would result in direct impacts to sensitive upland and wetland 

habitats that would require on-site mitigation. The Project would also result in impacts to sensitive 

plant and wildlife species. Impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance through 
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compliance with the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan and Biology 

Guidelines and/or species-specific mitigation requirements. 

Both the reclamation restoration obligations and the Project would result in direct impacts to 

jurisdictional resources (i.e., wetlands, waters, and riparian vegetation), which are considered 

significant. Indirect impacts to jurisdictional resources are not expected through project 

conformance with the MSCP and adherence with Land Use Adjacency Guidelines requirements. 

Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are subject to state and federal permitting and associated 

mitigation requirements, which would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

Where grading occurs outside of the previously mined areas (e.g., in focused alluvial areas), impacts 

to unanticipated cultural resources could occur. Consequently, impacts to historical resources would 

be potentially significant requiring mitigation (archaeological monitoring). Similarly, impacts to 

previously unknown Tribal cultural resources would also require monitoring where grading or 

ground disturbing activities occur outside of the previously mined areas. 

Project modeling documents that up- and downstream off-site flood hazards would not be 

significant (identified levels of rise would be consistent with both City and Federal Emergency 

Management Agency [FEMA] regulations because the road fill would be outside the regulatory 

floodway). Nonetheless, due to coordination in progress at the time of public review (specified 

property owner notifications and endangered species act (ESA) coordination), a conservative 

assessment of a significant impact was made. Specifically, at the time of public circulation in June 

2019, required specified property owner notices had not been approved and sent. These 

coordination letters required by FEMA were sent to 10 upstream and downstream property owners 

on July 24, 2019 by certified mail, which documentation was submitted to FEMA and satisfied that 

requirement. Also, coordination continued with the USFWS and CDFW. As a result, the procedural 

and technical efforts that must be completed by the City prior to Final EIR review have now been 

accomplished. FEMA will make a Relative to FEMA regulations, however, this formal finding must be 

made by FEMA staff, which is documented through a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR), 

which will be received following EIR certification and receipt of the supporting 404 permit, 401 

certification, and 1602 streambed alteration agreement, as appropriate. Because modeling 

demonstrates compliance with technical design requirements, and because required coordination 

appropriate prior to the Final EIR has now been completed, this impact has been changed to less 

than significant.At the time of Draft EIR distribution, the CLOMR had not yet been received. Because 

upstream and downstream impacts have not been fully verified by FEMA, a significant unmitigated 

impact is identified.  

S.3 Areas of Controversy 

The Project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) was originally distributed on April 26, 2018 for a 30-day 

public review and comment period. The original notice was rescinded due to a change in the date of 

the Scoping Meeting, with a revised notice issued on May 4, 2018. The public scoping meeting was 

held on May 23, 2018. Public comments were received on the NOP that reflect controversy related to 

several environmental issues. The NOP, public scoping meeting transcript, and comment letters are 

included in this EIR as Appendix A. 
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A total of 14 letters were received during the NOP period, including 1 letter from a federal agency 

(U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife [USFWS]), 5 letters from state agencies (California Department 

of Transportation [Caltrans], State Clearinghouse [2 letters], California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife [CDFW], and Native American Heritage Commission [NAHC]), 1 letter from a regional agency 

(San Diego Association of Governments [SANDAG]), 1 letter from a special interest group (San Diego 

County Archaeological Society), 2 letters from Native American tribes (Rincon Band of Luiseño 

Indians and the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians), and 4 communications from members of the 

public. In addition, two people spoke at the public scoping meeting, but did not leave written 

comments. 

Issues raised in response to the NOP include concerns related to sufficiency of park acreage, 

biological resources (Carroll Canyon Creek proximity), traffic volumes, cultural resources, Tribal 

cultural resources, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs, the potential for 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), and other multi-modal and transportation related comments. Each of these 

issues is analyzed as appropriate within this EIR. 

S.4 Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body 

The City Council must review the Project and this EIR and determine if the Project or one of the 

alternatives presented in Chapter 10.0, Project Alternatives, should be approved and implemented. If 

the Project is selected for adoption, the City Council will be required to certify the Final EIR, 

determine whether and how to mitigate significant impacts, and adopt associated Findings pursuant 

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 for the following significant impacts identified in the EIR: 

• Transportation and Circulation 

• Air Quality 

• Noise 

• Biological Resources 

• Historical Resources 

• Tribal Cultural Resources 

• Hydrology and Water Quality (Hydrology only) 

Furthermore, a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 

would be required for transportation/circulation and hydrological significant and unmitigated 

impacts. 

S.5 Project Alternatives 

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of “a reasonable range of 

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 evaluation of the comparative merits of the alternatives. The alternatives discussion 

is intended to “focus on alternatives to the project or its location, which are capable of avoiding or 

substantially lessening any significant effects of the project,” even if these alternatives would impede 

to some degree the attainment of the project objectives. 
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In addition to the Project, the EIR addresses in detail the following three alternatives per the 

above-noted CEQA requirements: the No Project (Adopted Reclamation Plan) Alternative; the No 

Project (Carroll Canyon Master Plan) Alternative; and the Increased Employment Alternative. These 

alternatives are summarized below, and evaluated in full in Chapter 10.0, Project Alternatives, of this 

document. A summary of the alternative impacts compared with those of the Project is included in 

Table S-2, Comparison of Project and Alternative Impacts. 

S.5.1 No Project (Adopted Reclamation Plan) Alternative 

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines provides that the “no project” analysis shall discuss the 

existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation is published, as well as what would be 

reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if a project were not approved, based on 

current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. A conventional 

“No Project (No Development) Alternative” is not feasible in this case due to ongoing reclamation 

grading required under the adopted Reclamation Plan associated with CUP No. 89-0585. Instead, 

this alternative assumes that reclamation and the other requirements of CUP No. 89-0585 have 

been completed and fulfilled. This alternative assumes that no further development occurs after the 

Reclamation Plan has been fully implemented. This alternative thus represents the environmental 

baseline against which the Project is analyzed elsewhere in the EIR. A full discussion of the project’s 

baseline (which would constitute the No Project condition) is included within Section 2.2.4 of this EIR, 

with the Adopted Reclamation Plan shown on Figure 2-5b.  

Site reclamation according to the CUP includes the following: dedication of approximately 181 acres 

of open space (including revegetated areas), general re-grading and re-contouring the areas 

previously mined, planting/hydroseeding the site with a native species palette, riparian 

enhancement and riparian revegetation of Carroll Canyon Creek, enhancement of disturbed 

portions of Rattlesnake Creek, and monitoring and maintenance of the site for two years to ensure 

plant growth establishment and success.  

It should be noted that the existing Reclamation Plan and CUP do not specify acreages, 

vegetation-type classifications, or specific actions of enhancement or revegetation of Carroll Canyon 

Creek. The underground pipe that exists between the eastern and central segments of the Carroll 

Canyon Creek would be removed and replaced with a pipe to convey a 100-year storm event and the 

site would be graded to allow for future development. The existing on-site MHPA boundaries would 

remain the same (i.e., no net increase) and the MHPA would cover less than 10 percent of the 

stream corridor (i.e., approximately 600 linear feet of the roughly 6,500 linear feet on site). 

Additionally, disturbed habitats and non-native habitats within the existing MHPA that were not 

impacted under the CUP and are not addressed through existing CUP obligations would remain in 

their current state, without restoration. 

In conclusion, under this alternative CUP No. 89-0585-focused existing obligations to reclaim 

(regrade and restore) habitats on site would be completed; however, no residential or commercial 

development would be constructed, and the SDG&E infrastructure upgrades would not be 

completed. Grading for the extension of on-site Carroll Canyon Road would occur but the road 

would not be completed, and the existing Carroll Canyon Road east of the project (built subsequent 

to the Reclamation Plan mapping) would not connect with on-site right-of-way (ROW), which would 

result in a future lack connectivity with other arterial roads and freeways. Ultimately, the 
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implementation of site development as envisioned by the approved community planning 

documents would not be achieved. 

The No Project (Adopted Reclamation Plan) Alternative would avoid significant and unmitigated 

traffic impacts; as well as significant but mitigated impacts to air quality, historical resources, Tribal 

cultural resources, and noise. Less than significant impacts would be further lessened under this 

alternative for public utilities and public services and facilities. Less than significant Wwildfire 

hazards and hydrology could potentially be slightly increased over Project implementation; and 

hydrology impacts related to receipt of a CLOMR would be significant and unmitigated, similar to the 

Project. Water quality impacts would be less than significant due to regulatory requirements, also 

similar to the Project. This alternative would not require plan amendments, but would be less 

preferred than the Project with regard to implementing the environmental goals and objectives of 

applicable land use plans. With regard to air quality, GHG, and energy, this alternative would result 

in reduced impacts on a localized, site-specific basis. It would not, however, implement strategies 

designed to reduce these impacts on a regional, long-term basis.  

As a result, the No Project (Adopted Reclamation Plan) Alternative would not provide for the reuse 

and redevelopment of the former mining site with a mix of land uses and a variety of residential 

options that promote smart growth while addressing the City’s housing supply needs with an 

expanded residential footprint by providing up to 1,800 residential units, including 10 percent 

affordable units (Objectives 1 through 4). In addition, this alternative would not provide a new public 

community park (Objective 5); nor would it implement a mobility focused development with a 

centralized mobility hub (Objective 7). Ultimately, the implementation of site development as 

envisioned by the approved community planning documents would not be achieved. Although the 

existing Reclamation Plan would preserve a large area of Rattlesnake Canyon and other open space 

areas; and, thus, meet Objective 6, it is noted that because a portion of Carroll Canyon Creek would 

still be carried by pipe rather than being a surface, open flowing feature, as proposed by the Project, 

subsequent growth of riparian species and provision of wildlife habitat benefits through increased 

variety/forage in that area would not occur. 

S.5.2 No Project (Carroll Canyon Master Plan) Alternative 

This alternative would implement the project envisioned by the 1994 CCMP (Figure 10-1, 

1994 Approved Master Plan). The CCMP is the governing planning document for the project site, and 

as such, is discussed in the Project Description (Chapter 3.0). Table 3-3 compares the 1994 CCMP to 

the Project. As shown therein, both scenarios would include a maximum of 1,800 residential units, a 

transit stop or station, and a minimum of approximately 250 acres of open space, parks, and trails 

(including slopes, basins, and brush management areas). Both plans include a large percentage of 

the housing as medium density residential, but the Project includes approximately 28 acres 

(185 units) of low-density residential, allowing for a range of housing options.  

The 1994 Carroll Canyon alternative would not build a community sports park; rather, 52 acres of 

industrial would be built. The industrial land use in the CCMP being replaced by the community park 

in the Project is not designated as Prime Industrial Lands in the City of San Diego’s General Plan. The 

CCMP includes a 40-acre mixed-use core with less than 100 units in the core, a much lower density 

alternative in the center of the site, whereas the Project includes 12.8 acres of residential mixed-use 

and 12.6 acres of non-residential mixed-use. The parks land use of the 1994 Master Plan would be 
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20 acres in total while the multiple parks spread throughout the site under the Project would offer a 

total of approximately 38 acres (less the BRT IOD) of active and passive parkland, almost doubling 

the park space provided in the approved 1994 CCMP for the same number of residents. 

This alternative would have a generally similar (e.g., number of homes as well as commercial uses) 

intensity of land uses as the Project. It is noted, however, that the alternative includes industrial uses 

within the alternative that would be converted to park uses under the Project. Those industrial uses 

would result in increased traffic and related vehicular emissions over the Project. The Project 

assessment of significant and unmitigated direct and cumulative transportation/circulation impacts 

would remain, and the magnitude of the effects addressed under that significance assessment 

would be incrementally increased. The significant unmitigated hydrology impact related to CLOMR 

receipt also would be similar to the Project. While Project impacts related to air quality would be 

reduced to below a level of significance, it is anticipated that this alternative would result in 

significant and unmitigable impacts related to emissions of CO. Potentially significant, but mitigable, 

impacts related to noise, and historical and tribal cultural resources would be similar to the Project. 

Impacts that are concluded to be less than significant for the Project, such as energy use and GHG 

emissions, also would be less than significant, but (again) would be incrementally increased over 

project effects because of the inclusion of industrial uses rather than a community park. This 

alternative would have a similar less than significant impacts with regard to geology and soils, health 

and safety, public services and facilities, public utilities, and hydrology and water quality.  

The No Project (Carroll Canyon Master Plan) Alternative would provide for the reuse and 

redevelopment of the former mining site with a mix of land uses and a variety of residential options 

that promote smart growth while addressing the City’s housing supply needs with an expanded 

residential footprint by providing up to 1,800 residential units (Objectives 1 through 4). This 

alternative would not provide single-family detached housing or a variety of housing types to 

accommodate all the life stages. Although the CCMP did not specify, City requirements regarding 

affordable housing make it likely that such housing also would be provided under implementation of 

this alternative implementation. Thus, it would meet Oobjectives 1 through 4 similar to the Project. 

While this alternative would provide two passive parks and a 10-acre neighborhood park, it would 

not include the additional Project-proposed community park, so Oobjective 5 would also be met to a 

lesser degree. The Project and this alternative would both dedicate over 181 acres of natural open 

space and implement a mobility hub (Objectives 6 and 7 respectively).  

S.5.3 Increased Employment Alternative 

The Increased Employment Alternative proposes a reduced intensity which maintains industrial 

lands. This alternative was designed to generate less traffic in order to reduce the Project’s off-site 

traffic impacts as well as related pre-mitigation significant air quality impacts (CO and PM10) to below 

a level of significance. This results from reducing driveway trips by 38 percent (the projections of trip 

numbers when detailed assessment of potential reductions relating to pass-by/shared trip 

reductions accruing to the Project are not included). 

The Increased Employment Alternative therefore addresses both a “reduced project” alternative and 

the Project’s replacement of the industrial lands south of Carroll Canyon Road with a community 

park. As shown on Figure 8-3, Increased Employment Alternative, this alternative would retain the 

Project’s alignment of Carroll Canyon Road, but would provide industrial land both north and south 
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of the roadway. In total, the industrial land would include up to 622,000 square feet on 69.3 acres. In 

addition to the industrial uses, this alternative would provide fewer acres of parkland (32.8 versus 

project-proposed 38.3 gross acres of parkland), and in a different location as compared to the 

Project. There would also be 85.3 acres of residential uses (312 units), up to 33,174 square feet of 

commercial uses on 3.6 acres, over 181 acres of natural open space, and a 1.5-acre Mobility Hub. 

Creek restoration would be similar to that proposed for the Project, including assuming engineered 

design allowing surface flow with associated habitats. 

Due to the reduction in intensity and trip generation, the Increased Employment Alternative would 

reduce significant transportation/circulation (traffic congestion) impacts, although traffic impacts 

would remain significant and unmitigated/unavoidable. Potentially significant, but mitigable, impacts 

related to air quality, noise, historical resources, and Tribal cultural resources would be similar to the 

Project. Impacts that are concluded to be less than significant for the Project, such as energy use, 

GHG emissions, and public services, would be reduced as compared to the Project because of the 38 

percent reduction in driveway trips and change in development specifics. Public utilities effects 

would be greater than the Project, but still less than significant overall. The alternative would be 

similar to the Project with regard to significant and unmitigated hydrology impacts related to CLOMR 

receipt, and less than significant impacts related to geology and soils, health and safety, and 

hydrology and water quality.  

The Increased Employment Alternative would provide for the reuse and redevelopment of the 

former mining site with a mix of land uses that promote smart growth while addressing the City’s 

housing supply needs by providing up to 312 residential units (Objectives 1 through 4). However, by 

providing only 312 units instead of 1,800, and with only 31 affordable units instead of 180,and 

providing proportionally fewer affordable housing units, it would meet Objectives 1 through 4 to a 

lesser extent as compared to the Project. This alternative would provide a community park (32.8 

acres), so Objective 5 would be met almost to the same degree as the Project. The Project and this 

alternative would both implement over 181 acres of natural open space (Objective 6) and both 

would provide a mobility hub (Objective 7). 

S.5.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative among the 

alternatives analyzed in an EIR. The guidelines also require that if the No Project Alternative is 

identified as the environmentally superior alternative, another environmentally superior alternative 

must be identified. 

Based on a comparison of the overall environmental impacts for the described alternatives, the No 

Project (Adopted Reclamation Plan) Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior 

alternative. This alternative would not result in any contribution to significant and unmitigated 

impacts related to transportation/circulation which would occur with the Project, as well as reduce 

impacts for a number of other issues (refer to Table S-2, Comparison of Project and Alternative 

Impacts). The No Project (Adopted Reclamation Plan) Alternative does not meet any objectives of the 

Project (except for Objective 6), however. 

Of the remaining alternatives, the Environmentally Superior Alternative is the Increased 

Employment Alternative as it could reduce transportation, air quality, GHG, energy, noise, and public 
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services and facilities impacts compared to the Project, while meeting all of the objectives, although 

some would be met to a lesser degree. The Increased Employment Alternative would meet 

Objectives 1 through 4 but to a lesser extent as compared to the Project and would meet Objective 5 

to almost the same degree as the Project. Both the Project and the Increased Employment 

Alternative would implement over 181 acres of natural open space (Objective 6) and provide a 

mobility hub (Objective 7). 
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Table S-1 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

Transportation/Circulation Standards:  

Issue 1: Would the Project result in traffic generation in excess of specific community plan allocation? 

Issue 2: Would the Project result in an increase in projected traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system?  

Issue 3: Would the Project result in the addition of a substantial amount of traffic to a congested freeway segment, interchange, or ramp?  

Issue 4: Would the Project have a substantial impact upon existing or planned transportation systems?  

Near-Term (2021)  

Significant direct impacts 

would occur at 6 intersections 

and 12 roadway segments with 

implementation of Phase 1 of 

the Project. 

TRA-1  Pacific Heights Boulevard and Mira Mesa Boulevard (TIA #3, MM 1.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the restriping of the southbound approach to provide three left-turn lanes and 

installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications. Additionally, the owner/permittee 

shall convert northbound and southbound signal phasing from protected left turns to split phasing 

and remove the pedestrian crosswalk on the east leg of the intersection satisfactory to the City 

Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to first occupancy.  

TRA-2  Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Road (TIA #16, MM 2.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the widening of Carroll Road and the construction of a second eastbound left turn 

lane, a dedicated westbound right turn lane, and installation of necessary associated traffic signal 

modifications. Additionally, the owner/permittee must convert eastbound and westbound signal 

phasing from split to protected left turns satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be 

completed and operational prior to occupancy of the 266th Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) for total 

Project completion. 

Intersection 

impacts would be 

less than 

significant or 

significant and 

unmitigated with 

2021 mitigation.1 

 

 
1 TRA-1 through TRA-4 would reduce significant impacts at 4 of the 6 impacted intersections to less than significant in 2021; however, impacts at the remaining 

2 intersections would remain significant and unavoidable. Because implementation of TRA-2, TRA-3, and TRA-4 requires acquisition of real property interests from third 

parties, and that acquisition is beyond the ability of the applicant to ensure in a timely manner the impact is identified as significant and unmitigated. Also, pending 

construction of on-site Carroll Canyon Road and connection to the built segment to the east, impacts to the intersection Camino Santa Fe/Mira Mesa Boulevard would be 

significant and unmitigated in the short-term. Upon implementation of the on-site portion of Carroll Canyon Road, impacts to the Camino Santa Fe/Mira Mesa Boulevard 

intersection would be less than significant until 2050 build out. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

 TRA-3  Camino Santa Fe and Miramar Road (TIA #29, MM 2.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the restriping of the southbound approach to provide one shared left-turn/through 

lane and three right-turn lanes, and installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications, 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to first 

occupancy.  

TRA-4  Flanders Drive and Camino Santa Fe (TIA #38, MM 8.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the widening of the northbound approach to construct a dedicated right-turn lane 

with a Class II bicycle lane and installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications, 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to 

occupancy of the 57th EDU. 

 

 TRA-5  Carroll Road from Rehco Road to Camino Santa Fe (TIA Segment Q, MM 5.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond improvements to address the existing signal communications gap at the Carroll 

Road/Rehco Road intersection by installing signal communications equipment to connect to the 

Carroll Road/Camino Santa Fe intersection. The needed improvements will include trenching and 

installing conduit and cable along Carroll Road between Rehco Road and Camino Santa Fe 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to first 

occupancy. 

TRA-6  Miramar Road from Nobel Drive to Eastgate Mall (TIA Segment Y, MM 6.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the installation of Ethernet converter cards and switches to upgrade the traffic 

signal interconnect equipment on Miramar Road between Nobel Drive and Eastgate Mall. 

Additionally, the owner/permittee shall install one closed circuit television (CCTV) camera, 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to first 

occupancy. 

All roadway 

segment impacts 

would remain 

significant and 

unavoidable with 

2021 mitigation. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

 TRA-7  Miramar Road from Eastgate Mall to Camino Santa Fe (TIA Segment Z, MMs 7.A, 7.B and 7.C) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the construction of a raised median where existing gaps in the median currently 

exist. All median improvements shall be completed and operational prior to occupancy of the 

145th EDU. 

Additionally, prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall 

assure by permit and bond the for the installation of Ethernet converter cards and switches to 

upgrade the traffic signal interconnect equipment on Miramar Road between Eastgate Mall and 

Camino Santa Fe. Two CCTV cameras shall be installed as well. Furthermore, the owner/permittee 

shall install Ethernet convert cards and switches to upgrade the traffic signal interconnect 

equipment on Miramar Road between Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Road to complete the 

communication network to Camino Ruiz. An additional two CCTV cameras also shall be installed. 

Improvements shall be completed satisfactory to the City Engineer. All Ethernet, camera and 

communications upgrades shall be completed and operational prior to first occupancy.  

 

 TRA-8  Miramar Road from Carroll Road to Camino Ruiz (TIA Segment AA, MMs 8.A and 8.B) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the installation of Ethernet converter cards and switches to upgrade the traffic 

signal interconnect equipment on Miramar Road between Carroll Road and Camino Ruiz. Two CCTV 

cameras shall be installed as well. All Ethernet, camera and communication upgrades shall be 

completed and operational prior to first occupancy. 

Additionally, the owner/permittee shall assure by permit and bond the construction of a 205-foot 

long, 4-foot wide raised median approximately 115 feet east of Cabot Drive and 300-foot long, 16-

foot wide raised median approximately 685 feet west of Camino Ruiz. All improvements shall be 

completed satisfactory to the City Engineer. All median improvements shall be completed and 

operational prior to occupancy of the 375th EDU. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

 TRA-9  Miramar Road from Camino Ruiz to Clayton Drive-Mitscher Way (TIA Segment AB, MM 9.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the installation of Ethernet converter cards and switches to upgrade the traffic 

signal interconnect equipment on Miramar Road between Camino Ruiz and Mitscher Way, 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to first 

occupancy. 

TRA-10  Miramar Road from Clayton Drive-Mitscher Way to Black Mountain Road (TIA Segment AC, 

MM 10.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the installation of Ethernet converter cards and switches to upgrade the traffic 

signal interconnect equipment on Miramar Road between Mitscher Way and Black Mountain Road. 

One CCTV camera shall be installed as well, satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall 

be completed and operational prior to first occupancy.  

 

 TRA-11  Miramar Road from Black Mountain Road to Kearny Villa Road (TIA Segment AD, MM 11.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the installation of Ethernet converter cards and switches to upgrade the traffic 

signal interconnect equipment on Miramar Road between Black Mountain Road and Kearny Villa 

Road, satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to 

first occupancy.  
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

Near-Term (2025) 

Significant direct impacts 

would occur at 11 intersections 

and 12 roadway segments with 

implementation of both phases 

of the Project. 

TRA-12  Eastgate Mall and Miramar Road (TIA #26, MM 12.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the restriping of the north leg of the intersection to provide a dedicated 

southbound right turn lane and installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications, 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to 

occupancy of the 1,756th EDU.  

Intersection 

impacts would be 

less than 

significant or 

significant and 

unmitigated with 

2025 mitigation.2 

 TRA-13  Camino Santa Fe and Miramar Road (TIA #29, MM 13.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the widening of the east leg of Camino Santa Fe and Miramar Road to construct a 

westbound right turn lane and installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications, 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to 

occupancy of the 1,232nd EDU. 

TRA-14  Camino Ruiz and Miramar Road (TIA #31, MM 14.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the restriping of the westbound approach to convert the shared through/right turn 

lane to an exclusive through lane, satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be 

completed and operational prior to occupancy of the 1,562nd EDU. 

 

 TRA-15  Mitscher Way-Clayton Drive and Miramar Road (TIA #32, MM 15.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the restriping of the southbound approach to provide one left turn lane and one 

shared through/right turn lane and installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications, 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to 

occupancy of the 1,652nd EDU.  

 

 
2  TRA-2, TRA-12 through TRA-16, and TRA-17 through TRA-19 would reduce significant impacts at 8 of the 11 impacted intersections to less than significant in 2025; but 

impacts at the remaining 3 intersections would remain significant and unavoidable. TRA-13 and -18, when implemented, would result in less than significant impacts for 

the Camino Santa Fe intersection with Miramar Road and Miralani Drive intersection with Camino Ruiz. Due to need for acquisition of real property interests from third 

parties, the impact is identified as significant and unmitigated as described for 2021. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

 TRA-16  Kearny Villa Road and Miramar Road (TIA #34, MM 16.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the restriping of the westbound approach to provide a dedicated right turn lane 

and installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to occupancy of the 1,460th EDU.  

TRA-17  Carroll Canyon Road and Camino Ruiz (TIA #48, MM 17.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the restriping of a second northbound left turn lane on northbound Camino Ruiz 

and installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to occupancy of the 1,922nd EDU. 

 

 TRA-18  Miralani Drive and Camino Ruiz (TIA #49, MM 18.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the restriping of the northbound approach to provide a second left-turn lane. The 

owner/permittee shall also widen the west leg of the intersection to provide two westbound 

receiving lanes and install the necessary associated traffic signal modifications. All improvements 

shall be completed satisfactory to the City Engineer. Widening improvements shall be completed and 

operational prior to occupancy of the 1,214th EDU.  

TRA-19  Activity Road and Camino Ruiz (TIA #50 MM 19.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall assure by 

permit and bond the construction of a right-turn lane on the northbound approach of the 

intersection and installation of necessary associated traffic signal modifications, satisfactory to the 

City Engineer. All improvements shall be completed and operational prior to occupancy of the 

1,212nd EDU.  
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

 TRA-20  Miramar Road from Kearny Villa Road to Kearny Mesa Road 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permitted shall assure by 

permit and bond the installation of Ethernet converter cards and switches to upgrade the traffic 

signal interconnect equipment on Miramar Road between Kearny Villa Road and Kearny Mesa Road. 

One CCTV camera shall be installed as well, satisfactory to the City Engineer. All improvements shall 

be completed and operational prior to occupancy of the 1,547th EDU. 

All roadway 

segment impacts 

would remain 

significant and 

unavoidable with 

2025 mitigation. 

Cumulative (2050) 

Significant cumulative impacts 

would occur at 11 intersections 

and 13 roadway segments with 

implementation of both phases 

of the Project. 

In addition to mitigation listed previously for the near-term 2021 and near-term 2025 scenarios 

(TRA-1 through TRA-20), the following mitigation would be required.  

TRA-21  Camino Santa Fe and Mira Mesa Boulevard (TIA #8, MM 21.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall make a fair 

share contribution of 27.6 percent toward the construction of a second westbound left turn lane, 

which would include widening of the west left leg of the intersection, restriping the eastbound lanes 

to align lanes with proposed improvement, and installation of associated traffic signal modifications, 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

TRA-22  Kearny Villa Road and Miramar Road (TIA #34, MM 22.0) 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 2, the owner/permittee shall make a 12.1 

percent fair share contribution toward PFFP Project T-89 to widen the east and west legs to construct 

a second eastbound right turn lane, satisfactory to the City Engineer.  

Intersection 

impacts would be 

less than 

significant or 

significant and 

unmitigated with 

prior and 2050 

mitigation.3 

All roadway 

segment impacts 

would remain 

significant and 

unavoidable with 

prior mitigation. 

 
3 Mitigation measures TRA-1, TRA-4, TRA-12, TRA-14, TRA-15, and TRA-22 would reduce significant impacts at 6 5 intersections to less than significant in 2050; however, 

impacts at 5 6  intersections would remain cumulatively significant and unavoidable. As noted aboveMitigation measure, TRA-4, and -13, when implemented, would result 

in less than significant impacts for the Miramar Road intersections with of Camino Santa Fe and Miralani Flanders  Drive. This is also true for the intersection of Camino 

Santa Fe and Miramar Road. In addition, physical constraints restrict any further widening. Because mitigation implementation requires acquisition of real property 

interests from third parties, the impact is identified as significant and unmitigated, as described above for 2021.  
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

AIR QUALITY 

Air Quality Standards:  

Would the Project result in a violation of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

Project emissions of CO and 

PM10 during operation would 

exceed initial daily thresholds 

set by the City.  

AQ-1  Use of Electrically Powered Landscape Equipment  

Electric receptacles/outlets shall be installed at the exterior of all single-family units, all multi-family 

buildings (including those with affordable units), and all common area buildings, so that 

homeowners and landscape contractors hired by the homeowners’ association may utilize 

electrically powered lawnmowers, leaf blowers, and chainsaws. Project plans shall include: (1) all 

necessary receptacles/outlets; and (2) a note that states “All landscape maintenance contracts 

provided by the applicable homeowners’ association must require that landscape contractors use 

electrically powered lawn mowers, leaf blowers, and chain saws.” City staff must verify both 

requirements prior to approval of the final plans. 

Less than 

significant 

NOISE 

Potential Increase in Ambient Noise 

Would the proposed Project result in or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels? 

Project-generated noise from 

public address systems 

associated with sports fields 

would potentially exceed the 

allowable ordinance levels and 

impacts are considered 

potentially significant. 

NOI-1  Community Park Sports Field Noise Reduction 

Noise levels from the community sports fields shall not exceed City of San Diego noise standards for 

multi-family housing at the property line. Prior to approval of the final plans, potential noise 

reduction measures include the following two options: 

• Option 1: Prohibit public address systems.  

• Option 2: Provide an installation plan to show noise reduction measures such as multiple 

speakers mounted on and in the bleachers with directional speakers pointing into the field 

area away from the residential areas with a programmable (lockable) system volume level 

limit. A final layout analysis shall be required to show compliance with the area for the 

planned hours of operations, sufficient to comply with the noise ordinance and as approved 

by City Development Services Department review. 

Less than 

significant 
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

NOISE (cont.) 

Operational Noise:  

Would the Project result in exposure of people to noise levels created by the Project which exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance and/or the City’s Significance 

Determination Thresholds? 

Project-generated operational 

noise from the commercial 

uses (PA-19 and PA-20) may 

result in the exposure of future 

on-site residents of the multi-

family areas of PA-12, PA-13, 

and PA-14 to noise levels 

created by the Project that 

would exceed the City’s 

adopted noise ordinance. 

NOI-2  Commercial Area Noise Analysis 

Prior to issuance of building permits for Phase 2, a noise analysis shall be completed to assess 

operational noise sources from the commercial area within PA-19 and PA-20 (including, but not 

limited to, HVAC units, loading docks [back up alarms], trash compactors, music [e.g., from outdoor 

dining areas and breweries], public address system noise [e.g., from food trucks], vehicular traffic, 

and conversational crowd noise [e.g., from outdoor dining areas, pop-up retail, and food trucks]) and 

their noise impacts to the nearby multi-family residences in PA-12, PA-13, and PA-14. Appropriate 

noise attenuation measures identified in the noise analysis shall be incorporated into the project 

design to ensure compliance with the City Noise Ordinance limits between a commercial zone (PA-19 

and PA-20) and a multi-family residential zone (PA-12, PA-13, and PA-14) of 60 dBA from 7:00 a.m. to 

7:00 p.m., 55 dBA from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and 52.5 dBA from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Methods 

for ensuring compliant interior noise levels may include, but not be limited to, the following: 

Less than 

significant 

 • Install parapet walls around rooftop commercial HVAC units that are of a height above the 

top of the equipment or surround ground-mounted HVAC units with a commercial 

absorptive noise barrier system to break the line-of-sight; 

• Orient loading docks and trash compactors so that they do not have a line-of-sight to the 

multi-family residences; 

• Orient outdoor performance areas or exterior doors for venues playing amplified music so 

that they do not have a line-of-sight to residential areas; 

• Prohibit loudspeakers and horns on food trucks; and 

• Prohibit the use of portable generators or continuously idling engines by food vendor 

trucks. 
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

Biological Resources: 

Issue 1: Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate, 

sensitive or special status species in the MSCP or other local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS? 

Issue 2: Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I, Tier II, Tier IIIA, or Tier IIIB habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the 

Land Development Code or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS? 

Issue 3: Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pools, riparian areas, etc.) through 

direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Impacts to, 7.5 6 acres of Tier II, 

IIIA, and IIIB habitats, and 

0.18 acre of wetlands, would 

be significant.  

Impacts to sensitive habitats 

could also result in significant 

impacts to sensitive wildlife 

species within that habitat. 

A total of 0.18 acre of direct 

impacts to wetlands 

jurisdictional to the City, 

Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, and California 

Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, as well as 0.01 acre of 

impacts to U.S. Army Corps 

jurisdictional unvegetated 

channel, would occur as a 

result of MPDP implementation 

and would be significant. 

BIO-1  

Prior to issuance of the first grading permit within ease phase of development, the Project shall 

provide a Temporary Covenant of Easement/Irrevocable Offers of Dedication (IODs) for MHPA land 

to be dedicated in fee title to the City and an IOD Covenant of Easement (COE) for MHPA land 

remaining in private ownership. The first IOD shall be set over 125.65 acres addressing adopted CUP 

and Reclamation Plan open space at the time of the Phase 1 Final Map. The second IOD shall be 

placed over 24.45 acres at the time of the Phase 2 Final Map prior to impacts to jurisdictional 

wetlands/waters (grading of Phase 2), addressing the remaining MHPA lands along Carroll Canyon 

Creek. The combined COE (150.1 acres of open space, including mitigation of 6.867.77 acres for 

project-related impacts and 143.24 acres of adopted CUP and Reclamation Plan Area). This 

mitigation is depicted as ”MHPA Conserved Lands” in Figure 24 of the Biological Technical Report (EIR 

Appendix G). The remaining adopted CUP and Reclamation Plan open space and project-related 

open space along Carroll Canyon Road (1.58 acres) and along the southern property boundary 

(29.32 acres) will be owned and maintained by the HOA.  

Impacts to 4.844.93 acres of Tier II habitat (i.e., Diegan coastal sage scrub, baccharis scrub, coastal 

sage scrub–chaparral transition, and upland restoration), and 2.66 acres of Tier III habitat (i.e., 

chamise chaparral, southern mixed chaparral, and non-native grassland) shall be mitigated in 

accordance with ratios provided in Table 3 of the City’s Biology Guidelines. Tier II and Tier III 

mitigation shall be accomplished through on-site preservation comprising a minimum of 

6.326.41 acres of upland habitats (i.e., Tier II and Tier III) within the MHPA. This will be accomplished 

in Rattlesnake Canyon as part of the larger 212.45 acres of open space dedication. (Note that the 

project will dedicate acres in excess of what is required for mitigation, which will constitute 

“surplus”). 

Less than 

significant 
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Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 Project impacts to 0.18 acre of City wetland habitat (i.e., southern riparian woodland and southern 

willow scrub) shall be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio, totaling 0.54 acre; as prescribed by ratios in Table 2A of 

the City’s Biology Guidelines. City wetland mitigation shall be accomplished on site within the MHPA 

(i.e., Carroll Canyon Creek) through in-kind wetland habitat restoration and shall incorporate a 

minimum of 0.18 acre of wetland habitat re-establishment for a no-net loss of City wetland habitat. 

This City wetland mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with the Habitat Reclamation and 

Mitigation Plan.  

 

 BIO-2  Resource Protection During Construction (To be applied in all project biological open space 

edge locations) 

I. Prior to Construction 

A. Biologist Verification: The owner/permittee shall provide a letter to the City’s Mitigation 

Monitoring Coordination (MMC) section stating that a Project Biologist (Qualified Biologist) 

as defined in the City of San Diego’s Biological Guidelines (2012), has been retained to 

implement the project’s biological monitoring program. The letter shall include the names 

and contact information of all persons involved in the biological monitoring of the project. 

 

 B. Preconstruction Meeting: The Qualified Biologist shall attend the preconstruction meeting, 

discuss the project’s biological monitoring program, and arrange to perform any follow up 

mitigation measures and reporting including site-specific monitoring, restoration or 

revegetation, and additional fauna/flora surveys/salvage. 

C. Biological Documents: The Qualified Biologist shall submit all required documentation to 

MMC verifying that any special mitigation reports including but not limited to, maps, plans, 

surveys, survey timelines, or buffers are completed or scheduled per City Biology 

Guidelines, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

Ordinance (ESL), project permit conditions; California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); 

endangered species acts (ESAs); and/or other local, state or federal requirements. 
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Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 D. BCME: The Qualified Biologist shall present a Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring 

Exhibit (BCME) which includes the biological documents in C above. In addition, include: 

restoration/revegetation plans, avian or other wildlife surveys/survey schedules (including 

general avian nesting and USFWS protocols), timing of surveys, wetland buffers, avian 

construction avoidance areas/noise buffers/ barriers, other impact avoidance areas, and 

any subsequent requirements determined by the Qualified Biologist and the City ADD/MMC. 

The BCME shall include a site plan, written and graphic depiction of the project’s biological 

mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule. The BCME shall be approved by MMC and 

referenced in the construction documents. 

 

 E. Avian Protection Requirements: To avoid any direct impacts to raptors and/or any 

native/migratory birds, removal of habitat that supports active nests in the proposed area of 

disturbance should occur outside of the breeding season for these species (February 1 to 

September 15). If removal of habitat in the proposed area of disturbance must occur during 

the breeding season, the Qualified Biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey to 

determine the presence or absence of nesting birds on the proposed area of disturbance. 

The pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 10 calendar days prior to the start of 

construction activities (including removal of vegetation). The applicant shall submit the 

results of the pre-construction survey to City DSD for review and approval prior to initiating 

any construction activities. If nesting birds are detected, a letter report or mitigation plan in 

conformance with the City’s Biology Guidelines and applicable State and federal law 

(i.e., appropriate follow up surveys, monitoring schedules, construction and noise barriers/ 

buffers, etc.) shall be prepared and include proposed measures to be implemented to 

ensure that take of birds or eggs or disturbance of breeding activities is avoided. The report 

or mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval and implemented 

to the satisfaction of the City. The City’s MMC Section and Biologist shall verify and approve 

that all measures identified in the report or mitigation plan are in place prior to and/or 

during construction. 
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 F. Resource Delineation: Prior to construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall supervise 

the placement of orange construction fencing or equivalent along the limits of disturbance 

adjacent to sensitive biological habitats and verify compliance with any other project 

conditions as shown on the BCME. This phase shall include flagging plant specimens and 

delimiting buffers to protect sensitive biological resources (e.g., habitats/flora and fauna 

species, including nesting birds) during construction. Appropriate steps/care should be 

taken to minimize attraction of nest predators to the site. 

G. Education: Prior to commencement of construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall 

meet with the owner/permittee or designee and the construction crew and conduct an 

on-site educational session regarding the need to avoid impacts outside of the approved 

construction area and to protect sensitive flora and fauna (e.g., explain the avian and 

wetland buffers, flag system for removal of invasive species or retention of sensitive plants, 

and clarify acceptable access routes/methods and staging areas, etc.). 

 

 II. During Construction 

A. Monitoring: All construction (including access/staging areas) shall be restricted to areas 

previously identified, proposed for development/staging, or previously disturbed as shown 

on “Exhibit A” and/or the BCME. The Qualified Biologist shall monitor construction activities 

as needed to ensure that construction activities do not encroach into biologically sensitive 

areas, or cause other similar damage, and that the work plan has been amended to 

accommodate any sensitive species located during the pre-construction surveys. In 

addition, the Qualified Biologist shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit 

Record (CSVR). The CSVR shall be e-mailed to MMC on the first day of monitoring, the first 

week of each month, the last day of monitoring, and immediately in the case of any 

undocumented condition or discovery. 
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 B. Subsequent Resource Identification: The Qualified Biologist shall note/act to prevent any 

new disturbances to habitat, flora, and/or fauna on site (e.g., flag plant specimens for 

avoidance during access, etc.). If active nests or other previously unknown sensitive 

resources are detected, all project activities that directly impact the resource shall be 

delayed until species-specific local, state or federal regulations have been determined and 

applied by the Qualified Biologist. 

III. Post Construction Measures 

A. In the event that impacts exceed previously allowed amounts, additional impacts shall be 

mitigated in accordance with City Biology Guidelines, ESL and MSCP, State CEQA, and other 

applicable local, state and federal law. The Qualified Biologist shall submit a final 

BCME/report to the satisfaction of the City ADD/MMC within 30 days of construction 

completion. 

 

 BIO-3  Revegetation/Restoration Mitigation Plan (To be implemented within Carroll Creek) 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check 

1. Prior to Phase 2 NTP or issuance for any construction permits associated with Phase 2, 

including but not limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and 

Building Plans/Permits, whichever is applicable, the ADD environmental designee shall 

verify that the requirements for the revegetation/restoration plans and specifications, 

including mitigation of direct impacts to 0.18 acre of City Wetlands habitat (i.e., 3:1 ratio 

totaling 0.54 acre of City wetlands mitigation [riparian scrub] within the MHPA) has 

been shown and noted on the appropriate landscape construction documents. The 

Landscape Construction Documents (LCDs) and specifications must be found to be in 

conformance with the (Habitat Reclamation and Mitigation Plan) prepared by HELIX 

Environmental Planning (May July 2019), the requirements of which are summarized 

below. 
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 B. Revegetation/Restoration Plan(s) and Specifications  

1. LCDs shall be prepared on D-sheets and submitted to the City of San Diego 

Development Services Department, Landscape Architecture Section (LAS) for review and 

approval. LAS shall consult with Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) and obtain 

concurrence prior to approval of LCD. The LCD shall consist of revegetation/restoration, 

planting, irrigation and erosion control plans; including all required graphics, notes, 

details, specifications, letters, and reports as outlined below. 

 

 2. Landscape Revegetation/Restoration Planting and Irrigation Plans shall be prepared in 

accordance with the San Diego Land Development Code (LDC) Chapter 14, Article 2, 

Division 4, the LDC Landscape Standards submittal requirements, and Attachment “B” 

(General Outline for Revegetation/Restoration Plans) of the City of San Diego’s LDC 

Biology Guidelines (July 2012). The Principal Qualified Biologist (PQB) shall identify and 

adequately document all pertinent information concerning the revegetation/restoration 

goals and requirements, such as but not limited to, plant/seed palettes, timing of 

installation, plant installation specifications, method of watering, protection of adjacent 

habitat, erosion and sediment control, performance/success criteria, inspection 

schedule by City staff, document submittals, reporting schedule, etc. The LCD shall also 

include comprehensive graphics and notes addressing the ongoing maintenance 

requirements (after final acceptance by the City). 

3. The Revegetation Installation Contractor (RIC), Revegetation Maintenance Contractor 

(RMC), Construction Manager (CM) and Grading Contractor (GC), where applicable, shall 

be responsible to ensure that for all grading and contouring, clearing and grubbing, 

installation of plant materials, and any necessary maintenance activities or remedial 

actions required during installation and the 120-day plant establishment period are 

done per approved LCD. The following procedures at a minimum, but not limited to, 

shall be performed: 
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 a. The RMC shall be responsible for the maintenance of the wetland mitigation area 

for a minimum period of 120 days. Maintenance visits shall be conducted on a 

monthly basis throughout the plant establishment period.  

b. At the end of the 120-day period the PQB shall review the mitigation area to assess 

the completion of the short-term plant establishment period and submit a report 

for approval by MMC. 

c. MMC shall provide approval in writing to begin the five-year long-term 

establishment/maintenance and monitoring program.  

d. Existing indigenous/native species shall not be pruned, thinned or cleared in the 

revegetation/mitigation area. 

e. The revegetation site shall not be fertilized unless otherwise approved by MMC and 

at the direction of the PQB. For example, slow release fertilizer application is 

typically acceptable to container plantings if the planting area is sterile, exposed 

subsoil, or fill.  

 

 f. The RIC is responsible for reseeding (if applicable) if weeds are not removed, within 

one week of written recommendation by the PQB.  

g. Weed control measures shall include the following:  

(1) hand removal,  

(2) cutting, with power equipment, and  

(3) chemical control. Hand removal of weeds is the most desirable method of 

control and will be used wherever possible.  

h. Damaged areas shall be repaired immediately by the RIC/RMC. Insect infestations, 

plant diseases, herbivory, and other pest problems will be closely monitored 

throughout the five-year maintenance period. Protective mechanisms such as 

metal wire netting shall be used as necessary. Diseased and infected plants shall be 

immediately disposed of off site in a legally acceptable manner at the discretion of 

the PQB or Qualified Biological Monitor (QBM) (City approved). Where possible, 

biological controls will be used instead of pesticides and herbicides. 
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 C. Letters of Qualification Have Been Submitted to ADD 

1. The applicant shall submit, for approval, a letter verifying the qualifications of the 

biological professional to MMC. This letter shall identify the PQB, Principal Restoration 

Specialist (PRS), and QBM, where applicable, and the names of all other persons 

involved in the implementation of the revegetation/restoration plan and biological 

monitoring program, as they are defined in the City of San Diego Biological Review 

References. Resumes and the biology worksheet shall be updated annually. 

2. MMC shall provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the 

PQB/PRS/QBM and all City Approved persons involved in the revegetation/restoration 

plan and biological monitoring of the project. 

3. Prior to the start of work and throughout implementation, the applicant must obtain 

approval from MMC for any personnel changes associated with the 

revegetation/restoration plan and biological monitoring of the project.  

4. PBQ shall also submit evidence to MMC that the PQB/QBM has completed Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) training. 

 

 II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. PQB/PRS Shall Attend Preconstruction (Precon) Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring:  

a. The owner/permittee or their authorized representative shall arrange and perform 

a Precon Meeting that shall include the PQB or PRS, Construction Manager (CM) 

and/or Grading Contractor (GC), Landscape Architect (LA), Revegetation Installation 

Contractor (RIC), Revegetation Maintenance Contractor (RMC), Resident Engineer 

(RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and MMC. 
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 b. The PQB shall also attend any other grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to 

make comments and/or suggestions concerning the revegetation/restoration 

plan(s) and specifications with the RIC, CM and/or GC. 

c. If the PQB is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the owner shall schedule a 

focused Precon Meeting with MMC, PQB/PRS, CM, BI, LA, RIC, RMC, RE and/or BI, if 

appropriate, prior to the start of any work associated with the revegetation/ 

restoration phase of the project, including site grading preparation. 

 

 2. Where Revegetation/Restoration Work Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PQB/PRS shall also submit a 

revegetation/restoration monitoring exhibit (RRME) based on the appropriate 

reduced LCD (reduced to 11”x 17” format) to MMC, and the RE, identifying the areas 

to be revegetated/restored including the delineation of the limits of any 

disturbance/grading and any excavation.  

b. PQB shall coordinate with the construction superintendent to identify appropriate 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) on the RRME. 

3. When Biological Monitoring Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PQB/PRS shall also submit a monitoring 

procedures schedule to MMC and the RE indicating when and where biological 

monitoring and related activities will occur. 

 

 4. PQB Shall Contact MMC to Request Modification 

a. The PQB may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or during 

construction requesting a modification to the revegetation/restoration plans and 

specifications. This request shall be based on relevant information (such as other 

sensitive species not listed by federal and/or state agencies and/or not covered by 

the MSCP and to which any impacts may be considered significant under CEQA) 

which may reduce or increase the potential for biological resources to be present. 
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 III. During Construction  

A. PQB or QBM Present During Construction/Grading/Planting 

1. The PQB or QBM shall be present full-time during construction activities including but 

not limited to, site preparation, cleaning, grading, excavation, landscape establishment 

in association with work-limits demarcation, clearing/grubbing, and grading which could 

result in impacts to sensitive biological resources as identified in the LCD and on the 

RRME. The RIC and/or QBM are responsible for notifying the PQB/PRS of changes to any 

approved construction plans, procedures, and/or activities. The PQB/PRS is responsible 

to notify the CM, LA, RE, BI and MMC of the changes.  

2. The PQB or QBM shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record Forms 

(CSVR). The CSVRs shall be faxed or emailed by the CM, PQB, or QBM to the RE the first 

day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly, and in the event that there is a 

deviation from conditions identified within the LCD and/or biological monitoring 

program. The RE shall forward copies to MMC.  

 

 3. The PQB or QBM shall be responsible for maintaining and submitting the CSVR at the 

time that CM responsibilities end (i.e., upon the completion of construction activity 

other than that of associated with biology). 

4. All construction activities (including staging areas) shall be restricted to the 

development areas as shown on the LCD. The PQB/PRS or QBM staff shall monitor 

construction activities as needed, with MMC concurrence on method and schedule. This 

is to ensure that construction activities do not encroach into biologically sensitive areas 

beyond the limits of disturbance as shown on the approved LCD. 

5. The PQB or QBM shall supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or City 

approved equivalent, along the limits of potential disturbance adjacent to (or at the 

edge of) all sensitive habitats (i.e., southern riparian woodland, southern willow scrub, 

Diegan coastal sage scrub, baccharis scrub, coastal sage-chaparral transition, chamise 

chaparral, southern mixed chaparral, non-native grassland), as shown on the approved 

LCD.  
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 6. The PBQ shall provide a letter to MMC that limits of potential disturbance has been 

surveyed, staked and that the construction fencing is installed properly. 

7. The PQB or QBM shall oversee implementation of BMPs, such as gravel bags, straw 

logs, silt fences or equivalent erosion control measures, as needed to ensure 

prevention of any significant sediment transport. In addition, the PQB/QBM shall be 

responsible to verify the removal of all temporary construction BMPs upon completion 

of construction activities. Removal of temporary construction BMPs shall be verified in 

writing on the final construction phase CSVR. 

8. PQB shall verify in writing on the CSVRs that no trash stockpiling or oil dumping, fueling 

of equipment, storage of hazardous wastes or construction equipment/material, 

parking or other construction related activities shall occur adjacent to sensitive habitat. 

These activities shall occur only within the designated staging area located outside the 

area defined as biological sensitive area. 

9. The long-term establishment inspection and reporting schedule per LCD must all be 

approved by MMC prior to the issuance of the Notice of Completion (NOC) or any bond 

release. 

 

 B. Disturbance/Discovery Notification Process 

1. If unauthorized disturbances occur or sensitive biological resources are discovered that 

were not previously identified on the LCD and/or RRME, the PQB or QBM shall direct 

the contractor to temporarily divert construction in the area of disturbance or discovery 

and immediately notify the RE or BI, as appropriate.  

2. The PQB shall also immediately notify MMC by telephone or email of the disturbance 

and report the nature and extent of the disturbance and recommend the method of 

additional protection, such as fencing and appropriate BMPs. After obtaining 

concurrence with MMC and the RE, PQB and CM shall install the approved protection 

and agreement on BMPs. 
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 3. The PQB shall also submit written documentation of the disturbance to MMC within 24 

hours by fax or email with photos of the resource in context (e.g., show adjacent 

vegetation). 

C. Determination of Significance 

1. The PQB shall evaluate the significance of disturbance and/or discovered biological 

resource and provide a detailed analysis and recommendation in a letter report with 

the appropriate photo documentation to MMC to obtain concurrence and formulate a 

plan of action which can include fines, fees, and supplemental mitigation costs. 

2. MMC shall review this letter report and provide the RE with MMC’s recommendations 

and procedures. 

 

 IV. Post Construction 

A. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Period 

1. Five-Year Mitigation Establishment/Maintenance Period 

a. The RMC shall be retained to complete maintenance monitoring activities 

throughout the five-year mitigation monitoring period. 

b. Maintenance visits will be conducted at minimum monthly intervals for the first 

120-days (i.e., Establishment Period). Subsequently during Year 1 through Year 3, 

maintenance visits will occur once per month between January to June and two 

visits between July to December. Quarterly visits will be conducted during Years 4 

and 5. 

c. Maintenance activities will include all items described in the LCD. 

d. Plant replacement will be conducted as recommended by the PQB (note: plants 

shall be increased in container size relative to the time of initial installation or 

establishment or maintenance period may be extended to the satisfaction of MMC. 
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 2. Five-Year Biological Monitoring  

a. All biological monitoring and reporting shall be conducted by a PQB or QBM, as 

appropriate, consistent with the LCD.  

b. Monitoring shall involve both qualitative horticultural monitoring and quantitative 

monitoring (i.e., performance/success criteria). Horticultural monitoring shall focus 

on soil conditions (e.g., moisture and fertility), container plant health, seed 

germination rates, presence of native and non-native (e.g., invasive exotic) species, 

any significant disease or pest problems, irrigation repair and scheduling, trash 

removal, illegal trespass, and any erosion problems.  

c. After plant installation is complete, qualitative monitoring surveys will occur 

monthly during the 120-day establishment period. During Years 1 through 3, 

monthly visit will occur between January to June and two visits between July to 

December. Quarterly monitoring will occur during Years 4 and 5. Annual 

monitoring assessments during all 5 Years will occur in August or September.  

 

 d. Upon the completion of the 120-days short-term plant establishment period, 

quantitative monitoring surveys shall be conducted at 0, 12, 24, 36, 48 and 

60 months by the PQB or QBM. The revegetation/restoration effort shall be 

quantitatively evaluated once per year (in spring) during years three through five, to 

determine compliance with the performance standards identified on the LCD. All 

plant material must have survived without supplemental irrigation for the last two 

years of the five-year monitoring period.  

e. Quantitative monitoring shall include the use of relevé method and photo points to 

determine the vegetative cover within the revegetated habitat. Collection of plot 

data within the revegetation/restoration site shall result in the calculation of 

percent cover for each plant species present, percent cover of target vegetation, 

tree height and diameter at breast height (if applicable) and percent cover of non-

native/non-invasive vegetation. Container plants will also be counted to determine 

percent survivorship. The data will be used determine attainment of 

performance/success criteria identified within the LCD. 

 



SCH No. 2018041065; Project No. 587128  

Environmental Impact Report Summary 

3Roots San Diego Project City of San Diego 

 S-34 June 2020 

Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 f. Biological monitoring requirements may be reduced if, before the end of the fifth 

year, the revegetation meets the fifth-year criteria and the irrigation has been 

terminated for a period of the last two years. 

g. The PQB or QBM shall oversee implementation of post-construction BMPs, such as 

gravel bags, straw logs, silt fences or equivalent erosion control measure, as 

needed to ensure prevention of any significant sediment transport. In addition, the 

PBQ/QBM shall be responsible to verify the removal of all temporary post-

construction BMPs upon completion of construction activities. Removal of 

temporary post-construction BMPs shall be verified in writing on the final post-

construction phase CSVR.  

 

 B. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1.  A draft monitoring letter report shall be prepared to document the completion of the 

120-day plant establishment period. The report shall include discussion on weed 

control, horticultural treatments (pruning, mulching, and disease control), erosion 

control, trash/debris removal, replacement planting/reseeding, site protection/signage, 

pest management, vandalism, and irrigation maintenance. The revegetation/restoration 

effort shall be visually assessed at the end of 120-day period to determine mortality of 

individuals.  

2. The PQB shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report which describes the 

results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Biological Monitoring and 

Reporting Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 

30 days following the completion of monitoring. Monitoring reports shall be prepared 

on an annual basis for a period of five years. Site progress reports shall be prepared by 

the PQB following each site visit and provided to the owner, RMC and RIC. Site progress 

reports shall review maintenance activities, qualitative and quantitative (when 

appropriate) monitoring results including progress of the revegetation relative to the 

performance/success criteria, and the need for any remedial measures.  
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 3. Draft annual reports (three copies) summarizing the results of each progress report 

including quantitative monitoring results and photographs taken from permanent 

viewpoints shall be submitted to MMC for review and approval within 30 60 days 

following the completion of monitoring. 

4. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PQB for revision or, for 

preparation of each report. 

5. The PQB shall submit revised Monitoring Report to MMC (with a copy to RE) for 

approval within 30 days. 

6. MMC shall provide written acceptance of the PQB and RE of the approved report. 

 

 C. Final Monitoring Reports(s) 

1. PQB shall prepare a Final Monitoring upon achievement of the fifth-year 

performance/success criteria and completion of the five-year maintenance period.  

a. This report may occur before the end of the fifth year if the revegetation meets the 

fifth-year performance /success criteria and the irrigation has been terminated for 

a period of the last two years.  

b. The Final Monitoring report shall be submitted to MMC for evaluation of the 

success of the mitigation effort and final acceptance. A request for a pre-final 

inspection shall be submitted at this time, MMC will schedule after review of report.  

c. If at the end of the five years any of the revegetated area fails to meet the project’s 

final success standards, the applicant must consult with MMC. This consultation 

shall take place to determine whether the revegetation effort is acceptable. The 

applicant understands that failure of any significant portion of the revegetation/ 

restoration area may result in a requirement to replace or renegotiate that portion 

of the site and/or extend the monitoring and establishment/maintenance period 

until all success standards are met. 
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 BIO-4 

Prior to issuance of the first Phase 2 grading permit, consultation with USFWS through the ESA 

Section 7 process and CDFW through Section 2020.1 of CESA, shall occur for impacts to least 

Bell’s vireo habitat, including jurisdictional habitats. Impact authorization and corresponding 

mitigation measures prescribed by USFWS and CDFW shall be implemented by the Project. 

 

 BIO-5  Least Bell’s Vireo (State Endangered/Federally Endangered) This measure applies to potential 

work in Carroll Canyon Creek and Rattlesnake Creek.  

If construction activities occur between March 15 and September 15 and within 500 feet of riparian 

habitat, the following measures shall be implemented to protect least Bell’s vireo during 

construction. 

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the City Manager (or appointed designee) shall verify 

that the following project requirements regarding the least Bell’s vireo are shown on the 

construction plans: 

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities shall occur between March 15 and 

September 15, the breeding season of the Least Bell’s Vireo, until the following requirements have 

been met to the satisfaction of the City Manager: 

 

 A. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(A) recovery 

Permit) shall survey those wetland areas that would be subject to construction noise levels 

exceeding 60 decibels [dB(A)] hourly average for the presence of the least  

Bbell’s vireo. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey 

guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within the breeding season prior 

to the commencement of construction. if the least Bell’s vireo is present, then the following 

conditions must be met: 

1. Between March 15 and September 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied 

least Bell’s vireo habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such activities shall be 

staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; AND 
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 2. Between March 15 and September 15, no construction activities shall occur within any 

portion of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding 

60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied least Bbell’s vireo or habitat. An 

analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would not exceed 60 

dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a qualified 

acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or registration with monitoring 

noise level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the City Manager at 

least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities. Prior to the 

commencement of any of construction activities during the breeding season, areas 

restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a 

qualified biologist; OR 

 

 3. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the 

direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) shall 

be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities will 

not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by the least Bell’s 

vireo. Concurrent with the commencement of construction activities and the 

construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring* shall be 

conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat area to ensure that noise levels do not 

exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented are 

determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician or biologist, then the 

associated construction activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise 

attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season (September 16). 

 

 *  Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly 

on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction activity, to verify 

that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dB(A) 

hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly 

average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in consultation with the 

biologist and the City Manager, as necessary, to reduce noise levels to below 

60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) 

hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, limitations on the 

placement of construction equipment and the simultaneous use of equipment.  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 B. If least Bell’s vireo are not detected during the protocol survey, the qualified biologist shall 

submit substantial evidence to the City Manager and applicable Resource Agencies which 

demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary 

between March 15 and September 15 as follows:  

1. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for least Bell’s vireo to be present based 

on historical records or site conditions, then condition A.III shall be adhered to as 

specified above. 

2. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no mitigation 

measures would be necessary. 

 

 BIO-6  

Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first grading permit, 

demolition plans/permits and building plans/permits, the owner/permittee shall submit a Property 

Analysis Record (PAR) or equivalent for the establishment of endowment to generate in-perpetuity 

habitat management funds for implementation of “3Roots San Diego Project Long-Term Habitat 

Management Plan” HELIX (May September 2019). Long-term funding mechanism is subject to City 

and Wildlife Agencies approval. 

BIO-7 

Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first grading permit, 

demolition plans/permits and building plans/permits, the owner/permittee shall identify a Qualified 

Long-Term Habitat Resource Manager as outlined in “3Roots San Diego Project Long-Term Habitat 

Management Plan” HELIX (May September 2019) subject to City, and Wildlife Agency approval. 
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 BIO-8  Long-Term Habitat Management Plan 

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, DSD/ LDR, and/or MSCP staff shall verify the Applicant 

has accurately represented the areas prescribed for long-term management on the construction 

plans. A note on the construction plans shall be provided to state: "Perpetual management shall 

conform to the specifications detailed in the Long-Term Habitat Management Plan for the 3Roots 

San Diego Project (HELIX Environmental Planning, May September 2019)”. Implementation of the 

long-term management responsibilities shall commence immediately following completion and sign-

off of the project’s mitigation plan (i.e., Habitat Reclamation and Mitigation Plan prepared by HELIX, 

May July 2019). 

 

 BIO-9  Other Agency Requirements 

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit for Phase 2, the DSD/Environmental Designee and/or 

MMC staff shall verify evidence that any other agency requirements or permits have been obtained 

prior to the preconstruction meeting for Phase 2. The Permit Holder shall submit documentation of 

those permits or requirements (e.g., include copies of permits, or letters of resolution or other 

documentation issued by the responsible agency). California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

- Streambed Alteration Permit, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)- 401 Water Quality 

Certificate, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) – 404 Individual Permit. 

Project impacts to 0.01 acre of USACE jurisdictional habitat (i.e., unvegetated channel) shall be 

mitigated at a 3:1 ratio, totaling 0.03 acre. Project impacts to 0.18 acre of CDFW jurisdictional habitat 

(i.e., southern riparian woodland and southern willow scrub) shall be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio, totaling 

0.54 acre, consistent with the HELIX HRMP (May July 2019). 
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Historical Resources:  

Issue 1: Would the Project result in an alteration, including the adverse physical or aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic building 

(including an architecturally significant building), structure, or object or site?  

Issue 2: Would the Project result in an impact to existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area? 

Issue 3: Would the Project result in the disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Implementation of the Project 

could result in impacts to 

unanticipated surface or 

subsurface cultural resources 

during ground-disturbing 

activities. 

HIS-1: The following measures shall be implemented. 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance  

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first 

Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a Notice to 

Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is 

applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall verify 

that the requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American monitoring 

have been noted on the applicable construction documents through the plan check 

process. 

Less than 

significant 

 B.  Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 

(MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of all 

persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined in the City of 

San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals involved in 

the archaeological monitoring program must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER 

training with certification documentation. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI and all 

persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project meet the 

qualifications established in the HRG. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from MMC for any 

personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 
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 II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A.  Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site-specific records search (1/4-mile 

radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a 

confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, or, if the search was 

in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 

probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the 1/4-mile 

radius. 

 

 B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange a 

Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American consultant/monitor (where 

Native American resources may be impacted), Construction Manager (CM) and/or 

Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and 

MMC. The qualified Archaeologist and Native American Monitor shall attend any 

grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions 

concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the Construction Manager 

and/or Grading Contractor. 

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a 

focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, prior to the 

start of any work that requires monitoring. 
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 2. Identify Areas to be Monitored  

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an 

Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME has been 

reviewed and approved by the Native American consultant/monitor when Native 

American resources may be impacted) based on the appropriate construction 

documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored 

including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. 

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site-specific records search as well as 

information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation). See EIR 

Figure 5.10-1, Monitoring Locations. 

 

 3. When Monitoring Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule to 

MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or during 

construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This request 

shall be based on relevant information such as review of final construction 

documents which indicate conditions such as depth of excavation and/or site 

graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to 

be present. 

 

 III. During Construction 

A.  Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full-time during all soil disturbing and 

grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to archaeological 

resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for 

notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities such as in the 

case of a potential safety concern within the area being monitored. In certain 

circumstances OSHA safety requirements may necessitate modification of the AME. 
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 2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their presence 

during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities based on the AME and 

provide that information to the PI and MMC. If prehistoric resources are encountered 

during the Native American consultant/monitor’s absence, work shall stop and the 

Discovery Notification Process detailed in Section III.B-C and IV.A-D shall commence. 

 

 3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 

modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern 

disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of fossil 

formations, or when native soils are encountered that may reduce or increase the 

potential for resources to be present. 

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field 

activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVRs shall be faxed by the CM to 

the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of 

Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies 

to MMC.  

 

 B.  Discovery Notification Process  

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor to 

temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to digging, 

trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area of discovery and in the area 

reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resources and immediately notify the RE or BI, 

as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also submit 

written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with photos of the 

resource in context, if possible. 

4. No soil shall be exported off site until a determination can be made regarding the 

significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are encountered. 
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 C.  Determination of Significance 

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American resources are 

discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If Human Remains are 

involved, follow protocol in Section IV below. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance determination 

and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether additional mitigation is 

required.  

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data Recovery 

Program (ADRP) which has been reviewed by the Native American 

consultant/monitor, and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to significant 

resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in the area of 

discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique archaeological site is also an 

historical resource as defined in CEQA, then the limits on the amount(s) that a 

project applicant may be required to pay to cover mitigation costs as indicated in 

CEQA Section 21083.2 shall not apply. 

 

 c. If the resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that 

artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. 

The letter shall also indicate that no further work is required. 

 

 IV.  Discovery of Human Remains  

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be exported off site 

until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the human remains; and the 

following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources Code 

(Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 
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 A.  Notification 

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the PI, if the 

Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior Planner in the 

Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services Department to assist 

with the discovery notification process. 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in person 

or via telephone. 

 

 B. Isolate Discovery Site  

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby area 

reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a determination can be 

made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI concerning the provenience of 

the remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a field 

examination to determine the provenience. 

3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with input 

from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American origin. 

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American 

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call. 

 

 2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most Likely 

Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information. 

3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner has 

completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in accordance with CEQA 

Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and Health & Safety Codes. 
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 4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or 

representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity, of the human 

remains and associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the MLD 

and the PI, and, if: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access to the site, OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the 

MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to provide 

measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner shall reinter the human 

remains and items associated with Native American human remains with 

appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further and future 

subsurface disturbance, THEN 

 

 c. To protect these sites, the landowner shall do one or more of the following: 

(1) Record the site with the NAHC; 

(2) Record an open space or conservation easement; or 

(3) Record a document with the County. The document shall be titled “Notice 

of Reinterment of Native American Remains” and shall include a legal 

description of the property, the name of the property owner, and the 

owner’s acknowledged signature, in addition to any other information 

required by PRC 5097.98. The document shall be indexed as a notice 

under the name of the owner. 
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 V. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent and 

timing shall be presented and discussed at the Precon meeting.  

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 

a. No Discoveries. In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night 

and/or weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit 

to MMC via fax by 8AM of the next business day.  

 

 b. Discoveries. All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 

procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction, and IV – Discovery of 

Human Remains. Discovery of human remains shall always be treated as a 

significant discovery. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries. If the PI determines that a potentially significant 

discovery has been made, the procedures detailed under Section III - During 

Construction and IV - Discovery of Human Remains shall be followed.  

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM of the next business day to report 

and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other specific 

arrangements have been made.  

 

 B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum of 

24 hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.  

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

 



SCH No. 2018041065; Project No. 587128  

Environmental Impact Report Summary 

3Roots San Diego Project City of San Diego 

 S-48 June 2020 

Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 VI. Post Construction 

A.  Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative), 

prepared in accordance with the HRG (Appendix C/D) which describes the results, 

analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Archaeological Monitoring Program (with 

appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90 days following the 

completion of monitoring. It should be noted that if the PI is unable to submit the Draft 

Monitoring Report within the allotted 90-day timeframe resulting from delays with 

analysis, special study results or other complex issues, a schedule shall be submitted to 

MMC establishing agreed due dates and the provision for submittal of monthly status 

reports until this measure can be met. 

 

 a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring 

Report. 

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation: The PI 

shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of California 

Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any significant or 

potentially significant resources encountered during the Archaeological Monitoring 

Program in accordance with the City’s HRG, and submittal of such forms to the 

South Coastal Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report. 

 

 2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for preparation 

of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring Report 

submittals and approvals. 
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 B. Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are cleaned 

and catalogued 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify function 

and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal material is identified 

as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as appropriate. 

3. The cost for curation is the responsibility of the property owner. 

 

 C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification  

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the survey, 

testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with an 

appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and the 

Native American representative, as applicable. 

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in the Final 

Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC. 

3. When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification from the Native 

American consultant/monitor indicating that Native American resources were treated in 

accordance with state law and/or applicable agreements. If the resources were 

reinterred, verification shall be provided to show what protective measures were taken 

to ensure no further disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV – Discovery of 

Human Remains, Subsection 5. 

 

 D.  Final Monitoring Report(s)  

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE or BI as 

appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days after notification 

from MMC that the draft report has been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion and/or release of the 

Performance Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the approved Final Monitoring 

Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance Verification from the curation 

institution. 
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Issue 1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as 

either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 

value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:  

I. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 

section 5020.1(k), or  

II. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 

(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 

consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

The area is considered 

sensitive for potential Tribal 

cultural resources (buried 

cultural resources and/or 

subsurface deposits). 

Therefore, there is the 

potential for inadvertent 

discovery of a resource that 

could be impacted by project 

implementation.  

TCR-1: This mitigation measure requires implementation of all elements of Mitigation Measure HIS-1, 

presented in Section 5.10 of this EIR and immediately above.  

 

Less than 

significant 
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Issue 3: Would the Project develop wholly or partially within the 100-year floodplain identified in the FEMA maps or impose flood hazards on other properties?  

Project modeling indicates that 

off-site flood hazards would 

not be significant under City 

and FEMA regulations. Relative 

to FEMA regulations, however, 

this finding must be made by 

FEMA staff and documented 

through the CLOMR. At the 

time of distribution of this draft 

EIR, the CLOMR verifying FEMA 

acceptance has not been 

received. 

Pending receipt of the CLOMR documenting acceptance of the Project’s hydraulic analyses, there is 

no mitigation for this impact. 

Significant and 

unmitigated 
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Environmental Topic 
Proposed 

Project 

No Project 

(Reclamation 

Plan)  

Alternative 

No Project 

(Carroll Canyon 

Master Plan) 

Alternative 

Increased 

Employment 

Alternative 

Land Use LTS N LTS- LTS 

Transportation/Circulation SU N SU= or+ SU= or - 

Visual Effects/  

Neighborhood Character  
LTS N LTS- LTS 

Air Quality SU N SU+ LTS- 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions LTS N LTS+ LTS- 

Energy LTS N LTS+ LTS- 

Noise SM N SM SM- 

Geology and Soils LTS N LTS LTS 

Biological Resources SM SM SM SM 

Historical Resources SM N SM SM 

Tribal Cultural Resources SM N SM SM 

Health and Safety LTS N LTS LTS 

Public Utilities LTS N LTS LTS+ 

Public Services and Facilities LTS N LTS LTS- 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
SU Hydro/ 

LTS WQ* 

SU Hydro/ 

LTS WQ 

SU Hydro/ 

LTS WQ 

SU Hydro/ 

LTS WQ 

SM = significant but mitigable impacts; SU = significant and unmitigated impacts; N = no significant impacts;  

LTS = less than significant impacts 

- = reduced impact level(s) relative to the Project 

+= increased impact level(s) relative to the Project 

*= A SU is conservatively assessed to the Project as the CLOMR has not yet been issued by FEMA. All other hydrology/ 

water quality impacts are assessed as less than significant. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

This chapter provides a brief description of the background and scope of the 3Roots San Diego 

Project (Project), the purpose and legal authority for this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the EIR 

scope and process, and an explanation of how the EIR is organized.  

1.1 Project Background 

The project site is located on is located on 413 acres in the central portion of the Mira Mesa 

Community Plan (MMCP) area in the City of San Diego (City). Specifically, it is located east of Camino 

Santa Fe, approximately halfway between Mira Mesa Boulevard and Miramar Road. The project site 

was formerly owned and operated by Hanson Aggregates Pacific Southwest as part of a larger sand 

and gravel mining operation by Fenton Materials. The Project is an element of a multi-phased plan 

to convert reclaimed quarry land to planned mixed-use development.  

Initial mining operations on the site occurred between 1958 and 1975 under County of San Diego 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) P57-22. The mine was inactive for three years, but mining was 

re-activated in 1979 under CUP 571-PC and associated EIR EQD No. 78-12-34 seeking to modify the 

allowed uses. In 1987, the Carroll Canyon Specific Plan and associated MMCP Community Plan 

Amendment (CPA) to re-designate the site from extractive to industrial uses were proposed in 

conjunction with a CUP amendment. Impacts were analyzed in EIR No. 87-1063/State Clearinghouse 

(SCH) No. 85121814. Only the CPA was approved, with the Specific Plan and CUP amendment 

withdrawn by the applicant. 

The most recent mining operations were authorized under CUP 89-0585 and analyzed in 

Supplemental EIR (DEP No. 89-0585/SCH No. 85121814) approved by the City on September 13, 

1990. The Supplemental EIR is tiered from EIR No. 87-1063. In conjunction with CUP approval, the 

City adopted a Reclamation Plan for the site. Site reclamation was ongoing at the time of EIR 

preparation and involves the rehabilitation of the site by backfilling or re-contouring mined areas for 

slope stability and drainage as well as providing ground cover vegetation at the conclusion of 

extraction and processing activities, in anticipation of future development.  

In 1994, while mining activities were still underway, the project site and adjacent lands, totaling 

554 acres, were the subject of a Master Plan, which was approved by the City as part of the MMCP 

and the General Plan. The Carroll Canyon Master Plan (CCMP) defined suitable land uses, design 

guidelines, development standards, and an implementation program for the development of the 

project site upon completion of mining operations. The CCMP established a framework that the City 

and property owners could use to anticipate subsequent industrial, commercial, and residential 

uses for the Master Plan area. An EIR (DEP No. 91-0738/ SCH No. 92121061) was prepared for the 

CCMP and MMCP CPA. The 1994 CCMP anticipated that it would be implemented in phases by 

individual development permits and vesting tentative maps (VTMs).1  

Phase I of the CCMP, Fenton-Carroll Canyon Technology Center, included the development of 

office/industrial uses on 130.9 acres west of Camino Santa Fe. A project-level EIR was prepared and 

 
1  The acreage summary in the 1994 CCMP has been updated in the Master Planned Development Permit (MPDP), VTM, and 

Master Plan Amendment using updated technology and information to match current site survey conditions. 
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certified in 2001 (LDR No. 40-0870/SCH No. 2000041010), resulting in issuance of Site Development 

Permit 98-1199. As contemplated in the CCMP, this project encompassed industrial uses, open 

space, and affiliated public and private infrastructure (in the form of roadways and utilities). The 

Fenton Technology Park land development is complete and approximately 600,000 of the 

900,000 square feet (SF) approved for that project has been completed and occupied to date; the 

remainder could be developed at any time. In 2003, the roadway segment of Camino Santa Fe from 

Mira Mesa Boulevard to Trade Street was built. The Fenton-Carroll Canyon Technology Center and 

the affiliated Camino Santa Fe extension were removed from CUP 89-0585 as all reclamation and 

mining obligations in this area were deemed complete. 

Hanson Aggregates continued mining activities to the east of Camino Santa Fe (the approximately 

413-acre 3Roots project site) under the original CUP 89-0585 with no changes. Impacts associated 

with the previously approved CUP/Reclamation Plan have been fully mitigated, including impacts to 

existing on-site habitats associated with the remaining components of the Reclamation Plan. 

Although the CUP/Reclamation Plan allowed 301 acres to be impacted by mining and reclamation 

activities, only 256 acres have been impacted and are currently undergoing reclamation. In 2016, the 

mining operation ceased in the project area, although aggregate processing activities continued. The 

completion of mining activities made the land available for both mining reclamation and subsequent 

development in accordance with subsequent phases of the 1994 CCMP. 

The Project represents the remaining and final phases of the approved 1994 CCMP. The CCMP 

envisioned that this area would be developed with 52 acres of industrial park; up to 1,800 medium 

and medium-high density residential units; a mixed-use transit-oriented district (TOD) area; 20 acres 

of neighborhood park; and a comprehensive open space system including Carroll Canyon Creek, 

Rattlesnake Canyon, vegetated slopes, and landscaped areas. 

1.2 Project Scope 

The scope of the Project can be broken into three major elements, as summarized below and 

further detailed in Chapter 3.0, Project Description. 

The first project element is an amendment to the Reclamation Plan. Through this amendment, 

boundaries and grades of the approved reclamation plan, previously analyzed under certified 

1990 EIR, would be adjusted in order to align with the proposed 3Roots development and 

connections to existing infrastructure.  

The second project element is the Master Planned Development Permit (MPDP), which addresses 

the planned land uses and tailored development regulations for the site. The Project would maintain 

the following elements anticipated in the CCMP: a maximum of 1,800 residential units, a 

transit/mobility component, local-serving retail and office uses, and approximately 210 acres of 

(non-park) open space. It would modify the adopted CCMP by replacing the 52 acres of forecasted 

industrial land use with a community park and residential uses, and would incorporate lower 

residential densities toward the periphery of the project site. Specifically, the Project would include: 

• A mixed-use district also referred to as the “Community” or “Root Collective,” which includes 

12.8 acres of multi-family residential (8.7 acres of medium-high, and 4.1 acres of high 
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density) and 12.6 acres of commercial uses, including a Mobility Hub, parks, roadways, and 

open space; 

• 66.2 acres of low-medium or medium density residential (35.6 acres low-medium, and 

30.6 acres medium density);  

• 28.1 acres of low density residential;  

• 248.2 acres of open space (comprised of approximately 181.3 acres of natural open space; 

38.3 acres of parks and trails [including the 25.8-acre community park]2; and approximately 

28.6 acres of slopes, brush management zones, enhanced landscape, and water 

quality/retention basins);  

• 44.96 acres of on-site roads and parkways; and  

• Implementation of the CUP/Reclamation Plan-mandated restoration and enhancement of 

Carroll Canyon Creek, which traverses the project site.  

The third project element addresses San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) facilities, which would be 

relocated or removed from the site as a result of the above-noted project elements. 

A number of project entitlements are also associated with these three actions. These are also 

described in Chapter 3.0. 

1.3 Purpose and Legal Authority 

An EIR provides public agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the effect 

a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; lists ways in which the significant effects of 

such a project might be minimized; and identifies alternatives to such a project. The City is the Lead 

Agency, as defined by Section 15051(b)(1) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, for the Project evaluated in this EIR. Under CEQA, the public agency with the greatest 

responsibility for supervising or approving the project or the first public agency to take discretionary 

action to proceed with a proposed project should ordinarily act as the “Lead Agency.” This EIR is an 

informational document for use by the City, decision makers, and members of the general public to 

evaluate the environmental effects of the Project. This document complies with all criteria, 

standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) 

and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.); 

the City’s EIR Guidelines (2005); and the City’s CEQA Determination Thresholds (2016a). This 

document has been prepared as a project-level EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines, and it represents the independent judgment of the City as Lead Agency (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15050). 

 
2  Less the future Bus Rapid Transit Irrevocable Offer of Dedication (BRT IOD) of 2.2 acres. 
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1.4 Environmental Impact Report Scope 

This EIR contains analysis of the Project, as described in Chapter 3.0. A project-level EIR should 

“focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the development 

project.” According to Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project EIR should “examine all 

phases of the project including planning, construction and operation.” 

1.5 Notice of Preparation/Scoping Meeting 

In reviewing the application for the Project, the City concluded that the Project could result in 

potentially significant environmental impacts. As Lead Agency, the City prepared a Scoping Letter, 

which was distributed with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) on April 26, 2018 and May 4, 2018 to all 

responsible and trustee agencies, as well as various other governmental agencies, including the 

Office of Planning and Research’s SCH, and interested individuals. The City also conducted a public 

scoping meeting, in accordance with Section 21083.9 of CEQA, on May 23, 2018. The EIR addresses 

in detail the following potentially significant environmental impacts: 

• Land Use  • Biological Resources 

• Transportation / Circulation • Historical Resources 

• Visual Effects / Neighborhood Character  • Tribal Cultural Resources 

• Air Quality • Health and Safety 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions • Public Utilities 

• Energy • Public Services and Facilities 

• Noise • Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Geology and Soils  

 

The Project would not result in potentially significant impacts with respect to Agriculture and 

Forestry Resources, Mineral Resources, Paleontological Resources, or Population and Housing, as 

described in Chapter 9.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, of this EIR.  

A copy of the Scoping Letter, NOP, scoping meeting notice, scoping meeting sign-in sheet, scoping 

meeting transcript, and written comments received during the NOP review period are contained in 

Appendix A. Verbal and written comments received during the scoping process have been taken into 

consideration during the preparation of this EIR. An outline of the issues noted during the scoping 

process is contained in the Areas of Controversy/Issues to be Resolved discussion in the Executive 

Summary section.  

1.6 Public Review Process 

This EIR and the associated technical analyses are were available for review by the public and public 

agencies for over 45 days to provide comments “on the sufficiency of the document in identifying 

and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of 

the Project might be avoided or mitigated” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204). The public review 

period will bewas from June 28, 2019 through August 1216, 2019. The EIR and all supporting 

technical studies and documents are available for review at the City of San Diego, Development 

Services Department, 1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Diego, 92101-4153, as well as at the Mira 
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Mesa Branch Library located at 8403 New Salem Street, and the Downtown San Diego Library, 

located at 330 Park Boulevard. An electronic copy of the EIR and the technical analyses is posted on 

the City Clerk’s website at https://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/public-notices. 

The City, as Lead Agency, will consider the written comments received on the Draft EIR and at the 

public hearing in making its decision whether to certify the EIR as complete and in compliance with 

CEQA, and whether to approve or deny the Project, or take action on a project alternative. 

Subsequent to certification of the EIR, agencies with permitting authority over all or portions of the 

Project may use the EIR to evaluate environmental effects of the Project, as they pertain to the 

approval or denial of applicable permits.  

1.7 Content and Organization of the EIR 

As stated above, the content and format of this EIR are in accordance with the most recent 

guidelines and amendments to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. Technical studies have been 

summarized within individual environmental issue sections, and the full technical studies have been 

included in the appendices. 

This EIR has been organized in the following manner:  

• Executive Summary provides a summary of the Project description, EIR analysis, the 

alternatives that would reduce or avoid significant impacts, and the conclusions of the 

environmental analysis. The conclusions focus on those impacts that have been determined 

to be significant but mitigated as well as those that are significant and unmitigated or 

unavoidable. Impacts and mitigation measures are provided in tabular format. In addition, 

the Executive Summary includes a discussion of areas of controversy known to the City, 

including those issues identified by other agencies and the public.  

• Chapter 1.0, Introduction, provides a brief description of the Project, the purpose of the EIR, 

and an explanation of the document format. 

• Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, provides an overview of the regional and local setting, as 

well as the physical characteristics of the project site. The discussion also addresses the 

relevant planning documents and existing land use designations. 

• Chapter 3.0, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the Project, including the 

purpose and main objectives, building characteristics, infrastructure improvements, 

landscape plan, summary of design guidelines, proposed deviations, grading, and 

construction. In addition, the intended and required uses of the EIR, and a discussion of 

discretionary actions required for Project implementation, are included in this chapter. 

• Chapter 4.0, History of Project Changes, chronicles the physical changes made to the Project in 

response to environmental concerns raised during the City’s review of the Project.  

• Chapter 5.0, Environmental Analysis, constitutes the main body of the EIR and includes the 

detailed impact analyses for each environmental issue identified in the NOP as potentially 

resulting in significant environmental impacts. The topics analyzed in this section include: 

land use, transportation/circulation, visual effects/neighborhood character, air quality, 

https://www.sandiego.gov/cityclerk/officialdocs/public-notices
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greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, energy, noise, geology and soils, biological resources, 

historical resources, tribal cultural resources, health and safety, public utilities, public 

services and facilities, and hydrology and water quality. Under each topic, Chapter 5.0 

includes a discussion of environmental baseline, the applicable significance thresholds, and 

an evaluation of the impacts associated with implementation of the Project. Where the 

impact analysis demonstrates the potential for the Project to have a significant adverse 

impact on the environment, mitigation measures are provided that would minimize the 

significant impact. The EIR indicates whether the proposed mitigation measures would 

reduce impacts to below a level of significance.  

• Chapter 6.0, Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes, addresses significant and 

irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the Project be implemented. 

• Chapter 7.0, Growth Inducement, includes a discussion of growth inducing impacts.  

• Chapter 8.0, Cumulative Impacts, addresses the cumulative impacts caused by 

implementation of the Project in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future development in the area. 

• Chapter 9.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, addresses topics for which impacts were 

determined to be less than significant. 

• Chapter 10.0, Project Alternatives, provides a description and evaluation of alternatives to the 

Project. This chapter addresses the mandatory “no project” alternatives, as well as a 

development alternatives that would potentially reduce or avoid the Project’s significant 

impacts.  

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), References, and Individuals Consulted/ 

Preparers are provided in Chapters 11.0, 12.0, and 13.0, respectively. 
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This chapter provides a description of existing site conditions for the 3Roots San Diego Project 

(Project). The existing setting addresses the project site as well as the off-site components; and 

provides an overview of the local and regional environmental setting pursuant to Section 15152 of 

the State CEQA Guidelines. 

2.1 Project Location 

The project site occupies approximately 413 acres in the central portion of the Mira Mesa 

Community Plan (MMCP) area in the City (Figure 2-1, Regional Location). The project site is located 

east of Camino Santa Fe, approximately halfway between Mira Mesa Boulevard and Miramar Road 

(Figure 2-2, Project Location). Specifically, the site is located in Section 35 of Township 14 South, 

Range 3 West; and Sections 1, 2, 3, and 11 of Township 15 South, Range 3 West on the Del Mar U.S. 

Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle map (Figure 2-3, Site Topography). The site, which 

occupies San Diego County Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 341-050-380, 341-050-400, 341-050-410, 

341-050-420, 341-051-170, 341-051-180, and 341-060-820, was formerly operated as a sand and 

gravel mine.  

2.2 Site Conditions 

2.2.1 Existing Site Conditions 

The project site historically was used as a sand and gravel quarry. Of the approximately 413-acre 

site, approximately 218 acres have been subject to mining activities and exhibit substantial changes 

from natural topography; with approximately 195 acres not subject to substantial disturbance (see 

Figure 2-4, Project Site Aerial Photo). All mining-related excavation activities concluded in 2016, and all 

aggregate processing and other industrial lease activities concluded at the end of 2018. 

The prior mining and related uses were authorized by CUP 89-0585, which was approved by the City 

on September 13, 1990, in association with a Supplemental EIR (SEIR; DEP No. 89-0585/SCH 

No. 85121814). The SEIR analyzed mining operations, included mitigation measures for mining and 

reclamation activities and analyzed potential impacts associated with the rehabilitation of the mined 

areas. The mining boundary and associated impact area analyzed in the previously certified SEIR, are 

shown in Figures 2-5a, Adopted Reclamation Plan Phasing, and 2-5b, Adopted Reclamation Plan. 

Pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA), and in conjunction with CUP approval, 

the City adopted a Reclamation Plan for the CCMP area and project site (Figure 2-5b). Reclamation is 

the process by which steep slopes created by mining activities are re-contoured and stabilized to 

allow for a safe post-mining condition. The Reclamation Plan also required landscaping to 

revegetate graded pads and slopes. Implementation of the Reclamation Plan is ongoing as part of a 

multi-phased process. 

The project site is topographically complex because of a natural canyon, several watercourses and 

manmade features resulting from the mining activities (Figure 2-3). Overall, the project site slopes to 

the south and west. Rattlesnake Canyon Creek, in the northern portion of the project site, originates 
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at an elevation of approximately 340 to 365 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) and flows off-site at 

the western project boundary at 270 feet AMSL. The southern portion of the project site is lower in 

elevation and is bisected by Carroll Canyon Creek, which is approximately 297 feet AMSL at the 

eastern project boundary and approximately 214 feet AMSL at the west. Carroll Canyon Creek 

traverses the site and is degraded with impacted vegetation and invasive species, and a portion of 

the hydraulic flow line is being conveyed through an underground pipe. The land between the 

drainages, where the quarry operations occurred, is characterized by variable topography.  

The project site is mapped as having 10 soil types (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] 2018): 

Altamont clay, 15 to 30 percent slopes; Gravel pits; Olivenhain cobbly loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes; 

Olivenhain cobbly loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes; Olivenhain cobbly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes; 

Redding cobbly loam, dissected, 15 to 50 percent slopes; Redding cobbly loam, 9 to 30 percent 

slopes; Redding gravelly loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes; Riverwash; and Terrace escarpments. Native 

soils, however, have been removed by mining operations across most of the area of proposed 

development. Surficial and underlying materials include Alluvium, Colluvium, Compacted Fill, and 

Undocumented Fill. Most of the undocumented fill was removed with implementation of the 

Reclamation Plan process. The underlying geologic formation is Stadium Conglomerate.  

Existing SDG&E facilities include 230 kilovolt (kV) overhead power line on metal towers in a 

right-of-way located west of Camino Santa Fe, that crosses the road to enter the Project with two 

tower footings located on site east of Camino Santa Fe in the northwest portion of the project site. 

On site, these towers are located on supporting earth pedestals created and retained during prior 

mining. In addition, dual-circuit and single-circuit 69kV overhead power lines are also located in 

right-of-way west of Camino Santa Fe, crossing the road to enter the project site in the vicinity of 

Carroll Canyon Road, and then spanning approximately 6,500 feet east-west through the project 

site. An existing small substation is also located on site. 

2.2.2 Existing Circulation 

Currently, there are no public roads through the site. However, a future Circulation Element 

roadway, Carroll Canyon Road, is planned to traverse the site in an east-west direction.  

Directly to the west of the site is Camino Santa Fe. This major north-south connection between Mira 

Mesa Boulevard and Miramar Road was completed as part of the Fenton Technology Park in 2007. 

In its current condition, Camino Santa Fe is a 6-lane Major between Mira Mesa Boulevard and 

Flanders Drive, and a 6-lane Primary Arterial between Flanders Drive and Carroll Canyon Road. 

Camino Santa Fe was recently restriped from 6 lanes to 4 lanes with buffered Class II bike lanes from 

Carroll Canyon Road to Carroll Road, and currently functions as a 4-lane Major. The change was 

implemented based on the Series 12 2035 forecast average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on Camino 

Santa Fe between Trade Street and Carroll Road, which showed that the segment would operate at 

an acceptable LOS D in 2035 with reduction to 4 lanes. At the southwestern project boundary, there 

is an existing signal at the intersection of Carroll Canyon Road and Camino Santa Fe.  

From the eastern edge of the site to Camino Ruiz, Carroll Canyon Road is built to the required 6-lane 

Prime Arterial standards; it does not provide access to the project site and is currently striped with 

4 lanes.  
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2.2.3 Surrounding Land Uses 

The lands surrounding the project site are mostly built-out to the north, west and south as 

summarized below. An exception is the adjacent Vulcan Materials quarry, located directly east of the 

project site. Figure 2-4 depicts the site’s relationship to surrounding nearby land uses. 

The Fenton Technology Park is directly west of the project site. To the east and south of the project 

site are the Carroll Canyon Business Park and other light industrial and business uses.1  

A City-owned, vernal pool preserve with a 100-foot setback from residential development to the 

preserve boundary is immediately north of the project site. Primarily single-family residential uses 

lie north of that preserve. Multi-family residential uses, which are located north and east of the 

Camino Santa Fe/Flanders Drive intersection, are immediately adjacent to the project site.2 

Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar is situated approximately 1 mile south of the project site 

along Miramar Road.  

2.2.4 Reclamation Plan – Project Baseline 

Typically, the environmental baseline under CEQA is the environmental condition present within the 

project site at the time that the NOP is circulated. CEQA allows modification to the baseline 

condition when the typical condition would be misleading or without informational value. In this 

case, the “existing” condition on the project site was shifting on a daily basis during preparation of 

the technical studies and EIR, in accordance with the approved CUP and Reclamation Plan. For 

instance, the Reclamation Plan permits grading in the northwest portion of the site to allow for the 

extension of Miratech Way onto the project site. The Reclamation Plan also requires revegetation of 

mined areas and the monitoring of native habitats.  

Artificially “freezing” the environmental baseline at any given day prior to the completion of the 

grading and biological requirements of the Reclamation Plan would not provide a reasonable 

snapshot of the existing condition. Due to the site's rapidly changing condition, if full disclosure of 

the site as reclaimed was not included as an existing condition, the baseline would be misleading or 

without informational value because it would retain description of a past condition. In fact, if the 

setting reflected the existing condition on the date of NOP issuance, it would have been outdated 

immediately after NOP issuance—and would provide an artificial image of the existing condition as 

the basis for project analysis. This would not best define the baseline against which analysis should 

be completed. 

Therefore, for purposes of this EIR, the baseline condition generally assumes full implementation 

and completion of the Reclamation Plan on the project site, and being undertaken in phases as 

contemplated in the adopted CUP/Reclamation Plan. That will result in baseline grading having been 

completed for future lot uses, rough connection to off-site existing Carroll Canyon Road, and 

 

 
1 The industrial and business uses south of the site are approximately 80 feet above the baseline for the project site 

(adopted Reclamation Plan). 
2 The multi-family residential uses are approximately 60-100 feet above the baseline grade (adopted Reclamation Plan) of 

the project site. 
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hydroseeding of raw soils to minimize dust production, erosion, etc. In the southerly portion of the 

Project, the baseline also includes realignment, revegetation, and other improvements to Carroll 

Canyon Creek, to provide for a drainage traversing the site in an east-west direction that functions 

both hydrologically and as a potential biological resource. 

2.3 Planning Context 

The following plans contain policies, goals, and objectives that are applicable to the Project. A 

detailed discussion of these plans is provided in Section 5.1, Land Use.  

2.3.1 San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan 

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (San Diego Association of Governments [SANDAG] 2015) is an 

update of the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) for the San Diego Region and the 2050 Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2050 RTP/SCS) combined into one 

document. The Regional Plan provides a blueprint for San Diego’s regional transportation system in 

order to effectively serve existing and projected workers and residents within the San Diego region. 

In addition to the RTP, the Regional Plan includes the SCS in compliance with Senate Bill (SB) 375. 

The SCS aims to create sustainable, mixed-use communities conducive to public transit, walking, and 

biking by focusing future growth in the previously developed, western portion of the region along 

the major existing transit and transportation corridors. The purpose of the SCS is to help the San 

Diego region meet the GHG emissions reductions set by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). 

The Regional Plan has a horizon year of 2050, and projects regional growth and the construction of 

transportation projects over this time period.  

Appendix C of the Regional Plan identifies the northernmost edge of the site as within a Transit 

Priority Area (TPA; refer to Figure 2-6, Transit Priority Areas). The portion of the site that is designated 

as a TPA contains sensitive biological resources within the City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) 

and would be dedicated as Open Space to protect these sensitive resources in accordance with 

Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) requirements. There is no developable area. 

Because a portion of the site is within the TPA, however, the City considers the entire site to be 

within the TPA for its planning purposes. 

2.3.2 City of San Diego General Plan 

The General Plan is a comprehensive document that sets out a long-range vision and policy 

framework for how the City will grow and develop, provide public services, and maintain the 

qualities that define San Diego. The General Plan is comprised of a Strategic Framework Element 

and 10 additional elements covering topics such as housing, transportation, and conservation. The 

General Plan’s Land Use Element includes the City of Villages land use strategy, which focuses 

growth into mixed-use activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly, centrally located, and linked to 

the regional transit system. The City of Villages strategy identifies the project site as being in an area 

with a medium village propensity. Portions of the project site are identified as “Residential,” “Multiple 

Use,” and “Park, Open Space, & Recreation” in the General Plan (City 2016b).  
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2.3.3 Mira Mesa Community Plan 

The Mira Mesa Community Plan (MMCP) is the City’s statement of policy regarding the growth and 

development of Mira Mesa. The plan identifies goals, policies, and strategies for land uses and public 

facilities. It also designates areas for residential, commercial, industrial, business park, and public 

uses, as well as areas that are to remain undeveloped.  

The MMCP area encompasses approximately 10,500 acres. The community plan area is bounded on 

the north by Los Peñasquitos Canyon, on the west by Interstate (I-) 805, on the east by I-15, and on 

the south by Miramar Road. The community plan was originally adopted in 1992, but has been 

amended several times over the years, most recently to add policy language for the MCAS Miramar 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) in 2011.  

The MMCP indicates that the project site and the surrounding area should be developed with a mix 

of uses that are predominantly industrial or business park in nature, or—in the alternative—an 

intensive, transit-oriented mix of land uses that rely on the future light rail transit to reduce 

automobile use. 

2.3.4 Carroll Canyon Master Plan 

The Carroll Canyon Master Plan (CCMP) encompasses 554 acres and fulfills the objectives of the 

Carroll Canyon Master Plan Area of the MMCP. The CCMP defines suitable land uses, design 

guidelines, development standards, and an implementation program for the development of the 

Master Plan area, which includes the project site, upon the completion of mining operations 

(Figure 2-7, Carroll Canyon Master Plan). The CCMP established a framework that the City and 

property owners could use to convert reclaimed quarry land to a planned mixed-use development 

with: medium and medium-high residential, mixed-use, office/industrial, parks, open space, and a 

transit station/transit stop. The CCMP also anticipated a public transportation easement to be 

provided along the north side of Carroll Canyon Road right-of-way. The Fenton-Carroll Canyon 

Technology Center, which was evaluated in a 2001-certified EIR, did not analyze potential future 

impacts, but did identify the future Bus Rapid Transit Irrevocable Offer of Dedication (BRT IOD) along 

future Carroll Canyon Road west of Camino Santa Fe within open space area on the property.  

As indicated, the CCMP anticipated that future development of the Master Plan area would be 

implemented in phases by individual development permits and VTMs. The Project is part of a 

multi-phased plan to convert reclaimed quarry land to planned mixed-use development. The initial 

phase of the CCMP included the development of office/industrial uses on 130.9 acres west of 

Camino Santa Fe. The Fenton Technology Park, which represents approximately 600,000 SF of the 

900,000 SF approved for development, has been completed and occupied.  
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2.3.5 Zoning 

The underlying base zoning3 for the project site is AR-1-1 “Agriculture” (409.1 acres) and IL-2-1 

“Industrial” (4.2 acres) as shown in Figure 2-8, Zoning Classifications. The project also site is located in 

the Residential Tandem Parking Overlay Zone. Although not a City “base zone,” addressing land use 

type and density, because reduced parking requirements may be proposed, it is also noted that the 

Project contains TPA acreage and is considered to be located within a TPA, as described in 

Chapter 1.0. 

The project site is subject to Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zones (ALUCOZs). The site is 

located within the MCAS-Miramar Airport Influence Area (Review Area 1). It also falls within Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) Part 77 Notification Area (MCAS – Miramar) and is subject to review 

regarding airport noise as described in Section 2.3.6 immediately below.  

2.3.6 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans 

The project site is within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) and FAA Part 77 Noticing Area for MCAS 

Miramar. The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) serves as the Airport Land Use 

Commission (ALUC) for MCAS Miramar, located approximately one mile to the south of the project 

site.4  

The ALUCP was adopted to establish land use compatibility policies and development criteria for 

new development within the AIAs to protect the base from incompatible land uses and provide the 

City with development criteria that will allow for the orderly growth of the area surrounding the 

airports.  

The AIA for MCAS Miramar serves as the planning boundary for the MCAS Miramar ALUCP. The 

majority of the project site falls within Review Area 1, with a small area in the northeastern-most 

portion of the site in Review Area 2. Most of the project site also falls within the 60 to 65 community 

noise equivalent level (CNEL) contour; within which residential buildings must be designed to 

attenuate interior noise to 45 CNEL (Figure 2-9, MCAS Miramar Airport Noise Contours and Project 

Planning Areas). Because the southernmost portion of the project site falls within the 65 to 70 CNEL 

noise contour, retail and commercial buildings must be designed to attenuate interior noise to 

50 CNEL. The policies and criteria contained in the ALUCP are addressed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of 

this EIR. 

 

 
3 As stated in SDMC 131.0101, City-identified base zones help ensure that land uses within the City are properly located and 

that adequate space is provided for each type of development identified. Base zones are intended to regulate uses; to 

minimize the adverse impacts of these uses; to regulate the zone density and intensity; to regulate the size of buildings; 

and to classify, regulate, and address the relationships of uses of land and buildings. 
4 The ALUC is an agency that is required by state law to exist in counties with a commercial and/or a general aviation airport. 

The purpose of the ALUC is to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly development of airports 

and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards in areas 

around public airports, to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses.  
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2.3.7 Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

The City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) include sensitive biological resources, steep 

hillsides, coastal beaches, sensitive coastal bluffs, and 100-year floodplains. The project site does not 

contain coastal beaches or sensitive coastal bluffs. It does contain a small portion of steep hillsides 

in the southeast corner and Carroll Canyon Creek floodplain, as well as City wetlands associated 

with the creek, which are considered ESL-protected resources.  

Encroachment into ESL steep hillsides is given some latitude per Section 143.0111(a) of the San 

Diego Municipal Code (SDMC), which allows greater encroachment into steep slopes when related to 

mining and extractive industries. It is noted, however, that the exemption requires a Conditional Use 

Permit and restoration of the on-site landform to a “natural-appearing” condition. The reader is 

referred to Sections 5.1, Land Use, and 5.3, Visual Effects/Neighborhood Character, for discussion of 

encroachment percentage and restoration efforts.  

The ESL regulations require that development minimize impacts to certain sensitive biological 

resources including but not limited to MHPA lands; wetlands and vernal pools in naturally occurring 

complexes; federal and State listed, non-MSCP Covered Species; and MSCP Narrow Endemic species. 

Specifically, the ESL Regulations state that wetlands impacts should be avoided, and unavoidable 

impacts should be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Where impacts are unavoidable, 

deviation findings must be made in accordance with Section 143.0150 of the SDMC. In this instance, 

the on-site wetlands remaining following mining activities would be displaced by Carroll Canyon 

Road extension and associated drainage improvements; elements that qualify for a deviation 

associated with Essential Public Projects under Land Development Code (LDC) Section 143.0510 (d). 

The reader is referred to Section 5.9, Biological Resources, for detailed discussion. 

With regard to flood hazard areas, the ESL regulations contain restrictions relative to the floodway 

and flood fringe, intended to provide reasonable flood protection for regulatory purposes. Within 

the floodway, no structures may be attached to a foundation, development must be offset by other 

improvements to enable the passage of the base flood, and channelization is subject to a number of 

requirements. Within the flood fringe, permanent structures, roads, and other development may be 

allowed, provided that they meet applicable conditions. The reader is referred to Section 5.15, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, for discussion of project compliance with applicable drainage 

requirements. 

2.3.8 Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The MSCP is a comprehensive biological habitat conservation planning program developed by the 

City in coordination with state and federal resource agencies. A key goal of the MSCP is to preserve a 

network of habitat and open space, protecting biodiversity. Local jurisdictions, including the City, 

implement their portions of the MSCP through subarea plans. The City has adopted Biology 

Guidelines that, together with the City's ESL Regulations and the MSCP Subarea Plan, are used to 

evaluate project-related biological impacts and required mitigation. MHPA is the City’s planned 

habitat preserve system. The project site contains approximately 139.8 acres of MHPA, as shown on 

Figure 2-10, Existing MHPA Area. 
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2.3.9 Regional Air Quality Strategy 

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) and SANDAG are responsible for developing 

and implementing the clean air plan for attainment and maintenance of the ambient air quality 

standards in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The San Diego County Regional Air Quality Strategy 

(RAQS) was most recently updated by the SDAPCD in 2016. The RAQS outlines SDAPCD’s plans and 

control measures designed to attain the state air quality standards for ozone. The SDAPCD also 

develops the air basin’s input to the State Implementation Plan (SIP), which is required under the 

Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) for areas that are out of attainment of air quality standards. The SIP, 

approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), includes the SDAPCD’s plans and 

control measures for attaining the ozone national standard and is updated on a triennial basis. 

The RAQS relies on information from CARB and SANDAG, including mobile and area source 

emissions, as well as information regarding projected growth in the county, to project future 

emissions and then determine from that the strategies necessary to reduce emissions through 

regulatory controls. The SIP relies on the same information from SANDAG to develop emission 

inventories and emission reduction strategies that are included in the attainment demonstration for 

the air basin. The SIP also includes rules and regulations that have been adopted by the SDAPCD to 

control emissions from stationary sources. These SIP-approved rules may be used as a guideline to 

determine whether a project’s emissions would have the potential to conflict with the SIP and 

thereby hinder attainment of the national air quality standard for ozone. 

2.3.10 Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) adopted a Water Quality Control Plan for the 

San Diego Basin (Basin Plan) that recognizes and reflects regional differences in existing water 

quality, the beneficial uses of the region’s ground and surface waters, and local water quality 

conditions and problems (RWQCB 1994). Water quality objectives identified in the Basin Plan are 

based on established beneficial uses, and are defined as “the limits or levels of water quality 

constituents or characteristics which are established for the reasonable protection of beneficial 

uses.” These objectives are incorporated into related regulatory requirements, such as the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting process, that guide project design. 
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Transit Priority Areas
Figure 2-6
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This section of the EIR provides a statement of the project goals and objectives, describes the 

specific characteristics of the Project, discusses project phasing and construction, and identifies the 

discretionary actions required to implement the Project. This section has been prepared pursuant to 

Section 15124 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

3.1 Project Goals and Objectives 

The following are the goals and objectives of the Project: 

1. Provide for the reuse and redevelopment of the former mining site into a vibrant and active 

infill neighborhood within the Mira Mesa community.  

2. Provide for a mix of land uses that promotes the City’s vision for smart growth by reducing 

vehicle miles travelled.  

3. Address the City’s housing supply needs by providing an expanded residential footprint, in 

order to provide 1,800 residential units and allow for a broader range of housing, with a 

variety of sizes and ownership options that cater to a variety of life stages and include both 

market rate residences and for rent, age-restricted, affordable housing consistent with the 

City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Regulations.(10 percent of total units) option.  

 

4. Provide a variety of residential options, including multi-family, detached condos, and 

single-family detached homes in close proximity to UTC, Sorrento Valley, and MCAS Miramar, 

contributing to an improved jobs-housing balance in the area and catering to a diverse set of 

life stages. 

5. Provide a new public community park and other publicly accessible parks, trails, and spaces 

for a total of approximately 38 acres of new park space.  

6. Dedicate over 40 percent of the project site as natural open space, increasing the City’s 

Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) and implementing the adopted CUP/Reclamation Plan 

mandated restoration and enhancement of the degraded Carroll Canyon Creek, which 

traverses the project site from east to west.  

7. Implement a “mobility focused” development with a centralized Mobility Hub for public and 

private multi-modal transportation options.  

3.2 Project Background 

The following summarizes key elements of the background leading to the currently proposed 

Project, as addressed in further detail in Section 1.1, Project Background: 

• Since 1958, the site has been an active aggregate mining and processing quarry. Throughout 

the decades, mining activities were approved under a series of CUPs, which not only 
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approved mining activities, but also contemplated the “reclamation,” or the re-contouring of 

the site, at the conclusion of extraction and processing activities.  

• In 1994, the CCMP was developed and approved by the City as part of the MMCP (and the 

General Plan). The CCMP contemplated a 554-acre, mixed-use development, designed to be 

implemented in phases when mining activity was completed. 

• In 2001, the City approved development of the Fenton-Carroll Canyon Technology Center, a 

project that represented the first phase of the 1994 CCMP. As contemplated in the CCMP, 

this project encompassed industrial uses, open space, and all affiliated public and private 

infrastructure (in the form of roadways and utilities) over 130-acres of the former Fenton 

Materials mining operation. Currently, 600,000 SF of the approved 900,000 SF are operating 

as an active employment center for Mira Mesa and the region. In 2003, the roadway 

segment of Camino Santa Fe from Mira Mesa Boulevard to Trade Street was built. The 

Fenton-Carroll Canyon Technology Center and the affiliated Camino Santa Fe extension were 

removed from CUP 89-0585 as all reclamation and mining obligations in this area were 

deemed complete.  

• In 2016, the mining operations on the project site ceased, although aggregate processing 

activities continued through 2018. Reclamation activities started in 2016 (and are ongoing). 

• The current Project represents the second and final phases of the approved 1994 CCMP.  

3.3 Project Characteristics 

The scope of the Project includes three major elements, as detailed below: a proposed Master 

Planned Development Permit (MPDP), which triggers an amendment to the existing mining 

Conditional Use Permit/Reclamation Plan (CUP/Reclamation Plan), and the relocation/removal of 

SDG&E facilities. 

3.3.1 Master Planned Development Permit 

The CCMP calls for the area to be developed with Planned Development Permits (PDPs), consistent 

with the planning principles in the CCMP. Per the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) 

(Section 143.0401 et seq.), the purpose of a PDP is to provide flexibility in the application of 

development regulations for projects where strict application of the base zone development 

regulations would restrict design options and result in a less desirable project. The intent of the PDP 

regulations is to accommodate, to the greatest extent possible, an equitable balance of 

development types, intensities, styles, site constraints, project amenities, public improvements, and 

community and City benefits.  

The Project would be entitled with a Master PDP (MPDP; Appendix T to this EIR). The Project is a 

comprehensively planned community that blends innovative design concepts and new home 

product types to react to the desires of existing and new demographic groups. The MPDP 

encompasses multiple parks, plazas, and conservation and public areas comprehensively planned to 

create a consistent design theme throughout the Project. It contains project-specific standards 

regarding circulation and mobility, infrastructure, land use regulations, and design guidelines for 
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development, landscaping, parks and open space, and walls and fences. The MPDP Design 

Guidelines (additionally addressed in Table 3-5, Summary of MPDP Design Guidelines, later in this 

section), in concert with the development regulations of the underlying zone, would guide future 

development within the project site. 

3.3.1.1 Development Summary 

The Project would include residential land uses, designed at varying densities to cater to a variety of 

life stages; residential uses would include: 28.1 acres of single-family residential (RX-1-2) and 

66.2 acres of detached (single-family on multi-family lotting) and multi-family residential (RM-2-6), all 

connected by 44.96 acres of on-site roads and parkways. The Project also would include a mixed-use 

district defined in the MPDP as the “Root Collective” which serves as a mixed-use Community 

Collective district (Figure 3-1, Proposed Site Plan). The Root Collective would include 12.6 acres of 

commercial uses (CC-2-4), including the proposed Mobility Hub, and 12.8 acres of higher density 

multi-family residential (RM-3-9), as well as parks, open space, and roadways. The Project would also 

set aside nearly 250 acres of open space, consisting of approximately 181.3 acres of natural open 

space, 38.3 (less BRT IOD) acres of parks (less the 2.2-acre BRT IOD) and trails, and approximately 

28.6 acres of slopes, enhanced landscape, dedicated brush management zones (BMZs), and water 

quality/retention basins (Figure 3-2, Proposed Land Use, and Table 3-1, Land Use and Zoning 

Summary). 

Table 3-1 

LAND USE AND ZONING SUMMARY 

 

Land Use 
Project 

(acres) 

Residential (RM-2-6) 66.2 

Residential (RX-1-2) 28.1 

Root Collective Residential (RM-3-9)  12.8 

Root Collective Commercial (CC-2-4) (includes mobility hub) 12.6 

Roads and Parkways  44.96 

Open Space (including Rattlesnake Creek BMZs) 181.3 

Slopes, Basins, In-development BMZs and Enhanced Landscape 28.6 

Parks 38.3 

(Approximate) TOTAL  412.9* 

*The Carroll Canyon Road extension west of Camino Santa Fe (through the Fenton Technology Park), which is a 

project component, mapped as part of the prior Fenton Technology Park project, includes 8.2 acres of disturbance 

and approximately 4.6 acres of right-of-way (ROW) dedication. These acres are not included in the above total as 

this area is already set aside via an IOD affiliated with approved VTM 14555.  

 

The Root Collective, described above, would include a mix of non-residential and residential uses, all 

within 0.25 mile of the proposed Mobility Hub. The Mobility Hub is an approximately 1.35-acre area 

designed to provide a centralized space for on-demand, regularly scheduled, and multi-modal 

transportation services near to the intersection of Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Canyon Road. This 

area also includes approximately 12.6 acres of office, food and beverage, and retail (CC-2-4) uses; 

12.8 acres of multi-family residential (RM-3-9) uses; and ancillary uses as noted above. As part of the 

Root Collective’s multi-family residential component, the Project would provide 180 units (10 percent 

of the Project's total proposed residential units) as for- rent, senior housing, to meet the City’s 

Inclusionary aAffordable Hhousing requirements.Regulations  
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The balance of the Project would provide a mix of multi-family and single-family homes consistent 

with the applicable base zones, for a project-wide maximum total of up to 1,800 units, regardless of 

base zone densities. The proposed residential units throughout the Project vary from a minimum of 

5 units/acre up to 73 units/acre, depending on the minimum and maximum densities of the 

applicable base zones, with residential densities decreasing along the edges of the project site.  

Table 3-2, Residential and Commercial Uses, summarizes the maximum number of residential units 

and total commercial square footage of the Project. 

Table 3-2 

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL USES 

 

Base Zone 
Number of Units  

or Square Feet (SF) 

Residential (RM-2-6) 1,006 units 

Residential (RX-1-2) 185 units 

Root Collective Residential (RM-3-9) 609 units 1 

Total Residential Units 1,800 units 

Root Collective Non-Residential: Retail  46,300 SF 2 

Root Collective Non-Residential: Food/Beverage 86,400 SF 

Root Collective Non-Residential: Office/Co-Working 23,460 SF 

Mobility Hub Commercial 4,000 SF 

Total Commercial Square Footage 160,160 SF 3 
1 RM-3-9, including 609 units, would  include the Project’ss 180 affordable units (10 percent of Total 

Residential Units). Commercial uses within this zone are incorporated into the non-residential square 

footage in the rows that follow. 
2 The Root Collective Retail includes approximately. 16,000 SF of ground floor retail in RM-3-9 residential 

Planning Area (PA) 13, with the balance occurring in PA 19, a strictly non-residential parcel. 
3 Root Collective non – residential uses include a variety of retail, food and beverage, and office/ coworking 

uses. 

 

3.3.1.2 Comparison to 1994 Carroll Canyon Master Plan (CCMP) 

The Project would be similar to the uses envisioned under the CCMP, as shown in Table 3-3, 

Comparison of 1994 CCMP and Project Land Uses. Consistent with the CCMP, the Project would include 

a maximum of 1,800 residential units, an on-site Mobility Hub (referenced as a ‘Transit Station’ in the 

CCMP), local-serving retail, office use, parks and open space. The Project does not propose industrial 

uses envisioned by the CCMP.  

The Project proposes 609 units within a developable 25.4-acre net mixed-use core (the Root 

Collective) that includes a retail center with an office component, higher density housing, and a mix 

of residential and ground floor shopkeeper units adjacent to a public plaza. As noted in Section 

3.3.1.1, an additional 14.6 acres (equaling gross 40 acres) includes infrastructure, the 1.35-acre 

Mobility Hub, roads, water quality features, mini parks and the like, which serve the entire 3Roots 

community. The CCMP identifies a 40-acre mixed-use core for a mix of employment, retail and 

residential uses and specifies that a minimum of 100 of the total CCMP-allowed units and 10,000 

square feet of retail would be built within the core. CCMP ground floor commercial uses are to 

occupy up to 10 percent of the core area. 
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The Project proposes a broader range of residential densities than the CCMP. While the residential 

uses proposed in the CCMP are limited to medium and medium-high density; by expanding the 

residential footprint, the Project would reduce densities along the periphery of the development 

area, allowing for a variety of product types intended to provide diverse housing opportunities to 

accommodate different life stages. The Project also adds some high-density residential to the 

mixed-use core. The locations of residential uses within the project area have also been revised to 

reflect changes in the regulations of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for MCAS 

Miramar. 

The Project would replace the industrial areas planned in the CCMP for the southern portion of the 

project site with a 25.8-acre (less BRT IOD) community park and expanded land area for residential 

uses. The industrial land use being replaced by the community park and residential land uses are 

identified as ‘Other Industrial Lands’ by the General Plan and are not specifically identified for 

protection unlike ‘Prime Industrial Lands’ (refer to Figure 5.1-1, City Prime Industrial Lands in the 

Vicinity of 3Roots). The community park and the multiple parks spread throughout the site would 

offer a total of approximately 38.3 gross acres of active and passive parkland, nearly doubling the 

park space proposed in the approved 1994 CCMP. 

Table 3-3 

COMPARISON OF 1994 CCMP AND PROJECT LAND USES (acres) 

 

Land Use Type  

(Per General Plan) 1 

1994 CCMP Uses Post Completion 

of Master Plan Phase I 2,3 
Project 

Low Residential N/A 28.1 

Low-Medium Residential N/A 35.6 

Medium Residential 43 30.6 

Medium-High Residential 26 8.7 

High Residential N/A 4.1 

Subtotal Residential 69 acres/1,800 units 107.1 acres/1,800 units 

Mixed-Use (Core Area) 8 of 40 25.4 4  

Transit Stop or Station 1.5 1.35 (Mobility Hub) 

Office Industrial 52 N/A 

Parks 20 38.3 5 

Open Space/Slopes, Basins, Brush Management 

Zones and Enhanced Landscape 
238.6 6 209.9 5,7 

Source: Figure 8 of the 1994 Carroll Canyon Master Plan, see Figure 2-7 of this EIR. 
1 The Land Use Definitions, originally established in the 1994 CCMP, do not match the City’s current General Plan and Zoning 

designations. Comparison analysis ties the City’s General Plan and base zones to CCMP land use types to the greatest extent 

feasible.  
2 Phase I of the CCMP was approved in 2001 as the Fenton-Carroll Canyon Technology Center, analyzed in certified EIR LDR 

No 40-0870 (SCH No. 89-2000041010 and VTM 14555). For purposes of this table, the acres affiliated with this phase have 

been removed from the 1994 Land Uses as they have been previously analyzed. 
3 Gross acreage of 1994 CCMP land uses were not based on surveyed footprints currently available and may differ slightly 

from proposed Project footprint. 
4 The 25.4 acres of mixed-use core area include 12.6 acres of non-residential areas, with the rest being a combination of high 

and medium high residential and or circulation areas, open space uses, etc.  
5 The Project increases the amount of active park use and decreases CCMP-proposed open space uses. 
6 274.5 acres less the 35.9 acres dedicated through the Fenton Technology Park VTM 14555. Please also see footnote 3, 

above.  
7 Pursuant to Reclamation Plan obligations, Phase II of the CCMP is required to provide 180 acres of open space. Subtracting 

the 35.9 acres of Fenton Technology Park opens space equals approximately 144 acres. The Project exceeds this.  
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3.3.2 Conditional Use Permit/Reclamation Plan Amendment 

The project site was an active aggregate mining operation and concrete processing plant from 

1958 to 2016, at which time the reclamation began. The CUP approved by the City for mining and 

processing activities has been modified throughout the life of the mine to adjust the boundaries of 

the resource extraction area. The latest CUP was approved on September 13, 1990 (CUP 89-0585).  

As described in Section 2.2.4, Reclamation Plan – Project Baseline, the City adopted a Reclamation Plan 

for the CCMP area in 1990, in conjunction with the approval of CUP 89-0585 and certified a 

Supplemental EIR (1990 EIR; DEP No. 89-0585; SCH No. 85121814) at that time. These adopted and 

certified documents addressed impacts of on-site mining and reclamation, including on surrounding 

land uses. These documents identified required re-contouring to stabilize the slopes and prepare 

land for future development, and required the restoration and enhancement of native habitat, 

including Carroll Canyon Creek. The 1990 CUP included a variety of conditions and mitigation 

measures. The current Project would ensure that those conditions and mitigation measures, not 

already satisfied, would be completed. This includes protection of fish and wildlife habitat using all 

reasonable measures, and the requirement that wetlands shall be avoided or mitigated at 1:1 

minimum for both acreage and habitat value (current plans show avoidance/replacement/ 

enhancement at a 3:1 ratio).  

Although active mining operations have ceased, an amended CUP/Reclamation Plan and CUP are 

necessary to address changes in the site conditions and the redevelopment plans since 1990, and to 

complete regulatory closure of the mined lands. The Project proposes an amendment to the existing 

CUP/Reclamation Plan and CUP to modify the Reclamation Plan boundary, adjust grade elevations to 

align with the proposed development, revise the originally proposed road networks to match 

existing infrastructure, and protect sensitive habitat. Reclamation Plan Amendment activities would 

be completed in accordance with PRC Division 2, Chapter 9, Section 2710 et seq; as well as CCR 

Title 14, Division 2, Chapter 8, Subchapter 1 Article 1 Section 3500 and Article 9 Section 3700, as 

applicable.  

Proposed modifications to the Reclamation Plan boundary are illustrated on Figure 3-3a, Proposed 

Reclamation Plan Amendment. The Reclamation Plan boundary would be reduced along Rattlesnake 

Creek and Carroll Canyon Creek and adjacent to existing development along the southern and 

southeastern edges of the site. Specifically, the areas to the south of the site have already been 

reclaimed and revegetated and the areas along Rattlesnake Creek and Carroll Canyon Creek, which 

were originally contemplated in CUP 89-0585 as proposed fill sites for mining byproduct, were not 

disturbed as part of the mining process (Figure 3-3b, Reclamation Plan Amendment-Revegetation Plan). 

Conversely, the CUP/Reclamation Plan boundary would be expanded to establish reasonable 

connections to the existing grades along Parkdale Avenue in the northern portion of the site and 

Carroll Canyon Road in the eastern portion of the site.  

Specific to the proposed amendment, criteria also require that wildlife habitat shall be established 

on disturbed land at least as good as pre-project conditions, unless end use precludes its use as 

wildlife habitat; and sensitive species shall be conserved or mitigated as prescribed by the federal 

and California Endangered Species Acts. Native plant species comprise the plant palette for the 

amendment areas and would be monitored for success, and noxious weeds would be monitored 

and abated. 
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In addition, the project’s geotechnical consultant anticipates that the compacted fill placed during 

the reclamation grading may settle over time. The Project proposes that surface settlement 

monuments are installed and monitored until the readings indicate settlement has ceased, which is 

expected to take three to six months post installation of said monitors. The project’s geotechnical 

consultant also recommends surcharge fill and settlement monitoring be performed in areas where 

undocumented fill would be left below the groundwater. The surcharge fill should remain in place 

until settlement readings indicate settlement has essentially ceased.  

3.3.3 SDG&E Facility Modifications 

SDG&E Facility Modifications (east-west modifications, north-south modifications, and substation 

removal); are required as a result of the Project and are analyzed as part of the Project (see 

Figure 3-4, SDG&E Facility Modifications). 

3.3.3.1 East-West Facilities 

The existing overhead east-west double circuit 69kV system would be converted to an underground 

facility and relocated along the north side of Carroll Canyon Road. The proposed conversion would 

tie in on the west to the existing north-south transmission alignment in the current SDG&E 

easement approximately 400 feet west of Camino Santa Fe via a steel cable pole on the northeast 

corner of the Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Canyon Road intersection. On site, the proposed 

conversion would rise overhead via two steel cable poles south of the creek (east of the existing 

Fenton substation site), extend north overhead within the open space, and tie in to the existing east-

west transmission alignment on new terminal dead-end steel poles to continue overhead east in the 

current SDG&E easement. This configuration could require the removal and or replacement of 

poles. Potential removal and replacement may require access improvements and focused retaining 

wall features in ornamental and disturbed vegetated areas adjacent to the Carroll Canyon Road 

West extension/west of Camino Santa Fe (ornamental landscaping along Camino Santa Fe and open 

space area associated with Fenton Technology Park). The reader is referred to Chapter 5.0 for 

pertinent discussion.  

A parallel nearby additionalexisting overhead east-west single circuit 69kV system also would be 

converted to underground and relocated along the northern side edge of Carroll Canyon Road 

alongside the path of the double circuit 69kV system configuration. Western and eastern tie-in 

points to existing facilities would be as described for TL906 and TL677, above. 

Finally, a third existing overhead east-west single circuit 69kV system would be relocated to the 

south for approximately 900 feet and would be converted to underground along the south side of 

Carroll Canyon Road for approximately 400 feet. The proposed relocation would tie into on the west 

to an existing north-south transmission alignment along Rehco Road (approximately 0.25 mile west 

of the existing 230kV north-south corridor) in close proximity to the current SDG&E transmission 

easement and tie into a north-south transmission alignment, as described below, along the west 

side of Camino Santa Fe in the current SDG&E easement. This configuration could require the 

removal and or replacement of poles. Potential removal and replacement may require access 

improvements and focused retaining wall features in ornamental and disturbed vegetated areas 

adjacent to the Carroll Canyon Road West extension/west of Camino Santa Fe (ornamental 
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landscaping along Camino Santa Fe and open space area associated with Fenton Technology Park). 

The reader is referred to Chapter 5.0 for pertinent discussion.  

3.3.3.2 North-South Facilities 

The existing overhead north-south double circuit 69kV system along the west side of Camino Santa 

Fe in the vicinity of Carroll Canyon Road would remain overhead with an approximately 500-foot 

realignment to remove the pole near the creek. The proposed realignment northern tie-in would be 

at the aforementioned east-west proposed steel cable pole on the southwest corner of the Camino 

Santa Fe and Carroll Canyon Road intersection; the southern tie-in would occur with a pole 

replacement on the off-site hillside in the current SDG&E transmission easement. Removal and new 

installation levels of disturbance would be similar to those noted in Section 3.3.3.1. 

3.3.3.3 Fenton Substation 

The existing SDG&E 69kV/12kV Fenton Substation located within the project site would be 

decommissioned, taken out of service, and removed by SDG&E. This would occur after current 

SDG&E customers that obtain electric service from this substation have been transferred to 

alternative service by SDG&E. The decommissioning would include removal of all equipment such 

as: three-phase transformer, regulator, steel structures, circuit breakers, capacitors, fencing, oil 

containment structures, pads, pylons/piers, conduit packages, cable, etc. The decommissioning and 

demolition of this substation is an SDG&E action that is not part of the CUP/Reclamation Plan 

Amendment and a replacement substation is not proposed as part of the Project.  

3.3.3.4 Additional Smaller Facilities 

To distribute electric service to the Project, SDG&E would convert and relocate the existing overhead 

12kV system that is attached to the 69kV pole line described above in Section 3.3.3.2, including 

conversion to underground within the Carroll Canyon Road right-of-way (ROW). Electric distribution 

lines ultimately would be located underground within the future project ROWs and designated 

electricity corridors. 

3.3.4 Project Details 

3.3.4.1 Residential Zoning 

RX-1-2 (Planning Areas 3, 4, and 6) 

The Project would include a total of 185 single-family lots zoned as RX-1-2, with a density of 5 to 

10 units/acre (an average 6.6 dwelling units per acre). These single-family detached homes would 

range between two and three stories, with a maximum height of 42 feet. Figures 3-5a-c, Typical 

Architecture – Single-Family Detached, provides typical architectural elevations for the single-family 

units within Planning Areas (PA) -3, -4, and -6, respectively.  
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RM-2-6 (Planning Areas 1, 2, 5, 7-11, 15-18) 

A total of 1,006 residential units are planned within the RM-2-6 zone with a target density of 

15.3 dwelling units per acre as part of the Project. Units would include a mix of single-family 

detached (on multi-family lotting) and multi-family attached condos built on a common lot, that are 

two and three stories with a maximum height of 40 and 45 feet respectively. Many of the detached 

homes would be located on the periphery of the proposed community and the area to the north of 

Carroll Canyon Road across from the proposed community park. Most of the attached homes would 

be located in the central portion of the project site along the western edge of the development 

footprint adjacent to Camino Santa Fe. Typical elevations for homes in the RM-2-6 zone are shown in 

Figures 3-6a-b, Typical Architecture - 2 Story Rowtowns (PA-1 & PA-7) and - 2 Story Flats (PA-9 & PA-16), 

respectively; Figure 3-7, Typical Architecture – Alley Load Condo (PA-2 & PA-18); Figures 3-8a-b, Typical 

Architecture – 3 Story Detached Condo (PA-5) and - 3 Story Detached Cluster (PA-10), respectively; and 

Figures 3-9a-b, Typical Architecture -3 Story Rowtowns (PA-8 & PA-15) and -Trio (PA-11 & PA-17), 

respectively.  

RM-3-9 (Root/Community Collective) (Planning Areas 12-14) 

The Root Collective would include 609 multi-family units in areas designated as RM-3-9 with a target 

density of 47.6 dwelling units per acre, which allows for maximum densities up to 73 units/acre. The 

contemplated product would range between 25 and 65 units/acre. Buildings would range from three 

to five stories high, with a maximum height of 65 feet. Parking would be included as surface lots on 

grade or in a structure within the residential parcel. PA-13 would include approximately 16,000 SF of 

live-work (e.g., shop keeper) and retail uses in the RM-3-9 product at the ground floor to render the 

street more vibrant and active by introducing a commercial element. Typical elevations for the 

affordable senior apartments, proposed for PA-12, are shown in Figure 3-10, Typical Architecture –

 Affordable Senior Apartments (PA-12).  

3.3.4.2 Commercial Zone CC-2-4 (Commercial Community) 

Mobility Hub (Planning Area 20) 

The Mobility Hub is proposed to be a centralized multi-modal node within the Project. It would 

provide centralized pick-up and drop-off staging areas for both public transportation systems (which 

also could be located immediately adjacent) as well as private multi-modal transportation options 

such as employer shuttles and rideshare services. A bike repair, rental, and maintenance shop 

would also be included. Solar or non-solar electric vehicle (EV) charging stations would be provided 

in the Mobility Hub. 

Commercial and Office Uses (Planning Areas 19 and 13) 

Adjacent to the Mobility Hub, the commercial uses would provide services and entertainment 

options connecting with the residential neighborhoods via a pedestrian pathway and trail system. 

The commercial area would include approximately 160,160 SF of retail and office (including the 

16,000 SF of live-work and retail uses described above in the RM-3-9 zone). Of that total, the Project 

includes 136,000 SF of retail. Food and beverage offerings may include fast casual restaurants, 

quality dining, breweries, cafes, and on-site craft foods. Health and wellness components may 

include such options as pharmacy, on-site medical clinic, sports performance training, and boutique 
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fitness studios. The approximately 23,000-SF office component may include a co-working concept 

and offer services such as shipping, printing, conference rooms, and tele-meeting options.  

Placemaking/Pop-up Retail (Planning Area 19) 

Pop-up retail uses, which are planned along the northern portion of PA-19 (lots KK-1 [0.15 acre]), 

KK-2 [0.27 acre], and KK-3 [0.13 acre] of the VTM), may be approved through a Temporary Use 

Permit (SDMC Section 123.0401). Figure 3-11, Locations and Examples of Pop-up Retail, depicts these 

lots and illustrates examples of the proposed uses. Potential pop-up commercial and retail uses 

permitted in the CC-2-4 zone include food, beverages, and groceries; sundries, pharmaceutical, and 

convenience sales; wearing apparel and accessories; and eating and drinking establishments. 

Pop-up retail is generally identified as temporary or permanent retail structures under 800 SF, 

including shipping containers, retrofitted vehicles for commerce, open air market kiosks, and other 

similar structures. Pop-Up Retail uses qualify as "placemaking" as defined in the SDMC and are 

regulated in accordance with Section 141.0421. PA-19 may also host farmers markets and food 

trucks, each of which would be subject to any necessary permits.  

3.3.4.3 Parking 

Project parking would be provided in residential garages, at public park areas, and in 

commercial/retail zones. In the latter areas, parking may be provided in surface lots and/or in 

structures. The Project shall be subject to the requirements of the Land Development Code. Parking 

per se is not a CEQA issue, but review for conformance with City development guidelines is a 

relevant land use issue.  

3.3.4.4 Parks and Trails  

The Project would include a 25.8-acre (less BRT IOD) community sports park, as well as a collection 

of neighborhood parks between 3 and 6 acres, mini parks totaling approximately 4 acres, and 

pocket park areas of over 1 acre; and a series of trails connecting the neighborhoods to the 

recreation additional trails (Figures 3-12, Proposed Parks, 3-13a, Proposed Trail Types, and 3-13b, 

Proposed Trail Materials). Immediately adjacent to the existing neighborhood to the north, the 

Parkdale Trailhead Overlook (a pocket park) would provide bike racks, interpretive signs, seating and 

trail access. The community sports park would be located immediately south of Carroll Canyon Road 

and would be used as a sports complex for the community of Mira Mesa. The community park was 

designed with community input through the General Development Plan (GDP) process pursuant to 

Council Policy 600-33. Among other more passive uses, the park is proposed to include soccer fields, 

baseball fields, basketball courts, dog park facilities, restrooms, and a site for a future recreation 

center, adhering to the City Park and Recreation Design Guidelines (Figure 3-14, Community Sports 

Park), as well as parking. There would be night lighting associated with the use of the sports fields. A 

presentation area/potential bandshell location would have use restrictions for sound control, as 

described in Section 5.7, Noise. 

The community sports park would be public and dedicated to the City for future maintenance once 

built. Excluding 1.1 acre, neighborhood parks and pocket parks (including the overlook), etc. would 

be homeowners’ association (HOA) owned and maintained, but also would be subject to public use 

recreation easements.  
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3.3.4.5 Open Space 

Approximately 181.3 acres would be retained as natural open space (excluding parks and trails) and 

approximately 146.4 acres (an approximately 6.7-acre net increase) would be dedicated to the MSCP 

preserve (Figure 3-15, Proposed Open Space). This open space acreage does not include parks, trails, 

water quality basins, BMZs, or enhanced landscape areas adjacent to public ROW. 

3.3.4.6 Carroll Canyon Creek Enhancements 

As shown in Figure 3-16, Carroll Canyon Creek Enhancements, adopted CUP/Reclamation Plan 

requirements will be implemented concurrently with some elements of Project implementation. The 

adopted CUP/Reclamation Plan mandates restoration, widening, and enhancement of the riparian 

areas and waterways, as shown, along the length of on-site Carroll Canyon Creek. In addition, the 

Carroll Canyon Road connection through the site requires an under-crossing to allow water to flow 

under the road.  

3.3.4.7 Circulation/Access 

Proposed roadway designs would generally follow the standards in the City of San Diego Street 

Design Manual; however, on-site modifications are proposed to increase areas within the ROW for 

landscaping and pedestrian walkways, and reduce the overall pavement width. 

Carroll Canyon Road Extension (On Site) 

The Project would construct the on-site extension of Carroll Canyon Road, a main arterial facilitating 

a connection between I-805 and I-15. The future on-site segment of Carroll Canyon Road would be 

a 6-lane Prime Arterial with ROW widths ranging from 126 feet to 136 feet (Figure 3-17, Project 

Circulation). Outside the ROW there is an IOD for a future BRT along the south edge of the road that 

would allow for an ultimate center alignment of a dedicated BRT line. Additionally, adjacent to the 

mobility hub are two IODs on north and south sides of the road to accommodate a potential future 

BRT stop along this center alignment, as additionally described below. 

Carroll Canyon Road Extension (West) 

In addition to the portion of Carroll Canyon Road that would be constructed within the project site, 

the Project includes the completion of a segment of Carroll Canyon Road to the west of Camino 

Santa Fe (Figure 3-18, Carroll Canyon Road Extension [West]). This road segment is designed as a 

4-lane Major facility within a 98-foot wide ROW, and extends for approximately 2,017 linear feet, 

directly south of the existing Fenton Technology Park. This road was planned in the 1994 CCMP and 

is referenced as T-5A in the 2016 Mira Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan. This off-site segment of 

Carroll Canyon Road (West), was mapped as part of the previously approved Fenton Technology 

Park project. Because this improvement is not a Mobility Element roadway that the Project is 

dependent upon in the near term, it would be subject to bonding and a Deferred Improvement 

Agreement (DIA). This alignment would be confirmed when study for the roadway extension further 

to the west is completed by the City. 



SCH No. 2018041065; Project No. 587128 Chapter 3.0 

Environmental Impact Report Project Description 

3Roots San Diego Project City of San Diego 

 3-12 June 2020 

Project Site Access 

The main entry points to the project site would be from Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Canyon Road. 

A collector roadway (Spine Road) would intersect with both Carroll Canyon Road and Camino Santa 

Fe and would trend through the project site from north to south. Two streets, which would intersect 

with Camino Santa Fe, would primarily be used for access to the Root Collective and intersect with 

Spine Road to create a modified grid system of roadways through the Project. Several other public 

streets would extend into the on-site surrounding residential neighborhoods (Figure 3-17).  

Bus Rapid Transit 

In the existing condition, Route 237, San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) Rapid Service, 

operates along Mira Mesa Boulevard and provides east-west connectivity to the north of the project 

site. The MMCP contemplated light rail transit (LRT) along the future Carroll Canyon Road and the 

CCMP also notes that such use is possible, although time frame was noted as uncertain. Potential 

for extended bus service along Carroll Canyon Road also was noted in the CCMP, together with 

acknowledgement of potential project reduction in vehicle trips based on alternative transportation 

elements. SANDAG removed the LRT line as part of San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan in 2015. In 

removing the LRT, a BRT alignment was never studied or documented by SANDAG. However, in 

consultation with the City of San Diego, MTS, and SANDAG, the applicant was requested to include 

an area that could be used as ROW for a potential BRT route along Carroll Canyon Road, so as not to 

preclude a potential BRT route in the future.  

ROW for a future BRT route within the on-site portion of future Carroll Canyon Road has been 

reserved with an IOD outside the City of San Diego ROW, consistent with IODs for potential BRT 

expansion adjacent to the site, both directly east (Carroll Canyon Business Park) and west (Fenton 

Technology Park). The exact alignment of this future route has not been identified in approved 

SANDAG planning documents, but SANDAG has stated that the route will be addressed in the 

2019 update. SANDAG/MTS have stated preference for a center alignment; the BRT IOD proposed 

for this Project would allow such alignment on site. SANDAG also has indicated that there is 

currently no funding identified for expanded service or any other potential transit (such as BRT 

along Carroll Canyon Road); nor is there any funding to relocate the Mira Mesa Boulevard bus route 

southward to Carroll Canyon Road. They will require justification (anticipated high ridership) along 

the route overall. Based on guidance from SANDAG, however, the preferred alignment would be in 

the center of Carroll Canyon Road within the raised median area; as stated above the IOD offered 

would allow for this within the project site.  

In response to the above, the Project would provide IODs along the on-site Carroll Canyon Road 

corridor to accommodate both a dedicated transit area as well as a combined stop that would 

accommodate both east- and west-bound buses. Carroll Canyon road would be six lanes in width 

with an up to 26-foot raised, landscaped, median inclusive of left turn lanes at signalized 

intersections and both east- and west-bound 10-foot-wide Class I multi-purpose trails. The bus stop 

IODs have been included to provide enough ROW within the Carroll Canyon Road corridor to 

accommodate either a southern route or a center median alignment for future BRT and have been 

designed so as not to preclude either potential route. The future transit stop location has been sited 

directly south of the Root Collective on the west side of the future signalized intersection of Carroll 

Canyon Road/Spine Road. The IOD proposed for the stop is designed to accommodate a 55 foot by 

135 foot BRT platform per dimensions set forth by SANDAG. As noted, based on guidance from 
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SANDAG, a preferred alignment would be in the center of Carroll Canyon Road, within the center 

median area. Any development of a BRT along Carroll Canyon Road would require future alignment 

studies and considerable capital expenditure by SANDAG to construct the route, and is likely a 

minimum of 10 years in the future due to the need for the prior completion of Carroll Canyon Road 

to the east and west of the project site. The Project dedications and design features ensure that 

Carroll Canyon Road could accommodate a future BRT within the available ROW and respective 

IODs.  

Pedestrian Circulation 

Pedestrian circulation would be provided throughout the site by a network of sidewalks, pathways, 

plazas, and public spaces. These pedestrian facilities would provide connections between the 

proposed uses within the Project, to existing sidewalks along Camino Santa Fe, and to the adjacent 

Fenton Technology Park. There would be a direct connection from the Root Collective (commercial) 

area, including Mobility Hub areas where residents would be able to pick up a ride on a bus, 

employee shuttle, Uber/Lyft, or rideshare. Carroll Canyon Road within the project site would be 

constructed with pedestrian facilities through the entire length of the project site east to west.  

As noted in Section 3.3.4.6 above, the Carroll Canyon Road connection through the project site 

would require an under-crossing to allow water to flow under the road. The under-crossing, which 

would be designed to allow pedestrians and bicyclists to cross under Carroll Canyon Road along the 

creek-side trail, would be a primarily soft bottom pipe arch approximately 330 feet long, 66 feet 

wide, and over 19 feet high (Figure 3-19a, Carroll Canyon Road Under-Crossing). Pedestrians and 

wildlife would be separated within the undercrossing, with the softer bottom being for animals and 

a slightly elevated (approximately 2 feet) walkway for pedestrians along one side of the 

undercrossing, which also serves as a City of San Diego maintenance access path. The Project also 

proposes new trails to connect the project site to existing open space trail systems and residential 

communities, and a pedestrian-only bridge across Carroll Canyon Creek connecting PA-15 with PA-5 

(Figure 3-19b, Pedestrian Bridge). 

Bicycle Circulation 

The Mobility Hub would serve as a primary connection point for community and regional bicycle 

facilities, sidewalks, trails, and paseos would also connect with the project neighborhoods, parks, 

and open space. The Mobility Hub would include a public bike station, a facility with bike repair 

services; bike sales; and secure, covered, and publicly accessible bike storage. The primary bicycle 

circulation element through the project site, a Class I multi-purpose trail, would be adjacent to both 

sides of the proposed Carroll Canyon Road extension through the site. Figure 3-20, Bicycle Circulation 

Plan, illustrates proposed bicycle circulation for the Project. 

As shown in Figure 3-20, the Project would also provide Class II bike lanes (on-street, striped) along 

both sides of Spine Road and the Village Entry, which are extensions of Miratech Drive and Summers 

Ridge Road, respectively. The Urban Corridor Street, Street A, and Street I would include Class III bike 

routes (shared ROW), providing additional bicycle circulation options. In addition, up to three bike 

stations with racks and fix-it gear would be provided throughout the project site, along with the 

aforementioned bike shop in the Mobility Hub (for a total of four). There would also be up to up to 

seven bike racks at key activity centers throughout the site.  
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3.3.4.8 Off-site Traffic Improvements 

As described in greater detail within Section 5.2, Transportation/Circulation, there are a number of 

mitigation measures that require physical improvements to study area intersections or roadway 

segments. The majority of those improvements would involve restriping within existing ROW. 

Because these improvements can be accomplished without a need for acquiring additional ROW, 

there would be no associated environmental impacts. A total of four intersections would require 

property acquisition outside of project impact areas to accommodate the required improvements. 

These include: 

1. Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Road – Additional ROW required for a right-turn lane headed 

eastbound along the south side of Carroll Road, west of Camino Santa Fe. 

2. Camino Santa Fe and Miramar Road – ROW required for a right-turn lane headed westbound 

on Miramar Road, east of Camino Santa Fe. 

3. Camino Santa Fe and Flanders Road – Additional ROW required for a right-turn lane headed 

northbound on Camino Santa Fe, south of Flanders Drive.  

4. Miralani Drive and Camino Ruiz – Additional ROW required along the north side of Miralani 

Drive in order to provide two left-turn lanes.  

These intersections were reviewed for their potential to result in environmental impacts, such as, 

but not limited to, effects upon historical resources/tribal cultural resources, biological resources, air 

quality and noise (due to proximity to sensitive receptors). The intersection of Camino Santa Fe and 

Flanders Road is adjacent to disturbed coastal sage scrub; thus, improvements at this intersection 

would be required to either: (a) occur outside of the California gnatcatcher breeding season; or 

(b) comply with mitigation requiring pre-construction surveys. It is also noted that a small extension 

of right-of-way north of Carroll Canyon Road West at its east end, west of Camino Santa Fe, would be 

required for future roadway implementation once final road planning is completed for extension of 

that roadway to Carroll Road. This additional right-of-way is a maximum of 10 feet in width (tapering 

to zero), and totals less than 0.1 acre overall. Because this area is already incorporated within 

identified and evaluated project impact area, it is not additionally separately addressed in 

Chapter 5.0 of this EIR. 

3.3.4.9 Landscape and Hardscape Treatments 

The Project would include landscaping throughout the community (see Figures 3-21a-f, Landscape 

Plan). Proposed plantings include a variety of trees, shrubs, ornamental grasses, groundcovers, and 

wildflowers, many of which are native species. A landscape palette (Figure 3-21g, Plant Palette) is 

proposed for each component of the Project. For example, plantings around the village entry could 

include tulip trees, California sycamore, coast live oak, and coral tree. Residential streets could be 

planted with species such as jacaranda, holly oak, Australian willow, pear tree, and silk trees. Street 

trees would be planted in parkways between the curb and sidewalk to create a barrier between the 

sidewalk and the street. Spine Road would include trees within the landscaped median. Each 

neighborhood would have variation in its landscape palette, but elements of the overall landscape 

design throughout the site would be cohesive and consider best practice drought-tolerant design 



SCH No. 2018041065; Project No. 587128 Chapter 3.0 

Environmental Impact Report Project Description 

3Roots San Diego Project City of San Diego 

 3-15 June 2020 

concepts. In designated BMZs 1 and 2, there would be a modified plant palette to comply with City 

brush management standards. 

Proposed hardscape treatments would include concrete pavers set within gravel bands, distressed 

paint, cinderblock walls, granite boulders, textured and colored concrete, concrete with exposed or 

special aggregate, or other similar finish treatments. Pedestrian seating/benches and bike racks 

would be placed throughout the project site (see Table 3-5, below).  

3.3.4.10 Brush Management 

Brush management is an important fire safety and prevention strategy for new and existing 

development. Setback buffers would be provided between the project-related new development 

and open space to meet all City brush management requirements. Brush management for the 

proposed 3Roots development would occur within designated open space lots to be maintained by 

the Project’s HOA and would be located wholly within project developed areas and outside the 

MHPA. Brush management zones have been designed to blend the proposed site elements into 

natural hillsides and canyons; provide a logical and defensive perimeter for fire, erosion, and other 

naturally occurring hazards; and rehabilitate the disturbed transition from the natural environment 

to the built environment. Zone 1 is closest to structures and contains the least flammable materials. 

Zone 2 is the area between Zone 1 and any area of native or naturalized vegetation, and consists of 

thinned, non-irrigated vegetation, with fuel volume reduced through such methods as trimming 

50 percent of the plants over 24 inches in height to 6 inches while maintaining intact roots. In some 

cases, and consistent with Brush Management Regulation Section 142.0412(i), the width of these 

zones would be reduced through alternative compliance measures such as dual-paned and dual 

tempered windows and/or fire-rated walls. Some lots also would have expanded Zone 1 area, as 

allowed under Section 142.0412(f). Other fire-related design elements incorporated into the Project 

would include fire-resistant building materials, fire/ember/smoke barriers, automatic alarm and 

sprinkler systems, and provision of adequate fire flow and emergency access.  

It is noted that some existing brush management zones would be maintained as BMZ 2 along 

existing homes rimming Rattlesnake Canyon to the north and northeast of the site (see Figure 3-15). 

The Rattlesnake Canyon area would be designated as HOA-maintained open space with a covenant 

of easement/IOD for the MHPA.  

3.3.4.11 Signage 

Signage would include a hierarchy of signage types placed throughout the Project to provide a 

unified signage program in accordance with SDMC requirements. Highly visible entry monuments, 

with special emphasis landscaping or other features to improve visibility, would be provided at all of 

the vehicular entries into the project site. These would include a total of three locations along 

Camino Santa Fe and four locations along Carroll Canyon Road (Figure 3-22, Gateways). Monuments 

would be used to identify the community sports park and different neighborhoods within the 

project site. Signage would be provided for wayfinding and traffic control purposes, and to identify 

trails, paseos, and addresses. Finally, pedestrian directories would be provided in select locations 

within the neighborhoods and commercial areas. All on-site signage would comply with a 

Comprehensive Sign Plan (CSP) that would be processed as part of the Neighborhood Use Permit 

(NUP). Per Section 141.1103, the NUP would be submitted during the building permit and site 
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infrastructure process in order to address any signs which exceed City-wide sign regulations but are 

necessary for improved function or aesthetics as part of the Project. 

3.3.4.12 Lighting 

Lighting would be installed in outdoor areas to illuminate common areas, streets, paths, entryways, 

landscaping, vehicle and bicycle parking areas, transit stops, public art, sports parks, and 

architectural elements. Lighting would be consistent with City requirements for safety and would be 

shielded and directed away from residential uses and sensitive biological areas. 

3.3.4.13 Utilities  

Wet Utilities 

Utility services would be provided through the construction of pipelines/extensions from existing 

utility infrastructure on site and within surrounding roadways. The Project would connect to existing 

potable pipelines located within Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Canyon Road. Proposed water 

pipelines within the project site would be looped to provide redundancy and ensure adequate water 

pressure (Figure 3-23, Proposed Public Water System). Connection also would be made to a recycled 

water pipeline in Camino Santa Fe, bring recycled water on site for use at the Community Park. 

Existing sewer lines within Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Canyon Road would connect to proposed 

sewer lines throughout the project site (Figure 3-24, Proposed Sewer System). An existing sewer line 

within the Carroll Canyon Creek area would be relocated to be within the proposed extension of 

Carroll Canyon Road. Sewer service through the project site to the Mira Mesa community, north of 

the Project, would be rerouted through new sewer lines within the project site. 

Dry Utilities 

Dry utilities, including electricity, natural gas, telephone, cable, and other services, would be 

connected from off-site main grid systems near the Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Canyon Road 

intersection with both on-site and off-site components. When possible, dry utility infrastructure 

would be located along roadways and within SDG&E ROW, to reduce impacts associated with 

installing new transmission lines and cables. Please refer to Section 3.3.3, SDG&E Facility 

Modifications, with regard to planned changes to major electrical components, including demolition 

of the Fenton Substation. 

Natural gas services would be provided to the proposed Project by SDG&E via an extension of the 

high-pressure natural gas distribution line located at Camino Santa Fe and Carroll Canyon Road. This 

main distribution line would follow Carroll Canyon Road eastward through the site. Distribution lines 

would extend service from the main distribution pipeline to locations throughout the project site.  

Telephone, cable television, and internet service may be provided by several companies including 

AT&T, Cox Communications, and Spectrum. The utilities would be extended underground within 

street ROW and other public easements. Although no wireless communication towers or facilities 

are proposed, they are permitted within the Project. 
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3.3.4.14 Sustainable Design Features 

The Project has been designed to promote sustainability. Buildings would feature cool roofs, 

energy-efficient appliances, low-flow plumbing fixtures, energy-efficient light-emitting diode (LED) 

lighting, and drought-tolerant plantings. All single-family and multi-family residential units would 

include conduits to promote solar energy generation and battery storage (base connections would 

be provided so that hook up could easily occur; this also would support electric vehicle charging 

within garages). All new residential structures for which applications are submitted in 2020 or after 

would comply with requirements of the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which require 

solar photovoltaic systems for new homes, to be provided through rooftop solar panels. Where 

implemented, parking structures would incorporate solar-mounted shade structures on the roof 

deck. 

The prior mining site resulted in lack of vegetation on 256 acres. The Project includes substantial 

landscaping throughout the project site. The palette includes a variety of canopy and accent trees, as 

well as preservation of over 180 acres of MHPA and creek restoration. Per MPDP Appendix A, Tree 

Canopy Coverage Calculations, 73 acres of site would contain trees with minimum 12-foot-diameter 

canopy. This would exceed a goal of 15 percent coverage, and would increase on-site urban street 

canopy.  

Homes would be situated on the site to maximize opportunities to walk and bike through the trail 

system. The Root Collective would be located within close proximity (across Camino Santa Fe) to the 

Phase I Fenton Technology Park to reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT) by providing jobs and 

commercial uses near residential uses. Changing/shower facilities would be provided in commercial 

buildings to facilitate bicycle commuting. The majority of the project site would be located within 

0.5 mile of the Mobility Hub.  

The Mobility Hub would place public transportation as well as private mobility options in an 

accessible area for project residents, and would be staffed by a full-time mobility 

concierge/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) coordinator. The on-site concierge/TDM 

coordinator will coordinate ride-share opportunities; develop, implement and coordinate an 

Employment Center Shuttle Service; manage the on-site kiosk for scheduling and paying for on-line 

car sharing programs; coordination of bike education events (to encourage use of bicycles with the 

community and into surrounding neighborhoods); and work with the community of on 

implementation and integration of bike-share services should that program evolve. 

Additional sustainable design features for the Project include: 

• Approximately 8 miles of on-site trails that connect to existing off-site pathways; 

• Over 5 miles of on-site Green Streets;1 

• Over 180 acres of dedicated open space; 

• Traffic-calming roundabouts; 

 
1 Green streets give priority to pedestrian circulation and open space over other transportation uses, while incorporating 

stormwater drainage options through tree wells, permeable pavement, etc. Treatments may include sidewalk widening, 

landscaping, traffic calming, and other pedestrian-oriented features. 
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• On-site community EV charging stations with an array of charging speeds and electric 

sources in PA-19 and at the Mobility Hub in PA-20; 

• IOD of ROW for a BRT bus lane and a future BRT stop;  

• LED street lights; 

• Access to clean air vehicles, buses, and shuttles; 

• Solar-powered art; 

• A Revegetation and Enhancement Planting Program;  

• Increased land use diversity (mixed-use);  

• On-site affordable housing; and 

• Mining Equipment and Construction Debris Recycle Programs. 

3.3.5 Grading Plan 

Implementation of Tthe approved 1990 CUP/ and 1990 Reclamation Plan serves as the baseline for 

project grading. The proposed CUP/Reclamation Plan Amendment, studied as part of this Project, 

proposes changes in grading from the approved and implemented Reclamation Plan condition. In 

addition to some amended reclamation grading, the Project would require finish grading for public 

streets, residential/commercial lots, and public and private in-tract improvements. In select 

locations, the grading of the Project would require the construction of retaining walls. The grading 

required to implement the Project is shown by phase in Figure 3-25, Phase 1 Grading, and 

Figure 3-26, Phase 2 Grading. Grading would be balanced on site with no export. 

3.3.6 Construction Phasing 

The Project would be constructed in two phases, as shown in Figure 3-27, Phasing, and summarized 

in Table 3-4, Construction Phasing Components. Pending project approvals, Phase 1, does not require 

resource agency permits for development or its related mitigation; it could begin in December 2019 

(and be completed in 2022) at the northern portion of the project site and would include the 

construction of residential development eastward from Camino Santa Fe (PA-1 through PA-14). 

Phase 1 is expected to include 393 attached condominiums, 609 apartments, 250 detached 

condominiums, 185 single-family detached units, and 16,000 SF of ground floor retail. As indicated, 

this phase and these uses are not dependent on adopted CUP/Reclamation Plan implementation of 

creek improvements. 
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Table 3-4 

CONSTRUCTION PHASING COMPONENTS 

 

Phase 1 Phase 2 

Reclamation Phase 1 Reclamation Phase 2 

Phase 1 grading and installation of backbone 

infrastructure 

Remaining grading and infrastructure 

185 Single-family Detached Units Carroll Canyon Road 

609 Apartments Carroll Canyon Road West* 

250 Detached Condominiums 113 Detached Condominiums 

393 Attached Condominiums 250 Attached Condominiums 

16,000 SF Retail/Live Work (shop keeper) Commercial Adopted CUP/Reclamation Plan Creek Restoration 

11 acres of Parks (Pocket parks and  

neighborhood parks) 

144,000 SF Commercial 

 
Mobility Hub  
SDG&E Realignment  
Community Park  

*The section of road proposed as part of the Project is a segment that independently would not provide through 

connection or access to any existing uses. It would be bonded for as a DIA, and would be constructed commensurate with 

the rest of the road providing through connection, following completion of City plans for its westward extent. 

 

Phase 2 is contingent upon a Clean Water Act Section 404 authorization from the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE), Clean Water Act Section 401 waiver/certification from the RWQCB, and California 

Fish and Game Code Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). It is estimated to begin in December 2020 (and, excluding Carroll 

Canyon Road West), be completed by 2025), and would include the construction of residential 

development through the center of the project site and the commercial development in the Root 

Collective, including the completion of residential development to the proposed extension of Carroll 

Canyon Road (PA-15 through PA-20). Phase 2 would construct the remaining 113 detached 

condominium units, 250 attached condominiums, 144,000 SF of commercial/retail/office, and the 

Community Park. Grading and installation of infrastructure would occur as-needed throughout the 

construction schedule. 

As noted above in Section 3.3.4.7, the extension of Carroll Canyon Road west of Camino Santa Fe 

would be completed when the alignment study for the roadway extension farther to the west is 

completed by the City, and would be subject to a DIA.  

3.4 Discretionary Actions 

This EIR is intended to provide documentation pursuant to CEQA to cover all local, regional, and 

state permits and/or approvals that may be needed to implement the Project. Implementation of 

the Project would require the following discretionary approvals from the City: 

• CUP/Reclamation Plan Amendment 

• Carroll Canyon Master Plan (CCMP)/General Plan Amendment/Mira Mesa Community Plan 

(MMCP) Amendment 

• Re-zone and associated Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) 
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• Master Planned Development Permit (MPDP) 

• Site Development Permit (SDP) 

• Neighborhood Development Permit (NDP) 

• Easement Vacations 

• Vesting Tentative Map 

• MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment 

• Water Supply Verification Report 

3.4.1 Mira Mesa Community Plan/General Plan Amendment 

The MMCP would be amended to add the land uses in the 3Roots Project area to the Land Use Map 

in the CCMP section of the MMCP and add background and relevant policies from the CCMP which is 

proposed to be rescinded by the project. Because community plan land uses are a component of 

the General Plan, the amendment to the MMCP would also comprise an amendment to the General 

Plan. The General Plan amendment would also revise the Land Use and Street System Map due to 

the size of the project site with respect to proposed changes to MMCP land use. The Park and 

Recreation Facilities section of MMCP would be amended to remove the 5-acre Parkdale Park site 

from the list of Neighborhood Parks and add the much larger 3Roots Community Park to the list of 

population-based park sites. A discussion section would be added to the CCMP Area chapter of the 

MMCP to provide background on the Project, incorporate relevant policies and references, and 

update this section to reflect other projects that have developed in the CCMP Area.  

3.4.2 Carroll Canyon Master Plan 

As part of the amendment to the MMCP, the project would rescind the CCMP and place relevant 

content within applicable sections of the MMCP, including content relevant to Phase I, the Fenton 

Technology Park. The MMCP would be amended as described above. The CCMP required that PDPs 

be approved by the City Council for development of the H.G. Fenton Materials area consistent with 

the development criteria in the CCMP. Phase I of the CCMP, also known as the Fenton-Carroll 

Canyon Technology Center, was approved by the San Diego City Council in December of 2001 as 

PDP 98-1199. Final phases of the CCMP, also known as 3Roots San Diego, would also be approved as 

a MPDP.  

3.4.3 Conditional Use Permit/Reclamation Plan Amendment 

The Project proposes a CUP/Reclamation Plan Amendment to modify the Reclamation Plan 

boundary, and adjust grade elevations to align and tie in with the proposed post-mining land use 

and development, including modifying the originally proposed road network to match existing 

infrastructure and protect sensitive habitat. Figure 3-28, Reclamation Plan Amendment Grading, 

illustrates the differences between the approved CUP/Reclamation Plan and the proposed 

CUP/Reclamation Plan Amendment.  
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3.4.4 Rezone 

The Project proposes to rezone the site from the existing AR-1-1 and IL-2-1 zones to RX-1-2, RM-2-6, 

RM-3-9, CC-2-4, OP-1-1, OR-1-1, and OC-1-1. 

The purpose of City RX zones is to provide for both attached and detached single-family dwelling 

units on smaller lots than are required in the RS zones. The RX-1-2 zone requires a minimum of 

3,000-SF lots. The purpose of the RM zones is to provide for multiple dwelling unit development at 

varying densities. The RM-2-6 zone allows for 6,000-SF minimum lot sizes and a maximum of up to 

34.8 units/acre while the RM-3-9 zone allows up to 72.6 units/acre. 

The purpose of the CC zones is to accommodate community-serving commercial services, retail 

uses, and limited industrial uses of moderate intensity and small to medium scale. The CC-2-4 zone 

is intended to accommodate development with a pedestrian orientation.  

The OP (Open Space – Park) zones apply to public parks and facilities in order to promote recreation 

and facilitate the implementation of land use plans. The project proposes to utilize the OP-1-1 zone 

which is intended for developed, active parks; as opposed to the OP-2-1 zone which is primarily for 

passive uses. The proposed pocket parks, neighborhood parks, and community park would be 

zoned OP-1-1. 

The OC (Open Space – Conservation) zoning is intended to protect natural and cultural resources 

and environmentally sensitive lands. This zoning would apply to the natural open space, including 

the creek restoration areas and MHPA.  

The OR zoning is intended to preserve privately owned property that is designated as open space for 

such purposes as preservation of public health and safety, visual quality, steep hillsides, and control 

of urban form. Within the Project, the landscaped open space and slopes, as well as retention 

basins, would be zoned OR-1-1.  

The Project also proposes a CPIOZ. This is intended to ensure that any future development of the 

site (not analyzed herein) is consistent with the MMCP, the adopted Community Plan. Per SDMC 

Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 14, Section 132.1401, a CPIOZ B ensures that development proposals 

are reviewed for consistency with the use and development criteria that have been adopted for 

specific sites as part of the community plan update process. They therefore require discretionary 

review under CEQA for what otherwise might proceed as purely ministerial actions under approved 

zoning. 

3.4.5 Master Planned Development Permit 

A MPDP (EIR Appendix T) is being requested. In accordance with SDMC Section 143.0401 et seq., the 

City’s PDP regulations provide flexibility in the application of development regulations for projects 

where strict application of the base zone development regulations would restrict design options and 

result in a less desirable project. The regulations are intended to accommodate, to the greatest 

extent possible, an equitable balance of development types, intensities, styles, site constraints, 

project amenities, public improvements, and community and City benefits. Specifically, in 
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accordance with SDMC Section 143.0480, an MPDP may be processed for a proposed development 

that proposes to incorporate conceptual development criteria for future or phased development.  

Consistent with these regulations, the MPDP would be the regulatory document that would govern 

development of the project site. The MPDP sets land use policy, building standards, landscaping 

standards, and architectural character and design standards for the project site, and it provides 

guidance for mobility, circulation, and infrastructure (water, wastewater, and drainage system) 

improvements. Specifically, Sections 1.0, 2.0 and 3.0 of the MPDP provide the Project context and 

vision, regulations, and design guidelines, respectively. Chapter 7 of Section 3.0 details the design 

guidelines for the interface between the public and private realm, including the landscaping 

schemes for the slopes and other areas that lie between the streetscaping and the planning areas, 

as well as transition zones between residences and other public areas such as the trails, parks, and 

water quality basins.  

3.4.5.1 Design Guidelines 

Chapter 7 of Section 3.0 details the design guidelines for the interface between the public and 

private realm, including the landscaping schemes for the slopes and other areas that lie between the 

streetscaping and the planning areas, as well as transition zones between residences and other 

public areas such as the trails, parks, and water quality basins. MPDP Section 3.0, Chapter 8, 

provides design guidelines for the “Root Collective” areas (PA-13, PA-14, PA-19, and PA-20). This area 

is intended to be the community anchor with a more urban character and would also serve a variety 

of residential districts as well as the Fenton Technology Park, the industrial park to the south, and 

the regional recreation areas and trails. Accordingly, the design guidelines included with Chapter 8 

are intended to increase the compatibility of the multitude of uses and users and to make the “root 

collective” accessible and visually attractive. Chapter 8 also addresses the design and appearance of 

circulation elements such as the mobility hub, bicycle/pedestrian paths, passenger loading areas, 

bicycle facilities, future transit, parking areas, urban art, lighting, streetscapes, food truck locations, 

and retail pop-up areas.  

MPDP Section 3.0, Chapter 9, details the landscaping design guidelines for the various planning 

areas and gateways while Chapter 10 provides design guidelines and concepts for the parks, open 

spaces, and HOA maintained areas, including the Carroll Canyon Creek enhancements. There are 

vignettes provided for the urban plazas, neighborhood parks, mini-parks, and pocket parks. Lastly, 

Chapter 11 of the MPDP provides the design guidelines and strategies for the proposed walls and 

fences. These include the sound walls, public walls, semi-public walls, private fences, and view 

fences. The design guidelines included within the MPDP are summarized in Table 3-5, Summary of 

MPDP Design Guidelines. 

3.4.5.2 Deviations 

The Project is generally consistent with the 1994 CCMP in that it includes up to 1,800 residential 

units, a mixed-use district, a Mobility Hub, approximately 250 acres of open space and would 

accommodate contemporaneous restoration and realignment of Carroll Canyon Creek, required as 

part of the adopted CUP/Reclamation Plan. However, the Project requires some flexibility in the 

application of development regulations since strict application of the base zone development 

regulations would restrict design options and result in a less desirable development. Therefore, the 
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Applicant seeks a MPDP to allow the Project to deviate from applicable base zone development 

regulations as described below in Tables 3-6a, Proposed Deviations Summary – Residential Zones 

Comparison Chart, and 3-6b, Proposed Deviation – CC-2-4 Commercial Zone Comparison Chart. The 

Project would require limited deviations to the proposed RX-1-2, RM-2-6, RM-3-9, and CC-2-4 zones 

with respect to design elements such as architectural projections and encroachments, focused 

setbacks, structure heights, and private exterior open space. The MPDP would supersede the City’s 

LDC - where the MPDP is silent, applicable provisions of the LDC would still apply; where a conflict 

exists, the MPDP would apply.  

3.4.6 Site Development Permit 

An SDP would be required because the site is located within the Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Overlay Zone (ALUCOZ) and due to the presence of Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) on site in 

the form of sensitive biological resources (e.g., wetlands and sensitive species), as well as Special 

Flood Hazard Area (100-year floodway and floodplain). Deviation discussion and findings are 

provided in Section 5.1, Land Use. 

3.4.7 Neighborhood Permit 

An NDP is being processed to provide a variance to the amount of landscaped planting area 

required in the parking lot for PA-12. PA-12 is encumbered by restrictions related to the Airport Land 

Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, which limits the development 

potential of the site to a surface parking lot for the adjacent residential development. Parking needs 

to be maximized in this area (over landscaped area), to achieve the residential density necessary on 

the other portion of PA-12 located outside of the restrictive area. 

3.4.8 Easement Vacations 

As described in Section 3.3.4.7, the Project would construct Carroll Canyon Road through the project 

site. This facility is generally consistent with the CCMP, but the alignment has changed slightly in 

order to accommodate the project design, as well as to allow connection to existing off-site 

Carroll Canyon Road at the eastern project boundary. Accordingly, the public road easement that 

corresponds with the 1994 alignment of Carroll Canyon Road would be vacated. Other easement 

vacations proposed as part of the VTM, include:  

• An easement associated with a temporary water line that was used to supply water for the 

mining operations would be vacated as it is no longer needed. 

• Three north/south sewer easements that connect to Parkdale Avenue would be vacated 

because the existing Parkdale sewer would be realigned into the proposed public streets. 

Therefore, these previously recorded sewer easements would be vacated so that they do not 

impact development. 

• An easement associated with an east/west connection to the existing sewer that extends off 

site to the east would be vacated. The Project’s proposed alignment would extend south to 

follow Carroll Canyon Road instead of continuing to the southwest. Therefore, this easement 

would be vacated in order to avoid impacting proposed development. 
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• Two easements associated with isolated sewer segments would be vacated because these 

segments would no longer be necessary. The existing sewer coming from the south would 

be tied into the proposed sewer within Carroll Canyon Road. 

3.4.9 Vesting Tentative Map 

A VTM would be processed concurrent with the MPDP to create new legal lots (see Figures 3-29a-e, 

Vesting Tentative Map). The VTM details land development, grading, parcel configuration, and 

necessary infrastructure. The VTM has been prepared in accordance with the guidelines and 

development intensities presented in the MPDP, the State Subdivision Map Act, and City 

requirements. 

3.4.10 MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment 

Adjustment to an MHPA boundary is allowable where the new MHPA boundary results in an area of 

equivalent or higher biological value. The determination of the biological value of a proposed 

Boundary Line Adjustment is made by the City in accordance with the MSCP Plan and with the 

concurrence of the resource agencies. After concurrence from the resource agencies is obtained, 

the MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment must ultimately be approved through a City hearing body. As 

illustrated in Figure 3-30, the MSCP Boundary Line Adjustment would entail the removal of 

29.43 acres from the MHPA and the addition of 36.11 acres on site (currently outside the MHPA) for 

a net increase of 6.68 acres. The MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment proposed in conjunction with the 

Project is detailed in Section 5.9, Biological Resources, of this document.  

3.4.11 Water Supply Verification 

The City will complete a Water Supply Verification (WSV) based on the approved Water Supply 

Assessment prepared by the City in February 2019 during preparation of the Final Map. 

3.5 Other Agency Approvals 

Permits by other Responsible and/or Trustee Agencies include: 

• National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit from 

the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to ensure consistency with water quality 

protection requirements during construction; 

• Section 404 authorization from the USACE to authorize impacts to Waters of the United 

States (this permit relies upon the Section 401 certification); 

• Section 401 waiver/certification from the RWQCB to authorize impacts to Waters of the 

United States (this waiver/certification requires a certified EIR before files can be closed and 

401 issued); 

• Section 1602 streambed alteration agreement from the CDFW to authorize impacts to 

Waters of the State; 
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• MCAS Miramar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) Consistency Review to confirm 

consistency with the ALUCP by the ALUC (Project has been found consistent); and 

• Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) from the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to modify the Flood Insurance Rate Map 

(FIRM) for Carroll Canyon Creek. Per February 2019 coordination with FEMA, issuance of the 

CLOMR requires completion of the USACE Section 404 permit. As noted above, the 

404 requires RWQCB Section 401 waiver/certification, which in turn requires a certified EIR; 

therefore, CLOMR issuance is currently anticipated to follow Project approval and EIR 

certification. Phase 2 construction of the Project with elements located within the floodplain 

is conditioned upon receipt of all agency permits. 

Table 3-5 

SUMMARY OF MPDP DESIGN GUIDELINES 

 

Interface Between Public and Private Realm 

(Planning Areas 1-11 and 15-18) 
Parks and Open Space 

• Incorporate appropriate setbacks, fences, walls, 

and landscaping in the areas between future 

private development and major streets and 

public realm in 3Roots San Diego.  

• Provide recreation, open space, and conservation 

areas to create a network of outdoor space within 

the community for people to enjoy passive and active 

recreation activities.  

• Integrate parks, greens, and open space into the 

design of, and constructed concurrently with, 

residential development. 

• Integrate open space areas along the paseo and trail 

system by orienting buildings to front on the paseo 

and by providing access to trails.  

• Include bicycle parking in all parks. 

Landscape Design Guidelines 
Root Collective Design Guidelines 

(Planning Areas 13-14 and 19-20) 

• Provide landscape architecture that is similar 

throughout 3Roots San Diego to create a unified 

sense of place. 

• Provide landscaping along public streets that is 

consistent and composed of signature planting 

from the Recommended Plant Palette in 

Table 9-1 of the MPDP to create an attractive and 

cohesive community.  

• Provide street trees in parkways between the 

curb and sidewalk to create a buffer between the 

sidewalk and the travel lane.  

• Incorporate landscape architecture elements 

such as gateways, fountains, and other public 

amenities within entry spaces, transitional 

spaces, and gathering spaces to depict a sense of 

community. 

• Create the Root Collective to serve as the epicenter 

for daily life and social interaction.  

• Make the Root Collective easily attainable and easily 

accessible by integrating trails, transportation routes, 

walking routes, event gathering spaces and other 

public realm areas. 

• Provide a casual atmosphere that encourages a 

lifestyle of outdoor social interaction and activity, 

such as playing, drinking and dining, shopping, and 

networking.  

• Create an urban character that is vibrant, artsy, and 

diverse and incorporates layered materials, textures, 

and colors.  

• Incorporate buildings and plazas with ground level 

retail or live/work areas to encourage pedestrian 

activity at the ground floor level. 

• Buildings should encourage pedestrian activity and 

interest at the ground floor level at the following 

locations: 
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Table 3-5 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF MPDP DESIGN GUIDELINES 

 

Landscape Design Guidelines 
Root Collective Design Guidelines 

(Planning Areas 13-14 and 19-20) 

• Incorporate biofiltration and bioretention 

measures in parking lot design, edges of paved 

areas, and other landscaped areas to slow and 

treat stormwater runoff.  

• Arrange landscaping along parkways and 

landscape easements to provide a sense of 

rhythm and movement within the streetscape. 

• Incorporate rain gardens, open tree grates, and 

pockets of open space to slow stormwater flow 

rates, allow natural percolation of runoff, and 

reduce the heat island effect. 

• Use permeable pavement, such as porous 

asphalt, reinforced grass, semi-impervious 

concrete paving blocks, and reinforced gravel 

with grass, to capture and treat stormwater. 

• Provide trees and shrubs along internal 

circulation to maintain a cohesive community 

identity and strengthen sense of place.  

• Gateways and entry monuments should be 

incorporated to establish an overall design them 

and evoke a sense of arrival to the community. 
 

o PA-13: along Spine Road, Urban Corridor Street, 

and Village Entry. 

o PA-14: along the park adjacent to Spine Road 

and along Street I. 

o PA-19: along Urban Corridor street and along 

Spine Road. 

o PA-20: Along Spine Road. 

• PA-13 should include ground level retail and or 

live/work along the adjacent plaza. 

• Create urban plazas that include multiple terraces 

and multi-level buildings. 

• Provide at-grade access, including Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) access, to store fronts and 

terraces from the sidewalk and within the ROW.  

• Shade structures with solar panels may be used in 

lieu of tree canopy coverage to cover 50 percent of 

exposed parking spaces on parking structure roofs to 

meet the Vehicle Use Area standards. 

• Lettered lots should be located within planning areas 

to allow for additional space, outside of the public 

ROW for landscape and plaza space, and should be 

part of street yard, vehicle use area, and planting 

area calculations. 

• Create a circulation network that prioritizes 

pedestrian and bicycle travel. 

 • Provide pedestrian arrival points that set the tone of 

the Root Collective through seasonally painted 

graphic art walls and associated overhead accent 

lighting and feature paving. 

• Develop pedestrian paths that provide linkage 

through the Root Collective and include enhanced 

paving, painted graphics, traffic calming measures, 

and zero-inch curbs. 

• Develop a bike friendly environment that includes 

bike lanes, bike racks that vary in color, material, and 

shape, a bike repair station, air stations, bike storage, 

and bike sharing. 
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Table 3-5 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF MPDP DESIGN GUIDELINES 

 

Landscape Design Guidelines 
Root Collective Design Guidelines 

(Planning Areas 13-14 and 19-20) 

 • Develop a vehicular network that includes traffic 

calming measures, electric charging stations, and 

ride sharing. 

• Create parking structures that incorporate screening 

through the use of applied architectural components 

such as perforated metal, mesh, vanes, shading 

devices, and murals. Within the Root Collective, 

50 percent (by area) of parking structure walls should 

have screening or graphics. 

• Design parking to either be structures wrapped with 

screening or other developed uses or design surface 

parking flanked by drop-off/pick-up zones that may 

provide future development pads if parking needs 

diminish in the future with decreases in need for 

individual vehicular travel. Consider provision of a 

four-level parking structure with an approximate 

capacity of 540 cars and wrapped by retail/residential 

use in PA-13 a four-level parking structure with an 

approximate capacity of 400 cars and wrapped by 

retail/residential use in PA-14w.  

• Incorporate plantings within sidewalks and roadway 

medians. 

 • Utilize tabletop intersections with raised concrete 

portions, bold paint graphics, and brightly colored 

bollards to provide safe pedestrian use. 

• Create a Community Collective area with an urban 

agriculture style that provides a place to gather, 

socialize, eat, and drink, and that incorporates a 

variety of art forms, such as an art wall, urban art, 

and urban illumination. 

• Integrate and allow for pop-up retail and food trucks 

to activate the public realm. 

• Utilize urban hardscape and materials, such as 

concrete pavers set with gravel bands, cast-in-place 

concrete with paint graphics, metal slot drains, 

cinderblock walls, distressed yellow paint, corten 

steel, corrugated metal, granite boulders, sand and 

gravel, and asphalt with paint graphics. 

• Utilize plantings that include primarily native plants, 

soft grasses in swaths, specimen oak and sycamore 

trees, naturalistic arrangements, succulents in pots, 

yellow flowers, loose and informal planting edges, 

and drought tolerant species. 
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Table 3-5 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF MPDP DESIGN GUIDELINES 

 

Landscape Design Guidelines 
Root Collective Design Guidelines 

(Planning Areas 13-14 and 19-20) 

 • Incorporate an eclectic assortment of public furniture 

that is bold and brightly colored and includes 

moveable tables and chairs, oil barrel pots, concrete 

pipe pots, granite boulder seatwalls, plastic and 

metal seating, and furniture that appears distressed.  

• Create buildings with accent material: 25 percent (by 

area) of rear retail walls and service walls should 

include graphics or colors and 20 percent (by area) of 

feature facades should have accent material. 

• Dedicate 20 percent (by area) of outdoor space 

between buildings to indoor/outdoor gathering 

space.  

• Provide a variety of pedestrian entry styles and 

way-finding elements at major pedestrian entries. 

• Develop retail store fronts that are unique and 

individually personalized.  

 • Provide 20 percent (by area) variation in massing 

along feature façades at entries and active 

pedestrian areas.  

• Provide informal outdoor gathering spaces along 

public pathways. 

• Incorporate building articulation that includes 

pedestrian entries, setbacks, and breaks between 

buildings.  

• Incorporate building articulation that includes 

massing in the form of projected elements and 

balconies, especially on the façade facing the street. 

The required minimum projected elements (by area) 

include: 

o PA-13: 15-20 percent on façade facing the street 

o PA-14: 10-15 percent on façade facing the street 

o PA-14: 10-15 percent on façade north and east 
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Table 3-5 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF MPDP DESIGN GUIDELINES 

 

Landscape Design Guidelines 
Root Collective Design Guidelines 

(Planning Areas 13-14 and 19-20) 

 • Incorporate building articulation that includes 

vertical massing in the form of raised projections or 

lower roof/deck projections. The required minimum 

vertical massing variations (based on length of 

façade) include: 

o PA-13: 5 percent on façade facing street, 

3 stories or lower 

o PA-14: 5 percent on façade facing street, 

3 stories or lower 

o PA-14: 5 percent on façade facing north and east, 

3 stories or lower 

o PA-13: 15 percent on façade facing street, 

4 stories 

o PA-14: 10 percent on façade facing street, 

4 stories 

o PA-14: 10 percent on façade facing north and 

east, 4 stories  

 • Incorporate accent materials and color to create 

variation on horizontal and vertical planes to help 

break down scale and add interest to the façade. The 

required minimum accent materials (by area) 

include: 

o PA-13: 15-20 percent on façade facing the street 

o PA-14: 15-20 percent on façade facing the street 

o PA-14: 10-15 percent on façade facing north and 

east 

The required minimum color variation (by area) 

includes: 

o PA-13: 20 percent on façade facing the street 

o PA-14: 15 percent on façade facing the street 

o PA-14: 10-15 percent on façade facing north and 

east 

• Incorporate architectural materials that provide 

layering and transparency. 

Walls and Fences Strategy  

• Incorporate various wall and fence types to 

visually connect the various planning areas 

together.  
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Table 3-6 

DEVIATIONS SUMMARY 

Deviation Description Deviation from SDMC Required Proposed  

1. Setbacks in the RX-1-2 

zone  

SDMC Section 

131.0431, Table 131-04E 

Front = 10 feet; 

Rear = 10 feet 

Front = 6 feet; 

Rear = 5 feet 

2. Angled building envelope 

plane in the RX-1-2 zone  

SDMC Section 

SDMC Section 131. 

0444(c)    

Required no angled building 

envelope plane is being 

incorporated 

3. Setbacks in the RM-2-6 

zone 

SDMC Section 131.0431, 

Table 131-04G 

Front = 15/20 feet; 

Rear = 15 feet; 

Side = 3 feet 

Front = 5 feet; 

Rear = 5 feet 

Side = 0’ for locations 

adjacent to common 

open space, park or 

landscaped H.O.A. lot 

4. Maximum building height 

in the RM-2-6 zone 

SDMC Section 131. 0431, 

Table 131-04G 

40 feet is required 45 feet is being proposed 

for structures of three or 

more stories 

5. 5.60-degree angled plane 

in the RM-2-6 zone 

SDMC Section 131. 0444 60-degree angled plane 

above 30 feet is 

required 

A 60-degree angled plane 

above 40 feet is provided 

or not incorporated 

6. Private exterior open 

space in the RM-2-6 zone 

SDMC Section 131.0455(b) Minimum dimension of 

6 feet is required; 

A dimension of 9 feet 

from private open 

space to front property 

line is required 

Minimum dimension of 5 

feet is being provided;  

5-foot separation is 

provided to the front 

property line. 

7. Vehicular Use Area (VUA) 

in the RM-2-6 zone 

SDMC Section 142.0407(b) VUA equal to or greater 

than 6,000 square feet, 

plant points are 

calculated within 10 

feet of one side of the 

last parking stall in a 

row of parking 

Providing planting area 

points within five feet of 

the edge of the VUA, 

consistent with the 

requirements for VUA 

areas less than 6000 

square feet 

8. Setbacks in the RM-3-9 

zone 

SDMC Section 131.0431, 

Table 131-04G 

Front = 10/20 feet; 

Street Side = 10 feet 

Front = 5 feet; 

Street Side = 5 feet 

9. Maximum building height 

in the RM-3-9 zone 

SDMC Section 131.0431, 

Table 131-04G 

60 feet 65 feet 

10. Private exterior open 

space in the RM-3-9 zone 

SDMC Section 131.0455(c) Nine feet from the 

private open space to 

the front property line 

5 feet 

11. Architectural projections 

and encroachments in 

the RM-3-9 zone 

SDMC Section  

131. 0461 

Projection may extend 

a maximum of six feet 

into the required yard 

or 50 percent of the 

width of the required 

yard 

Architectural projections 

and encroachments, 

including eaves and 

canopies, extending to 

the property line for up 

to 60 percent of the 

length of the street 

frontage 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=I5xCJaM3zDZUlFxYA91Gim7s2ajLpy1zzwDT57Pg2-s&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=I5xCJaM3zDZUlFxYA91Gim7s2ajLpy1zzwDT57Pg2-s&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter14_Ch14Art02Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=n1sHavzzcZiVTxkC5Chr6pGES-7hCg-jnwOkjRRFaLc&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__docs.sandiego.gov_municode_MuniCodeChapter13_Ch13Art01Division04.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=UZrs3pm1l_8zNfOFA2_MuGrPvXS9twtupD_K_uH3uFY&m=Fyg3MfqLRszYQpsYoPwLsnunc8F7luOPZ9NZt1eLKi8&s=01Lg_Eu5PtBvAjxB4MtnnhMpHLXHRiLtuAtXG3iJP_g&e=
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Table 3-6 (cont.) 

DEVIATIONS SUMMARY 

Deviation Description Deviation from SDMC Required Proposed  

12. Street yard planting area 

and point requirements 

in the RM-3-9 zone 

SDMC Section 142.0404 In multifamily 

residential 

development, a street 

yard planting area of 

50 percent is required 

In Planning Area 12 only, 

a street yard planting 

area of 40 percent is 

being provided due to 

site constraints where 

the CNEL precludes 

residential development. 

13. Minimum side, street 

yard, and rear yard 

setbacks in the CC-2-4 

zone 

SDMC Section 131.0531, 

Table 131-05E 

Side = 10 feet 

St. side =10 feet 

Read = 10 feet 

Side = 0 feet 

St. side =0 feet 

Read = 0 feet 

14. Maximum building height 

in the CC-2-4 zone 

SDMC Section 131.0531 45 feet 65 feet 

15. Minimum lot coverage in 

the CC-2-4 zone 

SDMC Section 131.0531, 

Table 131-05E 

A minimum lot 

coverage of 35 percent 

15- 35 percent is being 

proposed 

16. Driveways in all 

residential zones 

SDMC Section  

142. 0560(j)(4) 

A minimum 20-foot 

long driveway 

18-foot long driveway is 

being proposed 

17. Driveways in all 

residential zones where 

for multiple dwelling unit 

SDMC Section  

142. 0525 

When the development 

does not provide a 20-

foot-long driveway, an 

additional parking 

space is required 

No additional parking 

space is proposed 

18. Fence and wall height for 

art walls 

SDMC Section 142.0301 Solid fences are limited 

to six feet 

Art walls are proposed 

with a maximum height 

of 20 feet 

19. Street Tree Requirements SDMC Section 142.0409 Street trees are 

required to be planted 

between the curb and 

the abutting property 

line at a rate of one 24-

inch box canopy tree 

for every 30 linear feet 

of street frontage 

excluding curb cuts, 

and in consideration of 

tree separation 

distances from 

required utilities. 

The project will achieve 

the required rate of 

street trees through a 

combination of trees 

located in the public 

parkways and trees 

within 10-ft of the 

property line located on 

HOA open space lots or 

parks. 

20. Private exterior open 

space in the RM-2-6 zone 

SDMC Section 131.0455(c) A dimension of 9 feet 

from private open 

space to front property 

line is required; 

minimum dimension of 

six feet 

A 5-foot distance is 

proposed to the front 

property line; minimum 

dimension of five feet 

21. Storage Requirements in 

the RM-3-9 zone 

131.0454 240 cf with a minimum 

7-foot horizontal 

dimension required 

100 cf and no minimum 

horizontal dimension 

proposed. 
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Table 3-6a 

PROPOSED DEVIATIONS – RESIDENTIAL ZONES COMPARISON CHART 

 

Development 

Regulation 

RX-1-2 RM-2-6 RM-3-9 

Required Proposed Required Proposed Required Proposed 

Maximum Permitted 

Density  

1 du/lot 1 du/lot 1,250 sf/du 1,250 sf/du 600 sf/du 600 sf/du 

Minimum Lot Area 

(sf) 

3,000 3,000 6,000 6,000 7,000 7,000 

Minimum Lot Dimensions 

Lot Width (ft) 35 35 50 50 70 70 

Street frontage (ft) 35 35 50 50 70 70 

Lot Width - Corner (ft) 35 35 55 55 75 75 

Lot Depth 50 50 90 90 100 100 

Setback Requirements  

Min Front Setback (ft) 15 6* 15 5* 10 5* 

Std Front Setback (ft)   20 5* 20 5* 

Max Front Setback (ft) NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Minimum Side 

Setback (ft) 

NA NA 5 5 5 5 

Std Side Setback (ft) NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Minimum Side 

Setback 

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Detached (ft) 3 3     

Attached (ft) 0 0     

Min Street Side 

Setback (ft) 

3 3 10 10 10 5* 

Min Rear Setback (ft) 10 10 / 5* 15 5* 5 5 

Max Structure Height 

(ft) 

30 30* 

§131.0444(c): 

Does not apply; 

no angled building 

envelope plane is 

required. 

40 40 – 2 story structures 

45 – 3 story 

structures* 

§131.0444(f): Does not 

apply. No angled 

building envelope 

plane is required. 

60 65* 

Max lot coverage NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Table 3-6a (cont.) 

PROPOSED DEVIATIONS – RESIDENTIAL ZONES COMPARISON CHART 

 

Development 

Regulation 

RX-1-2 RM-2-6 RM-3-9 

Required Proposed Required Proposed Required Proposed 

Max Floor Area Ratio 0.8 0.8 1.5 1.5 2.7 2.7 

Accessory Use and 

Structures 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Ground Floor Height NA NA NA NA Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Lot Consolidation NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Storage Req. NA NA Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

§131.0454 Storage 

requirements in the RM 

Zones. In all RM zones, each 

dwelling unit shall have a 

fully enclosed, personal 

storage area outside the 

unit that is at least 

240 cubic feet with a 

minimum 7-foot horizontal 

dimension along one plane. 

Storage Requirements - 

§131.0454*: Each 

dwelling unit shall have 

a fully enclosed, 

personal storage area 

outside the unit that is 

at least 100 cubic feet; 

no minimum horizontal 

dimension is required. 

Private Exterior Open 

space 

NA NA Private Exterior Open 

Space - 131.0455(b) In 

the RM-2-4, RM-2-5, 

and RM-2-6 zones, at 

least 75 percent of the 

dwelling units shall be 

provided with at least 

60 square feet of 

usable, private, 

exterior open space 

abutting the unit with 

a minimum dimension 

of 6 feet. The open 

space may be located 

in required front and 

rear yards, but shall be 

Private Exterior Open 

Space - 

§131.0455(b)*: At 

least 75 percent of 

the dwelling units 

shall be provided 

with at least 60 

square feet of usable, 

private, exterior open 

space abutting the 

unit with a minimum 

dimension of 5 feet, 

including a porch or 

patio at ground level 

or balcony or roof 

deck on upper floors 

Private Exterior Open Space 

-1331.0455(c) In the RM-3-7, 

RM-3-8, and RM-3-9 zones, 

at least 75 percent of the 

dwelling units shall be 

provided with at least 

60 square feet of usable, 

private, exterior open space 

abutting the unit with a 

minimum dimension of 

6 feet. The open space may 

be located in the required 

front yard, but shall be no 

closer than 9 feet to the 

front property line. 

Private Exterior Open 

Space - §131.0455(c)*: 

At least 75 percent of 

the dwelling units shall 

be provided with at 

least 60 square feet of 

usable, private, exterior 

open space abutting 

the unit with a 

minimum dimension of 

5 feet, including a porch 

or patio at ground level 

or balcony or roof deck 

on upper floors of the 

building. The open 

space may be located in 
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Table 3-6a (cont.) 

PROPOSED DEVIATIONS – RESIDENTIAL ZONES COMPARISON CHART 

 

Development 

Regulation 

RX-1-2 RM-2-6 RM-3-9 

Required Proposed Required Proposed Required Proposed 

no closer than 9 feet to 

the front property line. 

of the building. The 

open space may be 

located in required 

front and rear yards, 

but shall be no closer 

than 5 feet to the 

front property line. 

required front and rear 

yards, but shall be no 

closer than 6 feet to the 

front property line. 

Common open space NA NA Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Architectural 

projections and 

encroachments 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

 

Architectural 

projections may 

not conflict with 

the height of 

mature trees 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

 

Architectural 

projections may not 

conflict with the 

height of mature 

trees 

Architectural Projections 

and Encroachments – 

131.0461(c): (c) In the RM-2-

4, RM-2-5, RM-2-6, RM-3-7, 

RM-3-8, RM-3-9, RM-4-10, 

RM4-11, and RM-5-12 zones, 

architectural projections 

and encroachments listed in 

Section 131.0461(a) are 

permitted with the following 

limitations. No permitted 

architectural projection or 

encroachment may be 

located in required yards 

within view corridors that 

are designated by land use 

plans in the Coastal Overlay 

Zone, in a required visibility 

area, a required turning 

radius, or vehicle back-up 

area except where 

development regulations 

may allow. 

Architectural 

Projections and 

Encroachments - 

§131.0461(c)*: 

Architectural 

projections and 

encroachments, 

including eaves and 

canopies, may extend 

to the property line for 

up to 60% of the length 

of the street frontage. 

Architectural 

projections may not 

conflict with the height 

of mature trees. 
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Table 3-6a (cont.) 

PROPOSED DEVIATIONS – RESIDENTIAL ZONES COMPARISON CHART 

 

Development 

Regulation 

RX-1-2 RM-2-6 RM-3-9 

Required Proposed Required Proposed Required Proposed 

Supplemental req. Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

NA NA 

Refuse and 

Recyclable Material 

Storage 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Visibility Area Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Req. for attached 

units 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code 

Standard Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

Muni Code Standard 

Applies 

* = Deviation from base zone standard. 

NA = Not Applicable 
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Table 3-6b 

PROPOSED DEVIATIONS – CC-2-4 COMMERCIAL ZONE COMPARISON CHART 

 

Development Regulations Required Proposed 

Lot Area 

Minimum Lot Area (sf) 2,500 2,500 

Maximum Lot Area (sf) - - 

Lot Dimensions 

Minimum Lot Width (ft) 25 25 

Minimum Street frontage (ft) 25 25 

Minimum Lot Width (ft) - - 

Maximum Lot Depth - - 

Setback Requirements  

Minimum Front Setback (ft) - - 

Maximum Front Setback (ft) 10 10 

Minimum Side Setback (ft) 10 0 * 

Optional Side Setback (ft) 0 0 

Minimum Street Side Setback (ft) - - 

Maximum Street Side Setback (ft)  10 §131.0543(a)(2) – The maximum setback 

requirement in Municipal Code 

Table 131-05B shall not apply. A 

maximum setback of 40 feet from the 

property line abutting Urban Corridor and 

Spine Road shall be allowed. Maximum 

setback intended to accommodate 

lettered lots. Street frontage shall 

substantially conform to the site plan 

shown in Figure 8-13 which illustrates an 

approximate street frontage of 64% along 

the Spine Road and the Urban Corridor 

streets. * 

Minimum Rear Setback (ft) 10 0 * 

Optional Rear Setback (ft) 0 0 

Maximum Structure Height (ft) 45 45 * 

Parking structures shall have a maximum 

structure height of 65 feet to 

accommodate 4 levels with roof parking 

and solar panels overhead. 

Ground Floor Height  Muni Code Standard Applies Muni Code Standard Applies 

Minimum Lot Coverage (%) 35 35* 

A minimum lot coverage of less than 35% 

is acceptable on PA-20 (Mobility Hub) to 

the primary function of that parcel. 

Maximum Floor Area Ratio 1.0 1.0 

Additional Criteria  

Pedestrian Paths Muni Code Standard Applies Muni Code Standard Applies 

Transparency Muni Code Standard Applies Muni Code Standard Applies 

Building Articulation Muni Code Standard Applies Muni Code Standard Applies 

* = Deviation from base zone standard. 
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Source: Placeworks 4/19

Proposed Site Plan
Figure 3-1

PROJECT BOUNDARY
LIMITS OF GRADING

RX-1-2
ZONING

LEGEND

MHPA BOUNDARY
BRT EASEMENT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING (SDMC §143.1310)
SDG&E EASEMENT

RM-3-9
CC-2-4
OP-1-1
OR-1-1

RM-2-6

OC-1-1 (MHPA - All)

0                   600FT

OC-1-1 (Open Space - General) 

                                      65dB CNEl

0.2
5 M

i

0.25 Mi

Street I

Carroll Canyon Rd.

Carroll Canyon Rd.

Ca
m

in
o 

Sa
nt

a 
Fe

Spine Road

Street A

Street E

Street B

Street IStreet C

Spine Road

Urban Corridor Street

Village Entry Street G

Street F

Street H

Street D

Street I

Carroll Canyon Road West

Carroll Canyon Creek

PA-1

PA-2

PA-3

PA-4

PA-6
PA-9

PA-7

PA-5

PA-12

PA-11

PA-14
PA-13

PA-15
PA-16

PA-
17

PA-18

PA-19

PA-10

PA-8

PA-18

PA-
17

PA-20

PA-15
PA-16

PA-
17

PA-18

PA-19

PA-1

PA-2

PA-3

PA-4

PA-6
PA-9

PA-7

PA-5

PA-12

PA-11

PA-14
PA-13

PA-10

PA-8

PA-18

PA-
17

PA-20

FIGuRE 5-1 - ZONING MAP

April 10, 2019 3 Roots San Diego MPDP | 57

PROJECT BOUNDARY
LIMITS OF GRADING

RX-1-2
ZONING

LEGEND

MHPA BOUNDARY
BRT EASEMENT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING (SDMC §143.1310)
SDG&E EASEMENT

RM-3-9
CC-2-4
OP-1-1
OR-1-1

RM-2-6

OC-1-1 (MHPA - All)

0                   600FT

OC-1-1 (Open Space - General) 

                                      65dB CNEl

0.2
5 M

i

0.25 Mi

Street I

Carroll Canyon Rd.

Carroll Canyon Rd.

Ca
m

in
o 

Sa
nt

a 
Fe

Spine Road

Street A

Street E

Street B

Street IStreet C

Spine Road

Urban Corridor Street

Village Entry Street G

Street F

Street H

Street D

Street I

Carroll Canyon Road West

Carroll Canyon Creek

PA-1

PA-2

PA-3

PA-4

PA-6
PA-9

PA-7

PA-5

PA-12

PA-11

PA-14
PA-13

PA-15
PA-16

PA-
17

PA-18

PA-19

PA-10

PA-8

PA-18

PA-
17

PA-20

PA-15
PA-16

PA-
17

PA-18

PA-19

PA-1

PA-2

PA-3

PA-4

PA-6
PA-9

PA-7

PA-5

PA-12

PA-11

PA-14
PA-13

PA-10

PA-8

PA-18

PA-
17

PA-20

FIGuRE 5-1 - ZONING MAP

April 10, 2019 3 Roots San Diego MPDP | 57



3Roots San Diego
I:\

PR
O

JE
CT

S\
H\

HA
W

\H
AW

-3
4_

Ca
nt

er
a\

M
ap

\N
oi

se
 \I

:\
PR

O
JE

CT
S\

H\
HA

W
\H

AW
-3

4_
Ca

nt
er

a\
M

ap
\E

IR
\F

ig
3-

2_
Pr

op
os

ed
La

nd
U

se
.in

dd
   

 C
AH

-0
2.

01
  1

1/
07

/1
8 

-C
L

Proposed Land Use
Figure 3-2

Source: PDC 8/2017
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Proposed Reclamation Plan Amendment
Figure 3-3a

Source: PDC 4/2019

LEGEND:
PROJECT OWNERSHIP BOUNDARY

EXISTING AND APPROVED CUP BOUNDARY PER CUP 89-0585 

AMENDED CUP BOUNDARY

RECLAMATION PLAN AMENDMENT-GRADING PLAN

AREA REMOVED FROM CUP AMENDMENT--MARCH 22, 2004 

PER RESOLUTION R-294921 ON MAY 29, 2001 

EXISTING VERNAL POOL PRESERVE DEEDED TO CITY

CREEK RESTORATION AREA-SUBJECT TO JURISDICTIONAL PERMITS
PER CREEK RESTORATION AND ENHANCEMENT PLAN. COMPLETION 

PROPOSED MINE CLOSURE PHASING

DATE SUBJECT TO RESOURCE AGENCY PERMIT APPROVAL.
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Reclamation Plan Amendment-
Revegetation Plan

Figure 3-3b

Source: PDC 4/2019

LEGEND:
PROJECT OWNERSHIP BOUNDARY

EXISTING AND APPROVED CUP BOUNDARY PER CUP 89-0585 

AMENDED CUP BOUNDARY

PROPOSED ENHANCEMENT AREAS- 1.3 ACRES

RECLAMATION PLAN AMENDMENT-REVEGETATION AND ENHANCEMENT PLAN

AREA REMOVED FROM CUP AMENDMENT--MARCH 22, 2004 

PER RESOLUTION R-294921 ON MAY 29, 2001 

EXISTING VERNAL POOL PRESERVE DEEDED TO CITY

PROPOSED REVEGETATION AREAS - 10.1 ACRES

(1)

(2)

(2) AREAS TO BE REPLANTED WITH NATIVE PLANTS

(1) REMOVAL OF EXOTIC SPECIES AND THEN REPLANTED
WITH NATIVE PLANTS

NOTES:

CREEK RESTORATION AREA-SUBJECT TO JURISDICTIONAL PERMITS
PER CREEK RESTORATION AND ENHANCEMENT PLAN. COMPLETION 
DATE SUBJECT TO RESOURCE AGENCY PERMIT APPROVAL.
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Source: NV5 2/2020
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Typical Architecture - Single-family Detached (PA-3)
Figure 3-5a

Source: Bassenian-Lagoni 2/20199 0 6 . 1 8 0 4 9 Copyright 2019  Bassenian | Lagoni Architects
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Typical Architecture - Single-family Detached (PA-4)
Figure 3-5b

Source: Starck Architecture 4/2019
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Typical Architecture - Single-family Detached (PA-6)
Figure 3-5c

Source: Bassenian-Lagoni 2/2019
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Typical Architecture - 2 Story Rowtowns (PA-1 & PA-7)
Figure 3-6a

Source: Project Design Consultants (4/2019)
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Typical Architecture - 2 Story Flats (PA-9 & PA-16)
Figure 3-6b

Source: Project Design Consultants (4/2019)
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Typical Architecture - Alley Load Condo (PA-2 & PA-18)
Figure 3-7

Source: Bassenian-Lagoni 4/2019
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Typical Architecture - 3 Story Detached Condo (PA-5)
Figure 3-8a

Source: Project Design Consultants 4/2019
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Typical Architecture - 3 Story Detached Cluster (PA-10)
Figure 3-8b

Source: Project Design Consultants 4/2019
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Typical Architecture - 3 Story Rowtowns (PA-8 & PA-15)
Figure 3-9a

Source: Project Design Consultants 4/2019
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Typical Architecture - Trio (PA-11 & PA-17)
Figure 3-9b

Source: Bassenian-Lagoni 4/2019
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