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Services 

Department 

Environmental Impact Report 

Land Development 
Review Division 
{619) 236-6460 

LDR No. 96-0165 
SCH No. 96031091 

SUBJECT: New Century Center. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA), COMMUNITY 
PLAN AMENDMENT (CPA), REZONE (RZ), VESTING TENTATIVE MAP 
(VTM), PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT (PCD), PLANNED 
INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT (PID) and RESOURCE PROTECTION 
ORDINANCE (RPO) PERMIT to amend the existing general plan and Kearny 
Mesa community plan. The property would be rezoned from M-lA and M-lB to 
M- lA M-lB, CA and OS-TDR. A VTM, PCD, PID and RPO Permit would 
allow redevelopment of the General Dynamics Kearny Mesa site with a mixture 
ofretail/entertainment, commercial and industrial uses, an 8.5-acre Missile Park 
and a 4.3-acre vernal pool conservation bank. The 243.7-acre property is located 
at' 5001 Kearny Villa Road, between Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and Balboa 
Avenue, in the Kearny Mesa community (Lots 4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13 and Portion of 
Lots 20, 21 and 22 of the Highlands, Map No. 284 ; Portion of Blocks 1, 2, 9 and 
IO of Rosedale, Map No. 826) . Applicant: General Dynamics. 

REVISED UPDATE: 

On October 23, 1997, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed project 
and certification of the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) with the following 
changes: I) revision of the cumulative impact analysis to coastal sage scrub to nonsignificance. 
based on the adoption of the Multiple Species Conservation Program Plan: 2) minor revision to 
pa2:e 4 of the Findings: and 3) linkage of Solid Waste Mitigation Measure 2 to preparation of a 
waste mana2:ement plan. These changes have been included in the text of the EIR Conclusions. 
Findings, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Pro2:ram . 

RF.Vl~F.n UPDATE: 

Vesting Tentative Map 

Subsequent to public review, the applicant revised the proposed Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) 
to include grading. Grading on approximately 222 acres of the site would occur. Grading 



activities would result in approximately 450,000 - 500,000 cubic yards of balanced cut and fill 
on-site. The Final Program Environmental Impact Report and YTM (Figure 3-4) have been 
revised accordingly. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

Under a separate Demolition Program Agreement (Document No. C-06725), the City of San 
Diego authori zed, on November 15 , 1995, the phased demolition of 61 existing on-site 
structures; phased demo lition commenced in 1995. Of the 243.7-acre site, the General Dynamics 
complex comprised 233.7 acres, and the Computer Science Corporation (CSC) facility 10 acres. 
The CSC facility was not a part of the demolition program. 

The proposed project is a Vesting Tentative Map to subdivide a 244-acre parcel into 86 lots and 
grade approximately 222 acres for development of a mixture of retail/entertainment, commercial 
and industrial uses, an 8.5-acre Missile Park and a 4.3-acre vernal pool conservation bank, and 
retention of the existing 10-acre Computer Science Corporation facility. Other actions associated 

with the development include: 

• a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to redesignate the property from industrial to 
industrial and commercial land uses; 

• a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to increase the area designated for general 
commercial uses, decrease the area designated for industrial and business park uses, and 
designate Missile Park as open space; 

• a Rezone (RZ)from M-IA and M-IB to (industrial/retail/office) to M-IA, M-lB, CA 
(community and regional shopping centers) and OS-TDR (Open Space); 

• a Planned Commercial Development (PCD) Permit for development of 85.1 acres with up 
to 1,430,000 square feet of retail and mixed-use commercial uses and Market Square, an 
urban open space amenity containing entetiainment, commercial and recreational uses; 

• a Planned Industrial Development (PID) Permit for development of 158.6 acres with up 
to 3,035,000 square feet of industrial and business park uses, support commercials uses, 
an 8.5-acre Missile Park and a 4.3-acre vernal pool conservation bank; 

• and a Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Permit for wetlands and biologically 
sensitive lands. 

Natural Communities Conservation Program/Multiple Species Conservation Plan 

On March 25, 1993, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) listed the California 
gnatcatcher as a threatened species under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). On 
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December 10, 1993, the fe.deral ESA Section 4( d) rule became effective, affecting projects at all 
stages of the development process. The app licant will be required to obtain a pern1it to take the 
Ca lifornia gnatcatcher and/or its habitat from either the USFWS (under ESA Section 7 or lO(a)) , 
or from the City (under ESA Section 4(d)) which is ti ed to the State's Natural Communities 
Conservation Program (NCCP). The City is enroll ed as a participating agency in the State's 
NCCP, which requires tracking of impacts to coastal sage scrub (CSS) habitat. The NCCP 
allows the City to approve the loss of up to five percent of ex isting CSS habitat. As of January 7, 
1997, 493.35 acres have been "taken" and 530.57 acres have been planned for interim habitat 
loss within the City of San Diego. The addition of9.0 acres ofCSS impacts due to the proposed 
New Century Center Vesting Tentative Map wou ld result in a planned cumulative habitat loss of 
1,032 .92 acres for the subregion, which would not exceed the five percent interim "take" 
threshold of 1,186 acres . The appli cant, however, has initiated Section 7 consultations with the 
USFWS, and has therefore elected not to patticipate in the City's Interim Habitat Loss Penn it 
process in accordance with the 4( d) Rule. From a " loca l" perspective, the projected loss of CSS . 
habitats within the project site wou ld not preclude or prevent the preparation of a subregional 
NCCP. The project proposes to mitigate the biological impacts to below a level of significance 
through either the off-site acquisition of habitat or payment into the City of San Diego Habitat 
Acquisition Fund as identified below. Consequently, the loss of CSS habitat due to project 
implementation wou ld not appreciab ly reduce the overall survival and recovery of the California 
gnatcatcher. 

In terms of project conformance with the Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) goa ls 
relative to the preservation of CSS habitat, projected impacts to the isolated patches of CSS in 
the eastern portion of the subj ect property would not conflict w ith these goals . First, the project 
site is isolated and does not occur within a core area or linkage area identified in the draft MSCP. 
Second, the CSS habitat on-site does not comprise the densest CSS habitat in the subregion. 
Th ird, the CSS habitat on-site supports on ly two pair of California gnatcatchers. Consequently, 
the New Century Center project site does not qualify as a Higher or Intermediate Value District 
( i._e., does not show a high potential value for long-term conservation), because it is not located 
within a corridor between higher value areas and does not support significant populations of 
target species. Specifically, the NCCP Guidelines define a significant gnatcatcher population as 
more than five pairs in any area. Therefore, on-site CSS habitat has a low potential for long-tenn 
conservation due to its isolation and low densities of target species. The loss of 9.0 acres ofCSS 
from project implementation wou ld require mitigation, but would not significantly affect the 
long-term conservation of biological resources. 

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

Land Use (Direct and Cumulative): The projects direct traffic impacts to local circulation 
would be mitigated through preparation of a Transportation Phasing Plan, construction of 
required roadway improvements, payment of Development Impact Fees, and initiation of an 
amendment to the Kearny Mesa Commun ity Facilities Financing Plan, as identified below. The 
project 's incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on two freeway segments, however, is 
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considered significant and unavoidable. These freeway segments, however, would operate at 
congested leve ls of service with or without the project. 

The purpose of the deve lopment regulations of the RPO is to protect wetlands and sensitive 
biological habitats. The loss of0.2 acres of vernal pool wetlands and 9.0 acres of coastal sage 
scrub (CSS) wou ld exceed RPO encroachment allowances. No mitigation is available for the 
direct and cumulatively significant loss of wetlands ett· the eumulatively s ignificant loss of CSS 
habitat under the RPO. Therefore, alternative compli ance would be required. While a RPO 
permit may be approved through the alternative compliance process, together with the necessary 
findings , there is no alternative compliance for the project's inconsistency with the development 
regulations . Therefore, the excessive encroachment into wetlands sinrl hiAlA a iesi llv s:Pns:iti\.'P 

tttnds remains a direct and cumulative land use impact. 

Transportation and Circulation (Cumulative): The projects direct traffic impacts to local 
circu lation wou ld be mitigated through preparation of a Transportation Phasing Plan, 
construction of required roadway improvements, payment of Development Impact Fees, and 
initi ation of an amendment to the Kearny Mesa Community Facilities Financing Plan, as 
identified below. The project's incrementa l contribution to cumulative impacts on two freeway 
segments (Interstate 15, from Interstate 8 to Aero Drive, and Interstate 805, from Mu1Tay Ridge 
Road to C lairemont Mesa Boulevard) is considered significant and unavoidable . These freeway 
segments, however, wou ld operate at congested levels of service with or without the project. 

Air Oualitv (Direct and Cumulative): When considered in conjunction with other new 
developments, the proposed project would contribute to the nonattainment of clean air standards 
in the San Diego Air Basin due to an increase in emissions from mobile sources. This is 
considered a direct and cumulatively s ignificant air quality impact. No mitigation is available to 
reduce this direct and cumulative impact to below a level of significance 

Biological Resources (Direct and Cumulative): The direct loss of 16 verna l pool basin areas 
covering approximately 0.2 acres, three with San Diego fairy shrimp and two with approximately 
44 individuals of San Diego mesa mint in the Eastern Section would be partially mitigated either 
through on-site mitigation or the acqu isit ion of off-site habitat, as identified below. The project 
wou ld also contribute to the incremental loss of vernal pool habitat on a regional basis, as this 
habitat is considered rare in the region and supports sensitive plant and animal species on-site. 
The loss of vernal pool habitat is considered a significant unavoidable direct and cumulative 
impact. No mitigation is avail able to reduce this direct and cumulative impact to below a level 
of significance. 

The direct loss of 9.0 acres of CSS habitat and two pair of California gnatcatchers would be 
mitigated either through the off-site acquisition of habitat or payment into the City of San Diego 
Habitat Acquisition Fund, as identified below. The projeet would also contribute, hmvuet , to 
the incremental loss of CSS habitat on a regional basis, as this habitat is eonsidered rare in the 
rraiA11 sinrl "1tinnAt1""1 "1Pn"1itivr sinin,$1] "1nrrir"1 An "1itr Thi" l e.<,<, j., PAns:irlPrPR e11m11lsiti vP h 1 
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s~gn~ficant. No mitiQ:ation is available to rcdacc th-i-s---ettA'tt+h1tivr. imn~rt tn hr. lnw ~ Jr.vr. l of 

~ I 0- 11 I fj P~ 11 P.P 

Noise (Direct} : Construction activiti es would temporarily increase noi se levels in the project 
area to above 65 dB(A). Th is would be considered a significant direct impact. Parti al miti gat ion 
would be achieved through the measures identifi ed below. No mitigation is avai lable to reduce 
this direct impact to below a level of significance. 

Public Utilities (Cumulative): When considered in conjunction with other new developm ents, 
the project's contribution to cumulative waste generation would be cons idered significant and 
unavoidable . No mitigation is available to reduce this cumulative impact to below a leve l of 

s ignificance 

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

Approva l of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as described in Section 9.0 of the Program EIR, 
wo uld reduce land use and biologica l impacts to below a level of significance because 40 percent 
less development wou ld occur on the project site, thereby avoiding wetlands and other 
biologically sensitive lands. A lthough impacts would be reduced, freeway, air quality and solid 
waste impacts would remain significant and unavoidable on a cumulative basis. The Reduced 
Intensity Alternative is considered environmental ly superior to the proposed project. The No 
Project "A" Alternat ive would also eliminate the significant land use and biological impacts , as 
we ll as cumulative freeway, a ir quality and so lid waste impacts, because the site would be left 
vacant and ex isting areas of natural vegetation and vernal pools would be avo ided . The No 
Project "A" Alternative, however, docs not meet the objectives of the Kearny Mesa Commun ity 
Plan, which assumes the reuse of the site would also provide employment opportunit ies. The 
other project a lternatives ana lyzed would result in the same or increased impacts over the 
proposed proj ect. 

Un less mitigation measures or project alternat ives arc adopted, project approval will require the 
decision-maker to make Findings, substantiated in the record, v.rhich state that: a) individual 
mitigation measures or project alternatives are infeasible, and b) the overall project is acceptable 
despite sign ificant impacts because of specific overriding considerations. 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED 
INTO THE PROJECT: 

Land Use (Direct): The projects direct traffic impacts to local circulation wou ld be mitigated 
through preparation of a Transportation Phasing Plan, construction of required roadway 
improvements, payment of Development Impact Fees, and initiation of an amendment to the 
Kearny M esa Community Facilities Financing Plan, as identified below. 

The direct loss of 0.2 acres of verna l pool wetlands would be partially mitigated through on-site 
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miti gation or the acquisition of off-site habitat. The direct loss of9.0 acres ofCSS habitat 
would be miti gated either through the off-site acquisition and preservation of9.0 acres of CSS 
hab itat or payment of approximately $148,500.00 into the City of San Diego Habitat Acquisition 
Fund. 

Transportation and Circulation (Direct): The project 's direct traffic impacts to local 
circulation would result in the operation of seven intersections and three roadway segments at 
unacceptable levels of service (LOSE or F). This would be considered a significant direct traffic 
impact. This impact \,vould be mitigated through a combined preparation of a Transportation 
Phasing Plan, construction of required roadway improvements, payment of Development lrnpact 
Fees, and initiation of an amendment to the Kearny Mesa Community Facilities Financing Plan. 

Biological Resources (Direct): The direct loss of 16 vernal pool basin areas covering 
approximately 0.2 acres," three with San Diego fairy shrimp and two with approximately 44 
individuals of San Diego mesa mint in the Eastern Section would be partially mitigated either 
through on-site mitigation or the acquisition of off-site habitat. On-site mitigation would be 
accomplished through the purchase of credits in the conservation bank established in the 
Southern Section and off-site mitigation through the purchase of off-site vernal pool habitat 
within the Del Mar Mesa area or other areas determined to be appropriate. Mitigation ratios for 
the loss of vernal pool basin areas· \vithin the Eastern Section would vary from 4:1 for vernal 
pools containing endangered species to 2: 1 for all remaining vernal pools. Mitigation could also 
consist of a combination of on-site and off-site mitigation. Impacts to San Diego mesa mint and 
San Diego fairy shrimp would be mitigated through on-site creation of 1,5 00 square feet of 
vernal pool basin area in the conservation bank. 

The direct loss of 9.0 acres of CSS habitat and two pair of California gnatcatchers would be 
mitigated either through the off-site acquisition and preservation of9.0 acres of CSS habitat or 
payment of approximately $148,500.00 into the City of San Diego Habitat Acquisition Fund. 
This mitigation reflects a 1: 1 compensation ratio due to the low potential for long-term 
conservation, the isolation of the habitat and the low density of target species. 

Noise (Direct): Short-term construction noise above 65 dB(A) would be considered a significant 
direct noise impact. Partial mitigation would be achieved through shielding noise-generating 
equipment from nearby businesses with noise-attenuating buffers such as temporary fencing, 
structures or trucks, and through ensuring that construction equipment would be properly 
outfitted and maintained with noi se reduction devices. 

Future traffic vo lumes associated \·Vith Ruffin Road, Electronics Way east of Kearny Villa Road 
and Convair Drive east of Kearny Villa Road would result in an increase in noise levels of up to 
8 dB(A). This would be considered a significant direct noise impact on usable exterior areas for 
offices. This direct impact would be mitigated through setbacks, sound walls, berms and/or other 
design features shown on building plans. 
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Paleonto logical Resources (Di rect) : A so il s report would be subm itted with each grading pl an 
to determine the locations of sensiti ve geo log ica l fo rm at ions. The direct impacts to 
paleonto log ica l resources would be mitigated through implementation of a paleontolog ica l 
monitoring and sa lvaging program during grading. 

Public Utilities (Direct): The proj ect's generation of approximately 23 .2 tons of so li d waste per 
year wo uld be considered a significant direct impact to so lid waste disposal serv ices. This direct 
impact wo uld be miti ga ted through impl ementation of an approved waste management plant. · 
The pl an would include specific goa ls for waste reduction and recyc ling, 

The increase of storm water runoff by approx imate ly six percent would exceed the capacity of 
the off-s ite drainage systems at discharge points a long the project boundary and downstream of 
the site. This significant di rect impact on storm drain faci liti es wou ld be mitigated through 
preparation of a fina l drainage plan and on-site detention to ensure that post-development 
storm wate r di scharges would not exceed ex isting levels. 

The above Mitigation Monitoring and Repo1iing Program will require additional fees and/or 
deposits to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, ce1iificates of occupancy and/or 
fin al maps to ensure the successful completion of the monitoring program . 

Environmental Review Manager 
Deve lopmen t Serv ices 

Analyst: Cardenas 

PUBLIC REVIEW : 

June 27. 1997 
Date of Draft Report 

September 25, 1997 
Date of Final Report 

The following indi viduals, organizations, and agencies received a copy oi· notice of the draft EIR 
and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency : 

City of San Diego 
Counci lmember Sta llings, District 6 
Community and Economic Development 
Development Services 
Environmenta l Services 
Historical Site Board 
Park and Recreation 
Wetl and Advisory Board 

U.S. Government 

7 



NAS Miramar 
U.S . Army Corps of Eng ineers 
U.S. F ish and Wi ldli fe Service 

State of Californ ia 
California Department of Fi sh and Game, Region 5 
Ca lifo rni a Office of H istori c Preservat ion 
CAL TRANS, Distri ct 11 
Resources A gency 
Regional Water Quality Contro l Board, Region 9 
State Clearinghouse 

County of San Diego 
Air Pollution Contro l District 
Environmental Health Serv ices, Hazardous Materials Management Division 

Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
San Diego Housing Comm ission 
San Diego Association of Env ironmenta l Biologists 

Sierra C lub 
San Diego Natural History Museum 
San Di ego Audubon Society 
California Native Plant Society 
San Diego Regul atory Alert 
E ll en Bauder 
SW Center for Biological Diversity 
Citizens Coordinate for Century III 
South Coasta l In form atio n Center 
San Diego Museum of Man 
San Diego Historical Society 
Save our Heritage Organization 
San Diego County Archaeological Society 
Kearny Mesa Town Council 
Kearny Mesa Community Planning Group 
Edward A bate, General Dynamics 
Stephen C. Hess, Stephen E imer & Associates, Inc . 
Thomas E. Smith, BonTerra Consulting 

Copies of the draft EIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical 
appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land Deve lopment Review Divi sion, or 
purchased for the cost of reproduction. 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

( ) No comments were received during the public input period. 
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( ) Comments were rece ived but the comm ents do not address the acc uracy or comp leteness 
of the env iro nmental report. No response is necessary an d th e letters are attached at the 
end of the EIR. 

(X) Comments address ing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were received durin g the 
pub lic input period. The letters and responses fo ll ow. 

9 



,:, 
... ,,,.. 
" ,. , .. 

;: " " " ---- , 
c,n,c .... Qo1111 1 Q/f7ftt ~~~r~ C/1 · .r~,W:'t U«: SCP....,,,, 

,·--a saw,v ,, , f""cf:l sclff:?~":Yi:.'! ..uws 

MODIFIED 4-LANE COLLECTOR 

=
" . q . 

. r . ,. . 

" " ~' 
:~sw;<r~c11 ~z~~~~~~S' 

~ui-

. 
' ' 

MODIFIED 4-LANE MAJOR 

____ .;_ -
rnl'C '11'Q.ol!II I Q/f7f/l 

. . . 

. Y , ,. , 

- ~ -
i;~"J..sm"r~,11 nr,o,,. h~W:~S' 

~eu,;-
~ODIFIED 4-LANE COLLECTOR 

l •~ . «•-

f O'I (1 l~ I I I< , ... 11QVl'€M I !, t M 
,c • .,,, .- ,u • •o. 1H c,11 t*.S. 
11tPl · O. 10HS•OU00Ul1• &11S. 
00(1.W[ ~I ,c), • OOOlil.~. 

({° • . • 

lll'ST ~ . ,~ 

SOURCE: Rick Engineering Company 

Vesting Tentative Map 
N ew Century Center 

:·ative .N.:lap 
r 

u,r· .. O(T(#l'~?"'"· lt 

·;;~;;}Y Center 

·. 
~>S. 

__;;.. 

,..u: sep,u ,,, 
t;nl'C ..,.cc,ie 1 QtrT[I! 
O K< 

;~ ,-- \~ 

MODIFIED 3 

.. . 
.-s , j,$' . 

rnl'C"'"ON 1 Q/f7u, 
OK< 

, zij --\~ 

MODIFIED4 

--
r (:llll (rtSIIN(;l-(M[MISIM 

( L• •tt......,, we,-. k"11. 1,([ Ctn 
o,,i;;s. HSt·O • ....,.0. 1Ul·o 

-
·~ 

;1 
v , 
.' i 
) I 
H1c.:. 
': ·; o 
, ..: 

'I ~ 
', L. .. 
iir 
.tf.~ :.. 

''/ ~ ll,i. ' 
.: i 

r 
:/f ./ V , . 

! 

\ 
_.-=-L 
1 r o,t (ll\1Uc;1-['CMISIM 

"'-'' 1M IIIOAbS((( 1hOllf;S.. 

tUt·O. IM4l·O. KO·O. ll"O•·O 

3-10 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
~n,g~~:~O,-ll90(),(0>ffl0,--. --Ol--1'0--00-.-...... o,o,(? :=-°'~~~~a7.:~ 

LAMBERT COORDINATES 

ASSESSORS PARCEL N U MBERS 

GENERAL NOTES 

'----.- , .. u~ ~~ ...... {!I:g: 
1 'IOl'•-.t\Cmff --· -··-... - .. ,_i.....:,,, ·--~ --

orro, _ _, 
or,o,---------=-= ---OI--_eo.u, .. 
Gl'tOI _ _, 

L =~=~":-»"-=~=~~i:..-
1.~~·,m'..-=-~---.::..~~;t, .. ______ __,'IO ___ _ 

.. ~~=.:="'----~---• =:i.:...om:-~-un---.-.... 
'' __,0,1'1C"°'8e1'•-.....c-rTO ___ C911!1l 

___ "' ___ _ 
LEGEND 

----un --~-alfClll"4ct t CIII,. __ 

----
PROJECT T~ULATION 
---..,o,.,..,o·--·----·-Clll-1* - aoan · -·--· --0,Qlf~ --0,"4 __ - 0, __ _ 

--· 
ENGINEER OF WORK -------.... 

SYMBOL 

""' 
l 

r;r::. ---= -~ · 

-o--

--0,10'111.Slt 

·-0, f'Ollll..,.. -o...:·-:~ ~---l'UT 
=~-?q_~!'U', 

OWNERS/ DEVELOPER ------CA-- __ CA_,D ----
-~#2(.~~ 

VICINITY MAP 

SC•U l ' •tOO· 

~

~11Jc:K E1'Gll\m11/'.t ~ 
~ (a{r.,-J,.J ~ 

~~s.=- -

VESTING TENTATIVE MAP FOR 
NEW CENTURY CENTER 

TM N-0185 

FIGURE 

3-4 

• 



New Century Center Program EIR 

LETTERS OF COMMENT AND RESPONSES 

The New Century Center Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was released for 

public review on June 27, 1997. The 45-day review period closed on August 11 , 1997. Written 

comment letters were received from the following agencies organizations, and companies. The 

comment letters and responses follow. 

COMMENTORS 

Federal Agencies 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

U.S. Marine Corps , Marine Corps Air Bases Western Area, El Toro 

State Agencies 

California Department of Fish and Game 

California Department of Transportation 

Local Agencies and Organizations 

Kearny Mesa Planning Group 

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 

San Diego County Archaeological Society 

Companies 

Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 

1 

DATE OF 
CORRESPONDENCE 

August 13, 1997 

August 7, 1997 

August 7, 1997 

August 8, 1997 

August 4, 1997 

August 11 , 1997 

July 31 , 1997 

August 8, 1997 

Responses to Comments 
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13-97 WED i 2: ; 7 PU FWS m No. 619 rn 5902 

D United Stales Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WU.DL!PE SERVICE 
llc.olotlcal Scrvic.eJ 

Corl,bad Field Olll<• 
2730 Loker Avenue Wost 

Carlsbad, Calllornl& 92008 

P. 2 

AUG 13 1997 

Mr. Lawronco Monsen etc, flnvironmcnllll Rc&ourccs Manegcr 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Department 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

RE: Dran Program Environmental Impact Report on the New Century Center 

Dear Mr. Monserrntc: 

The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Servie-0 (Service) has reviewed the New Cenlury Cily Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and the Technical AppcndicCJ Volume II for tho 
construction of Now Century Center complex in the community ofKurny Mesa in lhc City of 
San Diego. ThiJ proposed project will subdivide a 244-acrc parcel presently occupied by the 
abandoned General Dynamica complc.x into 86 lots for mixw entenainment/rctail, commercial and 
industrial development, pre.sorving an 8.S acre community parlc (Miuile Park), ll!ld a 4.3 acre 
vernal pool conservation banlc. This project will include the phased demolition of tho cxi,ting 
aoro1paec/dofcn$C rclntcd structures with the excoption of tho cxi11ing Computor Scicnc.i 
Corporal ion facility Md Missile Parle. This project site is located approximately five miles 
north4st of downtown S111 Diego and is bordered by Stale Route JG], Rumn Road on the case, 
Electronic; Way on tho sou1h, and Kearny Villa Road on tho weal. The following comment, are 
bucd on information provided in the above referenced reports, A!ld arc intended to ensure !he 
projoer', con1isloncy with tho Multiplo Species Conmvation Program (MSCP), which wu 
approved on July 16, I 997. 

Senalllve Speclt1-II1blla( Jmpuu 

The projtcl &ilc consi1ls of 14.1 aero, o(n1turol vcgclation and approximately 2)0 1crc1 of 
existing developmcn1 area. Of1ho 14.1 aero,, 9.8 acre., arc localed in lho eastern section of the 
site and approximately 4.3 acrc.1 arc located in the ,outhcrn section. These two arcu ,upport 
four vcgelation communities including 12.9 acres of coastal uge 1crub, 0.2 acre or southern 
mixed chaparral, 0.6 acre of San Diego h~rdpan vernal pool!, and 0.4 acre of ruderal. Four 
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fodorally and/or State listed 1pocic, ww1 observed within this remaining habitat including two pllir 
of federally tlueatcncd coastal California gnatcatchcr, (Polioptila callfornica callfornlca; 
goatcatchcr), tho federally and State endangered San Diego mesa lllint (Pogogync abrams/1) and 
San Diego bullon celery (Eryngium arlstulatum var. parlshi1), and the federally endangered San 
Diego fairy 1hlimp (Branch/nee/a smidttgoniruls). Four olher sonsilivc plant ,pccics cxi11 on
site including tho proposed fcdorally threatened spreading navanclia (Navarre/la frusalls), 
lcnotwocd spinefiowcr (Chori:anthe polyonolcks var. /011gispl11a), 01cutt's brodiaea (Brodlaea 
orcu//11) and uhy spiko-mos, (S1Togfnella cincroscens). Scmitivo vcrtcbrato species observed 
includo tho ornngo-throated whiptail (Cnemidophorvs ~rythrus) and Cooper's hawk (Accip//er 
COO[Xr/{), 

Implementation of tho project would result in the direct loss of all biological resource. in the 
oaatem section oflhe ,itc which include, 0.2 acre ofvcinal pool hardpan (16 poob), 9.0 aero of 
CSS, 0.2 aero of1outhcm mixed chaparn.1 and 0.4 acre ofrudual habitat. The Joss o!thls habitat 
would directly llfcct 44 individual, of San Diego men mint, 121 individuals of Orcutt'• brodiaca, 
San Diego fairy shrimp from three pools , app1oximatcly 2,860 individuals ofknotwocd 
1pincOowcr, 0.4 acio of ashy spiko-moS5, one pair or gnatcalchcu and five 10 ten individuals of 
orange-throated whiptails. lndi1ecl impac1, include the Joss of the second pair of snatcatchcn. 

Wtlland Mitigation Musuru 

Dovclopmont impact, to the rcrni.ining 14.1 acies of natural habit.at on-1itc wiU bo addrc.1scd 
through two ,eparato regulatory avenues. The Jou of 16 vomal pools, S&11 Diego fairy shrimp 
and San Ditg<> mt3a mini, 51u11l bo addrcucd through, section 404 pcimit under the Cloan Water 
Act and form11l ,cction 7 cormiltation puuuant to the Ilndangorcd Spedc1 Act between tho Corp 
and the Scrvic:c, To date, preliminary discussions have been initiated bot ween tho applicant, the 
Service, the Gorp ll!ld the City or San Diego to address project impacu to these endangered 
spccio1. The :section 7 consultation will only addrc,s impaclS to the Ji11ed wc1Jand 1pccie1. Tho 
dele.ils of tho yornaJ pool reatoration will be dctcmlincd during the formal consultation proceu. 
The final ~IR should incorporate the reasonable and prudent moa.surcs and tho terms and 
e-0ndi1ion1 of 11 he scctlon 7 consultation. 

Upland Mlll111llon Musurca 

Tho DEIR ,taica on page 2 that a soctlon 7 consultation has been initiated with tho Service and 
therefore tho npplicant hu opted not lo participate in the City of San Diego Interim Habitat Lou 
Permit proceu. On tho l&me page, last pangraph, the DEIR discuucs the lcrma of conformance 
with.the MSCP due to 1) tho project site is isolated and docs not occurwilhin a core and linkage 
uea of the MSCP, 2) CSS on-site is not tho densest in the subregion, 3) tho CSS only 1upport1 
two p&ir or gnatcatchcu, and thorcforo the eastern portion oft he New Century City doc., nol 
qualify a.s a Highec 01 Intccmodiate Value Di51ricl. Th, rational appoan to be NCCP 4{d) criteria 
oatablishcd to ascutain mitigation ratios during tho interim period prior to completion of a 
subarca plan. Ifthc project is lo address upland impacts through the MSCP the rational and 

2._ 

It is noted that the Section 7 consultation will be limited to the potential impacts of the New 
Century Center project on endangered species associated with on-site vernal pool habitat. 
The Final Program EIR will be completed prior to the conclusion of the Section 7 
consultation process, as required by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The Draft Program EIR includes the 
reasonable and prudent mitigation measures as determined by the City of San Diego and 
in keeping with the requirements of the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), and as 
discussed preliminarily with the resources agencies. However, the applicant will still be 
required to comply with the reasonable and prudent measures and the terms and 
conditions of Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act and Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. 

The applicant has coordinated closely with the City of San Diego in order to ensure that 
mitigation for impacts to coastal sage scrub and coastal California gnatcatchers is 
consistent with the San Diego Draft Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) and the 
City of San Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Areas (MHPA). The criteria for determination of 
mitigation ratios as well as proposed mitigation are provided on pages 4.4-27 and 4.4-28 
of the Draft Program EIR and are consistent with the current version of the MSCP and the 
City of San Diego Subarea Plan. The upland mitigation ratio for Tier II impacts outside the 
MHPA with preservation within the MHPA is 1:1. 
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Mr. Monsenalo 

:rileria for mi1iga1ion ,hould roflttl 1h11 position. Tho Servic.o recommends thal nll upland 
vegol.Jllion tommunitic, bo mitigalcd in accordance with lhe MSCP and lho Cily of San Diego 
Subaroa Plan. 

In summary, the project impac1S to upb.nd vegetation tommuniliCJ Md thoir associated ,peclc! 
,hould be addrossod Md mitigatod according to the MSCP and the City of San Diego 6ub11Ioa 
PIM. A soction 7 consultation with the Corp and tho SCNic.o will bo fonnally inilialed to addrcn 
tha impaclS lo vunal poola and their u,odaled spttics. Plcuc tonlact Susan Wynn or Patrice 
A1hflold (760-4) 1-9440) of this office with any questions or commenl!. Thank you for the 
opportunity to rcvi~ and common! on the Drafi EIR for tho New Century Cooter devclopmont. 

Sinurely, 

:. 4 

J eo:.c 

l 3 

~ A .. cfM_o .. M~ 

~~ail~ 'JYJV))l.)'V. 
Field Office S upcrvisor 

l -6-97-HC-27S 

cc: CDFG, San Diego, CA (Alln: William lippcU) 

The applicant has coordinated closely wilh City of San Diego in order to ensure that 
mitigation for impacts to coastal sage scrub and coastal California gnatcatchers be 
consistent with the MSCP and the City of San Diego MHPA. As such, the applicant will 
obtain authorization for impacts to coastal sage scrub and coastal California gnatcatchers 
through the City's permit process. The Section 7 consultation with the USAGE and 
USFWS to address inipacls to vernal pools and their associated species will be completed 
after project approval. 
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R E C E I V E D 7 Aug 1997 

CITY OF SAN-Q!EGO . . . 
DEVELOPME'f'IT SERVJCES DEPARTMENT' 
ATIN MIKE WESTLAKE 

AUG 1 4 1997 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
SECTION I 222 FJRSli A VENUE MS 50 I 

SAN DIEGO CA 92101 

RE: KEARNY MESA; NEW CENTURY CENTER, DRAFT PROGRAM 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, LDR NO. 96-0165 

Dear Mr. Westlake, 

This is in response to the Dr11fi Progrnm Environmental Jmpnct Report, LOR No. 96- I 65 for the 
New Century Center which alldrc.sscs the rcdevclupmcnt of lhc fo1111er General Dynamics 
Kearny Mesa sile in San Diego, California. Pursuanl to the Base Closure ond Realignment Act 
of 1993 Marine Corps Air Stntions (MCASs) El Toro mid Tuslin will close by 1999 and nvialion 
units will continue lo trnnsition to Mirnmor. 

The proposr~d project is conlaincd with !he Naval Air Slalion Miromnr Comprehensive Lf111d Use 
Plan Airporl Influence Area (AIA) adoplcd hy lhc Cily of San Diego in 1990 (amended 1992). 
Consequenlly, nny use of fireworks, pyrolcchnic~. losers und seurch lights would impact Miramar 
operations to include trnnsiling lransiling rotary-wing aircraft. Therefore, we recommend lhe.~e 
issues be cxan1incd under "safely" wilhin the text of lhis document Additiunnl informal ion on 
the impacts from military 11ircrnft overflight can be obtnincd from the Final Environmcntnl 
lmpacl Statement for MCAS Mirnmar. A copy ur !his document c;m be viewed at the loc;1I 
librnries throughout the area i1111djnccnt communities. 

. . 
Thank you for the oppot1unily t\1 review !his land u.~c proposnl. lfwc"inoy be of any furlhcr 
assislance, pleoi;c contact Ms. C. J .oura Tiiornlon al (714) 726-3702. 

Sincerely, 

J~~~ 
Colonel, U.S. Marine Corps 
Community Plmi$ nnd Linison Officer 
By dircclion oflhc Commander 

'-I 

The Draft Program EIR Section 4.1, Land Use, analyzed the potential land use impacts 
to and from the NAS Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) and related Airport 
Influence Area. The EIR analysis concludes that the proposed project would not exceed 
height restrictions of the plan. Because the site is not located within an Accident Potential 
Zone. as defined in the NAS Miramar CLUP, public safety was not considered to be an 
issue for the Draft Program EIR. 

With respect to the potential use of "fireworks, pyrotechnics, lasers and search lights" by 
future land uses at the New Century Center site, the Fire Department issues permits for 
fireworks and pyrotechnics displays prior to their occurrence. There are no permits issued 
for lasers and search lights only allowed for one time events such as openings. 
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EPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
aglon 5 
10 Golden Sl\0/'I, suna 50 
"'0 Beach, Callfomll 80802 
82) 890-~113 

Mr. Seen Cardenas 
Cily or San Diego 
Development Services Depertmonl 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 Firal Avenue, Meil Sl.ilion 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Mr. Cardenas: 

Augu11 7. j1907 
! 

i 
i 

• 
RECE I VED 

AUG 1 3 1997 

ENVIAOIIIAENTAl ANAlYSIS 
SECTION 

Draft Environmental lmbact Report (DEIR) 
New Century Center 

SCH 98031091, ~an Diego 
i 

The California Deportment or Fiah end $eme (Dopartmont) haa completed ils 
review of the DEIR, relative to Impacts lo the blological resources. The proposed 
project is lo~lcd In Kearny-Mesa. l 

. Because of the potcntiel signilicenl lmplcls the pro/acl may have on biologlc;eJ l 
resources, the Oepertmenl recommonds \he PfiOjoct implemanla tho "Reduced J 
lnton1lly Altomallvo." , 

Thank you for 1h11 opportunity lo comm~nl. Quoatlon5 regarding this leller and 
further coordination on theae issues should be: diroclod to Mr. Alex J. Vejar, Fishery 
Biologist, at (619).571-2053. i 

cc: Alox Vejar 
Department or Fish end Game 
San Diego, California 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Petric/a Wolf 
Acting Regional Menegcr 

s The Department's preference for the "Reduced Intensity Alternative" is noted. 
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PARTMENT OF TRANSPOR'l'ATION 
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AUgust 8, I 997 

Chris Belsky 
State Clcnrmghousc 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Doar Mr. Belsky: 

RECEIVED 

AUG 1 2 1997 

£HVIRONMEIHAL ANALYSIS 
SECTION . 

Oran EIR for the New Ccn1Urv Ccn1cc • SCH 2603J021 

Celb:BDs Distriol I I commcnu = a, folloW3: 

PEl l' WLIQril, (bve,no, 

~ 
11-SD-163 
P.M.8.81 

Caltraru design, facilitic, based on traffic projoctions 20 year, in tho future. This project J 
i, wing the year 2006 projcctiom, which would be lcsa than nino years from today. 
fig\1rc 3.S-1 show, that traffic In the area will continue to grow beyond tho year 2006. 
Witlhoul tho 20 year projection, wo are unAblc to cve.luate the ttue Mure condition. 

• Thi:; dooumcnt assumed ramp meters will be operated at 1000 vph/laoc. lnat rate ls the J 
J'WIJtunum possible In a mctcted condition. The assumption is not correct. Most of the 
ramps shown will. be metered at a fraction of the assumed I 000/laoc. 

k, 

9-

The Year 2006 analysis is only one of the analysis periods evaluated. The Kearny Mesa 
Community Plan buildout conditions are reflected in the Future Year With- and Without
Project impact analysis scenarios. Please refer to Section 4.2, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Draft Program EIR and to Sections 3.5.2 through 3.5.4 and Sections 4.4 
and ~.5 of the EIR Technical Appendices (Volume 11, Part B) for a thorough discussion of 
the analysis. 

The meter rate of 1,000 vph/lane was specifically directed by Caltrans in a letter dated 
August 28, 1996 (attached). 

The timing of ramp meters, like the timing of traffic signals at an intersection, is a traffic 
operational issue subject to frequent adjustment and modification based on changing 
traffic conditions. In practice, the setting of meter rates is a balancing process intended 
to optimize the freeway system while at the same time ccnsidering delays in the City street 
system. The variable nature of the ramp meter rates was acknowledged in a subsequent 
communication from Caltrans (see the response to comment 14), which indicated that 
even the current "estimates" provided were subject to "additional adjustments" in the 
future . In this regard, it should be noted that, given the Caltrans existing meter rates, 
theoretical traffic queues would be expected at most ramps in the project vicinity even if 
no traffic were generated by the project. 

Even if precise meter rates for the Future Year Community Buildout period were known 
today, attempting to conduct a quantitative traffic analysis using such rates would be 
considered speculative. Thus. while applying existing ramp meter rates to futu re traffic 
demands may suggest very long traffic queues, as indicated in the Caltrans comment 
letter, in practice such queues would not occur since vehicles experiencing long delays 
would seek alternative paths via other City streets or regional freeway systems, or would 
change their commuting time frame to avoid long queues. 

The ramp metering analysis required by the City traffic impact analysis guidelines is 
intended to focus upon potential impacts to critical traffic movements. In the context of the 
current project. the ramp metering analysis has focused upon the feasibility of 
interchange-related improvements associated with the SR-163/Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard interchange, specifically the potential effect of queuing upon the feasibility of 
the partial cloverleaf improvements described in the Kimley-Horn traffic analysis prepared 
for the Draft Program EIR. Using the "estimated" meter rates provided by Caltrans, an 
additional analysis was performed on the four critical traffic movem""'ts that could affect 
the functionality of the proposed cloverleaf design. The followin~ • summarize the 
resultia n f this analysis: 
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Ramp 

WB to SB 

EB to NB2 

WB to SB 

EB to NB ' 

CLAIREMONT MESA ROUTE 163 INTERCHANGE RAMP METERING 
YEAR 2006 CONDITIONS 

Delay 
Peak Hour Demand Meter Rate1 Excess Demand (Min.) 

AM 525 1,100 0 0 

AM 248 750 0 0 

PM 843 1,100 0 0 

PM 635 750 0 0 

Queue 
(Feet) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 Ramp meter rate reflects actual existing rate or rates that will be in effect when meters are turned on 
(Source: Max Wickham , Caltrans 9/2/97). 

2 On-ramp provides HOV bypass. Estimated ten percent of peak hour traffic assumed to be HOV. 

FUTURE YEAR BACKGROUND WITH PROJECT BUILD OUT 

Delay Queue 
Ramp Peak Hour Demand Meter Rate1 Excess Demand (Min.) (Feet) 

WB to SB AM 762 1,100 0 0 0 

EB to NB AM 380 750 0 0 0 

WB to SB PM 1,198 1,100 98 5 2,450 ' 

EB to NB PM 729 750 0 0 0 

I Estimated lenqth of interchanqe loop is ± 2,600 feet. 
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As reflected in the tables. the application of the estimated meter rates to the key ramps 
affecting the SR-163/Clai remont Mesa Boulevard interchange verifies the adequacy of the 
proposed partial cloverleaf design for the interchange. The eastbound to northbound ramp 
will have no queue. and the westbound to southbound ramp queue will be able to store 
completely within the loop and not extend onto the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard bridge. 

The following tables summarize the relationship between the meter rates necessary to 
maintain a 15 minute delay for each of the ramps potentially impacted by project traffic in both 
the Year 2006 and Future Year Background with Project Buildout scenarios: 
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Location 

SR-163/CLAIREMONT MESA BLVD. 

SR-163/KEARNY VILLA ROAD 

YEAR 2006 : FREEWAY RAMP ,v1 ETER DEMAND AND QUEUES 
(ASSUMING EXISTING CAL TRANS METER RATES OR 15 MINUTE DELAYS ) 

Movement Peak Hour Demand Meter Rate (a) Excess Demand 

WB to NB (b) AM 369 500 0 

WB to SB AM 525 1,100 0 

EB to SB AM 375 800 0 

EB to NB (b) AM 248 750 0 

WB to NB (b) PM 711 568 143 

WB to SB PM 843 1.100 0 

EB to SB PM 1,025 820 205 

EB to NB (b) PM 635 750 0 

NB AM 210 280 0 

NB PM 1,088 870 218 

Delay (Min) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

0 

15 

0 

0 

15 

(a) Ramp meter rate reflects actual existing rate or rates that will be in effect when meters are turned on. (Source: Max Wickham, Caltrans. September 2, 1997). 
(b) 

Queue (Ft) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3.575 

0 

5,125 

0 

0 

5.450 

Onramp provides HOV bypass. Estimated 10 percent of peak hour traffic assumed to be HOV. 
(c) Where the existing meter rate results in unrealistic delays (in excess of 15 minutes) . the meter rate has been adjusted to show a 15 minute delay and the resulting queue. 
Average Delay= (Excess Demand/Meter Rate) •50 minutes/hour 
Averaae Queue = fExcess Demand) •25 feel/vehicle 

FUTURE YEAR WITH PROJECT: FREEWAY RAMP METER DEMAND AND QUEUES 
(ASSUMING EXISTING CAL TRANS METER RATES OR 15 MINUTE DELAYS) 

Location Movement Peak Hour Demand Meter Rate (a) Excess Demand 

SR-163/CLAtREMONT MESA BLVD. WB to NB (b) AM 671 537 134 

WB to SB AM 782 1,100 0 

EB to SB AM 500 800 0 

EB to NB (b) AM 360 750 0 

WB to NB (b) PM 1,037 830 207 

WB to SB PM 1,198 1.100 98 

EB to SB PM 1,160 928 232 

EB to NB (b) PM 729 750 0 

SR-163/KEARNY VILLA ROAD NB AM 218 280 0 

NB PM 1,116 893 223 

Delay (Min) 

15 

0 

0 

0 

15 

5 

15 

0 

0 

15 

(a) Ramp meter rate reflects actual existing rate or rates that will be in effect when meters are turned on. (Source: Max Wickham. Caltrans, September 2. 1997). 
(b) On ramp provides HOV bypass. Estimated 10 percent of peak hour traffic assumed to be HOV. 
(c) Where the existing meter rate results in unrealistic delays, the meter rate has been adjusted to show a 15 minute delay and the resulting queue. 
Average Delay= (Excess Demand/Meter Rate) •50 minutes/hour 
Averaqe Queue= (Excess Demand) ·25 feeUvehicle 

Queue (Ft) 

3.338 

0 

0 

0 

5.170 

2,450 

5.800 

0 

0 

5,575 
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There will be severe congestion on the city st reel! io many cases due lo the ramp meter 
queues. For example: At Stllle Route 163 (SR-163}'Kcamy ViUo Rend our meter 
currently allows about 340 vph onto the freeway. It i, unlikely that rate will be 
increased in the future due lo congestion on northbound lnlcrstAlo 15 (1-1 5). The shown 
yca:r 2006 dcnund at lhls ramp is over 1100 vph . Uaing Cal trans aLondal<l 29 feet per 
vehicle, the resulting queue al thi, meter would be over 4 mile, long. Queue, will block 
lnnc:s dedicated to through traffic, and impact operation at ad jaunt intersections. _, 

• Table 2.4 -1; The LOS infonruilion shown in this t11ble i, in error in many cases. J 
Theoretical calculatlons were done for this t11ble, when tho LOS ofthe1e c,cisting facililie1 
sho,uld be determined by observation and me.aeuremcnl. All oftbc 1·805 segments 
opuralc at LOS F, not D during puk hours. Several of the l-15 scctiona opcr~ Bl LOS F 
during the l'M peak. . 

Table 4.3-4; As in tho above, tho usumplioru u1ed for these calaulations arc nol correot] 
The year :2006 condition shown is octually much bcner lban cwrMt operation, which 

doos not seem roa.sonable. , 

8 

1 

/O 

Please refer lo lhe response to comment 7 above. 

The commenlor suggests lhal the level of service (LOS) information in Table 2.4-1 of the 
Trattic Study is in error. The LOS information is based on a volume-to-capacity relationship 
which applies a standard capacity assumption for each travel lane. The analysis presented 
in Table 2.4-1 applied these capacity assumptions for freeway facilities consistent wi th TIA 
guidelines (i.e .. volume-to-capacity ratios) . 

The level of service for existing facilities should not be determined by observation and 
measurement (i e .. speed) because subsequent LOS evaluation for future years must use 
assumed data and wou ld therefore be inconsistent and misrepresent analysis of project 
impacts. 

In comparing Table 2.4-1 to Table 4.3-4 . each freeway segment carries more traffic under the 
year 2006 evaluation scenario Again. as stated in the response to comment 9 , comparisons 
to existing theoretical level of service have been conducted for consistency in assessing 
traffic impacts. 
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Oclsky 
t 8, 1997 

blc 4.5-4; As in the above, the LOS calculntions are not e-0rrect. The number of fuewey J 
,cs in the various ,cctions ofl-15 and SLoto Route 52 (SR-52) is not rco!istic. SR-52 is 
:rcntly only 2 through J1111es in each dircotion, while lite report asmmcs 4 lanes with 
HOV lane. The lntcrs1'1tc 805 (!-BOS) soctions currently opcmtc nt LOS F, and by 
;urning the existing condition is LOS D (Table 2.4 -1), the fulill e condition ls 
:lcrstated. 

e pwpose of metering ramps neros to be clarified. Tho assumption in this document is 
,tramp meters will be adjustcd to insure there Is no queue on the city strc«. In 
,ctiee, CALTRANS adjuru ramp meters for efficient opczalion of the freeway. The 
n Diego Association of Oovemroeots (SAN DAG), al so ,icws ramp rooters ea a mcans 
Improving the operation a.od efficiency of the freeway aystem, as stated in the Regionnl 
insportalion Plan. J 
,st of tho on-ramps in question are already mctcrod. Those that nre not cum:nlly metered, j 
1Ch • the NB romps et SR-163/Claircmont Mc.,a Boulevard) arc expected to bo in 
:ration shortly. ln our experience, It jg exuemcly rare that a meter would be adjusted to 
ow additional volume onto the freeway. Freeways becomo mort1 congested with time, and 
,en adjwtmonts arc made to meters, It b to make them more restrictive. 

:age conl.8.ct Max Wickham of Ramp Metcr Oporation,, for appropriarc ramp motor rote J 
:umptions at (619) 467-3029. 

r stale highway faci li ties, the Call!ani method of intcrsccrion analysi, procedure.!, 
ersection Lane Volumes, needs to be followed. See the Highwoy Design Manual . J 

,1 

12-

13 

14 

15" 

Since Table 4.5-4 evaluates build out conditions , ultimate freeway travel lanes have been 
assumed as well. These improvements are identified in the Regional Transportation Plan and 
Cal trans Route Concept Reports. 

The practice of including planned but unfunded improvements in the build out traffic scenarios 
1s consistent with practices for preparing traffic impact studies in the City of San Diego. 

Please refer to the response to comment 7 above. 

Please refer to the response to comment 7 above . 

Please refer to the response to comment 7 above. Existing meter rates and those expected 
to be in place when ramp meters are turned on were obtained from Caltrans (Max Wickham 
correspondence dated 9/2/97. attached) 

The traffic impact analysis was conducted using 1994 Highway Capacity Manual procedures. 
The suggested Intersection Lane Volume (IL V) methodology is a variant of the 1964 Highway 
Capacity Manual methodology The current methodology is considered to be a more accurate 
analysis technique in that it considers traffic signal operations. The City of San Diego and 
Congestion Management Plan guidelines dictate the use of the most current Highway 
Capaci ty Manual techniques for evaluating intersections and arterials. The IL V method will 
be used in the PSR for the SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange. 
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lboa Avenue Ii nlso • stoic highway, e-0nvenliooal StAtc Route 274 (SR-274); a., ruch, lhe] 
pacts need to be resolvc<I with Caltraru. 

e actual future yc.v build-out needs to be identified for 1111 appropr!ato evaluation. CaltranJ 
:igni for a 20-)'car period. J 
,ce tl1e proposal is to olimiruite the loop-ramps, the analysis should also show that the \J 
le.nc<I di amond ramps would provide enour,h room for storage so a., not to adversely affC<:l 
operations of •the free way nnd the adjacent on-ramps. This is particularly eritlcal for tho 

3 SR-52/SB SR-1 63 connector which merges with an auxiliary lancjUSt north of the 
urcmonl Mesa Boulevard/SR-163 in1erchangc. 

J cause tho cost fo r Improvements to sU.te hlghway facilities may cxoeod $1 ,000,000, ~r 
!trans policy, a Project Study Report will bo ncccm.ry to c,·aluat.e ihc impacl.S of tho 
,Ject, scope, concept, cost, and progrruruning. 

:.cway Peak Hom analysis on SR-163, both Nll and SB, is needed for addJtlonal impacts at J 
, Claircmont Mesa Boulevard 1111d Dalboa Avenue interchanges . 

. -52 from 1-805 10 T-15 is bnsically a six-lane ~rccway. Thero Is no known p1oposal to J 
tlto this an 8-lanc freeway. The HOV lanes arc shown in SAND AO' s Region.al 
iruportation Plan in tho ycru 2020 "Preferred" unfunded LisL They llhould nol bo 11-'Sumed 
place by 2006. 

,o I-1 5 HOV lanes shown as In place in 2006 nrc also _in SANDAG 's unfunded "l'rofcrred" J 
20 list. 

,e capac ity iho,wn on all the charts stays al 9200 no matter bow many lano., are shown, but J 
00 would probably be valid only for 4-lancs " i th HOV (2000/Gencn.l purpose le.no and 
00/HOV lano). 

ejor improvements at tho Claircmonl Mc,a Doulovard/SR· 163 interchange should be 
~ul rcd of this project. J 
1!tran1 i upports !be conccpl of "fair S~" contributions on tho pert of lho developers. Wj 
:ommcnd that lhc <kvelopcts responsible for 1h11 propoood project contribute their foir 
are towards tu nsportation improvcrncnls 1hroui;h a Facilities BC.llefit AsSG65mcnt (FBA) 
till. 

Our contact person for I-IS and SR-274ffialboa AYcnuc is Oreg Gut.elwn, Dosign 
16i 9) 6118-6720. For SR-163 our cont.act poison is Laurie Ilcnnan, Design Manager 

, ,. oci~ -363 I. Our e-0ntact person for Traffic Operations Is Fred Yuda.n, Bni.nch Chief, at 
688-688 1. 

Sincerely, 

;f_ , ~ 

~ BILL FIOOE, Chief 
Pia--'-- "!udic, 0 ••nah 
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2.3 

2. 'f 
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Impacts to Balboa Avenue are identified in Section 4.2 of lhe Draft Program EIR. The project 
wil l mitigate impacts to Balboa Avenue to a level that is considered less than significant. It 
is acknowledged that these improvements will be designed to Callrans standards. 

A Community Plan buildout evaluation was conducted as indicated in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 
of the EIR Traffic Study. In addition to the near-term. a Year 2006 analysis provided in 
Section 4.3 of the Draft Program EIR. The Kearny Mesa Community Plan buildout analysis 
scenarios are estimated to include at least 20 years of traffic growth . 

Caltrans did evaluate this proposal as Alternative 3 in a Project Study Report (PSR) dated 
October 22. 1990 The results of the PSR evaluation indicated lhal lhe proposal was feasible 
and acceptable to Caltrans (see page 15 of lhe PSR) . 

The comment is noted . At the project applicant's request. the Cily has asked Callrans to 
initiate a Project Study Report. (See attached letter dated August 18, 1997) 

Table 4.2-21 in the Draft Program EI R evaluates freeway segments for impacts. This issue 
will be further explored in the above mentioned Project Study Report . 

The travel lanes shown under the Year 2006 condition reflect existing travel lanes. An eight
lane freeway is only assumed under bui ldout cond itions consistent with lhe Regional 
Transportation Plan 

The HOV lanes are not assumed under the Year 2006 conditions. This improvement is only 
assumed under the build out conditions since these lanes were included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan 

The commentor is referring to Tables 4.2-21 and 4.2-22 of t11e Draft Program EIR. The 
capacity figures shown for SR-52 in these tables had assumed that unfunded improvements 
were in place. Tl1e analysis has been revised to assume lhe existing level of improvements 
and indicates that SR-52 will operate at LOS Fa in the Year 2006 condition with or without lhe 
project. While the level of service has changed from LOS D to Fa under lhis revised 
assumption, the change is caused by background traffic growth not the proposed project (i .e .. 
SR-52 would operate at LOS Fa with or wilhoul lhe project) . Tables 4.2-21 , 4.2-22, 4.2-45 and 
4.2-46 have been revised to reflect these adjustments. The revised tables and related text 
corrections will be included in the final Program EI R. 

The project applicant has agreed lo participate in lhe funding and construction of 
improvements to lhis interchange. 

The comment is noted The project will be constructing or funding improvements and/or 
paying Cily impact fees . 
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KEARNY MESA PLANNING GROUP 

:ust 4, 1997 

Lawrence C. Monserrate 
·iron~ental Re s ource Manager 
·elopment Services De partment 
''i 01!' BAN DIEGO 
·2 First Avenue , MS 501 
, Diego, California 92101 

RECEIVED 

AUG 1 t 1997 

ENVIRONMENlAL All~LYSIS 
SfCllON 

IJECTI NEll CENTUl\Y CENTER - DRAPT PROGRAX EIR (LOR ~O . 9, -0 1,5 ) 
COMMENTS BY THE lE1JUIY KESA PLANNING GROOP (JUIPQ) 

,r Mr. Monserrate: 

:er reviewing the Dro!l EIR for the proposed NCC project, t h e 
,cutive Coll\lllittee o! the KMPG, on July 2 J, 1997 , vo ted 
1nimously (with one abstenti o n) to approve the following comment» 

your consideration: 

~ - Page J, Significa nt Unmitigated Impacts ( Land Use ) . 

~~ - Th ere 1& no mention of t ho impact of the l o ss o r 851 
acros o! Industrial and Business Park land , when there is a 
severe shortage o! this type or land in Ke a r ny Mesa. 
Additionally, there is no indication of the potent i al adverse 
econonic impact to exist i ng reta i l uses adjacent t o the site 
and in Kea r ny Mesa in g e neral, if the project adds such a 
significant amount o! r etail uses to a n alre a d y hi gh l y 
competitivR environment. 

~ - Fig ure 2-8 Exist i ng Zoning . ] 

~ - This graphic i s not consistent wi t h the Kearny Ke sa 
Community P lon f i gure indicating zoning and does not appe ar 
consistent with the Gene r al Commercial Designated Area (along 
Clairemont Mega Doulev01rd) figure in tho Coll\lllunity Plan. 

Issue - Tab le J-2 (on p 01 ges ) -8 and )-9), Vesting Tentat i ve 
Mop : Lot De signations. 

~ - The category entitled "Potential Land Uses" l 
identifies BusineGS Support Commercial !?r Planning Araas 58, 
6C, 6D and 6E (by refer e nce to Lots l, 2, 3, 4, and 5 l and 
uses in Planning Area 8-A), This is inconsistent with t he 
KMPG position t h at the s e Planning Areas be des ignated a s 
Industrial and Dusin e s& Park with an underlying M-lB Zon e. 
The propose d permitted uses allowed under the "Business 

2l. 

2.,.. 

28 

The referenced page 3 1s the summary portion of the Draft Program EIR and , as such . does 
not include detailed analysis. The loss of 85 acres of industrial and business park land is 
discussed on page 4 1-15 of the Land Use Section of the Draft Program EIR. To the extent 
that changes from one urban land use to another do not result in a significant physical impact 
to the envi ronment, the City's CEOA significance thresholds do not require that they be 
analyzed in an EIR as noted on page 4 .1-17 of the Final EIR. 

Figure 2-8 in the Draft EIR has been corrected in the Final Program EIR to be consistent with 
the Kearny Mesa Community Plan figure denoting zoning . 

The applicant intends to provide the abi lity for support commercial uses to be located along 
Ruffin Road, as described in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan (page 33) that will provide 
commercia l services to employees within industrially designated areas. The applicant is 
willing to limit the type of supportive commercia l uses. but to agree to no freestanding retail 
at all is not the inten t of the Plan. 
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Support Corunercial" des i gnation are, according to the EIR, 
9.filllU'.li. ~ uses. The Applicant has repres e nted to the 
KMPG that the PIO and PCD document would be revised to addreos 
the KMPG position in this rnatter(no freeGtanding retail in the 
M-lB), but to date, this has not occurred. 

~ 'I.II& - Table J-J (on page J-lJ), New Century Cente r Land Uoe 
Summary . 

£.~llllll5:llt - F.A.R . 's s hou l d be calculated and identified on a 
"per Pl anning Area" ba ci s , ~ or Gtrcets, parkways and other 
public dedications, con,; i stent with every othe r master-planned 
project on Kearny Mesa. 

Additionally, the Land Use Designation for Planning Areaa SB, 
6C, 60, and 6E, should be revised to Industrial and Bueine.s 
Park (not Business Suppor t Commercial) aa previoui;ly agreed by 
the Applicant. 

Finally , it 19 not clea r from footno t e "d" whether (or not) 
the density transfers pe rm itted rrom P . A. 's JA and JB to P . A. 
2B can be converted lo more retail. Please clari f y. 

~ - f ~9 e J-14, Plann i ng Area 2D - Mixed Use Commercial. 

commen~ - This paragraph i s i nconsietent with Table J-J withl 
r egard to the calculation or hotel , conference c e nte r and 
health club uses. I t should be clarified to con(irm (or not 
contirm) that the hote l , conrerence center and health club 
uses are proposed to be in add ition~ the 125,000 oguare foot 
of g eneral retail uses (as indicated in Tablg J-J). 

~ - Page J-19, Planning Area 2D. 

Commenl; - The reference (top paragraph) to a "cin.,ma" as a] 
permi t ted uso in P.A . 2B has not been presented to the Kl1PG, 
to da t e. The Applicant has indicated that this i~ a mi s take 
nnd that "cinema" will be deleted as a p e rmitted use in this 
P.A. 

Also, in the middle paragraph (re: P . A. 's 58 , 6C, 60, and 6E)l 
anothe r reference is made to "Business Support Commercial" 
uses f. or P.A. 's SB, 6C, 60, and 6E. It should be clarified in 
all or. the Applicants documents (PID/PCD, EIR, etc.) that thi s 
means nothing less than ~~ ~. Again, thia ia 
contra ry to the Applicants representation to the KMl'G t hat 

<N~ 
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3 .2. 

Planning Areas 6C , 60. and 6E were originally requested under a M-1A zone classification. 
The applicant has since agreed to retain the existing M-1 B zone and the PIO overlay. In this 
scenario . bus iness suppo rt commercial is a pe rmitted use. Footnote Don page 3-14 has 
been clarified in the final EI R to ind icate that the transfer of uses from Planni ng Areas 3A and 
3B into 2B would not include retail It should be noted that Planning Area 58 has been 
e liminated from the project. 

The proposed hotel . conference center , and health club uses designated for Planning Area 
2B are in addition to t11e 125.000 square feet of general retai l uses . The Final EIR has been 
revised for clarification. 

The reference to "cinema" was incorrect and has been corrected in the Final EIR. 

The M-1 B zone with the Planned Industrial Development (PIO) overlay permits support 
commercial uses. The Kearny Mesa Community Plan further describes the intent of support 
commercial uses. As indicated in the response to comment 28 above. the project applicant 
is working witl1 the Kearny Mesa Planning Group to limit the type of support commercial uses 
that may be developed in tl1ese planning areas. 
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these P.A.'s were to be r edesignated Industrial and Business 
Park with an underlying M-18 zono. 

This paragraph also indicated that the " intent o! including 
support co1T1111erci11 l uses in the PID 11rea i s to serve the 
commercial needs of the projoet. ". This statement wou ld appear 
to suggagt that the proposed 820,000 square feet o! retail in 
P.A. ' & lA and lB and the proposed 4 J 5, 000 square teet of 
retail P . A. 2B and the proposed llJ,658 aquare teet o! reta il 
in SA and BB (all of which is in addit i onal to s i gnificant 
~ retail adjacent t o the project site) does not serve 
the project . rt would appear to be very difficult t o justify 
this amount of retail as necessary to "serve the project" . 

~ - Page J-20, Planning Areas SB, 6C , 60 and 6E proposed. 

~ - As previously identif i ed, this is not consistent 
with the Applicants representation to the KMPG tha t. thes e 
P.A.'s would ba r evised to Industrial and Duoiness Park wi t h 
no freestanding retail. 

Issue - Page J-27 and Figure J - 10, page 4.1-8 and 4.1 - 9. 

.(;9J1lll\.(tl)j; - There does not appear to be any assurance that t he 
propoi,ed "loop road shutt l e" will ever be implemented or whooo 
financial and/or operational responsibility it is to become. 

The project (and the EIR) does not appear to include the 
provision c t a tran~it center, as recommended by the Community 
Plan. The EIR reference " two bus stops are proposed" is 
inadequate. 

lJuil!s - Pa90G ·4 .1-15 and 4 . 1-16, Impact Analysis. 

~ - The middle para9raph on page 4.1-15 appeare to bo 
subjectively attempting to justify the !act that tho proposed 
project would contaih 11n excessive amount of retail (which i s 
inconsistent with the General and Co1T\l11unity Plans) by 
speculatively suggesting potential benefit to existing strip 
commercial uses in the nre11. The "revita li zation" may, in 
reality, be the " degradation and demise" of existing reta il 
due to the •over-retailing" of this market. 

A<1ditional l y, this same paragraph attempts to j ustiry t he 
excessive commercial reta il entitlement by suggest i ng that t he 

""" 
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The project applicant has agreed to provide both a loop shuttle system within the project and 
to locate a transit transfer center within the central portions of the site. The project applicant 
is cu rrently working with the MTDB to identify an appropriate location within the site, as 
indicated on pages 111-6 . 111-7, and on Figure 7 of Volume 2, Development Standards, Master 
PCO/PIO for New Century Center Further. any trip reduction credit would be eliminated if the 
shuttle is not implemented 

The proposed project requires a General Plan amendment and Community Plan amendment 
which are discussed in the draft EIR The comment is noted. 



---i 

J. . • \Al Vt;.VC.l-v-1· 1.:,1,1 , ~ "-• 1r,,u•~111,.._ r uv. - ,1 ... ... ,..J .,,.,u .... J. 
' "'-'· .... J 

G Land Uae Subcommittee 
CENTURY CENTER - DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 

e Four 

result would be "reuse and rehabilitation of an u nder-utilized 
site" . '.Chis is ~ J!.!1.....9.bjectiye eva1Mll2.!:! be c ause there io 
no evidence to suggest that this site .... ould not be reused and 
rehabili t ated if the amount or the proposed retnil .,,as 
substantially reducod or eliminnted . 

The obj c ctive fa c t rema i ns thnt the proposed project is 
inconsistent with the General and Community Plans and the EIR 
should be revised to obj ectively state this fact. 

The last sente nce of the top p a ragrnph on pngc 4.1 - 15 is not] 
accurate and s hould bo re v ised . Th e "support" r etail uses 
propos,cd on the r emainder of the site t o tals ove r 200. ooo 
s guare !~ or general retail uses . 

I r.s ue - P age 4 . l - 16, Kearny Mesa Community Plan. 

~t. - The EIR indica t es that the proj e ct is cons i stent] 
.,,1th th•• Transportation Element of the Community Plan. This 
is not accurate since the Cornznunity Plan recornznends a traneit 
c e nter ! or this site and, t o date, none is proposed. 

~ - Page 4 . 2-2 ind i cates ( i n par t ) that " . . . additi ona l 
traffic capacity .,,as crea ted as operations at the General 
Dynamic ll !acili ty .,,ere scaled bac k, For this reason. the 
~xistiac baa e . · e.,, th -dove t increme nt is considered 
tha bas<!line condition agai nGt which project imp acts will ba 
deter!D ined." 

~ - The a snumption t hat additional traffic capac ity is 
p resent l y a v a i lable b e cause Ge n e ral Dynamics ceas e d operations 
i s not v alid bccouse: 

ll . 

B. 

A cornporison of 1995 CalTrans da i l y rarnp volumes at] 
the 163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange .,,ith 
1989 CalTrans daily ramp volumes when General 
Dy nam i cs .,,as i n o peration reveals thot today ' s ramp 
v olumes are about the sarne or h i gher tha n in 1 9 89 . 
Therefore , the assumed "additiona l capacity " doe s 
not e x ist. 

Ge n e ra l Dyna mi cs was a single user that could (and l 
did ) control t he times of shift changes and the 
numbe r of .,,orkers per shift. In f act , rnultlpla 
shifts occurre d o n this site for many ycara . The 
propos ed users .,,ill not bo single us2ra (as was 

:.:/1 
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The phrase "support commercial'· as used in the proposed project is intended to be 
descriptive of the nature of the uses (i.e .. providing services that support the adjacent 
industrial and business park uses) . not the aggregate square footage. It should be noted that 
within the entire PIO, the support commercial uses comprise only about 7 percent of the total 
area of industria l/research and developmenVoffice uses. 

As cited in the response to comment 33 above, a transit transfer center is committed to by the 
project applicant. Furthermore. MTDB has indicated a desire to use project roadways to 
rerou te existing bus routes to better serve the site. The transit transfer center as being 
discussed with MTDB is consistent with the Kearny Mesa Community Plan goals for this site. 

The traffic impact analysis prepared for the Draft Program EIR does not assume that 
additional traffic capacity is presently available because General Dynamics ceased operation. 
The traffic study basel ine condition is 1996 traffic counts plus the redevelopment increment 
that was added to the 1996 traffic levels in the traffic analysis. No additional capacity was 

applied. 

Please refer to the response to comment 37 . 

It is acknowledged that the site is not expected to be developed with a single user. The 
project envisions a mix of users and uses, which have been fully accounted for in the traffic 
impact analysis. The analysis does not assume or imply that the project applicant will be able 
to control peak hour traffic flows. 



_. 
00 

.., ........... ........ '.._... .... .. ........ ~ .._ , .. ...... ....... ...... . 

PG Land UGe Subcommittee 
W CENTURY CENTER - DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 
ge Five 

,ncral Dynamics ) and there will be no controls on peak hou r I 
·a!!ic, ~ 

~CUlll!lQfil - Tho assumption that "exi sting baoeline with re
development is consider ed the baseline conditions ag a i nst 
which proj ect impacts will be de t e r mined" does not p rov i d e t he 
information necessary t o identify true project i mpacts a nd 
mitigation . Thi s analysis approach is not valid because : 

A, 

B. 

c. 

Existi ng city Traffic 
p rocedures we re not 
analys le. The roanua l 
fo l lowing sce narios be 

I mpact Study Ma nual ( 8 /9J) 
followed !or t he impact 
requires (page 9 ) that the 
e valuated. 

a. 
b. 
c. 

d . 
e. 
!. 

Ex isting conditi ons . 
Existing condit i ons with approved projec ts . 
Exi~ting conditi o ns with approved p r o jects and 
site tra f fic. 
Duild-ou t commun i ty pla n conditions. 
Cumulativ e ana ly s i s due to p recede nce oc t t i ng. 
Project phasing a nalyois. 

Exist i ng Congestion Management Pr ogram ( CMP) 
Regional Gu idelines (l/ 9 4) ! o r conduct i ng 
transportation impact repor ts in th a San Dieg o 
Region wero not followe d. The guide lines 
recommended analysis of the fol l owi ng sco nar ios: 

a, Existing . 
b. Exioting plu s other p ro jec t . 
c. Existing plus other projects p l u. projec t . 
d, Horizon year. 
e. Horizon year plus net project (if dH!eren t 

!roro hor izon year). 

Ac tual projec t impacts arc unde rsta ted and s s sume l 
that only mi nor improvements are needed unti l th e 
project develops to the previ ous l e vel of Cull 
operation of General Dynamic s. B~caua c c ondi t ion s 
change over t ime, this is an invalid a s s umption f o r 
traf f ic impact analys i s purpos e s. 

12. I.~ - Page 4.2 - 14 "· . . for purpose s of the t r ~ f fic s tu dy, 
the !allowing uses ~nd corresponding trip ge nerat i on . 

3q 
er, •{; 

</CJ 
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The approach used in the traffic impact analysis is consistent with both the purpose and the 
intent of City and CMP traffic study guidelines. 

Please refer to the response to comment 40 above 

Actual project impacts are fu lly disclosed in the Draft Program EIR traffic impact analysis 
through a sequence of Existing Conditions (no project traffic) , Existing Baseline (project 
redevelopment increment). and Year 2006 and Community Plan Buildout (which both contain 
fu ll project development) analysis scenarios Prior to exceeding the baseline increment. 
measures are required of the project . 
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~ - Project traffic generation could vary by as much as 
250\ if ~an..dard City Tra!tic Generation Rates (9/94) are used 
to calculate project traffic generation. IC the rates 
•assumed" for analycis aro wrong, the impacts identified in 
the EIR tra!! ic report could be dramatically wrong. This 
could easily result in do velopment o! only 50\ of the site 
with the remainder of the cite being vacant as long as the 
proposed traffic generation maximum threshold& are enforced by 
the city. Standard city gene r ation driveway rateo should have 
bee n used for the traffic impact and mitigation analysi3, 

llRJI~ - Page 4.2-90 "Prior to the approval of any site plan 
that wou l d increase the aggregate square footage development 
within the project site beyond the, re-development increment 
(J,160 P.H. peak trips) ... the applicant shall submit ... a 
transpor tation system phasing plan ... " 

~JlJ< - h trans portation phasing plan for~ development 
phasing nhould be provided so that actual project impacts are 
known. By not requiring a n analysis of impacts until J,160 
P.H. peak tripe are generated from the site, more than 
3,000,000 square feet of de velopment could be built and no 
impact or mitigation analysis is required. Traffic impacts 
will in fact occur prior to development o! J,000,000 square 
! eat. TJ1ase i mpacts have not been identified in this project 
EIR. There!ore, the analysis ic invalid, 

lJ;_:;}!Q - Pages 4,2-90, 91, 92, 9) describe a process for 
determining when mitigation will be implemented. only minor 
improvements are reqUir<!d until J, 160 P. Ii. p<!ak trips are 
generated from the site . At J,160 P.H. peak trips, a phasing 
study must be completed. 

Cornment-Th<! monitoring approach and assumptions described 1 
cou ld result in more than J,000,000 square feet of development 
on the si t e , with only minor otf-site mitigation. We know 
that tra rric impacts will result from the development o! 
J , 000,00 0 squar e feet of uses . Therefore, a phasing analysis 
baaed on realistic assumpt ions should be prepared llQJ,1 so the 
city and communi ty know "'hat impacts are being proposed for 
mitigation by the project. 

tJ:3 

I./ t/ 

l/5° 

Standard traffic generation rates were used for the proposed project. 

Reductions have been made to the gross traffic generation to reflect transit use, internal land 
use interaction and pass-by trips . All of these adjustments are consistent with City practice. 
The project cannot exceed the traffic generation reported in the traffic impact analysis without 
the preparation of additional traffic analysis and consideration of additional mitigation. 

The traffic conditions associated wi th 3,160 p.m peak hour trips from the site have been 
completely evaluated to the same level of detail as all other traffic analysis scenarios; please 
refer to Section 4.2 of the Draft Program EIR and to Section 2.5 and page 6-1 of the EIR 
Traffic Study in the technical appendices The redevelopment increment approach reflected 
in the traffic analysis is consistent wi th City practice for redevelopment projects. 

As stated in the response to comment 44 above. the analysis of the 3,160 p.m peak hour trip 
redevelopment increment has been evaluated under the existing baseline conditions; please 
refer to Section 4.2 of the Dra ft Program EIR, and to Section 2.5 of the EIR Traffic Study in 
the technical appendices of the draft EIR). All information regarding traffic level of service for 
the redevelopment increment has been presented in the traffic analysis. This analysis reveals 
that only three of the intersections evaluated experience LOS E or F conditions. all of which 
will be improved through project subdivider improvements. 
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~ -Page 4,2-93 "Prior to approval of (ANY) ... Re 
development increment site plan the applica nt sha l l 
demonstrate that .. . the ci ty and calTra ne have app roved the 
partial interchange improv ements and a construction budget fo r 
the SR 1 6J/Cl a irQmont Mesa Boule v ard interchange .. . 
contributions by the applicant shall be reduced by the amoun t 
or fair share contribution s collected by the City o f San Diego 
from other development projects. 

~ - Th e EIR traffi c impact analysic does not clearly 
identify what chould be done to mitigate pro ject impacts at 
the 163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange. Th e EIR d oes 
not establish responsibi l ity !or !unding any requi r ed p roj ect 
impacts and the EIR d oes NOT esta b lish the technical 
feasibility of the mitigation proposed . All Routa 1 63 
interchange impacts !rom th e proj e ct should be full y miti ga ted 
by city and CalTran& approved proj e cts paid !or by t he pro ject 
on a !air share basis , At a minimum, the curre nt . proj e ct 
obligation of $2 , 100,000 !or l6J/Claircmont Mesa i ntercha nge 
improvemen t s shou ld be r e quired, s ince t his is the def iciency 
currentl y i denti fied in the Kearny Mesa facility finance Plan. 

lJ!~ - Om i sGion of mitigation measures for the intersect ion 
o! Balboa a nd Rurrner street. 

Com~ - Thi& major intersect i on, 1o1hich curren tly has no 
signals, has been ident ified by the Kl'IPG as t he highest 
priority intersection !or signalizat i on in the col!\ll\unity. 
The Draft ~IR indicates t hat the adjacent intersect ion (to the 
west) at Balboa /\venue and the Sport Mart is impacted and 
requires mitigation, Kl'IPG believes that there wil l be related 
impacts to Balboa/Ru!fner, which is already sever e ly impacted 
due to th e lack or signalization. The EIR appears to have 
omitted any mitigation f or the critical intersect ion, 

in<>lly, a rela tod i,;i;ue tha t the KMPG is conce rned "ith is in l 
egard to a significant credit to Development Impact fee (Dif) and 
ousing Trust Fund (HTF) rees that the city appe ars to support for 
he proposed NCC. It is our understanding that tha j us tifica tion 
or this credi t (which could potent ial ly be$ 2 , 540 ,000) is based 

1.N, 
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The traffic impact analysis has revised the proposed mitigation in the Final EIR and on page 
6-11 of the EIR Traffic Study This design concept was reviewed by City staff for preliminary 
feasibility . Specific design issues associated with this improvement will be evaluated in a 
Project Study Report (PSR) for the improvement. At the applicant's request . the City has 
formally requested that Caltrans initiate a PSR. Please also refer to the response to comment 
18 above. 

The traffic impact analysis was required to evaluate all signalized intersections along Balboa 
Avenue between 1-805 and 1-15. Unless a project adds traffic to left-turn or side street 
volumes . an unsignalized intersection analysis is normally not required in a traffic impact 
analysis. As such. evaluation of the project impacts. if any. at this location are not quantifiable 
with the traffic data available. 

The concern that a OIF cred it wi ll unfairly shift the burden of infrastructure provision to other 
undeveloped property has no basis when considering the full project contribution toward 
transportation improvements. A majority of the project traffic will be paying DIF fees . 
Furthermore. the project has been conditioned to fully fund all non-freeway improvements 
identified in the 10-year project buildout horizon as subdivider improvements, irrespective of 
the traffic contributions from non-project traffic. Many of these improvements would have 
been partially funded through the OIF fees. 

Also. as discussed in the response to comment 67 below. the "credit" for the applicant's 
recapture of the previous level of development on the site is consistent with City practice and 
is designed to protect property owners from duplicative mitigation requirements. 
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>on the f act that there was prcviouG development on the proposed 
:oject site. Howavar, the l<HPG is concerned with this credit 
1sed upon t h e fact that Dif's and HTf's were never paid ror most, 
' not all , or the previously developed buildings . for 
wironmental review purposes, it should be acknowledged that 
,rtain neodod infrastructure improvements !or Kearny Hesa which 
:e identified to be financed (by Dif) in the Kearny Mesa finance 
Lan, may not occur i! this c r edit is granted. An additional 
1nccrn is that the responsibility !or tho Dif credit to NCC may 
,fairly be shifted to the balance of undeveloped land in thu 
,mmunity through higher future DIF's . The l<HPG requests that the 
l ty reconsider their position in this ~atter. 

1ank you for giving the Kl1PG the opportunity to comment on this 
:oject and, if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
,ntact mo, 

.ncerely , 

~/If.d-~ 
.en Best 
,airman, KMPG 

Honorable Mayor Su~an Go l ding and Members of The City Council 
Members of The City Planning Commi3Gion 
l<HPG Executive Committee 
Mr. Mike Westlake, City of ~an Diego 
Hr. Steven Hess, Stephen Ei mer and Associates 

70897,1 

.,._,, 

t/B 

Co-,, 'I:: 
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August 11, 1997 

LnwrenceC.Monscrrau: 
Development Services Dcpurtment 
Laud Development Review Division 
City of Sar1 Diego 
1222 F'ir&tAvenuc, Ma.ii Station SOI 
SanDicgo,CA 92101 

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
38:20 Ray Street 
San Diego, CA 92 104 

Phone: 299- 1741; Fax 299-1742 

RECEIVED 

AUG 1 11997 

ENVlRONM(lllAL AIIALYSIS 
SECTION 

Suhjcct San Diego Sierra Club Comments on U1e DRAFT Program Environmental Impact 
Report for New Cenhuy Center 

Dear Mr. Monxrratc: 

SUMMARY REVIEW COMMEl'ffS - DRAFT cm FOR NEW CENTURY CENTER 

MAJOR lnconsistcncic8 With Hil!h P1iority City Policies An:: Nnt AdcgW1tcly 
Adclrc..s,;(rl - What's wrong v.~lh this picture? The Cicy is bemoaning the lack of 
nvailo.blc industrial land ;;nd the conversion or industriol land lo ollicr use,;. nm 
PROJECT proposes lo reduce availal,lr. induatrinl land ru1d convert it to commercial 
space, which is in an ovembun:L,nce. 1nc City wmru.ita itself to a policy oftrallSit
oricnt.cd an1 pedestrian-oriented development TI IB PROJECI' proposes a classic 

uuto-oricnt.cd, auto-dependent plan in an already congestion-impacted nrcn. 

Lack of Vision - As the Metropolitan Transit Development JJorutl (MIDB) stalf have J 
pointed out, there ii; the potcnti;il that this site could become a Transit-Oriented 

Development node on thr. extension of the light mil system up the 1-15 corridor from 

Centre City Snn Diego and to Uic heart of the high employment Kenmy Mesa area. 
TI>e Ora.It EIR fnils even lo acknowledge this potential relationship to clearly spocificd 
and high priority City Jam use and transportation gouls. · 

lnadoguatc AltcrpativC8 Analysis - There is NO transit-oriented development j 
altcmativc--althougll the MTDB identilicd the pot.cntial in tlti.,; rcspeci- Th<'. 
·e1111imnmcntally prefcmxJ• Reduce(! lntcnsicy Alternative is a straw man in many 
rc5pccts-rcx:!uci.ng dcveloptDP.llt intcnsiti~. to create Jam US<". plan 
incompattoilitie..s, when there ia no relationship bct><•cen such reductions anrl 
resource prol!'(:tion 

l/9 

So 

It is not clear that this site is appropriate for a "Transit-Oriented Development node" nor what 
such a facility would encompass The proposed project. as shown in Figure 3-11 of the Draft 
EIR . incorporates locations on-site for a potential transit transfer center. bus stops. and an 
internal shuttle system. The MTDB and the applicant are cont inuing to discuss the locational 
aspects of this facility . 

There is no need for there to be a "transit-oriented" alternative in the Draft Program EIR, since 
only a small area of the site would be needed for the potential transit center identified in the 
Kearny Mesa Community Plan. and the proposed project incorporates a proposed transit 
transfer center. bus stops along Kearny Villa Road . Clairemont Mesa Boulevard . and Ruffin 
Road. and an internal shuttle system. 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative is not a "straw man" as indicated by the commentor. In 
developing a reasonable range of alternatives for evaluation in the EIR as required by CEOA. 
alternatives were preferred that could address multiple issues. As noted on pages 9-16 of 
the Draft EIR. there are two primary objectives or this alternative: to reduce average daily 
traffic generation and to reduce encroachment into sensitive habitat areas. As noted on page 
9-17 of the Draft EIR. this alternative would reduce the proposed project's development area 
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San Diego Sierra Club Comments on DEIR for New Cen!ury Center 

• lnnppropriRtc Utilimtion ofRcquirod /\voidancc us Mitigption · Avoiding vernal pools,] 
as rcquiro::I under City 01dinancc, and then urguing thal the required •avoidance" 
can be used for mitigation as a ·conscrvBtion bank" is not nppropriotc. 

Failure To Anah?.C Conversion or Prime ,ind Sgyyc lndustrinl Lane! 

City stnlf and \he City CollllCil have identified a major concern over a reduction in nvnilablc 
irxlustrial lru,d. within the City of San Diego and U1C conversion or industrial lund lo other 
uses. The property at issues is one of the prime industrial sites in the City. It i~ proposoo 
for convcrsio,~ in major port, to commcrcinl uscs. TIJis is a major Gcncrul Plan level issue 
that is not adequately anulyurl. 

TI1C discusei<,n on Page 4.1-4 which talks nl.Jout the potenLial problem of anJ 
·overabundance' of induotrial land "precluding the timely development of clooc-in 
properties" apparently missc:i tlle entire point of the Progress Guide and Gcncrnl Pinn. 11lis 

site is exactly Uic type of area the General Plo.n had in mind for industrial development 
when it was suggesting 'that an ·ovcrnbillldancc" of industrially zoned land should be 

avoided. 

The Una.nnlyzcd :D::arrnjt Center Opportunity 

San Diego has a growing problem of tramc congestion. 11ic City of San Diego has committed 
itself, aIXI there is n regional poli<.y, lo promoting n pattern of land use which will support 
and to.kc advantage of a developing system of public tram it. especially expanding light rail 
scrvioc. An H-15 public transit conidor b a major priority-given botl1 present congestion 
levels and projcx:tod trnilic increases. Severn! analyses of tlic I- I 5 transit corridor have 
idcntilicd the. desirability of pro\iding direct commuter-trip public transit a=s lo tbc job 
nnd activity rich Kearny Mesa nruo. 

V1L 

S I 
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1be New Century Center site provides tlic potential for thi5 "missing link." Using 
nortllbowx! 1-15 to Aero Drive, along Ruffin Road, crossing tlic Project Site to SR 163 (or 
some alternative route soutbcost to northwest route) provid<:3 a potential light rail routing 
that cou.1:1 accomplish a series of high priority City objectives. It is very doubtful U1cre i.s I S"3 
,mother site in UJis entire KC1Jmy Mcsn area that olfcrs this potential for transit-oriented 
development TI1ere is no recognition of this opportunity nnd no anaJysi.s of it in tlic Drn/l 
EIR. -

The Draft EIR sbould be supplcwcn\J.XI witll an evaluation of the potential for the routing of] 
a light rail line through the project site and an alternative site design shou.1:1 be developed _r:; L/ 
featuring a :serious transit-oriented development plan. 

• Pago 2 

by 35.6 acres which includes all biologically sensitive areas on-site . and would incorporate 
these areas into Open Space land uses to ensure no development. In addition, the remaining 
area of the site that wou ld be developed. would be approximately 40 percent less in 
development intensity in comparison to the proposed project. Evaluation of these factors 
resulted in the EIR designating this alternative, as required by CEQA, as environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. Please also see the response to comment 61 below. 

As indicated in the Draft EIR (page 4.4-30) , using the conseNation bank allows for 
development to occur in the Eastern Section without a net loss of function and value for the 
wetlands and vernal pool habitat on-site . The proposed preservation , restoration . 
enhancement. and management or the Southern Section through the conseNation bank 
would "result in long-term preservation or habitat of substantially higher quality than that lost 
in the Eastern Section " (EIR page 4.4-30) . Also . see the response to comments 50 and 61 . 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan discussion in the Draft EIR 
accurately portrays ,ts contents and intended uses. The General Plan does not specifically 
identify any sites in the Kearny Mesa area that would be appropriately suited to facilitate plan 
implementation. The Kearny Mesa Community Plan. while repeating the General Plan·s goal 
of maintaining an appropriate amount of industr ia ll y-designated land . does require the 
preparation of a Master Plan for the General Dynamics site when it is considered for reuse . 
The Community Plan indicates that the M-1B zoning should be retained for the majority of the 
property. as well as the M-1A zoning to provide commercia l development opportun ities along 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. The proposed New Century Center Master Plan, and Master 
PCD/PID documents incorporate provisions that are consistent with this direction . The Draft 
EIR describes the policy impacts of this proposal. If the City Council concurs. the Kearny 
Mesa Community Plan will be amended accordingly . 

The commentor has not suggested a specific "transit-oriented development" to be considered . 
It would be speculative to consider such a use as the focal point for this site since the New 
Century Center site as a potential site for "transit-oriented" development has not been 
indicated by the MTDB on any approved agency plans. As noted in the responses to 
comments 33 and 36 above. the applicant is working wi th the MTDB to designate an 
appropriate location on-site for a potential transit transfer center. 

Please refer to the response to comment 53 above. 
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San Dego Sierra Oub Comment& on DEIR lor New Century Ccner 

lnsuf!kicnl Oiological Re::.ourccs Analysis 

Appendix C, Bio!OChnical Report and the DElR Biolo{;iccl Resources section 1 .1 has n 
ml!D bcr of problems: 

1. Tiierc is no explana tion why only some of the existing natural vcectnlio11 along the J 
castem and southeastern portion of the site were surveyc<I an::I ru s11yzcd. 

2. No anaJy,;is is prescntod of lhc wa tcrsl.u:I i.lJlpacts or prolcetion rucnsures as ll1ey 1 
relntc to tl1e so-cnllcd 'southern Section vcmnJ pool prescrve/conoc1vation banlc.' At 
one point it is stated ll1at, 'Prolcction of aclcqualc watcr:;hcd is aasumed for ull pools 
preserved on-site.' (Pai;e 28 of Appendix q Arlcqw,cy of watcrshcd p rotection is not 
an 'assumption"; it is a serious issue that needs to he analyzed. 

3. Thc site is identified as ' isolalcxl" 1.,ut no information is presented in this respect J 
Archipclngo clement~ of the preserve sys tcw have been identi!iod elsewhere in tbc 
MSCP program. The site ha6 relative proximity lo Miramar und Mon4;omery Field. 
The biological viability, or lack thereof, of the castcm w1d sou the.astern portion of the 
site have not been cvaluatc<l or cstablishcd--mcrcly stated on a conclusory basis. 

4. The s ta tcmcnt in the BiologicaJ T cclJ.nical A ppcndix C ll1a t protoc:tion of a grca tcr 
portion of the on-site natural resources would make it 'impractical to achieve a 
number of the fundamental objoctivcs of llx: Master Pinn and the Kearny Mesa 
Co=unity Plan, including preservation and enhancement of Kearny Mesa as an 
employment center' (Page 27 of Append ix q is conclusory and beyond the ocopc of 
the biological report fa the potential reduction of 9 acres of devclopablc land in 
Kearny Mesa 'signific.u1t' to the regional ooonomy? Is tlicrc balance in the~;,, 
when 9 acres of land arc judged of regional oconomic significance when tLc same 
analysis concludes, "the ~s of S lo JO individual orangc-lllf03tod whiptail lizanfa is 
not a signi.6cnnt impact 1ocully or regionally . . • (Pnge 21 of /\ppcndix q 

55" 
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II appears that the commentor believes that there are undeveloped areas of the project site 
outside of the Eastern and Southern Sections that contain natural vegetation . This is not the 
case. As shown in Figures 2-4 and 4.4-1 of the draft EIR. the Eastern and Southern Sections 
were the only undeveloped portions of the site with any natural vegetation . All areas of 
existing natural vegetation in the 9.8-acre Eastern Section and 4 3-acre Southern Section 
were care fully surveyed on multiple occasions for a variety of plant and animal species 
including the following dates: June 5 and 6 . 1995: July 12. 13, and 18, 1995; August 11 and 
23, 1995; March 3. 10. and 17. 1996; April 23. 1996; and May 14. 1996 No areas within the 
14 .1 acres of natural vegetation were excluded during the surveys. The results of these 
surveys are reflected in Section 4 4. Biological Resources . and in the Biotechnical Report in 
Append ix C of the Draft Program EIR 

Watershed protection is an integral element of the vernal pool conservation bank. As noted 
on page 4.4-10 of the Draft EIR, the 18 vernal pool basins in this area of the site comprise 0.4 
acre of the approximate 4 3-acre conservation bank area. This area includes the watershed 
area that currently supplies water to the vernal pools . Watershed areas for each of the vernal 
pools identified on-si te are depicted on Figure 4.4-3 as a thick black line around the individual 
vernal pool basins. Figure 4.4 -3 has been clarified in the Final EIR to more clearly identify the 
wa tershed boundaries of the vernal pool complexes Project design will avoid any 
encroachment into the vernal pool watersheds and all runoff from the adjacent development 
will be intercepted and directed away from the 4.3-acre vernal pool watershed . 

Page 4.4-34 of !he Draft EIR provides a general discussion regarding criteria used to evaluate 
site impacts based upon the importance of the site in providing biological functions such as 
maintenance of gene flow and provision of habitat areas necessary for long-term viability of 
sensitive biological resources . In that discussion. scale is mentioned as an important factor 
in determining the role that a site may play in the conservation of important biological 
resources within a region . The proposed project si te. because of the limited amount of 
coastal sage scrub habitat. would not be expected to contribute to the long-term viability of 
species which require large areas for foraging (i.e . many acres) . However. the site would be 
expected to contribute to the long-tern viability of species which require only a few acres of 
habitat to maintain sustainable popu lation (i.e .. annua l plants such as San Diego mesa mint 
or the San Diego fairy shrimp). The preservation and enhancement of the Southern Section 
is expected to contribute to lhe long-term viability of such species as the San Diego fairy 
shrimp, San Diego mesa mint. San Diego button celery , Orcutt's brodiaea. and potentially 
spreading navarretia. Add itionally , although the Southern Section would not be expected to 
contribute to long-term viabi lity of species such as the coasta l Ca lifornia gnatcatcher through 
provision of important breeding habitat. the site would continue to serve as an effective island 
for dispersing birds moving between larger habitat blocks. 

The quoted excerpt from page 27 of Appendix C has been taken out of context in this 
comment. The context of page 27 discusses the infeasibility of avoidance of the vernal pool 
resources and other species in the Eastern Section of the site . The analysis explains that 
avoidance is infeasible because of the property owner's adoption of an Environmental 
Assessment and Remediation Program for the enlire site . which is intended to characterize 
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Inappropriate Uoc of /woidnncc as Mitigption 

• Avoidance" of impacts to vernal pools is the clcnr policy and an ordinnncc requirement in 
the City of San Diego. Mitigation requires an affirmative action to reduce the cITocts of 
unnvoidnblc impacts. When sowoone merely pcrfom1s what they ure requiro:l to clo-in 
this C".asc, "uvoid impacts···thcy huvc not taken any action Iv ruitigi,t.c. There is no credit to 

be ga.iocd from a required avoidum:c. 

The DEffi inappropriately proposes that the requircd avoidance of impucl!l 1D vernal pool.a inl 
one portion of the site be credited as "mitigation" a171irrnt impacts in unothcr area of the oit.c. 
Off-site mitigation at least might expand The level of protection, but on-site avoidance, which 
is required as a basic condition, provides no net bcucf1ts to compcn.s.~t.c for the loss of 
wetland vaJuc.s. 

• Pago 3 
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and remediate any hazardous material contamination that might have resulted from past 
activities on the site. Specifically . the Draft EIR discussion on page 27 states: 

.... the property owner has indicated that certain underground structures are 
believed to be located within the Eastern Section under and adjacent to 
certain of the vernal pool basins. One such underground facility has already 
been uncovered in the area adjacent to the Eastern Section and related 
subsurface contamination has been identified and reported to applicable 
agenc ies (and remediated) . Further subsurface investigation within the 
verna l pool complex in the Eastern Section is proposed in the near future . 
As a resul t. rega rdless of whether the proposed project proceeds. it is 
anticipated that substantial impacts to the verna l pool basins in the Eastern 
Section would occur." 

The EIR analysis continues to describe that partial avoidance (of vernal pools not impacted 
by the subsurface investigations) is also infeasible since the watersheds of the potentially 
unaffected vernal pool basins would be disrupted by the subsurface investigations. The draft 
EIR also states. that even if it were possible to preserve some individual vernal pool basins 
in the Eastern Section on ·a ·piecemeal basis' would create 'islands' with in the industrial 
business park portion of the Master Plan . making it impractica l to achieve a number of the 
fundamental objectives of the Master Plan and the Kearny Mesa Community Plan. including 
preservation and enhancement of Kearny Mesa as an employment center." 

The EIR discloses the potential impacts to vernal pool basins in the Eastern Section. as well 
as the Orange-throated whiptails and other species in this area from implementation of the 
proposed project . as required by CEQA. Decision makers are responsible for determining 
the balance between environmental and social and economic factors based on information 
contained in the EIR. as well as other elements of the environmental record . Given this 
context . the referenced statement from the EIR is not conclusory . 

Preservation of aquatic resources and subsequent incorporation into mitigation banks has 
been determined appropriate when preservation occurs in conjunction wi th restoration . 
creation or enhancement activities (Federal Register. 1995). Consistent with this federal 
guidance . and due primarily to the high quality of the vernal pool habitat being preserved in 
the Sout11ern Section . preservation. restoration. and enhancement of the Southern Section. 
as described on page 4.4-30 of the Draft EIR. is an appropriate means to mitigate for the loss 
of vernal pools in the Eastern Section and would result in no net loss of funct ion and value 
for wetlands and vernal pool habitat on the site. Off-site mitigation. although not 
inappropriate. was determined to be less desirable than preservation and creation in the 
Southern Section because of the high quality of vernal pool resources which currently 
provides habitat for San Diego mesa mint. San Diego button celery . San Diego fairy shrimp. 
Orcutt·s brodiaea . and spreading navarretia. 
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Sari Dogo Sierra Oub Commen:s on DEIR b" Ne,; Ccntu,y Center 

;vcn when the plan for vernal pool ·crcatior( is factored in, there is more tJian a 25% ] 
-eduction in vcrnnl pool arcJl under U,c on-sit.c miti6ation option. Sinoc much of U,c area to 
>e rdaioo::I must be uvoidcd--und therefore provides no off-setting increase in function ruid ~ C 
,ulue for this reduction in vcmul pool urca--it is very tl.ifficult to undcr:itand the logic of a 
xmclusion that, ·no net loss of function and values occurs." (Puee 31 of Appendix q 

i tbcrc is to be an impact on vernal pools on U1c projcct site, there mus t either l,c 

,ubstnnt:io.l restoration on site, or 00'-sitc mit.ii;11tx,n tbnt could protect areas not otherwise 
prcsctvcd . 

ln,iufficicnt l\ttcnt.inn tu Dcvc)oµmcnt of "Enviromncntnll)· Preferred" l\ltcni;itive 

The Reduced lnteru;ity Alternative is an insumcicnlly developed nllcmative. l\s design, 
which apparently at1cmpts to protect the natural 11reas in U1c souU1easlcm portion of the 
site, is rnt designed to meet Uiis objective. The alternative's cxlc!lsion of"[)" Street Ull'Ough 
this area is inconsistent w:iUi the alt.cm:itivc.s objectives. The approach a pparently taken 

was to make only minimal modifications to Uic project proposul in designing this 
alternative. CEQA requires a more serious l1-catmcnt of alternatives than Uiis. 

TI,c Reduced Intensity Alternative m.nkes major reductions in density of development NOT 
ASSOCIATED wiUi thc objective of prolocting the natural values 011 the 6ite. Tilis tends to 
create R "straw man· alt.cni;itivc where the conclusion is drawn Umt the alternative faili to 
med land use and community plan objectives. TI,c natural arc,is could l,c pre.served in un 
alternative plan \\iUxiut significant overall rt:ductions in planned lrux:I uses-bu t no 
altcmative has hocn prcscntcrl to Uiis end. 

We hope these comments \\ill be of assistance to the City ~nd sponsor ns con.sidcrution of 
this imporurnt project continues. 

Rc.spoctf ully, 

fJaJ«t~ 
Janet Anderson 
Ch11ir, La.ad Use Subco=ittce 
San Diego Sierra Club 
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The most important function provided by the verna l pools on the New Century Center site is 
provision of high quality habitat for a number of listed or sensitive species including San 
Diego mesa mint. San Diego button celery, San Diego fairy shrimp, Orcutt's brodiea. and 
spreading navarretia. The biological surveys performed for the Draft Program EIR identified 
approximately 496 square feet of habitat occupied by San Diego mesa mint and 1. 165 square 
feet occupied by the San Diego fairy shrimp to be impacted by the project. As noted in the 
response to comment 59 above. there will be no net loss of function or value from the 
mitigation measures proposed. 

The City of San Diego does not agree that the Reduced Intensity Alternative is a "straw man" 
in the Draft EIR analysis. As noted in the response to comment 50 above. this alternative was 
developed to achieve two objectives. reduce traffic generation and avoid impacts to on-site 
habitat. If the connection of B Street with Ruffin Road had been eliminated through the 
eastern portion of the site as indicated in this comment. project traffic would be distributed to 
other adjacent intersections. creating traffic impacts that would be greater than the proposed 
project or this alternative The commentor also asserts that the "natural areas could be 
preserved in an alternative plan without significant overall reductions in planned land uses." 
To accomplish the commentor's proposal. the development intensity assigned to the eastern 
portion of the site in the proposed project would be redistributed to other areas on-site. 
thereby creating more intensive development than originally proposed for these areas. 

For these reasons. the Reduced Intensity Alternative assumed that the development originally 
proposed for the eastern portion of the site would not be transferred elsewhere on the site. 
providing an approximate 40 percent overall reduction of development intensity on-site 
(benefitting traffic and circulation) as well as preserving the Eastern Section and its natural 
habitat. These benefits. among ot11ers resulting from the reduction in development. resulted 
in this alternative being considered environmentally superior to the proposed project. The 
alternative suggested in this comment would create more impacts than the proposed project. 
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Ur . 0, Sc:.1n Cardenas 
La11d DfVlJopmcnt Rcvic~ ~1vi:~0i 
Dt vcl<.·~m•int !ct~vicc.; Dc11tltl11.cn1 
City o! s~n Dioeo 
1222 First hvcnuc, H~il 5Latiun jQl 
San Dlcco, C>li(ornia 92101 

)ubj cct: Dr~ft rrocram [nvironmontal Impact Rcporl 
Nev Century Center 
LDn 110. 96-016~ 

)oar Hr. Cardenas: 

I have reviewed the cultur.11 1·r.5ourcer. i\='J'~Ct.s of the subject OEIP. on 
Jchal! of tlii, commiltco o[ the Snn Dic&o County Archacolo&ital Society. 

Dascd o n tl1c informatio,1 contained in the DClR and its A1111cndi: D, ~c 
,~ve the r~llowln& commants: 
: 1) Reg~rd1nG ~rchacolotic.11 rcJourcc~, uc concur lllat the projecl 3hould 

J1avc no slcnl(icant imp~cts to such r~sourccs, and lh~t no rn1tl&Jtion 
mc~3Ur~~ arc w~rr~ntcd, J 

CZ) R(!ta.rdi.nc hl3torlca1 rc3ourccs . i.t is appallinc th:.t the C1ly ,,oulct issue) 
domolition permit~ for the compl ex an,J lhen l1avc the proJcct impact 
J11alysls research conducted uhi lc that demolition ~is still even 1n 
pro5rc~5. It certainly su;&c5t3 no jtr1ou5 interest ll1e rc6ourcc, 011 
the par:t of the ;1ppllc.1nt, and the t~c1t coop~r.1tion of the Citrin 
pcrrnittinc their lle5truction. Tl,o pallcrn ~ldch the Port District 
estahl i s1,ed in condoninc tho dostruct1on of historic portion~ o( the 
Ccncr~ l Oynamic3 Co1lv.1ir rlant ~L l.in~bcr~l1 field ~o"rns to nave bocn 
repc~tcd on te~rney He,a. 

Th~nl: y ou for includine SOCAS in tl,e public review of lhi~ document. 

cc: SDCAS rrc3idcnt 
file 

Sincerely, 

~o~a::-
Environrncnt.11 Review Com~ittEe 

r.Q. Oox 81106 Son Diogo. CA ?21J8·1106 . (61V) 5JO·OVJ5 

{, 2-. 

b3 

The comment is noted. 

General Dynamics had committed to conduct the historical resources documentation prior to 
issuance of the demolition permits by the City to ensure that a record wou ld exist of the 
buildings and their functions during the site's active involvement in the U.S. Space Program. 
Due to the complexity of the historical research. inventory, and assessment work. it could not 
be completed prior to initiation of on-site demolition activities involving some of the on-site 
buildings. 
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Mr. Lawrence C. Momcrrale 
Environmental Rc.qourcc Maru1ger 

{]': CITY OF SAN DlEGO 

RECEIVED 

AUG l t 1997 

ENVIRONMENTAL AllALYSIS 
SE CTION 

phone : r fax : 

Development Servie<:s Department (619) 236-6154 (619) 236-6620 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
Snn Oiego, CA 92101 /J / /, 

4 
# 

Andrew P. Schlaefli, t,11..d~ • TOTAL rACf.S: 

Registered Civil Engineer, Licensed Traffic EngiReer . _L 

Sandoe Witeraft-SchlacOi, Principal Planner, CEO .CC--.>-......~ i~\.....,., · 
August 8, 1997 mt£ ; 4:01 PM TRANSMlTTED l'lA: ~ & our r;~ 

T: N<!W Cenlury Center - Draft Program EIR (LDR No. 96-0165) 

h.avc thoroughly reviewed the DEIR, conducted independent research nnd impact analysis which 
liod in the following questions regarding the ndcquney and complelene,s of the Transporta /1011 
act Analysis. Our conclusion, ba.,ed on an independent professional evaluation by licensed 
:"css ional engineers is that the Tra11sportatio11 Impact and J.flligation Analysts is inadequat e, 
,mplclc whose resulting impacu arc severely underslal ed. It is our conclusion tha t the entire 
J\. is therefore inadequate. 

: DEIR on pages 4.2 • 4. IJ , slates "Only the net increase in u a!lic above the redevelopment 
cmenl i, con,idercd project - specific traffic gcna-ation". This usumption is i.D.l'.ilil1 when applied 
1e New Century Center project because actual project impacts which will occur are not evaluate.i. 
example, l 995 westbound through traffic for Claircmont Mesa Boulevard approaching Kearny 
• Road is shown in the DEffi. trnllie anAlysis a,; l 197 vehicles. The DEIR traffic analysis indicate., 
al the '8Ille location :n:lth C'>{ncnt) Dynamic, !raffic nddcd lhc volume i, only J 209 ADT. The 

lysis shows that by adding previous peak traffic for General D)'llamics only the traffic incr<.a!e., 
tal at this location by only 12 (twelve) vchiclc.s. This should seem ridiculous to anyone, when the 
" Century Center traffic report's own numbers show more i han 3, 100 peak hour Gcncrai 
1amic's trips nre added lo the sy,tcm. 

,er data which conflicts "'i th the New Century figures is the CalTrans ' I'M peak traffic volumes. J 
,cd on normal peak and spUt assumptions, these volumes, taken from CaJTrans Project Report 
:umenl show the numbers for this some intersection approach 10 be almost 100'/, grta.tc.i: than 
al i, shown in the N ew Century project traffic impact analysis. The EIR incorrectly identifies 
,acts. 

: 5!udr mcthodolc iY used by the New Century applicant, as sl• lw on pages 4 2 • 4. IJ, is as I 
ow~: "The City has acknowledged a rcdcyelopmcnl jncrcment for the proposed project to allow 
the rccnpturc of the traffic generat ion tlut was previously arngned lo the site". Al though this is 

.,ethodology which we h.ave sue<:cssfully applied on project,, it is inappropriate when med fqr 
I R impact e.nalysis purpose., al the General Dynamics site. While it is reasonable lo allow credit 

pog, I A:'-l;d-J.S.Pl/dlsk 

.wrr Vu.u ROAD, SVnL 106 • !.u1 D1~r;o, CA 9212)-157) • (619) JW-f9JJ • FAX (619) J60-97Jf 

bl/ 
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The analysis is consistent with traffic distribution patterns based on lhe regional transportation 
model and agreed lo by lhe Cily staff prior to initialing the analysis . All project traffic has been 
accounted for in the traffic assignment process. Site traffic is spread over numerous streets. 
Referring to on ly one movement at one intersection is misleading. The referenced 
intersection is heavily impacted by project traffic and was allocated a total of 1.193 p.m. peak 
hour trips in the analysis for lhe time frame cited . This represents nearly 40 percent of all 
project traffic during this lime period. 

The reference is to a Caltrans Project Study Report of wh ich there is no available 
documentation of model assumptions. Traffic volumes for the proposed project's traffic 
impact analysis were developed using normal and customary techniques. 

Tile approach used in this study is consistent with C,ty practice for evaluating redevelopment 
projects . All proJect traffic has been ana lyzed and all project impacts have been mitigated. 
Local roadway redevelopment increment impacls are mitigated prior to exceeding lhis 
threshold. 
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,rcviou.s fees paid by the n!!.S t General Dynamics plant and for its traffic generation when it wa, j 
11ting 115 .anc major cmr: , er, it cannot be u5cd to evaluate present "existing" and "cumulativo". 
JSC as existing, numbers would nocd to be c.ompiled from htlsl.a; the buildings were emptied and b b 
olishcd. There i:1 Little or no activity presently at the site. Employment, traffic and use of the site . 
been phased ou.t over the pnst five or moro years. Its use has been declining for several ycar5 Cb-. {_ 
c Kearny Mesa developed around it. 

tra ffi c analysis 5hould have been c.onductcd ming intcr,eelion pc.ak hour trallic counts t1U<cn 
.n General Dynamics was in full operation. Then, traffic growth should be added to reflect 
:lopment and growth that has occurred to-date. Additionally, there needs to be an adjwt.roent 
consideration that General Dynamics was a , ingle lat!!• manufacturing type employer who 1,.,1 
,cicnt control over its worlcforc.c to spread its employees into several shills over a twenty-four 
r period. Thc,eforc, even using traffic c.ounl s from the fuU force of General Dynamit.1 al it, 
,test peri od of r:mployment, traffic is spread out over three peaks of shin workcJS. This would 
1consistcnt to compare ·w1t.h a shopping center or any other type of ,mailer multiple JilCts at the 
e acreage. The new base condition, using General Dyn.a.mic., peak employment without factoi:y 
: ,hin,, should be mitigated 10 accept&blc levels of service, J.l.u;n tJ,e new traflic which is to be 
buted to the plan amendmen t should be added. 

iltcmative appmach which could have been used would be to add logic.a.J development pha.,cs of] 
New Century project lo eiu sting traffic fo r al l new development. Thi, is bow City and CMP 
lclincs require that an impact analysis be c.onduclcd. 

,ough the appli=t wou ld like to cite two rcunl projects a., comparable, there is in fact no 
;cuencc fo r the: manner thi s impact &noly,i, wu conducted. They suggest that both the Home 
,ot project on ]\fa.non Gorge Roa.d wd the Fa.,hion Valley Exp&nsion projcct.s arc consistent with 
rs. Using these two projects ._, comparable not only Sci.! a 9&ngcrou, precwcnce but nlso create, 
.uation of , pedal consideration on an extraordinary project. Despite their unique previ ous use. 
inc la rge employer, they ue not being required to follow routine city procedures. Procedures 
ch were written and enforcw by a city employee ,hortly before he was hired n.! the project's 
~c:~~,;ult::..11L lf l:tc Prv~CFJ l!d nc·.:,, '1j.:. w~ c to be sut,s:::.n:i&!lj' ~u:::til~ t_c Li:. i:.:::~iou! u:c, Lhc:c 
• be argumeru for properly applying a redevelopment increment type analysis. One basic· employer 
hat site who could ·control and a.dju.st the peak houn of their work force would be one siiniln.r use. 
Jthcr example would be the expansion of the !Mime type of use which is existing and can be 
isurcd &nd properly a,alyu:d wi th some degree of predictability. 

1t.rary lo the New Century projecl, the Home Depot Projoct did not generate enough new traffic] 
yen require an EIB impact AOA!ysis. Comparison of a project which generated more that I 00,000 
, with one that generates fewer than 1,000 new trips h no! a 1imilu or nlid comparLIQn. 

: second project citod a., comparable to the New Century projca is the Fuhion Valley Expansion.\ 
s reasoning is faulty for the following three reasons.: 

a. The type of development al Fasl.lion Valley was cxining and the ,amo use 
expanded. 

pog, 1 A:'-ed~~-PlldiJk 
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Turning movement traffic counts from the period of time when General Dynamics was in full 
operation are not available. Furthermore. these historical counts would not have accounted 
for any traffic growth that has occurred over the past few years . The approach used in the 
draft EIR traffic impact analysis to add the redevelopment increment to current traffic volumes 
fu ll y accounts for all traffic and is consistent with other City projects and is appropriate for 
eva luating the impacts of a redevelopment project such as New Century Center. 

The approach used in the traffic impact analysis is consistent with both the purpose and the 
intent of City and CMP traffic study guidelines. 

The Draft EIR and traffic study do not mention the Home Depot and Fashion Valley Expansion 
projects. or otherwise indicate that they are comparable to the proposed project. The analysis 
methodology is consistent with other projects involving redevelopment/renovation of existing 
si tes prepared in the City of San Diego. Examples include Mission Valley West. Clai remont 
Square. Balboa-Genesee Towers. and Naval Training Center. among others. 

The Home Depot traffic study was not cited in the traffic study or the EIR. The documentation 
for this project was not reviewed nor have any methodology from this study been used to 
eva luate the New Century Center development. The New Century Center project does 
evaluate traffic conditions assuming all traffic developed by the site (including traffic 
generated by previous uses and new traffic from the site) . 

The Fashion Valley Expansion traffic study was not consulted in determining the methodology 
for evaluating the New Cen tury Center project. The Draft Program EIR and traffic study 
assumptions and methodology accurately reflect projected traffic conditions with the project. 
All project traffic has been accounted for. fully evaluated . and mitigated to the full extent 
required by CEQA 
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b. Actual existing conditioru could be mcasurcd . 
c. The City Traffic Impact Analysis and CMP procedures in dfcct M the time, 

which arc norm3lly requ ired, were followed. 

I on U1e foregoing, the DEIR Traffic Study =miplions and mcU1odology arc clearly inaccurat e 
ncomplelc because impacts arc understated and a complete analy,is which reflects actunl 
tions was not done. 

1avc a number of other concerns &nd have found scvcnl inaccuracies, inccn,i,tcncic.s or 
1plctc conclusions within the New Caitury analysis. They arc detailed and oxtcnsivc. However, 
e confident that this projects snalysis will uot pass• careful city stalfrcview. We ,re cspccia.lly 
1rtablc that unlc.ss Uiis projoct is granted "over iiding consideration" or "favored project" status, 
be required to prepare the same aruuysi, a, any other similarly si tuated project - "ith the same 

nptions and requirement,. Once that analysis is prepared and objectively cvnluotcd, tho 
1tion will be more equi tably identified and exacted from this project. 

k you for tho opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We look forwnrd to recciving the fEIR 
.upplemcntal EIR for review and comment. 

·;1e H'tJ tlal.t: 
'111 Fra,c.h.(;on,oh-r1 
'oyor Susan Goldin~ end City Council Mcm bus 
farming Com1'11JJlonrr, 

pogc 3 A:lj;d.J:S. 97(di1k 
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9/02/97 
METER RATES ALONG ROUTE 163 

Location Rate 

Century Park/NB 163 280 VPH 

8alboo/N B 163 1100 VPH 

EB Clairemont Mesa Blvd/NB 163 750 VPH 

WB Clairemont Mesa Blvd/NB i63 500 VPH 

EB Clairemont Mesa Blvd/SB 163 800 VPH 

WB Clairemont Mesa Blvd/SB 163 1100 VPH 

Note: The above represent realistic estimates of future metering 
rates, or current settings, Due to the nature of ramp metering, 
additional adjustments may be made in the future. 

Max Wickham 
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SAN DIEGO 
EXECUTJVf. COMI'I.J::X • 1010 SECOND AVI~NUi;· • StlN DIEGO, CAUfOJiNIA Y2 l OI 

'IRAfJilC: 

fNClNEJ':!UNC 
DrvrSION 

~~ 

TR 220,847 

August 18, 1997 

Rick Hopkins 
Caltrans 

Dear Rick: 

As part of the redevelopment of the General Dynamics property in Kearny Mesa, 
modifications and/or improvements to the existing Clairemont Mesa Boulevard inter
change with State Route 163 are being proposed, which will require the preparation 
of a Project Study Report (PSR). 

It is our understanding that General Dynamics will prepare the PSR, with Ca!trans and 
City of San Diego oversight. We are therefore requesting that Caltrans officially initi
ate the PSR process for the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/SR-163 interchange. 

Please call Larry Van Wey at 533-3005 if you have any questions regarding this 
request. The contact person at General Dynamics is Jeffrey Kudlac (694-7375). 

Silicerely, 

uh, Si-/ 
AL~EN HO~DEN,· JR. 
Deduty Director 

BJ:ml 

cc: Gary Halbert, Deputy Director, Land Development Review Division 
Labib Qasem, Associate Engineer, Land Development Review Division 
Jeffrey Kudlac 

. . , -1..~x ;\" 

4' >(' Z o". 
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S.1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

New Century Center Program EIR 

The proposed New Century Center project involves the amendment to the San Diego Progress 

Guide and General Plan , Kearny Mesa Community Plan , and City zoning map to allow for 

development of the site with mixed-use retail , office , entertainment, business park, light industrial , 

and support commercial uses. Under a separate Demolition Program Agreement (Document No. 

C-06725) , the City of San Diego has authorized the phased demolition of the existing 

aerospace/defense-related structures ; phased demolition of structures commenced in 1995. 

Implementation of the proposed project assumes the site is vacant with the exception of the on-site 

Computer Science Corporation (CSC) facility and Missile Park. 

The project would allow for the implementation of 3,670,000 to 4,465,000 square feet of 

development within nine planning areas . The western 85 acres would be developed under a 

Planned Commercial Development (PCD) permit allowing 1,270,000 to 1,430,000 square feet of 

retail , entertainment, mixed-use commercial , a central "Market Square ," and hotel uses. The 

central and eastern 159 acres would be developed under a Planned Industrial Development (PID) 

permit allowing 2,400,000 to 3,035,000 square feet of industrial , business park, retail/commercial , 

and support commercial uses. In the eastern portion of the site , &-5 7.0 acres of the existing 

Missile Park and the 10 acre 11 -acre CSC facility would be retained . In addition , a biological 

resources conservation bank is also proposed along the southern boundary of the project site to 

allow for the preservation of sensitive biological resources. 

S.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is located in the Kearny Mesa community in the City of San Diego, California. The 

site is approximately 5 miles northeast of downtown San Diego and approximately 8 miles east of 

the Pacific Ocean. The 244-acre site is generally bounded by Clairemont Mesa Boulevard on the 

north , Electronics Way on the south , Ruffin Road on the east, and State Route 163 (SR-163) and 

Kearny Villa Road on the west. Of the 244 acres, z-34 233 acres are General Dynamics land uses 

and 4-B 11 acres are the CSC facility. 

All but approximately 14.1 acres of the 244 site have been subject to development activities, 

including buildings , structures, surface parking areas , landscaping, and Missile Park. Of the 

approximately 14.1 acres, approximately 9.8 acres are located in the eastern section of the site and 

approximately 4.3 acres are located in the southern section of the site . These two areas support 

vegetation communities, including coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral , San Diego 

hardpan vernal pools , non-native grassland/coastal sage scrub, and ruderal. These habitats 

support several sensitive plant and animal species. 
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S.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES 

Development of the New Century Center project would potentially result in significant environmental 

effects. The potential significant impacts associated with the project are as follows: 

• Land Use (freeway traffic, Resource Protection Ordinance) 
• Transportation and Circulation (local traffic circulation and freeway traffic) 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Noise (construction and mobile sources) 
• Paleontological Resources 
• Public Utilities (solid waste disposal and storm drain system) 

Significant impacts associated with paleontological resources , local traffic circulation , noise from 

mobile sources, project-specific solid waste disposal , and storm drains can be fully mitigated to a 

level that is considered less than significant . Policy-related land use impacts and impacts to 

freeways (cumulative) , air quality degradation, biological resources , and cumulative solid waste 

disposal can be partially mitigated, but would remain significant and unavoidable . With respect to 

freeway impacts, the Kearny Mesa Community Plan acknowledges that buildout of the community 

would result in significant and unavoidable freeway segment impacts ; these unavoidable impacts 

would occur even if the project site were not developed. With respect to air quality, all project 

alternatives , with the exception of the No Project "A" Alternative (no development on the project 

site) , would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts . 

Table S-1 summarizes , by major issue area , the potential significant impacts associated with the 

New Century Center project and , where applicable, proposed mitigation measures contained in 

Sections 4.0 and 6.0 of this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Please refer to these 

sections for the specific mitigation language. Table S-2 summarizes the potential non-significant 

impacts associated with the proposed project as analyzed in Sections 4.0 through 8.0 of this EIR. 

S.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The following descriptions summarize the alternatives to the proposed project contained in Section 

9.0 of this EIR. Please refer to this section for the complete descriptions and analysis. 

Ne Project "A" Alternative 

This alternative assumes the continuation of the phased demolition of the existing structures . Upon 

completion of the demolition activities, the site would be vacant , with the exception of the 1 n soPF~ 

11-acre Computer Science Corporation (CSC) parcel and the 26-acre Missile Park site . The 

analysis of this alternative assumes that the site would be completely cleared and vacant of all 
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structures except those noted above. Since Missile Park is a private facility, the City would have 

to purchase the park and/or assume responsibility for funding its use and maintenance as a public 

park . Existing areas of natural vegetation and vernal pools would be left in their current 

unmanaged condition . 

No Project "B" Alternative 

Under this alternative , the site would be redeveloped under the existing zoning designations. A 

conservation bank is assumed to be implemented on the Southern Section of the property, near 

the southeastern corner. The site is assumed to undergo phase redevelopment as allowed by the 

current zoning: approximately 6 acres of M-1A and 238 acres of M-1 Buses. As identified in the 

Kearny Mesa Community Plan , the site could be developed with approximately 5,107,800 square 

feet of industrial park uses and 99,100 square feet of retail uses. This level of intensity would be 

greater than the proposed project. Missile Park is not an identified land use in the Community 

Plan. However, this alternative assumes that it would remain because the City and community 

have expressed interest in retaining the facility as a park. 

Reduced Intensity Alternative 

This alternative would involve development of the site with land use intensity that is approximately 

40 percent less than the proposed project. The two primary objectives of this alternative are to 

reduce average daily traffic generation from the site and to reduce encroachment into sensitive 

habitat areas. This alternative assumes no encroachment into sensitive areas as specified in the 

City's Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) . The proposed mix of land uses in the proposed 

project would be retained , as would all other features that characterize the proposed project, 

including the Main Street spine, Market Square , reconfigured Missile Park, and an on-site 

circulation network that connects to adjacent roadways. On-site development would be 

concentrated to avoid biologically sensitive lands. Therefore, Planning Areas 5A, 58, 6A, 6C, and 

60 would not be developed, reducing this alternative's development area by 35.6 acres in 

comparison with the proposed project. These parcels would be designated as Open Space, but 

a conservation bank would not be implemented for these areas . 

Mixed-Use With Residential Component Alternative 

This alternative would implement the proposed project with the addition of 500 units of varying 

market rate , multi-family residential dwelling units at a density of 18-30 units per acre in the 

Industrial and Business Park area of the site. The units would be placed on approximately 54 acres 

of Planning Areas 4A, 48, and 5A, proposed by the project for industrial- and business park-related 

land uses. All other proposed features of the proposed project would be retained under this 
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alternative, including the conservation bank in the Southern Section of the site and the use of off

site mitigation for loss of vernal pool resources in the Eastern Section. 

Regional Retailing and Industrial Business Park Alternative (Design Alternative) 

Although it was not envisioned that this alternative would necessarily reduce environmental impacts 

of the proposed project, it is included in the alternatives analysis as a design alternative. It would 

implement the proposed NCC Master Plan through a development program involving a regional 

retailing complex (not a traditional regional mall) in the western portion of the site. The regional 

retailing uses would replace the mixed use commercial , retail , and entertainment uses designated 

in the proposed project for this location. The intensity of the retailing uses would be approximately 

equivalent to the 1,450,000 to 1,900,000 square feet of commercial uses in the proposed project. 

An urban garden would be provided to serve as a transition between the retail and industrial 

business park uses to the east. The proposed PIO area would be developed with the intensity and 

uses in the proposed project, including a reconfigured Missile Park (&-5 7.0 acres). A conservation 

bank would be implemented in the Southern Section and off-site mitigation would be used for 

vernal pool impacts in the Eastern Section. 

Table S-3 provides a comparison between the potential impacts of the proposed project and these 

alternatives . 

S.5 FUTURE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This Program EIR is intended to serve as the primary environmental document for all future 

entitlements associated with the proposed project, including all discretionary approvals requested 

or required to implement the project. This EIR identifies significant environmental impacts which 

require the implementation of mitigation. Such mitigation will be implemented at the appropriate 

phases of the project (e.g., prior to issuance of grading permits, building permits, etc.). This EIR 

has identified mitigation appropriate for a Program-level EIR; additional analysis may be required, 

as identified in this EIR, as planning area-specific developments are proposed. 
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TABLE S-1 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.1 - Land Use Policy (Direct and Cumulative) 

Absent a General Plan amendment, Community Plan amendment, and rezone, the 
proposed project would be inconsistent with existing land use designations and zoning for 
the site as presented in the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan , the 
Kearny Mesa Community Plan and zoning map. The project would also be inconsistent 
with the goals/objectives of these plans re lated to the retention of industrial land for 
industrial uses. The proposed redesignation of the site would not result in significant 
environmental impacts; therefore , the inconsistencies with adopted environmental goals 
of the General Plan and Community Plan would not be considered significant. The project 
would incrementally contribute to significant impacts to freeway segments . This significant 
freeway impact would occur with or without development of the project site . 

The development of the biologica l resources for the Eastern Section of the site would 
conflict with the regulatory standards of the Resource Protection Ordinance. The loss of 
0.2 acre of vernal pool wetlands and 9.0 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub would exceed 
RPO encroachment allowances for wetlands and biologically sensitive lands. While a RPO 
permit may be approved through the alternative compliance process , together with the 
necessary findings, this does not mitigate this inconsistency with the development 
regula tions . Therefore, this constitutes a significant direct and cumulative impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The project's contribu tion to freeway impacts is considered significant and unavoidable. 

Proposed mitigation measures would reduce the potential direct and cum11ative land use 
policy conflicts with the RPO encroachment allowances. However, these impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable. Both on-site and off-site mitigation measures are 
proposed in Section 4.4 of this EIR and summarized below in Section 4.4 , Biological 
Resources, of Table S-1 . The following alternatives would avoid these impacts: No Project 
"A" Alternative and Reduced Intensity Alternative . The other alternatives would have the 
same biological impacts as the proposed project. 
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TABLE S-1 (continued) 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.2 - Transportation and Circulation (Direct and Cumulative) 

The proposed project would generate apprnximatel) as much as 81 ,300 average daily 
trips (ADT) which is an increase of approximately 11 ,000 ADT over levels assumed in the 
Kearny Mesa Community Plan . In Year 2006, all intersections in the project study area 
wou ld operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) with the following 
exceptions: 

-Clairemont Mesa/Ruffin Road-LOS F-(p.m. peak) 
-Clairemont Mesa/Kearny Villa Road-LOS F-(a .m. and p.m. peaks) 
-Clairemont Mesa/Shawline Street-LOS F-(p.m. peak) 
-Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road-LOS F-(a .m. and p.m. peaks) 
-Balboa Avenue/Convoy Street-LOS F-(p.m. peak) 
-Kearny Villa Road/SR-163 northbound ramps-LOS F-(a .m. and p.m. peaks) 
-SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard northbound offramp-LOS F-(a .m and p.m. 
peak) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

1. Prior to the approval of any site plan that would increase the aggregate square footage 
developed within the project site beyond the redevelopment increment (3 ,160 p m. 
peak hour trips) "Redevelopment Increment" site plan , the applicant shall submit to the 
City of San Diego Development Services Department, a Transportation System 
Phasing Plan identifying which of the potentially impacted intersections identified as 
Intersection Improvements A through F operating at LOS E or F and when such 
improvements would need to be implemented in order to maintain LOS D or better 
conditions. The Phasing Plan shall be subject to review and approval by the City. 

S-6 

A. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Ruffin Road : 

- Add one eastbound through lane 
- Add one eastbound left-turn lane 
- Add one westbound left-turn lane 
- Add one northbound right-turn lane 
- Add one northbound through lane 

B. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Kearny Villa Road : 

- Add one southbound left-turn lane 
- Add one eastbound through lane 

Add one northbound left-turn lane 
- Add one southbound through lane 

C. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Shawline Street: 

- Add one westbound right-turn lane 
- Add one southbound through lane 

D. Balboa Avenue at Ruffin Road : 

- Add one southbound right-turn lane 
- Add one northbound right-turn lane 

E. Balboa Avenue at Convoy Street : 

Add one westbound right-turn lane 
- Add one northbound right-turn lane 
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TABLE S-1 (continued) 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.2 - Transportation and Circulation (Direct and Cumulative} (con'tl 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

F. Kearny Villa Road/SR-163/Century Park: 

- Add one southbound right-turn lane 
- Restripe the eastbound approach to provide two left-turn lanes. one through 

lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane 
- Restripe the westbound approach to provide two left turn lanes and one shared 

through/right-turn lane 

2. Prior to the approval of the Redevelopment Increment Site Plan, the applicant shall 
demonstrate with respect to each of the intersections identified as Intersection 
Improvements A through F that one of the following has occurred: 

a. The above-referenced traffic improvements have been implemented; or, 

b. The Phasing Plan approved by the City reasonably demonstrates that LOS D or 
better conditions can be maintained until subsequent phases of project 
development at which time Intersection Improvements A through F, as applicable, 
shall be implemented . 

5. Upon issuance of each building permit subsequent to the approval of the 
Redevelopment Increment Site Plan, the applicant shall pay development impact fees 
as requ ired by the Kearny Mesa Community Facilities Financing Plan. Note: to the 
extent that the applicant's construction of traffic improvements results in contributions 
in excess of the applicant's fair share, credits may be obtained against the payment of 
additional development impact fees for improvements to SR-163 and Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard in accordance with the conditions of approval for Vesting Tentative Map 96-
0165. 

6. The applicant shall apply for an amendment to the Kearny Mesa Community Financing 
Plan to include the "over and above" Community Plan improvements identified as 
necessary at buildout in the Kimley-Horn and Associates Traffic Impact Analysis . 
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TABLE S-1 (continued) 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.2 - Transportation and Circulation (Direct and Cumulative) (con'tl 

In Year 2006, all roadway segments in the project vicinity would operate at acceptable 
levels with the following exceptions: 

-Clairemont Mesa Boulevard (Kearny Villa Road to Mercury Street and Shawline Street 
to 1-805)-LOS E/F and LOS E, respectively. 

-Balboa Avenue (Ruffin Road to Mercury Street and Convoy Street to Sportmart 
entrance)-LOS E and LOS F, respectively. 

-Ruffin Road (Balboa Avenue to Convair Drive and Chesapeake Drive to Kearny Villa 
Road)-LOS F and LOS E, respectively. 

It should be noted that these roadway segments are identified as deficient in the Kearny 
Mesa Community Plan and would therefore operate at congested levels of service with or 
without the proposed project. 

Freeway segments for !he Year 2006 were analyzed in accordance with standard Caltrans 
methodologies. All freeway segments in the project vicinity will operate at acceptable 
levels , with the following exceptions: 

-1-15 (1-8 to Aero Drive ar,d ClairertHJRI Mesa Beule,ard le SR 52)-LOS EfF 
-SR-52 (1-805 to H-5 SR-163)-LOS F 
-1-805 (Murray Rid9e Road to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard)-LOS E/F 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Implementation of Intersection Improvements A through F will result in acceptable levels 
of service on all Clairemont Mesa Boulevard , Balboa Avenue , and Ruffin Road roadway 
segments . 

Ramp Metering 

3. Fer the Year 2006 , ir, the e,er,t that traffic at the SR 163/Clairer, ,efll Mesa 
Beule,ard eastbeur,d le seuthbeur,d er,ramp er the SR 163/1,earl'l) Villa Read 
r,erthbeur,d er,ramp e~eeed the meter rate durir,g the p.m. peak heur. either 
Caltrar,s ,oill ir,erease the ramp meter rate frnm 1,000 ,ehieles per heur te er,sure 
that traffie dees Mt baek up er,te Gil) streets , er the appliear,t ouill ir,stall, er, a fair 
share basis, apprnpriate additier,ai imprnvemer,ts te the satisfaetier, ef Caltrar,s ar,d 
the Cit) Er,gir,eer. 

Prior to any development above the Redevelopment Increment, in the event that 
traffic at the SR-163/Kearny Villa Road northbound onramp exceeds the meter rate 
during the p.m. peak hour, either Caltrans will increase the ramp meter rate to 
ensure that a significant impact does not occur to City streets ; or a) in the event a 
significant impact will occur during the first phase of development above the 
Redevelopment Increment, the applicant will install, on a fair share basis , an HOV 
bypass lane to the satisfaction of Caltrans and the City Engineer; orb) in the event 
a significant impact will occur during subsequent phases of development, the 
applicant shall either install, on a fair share basis, an HOV bypass lane to the 
satisfaction of Caltrans and the City Engineer or shall post a bond or other security 
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TABLE S-1 (continued ) 
SIGNIFICANT IM PACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.2 - Transportation and Circulation (Direct and Cumulative) (can't) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

satisfactory to the City Engineer ensuring that the HOV bypass lane shal l be constructed 
prior to such significant impact. 

S-9 

Interchanges 

4. Prier le ar,r,re,al ef Hie Rede,eler,ffierit lriereffierit Site Plari the ar,r,liearit shall 
Af>ffiflRo;ilrAlf> IRAI IRf> follfluo il'l<"l RAo;i fld'.tlfre.lJ · 

Prior to any development above the Redevelopment Increment, and within 90 days 
after the City and Caltrans have approved the Project Study Report (PSR) for the 
SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange and its associated construction 
budget, construction of the interchange improvements shall be assured to the 
satisfaction of the City Eng ineer. 

Prior to any development above the Redevelopment Increment, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the following has occurred: 

- The City and Caltrans have approved a Project Study Report (PSR) that 
recommends "partial cloverleaf' improvements (without widening of the existing 
structures) and a construction budget for the SR-163/Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard interchange as described further in the Kimley-Horn and Associates 
Traffic Impact Analysis (see Figure 4.3-3 in Appendix B of the Program EIR), 
or any other alternative project sufficient to address the Year 2006 conditions 
identified through the PSR process. The City has initiated a Capital 
Improvement Program project for construction of the project approved through 
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TABLE S-1 (continued) 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.2 - Transportation and Circulation (Direct and Cumuiative) (con't) 

Section 4.3 - Air Quality (Direct and Cumulative) 

Long-term Regional Impacts 

Long-term emissions produced by the proposed project from vehicles , use of natural gas, 
and use of electricity are estimated to be 3,040.7 pounds per day of CO. 340.8 pounds per 
day of ROG, 568.2 pounds per day of NO,, 71.8 pounds per day of PM,0 , and 57.3 pounds 
per day of SO,. The City of San Diego's 100 pounds per day significance threshold for 
ROG and NO, and 550 pounds per day significance threshold for CO would be exceeded. 
These impacts would be considered significant. The San Diego APCD stationary source 
thresholds would not be exceeded . 

Section 4.4 - Biologiical Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

Impacts to Biological Resources 

The following impacts to biological resources in the Eastern Section of the project site 
would be considered significant: 

Loss of 16 vernal pool basins covering approximately 0.2 acre. 
Loss e,. Jernal pool basins which support San Diego fairy shrimp. 
Loss of approximately 44 individuals of San Diego mesa mint from two vernal pool 
basins . 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

the PSR project. The applicant has advanced the funding for construction of the required 
improvements consistent with an approved construction budget. However, such sums 
shall be reduced by the amount of fair share contributions collected by the City of San 
Diego from other development projects which impact the SR-163/Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard interchange and by any funds which have been specifically allocated to the 
construction of such improvements as set forth in the Kearny Mesa Community Facilities 
Financing Plan. 

Freeway Segments 

The project's contribution is considered a significant unavoidable cumulative impact. This 
impact would occur with or without development of the project site . 

Significant impacts can only be avoided through the implementation of the No Project "A" 
Alternative . Air quality impacts associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the 
Mixed-use with Residential Component Alternative would be less than the proposed 
project, but would remain unavoidable. 

Impacts to vernal pool basins including San Diego mesa mint and San Diego fairy shrimp 
would be mitigated to the fullest extent feasible ; however, the loss of any vernal pool 
habitat is considered a significant unavoidable direct and cumulative impact. The No 
Project "A" Alternative and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would avoid these impacts. 
Following are recommended biological resource mitigation measures for the project. 

S-10 Executive Summary 



New Century Center Program EIR 

TABLE S-1 (continued) 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.4 - Biological Resources (Direct and Cumulative) (con't) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Vernal Pools 

Two alternatives exist for vernal pool mitigation: on-site mitigation to be implemented 
through the purchase of credits in the conservation bank established in the Southern 
Section and off-site mitigation through the purchase of off-site vernal pool habitat within 
the Del Mar Mesa area (or other areas of vernal pool habitat determined appropriate by the 
City and regulatory agencies) . Mitigation ratios for loss of vernal pool basin areas within 
the Eastern Section will vary depending upon the quality of the vernal pool being impacted . 
These ratios are identified in Section 4.4 . Mitigation could also consist of a combination 
of on-site and off-site mitigation . 

San Diego Mesa Mint 

Impacts to 44 individuals of San Diego mesa mint would be mitigated through on-site 
creation (within the Southern Section) of 1,500 square feet of vernal pool basin area . 
Guidelines for removing and creati ng habitat for the San Diego Mesa mesa mint are 
outl ined in Section 4.4 . Impacts to verna l pool habitat and vernal pool basin area are 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

San Diego Fairy Shrimp 

Impacts to th ree vernal po'i)IS identified as supporting San Diego fair shrimp will be 
mitigated throu gh on-site creation (within the Southern Section) of 1,500 square feet of 
vernal pool basin area. Guidelines for moving fairy shrimp inoculum are provided in 
Section 4.4 . Impacts to vernal pool habitat and vernal pool basin area are considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

The following impacts to biological resources in the Eastern Section of the project site I Coastal California Gnatcatcher 
would be considered significant prior to mitigation: 

Loss of 9.0 acres of on-site coastal sage scrub. This would be considered 
significant under the NCCP Process Guidelines. 

Direct impacts to coastal sage scrub/coastal California gnatcatchers, can be mitigated to 
a level considered less than significant with implementation of the following measure. The 
project does not result in significant cumulative impacts to coastal sage scrub or coastal 
California gnatcatchers. 
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TABLE S-1 (continued) 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.4 - Biological Resources (Direct and Cumulative) (con'tl 

Loss of approximately 9.0 acres of coastal sage scrub would result in the loss of 
one pair of coastal California gnatcatchers. 

The loss of 9.0 acres of coastal sage scrub is also expected to result in the extirpation of 
the pair of gnatcatchers associated with the Southern Section due to a reduction of habitat 
and to construction activities. 

Section 4.10 - Noise (Direct) 

Short-term Constructi on Impacts 

Construction activities would temporarily increase noise levels in the project area . 
Construction noise could produce temporarily exterior noise levels at on-site and off-site 
businesses that would be considered substantially interfering with normal business 
communication (i.e ., greater than 65 dBA). This would represent a significant impact. 
Residences would not be exposed to noise levels above the daytime construction noise 
standard of 75 dBA. 

Project Mobile Source Impacts 

Daily traffic volume increases associated with the "future with project" scenario would 
cause a Oto 8 dBA increase above noise levels associated with the existing conditions and 
a -1 to 8 dBA change from noise levels associated with the "future without project" 
scenario. Land uses surrounding the project site would be exposed to minor changes in 
traffic noise levels . 

Section 4.11 - Paleontoloqical Resources (Direct) 

The majority of the project site is in a developed condition and has been subject to prior 
grading and excavation activities. Limited grading activities however are proposed for 
implementation of the project. Grading could impact resources in the Lindavista and Friars 
Formations. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Coastal Sage Scrub 

Prior to issuance of grading permits for Planning Areas SA, 58, 6A, or 6C, impacts to 
coastal sage scrub shall be mitigated through either: (A) payment of fees into the City of 
San Diego's Habitat Acquisition Fund or (B) acquisition or dedication in fee title or 
conservation easement of off-site habitat for permanent preservation . 

Implementation of the following measures would reduce construction noise levels . 
However, the impact would remain significant: noise-generating equipment shall be 
shielded from nearby businesses by properly outfitted and maintained with noise reduction 
devices to minimize construction-generated noise. Full mitigation would require the 
adoption of the No Project "A" Alternative. 

The applicant shall show setbacks and/or sound walls and/or berms and/or other design 
features on building plans so that the proposed project's usable exterior areas for offices 
along Ruffin Road , Electronics Way east of Kearny Villa Road , and Convair Drive east of 
Kearny Villa Road are exposed to noise levels less than 70 CNEL. Implementation of this 
mitigation would reduce potential noise impacts to a levels considered less than significant 

Prior to issuance of a grading permit , the applicant shall submit a soils report with each 
grading plan to determine the locations of Lindavista and/or Friars Formations on-site . If 
the soils report determines these formations are present where grading activities would 
occur, the applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist to implement a monitoring 
program. The monitoring program will include attendance at pre-construction meetings , 
on-site monitoring , collection and archival of all collected fossils , and report preparation . 
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TABLE S-1 (continued) 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.1 2 - Public Uti lities (Direct and Cumulative) 

Solid Waste 

The project would result in significant ongoing direct and cumulative waste generation 
(approximately 23.218 tons of solid waste per year for the project) . 

Storm Drains 

Storm water runoff is projected to increase approximately 6 percent, but would not 
exceed the existing condition through on-site drainage systems. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The project's contribut ion to cumulative waste generation is significant and unavoidable. 
Full mitigation would require the adoption of the No Project "A" Alternative. 

The project applicant shall be responsible for the preparation of a waste management plan 
which will be approved by the City of San Diego Environmental Services Department. The 
plan shall include specific goals for waste reduction and recycling . It shall emphasize 
source separation , and specify material reuse and recycling , where possible. 

Mitigation for the ongoing impacts of the proposed project include : source reduction and 
separation , "buy-recycled" policies , reduction policies . off-site composting, in-house 
recycling , drop-off sites , monetary compensation for equipment and service needs, 
employee education , customer education, and manufacturing design modification to 
promote source reduction or recycling. 

All of these measures shall be noted as conditions of the Planned Commercial 
Development and the Planned Industrial Development permit. 

Prior to recordation of a final map a drainage plan will be submitted to the City to validate 
the conclusions of the December 1996 study and to confirm that post-development runoff 
rates are consistent with existing conditions. 
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TABLE S-2 
IMPACTS CONSIDERED NOT SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.1 - Land Lise Policy (Direct) 

The proposed project would not be considered an incompatible land use under the I No mitigation is required. 
Montgomery Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) because it is not located in 
noise impacted areas and/or Flight Activity Zones. Additionally , the project site is located 
in an area that would be considered compatible for the proposed uses as defined in the 
NAS Miramar CLUP. The project site is outside the defined Accident Potential Zones and 
would not exceed height restrictions . 

Secti on 4.3 - Air Qu2ility (Direct and Cumulative) 

Short-term Construct ion-related Air Emissions 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

During construction the proposed project cou ld produce approximately 244.7 pounds per 
day of CO. 60. 7 pounds per day of ROG, 381.4 pounds per day of NO,, and 1,346.3 
pounds per day of PM,0 emissions. Total short-term construct ion emissions wou ld not 
exceed the established thresholds , and would not be con sidered significant. 

Adherence to standard dust abatement and construction maintenance procedures would 
reduce these potential air quality impacts to a less than significant level. 

Long -term Local Impacts 

Due to low background CO levels, decreasing emissions from motor vehicles , and minor I Impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is required . 
congestion , the Californ ia and federal 1-hour and 8-hour CO standards of 20.0 ppm and 
9.0 ppm respectively , would not be exceeded at any intersection under the "Future With 
Project" scenario . Local mobile source CO concentrations due to the project would 
therefore be considered a less than significant impact. 

Section 4.4 - Biologi.cal Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

Development of the Eastern Section of the project site would result in the following impacts I No mitigation is required for these biological impacts which are not considered significant. 
which would not be considered significant: 

Loss of approximately 0.2 acre of southern mixed chaparral 
Loss of approximately 0.4 acre of ruderal habitat 
Loss of 5 to 10 individual orange-throated whiptail lizards 
Loss of approximately 2,860 individuals of knotweed spineflower 
Loss of Ashy Spike-moss 
Loss of approximately 121 individuals of Orcutt's brodiaea 
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TABLE S-2 (continued) 
IMPACTS CONSIDERED NOT SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 

Section 4.4 - Biological Resources {Direct and Cumulative} {can't} 

Consistency with Draft MSCP and NCCP 

The Eastern Section is outside of the MSCP Planning Area . Impacts to coastal sage No mitigation is required . 
scrub, coastal California gnatcatchers, San Diego Hardpan vernal pool habitat, San Diego 
mesa mint , and San Diego fairy shrimp would not have a significant impact on the long-
term conservation of these biological resources . 

Section 4.5 - Cultural Resources {Direct} 

The Kearny Mesa complex provided important contributions to the Atlas and Centaur The City has approved a phased demolition program for all bui ldings (with the exception 
programs between 1958 and 1968. Implementation of the approved demolition program of the CSC complex and Missile Park) on the property and the applicant is proposing to 
leaves the complex with virtually no integrity of associat ion with its Cold War functions . redevelop the site. Data recove ry has already been initiated by Genera l Dynamics, 

including photographic documentation and written historical information in accordance with 
the standards of the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS). No mitigation is required . 

Section 4.6 - Visual/Aesthetics {Direct} 

Implementation of the proposed project with the incorporation of provisions of the New No mitigat ion is required . 
Century Center Design Manual and Development Standards would not result in significant 
environmental impacts related to the visual quality of the area. The proposed project 
would not significantly alter the character of the surrounding area, create a negative visual 
appearance on site, or be inconsistent with the Urban Design Element of the Kearny Mesa 
Community Plan . 
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TABLE S-2 (continued) 
IMPACTS CONSIDERED NOT SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.7 - Public Health and Safety (Direct) 

The site has been used for industrial , manufacturing, and office uses. The following 
environmental conditions exist on-site : asbestos, lead paint, subsurface discharges of 
hazardous materials , underground storage tanks, and 1, 1, 1-trichloroethane (trich) . To 
ensure that demolition activities and any subsequent remediation does not expose people 
to on-site contamination , General Dynamics has prepared an Environmental Assessment 
Program consisting of the following four principal components: pre-demolition sampling 
and analysis , demolition, trich farm investigation, and final site characterizat ion. 

Implementation of the Environmental Assessment Program before , during , and after 
completion of the phased demolition of the site facilities will preclude, in accordance with 
applicable regulatory a~1ency requirements, the potential for hazardous materials to affect 
public health and safety. Any potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant 
levels. 

Section 4.8 - Geoloqy, Soils, and Erosion (Direct) 

Geologic conditions on-site are not expected to result in significant impacts to new 
development with implementation of required Uniform Building Code design standards. 
Potential impacts of project development including high erodibility of the soil , 
groundshaking, and other seismic-related hazards would be mitigated to a level less than 
significant through implementation of standard conditions of development projects. 

Construction activities have the potential to generate erosion of erodible soils if appropriate 
measures are not incorporated into the proposed grading plan and other project features , 
such as landscape plans. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Adherence to San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division, the San 
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board , Cal/OSHA, and Cal/EPA requirements would 
preclude adverse effects from hazardous materials from occurring during demoli tion and 
remed iation. Therefore, no mitigation is required . 

The appl icant's geotechnical consultant shall review final grading plans and on-site cuts 
and fills . The City Engineer shall approve final grading plans and issue a grading permit. 
These measures will be incorporated into the conditions of approval for the project and into 
appropriate construction documents. These measures would reduce potential impacts to 
a level considered less than significant. 

If any disposal of groundwater is required , a Dewatering Waste Discharge National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) permit shall be obtained from the San 
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The applicant shall comply with 
the provisions of the approved General Construction Activity Storm Water NPDES Permit 
from the RWQCB and an erosion control plan shall be submitted to the City Engineer for 
approval prior to project implementation. 
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TABLE S-2 (continued) 
IMPACTS CONSIDERED NOT SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.9 - Hydrology/Water Quality (Direct and Cumulative) 

Construction-related Impacts 

The removal of stabilizing vegetation cover, soil excavation and movement, and use of fi ll, 
if required , could have the potential to generate erosion and sedimentation . The potentia l 
transport of sediments into on-site vernal pools, Murphy Canyon Creek, and the San Diego 
River. could potentially result in significant impacts to surface water quality during and 
immediately after construction. Accidental spills or leaks of construction materials during 
development may also adversely impact surface water quality both within and downstream 
of the site . 

Urban Runoff 

Implementation of the proposed project would include the construction of buildings, surface 
parking areas, paving, and other impervious surfaces; however, it would not substantially 
increase the volume of stormwater runoff generated on-site (increase from 678 to 721 
cubic feet per second) . Stormwater and landscape-related runoff from the project site 
would likely result in the discharge of urban pollutants to stormwater conveyed from the 
site . The discharge of such pollutants could adversely affect the quality of surface and 
groundwaters within the site and adjacent Murphy Canyon Creek and San Clemente 
Canyon and could incrementally contribute to cumulative water quality impacts in the San 
Diego River. 

Section 4.10 - Noise (Direct) 

Stationary Source Impacts 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The SWPPP already adopted by the appl icant and the measures already incorporated into 
the NCC Master Plan shall be implemented. The on-site storm drain improvements would 
perpetuate the existing drainage conditions and flows and convey all stormwater runoff into 
existing off-site storm drain systems. The adopted SWPPP would maintain existing water 
quality levels. With implementation of these plans. no significant drainage and/or direct 
water quality impacts would result and no mitigation is required . 

Compliance with the adopted SWPPP would mitigate potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. No mitigation is required . 

The proposed land uses would produce small amounts of stationary noise. Minor I No mitigation is required. 
intermittent short-term increases in noise would occasionally be generated from tape 
players , radios, voices, and building mechanical air conditioning and heating systems. 
However, exterior noise levels produced by these stationary sources at the project site 
would not exceed the City's stationary source noise levels and no significant impacts wou ld 
result. 
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TABLE S-2 (continued) 
IMPACTS CONSIDERED NOT SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS 

Section 4.10 - Noise (Direct) (con'tl 

Stationary Source Impacts 

On-s ite and off-site uses would be exposed to the loudest noise levels when gasoline- I No mitigation is required. 
powered landscape equipment is used . Although this equipment can produce exterior 
noise levels above the City's stationary source noise levels , the City considers landscape 
maintenance activities to be temporary and of no significant consequence . 

Aircraft Noise Impacts 

Montgomery Field's ancl Miramar Naval Air Station's current and projected year 2000 noise I No mitigation is required . 
levels would not exceed 60 CNEL within the project site (the City's aircraft noise level 
threshold is 65 CNEL) . 

Section 4.12- Public Utilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

Water Service 

Water use for the proposed New Century Site would be approximately 1.02 million gallons I No mitigation is required. 
per day (gpd) . This represents an approximate 105,000 gpd decrease from previous on-
site municipal water use associated with the General Dynamics site. No impacts to water 
supply, demand, and conservation are anticipated. 

Sewer 

Approximately 738,704 gpd of wastewater would be generated by the proposed I No mitigation is required . 
commercial and industrial/business park uses at project buildout. This is approximately 
163,296 gallons less than prior uses at the site , and less than the wastewater generation 
would be with allowable development of the site under the Kearny Mesa Community Plan 
and zoning designations. No impacts to capacity at the Point Loma Sewage Treatment 
Plans would result from implementation of the proposed project. 
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TABLE S-3 

COMPARISON OF DIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
WITH PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Mixed-Use 
Residential 

No Project "A" No Project "B" Reduced Intensity Component 
Environmental Issue Proposed Project Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

Land Use SNM NS SNM NS SNM 

Traffic/Circulation SM NS SM SM SM 

Air Quality (Long-term) SNM NS SNM SNM SNM 

Biological Resources SNM NS SNM NS NS 

Cultural Resources NS NS NS NS NS 

Visual/Aesthetics NS NS NS NS NS 

Public Health and Safety NS NS NS NS NS 

Geology/Soils/Erosion NS NS NS NS NS 

Hydrology/Water Quality NS NS NS NS NS 

Noise (Construction/Mobile Sources) SNM/SM NS/NS SNM/SM SNM/SM SNM/SM 

Paleontological Resources SM NS SM SM SM 

Public Utilities SM/SM NS/NS SM/SM SM/SM SM"/SM 
(Solid Waste/Storm Drains) 

NS: Not significant 
SM: Significant but mitigable 
SNM: Significant and not mitigable 

. Additional potential impact (mitigable) to schools from addition of 500 dwelling un its under this alternative . 

S-19 

Regional Retailing 
and Industrial 
Business Park 

Alternative 

SNM 

SNM 

SNM 

SNM 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

SNM/SM 

SM 

SM/SM 
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1.1 PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

SECTION 1.0 

INTRODUCTION 

New Century Center Program EIR 

This Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to evaluate the potential 

environmental impacts associated with the construction and implementation of the New Century 

Center Master Plan project. It is intended to serve as an informational document for public 

agency decision makers and the general public regarding the objectives and components of the 

proposed project, and any potentially significant adverse environmental impacts that may be 

associated with the planning, construction, and operation of the project, as well as identify 

appropriate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or 

eliminate these impacts. 

The City of San Diego as lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

will review and consider the New Century Center Program EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 

96031091) in their decision to approve, revise, or deny the proposed project. This Program EIR 

has been prepared in conformance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code 15000 et 

seq.) , and the rules, regulations , and procedures for implementation of CEQA as adopted by 

the City of San Diego. 

This Program EIR is further intended to serve as the primary environmental document for all 

future entitlements associated with the proposed project, including all discretionary approvals 

requested or required to implement the project. In addition , this Program EIR is the primary 

reference document in the formulation and implementation of a mitigation monitoring and 

reporting program for the proposed project. 

The City of San Diego, which has the principal responsibility for processing and approving the 

project, and other public agencies (i.e., responsible and trustee agencies) that may use this 

Program EIR in the decision making or permitting process, will consider the information in this 

Program EIR along with other information that may be presented during the CEQA process. 

Responsible and trustee agencies are identified in Section 3.0, Project Description, of this 

Program EIR. In accordance with CEQA, public agencies are required to make findings for 

each environmental impact of the project identified in the Program EIR. If the lead agency and 

responsible agencies decide that the benefits of the proposed project outweigh any identified 

unmitigated significant environmental effects, they will be required to make a statement of 

overriding considerations stating reasons to support their actions. 
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The New Century Center (NCC) Program EIR is a Program EIR in accordance with state CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15168. The intent of this Program EIR is to provide a comprehensive single 

environmental document that will allow the City of San Diego, as the lead agency, to carry out 

the entire project. The Program EIR provides a comprehensive consideration of the reasonable 

anticipated scope of the project. Major discretionary actions required for overall project approval 

include: 

• General Plan Amendment (GPA 35-0383) 
• Kearny Mesa Community Plan Amendment (CPA 35-0383) 
• Rezone (RZ 96-0165) 
• Vesting Tentative Map (VTM 96-0165) 
• Planned Commercial Development (PCD) Permit (PCD 96-0165) 
• Planned Industrial Development (PIO) Permit (PIO 96-0165) 
• Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Permit (RPO 96-0165) 
• Subdivision Improvement Agreement 
• Development Agreement 

Subsequent actions on the project will include but not be limited to the consideration by the City 

of San Diego of the final map, site plan review, and any other associated actions needed to 

implement specific development plans. The lead agency can approve subsequent actions 

without additional environmental documentation unless as otherwise required by Public 

Resources Code Section 21166 and state CEQA Guidelines Section 15160 et seq. 

1.2 PROGRAM EIR FOCUS 

This Program EIR addresses the potential environmental effects of the proposed project and 

alternatives to the project. The scope of the Program EIR includes issues identified by the City 

of San Diego during the preparation of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and scoping letter for 

the proposed project, as well as environmental issues raised by agencies and the general public 

in response to the NOP, as described below. The NOP, scoping letter, and responses received 

prior to release of the draft Program EIR are included as Appendix A to this report. 

Scoping Process 

In compliance with the state CEQA Guidelines, the City of San Diego has taken steps to 

maximize opportunities to participate in the environmental process. An NOP and scoping letter 

were distributed on March 25, 1996, to various federal , state, regional , and local government 

agencies and other interested parties to solicit comments and inform the public of the proposed 

project. The project was described, potential environmental effects associated with project 

implementation were identified, and agencies and the public were invited to review and 

comment on the NOP and scoping letter. The close of the NOP review and comment period 

was April 29, 1996, although letters received later were accepted. 
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The following environmental issues were identified as being potential impacts associated with 

project implementation and are addressed in this Program EIR: land use, 

transportation/circulation , air qual ity, biological resources, cultural resources, visual/aesthetics, 

public health/safety, geology/soils/erosion , hydrology/water quality, noise, paleontological 

resources, and public utilities. Specific issues were identified for each of these environmental 

issues, and are discussed as to existing conditions, potential impacts, the significance of these 

potential impacts , and mitigation for significant impacts. 

Other mandatory sections required by CEQA include a discussion of growth inducement, 

cumulative impacts, and significant irreversible environmental changes. A discussion of 

alternatives to the proposed project is also presented in this Program EIR. 

Agencies, organizations, and interested parties not contacted or who did not respond to the 

request for environmental comments about the project during the preparation of the draft 

Program EIR have the opportunity to comment during the 45-day public review period on the 

draft Program EIR. 

Potential Impacts Found to be Not Significant 

Through the NOP process, the City of San Diego determined that a Program EIR was required 

to evaluate the potentially significant environmental effects of the project, and that the Program 

EIR should address all the potential environmental effects identified in the Scoping letter. In 

accordance with Section 15128 of the state CEQA Guidelines, the following items are not 

considered significant or applicable to the project, and, therefore, are not addressed in this 

Program EIR. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Agricultural resources 
Odors 
Public Services-police, fire , schools, maintenance 
Public Utilities-gas, communication systems 
Recreation · 

Please refer to Section 8.0 of this Program EIR for a discussion of these identified issues, as 

well as other issues determined to not be significant based on the environmental analysis in this 

Program EIR. 
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2.1 

SECTION 2.0 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PROJECT LOCATION 

New Century Center Program EIR 

The New Century Center (NCC) project site is located in the Kearny Mesa Community in the 

City of San Diego, California . The site is approximately 5 miles northeast of downtown San 

Diego and approximately 8 miles east of the Pacific Ocean. The 244-acre site is generally 

bounded by Convair Drive and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard to the north , State Route 163 (SR-

163) and Kearny Villa Road to the west , Ruffin Road to the east, and Electronics Way to the 

south. The project site is approximately 500 feet north of Balboa Avenue and Montgomery 

Field. Figures 2-1 and 2-2 depict the site in a regional and local context, respectively. The site 

boundaries are depicted in Figure 2-3. 

2.2 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Figure 2-4 provides an aerial perspective of the project site. The 244-acre site has historically 

been visually dominated by a complex of single- and multi-story buildings with extensive areas 

of surface parking and limited landscaping . Because of defense-related security precautions, 

the site was not designed as a public place; no effort was made to integrate it into the 

surrounding community. Under a separate Demolition Program Agreement (Document No. C-

06725), the City of San Diego authorized, on November 15, 1995, the phased demolition of 61 

existing on-site structures; phased demolition commenced in 1995. Of the 244-acre site, the 

General Dynamics complex comprises approximately z-34 232.5 acres, and the Computer 

Science Corporation (CSC) faci lity is 4B 11.5 acres. The CSC facility is not a part of the 

demolition program . 

Missile Park is an approximately 26-acre facility (inclusive of the 234 acre 232.5-acre General 

Dynamics complex) containing play fields and picnic and barbecue facilities . The park is located 

along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard between Complex Drive and Ruffin Road. It was developed 

by General Dynamics as a private recreation facility for its employees and guests. No 

demolition activities have occurred at Missile Park. It is anticipated that a demolition permit 

affecting portions of Missile Park would not be issued by the City until implementation of the 

proposed project, if approved by the City. 

Of the 244-acre site, approximately 14.1 acres are undeveloped and contain biological 

resources. Approximately 9.8 acres are located in the eastern section of the site and 

approximately 4.3 acres are located in the southern section of the site. Identified vegetation 
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communities include coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, San Diego hardpan vernal 

pool , non-native grassland/coastal sage scrub, and ruderal. These habitats support several 

sensitive plant and animal species. 

2.3 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

As noted in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan, Kearny Mesa has traditionally functioned as an 

industrially-based, regional employment center. Airport operations began in Kearny Mesa in 

1937 with Gibbs Airfield. In 1948, the City of San Diego acquired Gibbs Airfield and 1,000 acres 

of the surrounding property for a metropolitan airport. When airspace conflicts with Naval Air 

Station Miramar preempted the proposed airport, the surplus acreage north and northeast of the 

airport became the San Diego Industrial Park. 

In 1955, General Dynamics purchased the project site from the City of San Diego. Over the 

next decade, General Dynamics, as well as other aerospace and electronics firms, moved into 

and around the industrial park. General Dynamics steadily grew at Kearny Mesa over the next 

3-1/2 decades, resulting in administrative , engineering , manufacturing , and product testing 

facilities in 61 buildings totaling over 2. 3 million square feet of gross floor area. During this time, 

General Dynamics' employment ranged from 5,000 to 30,000 individuals , making it the largest 

civilian employer in San Diego. 

In 1992, with the end of the cold war, the prospects for continued future growth and prosperity 

in the defense industry deteriorated. It became clear that massive consolidations would have 

to occur in the defense industry to address the changing defense requirements. In response 

to these trends, in 1993/1994, General Dynamics experienced a period of unprecedented 

downsizing and consolidation . Accompanying this structural change in the region's economic 

base has been an increasingly competitive national and global environment to attract and 

maintain growth industries that can provide future employment opportunities into the 21st 

century. Locally, while industrial uses continue to be an important element in the Kearny Mesa 

economic mix, indications point to a regional market in a process of change, supporting other 

uses, including retail and commercial. 

The Kearny Mesa Community Plan recommends that a master plan be prepared for the General 

Dynamics site at the time reuse of the site is proposed. The New Century Center Master Plan , 

New Century Center Planned Commercial Development and Planned Industrial Development 

Permit (PCD and PIO) Development Standards, the New Century Center Design Manual, and 

the New Century Center Program EIR establish, describe, and analyze the redevelopment of 

the General Dynamics site into a mixed-use commercial , entertainment, industrial , and office 

complex. 
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2.4 SURROUNDING LAND USES 

As shown in Figure 2-5, the project site is located within the City of San Diego's Kearny Mesa 

Community Planning Area. The Community Planning Area is a major industrial and commercial 

center which encompasses approximately 4,000 acres , and it is surrounded by the 

predominantly single-family residential communities of Tierrasanta , Clairemont Mesa/Linda 

Vista, and Serra Mesa to the east, west , and south , respectively . Miramar Naval Air Station 

abuts the Planning Area on the north. 

The project site is designated Industrial on the San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, 

as depicted on Figure 2-6. 

As depicted in Figure 2-7 , the project site is designated in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan 

as Industrial and Business Park and General Commercial , the former being the predominate 

designation. Properties surrounding the project site are designated as follows : to the north , 

General Commercial , County Facility, and Industrial and Business Park; to the south, Industrial 

and Business Park; to the east, County Facility and Industrial and Business Park; and , to the 

west, General Commercial and Industrial and Business Park. 

The surrounding area contains predominately low-scale buildings generally developed along 

roadway corridors. Existing land uses adjacent to the project site include: 

• North-Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, which is north of the Missile Park, consists 
of commercial uses including restaurants and various stores. 

• South-Balboa Avenue and Electronics Way are located south of the project 
site. Various businesses, offices complexes, and manufacturing corporations 
are located along Balboa Avenue . 

• East-Ruffin Road has various businesses and County offices. 

• West-Kearny Villa Road runs between the project site and SR-163. There are 
no commercial or industrial uses along this roadway except for a restaurant and 
three retailers at the corner of Kearny Villa Road and Convair Way. 

2.5 APPLICABLE PLANS AND POLICIES 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan designates this portion of Kearny Mesa 

as within an Urbanized Area . The corresponding General Plan land use designations for this 

portion of the Urbanized Area are Industrial and Commercial. 
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Land uses on-site are governed by the Kearny Mesa Community Plan which was adopted by 

the City Council on October 6, 1992. Previous planning studies for Kearny Mesa included the 

Kearny Mesa-East and Kearny Mesa-West Plans (adopted in 1961 and 1962, respectively) , the 

Serra Mesa Community Plan (adopted in 1977), the Montgomery Field Airport Master Plan 

(adopted in May 1980), and the Stonecrest Specific Plan (adopted in 1988 and amended in 

1996). The Kearny Mesa Community Plan is intended as a comprehensive guide for the 

development of the 3,608-acre community through approximately year 2007 to 2012 (15 to 20 

years from adoption). The Community Plan envisions the development of the community with 

approximately 2,008 net acres of Industrial and Business Park uses, 456 net acres of General 

Commercial uses, 22 net acres of single-family residences, 155 gross acres of Community Park 

(44 gross acres) and Open Space (110 gross acres) uses, approximately 632 acres of 

government and airport-related uses, the 18-acre San Diego Gas & Electric facility , and the 318-

acre Stonecrest Specific Plan site. 

Proposed on-site development would need to comply with the Kearny Mesa Public Facilities 

Financing Plan. While the majority of required project-created improvements would be funded 

through the subdivision process, Development Impact Fees (DIF) established by the Public 

Facilities Financing Plan provide a means to finance public facilities and phase the financing , 

development, and maintenance of the public infrastructure. 

As depicted in Figure 2-8, the property is currently zoned M-1A (industrial/retail/office) and M-1 B 

(industrial/retail/office) . The City's Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) applies to the property 

with respect to wetlands and sensitive biological resources. The project site contains 0.6 acre 

of San Diego hardpan vernal pool habitat and 13.1 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub and 

Southern mixed chaparral habitat. The RPO is intended to preserve and protect environmentally 

sensitive lands including wetlands, wetland buffers, floodplains, steep slopes, sensitive 

biological resources, and significant cultural resources. The RPO establishes specific 

encroachment limitations into these resource areas. Development proposals that would impact 

these resources requires the issuance of a RPO permit. 

The Montgomery Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) (SANDAG, July 1984) identifies 

the project site as generally north and adjacent to the Airport Influence Area (AIA) for 

Montgomery Field . A small area in the southeastern portion of the site falls within the AIA 

(location of the proposed conservation bank) . The proposed project would not be considered 

inconsistent with the CLUP because it does not occur in noise impacted areas (as delineated 

by 60, 65, and 70 CNEL contours) and/or Flight Activity Zones (FAZ). Therefore, the project 

would not be subject to the land use compatibility criteria or FAZ-related restrictions established 

in the Montgomery Field CLUP. 
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The Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar CLUP indicates that the site is within the southern portion 

of its AIA, but is outside of its Accident Potential Zones (APZ) and outside of noise impacted 

areas. Additionally the project would not exceed height restrictions. Therefore , the proposed 

project would be considered a compatible land use and consistent with the CLUP for NAS 

Miramar. 

2-13 Environmental Setting 



SECTION 3.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

New Century Center Program EIR 

The New Century Center (NCC) Master Plan has been prepared to respond to 

recommendations contained within the Kearny Mesa Community Plan associated with 

redevelopment of the project site. The location of the property, with regional access from State 

Route 163 (SR-163), Interstate 15 (1-15) , Interstate 805 (1 -805) , State Route (SR-52) , 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard , and Ruffin Road , provides many opportunities to attract 

employment and revenue generating uses. Historically developed as a single aerospace 

manufacturing facility performing military functions , the site was intentionally set apart from and 

not integrated into the urban setting of the Kearny Mesa Community. The proposed project 

represents an opportunity to link the site to adjacent land uses and complete the circulation 

system in this portion of the Kearny Mesa Community. 

The futu re of the site envision a mixed-use development incorporating a variety of land uses 

within a flexible development framework that can be adapted to emerging market opportunities. 

Under a separate Demolition Program Agreement (Document No. C-06725), the City of San 

Diego authorized the phased demolition of 61 existing on-site aerospace/defense-related 

structures on November 15, 1995 (Manager's Agreement C-06725) ; phased demolition of on

site structures commenced in 1995. No demolition activities have occurred at Missile Park. It 

is anticipated that a demolition permit affecting portions of Missile Park would not be issued by 

the City until implementation of the proposed project, if approved by the City. The existing 

Computer Science Corporation (CSC) structures within the project site are not affected by the 

demolition program. 

3.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

According to the NCC Master Plan , the primary objective of the proposed project is to develop 

a cohesive commercial and industrial business environment in an aesthetically landscaped 

setting in order to attract quality tenants . This includes ensuring the development of the NCC 

project as a regional employment center containing a mix of retail , office, entertainment, 

business park, and light industrial land uses. In response to existing conditions, Community 

Plan issues, and input from the community and City of San Diego staff, the NCC Master Plan 

identifies the following overall objectives for the project: 
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• Develop a project that will create a substantial number of jobs and growth 
opportunities , including industrial and manufacturing jobs, while generating 
both significant revenues and a positive net fiscal impact for the City of San 
Diego. 

• Take advantage of the project's location near the confluence of four major 
freeways by promoting a more marketable commercial focus on the freeway
visible portion of the site and multi-use office/industrial uses on the remainder 
of the site . 

• Facilitate an imaginative, innovative, and flexible multi-use framework which is 
adaptable to emerging market opportunities and fosters compatible 
recreational , cultural , commercial , and employment opportunities. 

• Establish architectural and site planning standards that will attract development 
and create a sense of community identity that provides a comfortable 
environment highlighted by landscaping, entry features , pedestrian access, and 
open spaces that provide complementary amenities. 

• Create a park-like setting in the center of the property that will establish an 
important central focus for the site and the surrounding development parcels . 
This feature would be open to the public and organized with revenue
generating venues to create an economical , self-sustaining focus of activity for 
the Kearny Mesa community. 

• Create an economically viable and market responsive reuse plan that provides 
the opportunity to successfully support the costs associated with infrastructure 
improvements necessary to implement the plan. 

• Promote, through the variety of land uses and overall site design, a diversified 
economic base that can help expand employment opportunities and help 
promote revitalization of the Kearny Mesa community . 

• Phase development on an incremental project-by-project basis to respond to 
market opportunities subject to design guidelines and related public 
improvements. 

• Provide a flexible internal circulation plan able to benefit from future progress 
in the development of a regional public transit station near the site. 

• Provide a circulation system that reduces the dependence on the automobile. 
The project is pedestrian-oriented , and includes an enhanced bicycle and 
pedestrian network. 

• Retain portions of Missile Park for public recreational purposes. 

• Create a plan that will underscore the viability , image, and identity of Kearny 
Mesa. 
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• Incorporate into the project sufficient industrial acreage to provide industrial 
uses to help preserve and create high-paying industrial and manufacturing 
opportunities . 

3.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The proposed project cons ists of the New Century Center General Plan and Community Plan 

Amendments (GPNCPA 35-0383), Rezone (RZ 96-0165) ; VestingTentative Map (VTM 96-0165) 

and Vesting Map, Master Plan , and required discretionary permits : Planned Commercial 

Development (PCD 96-0165) , Planned Industrial Development (P IO 96-0165) , Resource 

Protection Ordinance (RPO 96-0165) , Subdivision Improvement Agreement , grading permits , 

and development agreement. 

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AND COMMUNITY PLAN DESIGNATIONS 

As a part of the proposed project, the project applicant is requesting an amendment to the City 

of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan , the Kearny Mesa Community Plan , and the City 

zoning map to allow for changes in the land use designation for the site . The proposed land use 

amendments would change portions of the existing industrial and business park designation and 

general commercial designation on the site . The existing and proposed designations are 

identified below. 

General Plan Designations 

The existing and proposed land use designations for the site are indicated in Table 3-1. The 

project site has an existing General Plan designation of Industrial. As depicted in Figure 3-1, 

the proposed project would change the designation of proposed Planning Areas 1 A, 1 B, 2A, and 

28 to Commercial on the western portion of the site. The remainder of the site would retain the 

Industrial designation. 

Community Plan Designations 

The project site has an existing Community Plan designation of Industrial and Business Park 

on the majority of the site, with a General Commercial designation on approximately 6 acres in 

the northern portion of the site (Figure 2-7 in Section 2.0) . The proposed amendment to the 

Kearny Mesa Community Plan would change the site's land use designation of Industrial and 

Business Park and General Commercial , to General Commercial , Industrial and Business Park, 

and Open Space/Park. The proposed designations are depicted in Figure 3-2. 
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TABLE 3-1 

NEW CENTURY CENTER EXISTING AND PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

General Plan Community Plan Zoning 

Planning 
Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Area 

Planned Commercial Development 

1A Industrial Commercial Industrial & Genera l M-18 CA 
Business Park Commercial 

1B Industrial Commercia l Industrial & General M-18 CA 
Business Park Commercia l 

2A Industri al Commercial Industrial & General M-18 CA 
Business Park Commercial 

28 Industrial Commercial Industria l & General M-18 CA 
Business Park Commercial 

Planned Industrial Development 

3A Industri al Industrial Industrial & Industrial & M-18 M-1 B 
Business Park Business Park 

38 Industria l Industrial Industrial & Industrial & M-18 M-1 B 
Business Park Business Park 

4A, 48 Industrial Industrial Industrial & Industrial & M-18 M-18 
Business Park Business Park 

5A Industrial Industria l Industrial & Industrial & M-18 M-1 B 
Business Park Business Park 

58 lndustFial lndustFial lnduslFial & lndustFial & M-4-B --M-4-B 
Business Park Business PaFk 

6A Industrial Industrial Industrial & Industrial & M-1B M-1 B 
Business Park Business Park 

68 Industria l Industrial Industria l & Industrial & M-18 M-18 
Business Park Business Park 

6C , 60 , Industrial Industrial Industrial & Industrial & M-18 M-1B 
6E Business Park Business Park 

7 Industrial Industrial Industrial & Open M-1B OS-TOR 
Business Park Space/Park 

8A, 8B Industrial Industrial General General M-1A M-1A 
Commercial Commercial 

9 Industrial Industria l Industrial & Industria l & M-18 M-1 B 
Business Park Business Park 

Source: General Dynamics and Carrier Johnson Wu 1997. 

The figures and text of the San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan , and the Kearny Mesa 

Community Plan would be modified to reflect the details in the NCC Master Plan land uses, 

circulation system , and other General Plan and Community Plan elements applicable to the 

project. 
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PROPOSED ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

The majority of the project site is currently zoned M-1 B (industrial/retail/office) with 

approximately 6 acres along the northern boundary (a long Clairemont Mesa Boulevard) of the 

site zoned M-1A (industrial/retai l/office) (see Figure 2-9 in Section 2.0) . With the intended 

stronger commercial focus for the western portion of the site and the concurrent amendment 

of the General Plan and Community Plan to integrate the proposed land uses, a rezone of the 

site is required. As shown in Figure 3-3, a rezone from M-1 B to CA (community and regional 

shopping centers) is proposed for Planning Areas 1A, 1 B, 2A, and 28. The existing M-1A and 

M-1 B zoning designations would be retained on the majority of the remainder of the site. 

Planning Area 7 (Miss ile Park) would be rezoned from M-1 B to OS-TOR (Open Space) . 

VESTING TENTATIVE MAP 

Figure 3-4 is the conceptual vesting tentative map for the project site. The vesting tentative map 

(dated October 21 , 1996 August 7, 1997 notes that the site would have 86 lots ; of these 86 lots, 

8z 83 are developable. Of the lots , 4-+ 10 lots are proposed for business support commercial 

uses such as restaurants , convenience retail , banks , copy/mail/delivery centers , etc. , subject 

to restrictions on lots 11 , 12, and 17 (Planning Areas 6C, 60, and 6E, respectively) . 

Approximately 3-r 39 lots would permit a variety of industrial and business park uses including 

offices , research and development, light manufacturing , governmental administrative services, 

etc. Of the developable lots, approximately 3z 26 would have mixed-use commercial , retai l, and 

entertainment uses. The remaining lots are associated with specialty land uses and/or sites that 

would be retained with their existing uses: the CSC facility , Missile Park, the proposed Market 

Square , and the proposed conservation bank. Information related to these specific lots, 

including potential land uses, is included in Table 3-2 . 

Grading 

The project site is approximately 244 acres with no distinguishing topographical features (e.g., 

hillsides, canyons , etc.). Limited Grading activities on approximately 222 acres of the site would 

be required to implement the proposed project. Approximately 45 acres of the 244-acre site 

would be graded to implement on-site roadways and parkways , to fill in depressions located in 

the eastern portion of the site , and to tie into existing contours . It is anticipated that grading 

activities would result in 60 ,000 approximately 500,000 cubic yards of cut and approximately 

500,000 cubic yards of fill activities balanced on the project site during final engineering. The 

maximum height of cut slopes is expected to be 8 feet; the maximum height of fill slopes 

is expected to be 4 feet. The maximum length of crib/retaining walls is not expect-
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TABLE 3-2 

VESTING TENTATIVE MAP: LOT DESIGNATIONS 

Lot Planning PCD 
Number Area or PIO Potential Land Uses 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 8A PIO Business Support Commercial uses: convenience retail , restaurants/fast food , 
banks/credit unions, copy centers, mail/delivery services, equipment repair/part services , 
health clubs , child care 

6, 7 8B PIO See Lots 1-5 land uses above. 

8 7 PIO Missile Park : site amenity, passive recreation 

9, 1 O 68 PIO Industrial and Business Park: office , R&D, high technology, light manufacturing, 
governmental administrative offices, operations centers , community facilities facing 
Missile Pa rk 

11 6C PIO See Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 land uses•. 

12 60 PIO See Lets 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 laRd uses. See Lot 11 . 

13 6A PIO See Lots 9 and 1 O land uses. 

14 9 PIO CSC Parcel: no changes currently proposed . Land uses under the M-1 B zone are 
permitted . 

15, 16 6A PIO See Lots 9 and 10 land uses. 

17 6E PIO See Lets 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 laRd uses . See Lot 11 . 

18, 19 6A PIO See Lots 9 and 10 land uses. 

20-27 4A PIO Industrial and Business Park : office , R&D, high technology, light manufacturing 

28-32 3A PIO Industrial and Business Park : high-end office , R&D, conference center, health club , etc. 

33-37 2B (north of PCD Mixed-use Commercial : retail , restaurant/cafes , offices , hotel , business services , hotel, 
Market Square) conference center 

38-4 1 2A PCD Market Square: outdoor marketplace, restaurant/cafes , urban garden, outdoor 
performance facil ity, urban garden 

42-51 1A PCD Retail/entertainment: retail center, entertainment center, restaurant/cafes , health club, 
retail/service padsb 

52-63 1 B PCD See Lots 42-51 land uses. 

64-68 2B (south of PIO See Lots 33-37 land uses. 
Market Square) 

69-73 38 PIO See Lots 28-32 land uses. 

74-79 48 PIO See Lots 20-27 land uses. 

80, 81, peti SA PIO Industrial and Business Park: Technology-oriented business including bio-medical , 
ef 82, 83 electronics, and telecommunications ; light manufacturing . 

Lot 84 SA PIO 4.3-acre "southern section" conservation bank 

Paft ef 82 58 Pt6 See Lets 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 lafld uses. 

a: No freestanding restaurants . fast food , drive-thru, laundry, or dry cleaners. 
b: Any uses above 620,000 sq . ft . in Planning Areas 1A and 18 would be limited to non-retail/non-entertainment uses. 

Source: New Century Center Vesting Tentative Map, dtffle August 1997. 

3-8 Project Description 



0 

"'L_-~===-= 
1i7 LJDO~= Ji[ ~DoD ~ [ ,, , ,. ~ c;gl ) \ l > MCSA ,ooce " SO 

~D""~ M-

1

A I OS-TOR I = 1c:= 
0- ooooc::J~.~.... C OD D • • ••• •• •• •••• ••• 

CA M-18 

I:::; 

~ 
~ u/L_ 

TO 1- 15 ---+ 

~Cr-
~ NORTH 

200 0 200 I 000 feel 

Proposed Zoning Designations I F1c_uRE j 

New C e ntury Center 3-9 3 3 



New Century Center Program EIR 

ed to exceed 600 feet with a maximum height of 6 feet. No grading would occur in Planning 

Area 9 (the CSC faci lity), the 8.5 acre 7-acre Missile Park site (Planning Area 7), and the 4.3-

acre conservation bank area of Planning Area 5A All grading is intended to insure that the 

sensitive Lindavista and Friars Formations are not disturbed by any proposed earthmoving 

activities. This vvill require subsequent environmental reviev.1 of site-specific grading plans since 
th ,-. I inrli;it1io;:ti;i FnFmi;itir.n th ,-.,;:,-. fr.Fmi;itir.no;: 1 inrll"Fiil" 1 inrl l"Fli l"o;: thl" nrnil"r.t o;:itl" 

Stormwater detention areas are proposed in two sectors of the site: along the northern property 

boundary (Lot A) abutting the northern side of Convair Drive and the western side of Lots 1, 3, 

and 4, and three relatively small areas (approximately 7,000 to 9,000 square feet each) along 

the eastern property boundary adjacent to Ruffin Road (Lots 9, 16, and 82) . These facilities are 

needed to ensure that runoff from the developed site after development is less than or equal to 

existing site runoff. 

DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT 

The development concepts for the proposed project are set forth within the New Century Center 

Master Plan ("NCC Master Plan") which is proposed for adoption as an amendment to the 

Kearny Mesa Community Plan . The NCC Master Plan is a separate document from the 

Program EIR. The NCC Master Plan would be adopted concurrent with a Planned Commercial 

Development (PCD) permit and a Planned Industrial Development (PIO) permit. The NCC 

Master Plan presents a development concept that focuses on the size, single ownership, 

location , regional accessibility, and frontage onto SR-163 of the project site. The proposed 

project establishes market-oriented retail , office , and light industrial uses around a central 

"Market Square." The proposed project would allow for the development of 1 R7A AAA 

3,685,000 to 4,465,000 square feet of land uses on 244 gross acres within nine planning areas. 

The site is proposed for development with Planned Commercial Development (PCD) uses on 

the western portion of the property (Planning Areas 1A, 18, 2A, and 28) , and with Planned 

Industrial Development (PIO) uses on the central and eastern portions of the property (Planning 

Areas 3A, 38, 4A, 48, 5A, 6A through 6E , 7, 8A, 88 , and 9). 

The following describes the general uses currently contemplated in the Master Plan and PCD 

and PID permits . The reader should refer to these documents for the uses and development 

and design standards applicable to the proposed project. 

Table 3-3 identifies the proposed land uses and approximate acreages and square footages for 

the Planned Commercial Development and the Planned Industrial Development areas of the site 

by planning area. As the New Century Center Master Plan would allow for transfers of density 
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TABLE 3-3 

NEW CENTURY CENTER LAND USE SUMMARY 

Planning Site Proposed 
Use Area Acreaqe FAR" ASFb 

Planned Commercial Development (PCD) 

Retail/Entertainment: 1A 2-3-:6 21.0 660 , 000-820 ,oooc 
Retail center, entertainment center, 18 N:e 27.5 
retail/service pad sites, health club, 
etc. 

Market Square: urban garden , outdoor 2A &.3 6 .8 50 ,000 
market, restaurant/cafes , etc. 

Mixed-use Commercial : 28 4-r 13.9 125,000d+435,000 
Retail/restaurant 
Hotel , restaurant , health club -
industrial/business park• 

Other: streets, parkways, detention 4&.8 15.9 
basins/channels 

Subtotal Planned Commercial 1 and 2 85.1 0.32-0.42 1,270,000-1,430,0001 

Development 

Planned Industrial Development (PIO) 

Industrial and Business Park: 3A Cf-:5 5.2 Up to 470,000 
Office , R&D , related services , 38 9:-2 8.5 
conference center, health club9, etc. 

Industrial and Business Park: 4A 2-r.B 20.7 956 ,342-
Office, R&D , related services 48 4+.e 17.5 1,471 ,342 

Industrial and Business Park : 5A +5:8 19.8 278 ,220-328,220 350,000 
Office, R&D , light manufacturing , etc. 
(11 .5 ae.); conservation bank 
"southern section" (4.3 ac/ 

rr,f86 
Bt:Jsif1ess St:Jpf:H,Ft 6efl'Hflefeial: 58 +-0 

Bt:Jsif1ess se~iee pads , etc. 

Industrial and Business Park: 6A 4&.818.4 329,660-399,660 
Institutional (government/ 
educational) , office, R&D , light 

68 &.9 6 .6 

manufacturing , etc. 

Business Support Commercial : 6C 1.0 21 ,780 
Business service pads , etc. 60 +-01 .1 (each) 

6E +-01.1 

Missile Park 7 &.5 7.0 

Business Support Commercial : 8A 4&.5 8.9 113,658 
Business service pads, etc. 88 4-:-0 3.9 (BA and 88) 

CSC Parcel 9 4&.e 11 .5 165,000 

Other: streets, parkways, detention 2&.-4- 27.2 
basins/channels 

Subtotal Planned Industrial 3 thru 9 158.6 0.32-0.43 2,400 ,000-3,035,000 
Development 

Total 1 thru 9 243.7 0.32-0.42 3 670 000-4 465 000 
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TABLE 3-3 (continued) 
NEW CENTURY CENTER LAND USE SUMMARY 

a FAR = floor-to-area ratio. 
b ASF = aggregate square footage. 
c Any uses above 620,000 sq . ft. in Planning Areas 1A and 1 B would be limited to non-retail/non-

entertainment uses. 
e d A maximum of 125,000 sq . ft . of retail (not including health club or retail in hotel) is allowed in PA 28 . 
de To provide for a mix of uses in Planning Area 28 , the industrial/business park uses contemplated in 
Planning Areas 3A and 38 may be transferred in accordance with procedures set forth in the NCC PCD and 
PIO permits development regulations. 
e f Because the aggregate amount of commercial square footage (i.e. , other than the transferred 
industrial /business park uses) shall not increase. Upon any such transfer, the subtotal reflected for the PCD 
also excludes any transferred industrial/business park uses . 
f g Health club is permitted in PA 3A/3B through the CUP process . 
g h 4.3 acres of PA 5A are proposed as a biological conservation bank; permitted uses within the "southern 
section" are limited to conservation bank . 

Note: All acreage figures are estimates; any variations between Table 3-3 and acreages in the Master Plan 
documents are attributable to variances in street cross section , parkways, and detention channels . 

Source : RTKL Associates 1995, General Dynamics and Carrier Johnson Wu 1997. 

between planning areas , the Master Plan identifies that the cumulative gross square footage 

within Planning Areas 1A, 1 B, 2A, and 2B shall not exceed 1,430,000 square feet, subject to 

adjustment pursuant to the density transfer provisions set forth in the Master Plan and PCD 

permit. Similarly, the cumulative gross square footage within Planning Areas 3 through 9 shall 

not exceed 3,035,000 square feet , subject to adjustment pursuant to the density transfer 

provisions in the Master Plan and PIO permit. As such , Table 3-3 represents a potential land 

use scenario for individual planning areas. As depicted in Figure 3-5, nine planning areas have 

been established for the project site. These planning areas are as follows : 

Planned Commercial Development: Planning Areas 1A, 1 B, 2A, and 28 

Planning Areas 1A, 1 B, 2A, and 2B (the Planned Commercial Development area in the western 

portion of the site) total approximately 85 acres. These planning areas would be developed with 

retail and mixed-use commercial uses, and Market Square , an urban open space amenity 

containing entertainment, commercial , and recreational uses. 

Planning Areas 1A and 1 B: Retail/Entertainment 

Planning Areas 1A and 1B front onto Kearny Villa Road and SR-163. Planning Area 1A is z-3 

21 acres and Planning Area 1 Bis r/- 27.5 acres. With visibility from SR-163 and access from 

two interchanges via Kearny Villa Road , Planning Areas 1A and 1 Bare proposed as a retail and 

entertainment center with surface parking located between Kearny Villa Road and store fronts. 

Approximately 660,000 to 820,000 square feet of development would be implemented in these 

planning areas . Any uses above 620,000 square feet would be limited to non-retail/non-
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entertainment uses. Market-flexible retail uses could include anchor and specialty tenants . A 

tree-lined entry boulevard would serve as the primary entrance from Kearny Villa Road. The 

conceptual streetscape plan for Planning Areas 1 A and 1 B, as well as the other planning areas, 

is depicted in Figure 3-6. This entry would be flanked by two retail pad sites providing an entry 

portal feature . Secondary/service entrances would be provided at the northern and southern 

property lines along the Kearny Villa Road frontage . The conceptual entry streetscape plans 

for Ruffin Road and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard are depicted in Figure 3-7. 

The entry road would transition into a "Main Street" that would provide a thematic roadway spine 

to the retail and entertainment area. This area of the project site may include such uses as 

entertainment (cineplex, special format theaters and simulation rides , family-oriented recreation 

venues, night clubs/comedy clubs/live enterta inment venues, etc.), retail (general retail , anchor 

stores, specialty retail , interactive retail , etc.) , food and beverage (restaurants , cafes, food 

courts , sports bar, etc.) , health clubs, etc. 

Planning Area 2A: Market Square 

Planning Area 2A is an approximately 6.3 acre 6.6-acre area proposed for an open air Market 

Square; 50,000 square feet of development is envisioned. Active and passive land uses may 

include a central park feature with landscaped open space such as a central plaza , sculpture 

garden, water feature , shaded picnic areas, and/or pedestrian walkways; outdoor marketplace 

in a plaza area for temporary uses and changing venues (daily/weekly/seasonal) such as a 

farmer's market, flower mart, flea market, etc.; outdoor performance facility such as a band shell 

or small amphitheater; restaurant/cafe pavilions ; and outdoor skating rink. The conceptual 

Market Square streetscape plan is depicted in Figure 3-8. 

Planning Area 28: Mixed-use Commercial 

To capitalize on the proximity of Planning Area 28 to the other retail and entertainment uses in 

Planning Areas 1A and 1 B, and the outdoor commercial and recreational areas in Planning Area 

2A (Market Square) , as well as to provide transitional uses to the business center to the east, 

a mixed-use/commercial center is proposed. In the 12 acre 13.9-acre planning area (six acres 

each to the north and south of Market Square 6.7 acres to the north and 7.2 acres to the south 

of Market Square) , the NCC Master Plan proposes up to 660,000 square feet of mix-use 

commercial uses (up to 125,000 square feet of retail/restaurants and up to 435,000 square feet 

of hotel, conference, and health club uses) to the north and south of and contiguous to Market 
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Square (Planning Area 2A) could be developed. Facing Market Square, the sidewalk-level 

retail , restaurant/cafes , and business services are intended to create a pedestrian-oriented 

environment. Parking areas and service drives would be located behind the buildings (away 

from Market Square) . Land uses could include offices , hotel rooms , conference 

center/exh ibition facilities , civic and educational institutions , health clubs , convenience 

retail/business services (grade level) , and entertainment (performing arts , cinema , etc.). 

Planned Industrial Development: Planning Areas 3A, 38, 4A, 48, SA, 5&, GA. 68. GC. GD, 
GE, 7, 8A. 88, 9 

The Planned Industrial Development area of the site is located in the central and eastern 

portions of the property, totals approximately 158.6 acres , and is proposed for 2,400,000 to 

3,035,000 square feet of industrial and business park uses, support commercial uses, and a 

biological resources conservation bank. Planning .A.reas 3.A. and 38 cou!d be developed with 

office, research and development, and conference center uses. Planning Areas 4A, 5A, 6A, and 

9 would be developed with campus-style office and light industrial uses; Planning Area 5A 

includes the conservation bank. Planning Areas 5&, 6C, 60, 6E, SA, and 88 , although located 

in the eastern office and industrially-oriented portion of the site, are planned for business 

support commercial uses. These planning areas total 4-&-5 16 acres and are located along 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and Ruffin Road. The intent of including support commercial uses 

in the Planned Industrial Development area is to serve the commercial needs of the project. 

No freestanding restaurants , fast-food , drive-thru , laundry, or dry cleaning establishments would 

be permitted in Planning Areas 6C, 60, or 6E. Missile Park, Planning Area 7, is intended to 

provide a passive recreational amenity for on-site employees and users of the project. 

Planning Areas 3A and 38 

Planning Area 3A is a 7.5 acre 5.2-acre area located between Convair Drive and Planning Area 

28 (north of Market Square) and Planning Area 38 is a 9.2 acre 8.5-acre area located between 

Electronics Way and Planning Area 28 (south of Market Square) . Planning Areas 3A and 38 

would be developed with up to 470,000 square feet of uses. These planning areas are 

transitional areas between retail and industrial areas , and are expected to include high-end 

office, conference center, health club, and other business park uses. To allow for a mix of uses 

in Planning Area 28, the industrial and business park uses in Planning Areas 3A and 38 may 

be transferred to Planning Area 28. Parking courts and service drives would be located behind 

the buildings (toward Convair Drive and Electronics Way) . 
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Planning Areas 4A and 48: Industrial/Business Park Area 

Planning Areas 4A and 48 total 39 38.2 acres, ~ 20.7 acres in Planning Area 4A and 4-r 17.5 

acres in Planning Areas 48. The planning areas are located adjacent to Market Square 

(Planning Area 2A) and are anticipated to be developed with 956,342 to 1,471 ,342 square feet 

of high-end office uses, research and development, and other business park uses. These 

planning areas are transitional areas between the mixed-use commercial uses to the west (in 

Planning Areas 2A and 28) and light industrial uses to the east (in Planning Areas 4A, 48, SA, 

6A, 68 , and 9). Business support commercial uses would also be permitted in Planning Areas 

4A and 48. Buildings would be required to front directly onto Market Square, with service drives 

and parking areas located to the rear of the buildings. 

Planning Area SA: Industrial/Business Park 

Land uses in the 15.8-acre 19.8-acre Planning Area 5A are expected to include 11 ,;; SIPF,Q <i? r.f 

high-end office uses, research and development. light manufacturing, and a 4.3-acre biological 

resources conservation bank ("southern section"). Proposed development in tA ... 11 s SIN,Q<i? r.f 

Planning Area 5A would be 278,220 to 328,220 350,000 square feet of uses; land uses in the 

"southern section" would be limited to the conservation bank. Buildings would be oriented along 

Ruffin Road and the entry parkway frontage roads with internal service and parking areas 

located behind the buildings. Potential users could include technology-oriented businesses 

(e .g., bio-medical . electronics , and telecommunications . 

As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, Planning Area 5A contains sensitive 

biological resources including San Diego hardpan vernal pools containing San Diego mesa mint 

and San Diego button-celery. Because of the value of these resources . the project applicant 

is proposing the creation of a 4.3-acre vernal pool conservation bank within the "southern 

section" of Planning Area 5A. The applicant has entered into discussions with the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE) , U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) , and the California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) concerning the creation of such a conservation bank. 

Subject to acceptance of the conservation bank and the biological resources mitigation program 

by the agencies. the conservation bank area of Planning Area 5A will be protected in perpetuity, 

resulting in no impacts from the proposed project to the identified biological resources . 

Planning Areas 5&, GC, 60, and GE: Business Support Commercial 

Entrances into the project site from Ruffin Road would be flanked by support commercial pad 

sites (Planning Areas 5&, 6C, 60, and 6E) providing complementary land uses to the adjacent 
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on-site and off-site office and light industrial uses in the area. Each planning area is 1 to 1.1 

acres and would allow for 21,780 square feet of development on each site . The NCC Master 

Plan indicates that these planning areas would create a distinctive entry to the Planned 

Industrial Development area . Proposed permitted uses within these planning areas would 

include convenience retail , restaurants/fast foods , and services oriented to the office and 

industrial users in the area such as banks and credit unions , copy centers , mail and delivery 

services , equipment parts and repair services, health clubs, and child care centers . No 

freestanding restaurants , fast-food , drive-thru , laundry, or dry cleaning establishments would 

be permitted on Planning Areas 6C, 60, or 6E. 

Planning Areas GA and GB: Industrial/Business Park 

Approximately 329,660 to 399,660 square feet of office, flex-type research and development, 

high technology, light manufacturing, and other uses are proposed in Planning Areas 6A and 

68 . Planning Area 6A is 4&.-8 18.4 acres and Planning Area 68 is &.9 6 .6 acres . Buildings 

would be oriented along the Ruffin Road frontage and along the entry parkway drive, with 

internal service roads and parking area located behind buildings. Secondary uses such as 

governmental administrative offices , operations centers , and community facilities would be 

permitted fronting onto Missile Park . 

Planning Area 7: Missile Park 

Approximately &.5 7.0 acres of the existing Missile Park would be retained and integrated into 

the project as a passive public recreational facility that is privately owned , maintained, and 

operated . As envisioned in the NCC Master Plan , Missile Park would also serve as an open 

space amenity to surrounding land uses and as an open space feature contiguous to the 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard project entry. 

Plann ing Area 8A and 88: Business Support Commercial 

Planning Area 8A is a 10.5 acre 8.9-acre site proposed for support commercial uses configured 

to avoid a shallow lot, multiple-curb cut-type of development that is present along Clairemont 

Mesa Boulevard . Permitted uses would include convenience retail , restaurants/fast foods , and 

services oriented to the office and industrial users in the area such as banks and credit unions , 

copy centers , mail and delivery services, equipment parts and repair services , health clubs, and 

child care centers. 
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Planning Area 8B is a 4-=aere 3.9-acre site adjacent to Missile Park. It is currently zoned M-1A. 

Uses within the planning area could be sited to complement Missile Park while continuing 

commercial uses along the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard frontage consistent with the provisions 

of the Kearny Mesa Community Plan . The combined square footage of Planning Areas 8A and 

8B is 113,658 square feet . 

Planning Area 9: Industrial Business Park (CSC Parcel) 

Permitted uses would include the existing CSC office building and all uses included in the M-1 B 

zone . The CSC building is approximately 161 ,200 gross square feet (gsf) with a 15,000 gsf 

cogeneration facility located on an 10 acre 11 .5-acre parcel owned by CSC. Should a change 

in use be proposed for Planning Area 9, the proposed new use would be subject to the 

regulations established in the NCC Master Plan and PCD and PIO permits and limited to 

165,000 square feet. Uses permitted under the M-1 B zone would be permitted uses for 

Planning Area 9. 

CIRCULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Vehicular Circulation System 

The NCC Master Plan indicates that in order to reduce a dependency on vehicles, the proposed 

project is designed to facilitate pedestrian , bicycle, and transit use within the site , as well as to 

existing off-site transportation systems. Because of the pedestrian-orientation of the project, 

modifications to the City's street standards are proposed. Figure 3-9 depicts the proposed 

classification of internal public streets which are based on the traffic study prepared for this 

project and summarized in Section 4.2 of this EIR. The internal street system provides a basic 

framework for the land uses proposed as part of the project. Descriptions of street locations, 

including rights-of-way and streetscape design features are provided below. 

Western Planned Commercial Area Entrance and Eastern Planned Industrial Area 
Entrance: Modified Four-lane Divided Major (Segment D) 

The primary western entrance into the Planned Commercial area will be from Kearny Villa Road . 

This entrance leads directly into Planning Areas 1A and 1 B which serve as the 

retail/entertainment center for the project site. The primary eastern entrance into the Planned 

Industrial area will be from Ruffin Road . These entry roads will be four-lane divided roadways 

within 102-foot rights-of-way. From Kearny Villa Road , Segment D narrows to two lanes at a 

midpoint within the commercial area . The roadway flares at its connection to and remains at 

3-22 Project Description 



4 -Lane Div ided {78 ' Pvmt ./98 ' ROWl ----

4 -Lane Divided-Modi fi ed (78'/102' ) - • -

4 -Lane Undivided- Type I {68 '/85' ) • • • • • • 
4 -Lan e Undivided- Type II (7 2 ' -89 ') o o o o o o 

4 -Lan e Undivided-Type Ill (72'/92 ') 000000 

or w/ non-contig . sidewalk {72 ' / 96 ') 
3 -Lane Collector {48'/72 ' ) ......... ...... ... 

3 -Lane Collector (48'/65') • • • • • • 
Loca l Collector {40'-60') 

Local Commerc ial -Modified (54 · - 7 4 ') 000000 

Local Commercial-One Way {28'-52') ------
Av era ge Daily Traffic Volumes 13,000 

~ 
NO SCALE 

I Traffic signal m I Convair 

Clairemont Mesa B oulevard 

co 
f-

l z 
Q) w -~, ~ 0 w en 

I 

D 
cu 
0 
([ 

L 

oooooooooooooooooooo r ooooooooooooooo 
SEGMENTJ SEGMENT J 

Driv e 
oooooooooooooooo oo ooocltioo oo ooooooo oo

00 SEGMENT J SEGMENT R I SEGMENT R O O O o o o o 
I 

s~ 

I 
f
z 
w 
2 
CJ 
w 
en 

GJ!?<S 
"vr 
~ 0 --

' 
, 

Main Stree t ' 
O CCJ c:J c:::J CCOO CJ O O c4: 

\ ..... _ SEGMENT F 

I 

'• •&a ~ • • • '1&_,,, z 
• • I w .. ~ 

•• . CJ 
•• w 

•. en •• 

SEGMENT G 

I 
fz 
w 
2 
CJ 
w 
en 

----------------Market Square 

----------------SEGMENT C? 

SEGMENT L 

I 
fz 
w 
2 
CJ 
w 
en 

-g ·, ~ cu z 
- w 
~ ~ 
Q) CJ 
> I w 

0 I en 

-.. J 
\ SEGMENT D I 

r----·-----~' , ... 
_, ......._____ } cGMcNr D .. ............,; ___ 

SEGMENT L 

.. -.. 
2 .. 
f- . .. 
z .. 
w .. 
2 .. 
CJ~ 
w .. en .,. .. .. •••• •• •••••••• • •••••••••••••••• • •••••••••••••n••• • Electron ic s Way 

NCC Master Plan Roadway Classifications 
New C e ntury Center 3-23 

,;,;, 
NORTH 

FIGURE 

3 -9 



New Century Center Program EIR 

two lanes around Market Square where it widens out to four lanes again east of Market Square. 

Segment D would have one 12-foot-wide and one 14-foot-wide travel lane and one 6-foot-wide 

bike lane on each side of a 14-foot-wide landscaped median . 

The center median would be landscaped . One each side of the entry road , a parkway with a 

5-foot-wide sidewalk and 7-foot-wide landscaped area would be provided . Development areas 

would abut each side of the right-of-way. 

Primary Northern Entrance: Four-lane Major (Segment B) 

The primary northern entrance into the site will be from Clairemont Mesa Boulevard ; this internal 

roadway will run north-south through the eastern portion of the site . From Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard, Segment B would be a four-lane divided roadway within a 98-foot-wide right-of-way 

until it reaches its intersection with Segment D. The roadway would have one 12-foot-wide 

travel lane, one 14-foot-wide travel lane, and one 6-foot-wide bike lane on each side of a 14-

foot-wide center landscaped median. A 10-foot-wide parkway on each side of the roadway will 

have street light standards and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk and landscaping. The center median will 

also be landscaped . 

Main Street: Two-lane Local (Segment F) 

Because of the pedestrian-orientation of the Market Square/Main Street area , this segment of 

Main Street is proposed as a two-lane undivided roadway within a 7 4-foot-wide right-of-way 

linking Market Square to the western portion of the site. The roadway would have one 14-foot

wide travel lane, one 5-foot-wide bike lane, and one 8-foot parking lane on each side of the 

roadway centerline. At its connection with Segments C and D, the roadway flares to the north 

and south. A 10-foot-wide setback area with a 10-foot-wide parkway would be located on each 

side of the roadway and would incorporate landscaping and hardscape. Based on the ultimate 

setback of individual buildings within the planning areas, variations to the setback area would 

be allowed . 

Street lighting would be a "shoe-box" or special type of fixture designed in accordance with the 

City of San Diego Street Design Manual. Pedestrian walkway lighting would be provided at 

intervals and be of consistent scale and material with the other street furniture. 

Frequent pedestrian crossings would be provided along Main Street. Design features , such as 

pop-out crosswalks , on-street parking , all-way stop signs, and special crosswalk pavement 

materials will be used to provide for safe pedestrian access . 
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Market Square Circ le: Modified One-lane Local (One-way) (Segment G) 

The Market Square roadway is proposed to have one 28-foot-wide mixed-flow travel lane with 

one 6-foot-wide bike lane and one 8-foot-wide parking lane within a 52-foot-wide right-of-way. 

The bike and parking lanes would be contiguous to buildings across from Market Square. 

Adjacent to the right-of-way would be a parking area including street light standards, banners , 

street trees , landscaping , and hardscape. The parkway adjacent to Market Square would be 

12 feet wide consisting of a 5-foot-wide sidewalk and a 7-foot-wide tree well. Adjacent to 

buildings flanking Market Square, the landscape building setback would be 10 feet ; setback 

variations would be permitted . The landscape/building setback would include a pedestrian 

sidewalk with intermittent raised planters , pedestrian lighting , and other streetscape features . 

Street lighting will incorporate two types of fixtures . A "shoe-box" or special themed fixture will 

provide lighting for street traffic. Custom fixtures could also be provided as a second source for 

street and/or pedestrian lighting . All street lighting shall be designed in accordance with the City 

of San Diego Street Design Manual. Walkway lighting would be of consistent scale and material 

with other street furniture. 

Secondary/Service Drives: Two-lane Collector (Segment H) 

These roadway segments would consist of a 60-foot-wide right-of-way with one 20-foot-wide 

travel lane on either side of the roadway centerline. Abutting the roadway edge, a 10-foot-wide 

parkway would be provided on each side with street light standards and trees. Beyond the 

parkway, a minimum 5-foot-wide landscape area is proposed on each side of the right-of-way, 

providing a buffer between the parkway and adjacent parking areas . 

Perimeter Service Drives: Four-lane Undivided (Segments I, J, R) 

The perimeter service drives run east-west along the northern and southern boundaries of the 

site. To the west, ingress/egress to the site is provided from the perimeter service drives at 

Kearny Villa Road . To the east, ingress/egress is provided at Ruffin Road . 

Perimeter service drive, Segment J, consist of an 89-foot-wide right-of-way, with one 18-foot

wide travel lane and one 12-foot-wide travel lane in each direction and a 12-foot-wide center turn 

lane. A 7-foot-wide landscaped parkway is proposed on the outside of the roadway. A 10-foot

wide parkway with a 5-foot-wide sidewalk and a 5-foot-wide landscape setback is proposed on 

the inside of the roadway. Because the perimeter service drives would be adjacent to parking 

areas, no on-street parking would be provided. 
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Segment I would have one 14-foot-wide lane and one 12-foot-wide lane along the parking lot 

with a 12-foot-wide continuous left-turn lane in the middle. The outer edge of the site would 

have one 12-foot-wide and one 18-foot-wide travel lane. This would result in a 68-foot-wide 

pavement section within an 85-foot-wide right-of-way . 

Segment R would cons ist of either a 92-foot-wide or a 96-foot-wide parkway depending on 

whether a contiguous or noncontiguous sidewalk is provided . If Segment R has a contiguous 

sidewalk , the right-of-way would be 92 feet with a 5-foot-wide sidewalk and 5-foot-wide 

landscaped area on each side of a 72-foot-wide roadway. If a non-contiguous sidewalk is 

provided , the right-of-way would be 96 feet with a 5-foot-wide sidewalk and a 7-foot-wide 

landscaped area on each side of a 72-foot-wide roadway. One 18-foot-wide and one 12-foot

wide travel lane with a 12-foot-wide center turn lane would be provided . 

Perimeter and Secondary Drives: Three-Lane Coiiectors (Segments L and ivi) 

Segment L is located along the northern boundary of the project site. This segment consists 

of a 65-foot-wide right-of-way with one 18-foot-wide travel lane in each direction and one 12-

foot-wide center turn lane. A 7-foot-wide landscaped parkway is proposed on the outside of the 

roadway. A 10-foot-wide parkway would be located on the inside of the roadway and would 

have lighting, a 5-foot-wide landscape area, and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk. Because this perimeter 

service drive would be adjacent to parking areas , no on-street parking would be provided . 

Segment M runs north-south from Segment L to Segment D. Segment M consists of a 72-foot

wide right-of-way with one 18-foot-wide travel lane in each direction and one 12-foot-wide center 

turn lane. A 12-foot-wide parkway with a 5-foot-wide sidewalk and 7-foot-wide landscaped area 

would be provided on each side of the roadway. 

Off-site Circulation Improvements: Project Design Transportation Features 

As part of the proposed project, the applicant is providing off-site circulation improvements to 

three intersections which have been identified by the City of San Diego as operating at deficient 

levels of service in the future and that are not currently included in the Kearny Mesa Public 

Facilities Plan and , therefore, have no funding source for improvement. These intersections are 

Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road , Balboa Avenue/Sport Mart entrance, and Balboa 

AvenueNiewridge Avenue. The required improvements and the applicant implementation of 

these improvements is provided in greater detail in Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation . 
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Pedestrian Circulation System 

As depicted in Figure 3-10, the proposed pedestrian circulation system would include walkways, 

plazas , and crosswalks. Features of the pedestrian system include: 

• A continuous network of pedestrian accessways provided throughout the site. 
Key pedestrian areas would be focused along the Main Street entry road , 
around/within Market Square, off of Kearny Villa Road , parkways , Main Street, 
and the retail storefront arcade. 

• Sidewalks along the perimeter streets tying into existing adjacent sidewalks . 

• Sidewalks with handicap ramps and crosswalks identified by special 
delineation/enhanced paving in conformance with all applicable standards. 

• Parking areas directly linked to building entrances by pedestrian walkways and 
entry plazas within development parcels. 

Bicycle Paths 

As depicted in Figure 3-10, the proposed project incorporates Class II bike paths (a 6-foot-wide 

striped lane within the roadway pavement) . All roadways , except for the Secondary/Service and 

Perimeter Service drives, will incorporate Class II bikeways. Secured bike racks will be provided 

in conformance with City standards . 

Transit Facilities 

Pedestrian and vehicular travel within and through the site is a key element of the NCC Master 

Plan project. Sidewalks, bikeways, and an internal loop/transit road are proposed by the 

applicant to provide transport between areas of the site, as well as providing linkages to 

adjacent areas in Kearny Mesa. Provisions for bus stops at key locations on-site would provide 

regional transit accessibility to customers and employees. 

Two bus stops are proposed. These facilities will connect external bus routes to the proposed 

internal loop bus route. Figure 3-11 depicts the existing on-site bus service route , the proposed 

locations of bus stops, and a conceptual internal loop bus/shuttle route connecting these 

facilities . Alternative bus stop locations are also shown. Specific route locations will be 

determined as development of the project proceeds. 
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Landscape Concept 

The New Century Center Design Manual has been prepared by the project applicant to set forth 

design considerations for the project in accordance with the PCD and PIO permits. The PCD 

and PIO Design Manual includes architectural, landscape, and signage guidelines for the 

Planned Commercial Development and Planned Industrial Development areas of the site and 

for the specific uses within these areas: retail , entertainment, mixed-use commercial, Market 

Square, industrial/business park, business support commercial, and Missile Park. 

The proposed landscape concept for the project is summarized below and is discussed in detail 

in the Design Manual. The landscape concept for the project (Figure 3-6) is intended to create 

places and to create destinations through transitional landscaping features including plant 

materials, pedestrian linkages, lighting, and site furnishings. Palm trees and canopy trees will 

serve as the landscape "spine" through the project site to transition from entertainment and retail 

uses in the western portion of the site to the campus-oriented industrial and business park uses 

in the eastern portion of the site. Palm trees wi ll provide a "signature statement" whi le the 

canopy trees will provide a pedestrian scale to parkways and sidewalks. 

The following functional and aesthetic considerations were identified by the applicant in 

developing the conceptual landscape plan for the project: 

• Screening of parking areas, utility equipment, trash enclosures, and other 
infrastructure/utilitarian objects. 

• Clear identification and separation of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic 
through the use of internal sidewalks, bike paths, shrub massing , and canopy 
trees. 

• Reinforcement of the human scale through the use of canopy trees, site 
furnishings, and lighting . 

• No adverse affects to the vernal pool conservation bank in Planning Area 5A. 

• Optimization of water conservation , including the proper selection of plant 
materials. 

• Special lighting in public open spaces. 

• Enhanced entry areas. 

• Landscaping that compliments and enhances the architectural elements of the 
project. 
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Project Entry and Edges 

SR-163 Frontage Along Kearny Villa Road 

The project site is visible from SR-163 and provides an opportunity to present the project's 

visual image to vehicular traffic. In addition to establishing these views of the project site, the 

intent of the landscaping in this area is to visually screen parking, service areas, and loading 

docks from SR-163. Landscaping along Kearny Villa Road will support the project site's 

entrance at Kearny Villa Road. The landscaping will be characterized by a double row of palm 

trees, shrub massing , and a turf parkway. 

Ruffin Road 

Existing landscaping north and south of the project site along Ruffin Road has an informal 

parkway character. As illustrated on Figure 3-7, the project's landscaping along Ruffin Road 

will be in keeping with this more informal character and set the tone for the campus-style 

industrial and business park to be located in the eastern portion of the project site. The primary 

entrance from Ruffin Road into this portion of the project site will be more formal to tie into the 

Market Square and entertainment and retail areas of the site. The objectives of the landscape 

treatment along Ruffin Road would be to establish views of the site from the roadway, screen 

parking and service areas as well as loading docks from the roadway, and to transition the site's 

landscaping from the existing landscaping along Ruffin Road. No landscaping of the vernal pool 

conservation bank in Planning Area SA would occur to prevent impacts to these existing 

resources. A native plant buffer along the southern boundary of the conservation bank would 

be provided. A detailed discussion of on-site biological resources is provided in Section 4.4. 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

Access from Clairemont Mesa Boulevard is intended to serve as the primary access to the 

business support uses within this portion of the project site. The landscape character at this 

entry would be consistent with the more informal campus-style landscape character in the 

industrial and business park area of the site and along Ruffin Road (Figure 3-7) . Further, the 

landscaping in this portion of the site is intended to provide linkages and references to the 

character of Missile Park. To the extent practicable, landscaping would be used to screen 

parking , loading docks, and service areas from Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. 

3-31 Project Description 



New Century Center Program EIR 

On-site Intersections 

Special landscaping would be provided at the intersections of Street Segments R/S with 

Segment B, and Street Segments 8/C with Segment D. The objectives of the landscape 

treatments at these locations is to establish consistent entry statements throughout the project 

site and places for project monumentation. Project monumentation would be enhanced through 

accent plantings and thematic color schemes. Landscaping would also be used to screen views 

of parking, service areas, and other similar areas. 

Streetscapes 

Central Parkway (Street Segments A, D, and G) 

The central parkway will serve as the east-west spine road connecting the entertainment and 

retail area to the industrial and business park area of the project site. Formal street tree 

plantings, graphics, street furniture, and pedestrian-scale light fixtures would be used. Street 

trees could include palms, such as Washington robusta, and canopy trees such as Ficus nitida 

"Green Gem." 

Parkways (Street Segments B and S) 

The secondary Ruffin Road entrance and the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard entrance will have a 

more informal parkway landscape theme (trees and shrubs) supporting the campus-style uses 

in this portion of the site. 

Service Access Roads (Street Segments H, I, J, and K) 

The north-south service access roads will be landscaped with street trees and shrubs on each 

side of the sidewalk. Trees could include Sweetgum; shrubs such as Privet could be used to 

create hedges to screen parking and service areas from the service access roads. 

Convair Drive and Electronics Way (Street Segments N, 0, P, Q, and R) 

Along these two roadways, the sidewalks would be lined with shade trees such as London Plane 

or Sweetgums. Privet hedges could be used to screen parking and service areas from the 

streets. Tightly spaced Eucalyptus trees and hedging would be used to screen views from 

adjacent properties. 
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Conceptual Plant Palette 

Table 3-4 identifies plant materials identified by the applicant for possible inclusion in the 

landscape concept for the project. This list is not intended to be inclusive and other plant 

materials may be substituted if they achieve a similar landscape character. Compliance with 

the City's guidelines regarding invasive pest plants is assumed. 

3.4 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

Implementation of the proposed project will require several discretionary actions from the lead 

agency, as well as responsible and trustee agencies. The following lead agency and 

responsible and trustee agencies are expected to use the information contained in this Program 

EIR for consideration of approvals related to and involved in the implementation of this project. 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

General Plan Amendment (GPA 35-0383) and Community Plan Amendment 
(CPA 35-0383). The project requires an amendment to the City of San Diego 
Progress Guide and General Plan to change the existing land use designation 
of Industrial to Commercial on the western portion of the site, and an 
amendment to the Kearny Mesa Community Plan to change the existing land 
use designation of Industrial and Business Park on portions of the site to 
General Commercial and Open Space/Park. 

New Century Center Master Plan. The New Century Center Master Plan would 
set forth the principal objectives governing the future development of the site 
and would be integrated into the Kearny Mesa Community Plan. 

Rezone (RZ 96-0165). The project requires a change of zone for Planning 
Areas 1A, 1 B, 2A, and 28 from M-IB (industrial/retail/office) to CA (community 
and regional shopping centers), and for Planning Area 7 from M-1 B to OS
TDR. 

Planned Commercial Development and Planned Industrial Permits (PCD and 
PIO) (PCD 96-0165 and PIO 96-0165) . A PCD permit is required for the 
approximately 85 westerly acres of the property (Planning Areas 1A, 1 B, 2A, 
and 2B) and a PIO permit for the remainder of the site. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map <TM 96-0165) . A vesting tentative map would 
divide the property into multiple legal parcels . The vesting tentative map will 
include a water and sewer capacity study and a drainage study. 
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TABLE 3-4 

CONCEPTUAL PLANT PALLETTE 

Function/Location 
Example 

(Botanical Name) 

Entry statement & 
main boulevard spine 

Washingtonia robusta 

(Common Name) Size 

Mexican Fan Palm 22" bth 

Broadleaf/Deciduous: Entry & intersection Erythrina coral/aides Coral Tree 24" box min. 
30' - 40' spread accent Platanus acerifolia London Plane Tree 

Broadleaf/Evergreen Canopy street tree Ficus nitida "Green Gem;" Indian Laurel Fig 24" box min. 
25' - 35' spread Podocarpus gracilior Fern Pine 

Vertica l Evergreen Street tree to match Eucalyptus sp. 50% 5-gallon 
15' - 30' spread character of existing and 50% 15-

Ruffin Road gallon 
landscape 

Shrubs 

Ever~reen Screen views from Ligustrum Texanum Texas Privet 5-gallon min . 
3' - 4 height street Photinia fraserii N.C.N. 

Evergreen, flowering Accent shrubs Agapanthus africanus; Lily of the Nile 70% 1-gallon 
Hermerocallis sp. Day Lily and 30% 5-

gallon 

Source: Burton Associates, 1997. 

• 

• 

• 

Subdivision Improvement Agreement. A Subdivision Improvement Agreement 
(SIA) would allow for site grading as proposed. 

Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO} Permit (RPO 96-0165} . The project 
would require a RPO permit due to the presence of wetlands and biologically 
sensitive lands on the site . 

Development Agreement. The applicant is requesting the approval of a 
development agreement. The agreement includes the following commitments 
and "extraordinary and significant benefits:" 

Commitments 

The permitted uses for the project, the density/intensity of uses, zoning, 
maximum height and size of buildings, building and yard setback 
requirements, provisions for reservations or dedications, design and 
performance standards, design guidelines, and other terms and 
conditions of development shall be those set forth in the Master Plan 
approvals and any other applicable project entitlements. 

Pursuant to the procedures set forth in the Master PCD/PID, the property 
owner or any site developer may apply from time to time for the approval 
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of a site plan. Upon approval of such site plan, the owner or site 
developer shall have the right to proceed with development in 
accordance with the sit plan approval and will be legally vested for sit 
plan entitlements for three years following site plan approval. Extensions 
to site plan approvals are set forth in the Development Agreement. 

Upon approval of each site plan pursuant to the Master PCD/PID, all 
development plans approved in connection with such applicant are legally 
vested for three years thereafter, and the developer can proceed with 
development. 

Other than the mitigation measures and conditions of approval set forth 
in the EIR for the proposed project and the Master Plan approvals (and 
any additional future mitigation programs contemplated therein), no other 
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the proposed 
project, as proposed in the EIR, are required. In the event CEQA 
requires any additional environmental review, the City of San Diego may 
impose additional measures or conditions to mitigate as permitted by Ja.w 
the adverse environmental impacts of such discretionary entitlements 
which were not considered at the time of project approval, subject to 
additional provisions set forth in the Development Agreement. 

Benefits 

Dedication of Sycamore Canyon Property: The project owner shall 
dedicate in fee approximately 248 acres located in the City and County 
of San Diego known as Sycamore Canyon, subject to the satisfaction of 
terms and conditions set forth .in the Development Agreement. 

Serra Mesa Library: The,project owner will make a $500,000 contribution 
for implementation · of th~ -Serra Mesa Library in the Kearny · Mesa 
Community, subject to conditions as set forth in the Development 
Agreement. 

Community Improvements Contribution: The project owner will make a 
$500,000 contribution for community-related facilities in the Kearny Mesa 
Community, subject to conditions as set forth in the Development 
Agreement. 

Off-site Sycamore Canyon Conservation Bank Dedication: The project 
owner will establish the Sycamore Canyon Conservation Bank consisting 
of approximately 1, 158 acres, located in the City and County of San 
Diego. The owner's obligation to establish the conservation bank is 
subject to conditions as set forth in the Development Agreement. 

Auxiliary Lane Contribution: The project owner will make a $250,000 
financial contribution to assist in the construction of the Interstate 15 
auxiliary lane. The owner's obligation is subject to conditions as set forth 
in the Development Agreement. 
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Subseguent Discretionary and Ministerial Actions 

• Site Plan Review (ministerial) 
• Grading Permits (discretionary for over 1,000 cubic yards) 
• Building Permits (ministerial) 
• Final Map (ministerial) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FEDERAL 

• California Department of Fish and Game. The project would require either: (1) 
a California Department of Fish and Game permit pursuant to section 2081 of 
the Fish and Game Code associated with impacts to state-listed endangered 
plants; or, (2) in the event that an incidental take statement is issued under 
Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act, alternative compli~nce in 
accordance with Section 2081 .1 of the California Endangered Species Act. A 
written agreement is required prior to allowing development that may threaten, 
harm, or destroy existing wildlife habitats within areas of jurisdiction. 

• State of California, Regional Water Quality Control Board. Pursuant to the 
federal Clean Water Act [Section 402(g)] and state General Construction 
Activity Storm Water Permit, a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit and storm water pollution prevention plans will be required 
from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for grading 
and construction in areas greater than 5 acres, as well as the installation of 
storm drains to serve the project. 

• U.S. Army Corps of Eng ineers. The project will require a U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USAGE) Section 404 permit if any portion of an area proposed for 
development is determined by the USAGE to be "waters of the United States." 
The USAGE has jurisdiction over developments in or affecting the navigable 
waters of the United States, pursuant to the Rivers and Harbors Act and the 
Clean Water Act. A USAGE general permit is required prior to discharging any 
dredge or fill material into United States waters, pursuant to Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Because of the presence of federally-listed 
Endangered and Threatened species, it will be necessary to obtain a take 
authorization pursuant to Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act. 
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4.1 LAND USE 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

On-site Land Uses 

The project site is generally bounded by Clairemont Mesa Boulevard on the north , Electronics 

Way on the south, Ruffin Road on the east, and SR-163 and Kearny Villa Road on the west. 

The site contains 234 232.§ acres of General Dynamics land uses, as well as the 10 acre 11 j5: 

acrij Computer Science Corporation (CSC) site, totaling 244 acres. 

As described in Section 3.0, Project Description, of this Program EIR, the project applicant has 

applied for and received demolition permits that would allow for the phased removal of existing 

on-site buildings and structures. This analysis assumes that all structures have been 

demolished with the exception of the 10 acre 11.5-~_qr~, two-story CSC facility that exists near 

the northeastern portion of the site and the 26-acre Missile Park, inclusive of resources at 

Missile Park. Prior to the commencement of demolition activities, the project site contained 

approximately 61 buildings and structures. The remainder of the site consists primarily of paved 

surface parking constructed as part of the original General Dynamics faci lity. The only other 

developed on-site land use is Missile Park, located in the northernmost portion of the site. The 

park provides open space and recreational uses that are accessible and currently open to the 

public. The site also contains approximately 14.1 acres of undeveloped land located within two 

areas on the eastern and southern portions of the site. Biological resources found in these two 

areas are described in Section 4.4 of this Program EIR. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

The project site is located north of Balboa Avenue and east of SR-163, within the City of San 

Diego Kearny Mesa Community. Kearny Mesa is a major urbanized industrial and commercial 

area which encompasses approximately 4,000 acres, and is surrounded by the predominantly 

single-family residential communities of Tierrasanta, Clairemont Mesa/Linda Vista, and Serra 

Mesa to the east, west, and south, respectively. Miramar Naval Air Station abuts the Kearny 

Mesa area on the north. Land uses adjacent to and in the vicinity of the project site were 

previously identified in Section 2.0. 
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City of San Diego Related Plans and Programs 

Land use issues addressed in this section include related plans and programs governing 

existing and future conditions on the project site, including the City of San Diego Progress Guide 

and General Plan, the Kearny Mesa Community Plan, Kearny Mesa Facilities Financing Plan, 

and the Resource Protection Ordinance. 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, includes goals, objectives, and 

policies, and a land use map. The General Plan identifies the project site as being located in 

the Urbanized area of the City. The Urbanized area is the central portion of San Diego as well 

as the remaining older sections of the City. This area includes all of the land south of Miramar 

Naval Air Station with the exception of Tierrasanta and portions of South Bay Terraces which 

are categorized as Planned Urbanizing. The General Plan notes that older communities in the 

Urbanized area are expected to become more diverse in their land use, particularly in 

employment opportunities and housing variety. Access and future public transportation systems 

are expected to emphasize nodes of activity in older communities. The majority of the project 

site has a General Plan land use designation of Industrial. A small portion of the site near 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard is designated Commercial. 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan consists of elements which address 

a broad range of issues. Each element of the plan identifies and describes goals, objectives, 

and implementing actions which provide direction for decision making and formulation of public 

policy. The most relevant policies as they relate to the development of the project site are 

contained in the Transportation, Commercial , Industrial, Cultural Resources Management, and 

Urban Design. 

Transportation Element 

The Transportation Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan provides a framework for 

the provision of a transportation system that can meet the needs of residents, visitors, and 

businesses. Transportation systems through the City are provided via streets and highways, 

transit, airports, rail, sea, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian walkways. The primary goals of the 

Transportation Element applicable to the proposed project are for the provision of: 

• A flexible, evolving transportation system, the implementation of which retains 
full consistency with City and regional development goals. 
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• A transportation system that is in balance with the types and intensities of land 
uses that it serves. 

• A coordinated, multimodal transportation system capable of meeting increasing 
needs for personal mobility and goods movement at acceptable levels of 
service. 

• A transportation system that is safe, functional, efficient, environmentally 
acceptable, and aesthetically pleasing. 

• Assured revenues to cover the costs of constructing, operating, and 
maintaining planned transportation facilities and providing needed 
transportation services. 

• A convenient, regionally coordinated transit system that is recognized as an 
essential public service because of its pervasive social, economic, and 
environmental benefits. 

• A street and highway system whose components are consistent with the 
character of the area traversed and suitable for the type and volume of traffic 
served. 

• Availability of parking facilities sufficient to minimize, if not eliminate, any 
measurable contribution to traffic congestion. 

• Reduction of transportation noise to a level that is tolerable and no longer 
constitutes a threat to the public health and general welfare. 

Commercial Element 

The Commercial Element of the General Plan identifies a functional structure to meet the 

commercial needs of residents and visitors. Its intent is to incorporate the following key 

components: continuation of the present decentralized pattern of commercial uses; continuing 

reliance on shopping centers as the favored form of retail commercial development; a changing, 

more specialized role for Centre City; and recognition of the increasing importance of 

commercial recreation to this area. Commercial areas in the older sections of the City are 

typically characterized by strip development. These older strip or thoroughfare commercial areas 

are often problematic because many were developed prior to current zoning regulations, market 

trends, and urban development patterns leading to inadequate parking and traffic congestion. 

The General Plan notes that existing business districts in older, built-up areas of the City could 

be upgraded and infilled to better serve the neighborhoods and to accommodate increased 

demand. The overall goal of the Commercial Element is: 

• To develop an integrated system of commercial facilities that effectively meets 
the needs of San Diego residents and visitors as well as assuring that each 
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new development does not impede the economic vitality of other existing 
commercial areas. 

The Commercial Element's recommendations include "prohibit the location commercial uses in 

designated industrial park areas, with the exception of commercial services needed to serve the 

industrial park." 

Industrial Element 

The Industrial Element notes that manufacturing activities employ a significant amount of the 

City's work force and represent an important economic contribution to the City and region. The 

project site is in an industrially-designated portion of the City (No. 15: Kearny Mesa East). In 

planning for the City's future, this element notes that determining the appropriate amount of 

industrially-designated land is difficult. Enough land should be designated to meet the 

anticipated need. However, too much acreage can preclude the "timely development of close-in 

properties and even result in the premature escalation of property taxes. An overabundance 

of industrial land may also contribute to a diffused, inefficient, and uneconomical industrial 

development pattern." 

Goals of the Industrial Element that are applicable to the project are as follows: 

• Insure that industrial land needs as required for a balanced economy and 
balanced land use are met consistent with environmental considerations. 

• Protect a reserve of manufacturing lands from encroachment by non
manufacturing uses. 

• Revitalize through public and private efforts, industrial areas which are basically 
well located but show environmental and/or functional deficiencies. 

• Develop and maintain procedures to allow employment growth in the 
manufacturing sector at or near the state average. 

Cultural Resources Management Element 

The Cultural Resources Management Element of the General Plan notes that cultural resources 

are physical features, natural and man-made, associated with human activity such as buildings, 

street furniture, planted materials, etc. Goals of this element include the following: 

• Preservation of San Diego's rich historical and prehistoric tradition so that it 
may become part of the consciousness of the present and future generations. 
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• Conserve not only structures of outstanding historic and architectural merit, but 
also those structures which contribute to the economic and social well-being of 
the City. 

• Conserve in their entirety the largest and most unique prehistoric sites found 
within the City to be held for investigation with more sophisticated techniques 
developed at some future time. 

• Preservation of historic resources in number and type so as to successfully 
evoke the distinctive character of all significant stages of San Diego's history. 

Urban Design Element 

The Urban Design Element of the General Plan deals with the "preservation, rehabilitation, and 

re-use of existing man-made facilities. The Element also addresses the integration of new 

development with the natural landscape or within the framework of an existing community, with 

minimum impact on that community's physical and social assets." The overall goal of the 

element is: 

• Development of a comprehensive concern for the visual and other sensory 
relationships between people and their environment. 

In addition to the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, the City has developed 

community plans which provide guidelines for various communities in conformance with the 

goals and objectives of the General Plan, including Kearny Mesa. The community plans provide 

more detailed information regarding the direction of future development within the various 

communities. 

Kearny Mesa Community Plan 

The Kearny Mesa Community Plan area, located in the central portion of the City, encompasses 

approximately 4,000 acres and is located between SR-52 to the north, 1-805 on the west, 1-15 

on the east, and Aero Drive and Friars Road on the south. 

The Kearny Mesa Community Plan "identifies the major issues facing Kearny Mesa and 

provides a framework to guide the future growth and development of the community." The 

primary intent of the plan is to "preserve and enhance Kearny Mesa as an employment center." 

The relevant aspects of the various elements contained in the Plan are briefly described below. 
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Industrial Element 

The primary goal of the Industrial Element is to "provide opportunities for well-designed research 

and development, business park, traditional industrial and 'heavy' commercial uses in the 

community which include employee amenities to enhance the viability and image of Kearny 

Mesa." 

The following polices are applicable to the proposed project: 

• Industrially designated areas should be utilized for general industrial, business 
park, and scientific research and development uses .... Heavy commercial uses 
should also be accommodated given the space needs of these uses. 

• New development should be located in well designed projects with adequate 
provisions for transit opportunities, bicycle access, off-street parking, 
landscaping, service areas, support commercial and employee recreation 
facilities. 

• Redevelopment should include upgrading the property to meet current 
development standards including landscaping and signage regulations. 

• Industrially designated land should achieve and maintain lot sizes which allow 
the full range of development recommended by this plan. 

• Development should be reviewed for consistency with adopted airport policies, 
such as those set forth in the comprehensive land uses plans of Montgomery 
Field and Miramar Naval Air Station. 

The majority of the General Dynamics site is zoned M-1 B; approximately 6 acres of the site 

which fronts on Clairemont Mesa Boulevard is zoned M-1A, (See Section 2.0, Figure 2-8 which 

identifies these zoning designations.) The Community Plan contains specific policy language 

regarding the project site, identified as the General Dynamics site, indicating that the M-1A 

zoned property should be retained to provide opportunities for new commercial development 

along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. The plan further notes that the M-1 B zoning on the majority 

of the property should be retained to provide for office and light industrial infill development. 

The Kearny Mesa Community Plan recommends that a master plan be prepared for the General 

Dynamics site at the time reuse of the site is proposed. This master plan is to address the 

following issues: 

• The internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system on the site should be 
improved with areas of enhanced pavement to define pedestrian paths. As an 
alternative to surface parking, well-designed, low-scale parking structures with 
linkage to existing and proposed buildings should be considered. 
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• A transportation demand management plan should be prepared and 
implemented to achieve the goals of the City's Mobility Program. Contributions 
to public transit, such as bus service, a transit center, and other physical 
improvements or human services should also be incorporated into any future 
proposals for this site. Phasing plans should particularly address any needed 
public and private street improvements, including street widenings, signalization 
and additional access points. 

• A comprehensive landscape plan should be required which provides for 
landscaping in surface parking lots and along the major roadways and 
entrances to the site. 

• A comprehensive sign plan should be required to provide consistent signage 
throughout the facility and to limit the size and number of signs. Monument 
signs should be provided rather than pole signs. 

Commercial Element 

The primary goals of the Commercial Element are to: 

• Revitalize retail areas by improving motor vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian 
circulation on and off site, and by improving the aesthetic quality of retail 
development. 

• Provide commercial services to employees within industrially designed areas 
by encouraging support commercial uses to locate within these developments. 

• Discourage freestanding retail and general commercial strip centers within 
industrially designated areas. 

• Provide opportunities for commercial uses that serve commuters traversing 
Kearny Mesa. 

Relevant policies of the Commercial Element are as follows: 

• Properties within the General Commercial land use designation should be 
allowed to develop with a broad array of uses, including commercial uses (i.e. 
retail and office) and industrial uses (i.e. "traditional" industrial and R&D). 

• General commercial uses ... should only be allowed within the area designated 
for General Commercial use. Support commercial development, however, 
should be allowed to locate within the industrially designated areas of Kearny 
Mesa. 

• Hotel development should not be located where noise impacts exceed 65 
decibels or Community Noise Equivalent Levels (CNEL) without mitigating 
interior noise levels to 45 CNEL. 
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• New development should be located in well designed projects with adequate 
provisions for transit opportunities, bicycle commuting, off-street parking, 
landscaping, and service areas. 

• Redevelopment should include upgrading the property to meet current 
development standards including landscaping and signage regulations. 

The Community Plan further states that retail commercial development to the east of SR-163 

should be limited to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and the intersection of 1-15 and Aero Drive to 

provide necessary general commercial uses for the surrounding industrially designed areas 

without promoting the "indiscriminate location of strip retail development." This limitation on 

commercial development is consistent with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General 

Plan policy regarding the preemption of industrial development by non-industrial uses. 

Transportation Element 

The primary goals identified in the Transportation Element are: 

• Provide a safe and efficient multimodal transportation system that maximizes 
access for employees, customers, and residents of the community while 
minimizing adverse environmental impacts. 

• Establish a vision for the future where individual choice is enhanced through 
the implementation of mass transit concepts. 

Relevant policies of the Transportation Element indicate that: 

• Development intensities should correlate with the capacity of the circulation 
system. 

• Street widenings, restriping and signalization improvements should be analyzed 
as needed to provide a safe and convenient transportation system for 
motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians. 

• Transit passenger facilities should be provided commensurate with transit 
activity according to the transit facility guidelines in the Metropolitan Transit 
Development Board's Short Range Transit Plan. 

• Permit applicants should be strongly encouraged to incorporate provisions of 
the Transportation Demand Management (TOM) ordinance into their projects. 
In addition, developers, property owners, and employers in Kearny Mesa 
should establish a Kearny Mesa Traffic Management Association (TMA) as a 
means of achieving the goals of the TOM Ordinance. 

• Bicycle parking facilities, including bicycle racks and lockers, should be 
provided as part of new development and redevelopment for bike commuters 
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to store their vehicles. In addition, bicycle safety and commuting workshops 
for employees should be jointly sponsored by the City of San Diego, Caltrans' 
Commuter Computer, and the proposed Kearny Mesa TMA. 

• Enhanced facilities for pedestrian travel within the community should be 
provided to reduce auto dependent travel. 

Further, the Transportation Element specifically recommends that: development should be 

coordinated with transit services to promote better transit access in the community; development 

projects should provide for internal pedestrian circulation, which connects with adjacent 

pedestrian circulation systems; and the new developments should be required to provide their 

fair-share of the specific improvements identified in the Element to minimize negative traffic 

impacts associated with community development. The pedestrian and bicycle recommendations 

identified above are consistent with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

goals of providing a coordinated non-motorized transportation system. 

The City of San Diego Regional Transportation Plan identifies a community and regional 

bikeway system to serve the Kearny Mesa Community. Adjacent to the project site, Class Ill 

bicycle routes ("a shared right-of-way designated by signs only, with bicycle traffic sharing the 

roadway with motorized vehicles") occur along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and Kearny Villa 

Road. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and Ruffin Road are recommended for Class II bicycle lanes 

("a restricted right-of-way located on the paved road surface alongside the traffic lane nearest 

the curb, and identified with special signs, lane striping, and other pavement markings"). 

Urban Design Element 

The primary goal of the Urban Design Element is to "preserve and enhance the physical 

environment, visual appearance, identity and character of the Kearny Mesa community." 

Most of the Kearny Mesa Community has been developed under the provisions of the M-1 A and 

M-1 B industrial zoning designations. Development regulations for these zoning designations 

do not include more stringent site design standards which have been established for other City 

zoning designations. The Community Plan acknowledges that the community lacks the 

aesthetic quality that derives from the provision of basic amenities. In addition, landscaped 

medians, street trees, aesthetically pleasing signage, pedestrian pathways, and other Urban 

Design Elements tend to be completely missing or are provided in a piecemeal manner. 

The Urban Design Element of the Kearny Mesa Community Plan contains Urban Design 

guidelines which have been developed for general application in the community. These 

guidelines address the following: 
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• Building scale and design; 
• Gateways; 
• Hillsides and other natural resources; 
• Prime viewshed areas; 
• Transportation corridors/streetscapes; and 
• Arterials and other streets. 

Community Facilities and Services Element 

The primary goal of the Community Facilities and Service Element is to "maintain all existing 

community facilities and services, and secure financing to upgrade those which are impacted 

by community growth and change." 

The relevant policy of this Element indicates that developments should incorporate recreational 

facilities for employees, including showers and locker facilities. Other policies and 

recommendations identified in this Element are site-specific and do not relate to the project site. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

The Conservation and Open Space Element addresses issues related to the protection of 

natural resources and the provision of adequate open space areas. The primary goal of the 

element is: 

• Preserve open and environmentally sensitive areas for the aesthetic, 
psychological, and recreational benefits they provide to the community. 

Relevant policies and recommendations of this Element indicate that: open space areas should 

be provided within developments to provide visual relief; native vegetation should be retained 

where possible; developments within the NAS Miramar "airport influence area" should be 

reviewed for consistency with the NAS Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan; and that 

projects adjacent to vernal pool habitat should be designed to prevent: runoff during the dry 

season, the invasion of exotic plants, and leaf litter from impacting vernal pool habitat. 

The Community Plan specifically designates open space lands and known vernal pool sites 

which should be protected. 

Kearny Mesa Facilities Financing Plan 

The Kearny Mesa Facilities Financing Plan identifies major public facilities needed on a 

community-wide basis. These facilities are transportation (streets, storm drains, traffic signals, 
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etc.), libraries, parks and recreation, and fire stations. The facilities identified in the Financing 

Plan are based on the necessary infrastructure associated with the buildout of the Community 

of Kearny Mesa as established in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan. The City of San Diego has 

established development impact fees (DIF) associated with development in the community. The 

Financing Plan provides the basis for impact fees for the Kearny Mesa Community. 

Resource Protection Ordinance 

In addition to the above-described documents, the project site is subject to the regulations of 

the City of San Diego's Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), adopted in February 1991. The 

purpose and intent of this ordinance is "to protect, preserve, and where damaged, restore the 

environmentally sensitive lands of San Diego, which include wetlands, wetland buffers, 

floodplains, hillsides, biologically sensitive lands, and significant prehistoric and historic 

resources .... " The provisions of the ordinance apply to floodways and 100-year floodplain fringe 

areas, all hillside areas of 25 percent or greater slope, all other unmapped hillsides, wetlands, 

and wetland buffer areas, all biologically sensitive lands, and all significant prehistoric and 

historic sites and resources. These resources must meet the definitions established in the RPO 

to be subject to its regulations. Applicable resources present on the site are wetland and 

wetland buffer areas, biologically sensitive lands, and potentially significant historic resources. 

The RPO provides that development plans shall comply with the regulations limiting uses of the 

resources subject to the RPO and, in the case of wetlands and significant historic resources, 

avoid "encroachment." In a case where a development plan contemplates uses or 

encroachments beyond those provided in the RPO, the RPO provides that the Planning 

Commission may approve the plan through "alternative compliance" where it appears that the 

strict application of the regulations would "1 ) result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant; or 

2) create results that conflict with City Council policy, the Progress Guide and General Plan or 

any adopted community plan; or 3) preclude provisions of extraordinary benefit to the general 

public." The application of these provisions are described below, as well as in Section 4.4, 

Biological Resources. 

Other Relevant Plans 

Montgomery Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

The primary purpose of the Montgomery Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) is to 

ensure that compatible development occurs in areas adjacent to airport property within the 

Airport Influence Area (AIA). The AIA is based on those areas adjacent to the airport which 
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could be impacted by noise levels exceeding the standards or where height restrictions would 

be needed to prevent obstructions to navigable airspace. The project site is located generally 

north and adjacent to the AIA for Montgomery Field. A small area in the southeastern portion 

of the site falls within the AIA (location of proposed conservation bank). 

Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

The CLUP for the Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar was prepared by the Airport Land Use 

Commission (ALUC) under the authority of Article 3.5 of the California Public Utilities Code. The 

purpose of the law is to protect the public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly 

expansion of airports and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public's exposure 

to excessive noise and safety hazards. 

The plan was prepared to protect NAS Miramar from incompatible land uses and provide for the 

orderly growth of the area surrounding the air station; to safeguard the general welfare of the 

inhabitants within the vicinity of the air station and the public in general by protecting them from 

the adverse effects of aircraft noise and accident potential; and to ensure that no obstructions 

or other hazards affect navigable airspace. 

The CLUP identifies the AIA, noise contours, and the area impacted by airport-generated noise; 

land uses compatibility issues; and accident potential zones. The project site is located within 

the southern portion of the AIA for NAS Miramar but is outside of its accident potential zones 

(APZ). 

Multiple Species Conservation Plan 

The draft Multiple Species Conservation Program ( draft MSCP) was established by the City of 

San Diego to identify and evaluate biological resources within the City from a regional 

perspective rather than on a case-by-case basis. One of the primary objectives of the draft 

MSCP is to identify and maintain a preserve system which provides for the maintenance of plant 

and animal populations at both the local and regional levels. The preserve system is proposed 

as a network of biological core resource areas (large blocks of habitat) and linkages/wildlife 

corridors. The design of the preserve system will ultimately be finalized by the City into a 

Preserve Map. 

A habitat evaluation model was created as part of the MSCP process to qualify associated 

biological resources. Qualitative values were assigned to habitats according to a number of 

different parameters related to wildlife, vegetation, and biogeography. Habitats were also 

assessed based upon their value for supporting viable populations of the coastal California 
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gnatcatcher, a target species for conservation in Southern California. Using this information, 

the draft MSCP proposes "core biological resource areas" which consist of large blocks of native 

habitat which are sufficient to support a diversity of plant and animal life. "Linkages" were also 

identified to accommodate wildlife movement between core areas. These linkages usually occur 

in river valleys or riparian corridors, although they can also extend across upland habitats 

between core areas. 

The system of evaluating habitats can be used to prioritized which sites are most important to 

preserve (i.e., those with the highest values). Although the New Century Center site in Kearny 

Mesa supports a number of species targeted for conservation within the MSCP, the site does 

not occur within a core area or linkage area identified in the draft MSCP. However, because of 

the high quality of the vernal pool habitat associated with the southern section of the site, 

including the presence of four target species, preservation of the southern section would 

enhance local and regional conservation efforts for the San Diego mesa mint, San Diego button 

celery, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Orcutt's brodiaea. These resources are addressed below 

along with an additional resource associated with the San Diego hardpan vernal pool habitat: 

spreading navarretia. 

4.1.1 ISSUE 1 

How is the proposed project consistent with the land use designations, intensity of development, 

and environmental goals of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan and the 

Kearny Mesa Community Plan? 

IMPACTS 

San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

In the absence of the proposed amendments, the proposed project would be inconsistent with 

the General Plan and Kearny Mesa Community Plan with regard to the existing land use 

designations; the Kearny Mesa Community Plan is discussed below. Approximately 236 acres 

of the site has a General Plan land use designation of Industrial; approximately 6 acres of the 

site, fronting onto Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, has a Commercial designation. Implementation 

of the proposed project would require a General Plan amendment and zone change. The two 

proposed general plan land use designations would be Commercial and Industrial. The figures 

and text of the Progress Guide and General Plan would be modified to reflect the details in the 

NCC Master Plan land uses, circulation system, and other General Plan elements applicable to 

the project site. 
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As previously addressed, the site is currently zoned M-1A and M-1 B (industrial/retail/office); 

Planning Areas 1A, 1 B, 2A, and 28 would be rezoned from M-1 B to CA (community and regional 

shopping centers) (see Section 3.0, Figure 3-3). These planning areas comprise approximately 

85 acres of the property adjacent to Kearny Villa Road. The existing M-1A and M-1 B zoning 

designations would be retained on the majority of the remainder of the site. Planning Area 7 

(Missile Park) would be rezoned from M-18 to OS-TOR (Open Space). With the proposed 

amendment and zone change, the project would be consistent with the General Plan 

designations. 

Relevant environmental goals of the San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan relate 

primarily to the Transportation, Industrial, Commercial, Cultural Resources Management, and 

Urban Design Elements and are discussed below. 

Transportation Element 

The proposed project is consistent with Transportation Element goals because it would provide 

off-street parking, be compatible with land use compatibility standards and transportation 

improvement requirements for commercial and industrial development, would provide on-site 

and off-site transit facilities, and would provide pedestrian and bicycle facilities to facilitate the 

provision of a coordinated non-motorized transportation system. The provision of a mix of land 

uses on one site is intended to encourage longer stays at the site to take advantage of multiple 

opportunities (e.g., employment, entertainment, and retail), and thereby discourage off-site 

vehicular use. Further, the project would incorporate pedestrian facilities which would facilitate 

pedestrian transportation within and between the site, and between existing commercial 

development along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, and transit (shuttle) within the site. As 

discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR the project will contribute 

to significant, unavoidable cumulative impacts to the following freeway segments: 1-15 (l -8 to 

Aero Drive, and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard to SR-52), SR-52 (1-805 to 1-15), and 1-805 (Murray 

Ridge Road to SR-52). These impacts were identified in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan and 

would occur with or without the proposed project. 

Commercial and Industrial Elements 

Prior to amendment of the Progress Guide and General Plan, the project's proposed land use 

designation change would be inconsistent with the General Plan. As previously noted, the 

Industrial Element of the General Plan discourages the encroachment of non-manufacturing 

uses on manufacturing properties. The western portion of the site (approximately 85 acres) is 

proposed for commercial and commercial-related uses (limited to 620,000 square feet of 

9.9.!llm~cial us~_lD Pla_nbing Ar~s 1A an<! 1 B), and would therefore be generally inconsistent 

4.1-14 Land Use 



New Century Center Program EIR 

with the City's goal regarding the protection of manufacturing lands from encroachment by non

manufacturing uses. The General Plan notes that determining the appropriate amount of 

industrial land is difficult and an "overabundance" can also have negative economic and 

planning consequences. The remainder of the project site's development area would have an 

Industrial land use designation encouraging campus park-style office, manufacturing, and 

industrial uses with support retail uses. 

The Commercial Element indicates that infill commercial development can serve to 

accommodate increased demand. Commercial goals indicate that commercial uses should be 

prohibited within industrial areas, with the exception of commercial services needed to serve 

industrial park development. While the proposed project would result in more commercial 

development than is required to serve industrial park development, the mixed-use project would 

result in the reuse and rehabilitation of the underutilized site, in accordance with the Element's 

goals. Additionally, the project may also result in the indirect rehabilitation and revitalization of 

the strip commercial development along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and in Kearny Mesa, in 

general. Such secondary revitalization would be consistent with Commercial Element goals 

which seek the rehabilitation of older commercial areas. Additionally, the proposed project may 

also help to create a gateway or entrance into Kearny Mesa, which the Kearny Mesa Community 

Plan indicates is lacking. 

Cultural Resources Management Element 

The project site contains a complex of buildings and structures that were associated with the 

development of the aerospace industry in San Diego. The City has issued demolition permits 

that will allow for the ongoing demolition of all buildings and structures on the project site with 

the exception of the CSC complex and Missile Park. The significance of on-site historic 

resources is addressed in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources. An archaeological survey conducted 

as part of the project indicated no known or anticipated prehistoric archaeological resources on 

the project site (see Section 4.5 of this Program EIR). The EIR sets forth a mitigation program 

associated with the on-site historic resources that would mitigate all impacts to a level that is 

considered less than significant. 

Urban Design Element 

Consistent with the Urban Design Element, the project would be compatible with the size and 

design of the surrounding neighborhood and would avoid an overwhelming or dominating 

appearance by conforming with the prevailing scale of surrounding development (refer to 

Section 4.6, Visual/Aesthetics, for a detailed evaluation of this issue). 
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Kearny Mesa Community Plan 

As described above, absent a Community Plan Amendment, the proposed project would be 

considered inconsistent with the existing land use designations and zoning identified in the 

Kearny Mesa Community Plan. Further, the Kearny Mesa Community Plan recommends that 

a Master Plan be prepared for the General Dynamics site indicating that the existing zoning on 

this site should be retained to provide primarily for industrial office and light infill development. 

Retention of the existing zoning and level of intensity for the project site, as envisioned in the 

Community Plan, could result in the retention of similar land uses (e.g., defense-related, 

industrial, etc.), as have historically existed on the project site. The Community Plan recognizes 

that the development of the General Dynamics Property can best proceed by following a Master 

Plan that sets forth a coherent vision for future uses, circulation, and urban design. 

The project would conform with the remaining Master Plan components recommended for this 

site, such as an internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system improved with areas of 

enhanced pavement to define pedestrian paths, a transportation demand management plan, 

and comprehensive landscape and sign plans would result from project implementation (refer 

to Sections 4.2, Transportation and 4.6, Visual/Aesthetics, of this Program EIR and to the 

Master Plan and PCD and PIO permits for additional details regarding these plans). 

The proposed project is consistent with Transportation Element goals of the Community Plan 

by providing for internal pedestrian and bicycle circulation connecting with adjacent areas, 

bicycle parking facilities, transit access, incorporation of provisions of the Transportation 

Demand Ordinance into project design, consistency with the capacity of the circulation system, 

and project fair-share contribution to traffic improvements. As previously noted, the project 

would contribute to a significant unavoidable cumulative impact to freeway segments. However, 

these freeway segments would operate at congested levels of services even if no development 

on the project site were to occur. 

Consistent with the Urban Design Element, the project would be compatible with the size and 

design of the surrounding neighborhood and would avoid an overwhelming or dominating 

appearance by conforming with the prevailing scale of surrounding development (refer to 

Section 4.6, Visual/Aesthetics, for a detailed evaluation of this issue). 

The project is consistent with the Community Facilities and Services Element regarding the 

provision of recreational opportunities in the project. As noted, 8:-5 7 acres of Missile Park 

(Planning Area 7) will be retained as an amenity to employees and users of the project. 

Although active recreational areas would not be included in the park, the park and the on-site 

pedestrian and bicycle paths provide recreational amenities within the project site. In addition, 
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recreational uses may be implemented at Market Square. Further, opportunities for the 

integration of other recreational uses including a health club(s) and other recreational amenities 

in building complexes could be provided. 

The proposed project is consistent with the Open Space and Conservation Element of the 

Community Plan by providing for open areas within the development to provide visual relief 

(Missile Park, Market Square, and the conservation bank); and compatibility with the Noise 

Compatibility and Land Use Matrix, as evaluated in Section 4.10, Noise. Additionally, with 

mitigation identified in this Program EIR (Section 4.9, Hydrology), downstream erosion and 

sedimentation would be minimized, irrigation systems would be properly designed to avoid over 

watering, native and drought-tolerant species would be emphasized in areas adjacent to natural 

vegetation, and runoff would be prevented adjacent to vernal pool habitat. Further, the project 

would not result in the development of any areas designated as Open Space in the Community 

Plan. However, as proposed, the project would result in the loss of on-site vernal pools and 

other identified sensitive habitat and wildlife resources. Biological resource impacts are 

discussed in detail in Section 4.4 of this Program EIR. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

Absent the proposed amendments to the Progress Guide and General Plan, Kearny Mesa 

Community Plan, and zoning map, the proposed project would be inconsistent with existing land 

use designations and zoning, and goals/objectives related to the retention of industrial land for 

industrial/business park uses. Under City significance thresholds, inconsistency/conflict with an 

adopted land use designation or goal is only significant if it would result in significant 

environmental effects. As described below, implementation of the proposed project would not 

result in significant environmental impacts related to inconsistencies with adopted environmental 

goals of the San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan and the Kearny Mesa Community 

Plan. 

As previously discussed, the applicant has requested an amendment to the San Diego Progress 

Guide to change the land use designation on the western portion of the site (approximately 85 

acres) from Industrial to Commercial; the eastern portion of the site would retain its Industrial 

designation. An amendment to the Kearny Mesa Community Plan would change the site's 

designation of Industrial and Business Park on the western portion of the site to General 

Commercial; the eastern portion would retain its General Commercial and its Industrial and 

Business Park designations, and would designate Missile Park (Planning Area 7) as Open 

Space/Park. 
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All but 6 acres of the site are zoned M-1 B; the remaining 6 acres are zoned M-1A. The 

proposed rezone would result in Planning Areas 1 and 2 being designated with CA zoning. 

Within the Planned Industrial Development Area, Planning Areas 3 through 6 would retain their 

M-1 B zoning designation; Planning Areas 8A and 88 along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard would 

retain their M-1A zoning designation. The proposed rezone would result in 8.5 acres of Missile 

Park (Planning Area 7) rezoned to OS-TRD. 

The proposed redesignation/rezone of the site could result in a significant environmental change 

if the region's jobs-housing balance is impacted such that traffic is increased (and cannot be 

mitigated) or new population is drawn to the area. It is not anticipated that either condition 

would occur with implementation of the proposed project's commercial uses because resulting 

retail office and industrial jobs would be of the type that would provide additional employment 

opportunities for existing residents, but would not result in people moving into the area and 

creating additional demands upon existing housing and public services. 

With respect to traffic directional flows, Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this 

Program EIR addresses the anticipated peak hour traffic for the proposed project in comparison 

to land uses identified in the Community Plan for the project site. The traffic study prepared for 

the project indicates that the proposed land uses would result in less peak hour traffic and better 

directional flow of traffic. Additionally, resulting commercial-related jobs would generally not be 

of the type that would generate lengthy commutes. The Transportation and Circulation section 

of this Program EIR does acknowledge that the project would contribute to significant adverse 

impacts to freeway segments and the local circulation system within the traffic study area. The 

project's contribution to cumulative impacts on freeway segments is significant and unavoidable. 

However, these freeway segments would operate at congested levels of service with or without 

the project. All other traffic impacts can be mitigated to a level that is considered less than 

significant. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

No mitigation is required beyond that identified in Sections 4.2 through 4.12 of this Program EIR. 

4.1.2 ISSUE 2 

How does the project relate to the development regulations and guidelines of the Resource 

Protection Ordinance? 

4.1-18 Land Use 



New Century Center Program EIR 

IMPACTS 

Wetlands, Wetland Buffer Areas. and Biological Sensitive Lands 

The RPO precludes uses within wetlands and wetland buffer areas, and substantially limits uses 

within biologically sensitive lands beyond specified "maximum percentages". Any such 

encroachment "must not adversely impact state or federally listed rare, threatened, or 

endangered species or wetlands." 

Approximately 14.1 acres located within the eastern and southern sections of the project site 

contain biological and vegetation communities supporting species considered "sensitive" as 

defined in the RPO. Among other resources, this section of the property contains approximately 

0.6 acre of vernal pool wetlands and 12.9 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub. Therefore, 13.5 

acres of the 14.1 acres would be subject to the RPO. Of the 13.5 acres, the following resources 

are found in the eastern section: 9.0 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub and 0.2 acre of vernal 

pool wetlands. In the southern section, there are 3.9 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub and 

0.4 acre of vernal pool wetlands. Subject to acceptance by federal and state resource agencies, 

the applicant is proposing to set aside the 4.3-acre southern section of this biologically sensitive 

habitat as a conservation bank. Thus, the proposed development plan would impact only the 

remaining approximately 9.8 acres comprising the eastern section of the habitat area. The 13.5 

acres subject to the City's RPO is approximately 5.5 percent of the project site, which would 

provide no encroachment allowance. The project would result in encroachments and other 

impacts to wetlands and biologically sensitive lands in the eastern section beyond the limited 

encroachments set forth in the RPO. 

The City's RPO does not permit encroachment into the biologically sensitive lands and wetlands 

areas within the property in the absence of alternative compliance findings by the City Planning 
' Commission. Such alternative compliance would require findings that appropriate mitigation of 

impacts to the sensitive lands and wetlands were provided, that the project will not conflict with 

the General Plan and the Community Plan, and that the project provides "extraordinary benefits" 

to the public. Please refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources. The Planning Commission 

would need to grant alternative compliance for the eastern section of the project site. 

Historic Resources 

The RPO also applies to significant prehistoric and historic resources, specifically historic 

districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects included in the State Landmark Register, or the 
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City of San Diego Historical Sites Board List, or included in or eligible for inclusion in the 

National Register of Historic Places. 

Neither the project site as a whole nor any individual buildings or structures have been included 

in either the National Register of Historic Places, State Landmark Register, or the City of San 

Diego Historical Sites Board List. Additionally, neither the project site nor the individual buildings 

have been determined "eligible" for inclusion in the National Register. For these reasons, 

neither the project site nor any individual buildings are subject to the RPO. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

The development of the eastern section of the site would potentially conflict with the regulatory 

standards of the RPO with respect to sensitive biological resources. As such, all impacts to 

vernal pool habitat and biologically sensitive lands are considered significant direct and 

cumulative land use impacts. Please refer to Section 6.0 of this Program EIR for additional 

discussion of the project's contribution to significant, cumulative regional land use impacts. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

The applicant proposes to offset encroachment into the vernal pools and biologically sensitive 

lands through the creation of a 4.3-acre conservation bank for the preservation and 

enhancement of vernal pool habitat, as well as through off-site acquisition of equally suitable 

Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat. Please refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of this 

Program EIR for a detailed discussion of the proposed biological mitigation program for the 

project. Implementation of this mitigation program would reduce potential direct, but not 

cumulative, impacts with respect to the RPO allowances for biologically sensitive lands, 

excepting wetlands, to below a level of significance. Impacts to vernal pools would remain a 

significant adverse impact of the project on a project-specific and cumulative basis. 

Implementation of the following alternatives identified in Section 9.0 of the Program EIR would 

lessen or eliminate significant impacts to biological resources that are associated with the 

proposed project: No Project "A" Alternative (assumes no new development of the site), and 

Reduced Intensity Alternative (assumes no direct encroachment into the on-site bioiogical 

resources) . 
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4.1.3 ISSUE 3 

How is the proposed project consistent with the Montgomery Field and Naval Air Station (NA S) 

Miramar land use policies? 

IMPACTS 

Montgomery Field 

As indicated in the Existing Conditions subsection, the purpose of the Montgomery Field 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan is to ensure that compatible development occurs in areas 

adjacent to airport property in the Airport Influence Area (AIA). While a small area in the 

southeastern portion of the site (proposed conservation bank area) falls within the Montgomery 

Field AIA, the site is generally located north and adjacent to the AIA. 

The CLUP for Montgomery Field provides a development review process by which a 

development or proposal is determined to be consistent with the Plan. This process requires 

that the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) be notified of proposed development projects or 

land use plan/zone changes. The ALUC staff then make a determination as to whether or not 

the proposed action is consistent with its adopted CLUP. 

However, the proposed project would not be considered an incompatible land use as it does not 

occur in noise impacted areas (as delineated by 60, 65, and 70 CNEL noise contours) and/or 

Flight Activity Zones (FAZ). The proposed project site is located outside existing and future 60 

CNEL noise contours and, therefore, would not be located in an area impacted by aircraft noise. 

Likewise, the site is located outside of the FAZ for Montgomery Field which contain the land 

areas adjacent to the ends of the runways over which all aircraft using the airport must pass on 

either arrival or departure. Therefore, the project would not be subject to the land use 

compatibility criteria of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Montgomery Field because these 

criteria only apply to land uses that would occur within noise impacted areas or within FAZs. 

NAS Miramar 

As indicated in the Existing Conditions section, the purpose of the NAS Miramar Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan is to ensure that compatible development occurs in areas adjacent to the 

Miramar Air Station, within the Airport Influence Area. As the site is located within the Airport 

Influence Area, it should be reviewed for consistency with the policies and criteria contained in 

the CLUP. 
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The project site is located outside existing and future noise impacted areas (as delineated by 

60, 65, 70, 75, and 80 CNEL noise contours) and is located within an area that would be 

considered compatible for the proposed uses as defined in CLUP's Land Use Compatibility 

Matrix. The project site is located outside the defined Accident Potential Zones (APZs), which 

are areas that are exposed to potential aircraft accidents and, therefore, is not subject to the 

land use compatibility criteria for APZs identified in the CLUP. Additionally, the proposed project 

would not exceed the height restrictions, which indicate that objects over 200 feet above ground 

level or which penetrates the 100: 1 slope extending 20,000 feet from the nearest point of the 

nearest runway must be submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration for an obstruction 

evaluation. Therefore, the proposed project would be considered a compatible land use and is 

consistent with the CLUP for NAS Miramar. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

No significant impacts are anticipated. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

No mitigation is required. 
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Note: In response to comments received on the Draft Program EIR, the proje_ct applicant agreed 

to modifications to the proposed project. As identified in Table 3-3 of Section 3.0, Project 

Description, the amount of commercial/retail development in Planning Areas 1A and 18 would 

be limited to 620,000 square feet; the total square footage requested by the applicant has not 

changed. This modification may reduce the average daily trips associ~ted with the proposed 

project. These changes would not result an any new significant environmental impacts. 

This section summarizes the traffic impact analysis prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, 

Inc. in June 1997. The entire analysis is provided as Appendix B to this Program EIR. Traffic 

conditions were analyzed for the following scenarios: 

• Year 1996 
• Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment 
• Year 2006 
• Future Year Without Project 
• Future Year With Project 
• Existing Community Plan Buildout 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The study area for the project was defined jointly by the City of San Diego and Kimley-Horn and 

Associates, Inc. The study area includes those intersections and roadways that may potentially 

be affected by the proposed project. The City and Kimley-Horn identified 36 off-site or project 

access intersections (31 existing and 5 future) that represent primary ingress/egress to and from 

the project site and the Kearny Mesa Community. The following intersections were identified 

(future intersections are shown in italics) and are depicted in Figure 4.2-1. Figure 4.2-2 depicts 

existing street classifications. 

1. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/1-15 northbound ramps 
2. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/1-15 southbound ramps 
3. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Murphy Canyon Road 
4. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road 
5. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Overland Avenue 
5A. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road 
6. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Complex Street 
7. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Villa Road 
8. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Mesa Road 
9. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Plaza driveway 
10. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Mercury Street 
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14. Balboa Avenue/1-15 southbound ramps 
15. Balboa AvenueNiewridge Avenue 
16. Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road 
17. Balboa Avenue/Ponderosa Avenue 
18. Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road 
19. Balboa Avenue/Mercury Street 
20. Balboa Avenue/Convoy Street 
21. Balboa Avenue/Sportmart Entrance 
22. Kearny Villa Road/Century Park Road/SR-163 northbound ramps 
23. Kearny Villa Road/Electronics Way 
24. Kearny Villa Road/Main Street 
25. Kearny Villa Road/Convair Drive 
26. Kearny Villa Road/Kearny Villa Way 
27. Kearny Villa Road/Ruffin Road 
28. Kearny Villa Road/SR-52 eastbound ramps 
29. Kearny Villa Road/SR-52 westbound ramps 
30. Ruffin Road/Aero Drive 
31 . Ruffin Road/Main Street 
32. Ruffin Road/Ruffin Court/Convair Drive 
33. Ruffin Road/Chesapeake Drive 
34. SR-163-Clairemont Mesa Boulevard northbound offramps 
35. SR-163-Clairemont Mesa Boulevard northbound and southbound offramps 

(partial cloverleaf design alternative) 

The City has acknowledged that a redevelopment increment is appropriate to reflect the fact that 

additional traffic capacity was created as operations at the General Dynamics facility were 

scaled back. For this reason, the Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment is 

considered the baseline condition . The Year 1996 scenario, which does not include the 

redevelopment increment for the project site, is included for comparison purposes. The Year 

1996 scenario is based on traffic data collected in January 1996. Under this scenario, the traffic 

generated by prior defense-related uses on the project site are not included. 

Intersection Level of Service Methodology 

Roadway performance is most often controlled by the performance of intersections, specifically 

during peak traffic periods. This is because traffic control at intersections interrupts traffic flow 

which would otherwise be relatively unimpeded except for the influences of on-street parking, 

access to adjacent land uses, or other factors resulting in interaction of vehicles between 

intersections. For this reason, this traffic analysis focuses on peak hour operating conditions 

for key intersections rather than roadway segments . Operating conditions at intersections are 

typically described in terms of "level of service" (LOS). Level of service is a qualitative measure 

of a facility's operating performance. Level of Service is described with a letter designation from 
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A to F, with A representing the best operating conditions and F the worst. The procedures used 

for determining intersection levels of service are consistent with the operational analysis 

methods set forth in Chapters 9 and 10 of the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). The 

maximum delay thresholds for each level of service are as prescribed in the 1994 HCM. 

Year 1996: Intersection Capacity Analysis 

The location of each off-site or ingress/egress intersection was previously depicted in Figure 

4.2-1. Table 4.2-1 identifies the findings of the 1996 intersection analysis. As shown in the 

table, all intersections will operate at adequate levels of service (i.e ., LOS Dor better) with the 

following exceptions: 

Signalized Locations 

4. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road-LOSE (p.m. peak) 
13. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street- LOS E (p.m. peak) 
21. Balboa Avenue/Sportmart entrance-LOSE (p.m. peak) 

Unsignalized Locations (one or more conflicting movements) 

5A. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road- LOS F (p.m. peak) 
27. Kearny Villa Road/Ruffin Road-LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peak) 
28. Kearny Villa Road/SR-52 eastbound ramps- LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peak) 
29. Kearny Villa Road/SR-52 westbound ramps-LOS F (a .m. and p.m. peak) 

The 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology used in the analysis of the 

unsignalized intersection of Clairemont Mesa Boulevarq at Missile Road assumes the arrival of 

vehicles on Clairemont Mesa Boulevard is random. This assumptions suggests that fewer gaps 

occur where traffic on Missile Road can cross Clairemont Mesa Boulevard than if vehicles on 

the major street occurred in groups (or "platoons"). Since this intersection is located between 

two interconnected traffic signals (which promotes the movement of vehicles in platoons), it is 

reasonable to assume that the actual delay at Missile Road is less than predicted by the HCM 

model. 

Roadway Segment Level of Service Methodology 

Street system operating conditions are also described in terms of level of service. The City of 

San Diego generally considers LOS C an acceptable operating condition in newly developing 

communities, and LOS D an acceptable operating condition in more urbanized areas such as 

the Kearny Mesa Community where further improvement in the level of service is not feasible 

or practical. Daily traffic volume standards for City roadways are contained in the City of San 
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TABLE 4.2-1 

YEAR 1996: INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

::;:::.::·:-/ :·:· · ·:· '/ SlGNAL!ZEb l('JTERS.ECTJQNS · 
·• :)·· .. •.· '.;._:;•'.······ ··:· '. AMPEAKHOUR J···· ·PMPEA.KHOUR, '.'·· 

INJERSECTION . . :_ .. DEL:AY(a) :,. J:OS (b) · . DElAY(il} .. LOS '(b) 
1. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 NB Ramps 20.7 C 10.7 B 
2. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 SB Ramps 10.6 B 10.3 B 
3. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Murphy Canyon Rd. 8.3 B 17.3 C 
4. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Rd. 22.4 C 47.4 E 
5. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Overland Ave. 6.5 B 5.7 B 
6. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Complex St 9.4 B 13.1 B 
7. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Keamy Villa Rd. 9.3 B 10.5 B 
8. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Keamy Mesa Rd. 12.3 B 19.8 C 
9. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Mesa Plaza 7.1 B 12.1 B 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Mercury St 9.5 B 16.7 C 
11. Clairemont Mesa Btvd./Convoy St 12.9 B 15.0 B 
12. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffner St 10.7 B 18.5 C 
13. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shaw!ine St. 12.7 B 53.3 E 
14. Balboa Ave./1-15 SB Ramp 7.5 B 5.6 B 
15. Balboa Ave.Mewridge Ave. 7.2 B 33.7 D 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd. 23.6 C 28.8 D 
17. Balboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave. 7.2 B 7.1 B 
18. Balboa Ave./Keamy Villa Rd. 18.2 C 11 .8 B 
19. Balboa Ave./Mercury St. 10.8 B 15.4 C 
20. Balboa Ave./Convoy St. 12.5 B 23.2 C 
21 . Balboa Ave./Sport Mart Entrance 12.5 B 40.3 E 
22. Kearny Villa Rd.JSR 163 NB Ramps 11.3 B 14.6 B 
26. Kearny Villa Rd./Keamy Villa Way 6.3 B 4.5 A 
30. Ruffin Rd./Aero Dr. 15.8 C 14.8 B 
33. Ruffin Rd./Chesapeake Dr. 10.3 B 15.2 C 

-UNSIGNALIZED lNTERS.ECTIONS. 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK .HOUR 

INTERSECTION DELAY(c)' LOS (di DELAY(cf LOS (d) 
SA. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road 

NB left turns (e) (e) 67.9 F 
NB right turns (e) (e) 3.8 A 
WB left turns 5.4 B (e) (e) 

27. Kearny Villa Rd./Ruffin Rd. 
NB left turns 16.3 C 3.9 A 
EB left turns 269.8 F # F 
EB right turns 7.1 B 3.5 A 

28. Kearny Villa Rd/SR 52 EB Ramps 
SB left turns # F 14.5 C 
EB left turns # F # F 
EB through/right turns # F 5.8 B 

29. Kearny Villa Rd/SR 52 WB Ramps 
NB left turns 6.4 B 8.3 B 
EB left turns 65.4 F # F 
EB riaht turns 6.3 B 3.4 A 

34. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd. NB Off Ramp 
NB riaht turns 19.8 C 9.4 B 

(a) Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
(b) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 9 procedures 
(c) Average total delay, in seconds 

(d) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 10 procedures 

(e) Nominal volume for this movement 
# Delay exceeds 999.9 seconds 

R:\I..OTVS\DA T A.V)9S0571JNT _LOS.w(, 
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Diego's Traffic Impact Study Manual. The Traffic Impact Study Manual gives approximate daily 

traffic volumes thresholds for roadway classifications. These thresholds are typically used to 

size new roadways or are used in the absence of more detailed peak hour operating 

characteristics. These approximate thresholds are based on generalized information regarding 

traffic characteristics, roadway characteristics, access, intersection turn lanes, and traffic control 

devices. For this project's traffic analysis, the relationship between average daily traffic (ADT) 

volume and level of service (LOS) for each City of San Diego street classification was 

approximated to assist in describing street segment operating conditions . 

Year 1996: Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis 

Figure 4.2-3 depicts the average daily trip (ADT) volumes in the project vicinity. Table 4.2-2 

summarizes the street segment level of service analysis. As shown in this table, all street 

segments will operate at adequate levels of service (i.e., LOS Dor better), with the following 

exception: 

• Balboa Avenue (Convoy Street to Sportmart entrance)-LOS F 

Year 1996: Arterial Capacity Analysis 

In conformance with the requirements of the San Diego Regional Congestion Management 

Program (CMP), a peak hour arterial analysis was conducted for two segments of Balboa 

Avenue using the 1994 HCM Chapter 11 procedures. The HCM procedure considers the 

benefits of turn lane improvements in evaluating an arterial's level of service. Arterial segment 

analyses also measures capacity improvements associated with intersection improvements on 

arterial flow. 

The Balboa Avenue segments analyzed are 1-15 to Kearny Villa Road and Mercury Street to the 

Sportmart entrance. Both directions of travel were analyzed during the a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours. Table 4.2-3 summarizes the findings of this analysis. As shown in this table, arterial 

operations will be adequate during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in both directions of 

travel. 
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TABLE 4.2-2 

YEAR 1996: DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
AND SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

~:"~;;,~~J"11~1Jil 
.•.• •:--:·····=·'.·.·'.•: "/•::··:·.·····••.-....... . 

1-15 · MURPHYCANYONROAO 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 25200 4SOOO e 
MURPHY CANYON ROAD · RUFFIN ROAD 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 25200 45000 B 
RUFFIN ROAD · OVERLAND AVENUE 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 45000 B 
OVERLAND AVENUE· COMPLEX STREET 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 45000 B 
COMPLEX STREET· KEARNY VILLA ROAD 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 45000 B 
KEARNY VIUA ROAD· SR-163 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 22000 40000 C 
SR-163 • KEARNY MESA ROAD 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 29000 40000 C 
KEARNY MESA ROAD· KEARNY MESA PLAZA 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 35900 50000 C 
KEARNY MESA PLAZA· MERCURY STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 35900 50000 C 
MERCURY STREET· CONVOY STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 32000 50000 C 
CONvOY STREET· RUFFNER STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 29500 50000 C 
RUFFNER STREET· SHAWUNE STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 29500 50000 C 
SHAWLINE STREET • 1-805 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 33400 50000 C 
1-15 SOUTHBOUND· VIEWRIOGE AVENUE 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 26000 50000 B 
VIEWRIOGE AVENUE - RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 26000 50000 B 
RUFFIN ROAD - PONDEROSA AVENUE 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 40000 C 
PONOEROSA AVENUE • KEARNY VILLA ROAD 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 40000 C 
ROUTE 163 • MERCURY STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 31500 50000 C 
MERCURY STREET-CONVOY STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL . 35000 50000 C 
CONVOY STREET • SPORT MART 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 72000 50000 F 

SOUTH OF BALBOA AVENUE 4 LN COLLECTOR 13700 40000 C 
BALBOA AVENUE - MAIN STREET 4 LN COLLECTOR 17600 30000 C 
MAIN STREET • CONVAJR DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 17600 30000 C 
CONVAJR DRIVE · CLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN COLLECTOR 17600 30000 C 
ClAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD • CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 17900 30000 C 
CHESAPEAKE DRIVE - KEARNY VILLA ROAD 4 LN COLLECTOR 17900 30000 C 
BALBOAAVENUE-CENTURYPARK 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 16900 50000 A 

CENTURY PARK - ELECTRONICS WAY 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 7500 40000 A 

ELECTRONICS WAY· MAIN STREET 4 LN COLLECTOR 7500 30000 A 

MAIN STREET - CONVAJR DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 7500 30000 A 

CONVAJR DRIVE - KEARNY VILLA WAY 4 LN COLLECTOR 7500 30000 A 

KEARNY VILLA WAY - a.AJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN COLLECTOR 7500 30000 A 

CLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD - CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 2 LN COLLECTOR (a) 11100 15000 D 
CHESAPEAKE DRIVE - RUFFIN ROAD 3 LN COLLECTOR (a) 11100 22500 C 
RUFFIN ROAD . SR 52 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 19000 45000 A 
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TABLE 4.2-3 

YEAR 1996: PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

A.M. Peak Hour .P.M. Peak Hour 

Street Segment Direction LOS Speed LOS Speed 

Balboa Avenue Westbound B 20.3 C 16.2 
1-1 5 to Kearny Villa Road Eastbound C 18.5 C 16.8 

Balboa Avenue 
Mercury St. to Sportmart Entrance Westbound B 20.1 D 9.4 

Eastbound C 17.9 C 13.9 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1997. 

Freeway Segment and Ramp Meter Level of Service Methodology 

Freeway segments were analyzed in accordance with standard California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) methodologies. To estimate peak hour directional volumes based on 

daily trips, peak hour percentages (k factors), directional splits (d factors), and truck 

percentages were compiled from Caltrans for the nearest available count station. The estimated 

peak hour volume was compared to the peak hour capacity and the resulting volume-to-capacity 

ratio was reviewed against Caltrans thresholds. Ramp meter demand and queues were 

evaluated based on City of San Diego procedures and ramp meter flow rates provided by 

Caltrans. 

Year 1996: Freeway Segment Capacity Analysis 

Freeway volumes for the Year 1996 scenario were analyzed and the results are provided in 

Table 4.2-4. As shown in this table, all freeway segments are characterized by adequate levels 

of service (i.e., LOS D or better), with the fo llowing exceptions: 

• 1-15 (Friars Road to Aero Drive)- LOS E 
• SR-52 (Convoy Street to SR-163)-LOS E 

Freeway Ramp Meters 

Ramp meter demand and queues for all metered onramps to SR-163 from Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard and Balboa Avenue are provided in Table 4.2-5. This table indicates that the existing 

ramp meter rate is set to accommodate Year 1996 demands with minor queues in the peak 

direction of travel. 
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Interstate 15 1-8 • Friars Rd. 4 9,200 150,800 8.9% 60.2% 0.971 

Friars Rd. • Aero Dr. 4 9,200 155,200 8.9% 60.2% 0.971 

Aero Dr . • Tierrasanta Blvd./Balboa Av. 4 9,200 127,000 8.9% 60.2% 0.971 

Tierrasanta Blvd./Balboa Av. • Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 4 9,200 115,000 8.9% 60.2% 0.971 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd. • SR-52 4 9,200 98,000 8.9% 60.2% 0.971 

State Route 52 1-805 - Convov St. 3 6,900 83,000 11 .6% 61.0% 0.967 

Convoy St. . SR-163 3 6,900 93,000 11.6% 61.0% 0.967 

SR-163 - 1-15 3 6,900 39,000 11 .6% 61.0% 0.967 

State Route 163 Mesa College Dr. • 1-805 4 9,200 151,000 8.3% 53.6% 0.949 

1-805. Balboa Av. 4 9,200 146,000 8.3% 53.6% 0.949 

Balboa Av. - Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 4 9,200 144,000 8.3% 53.6% 0.949 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd. • SR-52 4 9,200 141,600 8.3% 53.6% 0.949 

Interstate 805 Murray Ridge Rd .• SR-163 4 9,200 163,000 8.2% 60.7% 0.956 

SR-163. Balboa Av. 4 9,200 160,000 8.2% 60.7% 0.956 

Balboa Av . • Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 4 9,200 160,000 8.2% 60.7% 0.956 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd . • SR-52 4 9200 154 000 8.2% 60.7% 0.956 

# Lanes • Number of lanes in one direction: HOV • High Occupancy Lanes 

Capacity • Capacity in one direction 
ADT. Average Daily Traffic 
Peak Hour % • Percentage of average daily traffic occuring during the peak hour 

Direction Split · Percentage of peak hour traffic travelling in peak direction 
Truck Factor - Truck/lerrain factor to represent innuence of heavy vehicles and/or grades 
Peak Hour Volume . Peak hour traffic in peak direction of travel I For facilities with HOV lanes, ten percent is assumed to use HOV lanes. 

V/C • Volume to Capacity ratio 
LOS. Caltrans District 11 orocedure was used to estimate the lreewav level of service. Desianations varv from A to F wilh lour levels or LOS F from F(O) to F(3) . 

R:\l0TUS\OATA\OD505'N'WYLOS.WK4 (07. IU8) 

.. R~f,1( / ,,,·. · .. ,:··. ''··:,?' 
'·.HOUR /> .•. 

VOLUME<. V/Q .. 
8,321 0.90 

8,564 0 .93 
7,008 0 .76 
6,345 0.69 

5,407 0.59 
6,074 0.88 
6,805 0.99 

2,854 0.41 
7,079 0.77 

6,844 0.74 

6,751 0.73 

6,638 0.72 
8,487 0.92 
8,330 0.91 

8,330 0.91 

8018 0.87 

. LEVEL 

~~~~lgE 
D 

E 

C 
C 

B 
D 
E 

B 
C 

C 

C 

C 
D 
D 

D 

D 

< 
0 -< rm 
C)> 
3i: ::0 m....., 
CJ) CD 

>~ z .. 
C 'Tl 
r ::0 mm 
<m 
m :E r> 
CJ) -< 
0 CJ) 
'Tl m 
CJ) G') 
m 3i: ::om 
<z 
0 -i 
m 

-I 
)> 
DJ 
r 
m 
:.. 
N 
~ 

~ 
~ 
0 
(1) 
::J 
C: 

0 
(1) 
::J 
en ..., 
l) 

d 
.Q 

a3 
:3 

~ 



New Century Center Program EIR 

TABLE 4.2-5 

YEAR 1996: FREEWAY RAMP METER DEMAND AND QUEUES 

Peak Meter Excess Delay Queue . 
Location Movement Hour Demand Rate Demand (Min) (Ft) 

SR-163/CLAIREMONT WB to NB (a) AM 234 1,000 0 0 0 
MESA BLVD. 

WBto SB AM 400 390 10 2 250 

EB to SB AM 325 315 10 2 250 

EB to NB (a) AM 189 1,000 0 0 0 

WB to NB (a) PM 508 500 8 1 190 

WBtoSB PM 654 1,000 0 0 0 

EB to SB PM 972 1,000 0 0 0 

EB to NB (a) PM 585 575 10 1 250 

SR-163/KEARNY NB AM 37 1,000 0 0 0 
VILLA ROAD 

NB PM 349 340 9 2 225 

(a) Onramp provides HOV bypass. Estimated 10 percent of peak hour traffic assumed to be HOV. 
Average Delay= (Excess Demand/Meter Rate) *60 minutes/hour 
Average Queue = (Excess Demand) *25 feeUvehicle 

Existing Community Plan Buildout 

The Existing Community Plan Buildout scenario assumes the reuse of the General Dynamics 

site as identified in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan (adopted in 1992, as amended in 1994 

and 1996). The Community Plan assumes the development of the site with the following land 

uses: 

• Industrial Business Park at 5,107,800 square feet (Floor-to-area [FAR] of 
0.50:1 over 234 acres) 

• Specialty Retail at 99,100 square feet (FAR of 0.35: 1 for 6.5 acres along 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard) 

This is an increase in development intensity from that historically on the site and currently 

proposed by the New Century Center project. Under the Existing Community Plan Buildout 

scenario, land uses would generate approximately 69,000 daily trips with 8,100 a.m. peak hour 

trips and 8,300 p.m. peak hour trips. These intensities are based on City assumptions that site 

access would be improved by providing internal roadways that allow access to Ruffin Road. The 

street and intersection improvements assumed in the Community Plan were incorporated into 

this analysis. Impacts associated with buildout of the Kearny Mesa Community Plan are 

discussed later in this section. 
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4.2. 1 ISSUE 1 

What direct and/or cumulative traffic impacts would the project have on the existing and planned 

community and regional circulation networks? 

The City of San Diego's Traffic Impact Study Manual (Aug . 1993) describes impact significant 

thresholds used to determine whether a project should contribute to transportation 

improvements required to mitigate its traffic impacts. If under buildout conditions, an 

intersection, roadway, or freeway is found to operate at LOS E or F conditions, then the City's 

significance criteria are applied . These criteria state that a project is deemed to generate a 

significant impact if project-related volumes cause an additional delay of two seconds per 

vehicle and/or an additional 0.02 to the facility's volume to capacity (v/c) ratio. 

IMPACTS 

Redevelopment Increment Assumptions 

The City of San Diego has recognized that local and regional roadway capacity has been 

increased as defense industry operations at the General Dynamics site have been scaled back 

(uses that would have continued to generate trips had the site remained in full operation) , and 

that certain levels of traffic from redevelopment of the site can be recaptured without requiring 

new transportation improvements. With the exception of the CSC facility (Planning Area 9) and 

Missile Park (Planning Area 7), all other development on the site is presently being demolished. 

The City has acknowledged a "redevelopment increment" for the proposed project to allow for 

the recapture of the traffic generation that was previously assigned to the site. Partial buildout 

of the proposed project would be allowed up to this redevelopment increment without having 

been deemed to have contributed additional trips to the roadway system. Only the net increase 

in traffic above the rede·,,3!opment increment is considered project-specific traffic generation. 

The City has determined that the redevelopment increment should be based upon the amount 

of traffic previously generated at the General Dynamics site. In 1984, the project site contained 

approximately 2.5 million square feet of development. At that time, employment at General 

Dynamics peaked at approximately 11, 180 persons. Traffic levels at that time were 

approximately 33,500 trips per day based on a traffic generation rate of three daily trips per 

employee. Assuming standard peak hour trip rates for industrial/manufacturing uses (source: 

Institute of Transportation Engineers [ITE]), the site generated 4,920 trips in the a.m. peak hour 

and 4,360 trips in the p.m. peak hour. Table 4.2-6 identifies the existing and Community Plan 

traffic generation associated with the project site. 
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TABLE 4.2-6 

EXISTING AND COMMUNITY PLAN TRAFFIC GENERATION 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Daily 

Traffic Trip Daily 
Generation Intensity Rate Trips Total In Out Total In Out 
Scenario 

Peak Employment (1988) 

Number of 11 ,178 3.00 33,534 4,918 4,426 492 4,359 436 3,923 
Employees 

Community Plan (Cumulative Rate for Reta il) 

Square Feet of 
Use (1 ,000s) 

- Industrial 5,107.80 13.00 66,401 7,968 6,375 1,594 7,968 1,594 6,375 
- Retail 99.10 36.00 3,568 107 64 43 321 161 161 

Total 69,969 8,075 6,439 1,636 8,289 1,754 6,535 

Community Plan (Driveway Rate for Retai l) 

Square Feet of 
Use (1000s) 

- Industrial 5, 107.80 13.00 66,401 7,968 6,375 1,594 7,968 1,594 6,375 
- Retail 99.10 40.00 3,964 119 71 48 357 178 178 

Total 70,365 8,087 6,446 1,641 8,325 1,772 6,553 

Because the proposed project's land uses exhibit different trip-making characteristics than the 

historic land uses on the site, a mix of uses based upon anticipated market conditions, was 

assumed for purposes of approximating the comparable impact to the local roadway network. 

These uses are described further below. When applying the assumed uses and characteristics 

of the proposed project, the redevelopment increment corresponds to 30,800 ADT with 2,090 

a.m . peak hour trips and 3,160 p.m. peak hour trips. 

Trip Rate Assumptions 

Implementation of land uses will be market-driven. However, for the purposes of the traffic 

study, the fo llowing uses and corresponding trip generation rates have been assumed for the 

project as a whole and the redevelopment increment (with regard to the first phase of 

development) . 
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Retail and Entertainment Uses 

The City of San Diego, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), and ITE do not 

have published trip rates for entertainment and retail use complexes. As described in Section 

3.0 of the Program EIR, Project Description, the western portion of the project site (Planning 

Areas 1A and 1 B) could include several closely-grouped buildings with entertainment-related 

uses such as theaters, cinemas, restaurants , night clubs, travel-related shops, book stores, 

interactive video, and other entertainment-themed retail uses. Market Square, Planning Area 

2A, is a part of the retail and entertainment concept for the project site. An objective of Market 

Square is to increase pedestrian activity in this portion of the project site. Market Square uses 

could include restaurants, open-air markets, kiosks, and outdoor entertainment. 

The objective of this portion of the project site is to attract customers who will stay for an 

extended visit. An ITE Regional Mall trip generation rate has been applied to uses proposed 

in this area because of the similar characteristics, such interaction between uses, high levels 

of pedestrian activity, and relatively long (as compared to other retail uses) average stay at the 

site. The rate for this use varies based on the size of the use. A project generation rate of 43 

trips per 1,000 square feet has been used. For the redevelopment increment, a rate of 50 trips 

per 1,000 square feet has been assumed. 

Retail Uses Facing Onto Kearny Villa Road 

This area of the site could contain smaller retail shops and perhaps a large anchor store(s). 

Buildings would be orientated towards SR-163 with parking between Kearny Villa Road and the 

storefronts. An ITE Community Retail trip generation rate has been applied to this area , which 

has a daily traffic generation rate of 70 daily trips per 1,000 square feet of use. 

Retail Uses Along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

Retail uses supporting the project's businesses are proposed in Planning Areas BA and 88. The 

retail center would have internal access to the project site. The trip generation rate assigned 

to these uses is 40 daily trips per 1,000 square feet of use. 

Hotel 

A hotel could be developed in Planning Areas 2A, 3A, or 38. For purposes of this land use 

scenario, the hotel is assumed to have approximately 350 rooms with conference facilities . The 

intent of a hotel within the project site is to serve office and industrial park users during the work 
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week and visitors to the retail/entertainment area on weekends. A trip generation rate of 10 

daily trips per room has been assigned to the hotel use. 

Mixed-use Office and Commercial Uses 

Mixed-use office and commercial uses are proposed in Planning Areas 3A and 38 in the central 

portion of the project site. Ground floor retail uses could provide support services to upper level 

office uses. Examples of ground f loor retail uses could include office supply, postal annex, 

business services, restaurant/del i, dry cleaners, day care, etc. These retail uses are not 

expected to exceed 20 percent of the total building square footage. The combination of these 

uses fits the City's rate for Office uses, which has a daily trip generation rate of 20 and 16 trips 

per 1,000 square feet of use for small (under 100,000 square foot buildings) and large offices, 

respectively. 

Planned Industrial/Business Park Area 

The eastern portion of the site is envisioned as campus-style office, light industrial, and support 

commercial development area. Development of this portion of the site is intended to take 

advantage of proximity to Missile Park, the commercial frontage along Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard (described above), and access from Ruffin Road. The combination of uses, and their 

exact composition and intensities is unknown. The retail uses along Ruffin Road would not have 

an office support retail component. For purposes of this traffic study, a mix of likely uses was 

assumed. This assumed land use mix and the traffic generation rates for these uses within 

these planning areas are as follows: 

Land Use Intensity Trip Rate 

Scientific Research 160 KSF 8 trips/KSF 
and Development 

Industrial (large) 160 KSF 8 trips/KSF 

Industrial (small) 160 KSF 15 trips/KSF 

Office (small) 160 KSF 20 trips/KSF 

Manufacturing 160 KSF 4 trips/KSF 

Specialty Retail 40 KSF 40 trips/KSF 

KSF: 1,000 square feet. 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. and General 
Dynamics, 1997. 
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Substitution of Land Uses 

Table 4.2-7 presents a summary of traffic generation rates for alternative land uses that could 

be substituted for those uses assumed in the traffic report. This table would allow alternative 

development scenarios within the first phase/redevelopment increment without exceeding the 

3,160 p.m. peak hour trip cap. 

Trip Credit Assumptions 

The diversity of uses on the site is expected to reduce the number of vehicular trips from the site 

to adjacent areas; much of the project's's traffic will be internal trips. In addition, trip reduction 

credits have been applied to account for transit uses and internal traffic within a mixed-use 

development. For retail uses, pass-by trip reductions were also applied . 

To evaluate the potential traffic impacts of the proposed project on the community and regional 

transportation system, trip reduction credits were assumed in accordance with standard City 

procedures. The characteristics and location of the project site allow for several types of credits 

to be applied . These credits have the effect of reducing the number of trips that are added to 

the surrounding street system, when compared to stand alone developments note served by 

transit. The three forms of trip reduction credits assumed in this analysis are described below. 

Transit Reductions 

The City's Traffic Impact Study Guidelines allow for a reduction in vehicular trips for 

developments located near transit stations/bus stops. Typically, developments within 1,500 feet 

of a transit stop have a component of their total trips served by transit. As such, a reduction in 

vehicular trips is appropriate. Since this site will be served by bus stops along Kearny Villa 

Road , Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, and Ruffin Road , as well as an internal shuttle system , all 

on-site land uses will be within walking distance (1 ,500 feet) of transit service. Additionally, the 

Kearny Mesa Community Plan has identified this site as a potential transit center, which could 

include a bus transfer center or a light rail transit station. 

Vehicular trip reductions vary depending on the type of transit center facility. Because the 

Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB) has not decided on the ultimate transit plans 

for the SR-163/1-15 corridor and the project applicant is not proposing a light rail transit station 

as part of the project, the more conservative (bus transfer center) trip reductions were applied 

in this study. This transit reduction credit is identified in Table 4.2-8. 
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TABLE 4.2-7 

P.M. PEAK HOUR TRIP EQUIVALENCE 

P.M. Peak Average 
Land Use Typea Trip Rateb Daily Trips 

Community Retail 4.9c 49 

Entertainment District 2.9d 34.4 

Specialty Retail 3.2• 36 

Specialty Retai l/Business Services 3.2• 36 

Hotel with Convention Center 0.8/room 10 

Day Care Center 7.2r 40 

Office (large)9 2.24 20 

Office (small t 2.8 16 

Government Office 3.6 30 

Business Park 1.9 16 

Industrial (large) 1.0 8 

Industrial (small) 1.8 15 

Corporate Headquarters/Single User 1.5 10 

Scientific Research and Development 1.1 8 

Manufacturing/Assembly 0.8 4 

a If other land uses are included, the City of San Diego rates shal l apply. 
b Trip rate is expressed as trips/1,000 sq .ft. of use. Source: City of San 

Diego Trip Generation Manual, Oct. 1994. 
C Based on a 30% reduction for pass-by trips . 
d Assumes a 20% reduction for pass-by trips. 
e Assumes a 10% reduction for pass-by trips. 
f Day care is based on 80 daily trips/1 ,000 sq.ft . less a 50% reduction if 

located within an employment area . If the use is within an office building, 
the office trip rate may be used. 

g Large is defined as a single building or closely grouped buildings having a 
combined square footage of 100,000 sq.ft. or greater. 

h Small is defined as a single build ing or closely grouped bui ldings having a 
combined square footage of less than 100,000 sq .ft. 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1996. 
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TABLE 4.2-8 

TRANSIT REDUCTIONS FOR A BUS TRANSFER CENTER 

AM. Peak P.M. Peak 
Land Use Type Dailya Hour" Hour" 

Employment Usesb 5% 6.5% 5.5% 

Hotel 3% 3% 3% 

Entertainment Dist. Retail 3% 3% 3% 

Community Retail n/a n/a n/a 

Specialty Retail n/a n/a n/a 

a Percent reduction . 
b Employment uses include office, government office, business park, industrial 

park, industrial , corporate office, scientific research & development, and 
manufacturing uses. 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1996. 

Mixed-use Development Reductions 

Most trip generation rates are established based on studies of isolated single-use 

developments. When uses are combined within a site, the sum of the trip generation based on 

standard trip rates results in an overestimation of traffic since interaction between the uses 

occurs. The City's Traffic Impact Study Guidelines allows for a reduction in vehicular trips for 

mixed-use developments. The proposed project also includes an internal transit/shuttle system; 

therefore, the standard City reductions have been increased by two percent for daily and the 

p.m. peak hour time periods. Provision of the shuttle system is mandatory to increase the 

mixed-use credit from the Market Square to include the entire site. Table 4.2-9 identifies the 

mixed-use development trip generation rate reductions without implementation of the shuttle 

system. 

Pass-by Trip Reductions 

Based on the City's trip generation standards, pass-by trip reductions can be applied to retail 

developments to reflect the concept of pass-by traffic. This portion of the site's traffic would 

have been on the adjacent street and was diverted into the site. The pass-by rates assumed 

in the analysis are identified in Table 4.2-10. 
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8. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearnv Mesa Rd. 12.3 B 19.8 C 
9. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearnv Mesa Plaza 7.1 B 12.1 B 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Mercurv St. 9.5 B 16.7 C 
11. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Convov St. 12.9 B 15.0 B 
12. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffner St. 10.7 B 18.5 C 
13. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawtine St. 12.7 B 53.3 E 
14. Balboa Ave./1-15 SB Ramp 7.5 B 5.6 B 
15. Balboa Ave.Niewridoe Ave. 7.2 B 33.7 D 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd. 23.6 C 28.8 D 
17. Balboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave. 7.2 B 7.1 B 
18. Balboa Ave./Kearnv Villa Rd. 18.2 C 11.8 B 
19. Balboa Ave./Mercurv St. 10.8 B 15.4 C 
20. Balboa Ave./Convov St. 12.5 B 23.2 C 
21. Balboa Ave./Sport Mart Entrance 12.5 B 40.3 E 
22. Kearny Villa Rd./SR 163 NB Ramos 11 .3 B 14.6 B 
23. Kearny Villa Rd./Electronics Way (cl (cl (cl (cl 
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34. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd. NB off (dl C (dl B 
35. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd. SB off le) .. /el .. 
(a) Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
(b) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 9 procedures 
(c) Future intersection 
(d) Unsignalized location. LOS for most congested movement shown. 
(e) Existing geometry provides southbound free right turn; analysis not required 
' Critical v /,.. l'!xceeds 1 2 or 1/PHF· calculation of delav not feasible 
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TABLE 4.2-42 (con't) 

---- -

-- AM'PEAi<iHOOR MI PMPEAk HbUFF :tITAM PEAWOOUR l P.M PEAK HOUF.f ' ! 

: INTERSECTION bEtAY(iiil :i.bs/ti) lbEL.AY(a)l -tos:tiil :lbEt:AY.:MI l::bs (b) loaAY. (aJL LQ_$'M -1 

1. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 NB Ramps 29.6 I D I 25.9 I D I 39.4 I D I 37.3 I D 
2. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 SB Ramps 15.2 I c I 11 .1 I B I 21 .6 I c I 17.7 I c 
3. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Murphy Canyon Rd. 12.3 I B I 21.4 I c I 17.0 I c I 39.7 I D 
4. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Rd. 22.8 I c I 44.4 I E I 36.8 I D I • I F 
5. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Overland Ave. 6.7 I B I 5.5 I B I 13.5 I B I 19.6 I C 
SA. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Missile Rd. (dl I F I (dl I F I (dl I F I (d) I F 
6. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./ComQlex St. 10.9 I B I 13.9 I B I 11.0 I B I 19.0 I C 
7. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Keamy Villa Rd. 15.0 I B I • I F I 22.6 I c I • I F 
8. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Keam_y_ Mesa Rd. 14.2 I B I 30.1 I D I 14.8 I B I 39.3 I D 
9. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Mesa Plaza 6.8 I B I 25.0 I D I 6.7 I B I 30.4 I D 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Mercury St. 12.7 I B I 34.0 I D I 12.6 I B I 35.2 I D 
11 . Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Convoy St. 13.9 I B I 30.5 I D I 13.8 I B I 36.7 I D 
12. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffner St. 10.2 I B I 34 .0 I D I 10.4 I B I 36.7 I D 
13. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawline St. 20.4 I C I • I F I 21. 1 I C I • I F 
14. Balboa Ave./1 -15 SB Ramp 15.9 I c I 8.7 I B I 21.0 I c I 26.4 I D 
15. Balboa Ave.Mewridge Ave. 28.5 I D I 23.0 I F I 21 .7 I c I 34 .6 I D 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd. 14.7 I B I • I F I 25.9 I D I • I F 
17. Balboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave . 9.0 I B I 11.2 I B I 8.8 I B I 10.4 I B 
18. Balboa Ave./Kearny Villa Rd. 46.0 I E I • I F I 28.4 I D I 24 .4 I c 
19. Balboa Ave./Mercurv St. 11.8 I B I 22.7 I c I 13.0 I B I 30.9 I D 
20. Balboa Ave./Convoy_ St. 13. 1 I B I 29.9 I D I 13.5 I B I 38.9 I D 
21 . Balboa Ave./Sport Mart Entrance 17.6 I c I 45.0 I E I 15.9 I c I 23.9 I c 
22. Kearny Villa Rd./SR 163 NB Ramps 14.5 I B I 30.5 I D I 24.3 I c I • I F 
23. Kearny Villa Rd./Electronics Way 6.4 I B I 12.9 I B I 8.7 I B I 21 .7 I C 
24. Kearn_y Villa Rd./Main Street 6.5 I B I 8.3 I B I 8.3 I B I 12.5 I B 
25. Kearny Villa Rd./Convair Rd. 6.1 I B I 7. 7 I B I 6.4 I B I 9.8 I B 
26. Kearny Villa Rd./Keamy Villa Way 5. 1 I B I 5.4 I B I 4.1 I A I 5.5 I B 
27. Kearny Villa Rd./Ruffin Rd. 6.0 I B I 11 .6 I B I 18.6 I c I 33.3 I D 
28. Kearny Villa Rd./SR-52 EB 15.6 I c I 28.3 I D I 38.3 I D I 39.3 I D 
29. Kearny Villa Rd./SR-52 WB 7.5 I B I 5.8 I B I 8.8 I B I 6.2 I c 
30. Ruffin Rd./Aero Dr. 22.0 I c I 22.8 I c I 31 .6 I D I 31 .1 I D 
31 . Ruffin Rd./Main St. 5.3 I B I 4.9 I A I 9.4 I B I 8.3 I B 
32. Ruffin Rd./Convair Dr. 13.4 I B I 26.6 I D I 23.5 I c I 26.3 I D 
33. Ruffin Rd./Chesapeake Dr. 11.6 I B I 35.5 I D I 17.1 I c I 36.7 I D 
34. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd. NB off (f) 14.9 I B I 10.9 I B I 22.2 I c I 21.0 I c 
35. SR-163/Clairernont MesaJllvd. SB off (f) 11 .7 I B I 8.5 i B I 11 .7 I B I 15.3 I C 
(a) Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
(b) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 9 procedures 
(c) Future intersection 
(d) Unsignalized location. LOS for most congested movement shown. 
(e) Existing geometry provides southbound free right turn; analysis not required 
(f) Assumes implementation of Clairemont Mesa Blvd. bridge over SR-163 widening project 

• Critical vie exceeds 1.2 or 1/PHF· calculation of delavmt feasible. 
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YEAR 1996 EXISTING BASELINE YEAR 2006 
LEVEL OF LEVEL OF LEVEL OF 

ROUTE LIMITS V/C SERVICE V/C SERVICE VIC SERVICE 
Interstate 15 1-8 - Friars Rd. 0.90 D 0.92 D 0.98 E 

Friars Rd. - Aero Dr. 0.93 E 0.95 E 1.01 F(O) 
Aero Dr. - Tierrasanta Blvd./Balboa Av. 0.76 C 0.78 C 0.85 D 
Tierrasanta Blvd./Balboa Av. - Clairemont Mesa 0.69 C 0.69 C 0.76 C 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. - SR-52 0.59 B 0.60 B 0.73 C 

State Route 52 1-805 - Convoy St. 0.88 D 0.91 D ~ -a-
1.09 F(O) 

Convoy St. - SR-163 0.99 E 1.01 F(Ol -6,94- -e, 
1.22 F/0\ 

SR-163 -1-15 0.41 B 0.43 B ~ -e-
0.77 D 

State Route 163 Mesa College Dr. - 1-805 0.77 C 0.78 C 0.84 D 
1-805 - Balboa Av. 0.74 C 0.76 C 0.83 D 
Balboa Av. - Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 0.73 C 0.75 C 0.78 C 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. - SR-52 0.72 C 0.79 C 0.79 C 

Interstate 805 Murray Ridoe Rd. - SR-163 0.92 D 0.93 E 0.99 E 
SR-163 - Balboa Av. 0.91 D 0.91 D 0.93 E 
Balboa Av. - Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 0.91 D 0.91 D 0.94 E 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. - SR-52 0.87 D 0.88 D 0.92 D 

# Lanes - Number of lanes in one direction: HOV - High Occupancy Lanes 
Capacity - Capacity in one direction 
ADT - Average Daily Traffic 
Peak Hour% - Percentage of average daily traffic occuring during the peak hour 
Direction Split - Percentage of peak hour traffic travelling in peak direction 
Truck Factor - Truck/terrain factor to represent influence of heavy vehicles and/or grades 
Peak Hour Volume - Peak hour traffic in peak direction of travel / For faci lities with HOV lanes, ten percent is assumed to use HOV lanes. 
V/C - Volume to Capacity ratio 

FUTURE WITH 
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LEVEL OF 
V/C SERVICE 

0.92 D 
0.95 E 
0.84 D 
0.86 D 
0.96 E 
0.98 E 

1.12 F(Ol 

1.14 F(O) 

0.90 D 
0.79 C 
0.80 D 
0.80 D 
1.12 F(O) 
1.02 F(Ol 
1.01 F(Ol 
0.95 E 

Qj 
::::s LOS - Caltrans District 11 procedure was used to estimate the freeway level of service. Designations vary from A to F, with four levels of LOS F from F(O) to F(3). 
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TABLE 4.2-46 

FACILITIES WITH LOS E OR F BY SCENARIO 

Peak Hour 
Street Freeway Arterial 

Traffic Scenario Intersections Segments Segments Segments 

Year1996 7 1 2 0 

Existing Baseline With 7 1 3 0 
Redevelopment Increment 

Year2006 68 e 13 57 2 

Year 2006 With Mitigation 0 0 57 0 

Future Year Without Project 8 9 9 1 

Future Year With Project 6 17 10 1 

Future Year With Project With 0 0 10 0 
Mitigation 

Existing Community Plan 17 9 10 2 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1997. 

The findings are summarized below: 

Year1996 

• Of the 30 intersections analyzed, seven (four unsignalized) were characterized 
by congested LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the 35 roadway segments analyzed, one was characterized by congested 
LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the two peak hour arterial segments analyzed, both operated at acceptable 
LOS D or better conditions. 

• Of the 16 freeway segments analyzed, two were characterized by congested 
LOS E or worse conditions. 

Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment 

• Of the 30 intersections analyzed, seven (four unsignalized) were characterized 
by congested LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the 35 roadway segments analyzed, one was characterized by congested 
LOS E or worse conditions. 
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• Of the two peak hour arterial segments analyzed, both operated at acceptable 
LOS D or better conditions. 

• Of the 16 freeway segments evaluated, three were identified as operated at 
congested LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the 34 intersections analyzed, eight (two unsignalized) were characterized 
by congested LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the 35 roadway segments analyzed, 13 were characterized by congested 
LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the two peak hour arterial segments, both operated at acceptable LOS D or 
better conditions. 

• Of the 16 freeway segments evaluated, five seven were characterized by 
congested LOS E or worse conditions. 

Future Year Without Project 

• Of the 35 intersections analyzed, eight (one unsignalized) were characterized 
by congested LOSE or worse conditions. 

• Of the 35 roadway segments analyzed, nine were characterized by congested 
LOS E or worse conditions. However, with improvements to intersections, 
each of these segments are expected to operate at acceptable levels of service 
(i.e ., LOS Dor better) . 

• Of the two peak hour arterial segments analyzed, one was characterized by 
congested LOS E or F conditions during one or both peak hours in one or both 
directions of traffic. 

• Of the 16 freeway segments evaluated, nine were identified as experiencing 
congested LOS E or worse conditions. 

Future Year With Project 

• Of the 35 intersections analyzed, six (all signalized) were characterized by 
congested LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the 35 roadway segments analyzed, 17 were characterized by congested 
LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the two peak hour arterial segments analyzed, one operated at congested 
LOS E or F conditions during one or both peak hours in one or both directions. 

• Of the 16 freeway segments, 1 O were identified as operating at congested LOS 
E or worse conditions. 
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Existing Community Plan Buildout 

• Of the 33 intersections analyzed, 17 (one unsignalized) were characterized by 
congested LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the 34 roadway segments analyzed, nine were characterized by congested 
LOS E or worse conditions. 

• Of the two peak hour arterial segments analyzed, both operated at congested 
LOS E or F conditions during one or both peak hours in one or both directions. 

• Of the 16 freeway segments, 1 O were identified as operating at congested LOS 
E or worse conditions. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

The project applicant and the City of San Diego have agreed that the Year 2006 traffic impact 

analysis should be used to determine the project's traffic mitigation program. As discussed 

previously, the Year 2006 analysis assumes that the only traffic improvements that will be in 

place by the end of the projected 10-year buildout of the project will be those improvements 

constructed as project design features as part of the project's redevelopment increment. The 

Year 2006 traffic scenario does not assume that any of the improvements identified in the 

Kearny Mesa Community Facilities Financing Plan will be implemented. By excluding such 

improvements and projecting a reasonably conservative rate of background traffic growth 

independent of the proposed project (25 percent build out of the remainder of the Kearny Mesa 

Community), the Year 2006 scenario better isolates the project's specific impacts and 

contribution to cumulative impacts on the transportation system. 

The project's significant impacts to intersections, roadway segments, and arterial will be 

mitigated by the implementation of improvements which will restore these transportation 

linkages to acceptable levels of service. The project's impacts to regional facilities , specifically 

the SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange, will be funded on a fair share basis based 

upon the relative impact of an individual project's contribution of traffic to the need for this 

facility. Because it is anticipated that insufficient funds will be available to construct the 

interchange improvements in a timely manner, the project applicant has agreed that upon 

approval of the improvements by Caltrans (and the associated cost for said improvements), the 

project applicant will establish a fund to implement the interchange improvements subject to 

receiving appropriate credits/reimbursements for the costs not attributable to the project's fair 

share. 
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The following summarizes the improvements necessary to restore levels of service to 

acceptable levels under the Year 2006 scenario and the mitigation measures to be implemented 

to ensure that such improvements are in place. 

Intersection Improvements 

Intersection improvements for the Year 2006 scenario would restore the level of service of the 

five significantly impacted intersections to LOS D or better conditions. Figure 4.2-13 depicts the 

geometric improvements required to return intersection operations to LOS D or better. Table 

4.2-47 summarizes the Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment scenario conditions 

and the Year 2006 scenario conditions incorporating the traffic improvements identified in Figure 

4.2-13. 

TABLE 4.2-47 

INTERSECTION AND ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 
WITH AND WITHOUT YEAR 2006 MITIGATION 

Existing Geometry Mitigated to LOS D or Better 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Delay LOS (b) Delay LOS (b) Delay LOS (b) Delay LOS (b) 
(a) (a) (a) (a) 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 29.5 D -- F 25.1 D 31 .7 D 
at Ruffin Road 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard - F -- F 15.1 C 30.4 D 
at Kearny Villa Road 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 16.2 C -- F 12.7 B 34 .1 D 
at Shawline Street 

Balboa Ave./Ruffin Road -- F - F 33.7 D 36.1 D 

Balboa Ave./Convoy Street 17.6 C -- F 14.3 B 33.4 D 

Kearny Villa Rd./SR-163 -- F -- F 26.2 D 33.8 D 

Existing Geometry Mitigated 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Arterial Segment EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB 

Balboa (1-15 to Kearny Villa) F B C C C C C B 

Balboa (Mercury to C B E F C D B D 
SportMart entrance) 

(a) Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds. 
(b) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 9 procedures . 

Note: supplemental improvements refer to additional improvements needed to ach ieve LOS D or better. 
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Table 4.2-48 identifies the project's fair share contribution to the improvements necessary to 

restore intersection operations to LOS D or better. The project's fair share is expressed as a 

percentage of the total additional traffic contributing to the need for the identified improvements. 

Although the project's fair share is less than 100 percent of the improvement costs, to fully 

mitigate the project's direct and cumulative impacts (except cumulative freeway impacts), the 

project applicant has agreed to construct all of the improvements identified below as subdivider 

improvements. 

TABLE 4.2-48 

FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS FOR 
YEAR 2006 INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvements Needed to Achieve 
Intersection Existing Baseline Level of Service 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Road Change EB right to a thru/right lane 
Add EB left turn lane 
Add WB left turn lane 
Add NB right turn lane 
Add NB through lane 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Villa Add SB left turn lane 
Road Add EB through lane 

Add NB left turn lane 
Add SB through lane 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawline St. Add WB right turn lane 
Add SB through lane 

Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road Add SB right turn lane 
Add NB right turn lane• 

Balboa Avenue/Conroy Street Add WB right turn lane 
Add NB right turn lane• 

Kearny Villa Road/SR-163/Century Add SB right turn lane 
Park Restripe EB approach 

Restripe WB approach• 

• Same as Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment. 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 1997. 

Project's Fair 
Share 

Contribution 

87% 

70% 

41% 

70% 

68% 

97% 

The improvements needed to restore significantly impacted intersections to LOS D or better 

conditions are as follows: 

A. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Ruffin Road: 

Add one eastbound through lane 
Add one eastbound left-turn lane 
Add one westbound left-turn lane 
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Add one northbound right-turn lane 
Add one northbound through lane 

B. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Kearny Villa Road: 

Add one southbound left-turn lane 
Add one eastbound through lane 
Add one northbound left-turn lane 
Add one southbound through lane 

C. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Shawline Street: 

Add one westbound right-turn lane 
Add one southbound through lane 

D. Balboa Avenue at Ruffin Road: 

Add one southbound right-turn lane 
Add one northbound right-turn lane 

E. Balboa Avenue at Convoy Street: 

Add one westbound right-turn lane 
Add one northbound right-tu rn lane 

F. Kearny Villa Road/SR-163/Century Park: 

Add one southbound right-turn lane 

New Century Center Program EIR 

Restripe the eastbound approach to provide two left-turn lanes, one through 
lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane 

Restripe the westbound approach to provide two left turn lanes and one shared 
through/right-turn lane 

Table 4.2-49 summarizes project design features and mitigation measures that would 

implemented as a part of the project. 

Intersection Mitigation 

1. Prior to the approval of any site plan that would increase the aggregate square 
footage developed within the project site beyond the redevelopment increment 
(3,160 p.m. peak hour trips) ("Redevelopment Increment Site Plan"), the applicant 
shall submit to the City of San Diego Development Services Department, a 
Transportation System Phasing Plan identifying which of the potentially impacted 
intersections identified as Intersection Improvements A through F are operating at 
LOS E or For when such improvements would need to be implemented in order to 
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TABLE 4.2-49 

PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION 

Location Improvement 

Design Features 

Balboa AvenueNiewridge Road Restripe to add NB and SB left-turn lanes; Modify traffic signal 
loops 

Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road Add SB left-turn lane; Restripe EB approach to convert the right-
turn lane into a shared thru/right-turn lane; Modify traffic signal 

Balboa Avenue/SportMart entrance Add NB left-turn lane; Add SB left-turn lane; Modify traffic signal 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard (Kearny Villa Improve to a six-lane major street 
Road to Ruffin Road) 

Kearny Villa Road (Electronics Way to Add turn lanes 
Convair Drive) 

Kearny Villa Road/Electronics Way Modify traffic signal 

Kearny Villa Road/Main Street Add a traffic signal 

Kearny Villa Road/Convair Drive Add a traffic signal 

Ruffin Road (Balboa Avenue to Clairemont Add a third northbound lane 
Mesa Boulevard) 

Ruffin Road/Main Street Add SB right-turn lane; Add NB dual left-turn lanes; Add traffic 
signal 

Ruffin Road/Convair Drive Add SB right-turn lane; Add NB dual left-turn lanes; Add traffic 
signal 

Internal project streets Construct per vesting tentative map conditions 

Convair Drive/Overland Drive Construct traffic signal 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Overland Drive Modify traffic signal 

Kearny Villa Road (between Clairemont Construct a traffic signal interconnect 
Mesa Boulevard and Balboa Avenue) 

Ruffin Road (between Clairemont Mesa Construct a traffic signal interconnect 
Boulevard and Balboa Avenue) 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard (between Construct a traffic signal interconnect 
Kearny Villa Road and Ruffin Road) 

Internal Shuttle Transit System Operate an internal shuttle at a frequency acceptable to the City 
Engineer 

MTDB Bus Transfer Center Provide bus transfer facility on-site (funding and location to be 
determined by applicant and MTDB). 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Complex Drive Modify traffic signal loops 

4.2-91 Transportation and Circulation 



New Century Center Program EIR 

TABLE 4.2-49 (con 't) 

PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION 

Location Improvement ,,:· 

Mitigation Measures 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Road Change EB right to thru/right lane; Add EB left-turn lane; Add 
WB left-turn Jane; Add NB thru lane; Add NB right-turn lane 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Villa Road Add SB left-turn Jane; Add SB thru lane; Add EB thru Jane; Add 
NB left-turn lane 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawline Street Add WB right-turn lane; Add SB thru lane 

Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road Add SB right-turn lane; Add NB thru lane 

Balboa Avenue/Convoy Street Add WB right-turn lane; Add NB right-turn lane 

Kearny Villa Rd./SR-163/Century Park Add SB right-turn Jane; Restripe WB approach to provide dual 
lefts and a shared thru/right-turn lane; Restripe EB approach to 
provide dual lefts, one thru lane, and one shared thru/right-turn 
lane 

SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard Advance funding and pay fair share of J'.'8Ftiel elouerleef 
Interchange improvements 

Convair Drive/A Street Monitor traffic patterns to determine if a traffic signal is needed 

Convair Drive/B Street Monitor traffic patterns to determine if a traffic signal is needed 

Source: Kimlev-Horn and Associates, Inc., 1997. 

maintain LOS D or better conditions. The Phasing Plan shall be subject to review 
and approval by the City. 

2. Prior to the approval of the Redevelopment Increment Site Plan, the applicant shall 
demonstrate with respect to each of the intersections identified as Intersection 
Improvements A through F that one of the following has occurred: 

a. The above-referenced traffic improvements have been implemented; or, 

b. The Phasing Plan approved by the City reasonably demonstrates that LOS D 
or better conditions can be maintained until subsequent phases of project 
development at which time Intersection Improvements A through F, as 
applicable, shall be implemented. 

Roadway Segment and Arterial Improvements 

Peak hour intersection improvements imply improvements to roadway segment operations. 

Implementation of Intersection Improvements A through F will result in acceptable levels of 

service on all Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and Balboa Avenue intersections when using the daily 

segment capacity thresholds. Therefore, improvements to these intersections will also address 

the project's impact on roadway segments levels of service. 
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The roadway segments of Balboa Avenue that were identified to have congested peak hour 

levels of service will be improved to LOS D or better with the implementation of Intersection 

Improvements E and F. Ruffin Road between Main Street and Balboa Avenue will operate at 

acceptable levels of service with the implementation of Intersection Improvement E at the 

intersection of Balboa Avenue at Ruffin Road. 

Freeway Segment, Ramp Metering, and Interchange Improvements 

Freeway Segment Improvements 

The project will contribute to cumulative freeway impacts to the following freeway segments: 1-

15 (1 -8 to Aero Drive, and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard to SR-52) , SR-52 (1 -805 to 1-15), and 1-

805 (Murray Ridge Road to SR-52). These impacts would occur with or without the project. The 

project's contribution to this previously identified impact is considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

Ramp Metering 

3. For the Year 2006, in the event that traffic at the SR 163/Clairen,ont Mesa Boulevard 
eastbound to southbound onramp or the SR•163/l<earny Villa Road northbound 
onramp exceed the meter rate during the p.m. peak hour, either Caltrans will 
increase the ramp meter rate from 1,000 vehicles per hour to ensure that traffic does 
not back up onto City streets, or the applicant will install , on a fair share basis 
appropriate additional improvements to the satisfaction of Caltrans and the City 
Engineer 

Prior to any development above the Redevelopment Increment, in the event that 
traffic at the SR-163/Keamy Villa Road northbound onramp exce~ds the meter rate 
during the p.m. peak hour, either Caltrans will increase the ramp meter rate · to 
ensure that a significant impact does not occur to City streets; or a) in the event a 
significant impact will occur during the first phase of development above _the 
Redevelopment Increment, the applicant will install, on a fair share basis, an HOV 
bypass lane to the satisfaction of Caltrans and the City Engineer; orb) in the event 
a significant impact will occur during subsequent phases of development, the 
applicant shall either install, on a fair share basis, an HOV bypass lane to the 
satisfaction of Caltrans and the City Engineer or shall post a bond or other security 
satisfactory to the City Engineer ensuring that the HOV bypass lane shall be 
constructed prior to such significant impact. 

Interchanges 

4. Prior to approval of the Redevelopment Increment Site Plan the applicant shall 
A .Qfl'l AAli:tF51 t .a H'l si t tlo, ,:o ,t;p,II PJ>Mi A PI A 51 1i: PIPPI IFF,:>A" 
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The City and Caltrans have approved the "partial cloverleaf' improv·ements and 
a construction budget for the SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange 
as described further in the l<imley I lorn and Associates Traffic Impact Analysis 
(see Figure 4.3·3 in Appendix B). The applicant has agreed to advance the 
funding necessary to construct the required improvements consistent with an 
approved construction budget provided, however, that such sums shall be 
reduced by the amount of fair share contributions collected by the City of San 
Diego from other development projects which impact the SR 163/Clairemont 
Mesa B0ule11ard interchange and by any funds •ovhich have been specifically 
allocated to the construction of such improvements as set forth in the Kearny 
Mesa Community Facilities Financing Plan 

Prior to any development above the Redevelopment Increment, and within 90 days 
after the City and Caltrans have approved the Project Study Report (PSR) for the 
SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange and its associated construction 
budget, construction of the interchange improvements shall be assured to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

Prior to any development above the Redevelopment Increment, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the following has occurred: 

The City and Caltrans have approved a Project Study Report (PSR) that 
recommends "partial cloverleaf improvements (without widening of the existing 
structures) and a construction budget for the SR-163/Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard interchange as described further in the Kimley-Hom and Associates 
Traffic Impact Analysis (see Figure 4.3-3 in Appendix B of the Program EIR), 
or any other alternative project sufficient to address the Year 2006 conditions 
identified through the PSR process. The City has initiated a Capital 
Improvement Program project for construction of the project approved-through 
the PSR project. The applicant has advanced the funding for construction of 
the required improvements consistent with an approved construction budget. 
However, such sums shall be reduced by the amount of fair share contributions 
collected by the City of San Diego from other development projects which 
impact the SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange and by any funds 
which have been specifically allocated to the construction of such 
improvements as set forth in the Kearny Mesa Community Facilities Financing 
Plan. 

Development Impact Fees 

The Kearny Mesa Community Plan contains several transportation network improvements 

designed to provide adequate street segment and intersection levels of service upon buildout 

of the Community Plan. These improvements have been included in the Kearny Mesa Public 

Facilities Financing Plan and are to be funded partially through development impact fees. The 

project applicant would be responsible for paying development impact fees on the new traffic 

added: the total project traffic at buildout less the project's redevelopment increment (30,800 

cumulative trips) . 
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5. Upon issuance of each building permit subsequent to the approval of the 
Redevelopment Increment Site Plan, the applicant shall pay development impact 
fees as required by the Kearny Mesa Community Facilities Financing Plan. Note: 
to the extent that the applicant's construction of traffic improvements results in 
contributions in excess of the applicant's fair share, credits may be obtained against 
the payment of additional development impact fees for improvements to SR-163 and 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard in accordance with the conditions of approval for Vesting 
Tentative Map 96-0165. 

6. The applicant shall apply for an amendment to the Kearny Mesa Community 
Facilities Financing Plan to include the "over and above" Community Plan 
improvements identified as necessary at buildout in the Kimley-Horn and Associates 
Traffic Impact Analysis. 
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4.3 AIR QUALITY 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Climate and Meteorology 

The New Century Center project site is located iri the western portion of the San Diego Air Basin 

(air basin), an area encompassing all of San Diego County. The air basin is characterized by 

a complex terrain consisting of coastal plains, mountain ranges, and inland desert valleys. 

Ambient air quality in the air basin is commonly depicted by climatological conditions, the 

meteorological influences on air quality, and the quantity and type of pollutants released. The 

San Diego area is subject to a combination of topographical and climatic factors that decrease 

the potential for increases in regional and local air pollutants. The following section describes 

pertinent characteristics of the air basin and provides an overview of the physical conditions 

affecting pollutant dispersion in the San Diego area. 

Regional Climate 

The climate in San Diego is strongly influenced by the strength and location of a semi

permanent, subtropical high-pressure cell over the Pacific Ocean. The regional climate is typical 

of the Mediterranean-style climate found throughout most of coastal southern California. The 

climate along the coastal plain regions is also influenced by the moderating effects of the nearby 

oceanic heat reservoir. Warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate daytime 

onshore breezes, and moderate humidities characterize the climatic conditions of the majority 

of the region. 

Moderate temperatures and humidities characterize San Diego where temperatures average 

62 degrees Fahrenheit (F) annually (Felton 1965). Average daytime high temperatures range 

from 74 degrees Fin August to 63 degrees Fin January. Average overnight low temperatures 

range from 64 degrees F in August to 47 degrees F in January. Precipitation varies greatly in 

the project area, depending on season. Rainfall averages approximately 10 inches annually and 

occurs almost exclusively from October through April. Summers are mild and relatively dry with 

4 to 5 months without rain . Winters are mild . 

Winds across the study area are an important meteorological parameter because they control 

the dilution of locally generated air pollutant emissions and their regional trajectory. West to 

northwest winds are the most common at the Miramar Naval Air Station, the closest station that 

measures wind speed and direction to the proposed project, located approximately 3 miles north 
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of the project site (California Air Resources Board 1989). On an annual basis, surface winds 

prevail from the west to northwest, except during fall and winter when air flow from the east is 

prevalent. Long-term wind data recorded at the Miramar Naval Air Station indicates that daily 

winds average 4.9 miles per hour (mph) with west winds typically averaging 7.3 mph. 

Meteorological Influences on Air Quality 

Regional wind flow patterns have an effect on air quality patterns by trapping pollutants in the 

project vicinity. Localized meteorological conditions in combination with the high mountains 

surrounding the urbanized area can increase pollutant concentrations. When a warm layer of 

air traps cooler air close to the ground, an inversion layer is produced. Such temperature 

inversions especially hamper dispersion by creating a ceiling over the area and trapping air 

pollutants near the ground. During summer mornings and afternoons, such inversions are 

present over the project area. During summer's longer daylights hours, plentiful sunshine 

provides the energy needed to fuel photochemical reactions between nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

reactive organic gases (ROG), which result in ozone (03) formation . 

In the winter, temperature inversions dominate during the night and early morning hours but 

frequently dissipate by afternoon. At this time, the greatest pollution problems are from carbon 

monoxide (CO) and NOx. High CO concentrations occur on cold winter mornings with strong 

surface inversions and light winds. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Currently, most of the effort to improve air quality in the United States and California is directed 

toward the control of five pollutants, called "criteria" air pollutants: photochemical oxidants 

(ozone), CO, PM 10 , nitrogen dioxide (N02), and sulfur dioxide (S02). Criteria pollutants, 

including their formation and health effects, are discussed below: 

Ozone (03}. 0 3 is a colorless toxic gas with a pungent odor that causes eye 
irritation, respiratory function impairment, and damages materials and vegetation. 
Most 0 3 in the atmosphere is formed as a result of the interaction of ultraviolet light, 
ROG, and NOx. ROG is composed of nonmethane hydrocarbons, and NOx is made 
of different chemical combinations of nitrogen and oxygen, mainly nitrogen oxide and 
N02 . Motor vehicles are the primary source of ROG and NOx. Because these 
photochemical reactions occur on a regional scale, 0 3 is considered a regional 
pollutant. 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM10} . PM10 are atmospheric particles resulting from fume
producing industrial and agricultural operations, and natural activities. Health 
impacts from breathing the particulates· resulted in revision of the Total Suspended 
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Particulate (TSP) standard to reflect particulates that are small enough to be inhaled 
(i.e., 10 microns or less in size). Current standards define acceptable concentrations 
of particulates that are smaller than 10 microns in diameter, referred to as PM10. 

PM 10 includes a wide range of solid and liquid particles, including smoke, dust, 
aerosols, sulfates, and nitrates, which can cause lung damage. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) . CO is an odorless, colorless gas that causes a number of 
health problems including fatigue, headache, confusion, and dizziness. The 
incomplete combustion of petroleum fuels in on-road vehicles is a major cause of 
CO. CO is also produced during the winter from wood stoves and fireplaces. CO 
tends to dissipate rapidly into the atmosphere; consequently, violations of the CO 
state standard are generally limited to major intersections during peak period traffic 
conditions. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (N02}. N02 is an indirect product of fuel combustion in industrial 
sources, motor vehicles, and other mobile sources (e.g., off-road vehicles, trains, 
aircraft, mobile equipment, and utility equipment). N02 causes a number of health 
problems including risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease. 

Sulfur Dioxide (S02} . S02 is a colorless gas with a pungent, irritating odor (Horowitz 
1982). The major source of S02 emissions is fuel-burning equipment in which fuel 
oil and/or coal are consumed. S02 causes a number of health problems including 
aggravation of chronic obstructive lung disease. 

Regulatory Framework 

Air quality control in the San Diego air basin is regulated by federal, state, and regional control 

authorities. The U.S. Environmental Agency (EPA) is involved in regional air quality planning 

through the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended by the CAA Amendments of 1990. At the 

state level, the Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act (originally adopted in 1976 and 

substantially amended in 1987) and the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988, and amended 

in 1992, set air quality planning and regulatory responsibilities . The California Air Resources 

Board (CARB) is charged with the responsibility for coordinating efforts to attain and maintain 

ambient air quality standards and conducting research into the causes of, and solutions to , air 

pollution problems. At the regional level, the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has 

responsibility for preparing and periodically revising its Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) , 

which contains measures to meet state and federal requirements . 

Federal Regulatory Requirements 

The early federal legislative response to air quality concerns consisted of the Air Pollution 

Control Act of 1955, the CAA of 1963, and the Air Quality Act of 1967. The goal of the CAA of 

1970, as stated by Congress in the 1977 CAA Amendments, was "to protect and enhance the 

quality of the Nation's air resources." The CAA Amendments of 1990 (the "1990 Amendments") 
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are extremely broad. The major titles of the 1990 Amendments address attainment of air quality 

standards, mobile source emissions, air toxics, acid rain , a new federal permit program, 

enforcement, and protection of stratospheric ozone. The titles that most substantially affect 

analysis of the proposed project are Title I (attainment and maintenance provisions) and Title 

II (mobile source provisions) . 

Title I of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 

The goal of Title I is to attain federal air quality standards for six criteria pollutants: 0 3, CO, 

PM10 , N02 , S02 , and lead. Federal standards, which are established by the U.S. EPA at levels 

to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety, are presented in Table 4.3-1. 

The 1990 Amendments divide the nation into five categories of planning regions, depending on 

the severity of their pollution, and set new timetables for attaining the air quality standards. Title 

I also requires each non-attainment area to submit a comprehensive inventory of actual 

emissions as part of a State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision to demonstrate the means for 

achieving federal standards by the established deadlines. Each nonattainment area must 

achieve a 15 percent reduction from its actual 1990 emissions inventory within 6 years. 

Thereafter, each area must achieve a 3 percent annual reduction. 

Title II of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 

Title 11 of the 1990 Amendments, which contains provisions to control emissions from mobile 

sources, includes the following measures to reduce pollutants from mobile sources: mandatory 

use of cleaner, reformulated gasoline in those cities with the most severe ozone problem; use 

of cleaner fuels, such as methanol and natural gas, to meet particulate standards; and 

requirements on auto manufacturers to reduce tailpipe emissions of ROG and NOx. Section 177 

of Title II permits California to adopt stricter vehicle emission standards and allows other states 

to adopt California's stricter standards. 

California Clean Air Act Requirements 

The CCAA of 1988, amended in 1992, requires all air districts in the state to endeavor to 

achieve and maintain state ambient air quality standards for 0 3 , CO, S02 , and N02 by the 

earliest practicable date. California's ambient air standards are generally stricter than national 

standards for the same pollutants. California also has established state standards for sulfates, 

hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles (Table 4.3-1 ). 
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TABLE 4.3-1 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Californiaa Nationalb 

Air Pollutant Concentrationc Primary (> )c Secondary (>)c 

Ozone 0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg . 0.12 ppm, 1-hr. avq. 0.12 oom, 1-hr. avq . 

Carbon Monoxide 9 ppm, 8-hr. avg . 9 ppm, 8-hr. avg. 9 ppm, 8-hr. avg. 
20 oom, 1-hr. avq. 35 ppm, 1-hr. avq. 35 oom, 1-hr. avQ. 

Nitroqen Dioxide 0.25 oom, 1-hr. avq . 0.053 ppm, annual avq . 0.053 oom, annual avQ. 

Sulfur Dioxide 0.04 ppm, 24-hr. avg . 0.03 ppm, annual avg . 0.50 ppm, 3-hr. avg. 0.25 oom, 1-hr. avq . 0.14 oom, 24-hr avQ. 

Suspended Particulate 30 µg/m3 annual 50 µg/m3 annual 50 µg/m3 annual 
Matter (PM 10) geometric mean arithmetic mean arithmetic mean 

50 µq/m3
, 24-hr. avq. 150 µq/m3

, 24-hr. avq . 150 µQ!m3. 24-hr. avQ. 

Sulfates 25 µq/m3
, 24-hr. avg . no federal standard no federal standard 

Lead 1.5 µg/m3
, 1.5 µg/m3

, 1.5 µg/m3
, 

30-dav avq . calendar quarter calendar quarter 

Hvdroqen Sulfide 0.03 PPm, 1-hr. avQ. no federal standard no federal standard 

Vinyl Chloride 0.010 ppm, 24-hr. avQ. no federal standard no federal standard 

Visibility Reducing In sufficient amount to no federal standard no federal standard 
Particles produce an extinction 

coefficient of 0.23 per 
kilometer due to particles 
when the relative 
humidity is less than 
70%. 

a California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, 
suspended particulate matter (PM 10), and visibility reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded. 

b 
The standards for sulfates, lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride are not to be equaled or exceeded. 
National standards, other than ozone and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means, are 
not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the expected number of 
days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less 
than one. 

C Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parenthesis are 
based upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury. All 
measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure 
of 760 mm of mercury (1 ,013.2 millibar) ; parts per million (ppm) in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micro 
moles of pollutant per mole of gas; µg/m in this table refers to micrograms per cubic meter. 

Source: California Air Resources Board 1994. 

The CCAA specified that plans for attaining California standards were to be submitted to the 

ARB by June 30, 1991. Districts were to focus particular attention on reducing the emissions 

from transportation and areawide emissions sources. The CCAA provides air districts with new 

authority to regulate indirect sources. Each district plan is to achieve a 5 percent annual 

reduction , averaged over consecutive 3-year periods, in districtwide emissions of each 

nonattainment pollutant or its precursors unless, despite the inclusion of all feasible measures 
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in the plan and an expeditious adoption schedule, the area is not able to achieve the required 

5 percent annual reduction . Th_e San Diego APCD plan is described below. 

San Diego Air Pollution Control District 

The San Diego APCD is responsible for implementing emissions standards and other 

requirements of federal and state laws regarding most types of stationary emission sources. 

The San Diego APCD, unlike other air districts throughout the state, does not have thresholds 

or standards for projects subject to CEQA (Reider 1996). The San Diego APCD focuses on 

regulating air quality in San Diego County through its permit authority and its planning and 

review activities in its RAQS or SIP. 

The 1991 RAQS for San Diego County was issued in draft form in July 1991 , with formal 

adoption in 1992. While provisions contained in the 1991 RAQS generally meet federal 

requirements (in addition to those of the CCAA), the RAQS was revised in 1992, 1993, and most 

recently in 1994. The 1994 SIP Revision goal is to reduce the local pollutant emissions of ozone 

such that state air quality standards are achieved as expeditiously as possible (San Diego 

APCD 1994). It should be noted that the 1994 SIP Revision estimates attainment of the federal 

standard for ozone by 1999. To attain the federal ozone standard, several stationary and mobile 

source control measures have been implemented by the San Diego APCD to reduce the level 

of ozone precursors in the atmosphere. 

The CCAA's main requirement is a 5 percent per year reduction in emissions. However, in San 

Diego County, where extensive emissions reduction programs are already in place, it is not 

anticipated that this level of annual emissions reductions can be achieved. Consequently, the 

CCAA requires that all feasible measures be implemented on a practical, expeditious schedule. 

Measures identified in the RAQS include clean fuel vehicles; stationary and areawide control 

measures; and transportation control measures including trip reduction programs, alternative 

transportation mode capacity expansion, and transportation system management. The San 

Diego APCD RAQS has already adopted measures that enforce emission reductions for can 

coating , marine coating , coatings and printing inks manufacturing, foam blowing and plastics 

expanding, bakery ovens, electrical generation stream boilers, industrial and commercial boilers, 

stationary combustion turbines, and stationary internal combustion engines. The San Diego 

APCD expects to adopt additional emission tightening regulations for wood products coating , 

and new emission cutback rules for underground storage tank decommissioning and soil 

decontamination, automotive refinishing , adhesive operations, plastic, rubber, composite and 

glass coating , residential water heaters, and furnaces in 1996 or 1997. 
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City of San Diego 

The Kearny Mesa Community Plan notes that the community is located in the San Diego/San 

Diego County air basin which is classified as a nonattainment area for ozone and particulates. 

The county is in atta inment for nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, and sulfur dioxide. The 

Community Plan states further that: 

New development should be required to provide its fair share of the mitigation 
measures suggested in this community plan to minimize additional negative traffic 
and air quality impacts within the community. 

No specific measures are identified in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan. 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan strives to improve air quality through 

the implementation of its goals, guidelines, and standards. The Air Quality Element of the 

Progress Guide and General Plan contains a brief overview of sources of air pollution and air 

quality trends in San Diego County. Applicable goals, guidelines, and standards of the City's 

Progress Guide and General Plan are listed below: 

Goals. To protect and enhance the quality of San Diego's air resources so as to 
promote the public health and welfare and the productive capacity of its population 
and natural environment. 

Guidelines and Standards. 

• The City should seek tactics for control of air quality which have the least 
possible disruptive effects on present ways of life. 

• Priority should be given pollution-control measures which also serve to further 
other goals of the Progress Guide and General Plan. 

• Public participation , understanding, acceptance, and support of air quality 
policies should be considered essential to their success and should be actively 
encouraged. 

Existing Air Quality Monitoring Data 

Air pollutant concentrations are measured at monitoring stations throughout the air basin . 

Locations of the nine stations currently operated by the San Diego APCD are depicted in Figure 

4.3-1. Baseline air quality in the study area can be inferred from ambient air quality 

measurements conducted at the San Diego monitoring station on Overland Avenue. Less than 

one-half mile from the project site, this monitoring station records several pollutants. Table 4.3-

2 summarizes the last 4 years of published data from this monitoring station . 
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TABLE 4.3-2 

SUMMARY OF ANNUAL AIR QUALITY MONITORING DATA: 
SAN DIEGO OVERLAND STATION 

1993 1994 1995 1996 

OZONE (03) 

State Standard (1 -hr. avg., 0.09 ppm) 
Federal Standard (1-hr. avg ., 0.12 ppm) 
Maximum Concentration 0.15 0.10 0.12 0.12 
Number of Days State Standard Exceeded 15 2 8 7 
Number of Days Federal Standard Exceeded 3 0 0 0 

NITROGEN DIOXIDE (N02) 

State Standard (1 -hr. avg., 0.25 ppm) 
Federal Standard (0.053 ppm AAM) 
Maximum Concentration 0.12 0.21 0.12 0.12 
Annual Mean 0.023 0.024 0.024 0.022 
Number of Days State Standard Exceeded 0 0 0 0 
Federal Standard Exceeded No No No No 

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) 

State Standard (1-hr/8-hr. avg., 20/9.10 ppm) 
Federal Standard (1-hr/8-hr avg, 35/9. ppm) 
Maximum Concentration (1-hr./8-hr.) 4.7/3.2 5.4/3.8 4.8/3.5 4.6/3.3 
Number of Days State Standard Exceeded 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 
Number of Days Federal Standard Exceeded 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

I :jSPENOED PARTICULATES (PM 10) ... 
:State Standard (24-hr. avg ., 50µg/m3

) 

Federal Standard (24-hr. avg ., 150µg/m3
) 

Maximum Concentration 79 60 82 50 

ppm = parts per million . 
AAM = annual arithmetic mean. 
µglm3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 

Source: California Environmental Protection AQencv Air Resources Board, 1993-1997. 

Existing Attainment Status 

Monitored criteria air pollutants are classified in each air basin, county, or in some cases within 

a specific urbanized area. The classification is determined by comparing actual monitoring data 

within an air basin/ county with state and federal standards. If a pollutant concentration within 

the air basin/county is lower than the standard, the pollutant is classified as "attainment" in that 

area. If the concentration within the air basin/county exceeds the standard, the pollutant is 

classified as "non-attainment." If data are insufficient to determine whether or not the standard 

is exceeded, the area is designated "unclassified ." 
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traffic decreases by approximately 2,100 vehicles per hour during the a.m. peak hour. The p.m. 

peak hour trips increase, but the critical outbound trips decrease by 780 vehicles per hour. 

Future Year With Project: Intersection Capacity Analysis 

The results of the intersection capacity analysis for the Future Year With Project scenario are 

summarized in Table 4.2-29. The significance of the intersection impacts is stated in Table 4.2-

30. This scenario assumes the bridge widening project included in the Kearny Mesa Public 

Facilities Financing Plan. The intersection of Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Missile Road is 

eliminated with buildout of the proposed project; Missile Road is replaced by an extension of 

Overland Avenue into the project site. As previously discussed, the project applicant has agreed 

to provide improvements (project design features) to the intersections of Balboa 

AvenueNiewridge Avenue, Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road, and Balboa Avenue/Sportmart 

entrance. These improvements are assumed to be in place for the following analyses for this 

traffic scenario. As shown in Table 4.2-29, all study area intersections will be characterized by 

adequate levels of service (i .e., LOS D or better) , except for the fo llowing: 

Signalized Locations 

4. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road- LOS F (p.m. peak) 
7. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Villa Road- LOS F (p.m. peak) 
13. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street- LOS F (p.m. peak) 
16. Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road- LOS F (p.m. peak) 
22. Kearny Villa Road/SR-163 northbound ramps- LOS F (p.m. peak) 

With the addition of the proposed project, the level of service at the following intersection is 

characterized by congested levels of service: Kearny Villa Road/SR-163 northbound ramps 

(decreases from LOS D to LOS F). Where intersection improvements will be made as part of 

the project design improvements, the level of service at three intersections will improve when 

compared to Future Year Without Proj ect Buildout: Balboa AvenueNiewridge Avenue (improves 

from LOS F to LOS Din the p.m. peak), Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road (improves from LOS 

E to LOS D in the a.m. peak and from LOS F to LOS C in the p.m. peak), and Balboa 

Avenue/Sportmart entrance (improves from LOS E to LOS C in the p.m. peak) . The five 

signalized intersections will be mitigated. The remainder of the intersections identified on Table 

4.2-30 do not require further improvements as part of the project. Any remaining improvements 

would be funded in accordance with the Kearny Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan. 
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TABLE 4.2-29 

FUTURE YEAR WITH PROJECT: 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS . 

. · (\···· .:;:fNT.ERSECTiON. 
AM PEAKHOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY(a) LOS (b) DELAY (a) . LOS(b) 
1. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 NB Ramps 39.4 D 37.3 D 
2. Clairemont Mesa Blvd ./1-15 SB Ramps 21.6 C 17.7 C 
3. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Murphy Canyon Rd . I 17.0 C 39.7 D 
4. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Rd. 36 .8 D . F 
5. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Overland Ave. 13.5 B 19.6 C 
6. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Complex St. 11 .0 B 19.0 C 
7. Clairemont Mesa Blvd ./Kearnv Villa Rd. 22 .6 C . F 
8. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Mesa Rd . 14.8 B 39.3 D 
9. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Mesa Plaza 6.7 B 30.4 D 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd ./Mercurv St. 12.6 B 35.2 D 
11. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Convov St. 13.8 B 36.7 D 
12. Clairemont Mesa Blvd ./Ruffner St. 10.4 B 36.7 D 
13. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawline St. 21.1 C I . F 
14. Balboa Ave ./1-15 SB Ramp 21.0 C 26.4 D 
15. Balboa Ave.Mewridqe Ave. 21 .7 C 34 .6 D 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd. 25 .9 D . F 
17. Balboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave. 8.8 B 10.4 B 
~ - "··oa Ave./Kearny Villa Rd . I 28.4 D 24 .4 C 
19. E J3 Ave./Mercurv St. I 13.0 B 30.9 D ,__ 
20. i: - -~~.Ave./Convoy St. 13.5 B 38 .. 9 D 

~ ! ~ Ave./Sport Mart Entrance I 15.9 C 23.9 C 
22. K ;nw Villa Rd.JSR 163 NB Ramps ~ -- ·- 24 .3 C . F 
23. K.:_ ci~nv Villa Rd./Electronics Way 8.7 B 21 .7 C 
24 . Kec:irny Villa Rd ./Main Street 8.3 B 12.5 B 
25. Kearny Villa Rd./Convair Rd . 6.4 B 9.8 B 
26. Kearny Villa Rd./Kearny Villa Way 4.1 A 5.5 B 
27. Kearny Villa Rd./Ruffin Rd. 18.6 C 33.3 D 
28 . Kearny Villa Rd./SR-52 EB 38.3 D 39.3 D 
29 . Kearny Villa Rd./SR-52 WB I 8.8 B 6.2 C 
30 . Ruffin Rd./Aero Dr. 31.6 D 31 .1 D 
31. Ruffin Rd./Main St. 9.4 B 8.3 B 
32. Ruffin Rd./Convair Dr. 23.5 C 26 .3 D 
33. Ruffin Rd./Chesapeake Dr. 17.1 C 36.7 D 
34. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd SB off ramp 

' 22.2 C 21 .0 C 
135. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd . NB off ramo 11 .7 B 15.3 C 
(a) Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
(b) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 9 procedures 
(c) Average total delay, in seconds 
(d) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual , Chapter 10 procedures I 

• Critical V/C exceeds 1.2 or 1/PHF; calculation of delay not feasible 
# Delay exceeds 999 .9 seconds 

R:llOTUS\0ATAI0950521JNT_LOS.WK4 
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. : iNTERli&i'~N ... ·. ·:. ,,.:: / AMP.EAKHOURi: · .. . ··:P.M .PEAKHOUR:· ' . · ··.·•··:,., .. ·\.• .. :AM PEAK HOUR · 
. •·:.OElA'f\)(.V/C·.·, ···· ···•··:-: •Los ·. DEl:AY•lit:Vlc··,, ··-:· rns . :-o• OELAY·oi .V/c····· •· ····,•·•tos •. ,,.:.·o~~~~~:~.~os••:•? ·:;1:~:::::;~~rm~j.:•••'•'1.·:,•~?~,~~~.~··, 

1. Clairemonl Mesa Blvd.n-15 NB Ramos 29.6 D 25.9 D 39.4 D 37.3 I D I 9.80 I 11.40 I YES I YES 
2. Clalremonl Mesa Blvd.11-15 SB Ramos 15.2 C 11.1· B 21 .6 C 17_.7_ __ I C I 6.40 I 6.60 I YES _J __ '(_E~ 
3. Clalremonl Mesa Blvd./Murnhv Can-n Rd. 12.3 B 21 .4 C 17.0 C 39.7 I Q __ L 4.70_ I_ jj,30 ___ I___Y!:~ I YES 
4. Clairemonl Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Rd. 22.8 C 0.857 E 36.8 D 1.501 I F I 14.00 _ I___0.64 __ ]_ YES I NO 
5. Clalremonl Mesa Blvd./Overland Avo. 6.7 B 5.5 B 13.5 B 19.6 _I___ C I_ 6.80 I 14.1o__ I _ _'l'l;_S I YES 
6. Clairemont Mesa Blvd.fComnlex St 10.9 B 13.9 B 11.0 B 19.0 I C I 0.10 I 5.10 I NO I YES 
7. Clairemonl Mesa Blvd./KeernvVilla Rd. 15.0 B 0.935 F 22.6 C 
8. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearllv Mess Rd. 14.2 B 30.1 D 14.8 B 

J,007_ _ _I F I 7.60 I 0.07 I YES I YES 
39.3 I D I 0.60 I 9.20 I NO I YES 

9. Clalremont Mesa Btvd./Kearnv Mesa Plaza 6.8 B 25.0 D 6.7 B :)OA ___ I D I 0.00 I _ 5.40 I NO I YES 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./MertuN St 12.7 B 34.0 D 12.6 B 35.2 I D I 0.00 I 1.20 _ I _ NQ I NO 
11 . Clairemonl Mesa Blvd./Convov St. 13.9 B 30.5 D 13.8 B 
12. Clairemon1 Mesa Blvd./Ruffner St 10.2 B 34.0 D 10.4 B = . J V OJQ O :; g g:~ ~:~ : ~~~ !!? 
13. Clalremonl Mesa Blvd.lShawtine SI. 20.4 C 1.153 F 21 . 1 C ·· ·-- v 1.189 F 0.70 0.04 NO YES G) 
14. Balboa Ave.ll-15SB Ramn 15.9 C 8.7 B 21 .0 C u . , :; 26.4 D 5.10 17.70 YES YES Z 
15. Balboa Ave.Ntewridna Ave. 28.5 D 23.0 F 21 .7 C 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd. 14.7 B 0.999 F 25.9 D 

:; 34.6 D (a) (al NO NO :;; 
~- ~~~ :; 1.205 F 11.20 0.21 YES YES -

17. Balboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave. 9.0 B 11 .2 B 8.8 - 10.4 B 0.00 0.00 NO NO 0 B 
18. Balboa Ave./Kearnv Villa Rd. 46.0 E F 28.4 v 24.4 C (al (al NO NO )), D 
19. Balboa Ave./MertUN St. 11 .8 B 22.7 C 13.0 B 
20---:--ea1boa Ave----:iconvov St. 13.1 B 29.9 D 13.5 B 
21 . Balboa AveJSoort Mart Enlrance 17.6 C 45.0 E 15.9 C 
22. Keamv Villa Rd.JSR 163 NB Ramos 14.5 B 0.798 D 24.3 C 
23._Kearnv Villa Rd./Eleclronlcs Wav 6.4 B 12.9 B 8.7 B 
24. Kearnv Villa Rd./Maln Sttee1 6.5 B .. a .. a 

:; 30.9 D 1.20 8.20 NO YES Z 
- " :; 38.9 D 0.40 9.00 NO YES 0 

; I ~5.0 I I ~5.S I C I 23.9 C (al (al NO NO m 
- --- 1.046 F 9.80 0.25 YES YES 
" ·' o o . , o 21.7 C 2.30 8.80 NO YES Q 
o.a o o.a o 12.5 B 1.80 4.20 NO NO "11 

-I:>. I 25. Kearnv Villa Rd./Convair Rd. 6.1 I ___ B ~ ~ 

~ 26. Kearn~ Villa Rd./Kearny Villa Way ~_.1 __ 1_ _B LI 

01 I (27. Kearny Villa_Rd./Ruffin Rd. I 6.0 I B LI 

'-11128. Kearn• Villa Rd.lSR-52 EB 15.6 C lH.J u ;,,tl.J u 
129. Kearn• Villa Rd.lSR-52 WB 7.5 B 5.8 B 8.8 B 
130. Ruffin Rd./Aero Dr. 22.0 C 22.8 C 31.6 D 

0 o.• o 9.8 B 0.30 2.10 NO NO z 
:;._.; D ... , " 5.5 B 0.00 0.10 NO NO 

;; ,v.v v 33.3 D 12.60 21 .70 YES YES -I 
- - 39.3 D 22.70 11.00 YES YES m 

, .u u , ., u 6.2 C 1.30 0.40 NO NO ;;tJ 
- - 31 .1 D 9.60 8.30 YES YES (/) 

131. Ruffin Rd./Maln St 5.3 B 4.9 A 9.4 B 
32. Ruffin Rd./Convalr D<. 13.4 B 26.6 D 23.5 C 

~ LI 8.3 B 4.10 3.,o NO No m 
- - 26.3 D 10.10 0.00 YES NO 0 

33. Ruffin Rd./Chesannake Dr. 11 .6 B 35.5 D 17.1 C ,,., v " · , '-' 36.7 D 5.50 1.20 YES NO -I 
34. SR- 163/Clalrernon1 Mesa Blvd SB off ramn 14.9 B 10"9 ________ B ____ -~'P r 
35. SR-fH,i"'felremonl Mesa Blvd. NB off ram, 11.7 B 

,u. v u u 21.0 C 7.30 10.10 YES YES Q 
~ramol _ -· 11.1._,. _ 1 ___ ,. __ , B,_, __ I 8.5 I B I 11 .7 I B I 15.3 C 0.00 6.80 NO YES z 

Ila} er2i~ ~ ~t~rt irt:mrQ'.~::lm::i~n~ H~Ym~ IQ~ imQlement~· r~uction In Q~1~i umv. 
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New Century Center Program EIR 

Future Year With Project: Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis 

Future Year With Project ADT volumes depicted in Figure 4.2-9 were compared to the City of 

San Diego roadway segment daily capacity standards. Table 4.2-31 summarizes the results of 

this analysis. The significance of these impacts are identified in Table 4.2-32. As shown in this 

table, all street segments analyzed will be characterized by acceptable levels of service (i.e. , 

LOS Dor better) , with the following exceptions: 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

1-15 to Murphy Canyon Road- LOS F 
Kearny Villa Road to Kearny Mesa Road- LOS F 
Shawline Street to 1-805- LOS F 

Balboa Avenue 

1-15 southbound to Mercury Street- LOS E/F 
Convoy Street to Sportmart entrance-LOS E 

Ruffin Road 

South of Balboa Avenue- LOS F 
Balboa Avenue to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard- LOS E/F 
Chesapeake Drive to Kearny Villa Road- LOS F 

Kearny Villa Road 

Century Park Place to Electronics Way-LOS E 
Ruffin Road to SR-52-LOS E 

With the addition of project-related traffic; the following segments will be characterized by 

congested levels of service: Clairemont Mesa Boulevard: Kearny Villa Road to SR-163 

(decreases from LOS D to LOS F) , Balboa Avenue: Ruffin Road to Kearny Villa Road, and 

Convoy Street to Sportmart entrance (decreases from LOS C to LOS E, and LOS D to LOS E, 

respectively) , Ruffin Road : Main Street to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard (decreases from LOS D 

to LOS E), and Kearny Villa Road: Century Park Place to Electronics Way, and Ruffin Road to 

SR-52 (decreases from LOS C to LOS E, and LOS D to LOS E, respectively) . 

Each of these segments have been identified in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan as deficient. 

The transportation improvements recommended in this project traffic study focus on improving 

adequate peak hour intersection capacity. 

For the Future Year With Project scenario conditions, the findings are as follows : 
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TABLE 4.2-31 

FUTURE YEAR WITH PROJECT: DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
AND SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

STREET 

SEGMENT CLASSJFJCA TION.,:: 

/. 15 • MURPHY CANYON ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

MURPHY CANYON ROAD - RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

RUFFIN ROAD - OVERLAND AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

OVERLAND AVENUE - COMPLEX STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

COMPLEX STREET· KEARNY VILLA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

KEARNY VILLA ROAD · SR-163 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

SR-163 • KEARNY MESA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

KEARNY MESA ROAD · KEARNY MESA PLAZA 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

KEARNY MESA PLAZA · MERCURY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

MERCURY STREET - COl'NOY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

COl'NOY STREET - RUFFNER STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

RUFFNER STREET - SHAWL/NE STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

SHAWL/NE STREET - 1-805 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

/. 15 SOUTHBOUND - VIEW RIDGE AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

VIEWRIDGE AVENUE - RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

RUFFIN ROAD - PONDEROSA AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

PONDEROSA AVENUE • KEARNY VILLA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

ROUTE 163 - MERCURY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

MERCURY STREET - COl'NOY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

COl'NOY STREET - SPORT MART 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

SOUTH OF BALBOA AVENUE 4 LN COLLECTOR 

BALBOA AVENUE· MAIN STREET 4 LN COLLECTOR 

MAIN STREET - COl'NAIR DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 

COl'NAIR DRIVE - CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN COLLECTOR 

CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD· CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 

CHESAPEAKE DRIVE - KEARNY VILLA ROAD 4 LN COLLECTOR 

BALBOAAVENUE - CENTURYPARK 6 LN WUOR ARTER/Al 

CENTURY PARK· ELECTRONICS WAY 4 LN WUOR ARTER/Al 

ELECTRONICS WAY - MAIN STREET 4 LN WUOR ARTER/Al 

MAIN STREET - COl'NAIR DRIVE 4 LN WUOR ARTER/Al 

COl'NAIR DRIVE - KEARNY VILLA WAY 4 LN WUOR ARTER/Al 

KEARNY VILLA WAY· CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN WUOR ARTER/Al 

CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD - CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 4 LN WUOR ARTER/Al 

CHESAPEAKE DRIVE - RUFFIN ROAD 4 LN COLLECTOR 

RUFFIN ROAD · SR 52 6 LN PRIMARY ARTER/Al 

DAILY 

D~LY SEG, 

TRAFFIC C_J\PACITY MENT 

VOlUME 'AT:Los·e - L'os 

71400 60000 F 

51400 60000 D 
41000 60000 C 

40000 60000 C 

28300 60000 B 
62100 60000 F 

65100 60000 F 

41100 60000 C 

41100 60000 C 

41100 60000 C 

50800 60000 D 
50800 60000 D 
70700 60000 F 

71400 60000 F 
66400 60000 F 

55300 60000 E 

55300 60000 E 

61300 60000 F 
46000 60000 C 

55800 60000 E 

35900 30000 F 

39200 30000 F 

27900 30000 E 

27200 30000 E 

23000 30000 D 
45900 30000 F 

42100 50000 D 
37600 40000 E 

30200 40000 D 
30200 40000 D 
30200 40000 D 
34100 40000 D 
12300 40000 A 

10400 30000 B 
56100 60000 E 
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l:·.::C ' j;~i!~ iehMENT ·· :ccJJ!~irio~ 
CLAIRE MONT MESA BOULEVARD 11-15 - MURPHY CANYON ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

MURPHY CANYON ROAD - RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
RUFFIN ROAD - OVERLAND AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
OVERLAND AVENUE· COMPLEX STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
COMPLEX STREET • KEARNY VILLA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
KEARNY VILLA ROAD. SR-163 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
SR-163 • KEARNY MESA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
KEARNY MESA ROAD - KEARNY MESA PLAZA 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
KEARNY MESA PLAZA • MERCURY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
MERCURY STREET • CONVOY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
CONVOY STREET • RUFFNER STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
RUFFNER STREET • SHAWUNE STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
SHAWLINE STREET • 1-805 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

BALBOA AVENUE 1-15 SOUTHBOUND · VIEWRIDGE AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
VIEWRIDGE AVENUE • RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
RUFFIN ROAD· PONDEROSA AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
PONDEROSA AVENUE • KEARNY VILLA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
ROUTE 163. MERCURY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
MERCURY STREET. CONVOY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
CONVOY STREET - SPORT MART 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

RUFFIN ROAD SOUTH OF BALBOA AVENUE 4 LN COLLECTOR 
BALBOA AVENUE · MAIN STREET 14 LN COLLECTOR 
MAIN STREET· CONVAIR DRIVE 14 LN COLLECTOR 
CONVAIR DRIVE· CLAIRE MONT MESA BOULEVARD 14 LN COLLECTOR 
CLAIRE MONT MESA BOULEVARD - CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 14 LN COLLECTOR 
CHESAPEAKE DRIVE • KEARNY VILLA ROAD 14 LN COLLECTOR 

KEARNY VILLA ROAD BALBOA AVENUE - CENTURY PARK 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 
CENTURY PARK • ELECTRONICS WAY 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 
ELECTRONICS WAY · MAIN STREET 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 
MAIN STREET· CONVAIR DRIVE 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 
CONVAIR DRIVE - KEARNY VILLA WAY 14 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 
KEARNY VILLA WAY· CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 14 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 
CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD · CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 14 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 
CHESAPEAKE DRIVE - RUFFIN ROAD 14 LN COLLECTOR 

fl_UfflN RQAD • SR 52 16 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 
11.'-.0 TUS'O\TA~J\SlG_l OS WK• 

t1~1~~1i~:~*;ij~~~i1 ~0.~~;1~i~:~~;Ji~~; ~,;f~;;;~ :;I~u;~,;~ 
WITH e>c1ST1NG·BAS£UN£ ,.Wfl'H P.flCl;JE:0l8lJllOOUT . · :'i/J N' ·.. :. <JMP.ACl:? .. ' 
vtoRAtto · .tos · wc~Ar10 ., . ·, J L~. ·- .. : jl()RAr10 . >&esni>L 

1.10 F 1.19 F 0.088 YES 

0.77 C 0.86 C 0.088 YES 
0.54 B 0.68 B 0.140 YES 

0.56 B 0.67 B 0.112 YES 
0.37 A 0.47 A 0.100 NO en 
0.88 D 1.04 D 0.155 YES <5 
1.00 F 1.09 F 0.083 YES z 
0.60 C 0.69 C 0.083 YES "Tl 
0.61 C 0.69 C 0.077 YES 0 0.61 C 0.69 C 0.077 YES 

0.79 C 0.85 C 0.058 YES 
)> 
z 

0.79 C 0.85 C 0.058 YES 0 
1.13 F 1.18 F 0.052 YES m 
1.09 F 1.19 F 0.102 YES 0 
1.01 F 1.11 F 0.102 YES "Tl 
0.83 C 0.92 C 0.097 YES ::0 -I 
0.83 C 0.92 C 0.097 YES 0 )> 
0.93 E 1.02 E 0.093 YES l> m 
0.69 C 0.77 C 0.075 YES er 
0.87 D 0.93 D 0.058 YES :E m 
1.06 • F 1.20 F 0.133 YES )> ~ 
1.07 F 1.31 F 0.233 YES -< ~ 
0.74 D 0.93 D 0.190 YES enw 
0.83 D 0.91 D 0.073 YES mN 
0.62 C 0.77 C 0.150 YES G) 
1.40 F 1.53 F 0.133 YES s: 
0.73 C 0.84 C 0.112 YES m 
0.69 C 0.94 C 0.250 YES z 
0.75 D 0.76 D 0.002 YES -I 
0.75 D 0.76 D 0.002 YES ~ ~ 
0.75 D 0.76 D 0.002 YES "ti ~ 
0.59 C 0.85 C 0.263 YES )> 0 
0.27 A 0.31 A 0.038 NO 0 (1) 

0.29 B 0.35 B 0.053 NO -I ::, 
en ..... 

0.85 D 0.94 D 0.083 YES c:: 

0 
(1) 
::, 
<ii ..., 
ll a 
Q 
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• Adequate peak hour intersection operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
intersections with the 1-15 southbound ramps and Murphy Canyon Road 
suggest acceptable operations on Clairemont Mesa Boulevard between these 
two intersections. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
intersection with Kearny Villa Road suggest congested segment levels of 
service result between Kearny Villa Road and SR-163. However, acceptable 
peak hour levels of service at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard intersections with 
the SR-163 northbound offramp, the SR-163 southbound offramp, and the 
Kearny Mesa Road suggest acceptable roadway segment levels of service 
between these two intersections. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
intersection with Shawline Street suggest congested segment levels of service 
between 1-805 and Shawline Street. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Balboa Avenue intersection with Ruffin 
Road suggest congested roadway segment level of service results between 
Ponderosa Avenue and Viewridge Avenue. However, adequate peak hour 
levels of service at the Mercury Street, Kearny Villa Road, Viewridge Avenue, 
and 1-15 southbound ramps intersections suggest adequate operations on the 
Balboa Avenue segments between Mercury Street and Ponderosa Avenue, 
and between Viewridge Avenue and 1-15. 

• Adequate peak hour operations at the Balboa Avenue intersection with Convoy 
Street and the Sportmart entrance imply acceptable roadway segment levels 
of service between these intersections. 

• Adequate peak hour operations at the Ruffin Road intersections with 
Chesapeake Drive and Kearny Villa Road suggest acceptable operations on 
the Ruffin Road segment between these two intersections. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Ruffin Road intersection with Balboa 
Avenue suggest congested roadway segment levels of service between Balboa 
Avenue and Main Street. 

• Adequate peak hour operations at the Ruffin Road intersections with Convair 
Drive and Main Street suggest adequate levels of service on the Ruffin Road 
segments between these two intersections. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Ruffin Road intersection with 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard suggest a congested segment level of service 
between Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and Convair Drive. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Kearny Villa Road/SR-163 northbound 
ramps/Century Park Place intersection indicates congested roadway segment 
levels of service between these intersections. 
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• Adequate peak hour operations at the Kearny Villa Road intersections with 
Ruffin Road and the SR-52 eastbound ramps suggest an acceptable roadway 
segment level of service between these two intersections. 

Based on this evaluation regarding intersection operations, the following roadway segments 

would be characterized by congested conditions: 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

Kearny Villa Road to SR-163- LOS F 
Shawline Street to 1-805- LOS F 

Balboa Avenue 

Ponderosa Avenue to Viewridge Avenue- LOS E 

Ruffin Road 

Balboa Avenue to Main Street- LOS F 
Convair Drive to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard- LOS E 

Future Year With Project: Arterial Capacity Analysis 

Future Year With Project peak hour traffic volumes on two Balboa Avenue segments is 

summarized in Table 4.2-33. This table indicates that Balboa Avenue between 1-15 and Kearny 

Villa Road will be characterized by congested conditions (LOS F) in the eastbound direction 

during the p.m. peak hour; this segment would operate at LOS F with or without the project. It 

TABLE 4.2-33 
FUTURE YEAR WITH PROJECT: 

PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

AM. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Street Segment Direction LOS Speed LOS Speed 

Balboa Avenue 
1-15 to Kearny Villa Road Westbound C 17.1 F (a) 

Eastbound B 20.1 F (a) 

Balboa Avenue 
Mercury St. to Sportmart Entrance Westbound B 19.5 D 10.4 

Eastbound C 16.6 D 10.4 

(a) Arterial speed cannot be accurately estimated when intersection V/C exceeds either 1.2 or 
1/PHF. 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates , Inc. 1997. 

4.2-63 Transportation and Circulation 



New Century Center Program EIR 

should also be noted that the level of service on Balboa Avenue between 1-15 and Kearny Villa 

Road in the westbound direction during the p.m. peak will improve (improves from LOS F to 

LOS B) when compared to the Future Year Without Project scenario. 

Future Year With Proje~t: Freeway Segment Capacity Analysis 

The Future Year With Project scenario peak hour freeway segment capacity analysis is 

summarized in Table 4.2-34. The significance of these freeway impacts is identified in Table 

4.2-35. As with the Future Year Without Project, most freeway segments are characterized by 

congested levels of service: 

• 1-15 (1-8 to Aero Drive and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard to SR-52)-LOS E 
• SR-52 (1-805 to 1-15)- LOS F 
• 1-805 (Murray Ridge Road to SR-52)-LOS E/F 

With the addition of project-related traffic, the following freeway segment will be characterized 

by a congested level of service: 1-15 between 1-8 and Friars Road (decreases from LOS D to 

LOS E). With the exception of this one freeway segment, all freeway segments operating at 

LOS E or F would also operate at these levels of service without the proposed project and were 

anticipated in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan. The project's a.m. inbound traffic volumes are 

less than what could have occurred with buildout of the project site under the Kearny Mesa 

Community Plan assumptions. 

To better identify the actual peak hour directional impacts on the freeway system, a more 

detailed analysis was prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. Table 4.2-36 identifies 

those segments that would experience congested conditions and that would be significantly 

impacted (i.e., V/C increases over 0.02) by project-related traffic. To determine these potential 

effects, peak hour directional project traffic was assigned to the freeway study area. The 

proposed project would have different effects on freeway segments depending upon the peak 

hour direction of travel assessed. While this more detailed analysis does not change the 

previous conclusions regarding levels of service (see Table 4.2-34), the findings of the table 

more accurately state the project's contribution to the deficiency and show that each impacted 

segment has a V/C increase under 0.02. However, the project's contribution to cumulative 

impacts on the identified freeway segments is still considered significant. This finding of 

cumulatively significant impacts is consistent with the findings made for the adoption of the 

Kearny Mesa Community Plan in 1992, as amended. 
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Interstate 15 1-8 - Friars Rd. 
Friars Rd. - Aero Dr. 
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State Route 52 1-805 • Convoy St. 
Convoy St.· SR-163 
SR-163 • 1·15 

State Route 163 Mesa Coll~• Dr. • 1-805 
1-805 • Balboa Av. 
Balboa Av. • Clairemont Mesa Blvd . 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. • SR-52 

Interstate 805 Murra~e Rd . • s_R-163 
SR-163 • Balboa Av. 
Balboa Av. • Clairemont Mesa Blvd . 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. • SR-52 

~
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Poak Hour % • Percentage or average daily traffic occuring during the peak hour 
Direction Split • Percentage of peak hour traffic travelling in peak direction 
Truck Factor • Truck/terrain factor to represent Influence or heavy vehicles and/or grades 
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............. '14 
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Interstate 15 11-8 - Friars Rd. (1) 

Friars Rd. - Aero Dr. _{1) 
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Tlerrasanta Blvd./Balboa Av. • Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 
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Stato Roule 52 1-805 • ConVO_)' St. (2) 

Convoy St.· SR-163 _(2) 

SR-163 -1-15 

Stale Route 163 Mesa College Dr. • 1-805 

1-805 • Balboa Av. 
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Interstate 805 Murray Ridge Rd.· SR-163 

SR-163 • Balboa Av. 

Balboa Av. - Clalremont Mosa Blvd. 
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~/C Ratio • volume to capacity ratio 

OS • Level of Service 

1) NB PM Peak from Table 4.4-5 

2) EB PM Peak from Table 4.4·5 
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0.961 E 0.975 E 0.014 NO 

0.977 E 0.986 F(O) 0.009 NO 

1.123 F(O) 1.132 F{O) 0.009 NO (/) 

1.137 F(O) 1.1 50 F(O) 0 .013 NO c5 
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0.789 C 0.615 D 0.026 YES "Tl 
0.799 D 0.820 D 0.020 NO 0 
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Interstate 15 1-8 - F,lars Road AM PEAK • SOUTHBOUND 
AM PEAK • NORTHBOUND 
PM PEAK. SOUTHBOUND 

PM PEAK· NORTHBOUND 
Friars . Aero Drive AM PEAK • SOUTHBOUND 

AM PEAK . NORTHBOUND 
PM PEAK • SOUTHBOUND 
PM PEAK • NORTHBOUND 

Aero Drive to Tierrasanta AM PEAK • SOUTHBOUND 

AM PEAK • NORTHBOUND 
PM PEAK • SOUTHBOUND 

PM PEAK· NORTHBOUND 
SR-52 1~5 __ • ~!'l~Y-~I . AM PEAK . WESTBOUND 

AM PEAK • EASTBOUND 
PM PEAK . WESTBOUND 

PM PEAK • EASTBOUND 

Convoy St . SR-163 AM PEAK • WESTBOUND 

AM PEAK • EASTBOUND 
PM PEAK • WESTBOUND 

PM PEAK • EASTBOUND 

SR-163 1-605 . Balboa Ave AM PEAK • SOUTHBOUND 
AM PEAK • NORTHBOUND 
PM PEAK • SOUTHBOUND 
PM PEAK • NORTHBOUND 

f# l1n11 . Number of lanes in one direction: HOV . High Occupancy lanes 
fcapacity- Capacity In one direction 

• wt HOV 
•w/HOV 
•wfHOV 

•w/HOV 
•wlHOV 
4w/HOV 
4w/HOV 
4w/HOV 
4w/HOV 

4w/HOV 
.tw/HOV 
4w/HOV 
4w/HOV 
.Cw/HOV 
4w/HOV 

4 wiHOV 
•w/HOV 
•w1HOV 
•w/HOV 

•w/HOV 
4 
4 
4 

• 
Project t,affie Is baH d on peak hour directional ltaffic assigned to the freeway segment 

9,200 170,700 11.ri 60.2% 
9,200 170,700 8.9% 39.811 
9,200 170,700 6.9% 39.811 

9,200 170,700 8.9% 60.2% 
9,200 176.100 8.9% 60.2% 
9 ,200 178,100 8.9% 39.811 
9.200 178, IOO 8.9% 39.811 
9.200 176,100 6.9% 60.2'1. 
9,200 156,100 8.911 60.2% 

9,200 156,100 8.911 39.811 
9,200 156,100 8.911 39.811 
9.200 156,100 8.9% 60.2'!< 
9,200 138,500 11.811 81.0'II 
9,200 138,SOC 11 .611 39.0'II, 

9,200 138,500 11 .8'!1, 39.0'II 

9,200 138,500 11 .811 61.0'II 

9,200 156.900 11 .8'!1, 61.0'II 

9.200 156,900 11 .6'!1, 39.0'II 
9,200 156,900 11 .6'!1, 39.0'II 

9,200 156,900 11 ,611 Bl .OIi 
9,200 154,900 8.311 53.6'!1, 
9,200 154,900 6.311 48.411 
9,200 154,900 8.311 46.4%. 
9, 200 154,9CX) 6.311 53.6'!1 

Petk Hour Volume • Peak hour traffic In peak direction of travel I For lacilrtin wilh HOV lanes, ten percent is assumed to use HOV lanes. 
!VIC . Volume to C1pacity ratio 

'~!!~~~::::: 1~!1T11 :11~:~~[~]r, 
0.971 6,•77 

.. ____ ·. ·__ ~---- -._. ~~.._~~ ...... ~~~= 
55 8,532 E I 0.000 

0.971 5,00I 30 5 834 o.612 I c I o.003 
0.971 5,604 149 5,753 o.625 I c I 0.018 

0.971 8,'77 171 8,646 0.940 E 0 .019 

0.971 8,745 55 8,800 0.957 E 0 .000 

0.971 5,782 30 5,811 0.832 C 0.003 

0.971 5,782 149 S,930 0.64S C 0.0,6 

0.971 8.745 171 6,916 0.969 E 0.019 

0.971 7,752 55 7,607 0.649 E 0 .000 

0.971 S,125 30 5,155 0.560 C 0.003 

0.971 5.125 149 5,274 O.S73 C 0.018 

0.971 7.752 171 7.923 0.881 E 0.019 

0.967 B.990 27 9,017 0.960 E 0.003 

0.967 5,747 IS S,762 0.628 C 0.002 

0.967 S,747 73 5,820 0.833 C 0.006 

0.967 8,990 64 9,01• 0.986 E 0 .009 

0.967 10.333 27 10,360 1.126 E 0.003 

0.967 6,606 15 6,621 0 .720 C 0.002 

0.967 6,606 73 6,679 0.728 C 0.008 

0.967 10,333 84 10.417 1.132 E 0.009 

0.949 7 282 74 7 338 0.797 E 0.008 
0.949 6,288 41 8,327 0.688 C 0.004 

0.949 6.288 201 6,487 0.705 C 0.022 
0.949 7.262 232 7,49 4 0.81S E 0.025 

LOS . c,11,;an_s_Qj~tiig 11 procedure was used lo estimate the freeway level of service . Designations vary from A lo F. with four levels of LOS F from F(O) lo F(3). 
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Freeway Ramp Meters 

Table 4.2-37 summarizes the findings of the freeway ramp meter demand and queues analysis 

prepared for the Future Year With Project scenario. 

TABLE 4.2-37 

FUTURE YEAR WITH PROJECT: FREEWAY 
RAMP METER DEMAND AND QUEUES 

(ASSUMING EXISTING CAL TRANS METER RA TES OR 15 MINUTE DELAYS) 

Peak Meter Excess Delay Queue 
Location Movement Hour Demand Rate (a) Demand (Min) (Ft) 

SR-163/CLAIREMONT WB to NB (b) AM 671 +.000 537 e 134 e 15 e 3,338 
MESA BLVD. 

WB to SB AM 782 4-;0001100 0 0 0 

EB to SB AM 500 +.000 800 0 0 0 

EB to NB (b) AM 360 4-;000 750 0 0 0 

WB to NB (b) PM 1,037 4-;000 830 3-r207 z: 15 9z:e 5,170 

WBto SB PM 1,198 4-;0001100 ~98 tz: 5 +,95e 2,450 

EB to SB PM 1,160 4-;000 928 %6232 4B 15 4;-900 5,800 

EB to NB (b) PM 729 4-;000 750 0 0 0 

SR-163/KEARNY NB AM 218 4-;000 280 0 0 0 
VILLA ROAD 

NB PM 1,116 +.000 893 4%223 T15 r,906 5,575 

(a} Ramp meter rate reflects actual existing rate or rates that wil l be in effect when meters are turned on. (Source: Max 
Wickham, Caltrans, September 2, 1997). 

(b) Onramp provides HOV bypass. Estimated 10 percent of peak hour traffic assumed to be HOV. 
(b) Rl!lmr, meter fl!lte shottlel be i"efel!lseel lo 1!11 lel!lst 1,811 to !!void sr,illo,er. 
(e) Rl!lmr, meter rl!lle shottlel be i"erel!lseel lo 1!11 lel!lst 1 ,168 lo l!lvoiel sr,illo,er. 
(el) RI!" ,r, ",eter fl!lle shottlel be i"erel!lseel to 1!11 lel!lst 1 , 188 lo !!void sr,illo,er. 
(c) Where the existing meter rate results in unrealistic delyas, the meter rate has been adjusted to show a 15 minute 

delay and the resulting queue. 
Average Delay= (Excess Demand/Meter Rate) *60 minutes/hour 
Averaqe Queue = (Excess Demand} *25 feet/vehicle 

The following four locations will have demands in excess of the assumed meter rate: 

SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

Westbound to northbound 
Westbound to southbound 
Eastbound to southbound 

SR-163/Kearny Villa Road 

Northbound 

4.2-68 Transportation and Circulation 
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Site Access and Internal Circulation 

To estimate future traffic volumes on internal streets, the project was divided into Traffic 

Analysis Zones (TAZ), for which the daily and peak hour traffic generation was estimated. The 

regional orientation of project-related traffic guided the assignment of project traffic on internal 

streets. This assignment formed the basis for determining the appropriate street classification 

of the internal circulation network. Figure 4.2-10 depicts internal traffic volumes and street 

classifications for the Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment scenario. Primary 

project access would be from Kearny Villa Road . Electronics Way, Main Street, and Convair 

Drive would be improved to their ultimate configuration within the western portions of the site . 

Figure 4.2-11 depicts the same information for the Future Year With Project scenario. As shown 

in this figure, the internal street system would consist of two- and four-lane collectors and local 

collector streets. 

Traffic Signal Warrants 

The need for traffic signalization at internal project intersections at ingress/egress locations is 

also illustrated in the above referenced figures. Of the project access roads to/from Kearny Villa 

Road, signalization will be required at Convair Drive, Main Street, and Electronics Way. On 

Ruffin Road, traffic signals will be required at Convair Drive and Main Street. On Clairemont 

Mesa Boulevard, the existing access at Missile Road would be maintained during the initial 

stage of site development. By project buildout, Missile Road would be eliminated and access 

would be provided through an extension of Overland Avenue into the site. 

The need for traffic signal control within the project site was evaluated using Caltrans' daily 

warrant worksheets. Both the Minimum Vehicular and Interruption of Continuous Traffic 

warrants were met at the Overland Drive intersections at Grand Boulevard and at Convair Drive 

under the Future Year With Project scenario conditions. Traffic signal control is recommended 

at both locations. At the Convair Drive intersections with parking lot access driveways "A" and 

"B," no single warrant was satisfied. However, both warrants were met at 80 percent or more. 

Traffic signals at these two locations are not recommended at this time. While they meet signal 

warrants at full project buildout, signal installation may not be appropriate prior to buildout. Initial 

control would be stop signs from the parking lot access driveways and Convair Drive 

uninterrupted. The intersection of Grand Boulevard with an internal driveway within the retail 

district also meets warrants, if a single driveway is located along the street to serve the retail 

site. This location would be reevaluated when specific development site plans are prepared for 

the retail center. Traffic operations would be monitored with each subsequent phase of 

development, and traffic control device recommendations would be incorporated with each 

4.2-69 Transportation and Circulation 
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phase of development acknowledged on the vesting tentative map as an obligation of the project 

developer. 

Existing Community Plan Buildout 

The Existing Community Plan Buildout scenario is the same as the Future Year With Project 

scenario except that the development of the project site is assumed to occur based on the 

existing Kearny Mesa Community Plan land use assumptions rather than those proposed in the 

New Century Center Master Plan. The Kearny Mesa Community Plan assumes a community

wide trip increase of approximately 160,600 ADT, with approximately 69,000 ADT with 8,100 

trips in the a.m. peak hour and 8,300 trips in the p.m. peak hour associated with the General 

Dynamics site. The adopted Community Plan ADT is depicted in Figure 4.2-12. 

Existing Community Plan Buildout: Intersection Capacity Analysis 

The a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes were determined based on existing turning movement 

volumes and forecast ADT volumes. The results of the intersection capacity analysis for the 

Existing Community Plan Buildout scenario are summarized in Table 4.2-38. As shown in this 

table, 18 study area intersections will be characterized by congested levels of service (i.e., LOS 

E or F): 

Signalized Locations 

1. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/1-15 northbound ramps-LOS E (a.m. peak) 
4. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road-LOSE (a.m. peak) and LOS F (p.m. 

peak) 
7. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Villa Road- LOS F (a .m. and p.m. peak) 
8. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Mesa Road-LOSE (p.m. peak) 
12. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffner Street-LOS E (p.m. peak) 
13. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
15. Balboa AvenueNiewridge Avenue-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
16. Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road-LOSE (a.m. peak) and LOS F (p.m. peak) 
18. Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road-LOS F (a.m . and p.m . peak) 
20. Balboa Avenue/Convoy Street-LOSE (p.m. peak) 
21 . Balboa Avenue/Sportmart entrance- LOS F (p.m. peak) 
22. Kearny Villa Road/SR-163 northbound ramps-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
23. Kearny Villa Road/Electronics Way-LOSE (a.m. peak) and LOS F (p.m. peak) 
24. Kearny Villa Road/Main Street-LOSE (p.m. peak) 
28. Kearny Villa Road/SR-52 eastbound ramps-LOSE (a.m. and p.m . peak) 
32. Ruffin Road/Convair Drive-LOS F (a.m. peak) and LOSE (p.m . peak) 
33. Ruffin Road/Chesapeake Drive- LOS F (p.m . peak) 

4.2-72 Transportation and Circulation 



New Century Center Program EIR 

TABLE 4.2-38 

EXISTING COMMUNITY PLAN BUILDOUT: 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

I ·· . <I ·.·:,_./\i:/'•:'.\:>-.·:.• .•. ·.·:/:-, SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
.. 

·::.· . : :.·:··::-->( <. :. . . . : .. · AMPEAKHOUR PMPEAKHOUR 
</ JNTERSECTION DELAY(a) . LOS(b) DELAY..(a) LOS (b) 

1. Clairemont Mesa Blvd ./1-15 NB Ramps 45.5 E 37.3 D 
2. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 SB Ramos 20.6 C 17.7 C 
3. Clairemont Mesa Blvd ./Murohv Canvon Rd. 23.9 C 37 .5 D 
4. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Rd. 42.6 E . F 
5. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Overland Ave . 7.8 B 5.1 B 
6. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Complex St. 11 .1 B 12.7 B 
7. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearnv Villa Rd . . F . F 
8. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearnv Mesa Rd. 15.4 C 41 .8 E 
9. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Mesa Plaza 6.7 B 30.8 D 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Mercurv St. 12.8 B 34 .0 D 
11. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Convov St. 14.1 B 31 .9 D 
12. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffner St. 10.7 B 49.4 E 
13. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawline St. 21 .7 C . F 
14. Balboa Ave./1-15 SB Ramo 24.1 C 28.6 D 
15. Balboa Ave.Mewridae Ave. 27 .8 D . F 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd . 41 .0 E . F 

' 17. Balboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave. 9.5 B 11.9 B 
18. Balboa Ave./Kearnv Villa Rd. . F . F 
19. Balboa Ave.flv'lercurv St. 14.3 B 25.6 D 
20. Balboa Ave./Convov St. 14.0 B 40.5 E 
21 . Balboa Ave./Soort Mart Entrance 14.1 B . F 
22. KearnvVilla RdJSR 163 NB Ramps 32.2 D . F 
23. Kearnv Villa Rd./Electronics Way 41 .8 E . F 
24. Kearny Villa Rd./Main Street 25.6 D 52.1 E 
25. Kearny Villa Rd./Convair Rd . 8.5 B 17.3 C I 

26. Kearnv Villa Rd./Kearnv Villa Wav 4.5 A 7.5 B ! 
27. Kearny Villa Rd./Ruffin Rd . 17.2 D 35.6 D 
28. Kearnv Villa Rd./SR-52 EB 57.5 I E 40 .3 E 
29. Kearny Villa Rd./SR-52 WB 9.7 B 6.2 B 
30. Ruffin Rd./Aero Dr. 38.5 D 32.5 D 
32. Ruffin Rd./Convair Dr. . F 43.0 E 
33. Ruffin Rd./Chesaoeake Dr. 18.4 C . F 

.UNSIGNALIZEDJNT.ERSECTIONS .·•.,,·:.·· ··· . ··· :::··-·:·:-.:.·-
... ··.·.· · ·AM,PEAKHOUR PMPEAKHOUR ·' <.: / INTERSECTION 

-.: ·•. 

i DELAY(c) . ·· . LOS(d) DELAY(c) to.s (di 
SA. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road 

NB left turns # F # F 
NB right turns 5.4 B 10.9 C 
WB left turns 61 .1 F 12.9 C 

(a) Average stopped delay per vehicle , in seconds 
(b) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual , Chapter 9 procedures 
(c) Average total delay, in seconds 
(d) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 10 procedures 
• Critical V/C exceeds 1.2 or 1 /PHF; calculation of delay not feasible 
# Delav exceeds 999.9 seconds 

R:IL OTUS\DATA\095052\JNT _ l OS. WK4 
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Unsignalized Locations (one or more conflicting movements) 

5A. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road- LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peak) 

The level of service at Missile Road is expected to be overstated due to gaps provided by the 

platooned arrival of vehicles along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. 

Existing Community Plan Buildout: Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis 

Existing Community Plan Buildout ADT volumes were compared to the City of San Diego 

roadway segment daily capacity standards. Table 4.2-39 summarizes the results of this 

analysis. As shown in this table, all street segments analyzed will be characterized by 

acceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS D or better), with the following exceptions: 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

1-15 to Murphy Canyon Road- LOS F 
Kearny Villa Road to Kearny Mesa Road- LOS E/F 
Shawline Street to 1-805-LOS F 

Balboa Avenue 

1-15 to Ruffin Road-LOS F 
SR-163 to Mercury Street-LOS E 

Ruffin Road 

South of Balboa Avenue-LOS F 
Balboa Avenue to Main Street-LOS F 
Chesapeake Drive to Kearny Villa Road-LOS F 

These segments have been identified in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan as deficient. 

Existing Community Plan Buildout: Arterial Capacity Analysis 

Existing Community Plan Bui!dout peak hour traffic volumes on two Balboa Avenue segments 

is summarized in Table 4.2-40. This table indicates that there will be congested levels of service 

(i.e., LOS E or F) on the following arterial segments: 

Balboa Avenue 

1-15 to Kearny Villa Road (p.m. peak, westbound and eastbound) 
Mercury Street to Sportmart entrance (p.m. peak, westbound) 
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TABLE 4.2-39 

EXISTING COMMUNITY PLAN BUILDOUT: 
DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

I: :)j:",':' <''"' ·,:, .. < ./ . DAILY 
C:.'·"i{C,i··C-':: \ · .· :DAILY SEG, 

iF):\:':_'t":.:: ·.,.. · > STREET Tf0F.l;\C Slf.ACTIY: MENi 
.,,. ,REl=T, . .:. SEGMENT CLASSiFJcATION VOLUME. AT:.l;OS e· i:.os. 

ICLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 1-15 - MURPHY CANYON ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 70000 60000 F 
MURPHY CANYON ROAD - RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 50000 60000 C 
RUFFIN ROAD • OVERLAND AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 40000 60000 C 
OVERLAND AVENUE - COMPLEX STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 40000 60000 C 
COMPLEX STREET - KEARNY VILLA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 28000 60000 B 
KEARNY VILLA ROAD - SR-163 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 60000 60000 E 
SR-163 - KEARNY MESA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 64000 60000 F 

KEARNY MESA ROAD - KEARNY MESA PLAZA 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 40000 60000 C 
KEARNY MESA PLAZA ·. MERCURY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 40000 60000 C 
MERCURY STREET - CONVOY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 40000 60000 C 
CONVOY STREET - RUFFNER STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 50000 60000 C 
RUFFNER STREET - SHAWLINE STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 50000 60000 C 

SHAWLINE STREET - 1-805 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 70000 60000 F 

BALBOA AVENUE 1-15 SOUTHBOUND -VIEWRIDGE AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 70000 60000 F 
VIEWRIDGE AVENUE - RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 6SOOO 60000 F 

RUFFIN ROAD - PONDEROSA AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 55000 60000 D 
PONDEROSA AVENUE - KEARNY VILLA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 5SOOO 60000 D 
SR-163 - MERCURY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 60000 60000 E 

I RUFFIN ROAD 

MERCURY STREET · CONVOY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 4SOOO 60000 C 
CONVOYSTREET - SPORTMART 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 55000 60000 D 
SOUTH OF BALBOA AVENUE 4 LN COLLECTOR 3SOOO 30000 F 

BALBOA AVENUE - MAIN STREET 4 LN COLLECTOR 3SOOO 30000 F 

MAIN STREET - CONVA!R DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 2SOOO 30000 D 
CONVA!R DRIVE - CLA!REMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN COLLECTOR 2SOOO 30000 D 
CLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD - CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 22000 30000 D 
CHESAPEAKE DRIVE - KEARNY VILLA ROAD 4 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 4SOOO 30000 F 

KEARNY VILLA ROAD BALBOA AVENUE - CENTURY PARK 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 40000 50000 C 
CENTURY PARK - ELECTRONICS WAY 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 40000 C 

ELECTRONICS WAY - MAIN STREET 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 40000 C 
MAIN STREET - CONVA!R DRIVE 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 40000 C 
CONVA!R DRIVE - KEARNY VILLA WAY 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23000 40000 C 
KEARNY VILLA WAY· CLA!REMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 29000 40000 C 
CLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD - CHESAPEAKE ORNE 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 12000 40000 A 

CHESAPEAKE DRIVE - RUFFIN ROAD 4 LN COLLECTOR 10000 30000 B 
RUFFIN ROAD - SR 52 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 55000 60000 D 

R:\I.OTUS\0ATA'D95052\SEG_LOS.WK• 
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TABLE 4.2-40 

EXISTING COMMUNITY PLAN BUILDOUT: 
PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Street Segment Direction LOS Speed LOS Speed 

Balboa Avenue 
1-15 to Kearny Vi lla Road Westbound C 14.5 F (a) 

Eastbound B 20.1 F (a) 

Balboa Avenue 
Mercury St. to Sportmart Entrance Westbound B 19.7 F (a) 

Eastbound C 16.0 D 12.2 

a: Arterial speed cannot be accurately estimated when intersection V/C exceeds either 1.2 or 
1/PHF. 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates , Inc. 1997. 

Existing Community Plan Buildout: Freeway Segment Capacity Analysis 

The Existing Community Plan Buildout scenario peak hour freeway segment capacity analysis 

is summarized in Table 4.2-41. This analysis assumes future daily traffic volumes and existing 

peak hour percentages, directional splits, and truck composition . Freeway improvements 

identified in the Regional Transportation Plan are also assumed. As indicated in this table, most 

freeway segments analyzed are characterized by congested levels of service (i.e., LOS E or F): 

• 1-1 5 (1 -8 to Aero Drive and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard to SR-52)-LOS E 
• SR-52 (1-805 to 1-15)-LOS E/F 
• 1-805 (Murray Ridge Road to SR-52)-LOS E/F 

These direct and indirect impacts are considered significant. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

Table 4.2-42 summarizes the findings of the intersection capacity utilization analysis for all traffic 

scenarios analyzed in the traffic study. Table 4.2-43 provides the same comparative analysis 

for roadway segments. Table 4.2-44 provides a comparison of peak hour arterial impacts for 

these scenarios. Table 4.2-45 identifies the findings of the freeway segment analysis for each 

scenario. Table 4.2-46 summarizes facil ities operating at LOS E or F by traffic scenario. Tables 

4.2-30, 4.2-32, and 4.2-35 previously identified the significance of Future Year With Project 

intersection, roadway segment, and freeway impacts, respectively. 
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State Route 52 1-805 • Convoy St. 4w/HOV 9,200 140,000 11.6% 61.0% 0.967 9,220 
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., 
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Truck Factor. Truck/terrain factor to represent influence of heavy vehicles and/or grades 
Peak Hour Volume· Peak hour traffic in peak direction of travel/ For facilities with HOV lanes, ten percent is assumed lo use l;lOV lanes. 
V/C • Volume to Capacity ratio 
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TABLE 4.2-9 

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT REDUCTION ASSUMING 
INTERNAL TRANSIT/SHUTTLE SYSTEM 

AM. Peak P.M. Peak 
Land Use Type Dailya Hour Hour3 

Employment Usesb 6% 5% 5% 

Scientific Research 6% 5% 7% 
and Development 

Hotel 10% 8% 8% 

Retailc C C C 

a Percent reduction . 
b Employment uses include office, government office, business 

park, industrial park, industrial, corporate office, scientific 
research & development, and manufacturing uses. 

C The total retail mixed-use reduction is equal to the sum of the 
Industrial Business Park and Scientific Research and 
Development trip reductions. This reflects trips being made 
between the employment and retail aspects of the development. 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1996. 

TABLE 4.2-10 

PASS-BY TRIP REDUCTION 

AM. Peak 
Land Use Type Dailya Hour' 

P.M. Peak 
Hour3 

Retail/Entertainment 20% 20% 20% 

Community Retail 30% 30% 30% 

Specialty Retail 10% 10% 10% 

a Percent reduction. 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1996. 

Table 4.2-11 summarizes the proposed project's trip generation based on the assumptions and 

credits previously described above, with the exception of an internal transiUshuttle service. 
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TABLE 4.2-11 

PROJECT-RELATED TRAFFIC GENERATION 

DRIVEWAY RATES 
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Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment 

For purposes of translating the aggregate recapture increment to specific trip generation 

numbers, it was necessary for the traffic consultant to make certain assumptions concerning the 

first phase of project development. Although the ADT and p.m. peak hour trip generation 

associated with the redevelopment increment could be associated with an infinite variety of land 

use combinations, based on the proposed uses set forth in the NCC Master Plan and the 

reasonably anticipated demand in the market, the traffic consultant has assumed a first phase 

of development equivalent to 1.3 million square feet of retail, office, and industrial park uses, 

resulting in 30,800 ADT with 2,090 a.m. peak hour and 3,160 p.m. peak hour trips. Both the 

a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips under this redevelopment increment/first phase of development 

would be less than the peak hour trips associated with historic uses at the project site. Table 

4.2-12 identifies the redevelopment increment's trip generation. 

The Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment also assumes that both the internal and 

off-site improvements contemplated in the Master PCD/PID Design Manual will be completed . 

These improvements include the construction of roadways within the project site sufficient to 

serve phase one's incremental development. 

To evaluate the traffic impacts of the Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment 

scenario, the traffic generated under the initial redevelopment increment was assigned to the 

surrounding street system in accordance with expected travel routes to/from local and regional 

origins and destinations. The distribution assignment of the baseline's daily traffic volumes to 

study area streets is provided in Appendix B of this Program EIR. Figure 4.2-4 depicts the 

assignment of the baseline's traffic to study area streets. The baseline traffic impact on the 

transportation system is as described below. 

Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment: Intersection Capacity Analysis 

In order to analyze the intersection capacity for the Existing Baseline With Redevelopment 

Increment scenario, the redevelopment increment's peak hour traffic was added to 1996 

volumes. In addition, field reconnaissance identified imminent signalization of the Kearny Villa 

Road/Ruffin Road intersection (located north of the project site and Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard). Therefore, signalization of this intersection has been assumed for this scenario. 
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TABLE 4.2-12 
EXISTING BASELINE WITH REDEVELOPMENT 

INCREMENT TRAFFIC GENERATION 
DRMWAY RATES 
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As part of the proposed project, three intersections will be improved and are considered project 

design features. These intersections are Balboa AvenueNiewridge Avenue, Balboa 

Avenue/Kearny Villa Road, and Balboa Avenue/Sportmart entrance. The project applicant will 

make the following improvements to these intersections: 

• Balboa AvenueNiewridge Avenue: Provide a southbound left-turn lane. 

• Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road: Provide a southbound left-turn lane and 
restripe the eastbound approach to convert the right-turn lane to a shared 
through/right-turn lane. 

• Balboa Avenue/Sportmart entrance: Add a northbound and southbound left
turn lane. 

These three intersection improvements would be provided prior to reaching the redevelopment 

increment traffic levels. Therefore, the following analysis reflects these changes to existing 

intersection lane configurations. All other intersections will have the same lane configurations 

assumed in the Year 1996 evaluation. 

Table 4.2-13 summarizes the results of this analysis. As shown in this table, all intersections 

are characterized by adequate levels of service (i.e. , LOS Dor better) during both peak hours, 

with the following exceptions: 

Signalized Locations 

4. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
7. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Villa Road-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
13. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street-LOS F (p. m. peak) 

Unsignalized Locations (one or more conflicting movements) 

5A. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road-LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peak) 
28. Kearny Villa Road/SR-52 eastbound ramps-LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peak) 
29. Kearny Villa Road/SR-52 westbound ramps-LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peak) 
29. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard northbound offramp-LOS F (a.m. peak) 

With the addition of the redevelopment increment (when compared to the Year 1996 scenario) , 

the level of service declines at the intersection of Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road 

(decreases from LOSE to LOS Fin the p.m. peak) , Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street 

(decreases from LOSE to LOS Fin the p.m. peak), Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Villa 

Road (decreases from LOS B to LOS Fin the p.m. peak) , Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile 

Road (decreases from normal volumes to LOS F in the a.m. and p.m. peak) , Kearny Villa 

Road/SR-52 eastbound ramps (deceases from LOS B/C to LOS Fin the a.m. peak), and SR-
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TABLE 4.2-13 

EXISTING BASELINE WITH REDEVELOPMENT INCREMENT: 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

INTERSECTION DELAY (al LOS /bl DELAY/a) LOS/b) 
1. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 NB Ramos I 29.8 D 11 .0 B 
2. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 SB Ramps I 11 .2 B 12.3 B 
3. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Murphy Canyon Rd . ! 8.9 B 19.4 C 
4. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Rd. I 28.6 D 61 .3 F 
5. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Overland Ave. 9.5 B 8.5 B 
6. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Comolex St. 9.1 B 18.2 C 
7. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Vi lla Rd . 12.2 B 64.6 F 
8. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearnv Mesa Rd. 12.3 B 21 .2 C 
9. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearnv Mesa Plaza 7.0 B 12.6 B 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Mercurv St. 12.2 B 19.6 C 
11 . Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Convov St. 13.2 B 17.5 C 
12. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffner St. 10.4 B 23.6 C 
13. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawline St. 12.9 B 58.2 E 
14. Balboa Ave./1-15 SB Ramp I 8.1 B 5.6 B 
15. Balboa Ave.Niewridoe Ave. 12.7 B 15.5 C 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd. I 25.0 C 27.6 D 
17. Ba lboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave. 7.0 B 7.3 B 
18. Balboa Ave./Kearnv Vi lla Rd. 14.5 B I 13.2 B 
19. Balboa Ave./Mercurv St. 11.4 B 16.8 C 
20. Balboa Ave./Convov St. 13.0 I B 29.7 D 
21. Balboa Ave./Sport Mart Entrance 13.2 B 18.9 C 
22. Kearny Villa Rd.JSR 163 NB Ramps 14.1 B 27.1 D 
26. Kearnv Villa Rd./Kearnv Villa Wav 5.5 I B I 7.6 B 
27. Kearny Villa Rd./Ruffin Rd. 10.5 B 26.5 D 
30. Ruffin Rd./Aero Dr. 18.1 C 16.9 C 
33. Ruffin Rd./Chesaoeake Dr. 10.5 B 20.2 C 

I 
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
INTERSECTION DELAY (c) LOS (d) DELAY (c) LOS(d) 

SA. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road 
NB left turns 160.3 F # F 
NB right turns 3.8 A 5.2 B 
WB left turns 7.6 B 12.9 C 

28. Kearny Villa Rd/SR 52 EB Ramps 

I 
SB left turns # F 16.9 C 

11 
EB left turns # F # F 
EB throuQh/riQht turns # F I 7.0 B 

29. Kearny Villa Rd/SR 52 WB Ramps 

I 
I 

'I 
I 

NB left turns 6.8 B 10.6 B I 
EB left turns 89.7 F # F I 
EB riQht turns I 7.6 B 3.7 A I 

I 

34. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd. NB Off Ramp I I 
NB riaht turns 70.9 F 13.6 C 

I l(a) Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
(b} Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 9 procedures 
j(c) Average total delay, in seconds 
(d) Leve l of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 10 procedures 

j • Critical V/C exceeds 1.2 or 1/PHF; calculation of delay not feasible 
# Delav exceeds 999.9 seconds I 

R:\LOTUS'IOATA\09505ZVNT_l 0S.WK4 
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163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard northbound offramp (decreases from LOS B to LOS Fin the 

a.m. peak). Due to the transportation improvements (project design features) to be 

implemented as part of the project, the levels of service at the following intersection will improve: 

Balboa Avenue/Sportmart entrance (improves from LOS E to LOS C) . 

The intersection of Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Missile Road is expected to operate at a 

better level of service than indicated in the table because of the platooning effects of vehicles 

on Clairemont Mesa Boulevard (as previously described). 

It should also be noted that the implementation of roadway improvements assumed in the 

Kearny Mesa Facilities Financing Plan (January 1996) would serve to improve the level of 

service at the noted intersections, either directly or indirectly. 

Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment: Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis 

The location of each off-site or ingress/egress intersection analyzed in this report for all existing 

and future year scenarios was previously identified in Figure 4.2-1. Figure 4.2-5 depicts the 

ADT volumes for the Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment scenario. Table 4.2-14 

summarizes the findings of this analysis. As shown in this table, all street segments will operate 

at adequate levels of service (i.e., LOS Dor better), with the following exception: 

• Balboa Avenue (Convoy Street to Sportmart entrance)- LOS F 

It should be noted that the addition of the redevelopment increment's traffic to Year 1996's traffic 

does not cause any street segment to decline from an adequate level of service (i.e., LOS Dor 

better) to a congested condition (i .e., LOS E or F). This street segment would operate at 

congested levels of service with or without the redevelopment increment. Further, project 

design features at the Balboa Avenue/Sportmart entrance intersection will alleviate congestion 

at this location, suggesting that the Balboa Avenue segment would operate at adequate levels 

of service. 

Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment: Arterial Capacity Analysis 

In conformance with the requirements of the San Diego Regional Congestion Management 

Program (CMP) , a peak hour arterial analysis was conducted for two segments of Balboa 

Avenue. As indicated in Table 4.2-15, both directions of travel for both segments analyzed will 

be characterized by an adequate level of service (i.e ., LOS Dor better) during the a.m. and p.m. 

peak periods. 
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TABLE 4.2-14 

EXISTING BASELINE WITH REDEVELOPMENT INCREMENT: 
DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

. . .. · DAILY. 

.:. • .. ·. ·. <t }.R~!-Y:i "" ... ·• !!~~ STREET'' . . ,TRAf.FJC· CAf'.ACfTY. 

'. SEGMENT. cLASsii=i&noN. : b,dii'ME . :;:+tos E. ' ".Los. 
icLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD I· 15 • MURPHY CANYON ROAD 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 28300 45000 C 

MURPHY CANYON ROAD· RUFFIN ROAD 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 28300 45000 C 

RUFFIN ROAD· OVERLAND AVENUE 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 30000 45000 C 

OVERLAND AVENUE · COMPLEX STREET 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 30000 45000 C 
COMPLEX STREET • KEARNY VILLA ROAD 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 30000 45000 C 
!KEARNY VILLA ROAD· SR-163 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 27700 40000 C 
'SR-163 • KEARNY MESA ROAD 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 32100 40000 D 
KEARNY MESA ROAD • KEARNY MESA PLAZA 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 39000 50000 C 
KEARNY MESA PLAZA- MERCURY STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 39000 50000 C 
MERCURY STREET-CONVOY STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 34800 50000 C 

COf>NOY STREET • RUFFNER STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 32000 50000 C 
RUFFNER STREET • SHAWLINE STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 32000 50000 C 
SHAWLINE STREET • 1-805 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 35300 50000 C 

BAI.BOA AVENUE 1-15 SOUTHBOUND· VIEWRIDGE AVENUE 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 29700 50000 C 
VIEWRIDGE AVENUE· RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 29700 50000 C 
RUFFIN ROAD· PONDEROSA AVENUE 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 27300 40000 C 
PONOEROSA AVENUE· KEARNY VILLA ROAD 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 27300 40000 C 
ROUTE 163 • MERCURY STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 34900 50000 C 
MERCURY STREET-CONVOY STREET 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 37800 50000 C 
CONVOY STREET-SPORT MART 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 74200 50000 F 

RUFFIN ROAD SOUTH OF BALBOA AVENUE 4 LN COLLECTOR 16200 30000 C 
BALBOA AVENUE - MAJN STREET 4 LN COLLECTOR 20200 30000 D 
MAIN STREET· COf>NAJR ORNE 4 LN COLLECTOR 20200 30000 D 
COf>NAJR ORNE - Cl.AIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN COLLECTOR 20200 30000 D 
CLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD - CHESAPEAKE ORNE 4 LN COLLECTOR 20700 30000 D 
CHESAPEAKE ORNE • KEARNY VILLA ROAD 4 LN COLLECTOR 20400 30000 D 

KEARNY VILLA ROAD BAI.BOA AVENUE-CENTURY PARK 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 22600 50000 B 
CENTURY PARK - ELECTRONICS WAY 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 23800 40000 C 
ELECTRONICS WAY · MAJN STREET 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 17300 40000 B 
MAJN STREET· CONVAJR ORNE 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 17300 40000 B 

CONVAJR ORNE · KEARNY VILLA WAY 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 17300 40000 B 

KEARNY VILLA WAY · CLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 20800 40000 B 
CLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD· CHESAPEAKE ORNE 2 LN COLLECTOR (a) 12000 15000 D 
CHESAPEAKE ORNE • RUFFIN ROAD 3 LN COLLECTOR(a) 12000 22500 B 
RUFFIN ROAD • SR 52 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 22100 45000 B 

R:\lOTU5'°A T A'D95057ISEG_L0S.WK• 
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TABLE 4.2-15 

EXISTING BASELINE WITH REDEVELOPMENT INCREMENT: 
PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

AM. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Street Segment Direction LOS Speed LOS Speed 

Balboa Avenue 
1-15 to Kearny Villa Road Westbound B 21.3 B 20.7 

Eastbound C 18.2 C 15.9 

Balboa Avenue 
Mercury St. to Sportmart Entrance Westbound B 20.3 C 13.5 

Eastbound C 17.5 C 13.0 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1997. 

Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment: Freeway Segment Capacity Analysis 

Freeway Segments 

Freeway segments were analyzed in accordance with standard Caltrans methodologies as 

described above for the Year 1996 scenario . Freeway volumes for the Existing Baseline With 

Redevelopment Increment scenario were analyzed and the results are provided in Table 4.2-16. 

As shown in this table, all freeway segments analyzed will be characterized by LOS Dor better, 

with the following exceptions: 

• 1-15 (Friars Road to Aero Drive)-LOS E 
• SR-52 (Convoy Street to SR-163)-LOS F 
• 1-805 (Murray Ridge Road to SR-163)-LOS E 

Under this scenario, the levels of service decrease when compared to Year 1996 for the 

fo llowing freeway segments: SR-52 from SR-163 to 1-15 (decreases from LOS E to LOS F) and 

1-805 from Murray Ridge Road to SR-163 (decreases from LOS D to LOS E). 

Freeway Ramp Meters 

Table 4.2-17 summarizes the findings of the ramp meter demand and queue analysis for this 

scenario. The table indicates that the assumed Caltrans-established ramp meter flow rate will 

be adequate to accommodate demand without creating any queues. A ramp meter rate of 

1.000 vehicles r,er larie was userl (G~ltr~rig 1997) 
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Interstate 15 1-6 - Friars Rd. 4 9,200 153,900 6.9% 60.2% 0.971 

Friars Rd. - Aero Dr. 4 9,200 ; t56,300 6.9% 60.2% 0.971 
Aero Dr. - Tierrasanta Blvd./Balboa Av. 4 9,200 130,100 6.9% 60.2% 0.971 
Tierrasanta Blvd./Balboa Av. - Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 4 9,200 115,600 6.9% 60.2% 0.971 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. - SR-52 4 9,200 99,500 6.9% 60.2% 0.971 

State Route 52 1-605 - Convoy St. 3 6,900 65,600 11.6% 61 .0% 0.967 
Convoy St. - SR-163 3 6,900 95,500 11 .6% 61 .0% 0.967 
SR-163-1-15 3 6,900 40,500 11 .6% 61 .0% 0.967 

State Route 163 Mesa College Dr. - 1-605 4 9,200 153,600 6.3% 53.6% 0.949 
1-805 - Balboa Av. 4 9,200 150,000 6.3% 53.6% 0.949 
Balboa Av. - Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 4 9,200 146,500 6.3% 53.6% 0.949 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. - SR-52 4 9,200 155,900 6.3% 53.6% 0.949 

Interstate 605 Murray Ridge Rd. - SR-163 4 9,200 . 164,500 6.2% 60.7% 0.956 
SR-163 - Balboa Av. 4 9,200 160,000 6.2% 60.7% 0.956 
Balboa Av. - Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 4 9,200 160,900 6.2% 60.7% 0.956 

Clairemont Mesa Blvd. - SR-52 4 9,200 155,900 6.2% 60.7% 0.956 

# Lanes • Number of lanes in one direction: HOV - High Occupancy Lanes 

Capacity - Capacity in one direction 
ADT - Average Daily Traffic 
Peak Hour % - Percentage of average daily traffic occuring during the peak hour 
Direction Split - Percen 
Truck Factor - Truck/terrain factor to represent influence or heavy vehicles and/or grades 
Peak Hour Volume - Peak hour traffic in peak direction or travel/ For facilities with HOV lanes, ten percent is assumed to use HOV lanes. 
V/C - Volume to Capacity ratio 
LOS - Callrans District 11 procedure was used to estimate the freeway level or service. DesiQnations vary from A to F with four levels or LOS F from F(O) to F(3). 
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TABLE 4.2-17 

EXISTING BASELINE WITH REDEVELOPMENT INCREMENT: 
FREEWAY RAMP METER DEMAND AND QUEUES 

Peak Meter Excess Delay Queue 

Location Movement Hour Demand Rate (a) Demand (Min) (Ft) 

SR-163/CLAIREMONT WB to NB (b) AM 245 +,-eee 300 0 0 0 
MESA BLVD. 

WB to SB AM 412 +,-eee 330 e 82 615 e 2,050 

EB to SB AM 325 +,-eee 300 625 65 6625 

EB to NB (b) AM 189 +,-eee 300 0 0 0 

WB to NB (b) PM 566 +,-eee 452 e 44-4- 615 e 2,893 

WB to SB PM 710 +,-eee 568 e+e 615 e 3,sso 

EB to SB PM 972 +,-eee 778 e 194 615 e 4,850 

EB to NB (b) PM 585 +,-eee 468 e 117 615 62,925 

SR-163/KEARNY NB AM 113 +,-eee 300 0 0 0 
VILLA ROAD 

NB PM 661 +,-eee 528 e 133 615 e 3,325 

(a) Ramp meter rate set to result in a maximum queue of 15 minutes, or a minimum of 300 vehicles per hour, 
whichever is less. 

(b) Onramp provides HOV bypass. Estimated 10 percent of peak hour traffic assumed to be HOV. 
Average Delay = (Excess Demand/Meter Rate) *60 minutes/hour 
Averaae Queue = (Excess Demand) *25 feeUvehicle 

Year2006 

The Year 2006 scenario assumes that the proposed New Century Center project will build out 

over the next 10 years, as well as a portion of the growth in background traffic. Full 

development of the project is assumed to generate apprnximately as much as 81,328 ADT 

which is an increase of approximately 50,500 ADT over the project's 30,800 ADT redevelopment 

increment and an increase of approximately 11 ,000 ADT over levels assumed in the Kearny 

Mesa Community Plan. The remainder of the Kearny Mesa Community is assumed to build out 

over a 20-year horizon. In the next 10 years while the proposed New Century Center project 

is being implemented, growth in the remainder of the community is expected to occur at a slow 

pace, consistent with current development trends. In the following 1 O years, development in the 

remainder of the community is expected to accelerate. 

The 1996 Kearny Mesa Facilities Financing Plan indicates that there are 160,600 new ADT 

remaining to be developed in the Kearny Mesa Community. Exclusive of the proposed New 

Century Center project, there would be approximately 121,400 new ADT for development

related projects in the community. It is assumed that 25 percent of the 121,400 ADT wi ll be 
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used for development projects in the next 10 years, with the remaining 75 percent for 

development projects in years 11 to 20. The combined traffic from the proposed project (81 ,300 

ADT) with other development projects in the community (121 ,400 ADT) results in a traffic 

increase of approximately 11, 165 ADT per year over the next 10 years with an annual traffic 

increase of 9,100 ADT between years 11 and 20. These rates of growth are somewhat higher 

than what has occurred in Kearny Mesa over the past 10 years (7,490 ADT) . 

Only those improvements assumed in the Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment 

scenario are assumed in the Year 2006 scenario. The Future Year Without and With Project 

scenarios assume traffic improvements consistent with the Kearny Mesa Public Facilities 

Financing Plan. For the following traffic scenario, no financing plan improvements are assumed 

to have been implemented. Improvements needed beyond those assumed have been identified. 

Figure 4.2-6 depicts the assignment of this scenarios' traffic to study area streets and freeway 

segments. The traffic impact on the transportation system is as described below. 

Year 2006: Intersection Capacity Analysis 

The findings of the Year 2006 scenario are indicated in Table 4.2-18. As previously addressed, 

improvements will be made, as project design features, to the following intersections: Balboa 

AvenueNiewridge Avenue, Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road, and Balboa Avenue/Sportmart 

entrance. As shown in Table 4.2-18, all intersections are characterized by adequate levels of 

service (i.e., LOS Dor better) during both peak hours, with the following exceptions: 

Signalized Locations 

4. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
7. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Villa Road-LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peaks) 
13. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
16. Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road-LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peaks) 
20. Balboa Avenue/Convoy Street-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
22. Kearny Villa Road/SR-163 northbound ramps-LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peaks) 

Unsignalized Locations (one or more conflicting movements) 

34. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard northbound offramp-LOS F (a .m. and p.m. peaks) 

Year 2006: Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis 

The location of each off-site or ingress/egress intersection analyzed in this report for all existing 

and future year scenarios was previously identified in Figure 4.2-1 . Table 4.2-19 summarizes 
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TABLE 4.2-18 

YEAR 2006: INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

I 
11 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

INTERSECTION DELAY (a) LOS (b) DELAY<a) LOS (b) 
1. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 NB Ramos 30.8 D 14.4 B 
2. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 SB Ramos 16.2 C 34.5 D 
3. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Murphy Canvon Rd . 6.2 B 21.8 C 
4. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Rd. 29 .5 D . F 
5. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Overland Ave. 10.2 I B 11 .1 B 
6. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Comolex St. I 8.8 B 12.0 B 
7. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearnv Villa Rd. . F . F 
8. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearnv Mesa Rd . : 13.6 B 36 .3 D 
9. Clairemont Mesa Blvd ./Kearny Mesa Plaza 6.9 B 14.5 B 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Mercurv St. I 12.0 B 29.3 D 
11 . Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Convov St. 14.2 B 27 .0 D 
12. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffner St. 10.2 B 39.7 D 
13. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawline St. I 16.2 C . F 
14. Ba lboa Ave./1-15 SB Ramp 10.7 B 8.3 B 
15. Balboa Ave.Mewridae Ave. 19.8 C 26.7 D 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd. I . F . F ' 
17. Balboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave. 7.7 B 8.1 B 
18. Ba lboa Ave./Kearnv Villa Rd . i 17.3 C 18.7 C 
19. Balboa Ave./Mercurv St. I 15.7 C 27.3 D 
20. Balboa Ave./Convoy St. 17.6 C . F 
21 . Ba lboa Ave./Soort Mart Entrance I 15.9 C 31 .2 D 
22. Kearny Villa Rd.JSR 163 NB Ramos I . F . F 
23. Kearny Villa Rd./Electronics Wav 9.0 B 18.1 C 
24 . Kearny Villa Rd ./Main Street I 8.1 I B 10.8 B 
25. Kearnv Vi lla Rd./Convair Rd. 6.3 B 9.4 B 
26. Kearnv Vi lla Rd./Kearnv Vil la Wav 3.9 I A 5.6 B 
,27. Kearny Villa Rd./Ruffin Rd . I 12.7 B 36.3 D 
128. Kearnv Vi lla Rd./SR-52 EB ' 29.6 D 22.8 C I 

29. Kearnv Vill a Rd./SR-52 WB i 26 .0 D 12.4 B 
30. Ruffin Rd./Aero Dr. 23 .2 C 25.4 D 
31. Ruffin Rd ./Main St. 9.3 B 7.0 B 
32. Ruffin Rd./Convair Dr. ! 21.8 C 23.2 C 
33. Ruffin Rd./Chesaoeake Dr. 12.2 C 36.4 D 

UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
AMPEAKHOUR . PMPEAKHOUR 

INTERSECTION DELAY (c) · L0Sfrfl DELAY<cY LOS (d) 
34. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd . NB Off Ramp 
NB riaht turns 474.4 F 172.0 F 

1 (a) Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
l(b) Le,el of sen,ice dete,mioed ,siog Highway Capacity Maooal, Chapte, 9 prnced""s 
(c) Average tota l delay, in seconds 
(d) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 10 procedures 
j • Critical V/C exceeds 1.2 or 1/PHF; calculation of delay not feasible 

# De lav exceeds 999.9 seconds 
R \LOTUS\0ATA\095052\INT_L0S.WK4 
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TABLE 4.2-19 

YEAR 2006: DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
AND SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

..• ~~:,itJ: , ii it i~ 1\1 
1-15-MURPHYCANYONROAD ISLNMAJORARTERIAL [ 387001 450001 D 

MURPHY CANYON ROAD· RUFFIN ROAD I 5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL I 38700 [ 45000 [ D 

RUFFINROAD-OVERL.AJNDAVENUE ISLNMAJORARTERIAL [ 391001 450001 D 

OVERL.AJNDAVENUE • COMPLEX STREET [5 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL [ 391 001 45000! D 

COMPLEXSTREET-KEARNYVlLLAROAD ISLNMAJORARTERIAL [ 39100! 45000[ D 

KEARNYVlLLAROAD-SR-163 [4LNMAJORARTERIAL I 43400[ 40000[ F 

SR-163 • KEARNY MESA ROAD l 4LN MAJOR ARTERIAL [ 44100! 40000[ F 

KEARNY MESA ROAD • KEARNY MESA PLAZA I 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL [ 48300 j 50000 [ E 

KEARNY MESA PLAZA· MERCURY STREET [ 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL [ 48300 [ 50000 [ E 

MERCURY STREET • CONVOY STREET [ 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 39800 [ 50000 j C 

CONVOY STREET • RUFFNER STREET [ 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL j 39300 j 50000 j C 

RUFFNER STREET • SHAWLINE STREET I 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL I 39300 [ 50000 j C 

SHAWLINE STREET • 1-005 j 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL I 46500 [ 50000 j E 

1-15 SOUTHBOUND- V1EWR1DGEAVENUE j6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL j 447001 50000! D 

V1EWR1DGE AVENUE· RUFFIN ROAD [ 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL j 43400 j 50000 I D 

RUFFIN ROAD· PONDEROSA AVENUE j 4LN MAJOR ARTERIAL [ 38700 j 40000 j E 

PONDEROSA AVENUE· KEARNY VILLA ROAD j 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL [ 38700 j 40000 I E 

ROUTE163 - MERCURYSTREET [6LNMAJORARTERIAL [ 457001 50000! E 

MERCURY STREET • CONVOY STREET j 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL [ 43200 j 50000 j D 

CONVOY STREET· SPORT MART 16 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL I 72200! 50000! F 

SOUTH OF BALBOA AVENUE 14 LN COLLECTOR 24100 30000 D 

BALBOA AVENUE· MAJN STREET 4 LN COLLEC'TOR 30500 30000 F 

MAJN STREET -CONVAIR DRIVE [4LN COLLECTOR j 30700! 300001 F 

CONVAIR DRIVE. CLAJREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN COLLEC~?~ I 23400 I 30000I D I 
CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD· CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 4 LN COLLE~ :::>? 23000 30000 D I 
CHESAPEAKE DRIVE· KEARNY VILLA ROAD 4 LN COLL EC i OR 29800 30000 E 

BALBOAAVENUE-CENTURYPARK j6 LNMAJORARTERIAL [ 317001 50000! C 

CENTURYPARK-ELECTRONICSWAY j4LNMAJORARTERIAL I 35800! 40000! E 

ELECTRONICS WAY· MAJN STREET 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 21400 40000 C 

MAJN STREET. CONVAIR DRIVE [ 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 21400 40000 C 
CONVAIRDRIVE -KEARNYVILLAWAY [4LNMAJORARTERIAL j 2 14001 40000 [ C 

KEARNY VILLA WAY· CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD [4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL [ 313001 400001 D 

CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD · CHESAPEAKE DRIVE [2 LN COLLECTOR (a) I 12000[ 15000! D 

CHESAPEAKE DRIVE· RUFFIN ROAD j3 LN COLLECTOR (a) [ 12000! 22500 1 C 

RUFFIN ROAD • SR 52 I 5 LN MAJOR I 34400 I 45000 I C 
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the findings of this analysis. As shown in this table, all street segments will operate at adequate 

levels of service (i.e., LOS Dor better) , with the following exceptions: 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

Kearny Villa Road to Mercury Street-LOS E/F 
Shawline Street to 1-805-LOS E 

Balboa Avenue 

Ruffin Road to Mercury Street-LOS E 
Convoy Street to Sportmart entrance-LOS F 

Ruffin Road 

Balboa Avenue to Convair Drive-LOS F 
Chesapeake Drive to Kearny Villa Road- LOS E 

It should be noted that these roadway segments are identified as deficient in the Kearny Mesa 

Community Plan and would operate at congested levels of service with or without the project. 

To improve the level of service for these roadway segments would require significant 

investments to acquire property to implement roadway widenings. Because peak hour 

operations (including intersection and arterial levels of service) typically provide a more accurate 

measurement of actual conditions than daily segment analyses , the improvements described 

below focus on intersection improvements. They are capacity-enhancing measures required 

to the existing lane geometry to attain acceptable levels of service in the future. This traffic 

analysis, therefore, focuses on improving peak hour intersection capacity. 

As discussed below, an adequate level of service can be restored to the remaining intersections 

upon mitigation of adjacent intersections. The conclusions of this analysis are: 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard intersections 
with Kearny Villa Road and the SR-163 northbound offramp suggest congested 
segment level of service between Kearny Villa Road and Kearny Mesa Road. 
However, adequate peak hour operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
intersections with Kearny Villa Road, Kearny Mesa Plaza, and Mercury Street 
suggest acceptable operations on segments west of SR-163. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard intersection with 
Shawline Street suggest congested segment levels of service between 1-805 and 
Shawline Street. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Balboa Avenue intersection with Ruffin Road 
suggest congested segment levels of service between Ruffin Road and Ponderosa 
Avenue. However, adequate peak hour levels of service at the Ponderosa Avenue, 
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Kearny Villa Road, and Mercury Street intersections suggest adequate operations 
on the Balboa Avenue segments between Ponderosa Avenue and Mercury Street. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Balboa Avenue intersection with Convoy 
Street suggests congested segment levels of service between Convoy Street and the 
Sportmart entrance. 

• Adequate peak hour operations at the Ruffin Road intersections with Chesapeake 
Drive and with Kearny Villa Drive suggest adequate operations on the Ruffin Road 
segment between these intersections. 

• Adequate peak hour operations at the Ruffin Road intersections with Main Street and 
with Convair Drive suggest adequate operations on Ruffin Road between these 
intersections. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Balboa Avenue intersection with Ruffin Road 
suggest congested segment levels of service on Ruffin Road between Balboa 
Avenue and Main Street. 

Based on this evaluation , in context to intersection operations, the following roadway segments 

would be characterized by congested conditions: 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

Kearny Villa Road to Kearny Mesa Road- LOS F 
Shawline Street to 1-805- LOS E 

Balboa Avenue 

Ruffin Road to Ponderosa Avenue- LOSE 
Convoy Street to Sportmart entrance- LOS F 

Ruffin Road 

Balboa Avenue to Main Street- LOS F 

Year 2006: Arterial Capacity Analysis 

A peak hour arterial analysis was conducted for two segments of Balboa Avenue. As indicated 

in Table 4.2-20, peak hour conditions on both segments of Balboa Avenue (1-15 to Kearny Villa 

Road, and Mercury Street to Sportmart entrance) during one or both peak hours would operate 

at congested levels of service. 
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TABLE 4.2-20 

YEAR 2006: PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

AM. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Street Segment Direction LOS Speed LOS Speed 

Balboa Avenue 
1-15 to Kearny Villa Road Westbound B 19.6 C 17. 1 

Eastbound F (a) C 16.8 

Balboa Avenue 
Mercury St. to Sportmart Entrance Westbound B 19.5 F (a) 

Eastbound C 14.1 E 8.1 

(a) Arterial speed cannot be accurately estimated when intersection V/C exceeds either 1.2 or 
1/PHF. 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1997. 

Year 2006: Freeway Segment Capacity Analysis 

Freeway Segments 

Freeway segments were analyzed in accordance with standard Caltrans methodologies for the 

Year 2006 scenario. Freeway volumes for the Year 2006 scenario were analyzed and the 

results are provided in Table 4.2-21. As shown in this table, all freeway segments analyzed will 

be characterized by LOS D or better, with the fo llowing exceptions: 

• 1-15 (1-8 to Aero Drive)-LOS E/F 
• 1-805 (Murray Ridge Road to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard)-LOS E 
• SR-52 (1-805 to SR-163) 

To more definitively determine the actual peak hour direct impacts of project on the freeway 

system, a more detailed analysis was prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. Table 4.2-

22 identifies the actual project peak hour traffic volumes on freeway segments that are expected 

to experience congested conditions and where the project adds substantial traffic volumes (i.e., 

volume-to-capacity increases over 0.02). Instead of assigning project average daily trips to the 

freeways and then applying peak hour and directional factors for the freeway, actual peak hour 

directional project traffic was assigned. As shown, the project's impacts differ depending upon 

the peak hour direction of travel assumed. The 1-15 and SR-52 segments (Table 4.2-22) and 

1-805 segments are expected to operate at LOS E without or with the project. Freeways are 

regional facilities that accommodate traffic from throughout the County. Consequently, the 

project wou ld have a marginal (approximately two percent) contribution to freeway traffic vol-
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lnlerstate 15 1-8 - Friars Road AM PEAK - SOUTHBOUND 4 9,200 155,720 8.9% 60.2% 0.971 8,592 61 
AM PEAK - NORTHBOUND 4 9,200 155,720 8.9% 39.8% 0.971 5,681 33 
PM PEAK - SOUTHBOUND 4 9,200 155,720 8.9% 39.8% 0.971 5,681 165 
PM PEAK - NORTHBOUND 4 9,200 155,720 8.9% 60.2% 0.971 8,592 190 

Friars - Aero Drive AM PEAK - SOUTHBOUND 4 9,200 159,670 8.9% 60.2% 0.971 8,810 61 
AM PEAK - NORTHBOUND 4 9,200 159,670 8.9% 39.8% 0.971 5,825 33 
PM PEAK - SOUTHBOUND 4 9,200 159,670 8.9% 39.8% 0.971 5,825 165 
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AM PEAK - EASTBOUND 3 6900 107 583 11.6% 39.0% 0.967 5 033 30 
PM PEAK - WESTBOUND 3 6900 107 583 11.6% 39.0% 0.967 5 033 149 
PM PEAK - EASTBOUND 3 6900 107,583 11.6% 61 .0% 0.967 7,872 171 

# Lanes - Number of lanes in one direction: HOV - High Occupancy Lanes 
Capacity - Capacity in one direction 
Project traffic is based on peak hour directional traffic assigned to the freeway segment 
Peak Hour Volume - Peak hour traffic in peak direction of travel/ For facilities wilh HOV lanes, ten percent is assumed to use HOV lanes . 
V/C - Volume to Capacity ratio 
LOS - Callrans Districl 11 orocedure was used to estimate the freewav level of service. Desianations varv from A to F. wilh four levels of LOS F from F/Ol to F/3). 
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umes. The project does not have a significant direct impact on freeway congestion. Freeway 

impacts result from cumulative traffic. 

Freeway Ramp Meters 

Table 4.2-23 summarizes the findings of the Year 2006 ramp meter demand and queue 

analysis. The table indicates that demand will exceed the meter rate during the p.m. peak hour 

at the following locations: 

• SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard: eastbound to southbound 
• SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard: westbound to northbound 
• SR-163/Kearny Villa Road : northbound 

TABLE 4.2-23 

YEAR 2006: FREEWAY RAMP METER DEMAND AND QUEUES 
(ASSUMING EXISTING CALTRANS METER RATES OR 15 MINUTE DELAYS) 

Peak Meter Excess Delay 
Location Movement Hour Demand Rate (a) Demand (Min) 

SR-163/CLAIREMONT WB to NB (b) AM 369 +,eee500 0 0 
MESA BLVD. 

WBto SB AM 525 +,eee 1,100 0 0 

EB to SB AM 375 +,eee 800 0 rO 

EB to NB (b) AM 248 +,eee 750 0 0 

WB to NB {b) PM 711 +,eee 568 8143 015 

WBto SB PM 843 +,eee 1,100 0 0 

EB to SB PM 1,025 +,eee820 2-5205 21s 

EB to NB {b) PM 635 +,eee 750 0 0 

SR-163/KEARNY NB AM 210 +,eee280 0 0 
VILLA ROAD 

Queue 
(Ft) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

03,575 

0 

62-55,125 

0 

0 

NB PM 1,088 +,eee870 88218 515 ~5450 

(a) Ramp meter rate reflects actual existing rate or rates that will be in effect when meters are turned on. (Source: Max 
Wickham, Caltrans, September 2, ·1997). 

(b) Onramp provides HOV bypass. Estimated 10 percent of peak hour traffic assumed to be HOV. 
(b) Sl:lffleier,t storege e~ists or, Uiis rer,1p to eeeol'!"ll'!"lodete e~eess der,,er,d. 
(e) Rel'!"lp l'!"leter rete shol:lld be ir,ereesed to et leest 1,080 to euoid spillover. 
(c) Where the existing meter rate results in unrealistic delays (in excess of 15 minutes), the meter rate has been 

adjusted to show a 15.minute delay and the resulting queue. 
Average Delay= (Excess Demand/Meter Rate) *60 minutes/hour 
Average Queue = (Excess Demand) *25 feet/vehicle 
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The Kearny Mesa Community Plan identifies transportation system improvements to be 

implemented upon the buildout of the Kearny Mesa Community. These improvements were 

identified in order to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes associated with Community 

Plan buildout. It should be noted that it is probable that these improvements would be 

inadequate to ensure acceptable peak hour traffic operations in the future. Because many of 

the intersection improvements specified in the Community Plan were evaluated using a 

superseded methodology (i.e., ICU); in certain circumstances, additional improvements may be 

needed to ensure acceptable peak hour operations. Further, the traffic study upon which 

identification of improvements were based was of limited scope involving only ten intersections. 

Nonetheless, the future transportation network identified in the Community Plan serves as the 

logical basis for conducting the traffic analyses and identifying additional improvements that 

would alleviate anticipated deficiencies for the Future Year Without Project and Future Year 

With Project scenarios . As previously noted, the Year 2006 analysis did not assume 

improvements shown in the Community Plan. Figure 4.2-7 depicts the ultimate street 

classif ications in the Community Plan. Future year scenarios addressed in this traffic study 

assume intersection configurations assumed in the Community Plan have been implemented. 

The intersection improvements assumed in the Community Plan are numerous and affect 22 

of the intersections analyzed in the traffic study. Other transportation improvements include the 

widening of the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard bridge over SR-163 from two lanes in each direction 

to three lanes in each direction. The Kearny Mesa Public Facilities Plan addresses the funding 

of these improvements. 

The Kearny Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan assumes a community-wide trip increase of 

approximately 187,000 new ADT, inclusive of the project site. The plan assumed the 

redevelopment of the project site as set forth in the Kearny Mesa Community Plan: 5,107,800 

square feet of industrial business park uses and 99,100 square feet of speciality retail uses. 

The City of San Diego developed a subregional travel demand model to estimate the traffic 

implications of implementing the Kearny Mesa Community Plan. The City's subregional model 

for the Kearny Mesa Community Plan assumed the intensification and buildout of several key 

parcels in the community. Several projects have fully or partially developed since the City 

completed its traffic studies. These include McGrath Center and Stonecrest (primarily built out) 

and Collins/Allred (partially built out) . However, these projects capture only a small portion of 

the projected increase in traffic. Much of the remaining traffic increases will occur from the 

reuse and redevelopment activities within the community which are expected to occur over a 
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much longer period of time. Given the recent slower economy in San Diego, it is reasonable 

to assume that the level of intensity and the time frame in which this intensification would occur 

will likely extend beyond the 20-year horizon year time frame for buildout of the community of 

Kearny Mesa, as well as the buildout of the project site. However, the following traffic scenarios 

that include Community Plan buildout assumptions- Future Year Without Project, Future Year 

With Project, and Existing Community Plan Buildout- have all assumed full buildout within the 

time frame of project development. These scenarios represent a worst-case analysis and likely 

overstate the actual level of background traffic impacting the traffic study area. The analysis 

"Future Year'' with and without project scenarios assume project-related traffic consistent with 

the redevelopment increment for the project site, and background traffic and development of all 

traffic improvements consistent with the Kearny Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan . The 

Year 2006 scenario does not assume the improvements shown in the Community Plan. 

Future Year Without Project: Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Study area intersections were evaluated assuming traffic volumes previously depicted in Figure 

4.2-1. This analysis assumes the bridge widening project included in the Kearny Mesa Public 

Facilities Financing Plan. The results of the Future Year Without Project intersection capacity 

analysis are summarized in Table 4.2-24. As shown in this table, all intersections will operate 

at acceptable levels of service (i .e., LOS Dor better), with the following exceptions: 

Signalized Locations 

4. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road-LOS E (p.m. peak) 
7. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Villa Road-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
13. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
15. Balboa AvenueNiewridge Avenue- LOS F (p.m. peak) 
16. Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road-LOS F (p.m. peak) 
18. Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road-LOSE (a.m. peak) and LOS F (p.m. peak) 
21 . Balboa Avenue/Sport Mart entrance-LOSE (p.m. peak) 

Unsignalized Location (one or more conflicting movements) 

5A. Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road-LOS F (a.m. and p.m. peaks) 

The level of service at Missile Road is likely overstated due to gaps provided by the clustering 

of the arrival of vehicles along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. 

Future Year Without Project: Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis 

Future Year Without Project ADT volumes depicted in Figure 4.2-8 were compared to the City 

of San Diego roadway segment daily capacity standards. Table 4.2-25 summarizes the results 
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TABLE 4.2-24 

FUTURE YEAR WITHOUT PROJECT: 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

· ... · > SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS . ·. 

··· ..••.. ; : ::; ···•· ··· lb~ '. f ::·1:; it J •···· .. · ·AMPEAKHOuR···•······· ·· . PM PEAK HOUR . 
I • ;/ •••• ) ·;~:j;'.'. :_,2/ :/ 11 .~~LAY /~\ .. ··· LOS;b) OELAY(aL LOS Cb) . 
1. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 NB Ramos 29.6 D 25.9 D 
2. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./1-15 SB Ramos 15.2 C 11 .1 B 
3. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Murohv Canvon Rd. 12.3 B 21.4 C 
4. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffin Rd. 22.8 C 44.4 E 
5. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Overland Ave. 6.7 B 5.5 B 
6. Cla iremont Mesa Blvd./Comolex St 10.9 B 13.9 B 
7. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./KearnY Vi lla Rd. 15.0 B . F 
8. Cla iremont Mesa BIYd./Kearny Mesa Rd. 14.2 B 30.1 D 
9. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Kearny Mesa Plaza 6.8 B 25.0 D 
10. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Mercurv St 12.7 B 34.0 D 
11. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./ConYoY St 13.9 B 30.5 D 
12. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Ruffner St 10.2 B 34.0 D 
13. Clairemont Mesa Blvd./Shawline St 20.4 C I . F 
14. Balboa Ave. /1 -15 SB Ramo 15.9 C 8.7 B 
15. Ba lboa Ave.Niewridae Ave. 28.5 D 23.0 F 
16. Balboa Ave./Ruffin Rd. 14.7 B . F 
17. Balboa Ave./Ponderosa Ave. 9.0 B 11 .2 B 
18. Balboa Ave./Kearny Villa Rd. 46.0 E . F 
19. Balboa Ave./Mercurv St 11 .8 B 22.7 C 
20. Ba lboa Ave./Convoy St 13.1 B 29.9 D 
21. Ba lboa Ave./Sport Mart Entrance 17.6 C 45.0 E 
22. Kearny Villa Rd./SR 163 NB Ramos 14.5 B 30.5 D 
23. Kea rny Villa Rd./Electronics WaY 6.4 B 12.9 B 
24. Kearny Villa Rd./Main Street 6.5 B 8.3 B 
25. Kearny Villa Rd./Convair Rd. 6.1 B 7.7 B 
26. Kearny Villa Rd./Kearny Villa Way 5.1 B 5.4 B 
27. Kearny Villa Rd./Ruffi n Rd. 6.0 B 11.6 B 
28. Kearny Villa Rd./SR-52 EB 15.6 C 28.3 D 
29. Kearny Villa Rd./SR-52 WB 7.5 B 5.8 B 
30. Ruffi n Rd./Aero Dr. 22.0 C 22.8 C 
31. Ruffin Rd./Main St 5.3 B 4.9 A 
32. Ruffin Rd./Convair Dr. 13.4 B 26.6 D 
33. Ruffin Rd./Chesapeake Dr. 11.6 B 35.5 D 
34. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd SB off ramo 14.9 B 10.9 B 
35. SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Blvd . NB off ramo 11 .7 B 8.5 B 

···: ............ ... UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION 
.: .· • AM PEAKHOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
INTERSECTION- . DELAYtc\ LOS Id\ . DELAYfol . ms (dl. 

SA Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road 
NB left turns # F # F 
NB right turns 4.3 A 5.2 B 
WB left turns 12.7 C 12.9 C 

(a) Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
(b) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 9 procedures 
(c) Average total delay, in seconds 
(d) Level of service determined using Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 10 procedures 

• Critica l V/C exceeds 1.2 or 1/PHF; ca lcu lation of delay not feasible 
# Delav exceeds 999.9 seconds 

R:ll0TUS\0ATA'D95052\lNT_LOS.WK4 
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TABLE 4.2-25 

FUTURE YEAR WITHOUT PROJECT: DAILY 
TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

. LJI\ILY 

c~Jt~~~J~. : •. 
DAILY · 

&f~t· 
.SEG: 

:tf li. ·MENT 
. SEGMENT LOS . 

I- 15 • MURPHY CANYON ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 66100 60000 F 
MURPHY CANYON ROAD - RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 46100 60000 C 
RUFFIN ROAD - OVERLAND AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 32600 60000 B 
OVERLAND AVENUE · COMPLEX STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 33300 60000 B 
COMPLEX STREET - KEARNY VILLA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 22300 60000 A 
KEARNY VILLA ROAD· SR-163 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 52800 60000 D 
SR-163 • KEARNY MESA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 60100 60000 F 
KEARNY MESA ROAD - KEARNY MESA PLAZA 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 36100 60000 C 
KEARNY MESA PLAZA - MERCURY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 36500 60000 C 
MERCURY STREET - CONVOY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 36500 60000 C 
CONVOY STREET - RUFFNER STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 47300 60000 C 
RUFFNER STREET - SHAWLINE STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 47300 60000 C 
SHAWLINE STREET • I~ 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 67600 60000 F 
1-15 SOUTHBOUND - VIEWRIDGE AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 65300 60000 F 
VIEWRIOOE AVENUE - RUFFIN ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 60300 60000 F 
RUFFIN ROAD· PONDEROSA AVENUE 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 49500 60000 C 
PONDEROSA AVENUE - KEARNY VILLA ROAD 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 49500 60000 C 
ROUTE 163 - MERCURY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 55700 60000 E 

MERCURY STREET • CONVOY STREET 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 41500 60000 C 
CONVOY STREET - SPORT MART 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 52300 60000 D 
SOUTH OF BALBOA AVENUE 4 LN COLLECTOR 31900 30000 F 
BALBOA AVENUE· MAIN STREET 4 LN COLLECTOR 32200 30000 F 
MAIN STREET · CONVAIR DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 22200 30000 D 
CONVAIR DRIVE· CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN COLLECTOR 25000 30000 D 
CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD - CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 4 LN COLLECTOR 16500 30000 C 
CHESAPEAKE DRIVE • KEARNY VILLA ROAD 4 LN COLLECTOR 41900 30000 F 
BALBOAAVENUE-CENTURYPARK 6 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 36500 50000 C 
CENTURY PARK· ELECTRONICS WAY 4 LN WUOR ARTERIAL 27600 40000 C 
ELECTRONICS WAY· MAIN STREET 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 30100 40000 D 
MAIN STREET - CONVAJR DRIVE 4 LN MNOR ARTERIAL 30100 40000 D 
CONVAIR DRIVE· KEARNY VILLA WAY 4 LN MNOR ARTERIAL 30100 40000 D 
KEARNY VILLA WAY · CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD 4 LN MNOR ARTERIAL 23600 40000 C 
CLAIREMONT MESA BOULEVARD - CHESAPEAKE DRIVE 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 10800 40000 A 
CHESAPEAKE DRIVE • RUFFIN ROAD 4 LN COLLECTOR 8800 30000 B 
RUFFIN ROAD - SR 52 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 51100 60000 D 
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of this analysis. As shown in this table, all street segments analyzed will operate at adequate 

levels of service (i.e., LOS Dor better) , with the following exceptions: 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

1-15 to Murphy Canyon Road- LOS F 
SR-163 to Kearny Mesa Road-LOS F 
Shawline Street to 1-805-LOS F 

Balboa Avenue 

1-15 southbound to Ruffin Road-LOS F 
SR-163 to Mercury Street-LOSE 

Ruffin Road 

South of Balboa Avenue- LOS F 
Balboa Avenue to Main Street- LOS F 
Chesapeake Drive to Kearny Villa Road-LOS F 

These roadway segments were identified as deficient at the time that the Kearny Mesa 

Community Plan was adopted in 1992. The conclusions are as follows: 

• Adequate peak hour intersection operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
intersections with the 1-15 southbound ramps and Murphy Canyon Road 
suggest acceptable operations on Clairemont Mesa Boulevard between these 
two intersections. 

• Acceptable operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard intersections with the 
SR-163 northbound offramp, the SR-163 southbound offramp, and Kearny 
Mesa Road suggest acceptable operations between SR-163 and Kearny Mesa 
Road. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
intersection with Shawline Street suggest congested segment levels of service 
between 1-805 and Shawline Street. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Balboa Avenue intersection with Ruffin 
Road suggest congested segment levels of service result between Ruffin Road 
and Viewridge Avenue. However, adequate peak hour levels of service at the 
Viewridge Avenue and 1-15 southbound ramps intersections suggest adequate 
operations on the Balboa Avenue segment between Viewridge Avenue and 1-
15. 

• Adequate peak hour operations at the Balboa Avenue intersection with Mercury 
Street suggest acceptable segment operations on the segment between SR-
163 and Mercury Street. 
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• Adequate peak hour operations at the Ruffin Road intersections with 
Chesapeake Drive and Kearny Villa Road suggest acceptable operations on 
the Ruffin Road segment between these two intersections. 

• Congested peak hour operations at the Balboa Avenue intersection with Ruffin 
Road suggest congested segment levels of service on Ruffin Road between 
Main Street and Balboa Avenue and on the Ruffin Road segment south of 
Balboa Avenue. 

Based on this reevaluation , the following segments would operate at congested conditions: 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

Shawline Street to 1-805- LOS F 

Balboa Avenue 

Ruffin Road to Viewridge Avenue- LOS F 

Ruffin Road 

South of Balboa Avenue- LOS F 
Balboa Avenue to Main Street- LOS F 

Future Year Without Project: Arterial Capacity Analysis 

Future Year Without Project peak hour traffic volumes on study area street segments are 

summarized in Table 4.2-26. This table indicates that all segments will operate at adequate 

levels of service (i.e., LOS Dor better), with following exception: 

TABLE 4.2-26 
FUTURE YEAR WITHOUT PROJECT: 

PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

AM. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour. 

Street Segment Direction LOS Speed LOS Speed 

Balboa Avenue 
1-15 to Kearny Villa Road Westbound C 17.6 F (a) 

Eastbound B 20.4 F (a) 

Balboa Avenue 
Mercury St. to Sportmart Entrance Westbound B 19.2 D 9.6 

Eastbound C 17.3 D 12.1 

(a) Arterial speed cannot be accurately estimated when intersection V/C exceeds either 1.2 or 
1/PHF. 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 1997. 
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Balboa Avenue 

1-15 to Kearny Villa Road-LOS F (p.m. peak, westbound and eastbound) 

Future Year Without Project: Freeway Segment Capacity Analysis 

Freeway Segments 

Future Year Without Project peak hour freeway segment capacity analysis is summarized in 

Table 4.2-27. As indicated in this table, most freeway segments are characterized by congested 

LOS E or F conditions. 

• 1-15 (Friars Road to Aero Drive and SR-52 to Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard)-LOS E 

• SR-52 (1 -805 to 1-15)- LOS E/F 

• 1-805 (Murray Ridge Road to SR-52)-LOS E/F 

Freeway Ramp Meters 

The findings of the Future Year Without Project ramp meter demand and queues analysis are 

provided in Table 4.2-28. All ramps analyzed will have available capacity with the exception of 

the following two onramps which will have excess demand during the p.m. peak hour: 

• SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard: westbound to southbound and eastbound 
to southbound 

Future Year Without Project: Needed Transportation System Improvements 

The following transportation improvements are needed to achieve adequate levels of serve for 

the Future Year Without Project scenario. The improvements necessary to restore to LOS D 

or better conditions at the impacted intersections are attributable to other growth in the Kearny 

Mesa Community and are not the responsibility of the proposed project. Because peak hour 

operations (including intersection and arterial levels of service) typically provide a more accurate 

measurement of actual conditions than daily segment analyses, the improvements described 

below focus on intersection improvements. They are capacity-enhancing measures required 

to the existing lane geometry to attain acceptable levels of service in the future. 
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New Century Center Program EIR 

TABLE 4.2-28 

FUTURE YEAR WITHOUT PROJECT: FREEWAY RAMP METER DEMAND AND QUEUES 

ASSUMING A 15 MINUTE MAXIMUM DELAY 

Peak Meter Excess Delay Queue 
- Location Movement Hour Demand Rate (a) Demand (Min) (Ft) 

SR-163/CLAIREMONT WB to NB(b) AM 657 +,eOO 525 6132 6 15 63,300 
MESA BLVD. 

WBtoSB AM 760 +,eOO 608 6152 615 63,800 

EB to SB AM 500 +,eOO 400 6100 615 62,500 

EB to NB (b) AM 360 +,eOO 300 660 612 61,500 

W B to NB (b) PM 972 +,e00777 8195 615 64,875 

WBtoSB PM 1,090 (b) +,eOO 872 96218 615 65,450 

EB to SB PM 1,160 (c) +,eOO 928 %6232 515 r;,:56 50800 

EB to NB (b) PM 729 +,eOO 583 6146 4B 15 4;006 3,650 

SR-163/KEARNY NB AM 113 +,eOO 300 0 0 0 
VILLA ROAD 

NB PM 661 +,eOO 528 6133 6 15 63,325 

(a) Ramp meter rate set to result in a maximum queue of 15 minutes, or a minimum of 300 veh icles per hour, whichever 
is less. 

(b) Onramp provides HOV bypass. Estimated 1 O percent of peak hour traffic assumed to be HOV. 
(b) Rel'l'lp l'l'letef fate shel:lld be inefeesed te et least 1,969 te eveid spillevef. 
(e) Rel'l'lp l'l'letef rate shel:lld be inefeesed te et least 1,128 te eve id si,i llevef. 
Average Delay = (Excess Demand/Meter Rate) *60 minutes/hour 
Averaae Queue = (Excess Demand) *25 feet/vehicle 

• Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Ruffin Road: On the westbound approach, provide 
a second left-turn lane and one exclusive right-turn lane. On the eastbound 
approach, provide one exclusive right-turn lane, one additional through lane, 
and one additional left-turn lane. 

• Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Kearny Villa Road: On the southbound approach, 
provide an exclusive turn lane and one additional through lane. On the 
eastbound approach, provide one additional through lane. 

• Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street: On the southbound approach, 
provide one additional right-turn lane. On the westbound approach, provide 
one additional through lane. Restripe the northbound approach to provide the 
following configuration : one shared through/right-turn lane and two left-turn 
lanes. 

• Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road : On the southbound approach, provide one 
exclusive right-turn lane and one additional left-turn lane. On the westbound 
approach, provide one additional left-turn lane. On the northbound approach, 
provide one exclusive right-turn lane and one additional through lane. On the 
eastbound approach, provide one exclusive right-turn lane and one additional 
through lane. 
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• Balboa Avenue/Kearny Villa Road : On the eastbound approach , restripe the 
right-turn lane to provide a shared through/right-turn lane. 

• Balboa Avenue/Sportmart Entrance: On the westbound approach, provide one 
additional through lane. This improvement is in additional to the previously 
discussed project design features. 

• Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road: Restrict movements out of the site 
to right turns only. 

Implementation of these non-project-related intersection improvements will restore the level of 

service at these intersections to LOS D or better conditions. These improvements will also 

improve arterial flow on both roadway segments of Balboa Avenue to adequate LOS D or better 

conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in both directions of travel. 

With the implementation of these recommended intersection improvements, all study area 

intersections would operate at adequate levels of service. Because the intersections along 

impacted roadways (Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Balboa Avenue, Ruffin Road, and Kearny Villa 

Road) would operate at adequate levels of service, and because intersection levels of service 

is a critical determinant of actual roadway operations, the implied impact to daily operations of 

these roadways is considered less than significant. 

With respect to freeway ramps, to prevent queuing of vehicles at freeway ramp meters from 

spilling over onto City streets, it is recommended that Caltrans consider the following ramp 

meter rate adjustments: 

SR-163/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

Westbound to southbound: 1,060 vehicles per hour 
Eastbound to southbound: 1,130 vehicles per hour 

Future Year With Project Buildout 

This scenario is the same as the Future Year Without Project scenario, but includes the traffic 

generated at buildout of the New Century Center project and background traffic and 

transportation improvement consistent with the Kearny Mesa Community Facilities Financing 

Plan. Project traffic assumptions are based on the trip generation rates and the trip credit rates 

previously described. At buildout, the proposed project would generate approximately 81,000 

ADT, and approximately 6,000 a.m. peak hour trips and 8,300 p.m. peak hour trips. This total 

trip figure is inclusive of the redevelopment increment. When compared to the adopted Kearny 

Mesa Community Plan future development assumptions for the project site, project-generated 
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The air basin is considered a state non-attainment area for the 1-hour 0 3 standard, and the 24-

hour and annual geometric mean standards for PM10 because 0 3 and PM10 levels exceed the 

state standards within the air basin/county (California Environmental Protection Agency ARB 

1995). The air basin is in attainment for the state CO, N02 , S02, sulfates, and lead standards, 

and unclassified for the state hydrogen sulfide and visibility reducing particles standards. The 

air basin is considered a federal non-attainment area for 0 3 and CO. The air basin is 

considered a federal attainment area for annual arithmetic PM10, N02 , S02 , and lead standards, 

and unclassified for the federal 24-hour standard for PM10. The EPA has proposed a new PM25 

standard for very fine particulates. Plans for attaining that standard, which was published on 

July 19, 1997, will not be required until after the year 2005. 

4.3.1 ISSUE 

Would the proposed project affect the ability of the revised San Diego Regional Air Quality 

Strategy (RAQS) to meet federal clean air standards? 

IMPACTS 

Potential air quality impacts related to implementation of the proposed project include the 

generation of emissions from short-term construction activity and increased regional emissions 

due to the proposed commercial , entertainment, industrial, hotel, and office park uses. In 

addition, significant concentrations of CO could occur at nearby intersections. 

Short-term Construction Impacts 

Construction of the proposed project would involve several activities that would generate short

term quantities of air pollutants. Construction of the proposed project's land uses would 

generate air emissions from grading activities, construction equipment, and employee vehicles 

exhaust emissions. Grading activities would generate fugitive dust as a result of exposing 

surfaces and moving soil. Specifically, air emissions could be produced by diesel powered 

motor graders, tractors, fork lifts, loaders, rollers, asphalt pavers, pile drivers, generators, 

flatbed trucks , and rollers . 

Exhaust and fugitive dust emissions of CO, ROG, NOx, and PM10 can vary substantially daily. 

Variables that influence total construction emissions include level of activity, length of the 

construction period , number of pieces and type of equipment in use, site characteristics, 

weather conditions, number of construction personnel, and the volume and type of materials to 

be transported on-site/off-site. 

4.3-10 Air Quality 
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Several assumptions were made associated with the calculation of the construction emissions. 

Because the San Diego APCD and the City of San Diego do not have regulations regarding 

construction emission calculations, the latest emission methodologies provided by the South 

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), CARB, and the Sacramento Metropolitan 

Air Quality Management District were used. For the purpose of this study, since buildout of the 

site's 234.8 acres is expected over 1 O to 15 years, a maximum 50 acres of construction-related 

activities was assumed to occur at one time. Worst-case air pollutant emissions due to grading 

were calculated assuming the operation of five diesel powered graders, five wheeled loaders, 

and five tracked loaders operating continuously for a 6 hours per day. Grading fugitive dust 

emissions were calculated assuming 26.4 pounds per acre per day (SCAQMD 1993). Employee 

trip emissions were calculated using CARB emission factors assuming 37 , 10-mile trips 

(California Department of Transportation 1994 and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 

Management District 1994). Additional construction emissions assumed 10 acres of asphalt 

paving, 50,000 square feet of retail construction , and 50,000 square feet of office construction 

per day (Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 1994). During construction, 

the project could generate approximately 244.7 pounds per day of CO, 60.7 pounds per day of 

ROG, 381.4 pounds per day of NOx, and 1,346.3 pounds per day of PM10 emissions. Table 4.3-

3 presents the emissions that could be produced by the proposed project. 

Total short-term construction emissions would not exceed the thresholds of 100 pounds per day 

for ROG and 550 pounds per day for CO set forth by the City of San Diego. The San Diego 

APCD does not have short-term construction emission thresholds for NOx and PM 10 . 

Long-term Regional Impacts 

Buildout of the proposed project's land uses would result in long-term direct and indirect air 

pollutant emissions. Direct emissions would be generated by the use of motor vehicles and 

natural gas appliances. Indirect emissions would be generated during use of electricity. 

Emissions from motor vehicle operation are anticipated to represent the greatest long-term air 

quality impact associated with development of the proposed project. Project development 

wcould add approximately as much as 84,090 daily vehicle trips to the area at buildout. As 

discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation, the City of San Diego recognizes that 

increased local and regional roadway capacity has been created as operations at the General 

Dynamics facility have been scaled back (uses that would have continued to generate trips had 

the site remained in full operation) , and that certain levels of site-specific traffic can be 

recaptured (referred to as a "redevelopment increment") . The redevelopment increment equals 

30,758 trips, the equivalent to the number of trips generated at the height of employment at 
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TABLE 4.3-3 

POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Emission ( :>eunds/day} 

Source ROG NOY co PM,n 

Gradinq Equipment 10.9 103.3 27.7 8.7 

Gradinq Fuqitive Dust 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,320.0 

Employee Trips 1.0 1.1 9.3 0.1 

Asphalt Pavinq 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Stationarv Equipment 5.8 0.4 88.9 0.0 

Mobile Eauipment 14.6 276.7 118.8 17.5 

Architectural Coatinqs 49.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 60.7 381.4 244.7 1,346.3 

Sionificance Threshold 100.0 N/A 550.0 N/A 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

N/A - not applicable; the San Diego APCD and the City of San Diego do not have 
adopted non-stationary thresholds for these emissions. 

Source: Veranda Associates 1996. 

the Kearny Mesa facility in 1984. Only the net increase in traffic above the redevelopment 

increment is considered new project-specific traffic generation. Therefore, the incremental 

increase in daily vehicle trips to the area at buildout is 53,332. This latter trip count assumes 

trip adjustments in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.2 of this Program EIR. As 

discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the redevelopment of the project site as proposed 

would result in a shift in the character and use of the site. Designed as a single-use site in the 

1950s, the General Dynamics facility provided a work place for thousands of employees. The 

proposed project would provide a wide mix of employment, retail , and entertainment uses with 

the objective of providing the user with opportunities to stay on the site for a longer period of 

time because of the ability to achieve work, play, and purchasing opportunities in a single 

location. The provision of on-site bus stops, an internal shuttle system, and linkage of 

pedestrian walkways are intended to discourage vehicular travel within and exiting the project 

site. 

Table 4.3-4 identifies the long-term regiona l emissions for the "redevelopment increment" 

emission levels followed (in parentheses) by the total emissions levels. The urban emission 

model , URBEMISS, was used to predict the quantities of NOx, CO, ROG, PM10, and SOx 

emissions generated with buildout and operation of the proposed project for the year 2010 
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(CARB 1995). The year 2010 was used because buildout of the proposed project is expected 

to take 10 to 15 years. The URBEMIS5 default speeds, trip lengths, percent of those trips that 

started with the engine cold, the percentage of the trips that were made from home to work, 

from home to shopping, and from home to other, and vehicle fleet that are contained within the 

URBEMIS5 model were applied to the project. The model results indicate that vehicle trips 

produced by the proposed project would generate approximately 3,017.2 (4,702.2) pounds per 

day of CO, 338.7 (495.8) pounds per day of ROG, 431.9 (677.5) pounds per day of NOx, 67.9 

(106.2) pounds per day of PM 10 , and 45.6 (71.4) pounds per day of SOx. 

Use of natural gas at the project site would create small quantities of air pollutants. Emissions 

are produced directly with the burning of natural gas by water heaters, space heating and gas 

appliances. The project-generated natural gas emissions were ca lculated using SCAQMD 

emission rates (SCAQMD 1993). Based on calculations of natural gas use at the project site, 

natural gas combustion would result in an estimated 4.0 (6.0) pounds per day of CO, 1.1 (1 .6) 

pounds per day of ROG, 24.1 (35. 7) pounds per day of NOx, 0.1 pound per day of PM 10 , and 

negligible emissions of SOx. 

Use of electricity at New Century Center would result in additional emissions. Emissions are 

produced indirectly through increased electrical usage for space heating, lighting, and operation 

of electrical appliances. Project-generated electricity emissions were calculated using SCAQMD 

emission rates (SCAQMD 1993). Based on these calculations, electrical use would generate 

an estimated 19.5 (28.8) pounds per day of CO, 1.0 (1.4) pounds per day of ROG, 112.1 (165.5) 

pounds per day of NOx, 3.9 (5.8) pounds per day of PM10, and 11 . 7 (17.3) pounds per day of 

SOX. 

In summary, the total emissions produced by the proposed project through use of motor 

vehicles, natural gas, and electricity are estimated to be 3,040.7 (4 ,737.0) pounds per day of 

CO, 340.8 (498.8) pounds per day of ROG, 568.2 (878.7) pounds per day of NOx, 71.9 (112.0) 

pounds per day of PM10 , and 57.3 (88.7) pounds per day of SOx; vehicle emissions represents 

approximately 77 to 99 percent of the emissions. Table 4.3-4 presents emission totals expected 

from the three emission source groups. The City of San Diego's 100 pounds per day 

significance threshold for ROG and 550 pounds per day significance threshold for CO would be 

exceeded. The San Diego APCD stationary source thresholds for PM 10 , NOx, CO, ROG, and 

SOx emissions would not be exceeded. 
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TABLE 4.3-4 

LONG-TERM AIR QUALITY EMISSIONS 

Emissions Generated (pounds/davt 

Source co ROG NO. so. PM,n 

Vehicles b 3,017.2 338.7 431.9 45.6 67.9 
(4 ,702.2) (495.8) (677.5) (71.4) (106.2) 

Electrical Usage c 19.5 1.0 112.2 11.7 3.9 
(28 .8) (1.4) (165 .5) (17.3) (5.8) 

Natural Gas c 4.0 1.1 24.1 0.0 0.1 
(6.0) (1 .6) (35. 7) 

TOTAL 3,040.7 340.8 568.2 57.3 71 .9 
(4,737.0) (498.8) (878.7) (88.7) (112.0) 

Sionificance Threshold 550.0 100.0 100.0d 100.0d 100.0d 

Sionificant lmoact? Yes/No" Yes/No" Yes No No" 

a The first number in each cell represents project-based emissions with the "redevelopment increment" 
excluded . Numbers in the parenthesis are the total increase in emissions assuming the project did 
not recapture the development increment. 

b Vehicle emissions were calculated using URBEMIS5. 
C Electricity and natural gas emissions were estimated from the SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
d The threshold is for stationary source emissions only. 
e Stationary (natural gas and electricity) sources do not exceed San Diego APCD thresholds. 

Source: Veronda Associates 1996. 

Long-term Local Impacts 

Buildout of the proposed project's land uses would result in approximately 53,332 (81,328) 
43,514 (74,272) new daily vehicle trips. This increase in traffic volumes would cause greater 
congestion at nearby intersections during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. The combination of 
increased traffic volumes and increased congestion would result in generating increased 
concentrations of CO at nearby intersections. According to the traffic study, prior to mitigation, 
eight intersections would operate at level of service (LOS) E or F, five of which are near 

sensitive receptors (these intersections are Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline Street, Balboa 
AvenueNiewridge Avenue, Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road, Balboa Avenue/Sport Mart entrance, 
and Kearny Villa Road/SR-163 northbound). However, with the implementation of the traffic 
improvements identified in Section 4.2 of the Program EIR, the level of service for all these 
intersections would be returned to LOS D or better. 

Based upon the potential deterioration of the level of service, a CO hotspot analysis at each of 
the intersections identified above was performed to determine whether any state or federal 
threshold would be exceeded without traffic mitigation. The CALINE4 computer model was used 
to calculate CO concentrations for the Existing Baseline With Redevelopment Increment and 
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Future Without Project conditions at 12 intersections, and Future With Project scenarios for 13 
intersections. 

Peak hour traffic volumes, speed limit, and lane configuration data were provided by Kimley

Horn and Associates, Inc. (May 1996). Emission factors were calculated using the Caltrans 
model CT-EMFAC which uses the California Air Resources Board EMFAC?F version 1.1 
emission factors (Caltrans 1994). Methodologies provided in Transportation Project-Level 

Carbon Monoxide Protocol were used in this analysis (Caltrans 1995). Table 4.3-5 present the 

assumptions used in the CALINE4 analysis. Table 4.3-6 presents the modeling results. 

Buildout of the proposed project would increase 1-hour CO concentrations at intersections. As 
shown in Table 4.3-6, vehicle emissions would produce 1-hour CO concentration increases of 
0.1 parts per million (ppm) or more above existing baseline levels at 6 of the 12 analyzed 
intersections. Five of the 12 analyzed intersections would experience 8-hour CO concentration 
increases. Vehicle emissions would produce 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentration increases of 
0.1 ppm or more above Future Without Project levels at 1 of the 12 analyzed intersections. 

However, due to the low background CO levels, decreasing emission from motor vehicles, and 
minor congestion, the California and federal 1-hour and 8-hour CO standards of 20.0 ppm and 
9.0 ppm respectively, would not be exceeded at any intersection under the Future With Project 
scenario. Local mobile source CO concentrations due to the project is, therefore, considered 
to be a less than significant impact. 

Stationary Source Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project may result in the generation of stationary sources 

emissions greater than the threshold standards. The proposed project plans at buildout to have 
some industrial uses. Since the number and type of each kind of stationary source that could 
be used cannot be specifically determined, it is not possible to predict specific air pollutant 
emissions. However, because existing APCD Rules and Regulations would require emission 
offset, best available technology, and/or other conditions designed to minimize stationary source 
impacts, these potential impacts are not considered significant. 

Conformity with the Revised Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) 

The San Diego APCD does not have guidelines to determine conformance with the Revised 
RAQS. The San Diego APCD has noted, however, that the City of San Diego Progress Guide 
and General Plan are consistent with the Revised RAQS (Reider, personal communication, 
1996). The Progress Guide and General Plan Transportation Element includes guidelines, 
goals, and recommendations relevant to the proposed project: 
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TABLE 4.3-5 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR INPUTS INTO CALINE4 

Parameter Assumption (Source) 

Aerodynamic Roughness 100 cm "' Single Family Residential (Benson) 
Coef. 

Settling & Deposition Velocity O emfs (Randall and Ng 1987) for CO 

Altitude Above Sea Level O feet 

Roadway Heiqht 0 ft (Assuminq at qrade) 

Z Receptor Coordinate 1.8 m (Caltrans 1995) 

X & Y Receptor Coordinates 4 ea . {±[4m*(North-South Lanes+3)],±4m*(East-West Lanes+3)]}; 
4 ea. {±[4m*(North-South Lanes+4)],±4m*(East-West Lanes+3)]}; 
4 ea. {±[4m*(North-South Lanes+3)],±4m*(East-West Lanes+4)]}; 
4 ea. {±[4m*(North-South Lanes+5)],±4m*(East-West Lanes+3)]}; 
4 ea. f+[4m*(North-South Lanes+3)] ,+4m*(East-West Lanes+5)]}. 

Link Endpoints 750 m from the intersection (Caltrans 1995) 

Mixing Zone Width (12 ft * (Number of Lanes)) + 6 m (Caltrans 1988) 

Speed Calculated approach and departure congested speeds (Caltrans 1995) and 
Speed Limits 

Emission Factor EMFAC7F version 1.1 for County (CARB 1994) 

Mixing Width Right & Left 0 ft (If no canyon or bluffs) 

Wind Direction All [Worst-case anqle search] (Benson 1984) 

Wind Speed 1 mis (Caltrans 1993) 

Atmospheric Stability F = 6 (ibid) 

Mixinq Heiqht 1000 m (Caltrans 1988) 

Siqma Theta 10° (ibid) 

Ambient Concentration San Diego Overland [1993-1995] 1-hour = 5.4 ppm and 8-hour = 3.8 ppm 
(CARB 1994 and 1996, and Bob Maxwell 1996) 

Januarv Morninq Temperature Screen Temp +5°F = 60°F (Caltrans 1988) 

Link Type Intersection = 6 (Benson 1984) 

Percent Hot Starts 5% (Caltrans 1988) 

Percent Cold Starts 25% (Caltrans 1995) 

Vehicle Mix Light Duty Autos 68.8%, Light Duty Trucks 19.4%, Medium Duty Trucks 6.4%, 
Heavy Duty Trucks (Gas) 1.2%, Heavy Duty Trucks (Diesel) 3.6%, and 
Motorcycles 0.5% (ibid) 

Source: Veronda Associates 1996. 
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TABLE 4.3-6 

PREDICTED MAXIMUM 1-HOUR AND 8-HOUR 
CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS (IN PPM) 

Future 
Averaging Without 

. ·Location Time ExistinQ Project 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Overland 1-hr. 7.3 6.2 
Avenue 8-hr. 4.7 4.2 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Missile Road 1-hr. 7.0 6.1 
8-hr. 4.6 4.2 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Shawline 1-hr. 9.1 9.1 
Street 8-hr. 5.9 5.7 

Balboa AvenueNiewridge Avenue 1-hr. 7.7 7.0 
8-hr. 5.1 4.7 

Balboa Avenue/Ruffin Road 1-hr. 9.1 9.5 
8-hr. 5.6 5.9 

Balboa Avenue/Sport Mart Entrance 1-hr. 8.0 6.4 
8-hr. 5.3 4.4 

Kearny Villa Road/SR-163 Northbound 1-hr. 8.0 6.4 
8-hr. 5.1 4.4 

Kearny Villa Road/Electronics Way 1-hr. 9.0 6.7 
8-hr. 5.3 4.4 

Kearny Villa Road/Main Street 1-hr. 8.0 6.3 
8-hr. 4.9 4.2 

Kearny Villa Road/Convair Road 1-hr. 7.4 6.1 
8-hr. 4.7 4.2 

Ruffin Road/Main Street 1-hr. 6.9 6.1 
8-hr. 4.5 4.2 

Ruffin Road/Convair Road 1-hr. 7.2 6.6 
8-hr. 4.7 4.4 

Ruffin Road/Electronics Way 1-hr. NA NA 
8-hr. NA NA 

Background 1-hr. 5.4 5.4 
8-hr. 3.8 3.8 

California Standards 1-hr. 20.0 20.0 
8-hr. 9.0 9.0 

Future 
With 

Project 

7.1 
4.6 

5.7 
3.9 

9.2 
5.9 

8.1 
5.3 

10.2 
6.7 

6.8 
4.6 

8.8 
5.3 

8.1 
5.1 

7.6 
4.9 

7.0 
4.5 

7.6 
4.8 

8.2 
5.2 

7.0 
4.6 

5.4 
3.8 

20.0 
9.0 

Note: The tabulated concentrations are the sums of a background comrconent, which includes the 
cumulative effects of all CO sources in the project vicinity , and a ocal component, which 
reflects the effects of vehicular traffic on roadways. Local CO components were derived from 
the CALINE4 computer program, assuming worst-case conditions at the intersections. 

NA: Not Applicable. 

Source: Veronda Associates 1996. 
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• Coordinate bicycle and pedestrian facilities with other modes of transportation. 
Emphasize safe convenient access, facil ities for secure bicycle storage, and, 
where possible, bicycle carry-on service. 

• Require convenient pedestrian and bicycle access and secure bicycle storage 
facilities in all major activity centers such as ... shopping centers, office buildings 
and employment centers. -

• Encourage and support intensified efforts to generally increase transit 
patronage; thereby reducing traffic congestion, parking demand, energy 
consumption, and air pollution . 

The project's provision of an on-site shuttle system, a system of bicycle and pedestrian 

pathways, the provision of a mix of land uses within one project site, and on-site bus stops serve 

to encourage non-vehicular transport and transit use. Therefore, the proposed project is 

considered to be in compliance with the intent of these guidelines, goals, and recommendations. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines contains criteria for significant effects relevant to air 

quality. According to these guidelines, a project is normally considered to have a significant 

adverse impact if project-related pollutant emissions violate any ambient air quality standard ; 

contribute substantially to an existing or projected violation of an ambient air quality standard, 

or; expose sensitive receptors (i.e., individuals with respiratory diseases, the young, the elderly) 

to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

The San Diego APCD has developed rules and regulations to enforce emission limits on 

stationary air quality sources such as power plants, paint booths, concrete batch plants, 

turbines, and other fixed equipment operations. According to these criteria, a project would 

have a significant effect if its stationary sources would: 

• Emit more than 100 pounds per day of NOx, ROG, SOx, or PM 10 , or; 
• Emit more than 550 pounds per day of CO. 

The San Diego APCD has not adopted non-stationary air quality thresholds. However, under 

the City of San Diego guidelines, a project would have a significant impact if its non-stationary 

impacts would : 

• Emit more than 100 pounds per day of ROG , or; 
• Emit more than 550 pounds per day of CO. 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A complete biological technical report for the project site has been prepared by Michael 

Brandman Associates (MBA) (1996), pursuant to City of San Diego Guidelines for conducting 

biological surveys, as amended (1994) , and is included as Technical Appendix C to this 

Program EIR. 

The biological resources associated with the site are located within a 14.1-acre area 

immediately adjacent to Ruffin Road near the southeastern boundary of the property. For 

purposes of the biological studies associated with the site, the 14.1-acre area has been 

designated as two distinct sections: the Southern Section and the Eastern Section. As noted 

above, subject to acceptance by the applicable regulatory agencies, the project applicant 

proposes to dedicate the Southern Section as a vernal pool preserve within a conservation 

bank. 

Field investigations were conducted from June through August 1995 and March through May 

1996. The investigations focused on several objectives: (1) vegetation mapping; (2) sensitive 

plant surveys; (3) directed surveys for the orange-throated whiptail ( Cnemidophorus 

hyperythrus) ; (4) directed surveys for Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottom) and San 

Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis); (5) directed surveys for the coastal California 

gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) ; and, (6) vernal pool/wetland delineation. 

Observations of all plant and wildlife species were recorded . 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Impacts to certain habitats and species, associated with the 14.1 acres at the southeastern 

corner of the property, are regulated by federal, state, and local agencies, including the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), as well as the City of San Diego pursuant to CEQA and 

the City of San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). In addition , a regional open space 

planning program, the City of San Diego draft Multiple Species Conservation Program (draft 

MSCP), has been developed to provide protection for large areas of contiguous habitat. 

Impacts to biological resources within the City of San Diego must also be evaluated in the 

context of this habitat conservation program. 
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