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SUBJECT: LA JOLLA COMMONS REZONE, Process Five 

 

PROJECT NUMBER: 698279  

 

REFERENCE:  Project No. 324553 -La Jolla Commons III  

 

OWNER/APPLICANT: AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Issue: Should the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council approval of a rezone from 

CV-1-2 (Commercial Visitor) to CO-3-1 (Commercial Office) and a Planned Development Permit, 

amending Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research 

and Development (R&D) uses on the site to be no more than 735,000 square feet, on a 17-acre site, 

located at 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750, and 4757 Executive Drive within the University Community Plan 

area? 

 

Staff Recommendations:   

 

1. Recommend the City Council APPROVE Rezone No. 2588229; and 

 

2. Recommend the City Council APPROVE Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, an 

amendment to Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762. 

 

Community Planning Group Recommendation:  On February 8, 2022, the University Planning Group 

recommended voted 13-0-1 to recommend approval of the project without conditions (Attachment 

11).  

 

Environmental Review:  On June 5, 2022, the Development Services Department (DSD) completed a 

consistency evaluation per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15162 for the 

proposed project (Attachment 6). 

 

This evaluation was performed to determine if conditions specified in CEQA Guidelines Sections 

15162 would require the preparation of an additional CEQA review for the proposed project. As 

outlined in the evaluation, DSD has determined that the proposed rezone and PDP Permit, a PCD 

https://opendsd.sandiego.gov/Web/Approvals/Details/2588229
https://opendsd.sandiego.gov/Web/Approvals/Details/1153095
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amendment, is consistent with the original Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No. 

2000031097: Addendum to EIR No. 79804; and Addendum to EIR No. 324553. The original EIR 99-

0762 was certified on November 14, 2000, by the San Diego City Council as Resolution Number R-

294147, Addendum No. 79804 adopted by the San Diego City Council on June 15, 2006, as 

Resolution Number R-294147, and Addendum No. 324553 adopted by the San Diego City Council on 

February 24, 2014, as Resolution Number R-308754. The proposed project would not result in new 

impacts or an increase in the severity of those impacts previously analyzed. 

 

Fiscal Impact Statement:  All costs associated with the processing of this project are recovered 

through a deposit account funded by the applicant. 

 

Housing Impact Statement:  The proposed project does not include residential dwelling units.     

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The La Jolla Commons Project (Original Project) was entitled by the San Diego City Council on  

November 14, 2000, through the approval of Planned Commercial Development Permit (PCD) /  

Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Permit No. 99-0762, Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) No. 99-0762  

and the certification of Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 99-0762 / SCH No. 2000031097. The  

Original Project included a rezone to the Commercial-Visitor Zone, a 327-room, fifteen-story hotel,  

115-unit, thirty-two-story condominium building, a 450,000-square-foot, twenty-story office building,  

a 30,000-square-foot, two-story scientific research building; and a separate eight-level parking  

structure development (Attachment 9).  

 

The Original Project was amended on June 15, 2006, by Planned Development Permit (PDP) No.  

252591 / Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762, to increase the hotel building to construct a 581,557 square  

feet and 32 stories with 213 hotel rooms and 112 condominium units, reduce the condominium  

building to 287,771 square feet with 156 units, and to reduce the office building to 340,405 square  

feet and 15 stories. 

 

On February 24, 2014, the La Jolla Commons III Project was approved to reallocate density within the  

remaining area of the Original Project. The City Council approved an amendment to the University  

Community Plan, PDP No. 1153095, VTM No. 99-0762, and certified an addendum to EIR No. 99-0762  

/ SCH No. 2000031097 (Resolution Numbers R-308754, R-308756, and R-308757). The La Jolla  

Commons III Project allowed for the construction of either a 223,900-square-foot office building, a  

165,780-square-foot hotel with 264 hotel rooms, or a 285,960-square-foot, office/hotel building with  

up to 175 hotel rooms, on the remaining unbuilt portion of the property. The 223,900-square-foot  

office building is currently under construction.  

 

The Original Project is currently developed as an office campus with two office buildings of 392,051  

square feet and 317,277 square feet. As noted above, the third La Jolla Commons III building, the  

subject of the 2014 amendment, is currently under construction and when completed will be  

223,900 square feet. Upon completion of the La Jolla Commons III and Original Project, the site will  

include 932,328 square feet of office development. 
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The La Jolla Commons Rezone (Project) is subject to the following San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) 

discretionary actions:       

 

• Rezone – Section 123.0101 to rezone the property from CV-1-2 (Commercial Visitor) to CO-3-

1 (Commercial Office); and 

 

• Planned Development Permit - Section 126.0602(a) to amend Planned Commercial 

Development No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development (R&D) 

uses on the site to be no more than 735,000 square feet.    

 

All discretionary actions have been consolidated under this application and processed concurrently, 

pursuant to the Consolidation of Processing regulations contained in SDMC Section 112.0103. 

Therefore, the decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny this project will be made by the 

City Council, a Process Five decision. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Project Description: 

 

The La Jolla Commons Rezone (Project) will rezone the property located at 4704, 4727, 4747, 4750, 

and 4757 Executive Drive (Property) from CV-1-2 (Commercial Visitor) to CO-3-1 (Commercial Office). 

In addition, the Project will include a Planned Development Permit (PDP) amending the underlying 

Planned Commercial Development Permit (PCD) to restrict the total amount of R&D uses on the site 

to be no more than 735,000 square feet to ensure that total and peak hour trips do not exceed the 

trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda. 

 

The underlying CV – Commercial Visitor zone was originally implemented on the Project site to 

accommodate the hotel use included in the Planned Commercial Development (“PCD”) Permit. The 

hotel use was never constructed. Although the amended PCD permit describes the overall square 

footage and development mix allowed on the Property, the underlying zone controls the types of 

uses that may be conducted on the Property unless otherwise stated in the PCD Permit. The existing 

CV zone does not allow most forms of office uses, except those uses that are explicitly allowed 

under the PCD Permit. Although R&D Office uses are allowed under the PCD Permit, the use is 

limited to 30,000 square feet.  

 

The applicant is processing the rezone and PDP amendment to change from a Commercial Visitor to 

Commercial Office zone to more accurately reflect the existing office uses on-site which are allowed 

by the PCD permit, and to allow for the full range of commercial office uses throughout the Project, 

including R&D beyond the restricted square footage in the PCD.   

 

The La Jolla Commons Project was originally approved as a mixed-use development with 

residential, hotel/office uses. As the Project permits were amended and the Project was built 

out, only office uses were constructed. Upon completion of the La Jolla Commons III building 

(currently under construction), the Project will be fully built out.  

 

http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter12/Ch12Art03Division01.pdf
https://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter12/Ch12Art06Division06.pdf
http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter12/Ch12Art06Division06.pdf
https://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter11/Ch11Art02Division01.pdf
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The rezone would allow for R&D Office on the site. An evaluation of AM and PM Peak Hour trips was 

completed which shows that a maximum of 735,000 square feet of R&D Office use total and peak 

hour vehicle trips do not exceed the AM/PM peak hour trips evaluated in the original CEQA 

document. In addition, the Project site is located in a Transit Priority Area (TPA) and is therefore 

presumed to have less than a significant impact in relation to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), a 

new standard for the evaluation of transportation impacts. The rezone would qualify as a 

“Redevelopment Project” under screening criteria number 8 in the City’s Transportation Study 

Manual (TSM) for VMT Analysis. Although there will be no change in the physical condition 

of the Project, under the new zone, new uses will be allowed which have a total project VMT that is 

less than or equal to the existing land use’s total VMT. As noted above, a 100% R&D Office use 

would reduce the average daily trips (ADT) by 2,935 trips, and therefore shows that VMT would also 

be reduced. 

 

The original PCD Permit required a minimum of 2,320 parking spaces. The existing garages 

include 2,965 parking spaces. The Project involves no change to the existing physical conditions of 

the site, would allow no new construction, and would allow no expansion of the existing 

development square footage. 

 

Community Plan Analysis: 

 

The Property is designated Commercial in Figures 4 and 5 of the University Community Plan 

(“Community Plan”) and as Office in Figures 14 and 33 of the Community Plan. Therefore, the 

proposed rezone is consistent with the land use designations for the Property. In addition, the 

University Community Plan Intensity Element in Table 3 designates the Property as Subarea 29, 

which is allowed 1,000,000 square feet of office use. At build-out, the Property will include 

932,328 square feet of office development. Therefore, the requested rezone is consistent with 

the land use designation and development intensity contemplated in the Community Plan.   

 

The PCD Permit for the Project will remain in place and will continue to govern the Property’s 

development regulations. The requested rezone will allow for R&D use anywhere within 

the Project. The PCD Permit already allows up to 30,000 square feet of Scientific Research uses 

in the Project.  

 

The applicant is processing the rezone and PDP amendment to change from a Commercial Visitor to 

Commercial Office zone to more accurately reflect the existing office uses on-site, which are 

permitted by the PCD Permit, and to allow for the full range of commercial office uses throughout 

the Project, including R&D beyond the restricted square footage in the PCD. Under the Project, the 

R&D Office use will be restricted to 735,000 square feet to ensure that the Project’s total and peak 

hour vehicle trips do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The rezone involves no new construction and no change to the physical environment and existing 

conditions will remain. In addition, the Project will include a PCD amendment to restrict the total 

amount of Research and Development uses on the site to be no more than 735,000 square feet to 
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ensure that total and peak hour trips do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals 

and addenda. 

 

The Project and all issues identified through the review process have been resolved in conformance 

with adopted City Council policies and regulations of the Land Development Code.  Staff has 

provided the draft findings to support approval of the Project and draft conditions of approval.  Staff 

recommends the Planning Commission recommend the City Council approve the Project as 

proposed.    

 

ALTERNATIVES 

 

1. Approve Rezone No. 2588229 and Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, an 

amendment to Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762, with modifications. 

 

2. Deny Rezone No. 2588229 and Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, an amendment 

to Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762, if the findings required to approve the 

project cannot be affirmed. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________  ___________________________________ 

Renee Mezo     Oscar Galvez III  

Assistant Deputy Director   Development Project Manager  

Development Services Department  Development Services Department 

 

 

Attachments:  

 

1. Aerial Photographs  

2. Community Plan Land Use Map 

3. Project Location Map 

4. Draft Permit Resolution with Findings 

5. Draft Permit with Conditions 

6. Environmental Analysis  

7. Draft Ordinance 

8. Rezone - B Sheet 

9. Copy of Recorded (existing) Permit(s)  

10. Project Plans 

11. Community Planning Group Recommendation 

12. Ownership Disclosure Statement  
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Aerial Photograph
La Jolla Commons Rezone
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Land Use Map North
La Jolla Commons Rezone
Project No. 698279 – 4757 Executive Drive
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CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO.  __________  

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 2600462 

LJ COMMONS REZONE PROJECT NO. 698279 

 

 

 
WHEREAS, AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC, Owner/Permittee, filed an application with the 

City of San Diego for a PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to amend Planned Commercial 

Development No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the 

site to be no more than 735,000 square feet known as the LJ Commons Rezone project, located at 

4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 and 4757 Executive Drive (Property), and legally described as Lots 1 through 

5 of La Jolla Commons III, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, according 

to Map thereof No. 16247, filed in the office of the County Recorder for San Diego County on 

December 28, 2017 as File No. 2017-7000533 of Official Records, in the University Community Plan 

area.  

WHEREAS, the project also includes a rezone of the site from the CV-1-2 zone tothe CO-3-1 

zone; and; 

WHEREAS, on June 5, 2022, the City of San Diego, as Lead Agency, through the Development 

Services Department, determined the project is consistent with the original Environmental Impact 

Report No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097, Addendum No. 79804 ,and Addendum No. 324553 per 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guideline Section 15162; and 

WHEREAS, on August 18, 2022, the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego considered 

Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, and pursuant to Resolution No. XXXX, the Planning 

Commission voted to recommend [INSERT: City Council approval/disapproval]  of the Permit; and 
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WHEREAS, under Charter section 280(a)(2) this resolution is not subject to veto by the Mayor 

because this matter requires the City Council to act as a quasi-judicial body and where a public 

hearing was required by law implicating due process rights of individuals affected by the decision 

and where the Council was required by law to consider evidence at the hearing and to make legal 

findings based on the evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, the matter was set for public hearing on Month Day, Year, testimony having been 

heard, evidence having been submitted, and the City Council having fully considered the matter and 

being fully advised concerning the same; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, that it adopts the following findings 

with respect to Planned Development Permit No. 2600462: 

A. PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT SDMC Section 126.0605 

1. Findings for all Planned Development Permits: 

a. The proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable land use 

plan.  

The proposed project (Project) will amend Planned Commercial Development Permit 

No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the 

site to be no more than 735,000 square feet to ensure that total and peak hour trips 

do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda. The 

Project proposes to rezone the property from CV-1-2 to CO-3-1. No additional 

construction is proposed with this amendment. The La Jolla Commons Project is 

currently developed as an office campus with two office buildings of 392,051 square 

feet and 317,277 square feet. The third La Jolla Commons III building is currently 

under construction and when completed will be 223,000 square feet. Upon 

completion of La Jolla Commons III, the Project will include approximately 932,328 

square feet of office development. 

The University Community Plan (“Community Plan”) designates the property as both 

Office (Figures 14 and 33) and Commercial(Figures 4 and 5) . Therefore, the proposed 

amendment to restrict the Research and Development use and the rezone are 

consistent with the land use designations for the site. In addition, the University 

Community Plan Intensity Element at Table 3 designates the Property as Subarea 29, 

which allows for 1,000,000 square feet of office uses. At build out, the Property will 

include 932,328 square feet of office development. Therefore, the Project is 
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consistent with the land use designation and development intensity contemplated in 

the Community Plan. 

b. The proposed development will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, 

and welfare.  

The proposed development as currently designed will not be detrimental to the 

public health, safety, and welfare. The La Jolla Commons Project is currently 

developed as an office campus with two office buildings of 392,051 square feet and 

317,277 square feet. The third La Jolla Commons III building is currently under 

construction and when completed will be 223,000 square feet. Upon completion of 

La Jolla Commons III, the Project will include a total of approximately 932,328 square 

feet of office development. 

The proposed development has been reviewed by City staff and is consistent with 

the City's policies and requirements. The Development Services Department (DSD) 

has completed a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15162 

consistency evaluation for the Project (PTS# 698279). This evaluation was performed 

to determine if conditions specified in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 would 

require preparation of additional CEQA review for the Project. As outlined in the 

evaluation, DSD determined that the proposed rezone and PCD amendment is 

consistent with the original Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No. 

2000031097, Addendum  No. 79804, and Addendum No. 324553. The original EIR 99-

0762 being certified on November 14, 2000, by the San Diego City Council as 

Resolution Number R-94147 and Addendum No. 79804 adopted by the San Diego 

City Council on June 15, 2006, as Resolution Number R-294147 and Addendum No. 

324553 adopted by the San Diego City Council on February 24, 2014, as Resolution 

Number R-308754. The Project would not result in new impacts. 

No new development and no change to the physical environment is proposed. 

Additionally, the permit controlling the development contains conditions addressing 

the Project compliance with the City's regulations and policies, and other regional, 

state, and federal regulations to prevent detrimental impacts to the public health, 

safety, and welfare. Compliance with these regulations and project conditions would 

result in a development that will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and 

welfare. 

c. The proposed development will comply with the regulations of the Land 

Development Code including any proposed deviations pursuant to Section 

126.0602(b)(1) that are appropriate for this location and will result in a more 

desirable project than would be achieved if designed in strict conformance 

with the development regulations of the applicable zone, and any allowable 

deviations that are otherwise authorized pursuant to the Land Development 

Code. 

The Project includes a Planned Commercial Development Permit (PCD) amendment 

to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the site to allow 

no more than 735,000 square feet to ensure that total and peak hour trips from the 
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Project do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda. A 

rezone of the property is also proposed. No new development and no change to the 

physical environment is proposed.  

The Property is designated Commercial in Figures 4 and 5 of the University 

Community Plan (“Community Plan”) and as Office in Figures 14 and 33 of the 

Community Plan. Therefore, the proposed rezone is consistent with the land use 

designations for the Property. In addition, the University Community Plan Intensity 

Element at Table 3 designates the Property as Subarea 29, which is allowed 

1,000,000 square feet of office uses. At build out, the Property will include 932,328 

square feet of office development.  

No deviations are requested with the amendment to the PCD; therefore, the 

proposed development will comply with the regulations of the Land Development 

Code. 

The above findings are supported by the minutes, maps and exhibits, all of which are 

incorporated herein by this reference. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Planned Development Permit No. 2600462 is granted to AAT 

LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC, Owner/Permittee, under the terms and conditions set forth in the 

attached permit which is made a part of this resolution. 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES  

PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 
501 

 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
PERMIT CLERK 

MAIL STATION 501 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

INTERNAL ORDER NUMBER: 24009094 SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE 

 

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 2600462 

LJ COMMONS REZONE PROJECT NO. 698279 

AMENDMENT TO PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT NO. 99-0762 

CITY COUNCIL 

 

This Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, an amendment to Planned Commercial 

Development No. 99-0762, San Diego County Recorder’s Office Document Number 2001-0335065, 

dated May 24, 2001, is granted by the City Council of the City of San Diego to AAT LA JOLLA 

COMMONS, LLC 3, a Delaware limited liability company, Owner/Permittee, pursuant to San Diego 

Municipal Code [SDMC] section 126.0605. The 17-acre site is located at 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 and 

4757 Executive Drive in the CO-3-1 zone of the University Community Plan. The project site is legally 

described as: Lots 1 through 5 of La Jolla Commons III, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, 

State of California, according to Map thereof No. 16247, filed in the office of the County Recorder for 

San Diego County on December 28, 2017, as File No. 2017-7000533 of Official Records. 

 

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permission is granted to 

Owner/Permittee to amend Planned Commercial Development and Resource Protection Ordinance 

Permit No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the site to be 

no more than 735,000 square feet described and identified by size, dimension, quantity, type, and 

location on the approved exhibits [Exhibit "A"] dated September 20, 2022, on file in the Development 

Services Department. 

 

The project shall include: 

 

a. An amendment to Planned Commercial Development and Resource Protection Ordinance 

Permit No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the 

site to be no more than 735,000 square feet; and  

  

b. Public and private accessory improvements determined by the Development Services 

Department to be consistent with the land use and development standards for this site in 

accordance with the adopted community plan, the California Environmental Quality Act 

[CEQA] and the CEQA Guidelines, the City Engineer’s requirements, zoning regulations, 

conditions of this Permit, and any other applicable regulations of the SDMC.  

 



  ATTACHMENT 5 
 

 
Page 2 of 6 

 

 

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS: 

 

1. This permit must be utilized within thirty-six (36) months after the date on which all rights of 

appeal have expired.  If this permit is not utilized in accordance with Chapter 12, Article 6, Division 1 

of the SDMC within the 36-month period, this permit shall be void unless an Extension of Time has 

been granted.  Any such Extension of Time must meet all SDMC requirements and applicable 

guidelines in effect at the time the extension is considered by the appropriate decision maker. This 

permit must be utilized by Month Day, Year. 

 

2. No permit for the construction, occupancy, or operation of any facility or improvement 

described herein shall be granted, nor shall any activity authorized by this Permit be conducted on 

the premises until: 

 

a. The Owner/Permittee signs and returns the Permit to the Development Services 

Department; and 

 

b. The Permit is recorded in the Office of the San Diego County Recorder. 

 

3. While this Permit is in effect, the subject property shall be used only for the purposes and 

under the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit unless otherwise authorized by the 

appropriate City decision maker. 

 

4. This Permit is a covenant running with the subject property and all of the requirements and 

conditions of this Permit and related documents shall be binding upon the Owner/Permittee and 

any successor(s) in interest. 

 

5. The continued use of this Permit shall be subject to the regulations of this and any other 

applicable governmental agency. 

 

6. Issuance of this Permit by the City of San Diego does not authorize the Owner/Permittee for 

this Permit to violate any Federal, State or City laws, ordinances, regulations or policies including, but 

not limited to, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 [ESA] and any amendments thereto (16 U.S.C. § 

1531 et seq.). 

 

7. The Owner/Permittee shall secure all necessary building permits.  The Owner/Permittee is 

informed that to secure these permits, substantial building modifications and site improvements 

may be required to comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical, and plumbing codes, and State 

and Federal disability access laws.  

 

8. Construction plans shall be in substantial conformity to Exhibit “A.”  Changes, modifications, or 

alterations to the construction plans are prohibited unless appropriate application(s) or 

amendment(s) to this Permit have been granted.  
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9. All of the conditions contained in this Permit have been considered and were determined 

necessary to make the findings required for approval of this Permit.  The Permit holder is required 

to comply with each and every condition in order to maintain the entitlements that are granted by 

this Permit.  

 

If any condition of this Permit, on a legal challenge by the Owner/Permittee of this Permit, is found 

or held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, unenforceable, or unreasonable, this 

Permit shall be void.  However, in such an event, the Owner/Permittee shall have the right, by paying 

applicable processing fees, to bring a request for a new permit without the "invalid" conditions(s) 

back to the discretionary body which approved the Permit for a determination by that body as to 

whether all of the findings necessary for the issuance of the proposed permit can still be made in 

the absence of the "invalid" condition(s).  Such hearing shall be a hearing de novo, and the 

discretionary body shall have the absolute right to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed 

permit and the condition(s) contained therein. 

 

10. Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762, San Diego County Recorder’s Office 

Document Number 2001-0335065, dated May 24, 200, shall remain in force and effect except where 

amended by this Permit.  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS: 

 

11. Mitigation requirements in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program [MMRP] shall 

apply to this Permit.  These MMRP conditions are hereby incorporated into this Permit by reference. 

 

12. The mitigation measures specified in the MMRP and outlined in Environmental Impact Report 

LDR No. 99-0762, October 5, 2000, (SCH No. 2000031097) and Addenda (Project No. 79804 and 

324553), shall be noted on the construction plans and specifications under the heading 

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS. 

 

13. The Owner/Permittee shall comply with the MMRP as specified in Environmental Impact 

Report LDR No. 99-0762, October 5, 2000, (SCH No. 2000031097) and Addenda (Project No. 79804 

and 324553), to the satisfaction of the Development Services Department and the City Engineer. 

Prior to issuance of any construction permit, all conditions of the MMRP shall be adhered to, to the 

satisfaction of the City Engineer.   

 

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN REQUIREMENTS:  

 

14. Owner/Permittee shall comply with the Climate Action Plan (CAP) Consistency Checklist 

stamped as Exhibit "A." Prior to issuance of any construction permit, all CAP strategies shall be noted 

within the first three (3) sheets of the construction plans under the heading “Climate Action Plan 

Requirements” and shall be enforced and implemented to the satisfaction of the Development 

Services Department. 

 

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS: 
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15. All laboratory equipment and related operations associated with Research & Development 

(R&D) uses shall comply with all applicable rules and regulations relating to emission standards and 

the use of any hazardous materials associated with such equipment or operations including, without 

limitation, San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Regulation II, Rule 11. Rule 11 

generally exempts such equipment and operations from SDAPCD permitting requirements provided 

specified criteria are met. Any emission control devices or systems installed as necessary to meet 

SDAPCD standards for the exemption shall be shown on applicable plans. 

 

16. In conjunction with any future Substantial Conformance Review (SCR) or amendments to this 

permit for new R&D buildings, the plans for such R&D buildings shall generally identify the proposed 

use and any hazardous materials or emissions that may be present and shall identify any emission 

control devices or systems that are installed to control or contain any potential hazards. An updated 

Exhibit "A" will be provided with any future SCR or amendment submittal, including the following 

information/ tables: development summary, unit acreage summary, parking, and unit construction 

type/occupancy summary. 

 

17. The automobile, motorcycle and bicycle parking spaces must be constructed in accordance 

with the requirements of the SDMC. All on-site parking stalls and aisle widths shall be in compliance 

with requirements of the City's Land Development Code and shall not be converted and/or utilized 

for any other purpose, unless otherwise authorized in writing authorized by the appropriate City 

decision maker in accordance with the SDMC. 

 

18. A topographical survey conforming to the provisions of the SDMC may be required if it is 

determined, during construction, that there may be a conflict between the building(s) under 

construction and a condition of this Permit or a regulation of the underlying zone.  The cost of any 

such survey shall be borne by the Owner/Permittee. 

 

19. All private outdoor lighting shall be shaded and adjusted to fall on the same premises where 

such lights are located and in accordance with the applicable regulations in the SDMC. 

 

INFORMATION ONLY: 

 

• The issuance of this discretionary permit alone does not allow the immediate commencement 

or continued operation of the proposed use on site. Any operation allowed by this 

discretionary permit may only begin or recommence after all conditions listed on this permit 

are fully completed and all required ministerial permits have been issued and received final 

inspection. 

 

• Any party on whom fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions have been imposed as 

conditions of approval of this Permit, may protest the imposition within ninety days of the 

approval of this development permit by filing a written protest with the City Clerk pursuant to 

California Government Code section 66020. 

 

• This development may be subject to impact fees at the time of construction permit issuance. 
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APPROVED by the City Council of the City of San Diego on Month Day, Year and [Approved 

Resolution Number].  
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                              Planned Development Permit No. 2600462 

Date of Approval: Month Day, Year 

 

 

AUTHENTICATED BY THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT  

 

 

 

_____________________________________ 

Oscar Galvez III 

Development Project Manager 

 

 

NOTE:  Notary acknowledgment 

must be attached per Civil Code 

section 1189 et seq. 

 
 

The undersigned Owner/Permittee, by execution hereof, agrees to each and every condition of 

this Permit and promises to perform each and every obligation of Owner/Permittee hereunder. 

 

 

       AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC 

       Owner/Permittee  

 

 

       By _________________________________ 

             Adam Wyll 

             President and Chief Operating Officer 

 

 

 

       AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC 

       Owner/Permittee  

 

 

       By _________________________________ 

Jerry Gammieri 

Senior Vice President of Construction and 

Development 

     

 

 

NOTE:  Notary acknowledgments 

must be attached per Civil Code 

section 1189 et seq. 



THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

M  E  M  O  R  A  N  D  U  M 

DATE:  

TO: 

FROM: 

June 5, 2022 

Oscar Galvez III, Development Project Manager, Development Services 
Department 

Sara Osborn, Senior Planner, Development Services Department 

SUBJECT: LJ Commons Rezone (PTS# 698279) California Environmental Quality Act – 
Section 15162 Evaluation 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

The Development Services Department (DSD) has completed a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15162 – Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declaration consistency 
evaluation for the proposed LJ Commons Rezone (PTS# 698279). 

This evaluation was performed to determine if conditions specified in CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15162 would require preparation of additional CEQA review for the proposed project. 
As outlined in the evaluation, DSD has determined that the proposed rezone and PCD 
amendment is consistent with the original Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No. 
2000031097, Addendum 79804 and Addendum No. 324553. The original EIR 99-0762 being 
certified on November 14, 2000 by the San Diego City Council as Resolution Number R-294147 
and Addendum No. 79804 adopted by the San Diego City Council on June 15, 2006 as 
Resolution Number R-294147 and Addendum No.324553 adopted by the San Diego City 
Council on February 24, 2014 as Resolution Number R-308754. The proposed project would not 
result in new impacts. 

PROJECT 

The La Jolla Commons Rezone will rezone the property at 4704, 4727, 4747, 4750 and 4757 
Executive Drive in San Diego (“Property”) from CV-1-2 to CO-3-1.  The rezone involves no 
new development and no change to the physical environment. Existing conditions will remain. In 
addition, the Project will include a PCD amendment to restrict the total amount of Research and 
Development uses on the site to be no more than 735,000 square feet to ensure that total and 
peak hour trips do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda.  

ATTACHMENT 6



 
 

The La Jolla Commons Project was originally approved as a mixed use development with 
residential, hotel and office uses.  As the Project permits were amended and the Project was built 
out, only office uses were constructed.  Upon completion of the La Jolla Commons III building 
(currently under construction), the Project will be fully built out.   
 
The underlying CV – Commercial Visitor zone was originally implemented on the Project site to 
accommodate the hotel use included in the Planned Commercial Development (“PCD”) Permit.  
The hotel use was never constructed.   
 
Although the amended PCD permit describes the overall square footage and development mix 
allowed on the Property, the underlying zone controls the types of uses that may be conducted on 
the Property unless otherwise stated in the PCD Permit.  The CV zone does not allow most forms 
of office uses, except those uses that are explicitly allowed under the PCD Permit.  Although 
Research and Development Office uses are allowed under the PCD Permit, only 30,000 square 
feet of these uses are permitted in the PCD.  The applicant is processing the rezone and PDP 
amendment to change from a Commercial Visitor to Commercial Office zone to more accurately 
reflect the existing office uses on-site which are permitted by the PCD Permit, and to allow for 
the full range of commercial office uses throughout the Project, including Research & 
Development (“R&D”) Office beyond the restricted square footage in the PCD.  R&D Office 
would be restricted to 735,000 square feet to ensure that the Project’s total and peak hour vehicle 
trips do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Property was first entitled as the La Jolla Commons Project by the San Diego City Council 
on November 14, 2000 through the approval of Planned Commercial Development Permit 
(“PCD”) / Resource Protection Ordinance (“RPO”) permit 99-0762, Vesting Tentative Map 
(“VTM”) 99-0762 and the certification of EIR No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097.  The Original 
Project included a 327 room, fifteen story hotel; 115 unit, thirty-two story condominium 
building; 450,000 square foot, twenty story office building; 30,000 square foot, two story 
scientific research building; and separate eight level parking structure development. 
The CV zone was chosen to accommodate the hotel use that was part of the original Project.  
 
The original Project was amended on June 15, 2006 by PDP No. 252591 and included 213-
room/112-unit hotel / condominium building, a 156-unit condominium building, a 340,405 
square foot office building, a 30,000 square foot R&D Office building, and an eight story 
parking garage. Addendum No. 79804 to the Final EIR was approved as Resolution No. R-
294147 for CEQA compliance.  No new impacts or substantial changes were determined to have 
occurred. 
 
In 2011 a Substantial Conformance Review (“SCR”) was approved by the Development Services 
Department (PTS No. 216243) to further modify the Project within the confines of the 2006 PDP 
amendment. The 2011 SCR permitted a new 460,577 square foot office building, and a new 
383,243 Hotel/Residential buildings, in addition to the existing 309,004 square foot office 
building for a total of 1,152,824 square feet of development. As the SCR was a Process 1, 
ministerial review, no additional CEQA analysis was required.  



 
 

 
On February 24, 2014, the City Council approved the La Jolla Commons III Project to reallocate 
density within the remaining area of the La Jolla Commons Project.  The City Council approved 
an amendment to the University Community Plan, PDP No. 1153095, and a VTM.  The 2014 
revised La Jolla Commons III Project allowed for the construction of either a 223,900 square 
foot office building; a 165,780 square foot hotel building with 264 hotel rooms; or a 285,960 
square foot mixed use office and hotel building with up to 175 hotel rooms, on the remaining 
unbuilt portion of the Property.  The office building permitted by the 2014 City Council approval 
is currently under construction.  An Addendum No. 324553 approved on February 24, 20214 by 
R-308754 to the Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 2000031097) and Addendum No. 79804 was 
approved by the City Council in compliance with CEQA.  
 
The La Jolla Commons Project is currently developed as an office campus with two office 
buildings of 392,051 square feet and 317,277 square feet.  The third La Jolla Commons III 
building, the subject of the 2014 amendment, is currently under construction and when 
completed will be 223,000 square feet.  Upon completion of La Jolla Commons III, the Project 
will include approximately 932,328 square feet of office development. 
 
 
EVALUATION 
 
The Property is designated Commercial in Figures 4 and 5 of the University Community Plan 
(“Community Plan”) and as Office in Figures 14 and 33 of the Community Plan. Therefore, the 
proposed rezone is consistent with the land use designations for the Property. In addition, the 
University Community Plan Intensity Element at Table 3 designates the Property as Subarea 29, 
which is allowed 1,000,000 square feet of office uses.  At build out, the Property will include 
932,328 square feet of office development.  Therefore, the requested rezone is consistent with 
the land use designation and development intensity contemplated in the Community Plan.  

Exhibit A (attached) provides a comparison table of the CV and CO zone development 
regulations.  The only significant difference between the CV-1-2 and CO-3-1 zones are that 
residential uses are allowed in the CV zone and there is a differential in allowed structure height.  
However, under the Community Plan land use designation of Commercial and Office, no 
residential uses are allowed on the Property and therefore no change would occur.  Structure 
height for the Project is controlled by the PCD Permit, which exceeds the allowed height in both 
CV and CO zones.  The PCD Permit will continue to govern the development regulations of the 
site. 

The PCD Permit for the Project will remain in place and will continue to govern the Property’s 
development regulations. The requested rezone will allow for R&D Office use anywhere within 
the Project.  The PCD Permit already allows up to 30,000 square feet of Scientific Research uses 
in the Project.  Under Land Development Code section 126.0113, if the requested rezone is 
granted, R&D Office uses will be allowed in the Project (and unrestricted by the square footage 
in the PCD Permit) as it will be an allowed use under the base zone. 

The Original La Jolla Commons Project EIR (99-0762/SCH 2000031097) trip generation 
anticipated 10,455 average daily trips (“ADT”) based on the development mix in the original 



 
 

permit that included office, hotel, and residential uses.  Mitigation for the Project was based on 
the 10,455 ADT in the EIR.  This mitigation has been completed. 

The rezone would allow for R&D Office on the site. Pursuant to the City of San Diego Trip 
Generation Manual, R&D Office uses generate traffic at a rate of 8 trips per 1,000 square feet of 
development. The Project includes Approximately 940,000 square feet. The building is currently 
an office complex that is allowed 10,455 ADT consistent with the original EIR and Addendum.  
If 100% of the building were converted to R&D Office the Project would generate 7,520 ADT, 
which is 2,935 ADT less than the project that was analyzed in the original EIR. An evaluation of 
AM and PM Peak Hour trips was completed which shows that a maximum of 735,000 square 
feet of R&D Office use total and peak hour vehicle trips do not exceed the AM/PM peak hour 
trips evaluated in the original CEQA document. The PCD will be amended to restrict the amount 
of R&D Office uses to 735,000 square feet. Therefore, no new impacts will occur.  

 

In addition, the Project site is located in a Transportation Priority Area (“TPA”) and is therefore 
presumed to have less than a significant impact in relation to Vehicle Miles Traveled (“VMT”), a 
new standard for the evaluation of transportation impacts. The rezone would qualify as a 
“Redevelopment Project” under screening criteria number 8 in the City’s Transportation Study 
Manual (“TSM”) for VMT Analysis. Although there will be no change in the physical condition 
of the Project, under the rezone, new uses will be allowed which have a total project VMT that is 
less than or equal to the existing land use’s total VMT.  As noted above, a 100% R&D Office use 
would reduce ADT by 2,935 trips, and therefore shows that VMT would also be reduced.   
Appendix C of the TSM notes that, “Consistent with the OPR Technical Advisory, ”[w]here a 
project replaces existing VMT generating land uses, if the replacement leads to a net overall 
decrease in VMT, the project would lead to a less-than-significant transportation impact.”  

 The original PCD Permit required a minimum of 2,320 parking spaces. The existing garages 
include 2,965 parking spaces.  The Project is in a TPA. Pursuant to municipal code table 142-
05G the Project would have no minimum parking requirement.  However, outside of a TPA, 
R&D Office uses require 2.5 parking spaces per 1,000 sf of development.  The Project includes 
approximately 940,000 square feet of office development. If 100% of the Project were occupied 
by R&D office, 2,350 parking spaces would be required outside of a TPA. The existing parking 
on site exceeds required parking for a 100% R&D Office use by 615 spaces.   

The proposed Project involves no change to the existing physical conditions of the site, would 
allow no new construction, and would allow no expansion of the existing development square 
footage.  

 
 
 
 



 
 

CEQA 15162 CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 
 
DSD reviewed the proposed amendments and conducted an CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 
consistency evaluation with the previously certified Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 
2000031097), Addendum No. 79804 and Addendum No. 324553. The evaluation above 
substantiates the conclusion that supports a determination that no subsequent document is 
required. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Overall, it is not anticipated that the implementation of the proposed rezone would result in any 
significant direct, indirect or cumulative impacts over and above those disclosed in the 
previously certified Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 2000031097), Addendum No. 79804 and 
Addendum No. 324553. The project would not result in new impacts or changed circumstances 
that would require a new environmental document. 
 
Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines states:  
 
When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent 
EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of 
substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following: 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects; 

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration 
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was 
certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the 
following: 
(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous 

EIR or negative declaration; 
(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 

shown in the previous EIR; 
(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in 

fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of 
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative; or 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative. 

 



 
 

DSD finds that none of the three criteria listed above has occurred. In addition, this evaluation 
supports the use of the certified Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 2000031097) and Addendum 
No. 79804 and Addendum No. 324553 for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15162. 
 
Therefore, the certified Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 2000031097), Addendum No. 79804 
and Addendum No. 324553 adequately covers the La Jolla Commons Rezone Project being 
proposed.  
 
 
 
 
Sara Osborn 
Senior Planner 
 
 
Attachments: 
 Exhibit A: Comparison table of the CV and CO zone development regulations 
 Exhibit B: Previous Environmental documents 



Attachment A – Comparison Table 
CO vs CV Zones 

Table 131-05B 
Use Regulations Table for 

Commercial Zones 

Use Categories/Subcategories 

[See Section 131.0112 for an 
explanation and descriptions of 
the Use Categories, 
Subcategories, and Separately 
Regulated Uses] 

Zone 
Designator 

Zones 

1st & 2nd>> CO- CV- 
3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
4th >> 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 

Open Space 
Active Recreation - - - - 
Passive Recreation - - - - 
Natural Resources Preservation - - - - 
Park Maintenance Facilities - - - - 

Agriculture 
Agricultural Processing - - - - 
Aquaculture Facilities - - - - 

Dairies - - - - 
Horticulture Nurseries & Greenhouses - - - - 
Raising & Harvesting of Crops - - - - 
Raising, Maintaining & Keeping 
of Animals - - - - 

Separately Regulated Agriculture Uses 
Agricultural Equipment Repair Shops - - - - 
Commercial Stables - - - L 
Community Gardens L L L L
Equestrian Show & Exhibition Facilities - - - C 
Open Air Markets for the Sale of 
Agriculture-related Products & 
Flowers 

- - - - 

Residential 
Mobilehome Parks - - - - 
Multiple Dwelling Units P(2) - P(2) P(2) 
Rooming House [See 
Section 131.0112(a)(3)(A)] P - P P(2)

Shopkeeper Units P(2) - P(2) P(2) 
Single Dwelling Units - - - - 

Separately Regulated Residential Uses 
Accessory Dwelling Units L - L L

Exhibit A



Use Categories/Subcategories 

[See Section 131.0112 for an 
explanation and descriptions of 
the Use Categories, 
Subcategories, and Separately 
Regulated Uses] 

Zone 
Designator 

Zones 

1st & 2nd>> CO- CV- 
3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
4th >> 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 

Continuing Care Retirement 
Communities L - L L

Employee Housing: 

6 or Fewer Employees - - - - 
12 or Fewer Employees - - - - 

Greater than 12 Employees - - - - 
Fraternities, Sororities and 
Student Dormitories C - - C(2) 

Garage, Yard, & Estate Sales - - - - 
Guest Quarters - - - - 
Home Occupations L - L L
Interim Ground Floor Residential N(18) - N(18) N(18) 
Junior Accessory Dwelling Units - - - - 
Live/Work Quarters L - L L18 
Low Barrier Navigation Center L - L L 
Movable Tiny Houses - - - - 
Permanent Supportive Housing L L L L
Residential Care Facilities:

6 or Fewer Persons P - P P(2) 
7 or More Persons C - C C(2) 

Transitional Housing: 
6 or Fewer Persons P - P P P(2) 
7 or More Persons L L L L (2) 

Watchkeeper Quarters - - - - 
Institutional 

Separately Regulated Institutional Uses 
Airports C C - C(10) 
Botanical Gardens & Arboretums C C - P 
Cemeteries, Mausoleums, Crematories C C - C(10) 
Correctional Placement Centers C C - C(10) 
Educational Facilities:

Kindergarten through Grade 12 C C C C(10) 
Colleges / Universities C C C C(10) 
Vocational / Trade School P P C - 

Electric Vehicle Charging Stations L L L L 



Use Categories/Subcategories 

[See Section 131.0112 for an 
explanation and descriptions of 
the Use Categories, 
Subcategories, and Separately 
Regulated Uses] 

Zone 
Designator 

Zones 

1st & 2nd>> CO- CV- 
3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
4th >> 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 

Energy Generation & Distribution Facilities P P C P(10) 
Exhibit Halls & Convention Facilities C C - P 
Flood Control Facilities L L L L
Historical Buildings Used for Purposes Not 
Otherwise Allowed 

C C C C(10) 

Homeless Facilities:
Congregate Meal Facilities C C C C
Emergency Shelters C C C C 
Homeless Day Centers C C C C 

Hospitals, Intermediate Care Facilities 
& Nursing Facilities C C C P(10) 

Interpretive Centers - - - - 
Museums C C C P
Major Transmission, Relay, or 
Communications Switching 
Stations 

C C C C(10) 

Placemaking on Private Property L L L L
Satellite Antennas L L L L
Social Service Institutions C C C C(10) 
Solar Energy Systems L L L L 
Wireless Communications Facilities See Section 141.0420 

Retail Sales 
Building Supplies & Equipment - - - - 
Food, Beverages and Groceries P(11) P(11) P(11,19) P(11) 
Consumer Goods, Furniture, 
Appliances, Equipment P(3,11) P(3,11) P(3,11,19) P(13) 

Pets & Pet Supplies - - - - 
Sundries, Pharmaceutical, & 
Convenience Sales P(11) P(11) P(11,19) P(11) 

Wearing Apparel & Accessories - - P(11,19) P(11) 
Separately Regulated Retail Sales Uses 

Agriculture Related Supplies & 
Equipment - - - - 

Alcoholic Beverage Outlets L L L L 
Cannabis Outlets - C - - 
Farmers’ Markets

Weekly Farmers’ Markets L L L L 



Use Categories/Subcategories 

[See Section 131.0112 for an 
explanation and descriptions of 
the Use Categories, 
Subcategories, and Separately 
Regulated Uses] 

Zone 
Designator 

Zones 

1st & 2nd>> CO- CV- 
3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
4th >> 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 

Daily Farmers’ Market Stands L L L L 
Plant Nurseries - - - - 
Retail Farms L L L - 
Retail Tasting Stores L L L L 
Swap Meets & Other Large Outdoor 
Retail Facilities - - - C(10) 

Commercial Services 
Building Services P(6) P(6) P(6) - 
Business Support P(5) P(7) P(7) - 
Eating & Drinking Establishments P(5,16) P(5,16) P(5,16) P(16) 
Financial Institutions P P P - 
Funeral & Mortuary Services - - - - 
Instructional Studios P P P P(12) 
Maintenance & Repair P(6) P(6) P(6) - 
Off-site Services - - - - 
Personal Services - - P P
Radio & Television Studios - - P -
Tasting Rooms - - P -
Visitor Accommodations - P P P

Separately Regulated Commercial Services 
Uses 

Adult Day Care Facility L - L L
Adult Entertainment Establishments: 

Adult Book Store - - - - 
Adult Cabaret - - - L
Adult Drive-In Theater - - - L 
Adult Mini-Motion Picture Theater - - - L 
Adult Model Studio - - - L 
Adult Motel - - - L
Adult Motion Picture Theater - - - L 
Adult Peep Show Theater - - - L 
Adult Theater - - - L 
Body Painting Studio - - - L
Massage Establishment - - - - 
Sexual Encounter Establishment - - - L 

Assembly and Entertainment Uses, 
Including Places of Religious Assembly L L L L(10) 



Use Categories/Subcategories 

[See Section 131.0112 for an 
explanation and descriptions of 
the Use Categories, 
Subcategories, and Separately 
Regulated Uses] 

Zone 
Designator 

Zones 

1st & 2nd>> CO- CV- 
3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
4th >> 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 

Boarding Kennels/Pet Day Care N N - N(10) 
Camping Parks C C - C 
Child Care Facilities: 

Child Care Centers L L L L(10) 
Large Family Child Care Homes L L L L(10) 
Small Family Child Care Homes L L L L 

Eating and Drinking Establishments with a 
Drive-in or Drive-through Component P P - P

Fairgrounds - - - C
Golf Courses, Driving Ranges, and Pitch & 
Putt Courses C C - C

Helicopter Landing Facilities C C C C(10) 
Massage Establishments, Specialized 
Practice - - - L(14) 

Mobile Food Trucks L(15) L(15) L(15) L(15) 
Nightclubs & Bars Over 5,000 Square Feet 
in Size C C C C

Parking Facilities as a Primary Use:
Permanent Parking Facilities C C - C 
Temporary Parking Facilities C C C C 

Private Clubs, Lodges and 
Fraternal Organizations P P P P(10) 

Privately Operated, Outdoor Recreation 
Facilities over 40,000 Square Feet in 
Size(9) 

C C - C

Pushcarts:
Pushcarts on Private Property L L L L 
Pushcarts in Public Right-of-Way N N N N

Recycling Facilities:
Large Collection Facility N N - N(10) 
Small Collection Facility L L - L(10) 
Large Construction & Demolition Debris 
Recycling Facility - - - - 

Small Construction & Demolition Debris 
Recycling Facility - - - - 

Drop-off Facility L L - L
Green Materials Composting Facility - - - - 



Use Categories/Subcategories 

[See Section 131.0112 for an 
explanation and descriptions of 
the Use Categories, 
Subcategories, and Separately 
Regulated Uses] 

Zone 
Designator 

Zones 

1st & 2nd>> CO- CV- 
3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
4th >> 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 

Mixed Organic Composting Facility - - - - 
Large Processing Facility Accepting at 
Least 98% of Total Annual Weight of 
Recyclables from Commercial & 
Industrial Traffic 

- - - - 

Large Processing Facility Accepting All 
Types of Traffic - - - - 

Small Processing Facility Accepting at 
Least 98% of Total Annual Weight of 
Recyclables From Commercial & 
Industrial Traffic 

- - - - 

Small Processing Facility Accepting All 
Types of Traffic - - - - 

Reverse Vending Machines L L L L 
Tire Processing Facility - - - - 

Sidewalk Cafes L L L L
Sports Arenas & Stadiums C C - C 
Theaters that are Outdoor or Over 
5,000 Square Feet in Size C C - C

Urgent Care Facilities N N N N(10) 
Veterinary Clinics & Animal Hospitals N N N - 
Zoological Parks - - - - 

Offices 
Business & Professional P P P19 - 
Government P P P19 - 
Medical, Dental & Health Practitioner P P P19 P(10) 
Regional & Corporate Headquarters P P P19 - 

Separately Regulated Office Uses 
Real Estate Sales Offices & Model 
Homes L L L L

Sex Offender Treatment & Counseling L L L L(10) 
Vehicle & Vehicular 
Equipment Sales & Service 

Commercial Vehicle Repair 
& Maintenance - - - - 

Commercial Vehicle Sales & Rentals - - - - 
Personal Vehicle Repair & Maintenance - - - - 



Use Categories/Subcategories 

[See Section 131.0112 for an 
explanation and descriptions of 
the Use Categories, 
Subcategories, and Separately 
Regulated Uses] 

Zone 
Designator 

Zones 

1st & 2nd>> CO- CV- 
3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
4th >> 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 

Personal Vehicle Sales & Rentals - - - - 
Vehicle Equipment & Supplies Sales 
& Rentals - - - - 

Separately Regulated Vehicle & Vehicular 
Equipment Sales & Service Uses 

Automobile Service Stations C C C C 
Outdoor Storage & Display of New, 
Unregistered Motor Vehicles as a 
Primary Use 

- - - - 

Vehicle Storage Facilities as a Primary Use - - - - 
Distribution and Storage 

Equipment & Materials Storage Yards - - - - 
Moving & Storage Facilities - - - - 
Distribution Facilities - - - - 

Separately Regulated Distribution 
and Storage Uses 

Junk Yards - - - - 
Temporary Construction Storage 
Yards Located Off-site L L L L

Industrial 
Heavy Manufacturing - - - - 
Light Manufacturing - - - - 
Marine Industry - - - - 
Research & Development P P P - 
Testing Labs - P - - 
Trucking & Transportation Terminals - - - - 

Separately Regulated Industrial Uses 
Artisan Food and Beverage Producer - - L - 
Cannabis Production Facilities - - - - 
Hazardous Waste Research Facility - - - - 
Hazardous Waste Treatment Facility - - - - 
Marine Related Uses Within the 
Coastal Overlay Zone C L - C

Mining and Extractive Industries - - - - 
Newspaper Publishing Plants C C - C(10) 
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Use Categories/Subcategories 

[See Section 131.0112 for an 
explanation and descriptions of 
the Use Categories, 
Subcategories, and Separately 
Regulated Uses] 

Zone 
Designator 

Zones 

1st & 2nd>> CO- CV- 
3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
4th >> 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 

Processing & Packaging of Plant 
Products & Animal By-products Grown 
Off- premises 

- - - - 

Very Heavy Industrial Uses - - - - 
Wrecking & Dismantling of 
Motor Vehicles - - - - 

Signs 
Allowable Signs P P P P

Separately Regulated Signs Uses 
Community Entry Signs L L L L
Neighborhood Identification Signs - - - - 
Comprehensive Sign Program N N N N
Revolving Projecting Signs N N N N
Signs with Automatic Changing Copy N N N N 
Theater Marquees - - - N



Attachment A

Table 131-05D 
Development Regulations for CR, CO, CV, CP Zones 

Development 
Regulations 
[See Section 131.0530 for 
Development Regulations 
of Commercial Zones] 

Zone 
Designator Zones 

1st & 2nd 
>> 

CO- CV-

3rd>> 3- 1-

4th>> 1 2 3 1 2 

Max Permitted Residential Density (1) 1,000 800 600 1,500 1,500 

Supplemental Residential Regulations 
[See Section 131.0540] applies applies applies applies applies 

Supplemental Commercial 
Regulations [See Section 131.0541] applies -- -- -- --

Lot Area 
Min Lot Area (sf) 5,000 5,000 5,000 15,000 5,000 
Max Lot Area (ac) -- -- -- -- -- 

Lot dimensions 
Min Lot Width (ft) 50 50 50 100 50
Min Street Frontage (ft) 50 50 50 100 50
Min Lot Depth (ft) 100 100 100 100 100

Setback Requirements(5) 

Min Front Setback (ft) 
Max Front Setback (ft) 
[See Section 131.0543(a)] 

-- 
10(2) 

-- 
10(2) 

-- 
10(2) 

10 
-- 

-- 
10(2) 

Min Side Setback (ft) 
Optional Side Setback (ft) 

10 
0 

10 
0 

10 
0 

10 
-- 

10 
0(3) 

Side Setback Abutting 
Residential [See Section 131.0543(c)] applies applies applies applies applies 

Min Street Side Setback (ft)  
Max Street Side Setback (ft)  
[See Section 131.0543(a)] 

-- 
10(2) 

-- 
10(2) 

-- 
10(2) 

-- 
10(2) 

-- 
10(2) 

Min Rear Setback (ft)  
Optional Rear Setback (ft) 

10 
0(3) 

10 
0(3) 

10 
0(3) 

10 
0(3) 

10 
0(3) 

Rear Setback Abutting  
Residential [See Section 131.0543(c)] applies applies applies applies applies 

Max Structure Height (ft) 50 65 70 60 45 
Min Lot Coverage (%) -- -- -- -- 35 
Max Floor Area Ratio 2.0(4) 2.0(4,5) 2.0(4) 2.0(4) 2.0(4) 



Floor Area Ratio Bonus for 
Residential Mixed Use [See Section 
131.0546(a)] 

1.0 2.5 2.5 -- --

Minimum Floor Area Ratio for 
Residential Use 

1.0 1.5 2.5 -- --

Floor Area Ratio Bonus for Child 
Care [See Section 131.0546(b)] applies applies applies -- -- 

Ground-floor Height [See Section 
131.0548] applies applies applies applies applies 

Pedestrian Paths [See Section 
131.0550] applies applies applies applies applies 

Transparency [See Section 131.0552] applies applies applies -- applies 
Building Articulation [See Section 
131.0554] applies applies applies applies applies 

Street Yard Parking Restriction [See 
Section 131.0555] applies applies applies -- -- 

Parking Lot Orientation [See Section 
131.0556] applies -- -- applies applies

Refuse and Recyclable Material 
Storage [See Section 142.0805] applies applies applies applies applies 

Loading Dock and Overhead Door 
Screening Regulations [See Section 
142.1030] 

applies applies applies applies applies 

Visibility Area [See Section 113.0273] 
applies applies applies applies applies 

Dwelling Unit Protection Regulations 
[See Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 12] applies applies applies applies applies 

Footnotes for Table 131-05D 

1 One dwelling unit per specified minimum square footage of lot area as determined in 
accordance with Section 113.0222. 

2 See section 131.0543(a)(2). 



Environmental Impact Report 

Land Development 
Review Division 
(619) 446-5460 

LOR No. 99-0762 
SCH No. 2000031097 

SUBJECT: La Jolla Commons Project: PROGRESS GUIDE & GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT, COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT, REZONE, VESTING 
TENTATIVE MAP/PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT/ 
RESOURCE PROTECTION PERMIT NO. 99-0762 for the construction of a 
~.3..2.I-room, 15-story hotel, a 126.115-unit, WJ,2-story condominium, a 
450,000 square-foot, o0.2Q-story office building, a 30,000 square-foot, 2-story 
scientific research building, and an eight-level stand-alone parking structure 
on an approximately 17-acre site. The project site is generally bound by the 
planned extension of Judicial Drive to the west, Nexus Centre Drive to the 
north, approximately nine acres of vacant land to the east, and La Jolla 

· Village Drive to the south. The site is bisected by the partially-improved 
east-west extension of Executive Drive which terminates approximately mid­
way through the site. The La Jolla Commons Project is within the University 
Community Planning Area (A portion of Pueblo Lot No. 1307, Map No. 36). 
Applicant: Polygon Development, Inc. 

UPDATE: 

Minor revisions/corrections have been made to the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) subsequent to the distribution of the draft EIR and the completion of the public 
review period. Some of these revisions/corrections were made in response to 
comments received on the draft EIR, as specified in the applicable responses to 
comments. Revisions are denoted by strikeout and underline. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes the environmental impacts of the 
proposed La Jolla Commons Project. The proposed discretionary actions consist of a 
Progress Guide and General Plan Amendment, Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, 
and Vesting Tentative Map/Planned Commercial Development Permit/Resource Protection 
Permit No. 99-0762. 

Exhibit B
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Implementation of the proposed Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), 
which is attached to this EIR, would reduce the environmental effects of the project to 
below a level of significance with the exception of significant, unmitigated land use and 
transportation/circulation impacts. Implementation of the proposed MMRP would reduce 
the following impacts to below a level of significance: biological resources, transportation/ 
circulation (partially mitigated), noise, hydrology/water quality, and paleontological 
resources. 

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

Land Use 

The proposed filling of on-site wetlands eonfliet8 with the regulations of the City's Resource 
Protection Ordinance (RPO). Because staff has determined that deviation findings 
required under RPO to allow impaet8 to wetlands are not supported by the evidence in the 
record at the time of publication of the draft EIR, the proposed project would result in a 
significant and unmitigated land use impact. 

Transportation/Circulation 

The addition of traffic generated by the proposed project is projected to contribute to long 
delays and lengthy queues at three Interstate 805 (1-805) access ramps. Although two 
segments of 1-805 would operate at LOS F with or without the proposed project, impacts 
to segments of 1-805 and the interchange of 1-805 and La Jolla Village Drive projected to 
result from the addition of project-generated traffic would constitute significant, unmitigated 
transportation impacts. 

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain in its current condition as 
an undeveloped and partially disturbed vacant site, and in the near-term the only man­
made improvements on-site would consist of the City utility infrastructure currently located 
within the main canyon. The proposed mix of land uses would not be constructed and the 
Circulation Element improvements along two of the site boundaries (i.e., construction of 
the full width of the Judicial Drive extension and the westbound lane on La Jolla Village 
Drive) would not be provided in the near-term by the project applicant. 

Development Under the Existing Community Piao 

Under the existing University Community Plan, the land use designations of the site consist 
of primarily Visitor Commercial (VC) south of Executive Drive and Scientific Research (SR) 
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north of Executive Drive and a Development Intensity Element allowance of 3,811 average 
daily trips (ADTs). Based upon the existing Community Plan land use designations and 
the ADT allocation for the site, various land uses compatible with the VC and SR 
designations could be developed, such as a 100-room extended stay hotel and 100,000 
square-foot scientific research facility, or a 295,000 square-foot office building. 

RPO Consistent Alternative 

Implementation of the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Consistent Alternative would 
restrict development to the southeast corner of the site. Approximately 2.5 acres of 
developable land would be available for pad grading and a building footprint outside the 
top of slope that protects the wetlands and wetland buffers. The RPO Consistent 
Alternative would include a 295,000 square-foot office building located in the southeast 
corner of the project site, with a multi-level parking structure located north of the office 
building and east of the setback from the canyon slopes. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Implementation of the "RPO Consistent Alternative" would avoid both of the significant, 
unmitigated impacts of the proposed project (Land Use and Transportation/Circulation) and 
would not result in the creation of any new significant impacts. Therefore, this alternative 
is considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the proposed project. 

Unless a project alternative is adopted which would avoid the significant, unmitigated 
impacts of the proposal, project approval will require the decision maker to make findings, 
substantiated in the record, which state that: a) individual project alternatives are infeasible, 
and b) the overall project is acceptable despite significant impacts because of specific 
overriding considerations. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED INTO THE 
PROJECT: 

Biological Resources 

Grading associated with proposed site development would result in the loss of sensitive 
upland habitat, consisting of 3.24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern 
mixed chaparral, and wetlands, consisting of 0.13 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01 
acre of unvegetated streambed. The applicant shall mitigate for impacts to 3.24 acres of 
coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern mixed chaparral through the preservation 
of 8.53 acres off-site of Tier 1-111 habitat within the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) of 
the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan or as appropriate outside 
the MHPA in accordance with the City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology 
Guidelines (adopted 9/28/99). The applicant shall assure wetland mitigation at a ratio of 
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3:1 . The applicant proposes to mitigate for wetland impacts through the restoration of 0.42 
acre of wetland habitat within Los Penasquitos Lagoon watershed on land owned and 
managed by the California State Department of Parks and Recreation. The proposed 
wetland restoration site is currently occupied by giant reed (Arundo donax) which is 
proposed to be removed followed by replanting of the cleared area with southern willow 
scrub species. 

Transportation/Circulation 

The project would result in significant traffic impacts to certain roadway segments and 
intersections including La Jolla Village Drive, Towne Centre Drive, Nobel Drive, Interstate 
805 (1-805), and the intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall. Either of two mitigation 
options would be satisfied by the applicant to reduce the significant traffic impacts of the 
project, other than the project impacts to segments of 1-805 and the 1-805/ La Jolla Village 
Drive interchange, to below a level of significance. Option 1 consists of development in 
three phases (transportation phasing plan), while Option 2 consists of a non-phased 
development. Traffic circulation improvements to be completed by the applicant under 
both options include a) the construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive 
Drive and Judicial Drive; b) the construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane 
major street along the project frontage; c) the construction of one additional westbound 
lane for La Jolla Village Drive along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the 1-805 
interchange; and d) the construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between 
Towne Centre Drive and Judicial Drive. 

Exterior ambient noise levels at the project site would exceed an exterior Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) of 65 decibels (dB) at the proposed hotel outdoor swimming pool 
area. Exterior noise levels greater than 60 dB CNEL associated with automobile traffic and 
MCAS Miramar aircraft operations could result in interior noise levels in excess of 45 dB 
CNEL for hotel and condominium uses, and exterior noise levels greater than 65 dB could 
result in interior noise levels in excess of 50 dB for office uses. The applicant shall 
construct a minimum six- to seven-foot high permanent noise barrier along the western and 
southern edges of the hotel swimming pool area. The applicant shall also submit a final 
acoustical report identifying all mitigation measures which are necessary in the design of 
the proposed structures to achieve an interior noise level of 45 dB CNEL for the 
condominium and hotel and 50 dB CNEL for the office building . 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Potential erosion during construction could significantly impact the ability of downstream 
areas to accommodate silt-laden runoff or the accumulation of silt. During post­
construction conditions, contaminants transported off-site by stormwater runoff (e.g., 
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grease, oils, and synthetic organic chemicals) would impact the water quality of 
downstream waters. Comprehensive short-term Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall 
be incorporated into the project plans to control construction-related erosion and 
sedimentation. Permanent post-construction BMPs, consisting of catch basin filtration 
devices within all on-site storm drain inlets collecting runoff from the proposed structures, 
walkways, the private street, parking and landscape areas, as well as a street sweeping 
program for the private street and parking areas, shall be provided by the applicant. The 
applicant will be the responsible party for the permanent maintenance of all BMPs. 

Paleontologjcal Resources 

The project would involve substantial grading within potentially fossil-bearing geologic 
formations to prepare the site for development which may result in significant impacts to 
paleontological (fossil) resources. The applicant will retain a qualified paleontologist and/or 
paleontological monitor to implement a paleontological monitoring program. The 
paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on-site full-time during the initial cutting 
of previously undisturbed formational materials. Any discovered fossil sites shall be 
recorded by the paleontologist at the San Diego Natural History Museum. 

The Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) shall require a deposit of 
$5,000 to be· collected prior to the issuance of any grading permit and/or recordation of the 
final map to cover the City's costs associated with implementation of the MMRP. 

L{~-~~ 
Environmental Review Manager 
Planning and Development Review 

Analyst: Thomas 

PUBLIC REVIEW: 

July 27. 2000 
Date of Draft Report 

October 5, 2000 
Date of Final Report 

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies received a copy or notice of the draft 
EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency: 

Federal Government 
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (23) 
Environmental Protection Agency (19) 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26) 
Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, Commanding General (13) 
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State of California 
State Clearinghouse (46) 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans ), District 11 (31) 
Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics (51) 
Department of Fish and Game (32A) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44) 
Air Resources Board (49) 

City of San Diego 
Council member Mathis, District 1 (MS 1 OA) 
Planning & Development Review 
Secretary to the Historical Resources Board (87) 
Wetlands Advisory Board (91A) 
University City Library (488) 

Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals 
University Community Planning Group (480) 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board (115) 
San Diego Association of Governments (108) 
San Diego Highway Development Association (117) 
San Diego Unified School District (125) 
County of San Diego Air Pollution Control District (65) 
San Diego Gas and Electric Company (114) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
EC Allison Research Center, San Diego State University (181) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century Ill (179) 
Opal Trublood (485) 
Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce (492) 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165) 
Carolyn Chase, San Diego Earth Times (165A) 
San Diego Audubon Society (167) 
California Native Plant Society (170) 
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity (176) 
Endangered Habitats League (182) 
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218) 
Dr. Florence Shipek (208) 
Dr. Lynne Christenson (208A) 
South Coastal Information Center, San Diego State University (210) 
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214) 
Ron Christman (215) 
Louie Guassac (215A) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A) 
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Campo Band of Mission Indians (2258) 
Cuyapaipe Band of Mission Indians (225C) 
lnaja and Cosmit Band of Mission Indians (2250) 
Jamul Band of Mission Indians (225E) 
La Pasta Band of Mission Indians (225F) 
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G) 
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H) 
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251) 
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225J) 
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K) 
Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians (225L) 
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M) 
Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N) 
Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250) 
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P) 
Rincon Band of Luiseno Mission Indians (225Q) 
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225R) 
Polygon Development, Inc. 
Janay Kruger 

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

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

( ) 

( ) 

(X) 

No comments were received during the public input period. 

Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the 
environmental report. No response is necessary and the letters are attached at the 
end of the EIR. 

Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were received 
during the public input period. The letters and responses follow. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

INDEX TO RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

All letters received during the Public Review period for the Draft EIR are reproduced in their entirety and 
are addressed in the following Response to Comments Section. Numbered responses correspond to the 
numbered comments at the point the comment occurs for purposes of continuity. Changes made to the text 
of the Final EIR are indicated by underline and strikeouts, as referenced in the applicable response to public 
comments. 

The following agencies or respondents have commented on the Draft EIR: 

AGENCY/RESPONDENT 

L United States Marine Corps, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 

2. San Diego County Archaeology Society 

3. Metropolitan Transit Development Board 

4. George Lattimer, Member University Community Planning Group 

5. Richard L. Romney, Spieker Properties 

6. E.T. & Aileen Lipscomb 

7. State, Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

8. State Department of Transportation, District 11 

9. Sierra Club 

RESPONSE NO. 

1 - 4 

5 

6-9 

10 - 48 

49 - 58 

59 - 67 

68 

69 - 77 

78 - 82 



• 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
MARINE CORPS AIR BASES WESTERN AREA MIRAMAR 

P.O. BOX 452001 
SAN OIEGO, CA 9214S-2001 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
ATTN LAWRENCE MONSERRATE 
1222 FIRST AVENUE MS 302 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101 

11103.17 
AQ/99-0762(4) 
August 11, 2000 

RE: UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN, LA JOLLA COMMONS/POLYGON, PUBLIC 
NOTICE OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, LDR NO. 99-
0762 

Dear Mr. Monserrate, 

Thia is in r .eaponse to the 'Public Notice of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report which addresses a mixed use of 
Scientific Research, office, hotel and residential construction 
within the University Corrununity Planning area. 

The project is subject to a Restrictive Use Easement under 
Instrument Number 83-261435 recorded on July 27, 1983, a copy of 
which is attached as Encl.oaure (1). Further, . information 
contained within the project submittal details the incorporation 
of Scientific Research within the easement area, which may not 
be permitted by the easement depending on the specific use . 
Additionally, please· note that, "professional servicesn are also 
prohibited by· this easement. This easement will continue to 
supercede any adopted land use compatibility guidelines within 
the Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for land use 
planning purposes. 

The proposed site is contained within the "Miramar Airport 
Influence Area" identified in the i992 Miramar CLUP and will be 
affected by operations of military aircraft transiting to and 
from this installation. The proposed project is transected by 
the .adopted Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I and 65 dB · community 
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contour for Miramar 
operations. Residential land use is incompatible within the 65-
70 dB CNEL noise contours. To ensure compliance with the 3dopted· 
land use compatibility guidelines of the Miramar CLUP and the 
Airport Environs Overlay Zone, a formal consistency 

1 1 

2 2 

' RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment noted. Section 4.10, Human Health and Public Safety, of the Draft EIR 
summarizes the permitted land uses within the Restrictive Use Easement (RUE) (page 4.10-
2) and refers to Appendix I for the RUE restrictions in their entirety. The commentor is 
correct in that the RUE further restricts the types of land uses/tenants permitted within its_ 
boundary. As such, scientific research land uses must be in conformance with Marine Corps 
Air Bases Western Area Miramar Easement Restrictions. 

Comment noted. The Draft EIR identifies the Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I boundary 
and the 65dB Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contour for the airport in 
Sections 4.'10, Human Health and Public Safety, and Section 4.5, Noise, respectively. No 
residential land uses are proposed within either of-these two boundaries. As noted in 
Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.10, Human Health & Public Safety, of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed. project is compatible with the Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan {CLUP). 
A consistency determination by SANDAG is therefore not necessary. Prior to the issuance 
of building permits for the proposed project's condominium and office buildings, the 
proposed project will be reviewed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for 
compliance with Federal Aviation Regulation.Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. 
At such time, proposed building heights will be examined for penetration of horizontal 
planes and transitional surtaces associated with Marine Corps Air Station Miramar. The 
construction plans for these buildings will comply with the recommendations and/or 
requirements of the FAA. 



determination by the San Diego Association of Governmen.ta is 
recommended. 

Operationally, fixed-wing aircraft will remain c oncentrated in · 
this area . APZ I continues to possess a meas urable p o tential 
for aircraft mishaps with significant safety ' impacts in this 
location . The proposed hotel is located just 200 feet outside 
of APZ I , which technically complies with the Miramar CLUP but 
should be closely examined for saf ety considerations . 

Normal hours of operation at MCAS Miramar are as follows: 

Monday through Thursday 
Friday· 
Sa.turday, Sunday, Holidays 

7 : 00 a . m. 
7:00 a . m. 
8:00 a.m. 

to 12:00 midnight 
to 6:00 p.m. 
to 6:00 p . m. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this land use proposal. 
If we may be of any further assistance, pleaae · c ontact Ms. C. 
Laura Thornton at (858)577-6603. 

Encl: 

Sincerely, 

~-::f 
~~e~~ru . s. Marine Corps 
Communi ty Plans and Liaison Officer 
By direction of the Commander 

(1) Restrictive Use Easement, 83-261435 
(2) COMCABWEST Ltr 11103 . 17 AQ/99-0762 of 03 Apr 00 
(3) COMCABWEST Ltr 11103.17 AQ/99-0762(AM) of 31 Jan 00 
(4) COMCABWEST Ltr 11103.17 AQ/99-0762 of 14 Sep 99 

Copy to: 
HQMC (LFL-3) 
SWDIVNAVFACENGCOM (579 . CH) Attn: Christopher Haskett 
UCPG, Attn: Alice Tana 

12 

13 3 

4 4 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

See Response to Comment 2. The proposed residential and transient occupancy uses 
(condominiums and hotel) are located outside the defined APZ 1 boundary. At it is closest 
point, the APZ 1 boundary is npproidmately 340 feet away from the proposed 15-story hotel 
(380 feet away from the tower portion), 215 feet away from the proposed 20-storyoffice, and 
110 feet away from the 32-story residential condominium (120 feet away from the tower 
portion). 

Comment noted. 
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San Diego County Archaeologieal Society 

Environmental Review Committee 
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To: 

Subject: 

6 August 2000 

Mr. Jeff Thomas 
Land Development Review Division 
Planning and Development Review Department 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
La Jolla Commons Project 
LDR No. 99-0762 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

I have reviewed the culturai resources aspects of the subject DEIR on behalf of this 
committee of the San Diego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the information contained in the DEIR and the historical resources report for 
the project, we agree that the project should have no significant impacts upon cultural . 
resources and that no mitigation measures for such resources are therefore required. 

SDCAS ap_p;eciates_ this opportunity to participate in the City's envir~nmental ~~ew 
process. 

cc: Affinis 
SDCAS President 
File 

Sincerely, 

~~~?-
Environmental Revie~~U:::ttee 

P.O . Bo, Bl 106 Son Diego. CA 92138- 1106 (619) 538-0935 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

5 5 Comment noted. 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Chris Kluth" <CK1uth@mtdb.sdmts.com> 
'"art@sdclty.sannet.gov'" <art@sdcity.sannet.gov> 
Mon, Sep 11, 2000 4:50 PM 
Draft Environmental Impact Report-La Jolla Commons Project (LOR No. 99-0762) · 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for providing MIDB the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the La Jolla Commons Project. 

MTDB has met with the developer of the project 3 times during the last 11 
months and has reviewed and commented on the conceptual site plan at various 
stages tn Its development. Our most current comments were submitted to City 
of San Diego Project Manager, Farati Mahzerl, on Aprtl 14, 2000. MTDB's 
Interest In the project Is that It would create development on the site of 
the terminal station of the extension of light rail transit (LRT) service In 
the_ Mid-Coast Corridor. The LRT line will approach the site via ExecuUve 
Drive. The terminal staUon Itself will lie along Executive Drive on the 
eest side of .Judlclel Drive and will Include a 240 space par1<-and-rlde lot. 
For Information relating to the station configuration, please refer to the 
comments submitted to Ms. Mahzari referenced above. In 1995, this mode, 
alignment and station location Were adopted by the MTD Board of Directors 
and endorsed by the San Diego City Council as the Locally Preferred 
Alternative. In the future, the LRT line wUI conUnue east across 
Interstate 805 as part of the Mira Mesa .I.RT extension. 

The existence of LRT service on Executive Drive to the site and the 
accompanying par1<-and-ride will have significant Impact on transportation 
and traffic In the area. In addition to producing site-specific Impacts, It 
can reduce traffic, Improve air quality, Increase access capacity to north 
University City, and reduce parking requirements In the area. The DEIR, 
however, does not mention LRT service. The execuUve summary and Section 
4.4, TransportaUon/Traffic Circulation (partlculariy the section on 
bulldout condlUons for the horizon year 2020), should Include a general 
discussion of the benefits of transit and specifically mention the Impacts 
of the Mid-Coast Corridor LRT service. 

The following figures require adjustment 

Figures 3-1 and 3-7 locate the LRT station on the eastern half of 
the project. In fact, It Is located on the western half of the project, 
adjacent to Judicial Drive. 

Figures 3-9, 4.1 -1, 4.5-1, 4.5-3, 4.5-4, 4.5-5, 4.5-6, 4.10-9, 
and 9-3 appear to project the LRT station west Into end across Judicial 
Drive. Again, the locaUon of the station, as last reviewed by MTDB, Is 
Just east of Judicial Drive In what would be the median of Executive Drive 

~_r-i;-g~ 
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7 7 

la 8 

19 9 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment noted. 

Environmental impacts and benefits associated with the future Metropolitan Transit District 
Board (MTDB) light-rail transit (LRT) station, including effects on local vehicular 

circulation, would be addressed in a project specific environmental document prepared by 

MTDB as lead agency. The future MTDB LRT station is not a specific component of the 

proposed project. As such, the specific environmental effects o f the future MTDB LRT 

station were not addressed. The Draft EIR for the proposed La Jolla Commons Project does 

address the proposed future LRT station and alignment in the project description {Section 
3.2.6, Road.Improvements and Circulation), as well as within Section 4.1, Land Use (Table 
4.1-1), relative to compliance with the University Community Plan ' s Urban Design Element. 

Comment noted and correction made. Figures 3- 1 and 3-7 of the Final EIR have been 

modified to show the future LRT station within the Executive Drive right-of-way, 

immediately east of Judicial Drive. The Architectural Site Plan included in "Exhibit A" also 

correctly depicts the location of the future proposed LRT station. 

Comment noted. See Response to Comment 8. 



Jeff tli~r11as·: i:?iafl ~rivlioniii_aniai_ ln:ipaci R~port-La Jolla c--;;mn:i;,mi\o)!l,C;t (l,.DR No. 99-07~2) 

If It were exlended U,rough the development property. 

If you have questions about these comments or about other transit matters In 
U,e area, please call Mark Thomsen at (619) 557-4570. 

Chris Kluth 
Assistant Transportetlon/Land Use Planner 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
(619) 557-4556 

-1.~ 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate, 
Enviroo.mental Review Manager 
Land Development Review Division 

GEORGE W. LATIIMER 
1589 CALLE DEL!CADA 

U.. JOLI..A, CA 92037 
September 8, 2000 

Planning and 01:velopment Review Department 
12221" Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101-4155 

Re: Proposed La_ Jolla Commons Project (LDR No. 99-0762) 

Dear Mr. Mons,:m,te: 

Sep. 10 2000 11 : 42A1 P2 

Please consider the followillg comments and questions regBJ:dlng the accuracy and completeness of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for subject property. 

1. The Univer.iity Community Plan (Plan), as adopted by the San Diego City Council, implements the 
City's Progress Guide and General Plan. The Plan sets forth goals as well u specific nses and densities 
for the development of every property within University City. Adherence to the Plan has served the City 
well, as Univemity City is recognized as a premier mixed use high density urban environment feanning 
UCSD and a ua ique concentration of technology enterprises. Tbus, ,;.very project proposed in University 
City should be <)valuated relative to the Plan. 

The DEIR ina.d,::quately evaluates the proposal relative to the Community Goals of the Plan (pages 16 
th.rough 19). Among those which are very relevant to the subject project, but not considered are: 

II A 4 Create an "urban node" with two relatively high density mixed.use core area! located in 
the University Towne Centre and La Jolla Villaee Square areas. 

TI A 5. Develop an equitable allocation of development intensity among properties, based on the 
concept of the "urban node" 

TI C 2 Encouraee the development of life sciences.research facilities which. maximize the 
resources of the University. · 

IT D 2 Concentra.te community activides such as rdail, professional, cultural, recreationa! and 
enterlainment within the Towne Centre and La Jolla Village Square. 

l[ H 2 Minimize the impact of aircraft noise and tb.e consequences of potential aircraft accidents. 

II H 6 Llmit traffic conditions which produce congestion and air pollution. 

II I Emphasize the City.wide importance of and encourage the location of scientific research 
uses in the North University City area becau•e of its prollimlty to UCSD. 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

11s 
116 
117 
I 18 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

1 Q Comment noted. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

The proposed project was assessed in terms of compatibility with the goals and policies of 
the University Community Plan in Section 4.1 , Land Use, and Table 4.1·1 of the Draft EIR. 
However, it should be noted !hat Jhe proposed project includes a Comrnunily Plan 
Amendment (CPA) to change the land use designation on 9.39 acres of the project site from 
the existing Visitor Commercial (VC) designation to a VC designation with an Office (0) 
and Residential (R) overlay. The CPA includes amendments to the Community Plan 
document text, as well as revisions to various land use figures, including Figures 4, 14, 29, 
33, and 34. The Draft EIR addresses the proposed CPA and associated Rezone. 

The proposed project is located in proximity_ to the urban node of Central Subarea #2, as 
identified on Figure 6 of the Community Plan. The proposed mixed.use development is 
consistent with the historical pattern of development in the University Community that has 
expanded the boundaries of the urban node. 

The proposed project would increase the development intensity envisioned for the project 
site and therefore includes a Community Plan Amendment for that purpose. 

The proposed project promotes the development of life sciences.research facilities by 
developing the portion of the site designated for Scientific Research (SR) with SR land uses. 

Retail, cultural , recreational and entertainment land uses are concentrated within the Towne 
Centre and La Jolla Village Square shopping centers; however, these uses are also found 
outside these centers, along with professional/office land uses. This goal does not limi t these 
land uses to these two areas only, as evidenced by the current distribution of mixed.uses 
throughout the community. 

See Responses to Comments 2 and 3. As stated in Section 4.5, Noise , of the Draft EIR (page 
4.5· 7), potential interior noise impacts (from traffic andMCAS Miramar aircraft operations) 
would be mitigated through the incorporation of appropriate measures into the design of the 
proposed structures such that an interior noise level of 45 decibels Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) is not exceeded at the hotel and condominium, and an interior 

. noise level of 50 decibels CNEL is not exceeded at the office building. Most of the proposed 
project structures and improvements are located outside of the Accident Potential Zone 1 
(APZ·l). The proposed scientific research building and part of the parking structure are 
located within APZ·l. The proposed scientific research building would result in a maximum 
population of 8 persons per acre, where 50 or fewer persons per acre are allowed based upon 
. the Mi(amar Comprehensive Land Use Plan methodology. 

The proposed project includes a Community Plan Amendment which would allow for an 
increase in the development intensity of the site and an associated increase in the vehicular 
Average Daily Trips (ADTs). Project traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections 
were determined to be significant but mitigated. Project traffic impacts to segments ofI.805 
and the ·1.305 ramps at La Jolla Village Drive were determined to be significant and 
unmitigated. Appropriate CEQA Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
will therefore be required to be adopted by the City Council in order to approve the project. 

The proposed project is developing the Scientific Research (SR) portion of the site with SR 
land uses, which would provide opportunities for research related facilities in proximity to 
UCSD; however, the SR portion of the site is limited in terms of bu ilding density and tenant 
type due to the existing Restrictive Use Easement which has been gra· · •o the federal 
--· ·-,ment ,, ..• '·~.mi Ii tar· -:-,aft opr--••M5 in cir- - -,·-ximity 
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The proposed project, in addition to being inconsistent with many of the Plan goals, is also in direct 
conflict wilh three specific and important elements of the Plan: 

USE. . The Plan specifies Visitor Commercial (VC) and Science Research(SR). ·The proposal 
would add sub,tantial office and residential and only develop 20% of the desii:nated Science 

. ~earch. 

DENSITY. The Plan, ~especting the significant impacts of noi~e and b~n safety proximate to 
the Miramar Marine Corps Air Station departure corridor, designates the site for 20,000 sq. fL 
per acre (SR) and about 24,000 sq . ft.lac. (VC). The proposal would put more than THREE 
times as much density on the property. 

TRAFFIC.GENERATION. The Plan specifies 3,620 ADT, while the proposal, at approximately 
10..300 ADT would be 2.8 times greater. · 

When discussing objectives the DEIR does not utilize the adopted Plan goals, but rather sets forth the 
developer's rationale for project approval, which would appear to be contnuy to tho -very concept of the 
environmental review process. 

Shouldn't the DEIR use the City adopted Plan to evaluate the project?? At a minimum the DEIR 
should clearly differentiate between the Pinn gows and developer nitionalization. This occur& in several 
areas of the DEIR commencing on page ES-3 8lld includingArticle3.l. 

2. Development Under the Existing Community Plan (ES-21). The Plan's Land Use and Development 
Intensity designations (Figure 29 and Table 3. pages 165-174) identify the proposed development as 
939 acres of Subarea 29 and 7.5 acres of Subarea 31 Visitor Commercial. · 

A. The 939 acres are specified as Visitor Commercial at 258 trips per acre. The Trip 
Generation Rate Summary found at the end of the Plan, indicates that hotels produce 8 trips per 
room. Thus, 

Vl.<iinr Commercial . 258 trips pa acre X 9.39 acres I 8 1rlps per room .. 303 Hord rooms 

119 

120 
121 

122 

The Pll\11 sets forth no restrictions regarding what type of hotel should be developed, full service, 1
23 luxury, extended stay or motal. Indeed facilities of each of these types have been devdopi;d on 

other sites designated by th~ Plan as VC. 

B. The 7 .5 acres of SR are designated for a density of 20,000 sq.fUac, therefore, 

Science Research 20,000 sq.ft. per acre X 7.5 acrd = 150,000 sq.ft. o/SR 

The Plan thus provides for 303 hotel rooms and 150,000 sq.ft. of science research space ~enerating 
3,623 ADT. (258 ADT/ac on 939 acres and 150,000sq.fl of SR generating 8 trips/1,000 sq.fL). The 
DErR i.6 misleading in even •uggesting that the property be developed for only "100 room extended et.av 
hotel and 100,000 sq. ft. of SR" which would be ,ubstantially underdeveloping the site by 200 hotel · 
rooms and 50,000 sq. ft. of SR. 

,. 

19 
20 

21 

22 

23 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Sec Response to Comment 18. 

See Response to Comments 2, 3, l3 and 16. 

The proposed project includes a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) which would increase 
the development intensity of the site and the associated ADTs. The CPA includes a 
reduction in the development intensity nt the Regents Park Planned Commercial 
Development to help alleviate overall traffic congestion beyond acceptable levels of service 
as defined in the University Community Plan. The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
Regents Park Villas, LLC (Phase m(City of San Diego, I.DR No. 96-0722), an amendment 
to the Regents Park Planned Commercial Development Permit No. 85-0492, identified that 
the Regents Park change in use from commercial to residential and the reduction in building · 
square footage would reduce overall traffic generation by at least 8,000 ADT at the Regents 
Park site. The proposed CPA would memorialize this reduction. 

The California Environmental Quali ty Act (CEQA) Guidelines, §l5I24(b), requires a 
statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project, with the intent that a clearly 
written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonal:ile range of 
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. Additionally, the statement of objectives should include 
the underlying purpose of the project. The Draft EIR addresses the proposed project's 
consistency with the University Community Plan's goals and policies in Section 4.1, Land 
Use, as well as in Section 9.3, Development Under the Existing Community Pinn 
Alternative. The proposed project's objectives are listed in Section 3.1, Project Purpose and 
Objectives, with the Plan goals listed in Table 4.1-1. The project's objectives are clearly 
differentiated from the University Community Plan goals. The proposed project's objecci ves 
contained in the EIR were determined by City staff to be consistent with City objecci ves for 
the development of the site. 

CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alcemati ves to the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or 
substantially lessening one or more of the significant environmental effects of the project. 
Tile Draft EIR describes two possible development scenarios in Section 9.3, Development 
Under the Existing Community Plan. The first scenario includes a combination of hotel and 
scientific research use. The second scenario is comprised solely of an office use. These 
scenarios describe to the lead agency an altemati ve that does not exceed the development 
intensity anticipated by the University Community Plan while attaining some of the basic 
project objectives. There is no requirement in CEQA that an alternative that is consistent 
with existing land use regulations be one that assumes development at a maximum density. 
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The DEIR also s11ggcsts that a 295,000 sq.ft. office building would be compatible with ·1be Plan.· The I 
Plan (Figure 33 page 205) dearly docs not designate any land east of Judicial Drive for office. Further, 
295,000.sqit. of office would generate 4,720 ADT (at 16ADT/l,OOO sq. fL as specified in .the Plan's 24 
Trip Generation Summary) which is 30% e.reatcr than the Plan. Why would tha DEIR call an alternative 
that clearly provides a conflicting use and generates excess traffic as .a conforming use ?77 

The second paragraph under this heading then concludes that the alternatives chosen iu the DEIR are 
incompatible with the objectives of the proposed projecL It appears that this is the ri&ht conclusion for 
the wrong reasons: · 

One alternative undcrbuilds the site and thus does not contribute fully to satisfying the Plan and the 
office option is inconsistent with the Plan. 

More importantly, as discussed above, the Plan, not the developer's desires, set forth the criteria by .12s 
which the pcoject should be judged. Nowhere docs the Plan designate the subject property to 
provide "residential or recrcntional land use", nor a "destination resort" hotel (with a great view of a 
waste water treatment facility) nor a "comprehensively planned commercial development that 
integrates compatible activities". 

This section appears to requlrc a complete rewrite in order lo be accurate u to facts and conclu.,ion. 

3. The RPO Coosisten1 Alternative (ES-22) The DEIR states that this alternative of a 295,000 sq.ft. I 
office building would comply with tho Pian, when in· reality it is in direct conflict, as .outlined above. · 
Tho DEIR also fails to note that not developing Judicial Drive would have a major ncga·tivc impact on 26 
the Plan 's circuJlation elcmcnL Purcher and yet again, the DEIR elects to evaluate the RPO consistent 
alternative relative to the developer's goals rather than those of the Plan. 

4, Agure 2-8 The Generalized Land Plan.(figurc 4 pg. 2D of the Plan) shows the broad land use 
categories for the Ui,ivcrsity Co=unity. The DEIR is inadequate in that inclusion of the following 
documents from the Plan would be far more illustrative and appropriate: 

Fig11re 6 (pf;. 34) Major.Subareas, which clearly dclioca1cs the community's "urban node", Goal 
Item II A4 (pg. 16), as having an easterly boundary of Towne Ccnlcr Drive and 

Figure 33 (pg. 205) Commercial Land Uses showing that office land uses are not designated on any 
properties east of Judicial Drive. 

5. Project Purpose and Objectives Article 3.1 The key project objectives are as siated in the adopted 
University City Plan not those suggested by the developer. Please refer. to the for.egoing discussion in 
item 1 above. 

6. Table 3-1 Project Characteristics is inadequate in that it fails to show the density of the subject 
project's 11 .89 acre property south of Executive Dr. which. is proposed for Visitor Commercial, 
Residenti al and Offi= nnd exceeds 91,000 sq. fl/acre (1,086, 19'3 sq.ftJl 1.89 ac) and the Sacre site 
north of Executive Drive which is proposed for 30,000 sq. ft . of Science Research and has a density. of 
6,000 sq . ft/ ac . The overall project has a density of more than 66,0CXl sq. ftJac. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Draft EIR alternatives includes an office development scenario under Section 9.3, 
Development Under Existing Community Plan, because such a use could be allowed 
pursuant to a Planned Commercial Development Pennit in a Commercial/Visitor zone. The 
295,000 square feet of office USC would result in 3,811 ADT based on the City's current Trip 
Generation Manual (dated September 1998). · 

See Responses to Comments 22 and 23. The alternatives included in the Draft EIR reduce 
or avoid some environmental impacts while attaining most, but not all, project objectives.· 

Sec Responses to Comments.22 and 23. The land use discussion of the Resource Protection 
Ordinance (RPO) Consistent Alternative (Section 9.4.1, page 9-9) clearly states that this 
alternative would not be compatible with the community plan 's goals and objectives. The 
RPO Consistent Alternative would include the construction of Judicial Drive between La 
Jolla Village Drive and Executive Drive. The Final EIR has been revised to reflect this 
correction. 

See Response to Comment 12. Figure 2-8 was included in the Draft EIR in order to show 
the project site land use designations in relation to surrounding land uses. Figure 33 
currently identifies the Commercial land use category of Visitor Commercial to the east of 
Judicial Drive, including the subject property. As noted in Response to Comment 11 , the 

· proposed projec.t includes a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to change the VC land 
designation to include the Office and Residential overlay. Figure 33 in the Communi ty Plan 
is proposed lo be revised Lo reflect the addition of the two overlays as part of the CPA. 

See Response to Comment 22. 

Table 3-1 in the Draft EIR provides a description of the proposed project in terms of building 
square feet, number of stories, number of rooms/units and height. The density of the 
proposed project is addressed in Section 4.1 , Land Use, with respect lo the proposed 
Community Pinn Amendme.nt and Section 4.4, Transportation/ Traffic Circulation, with 
respect to total ADT. Sec also Responses to Comments 11, 17 and 21. 
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7. Community Plan Amendment Article 33.1 Contrary to the assertion in this anicle tho 
Development Intensity Element of the Plan does not provide for the transfer of development rights see_ 
11 below. 

8. The DEIR fails to discuss the significance of the fact that the Plan calls for 150,000 sq.fl. of Science 
Research development and the applicant proposes just 30,000sq.ft. This is in direct conflict with the 
Plan's goal 11 C 2 and Il 1. The latter states "Emphasize the City-wide importance of and encourage the 
location of scientific research uses in the North University City area because of its proximity to UCSD". 
San Dicjito's current and future economic success is largely power-ed by technology that ha., a symbiotic 
relationship to UCSD. The elimination of 120,000 sq.ft. of SR development diminishes the potential for 
technology growth in San Diego and signals technologically oriented enterpri~es that Sll.Il Diego is not 
interested in preserving land for SR development. 

Note that under the DEIR 's analysis on page 4.10.4 SR development generates 2.5 pcrsons/1,000 sq.ft. 
Using that criteria 150,000 sq.ft of SR, 'aS designated in the Plan, would create 375 persons. Which on 
the 7.5 acres designated for SR in the Plan would be SO persons per acre which is the threshold 
stipulated in the CLUP. Thus, 150,000 sq. ft. of SR on the 7.5 acres appears to comply with the CLUP 
and the RUE. · 

9. Figure 4.1.1 is incorrect.. The SR designation actually applies to the 7 .5 acre site shown on Figure 
4.1-5 tha1 is a part of the Plan's suberca 31 (Plan pg. 169) and Figure 26 Pi· 165. 

10. The table on 4.1-7 ,e inco1Tect in that it indicates only 7 ao. in Subarea 31 when the correct acreagi:: is 
7.5 acros, sec above and refer also to Table 4 .4-5. 

11 . The last sentence on 4.1-7 is incomplete, inaccurate and misleadina, and the statemont is incorrectly 
asserted BS a fact in many places in the E!R. The Plan page 179 "E. Transfer of Development Righi.I 
(TDRs) Dcvelopmentrights-may be transfened within subdivisions in conduction with a Planned 
Development Permiticstrictina both the sending and receivin11 sites." The Plan language clearly allows 
the trensfer of development rights ooly within subdivisions that are part of & PCD. 

Regents Park is a master planned 27.46 acre project in the "urban node" of University City, that is 
shown in the PIM BS subarea 24 (Figure 26 pg. 165 and pg. 168). It has been developed as a PCD which 
provided for the trunsfer of development rights within the project's PCD bonndnries. The subject 
property is located some distance from Regents Park and is not part of the PCD. Therefore the Plan 
does not allow cransfer of development rights between R<>gcnts Parle and the subject site. 

In contrast to the DEIR, even the Applicant's Ptoject Brief book acknowledges that the Plan does not 
allow transfers of development rights between non-adjacent properties when it states "A provision in the 
University Community Plan allows for the transfer of development intensity between adjacent parcels." 
The Brief also correctly state• that the City of San Diego does not have provisions for the transfer of 
development rights between non contig1;1ous properties. · 

Any comment or conclusion in the DEIR which implies, or Is based on, tho false premise- that the Plan 
allowo the transfer of development rights between distinctly sepnrate PCD's is incorrect and misleading. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment noted. The proposed density transfer is proposed to be accomplished by means 
of the Community Plan Amendment and not a Transfer of Development Rights. The Final 
ElR has been corrected to reflect this fact. Specifically, note the changes on pages 3-16, 4.1-
7, 4.1-30, 4.4-10, 4.4-11, 4.4-35, 9-3 and 9-5. See also Response to Comment 21. 

See Response to Comment 18. 

Figure 4.1-1 is correct as shown in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Figures 4, 14 and 34 of the 
Univel"liity Community Plan which show Scientific Research uses following the same 
boundaries as shown in these figures. · 

Comment noted. Page 4.1-7 of the Final EIR has been corrected to show 7.5 acres. The 
correct acreage was utilized in the traffic analysis for the project. 

. · See Response to Comment 30. 
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12. The Noise and Safely Elemcnls on page 4. l-8;4.1-32 and elsewhere fall to discuss I.be Plan ' s 
purposeful restriction of density eas!Jlrly of the "urban node" (Plan Fi&ure 6 pg. 34). The Plan's 
development intensity provisions respect the adopted Miramar Air Station Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan and tbe less desirable and more dangerous environment created by the flight paths. In thla regard, 
density comparisons are very indicative .of the Plan's design and logic. 

Represcot111ive properties starting in the Urban Node and procecdin& eutcrly toward the Miramar 
Air Station flight path. Please refer to Figure 26 and pages 165-174: 

Sabarea # Name Approx. total sq. fL acres ApproX: Density 

Urban No<k 
24 Regents Park 1,735,000 27.46 63,100 sq.fl/acre 
27 The Plaza 850,000 16.85 50,400 sq.fUacrc 

Jmmedlusely east of Urban Node on Town Censre Dr. west of Judicial Dr. 
35&33 La Jolla Centre I & ll 304,000 7.84 38,800 sq.fL/acre 
42 La Jolla Gateway 500,000 14.58 34,000 sq.fUacre 

Subject Property east of Judidal Dr. pe; Pltm 

29 
31 

The VC portion. 
The SR portion 

210,000 
150,cioo 

. 939 
15 

22,000 sq.fl/acre 
20,000 sq.ftJacre 

Clearly the Plan provides for relatively high densities within the designated urban. node, diminishing 
rapidly toward the flight path. 

1n contrast the proposed development places the hiiihest density in University immediately adjacent to 
the dangers of APZ-l and the 65 CNEL noise of the flight path: 

Subject Property east of Judicial Dr. as proposed: 

29 
31 

o ·,R & VC portion 
The SR portion 

1,086,000 
30,000 

11.89 
5.0 

9 I ,300sq.ftJacre 
6,000 

The applicanc' r. project, by proposing a density IS times greater than that in the urban node, would be 
exactly the opposite of the Commuuily Plan concept. The proposal also conflicts with several specific 
Community Plan goals including: · 

I] D 2 Concentrate community activities such as retail, professional, cultural, recreational and 
entertainment within lhe Towne Centre: and La Jolla Village Square. 

· II H 2 Minimize the impact of aircraft noi_se and the consequences of potential aircraft a.ccidents . 

T he DEIR appears to have a major deficiency in its failure to adequa1ely discuss the illogical land . 
ple.nning tlu!t p,u11: the grenlcst· concentr.ation of development adjncent lo tho ~eatest hazard and noise 
source impacting the community. 

,; 

35 35 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Community Plan does not refer to the proximity of the air station in any of the Plan's 
discussion relative to urban nodes. The Community Plan does, however, require that 
proposed development be compatible with the provisions within the Miramar 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP), including the requirements for land use 
compatibility in relationship to accident potential zones and noise contours. In this regnrd, 
the proposed project is consistent with the CLUP. See also Responses to Comments 2, 3, 15 
and 16. 
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13. Resource Protection Ordinance. The DEIR, for reasons outlined previo1L,Jy, should address the 
fact that the identified RPO consistent alternative conflict.s with the Plan. 

In the applicant's proposed findings there is tho following statement "Research uses would be allowed 
per the CLUP ond RUE; however, such tues would not achieve the intensity of development 
contemplated by the Univa-sity Community Plan. As such, retention of the pre-existing canyon 
topography, pursuant to the provisions of RPO, would not allow for the reasonable use of the silo as 
contemplated by the University Community Plan." 

The applicant's stated logic supports the Plan and thus should be applied consistently throughout the 
DEIR. Namely: 

The University Community Plan intensity of development for the site is corrccL 

The University Community Plan use for the site is reasonable. 

14. Pg. 4.1-18 second paragraph. Fails to point out that office and residential uses within tho VC 
designation is in direct conflict with the Plan (Figure 33 pg. 205). 

15. Significance of Impacts. Pi:4.1-21. The DEIR misstates the situation. Given all of the foregoing 
discus.sion it is apparent that: · 

The proposed project is fill! compatible with-the University Co_mmunity Plan land use plans ind 
policies. · 

The applicant has offered no mitigation which will red nee all of tho conflicts with the Plan below 

a level of significance. 

36 

137 

38 

16. Issue 3 (pg4.l-32) Fails to discuss the very daoeerons )and planning concept of placing the -1 
highest density within the community adjacent to the mo>f. hazardous and \east desirable conditions in 3 9 
the co=unity. Please refer to the discussion in item 12 above. 

17. - Issue4 (pg. 4.1:32) The DE1Rfails to: 

Distinguish between land use intensities in the urban node and on subject site. 

Discuss the Plan's land use concept of significantly reducing density easteirly of the urbil.n node. 

Discuss that the Plan designates all of the land immediately adjacent to the project's east, north 
and wed sides as SR at 20,000 sg.fLiacre. ' 

Discuss building heights and nqte that SR, typically developed at one or two· stories, would be 
incompatible -with the proposed towers of 20 and 30 stories. Indeed these towers would be the 
tallest structures in University City. 

40 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

See Response to Comment 26. The Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Consistent 
Alternative would be consistent with the development intensity element of the University 
Community Plan. The applicant's proposed findings (refer to the candidate RPO alternative 
compliance findings for steep slopes, page 4.1-15) are not to be confused with the RPO 
Consistent Alternative. These findings provide the applicant's justification for the proposed 
project's non-compliance with RPO. The point made by the applicant in these findings is 
that development of the site as anticipated by the University Community Plan, let alone the 
proposed Community Plan_ Amendment, cannot be achieved due to the site's topographic 
features and the e,ctent of RPO-regulated steep slopes. The RPO Consistent Alternative 
addresses an alternative development scenario that could reduce significant environmental 
effects of the project while achieving consistency with RPO. In this conte,ct, there is no 
supporting logic defining the University Community Plan intensity of development as 
correct; however, the University Community Plan vision of site use is considered reasonable. 

See Response to Comment 11. 

See Responses to Comments 11 through 37. 

See Response to Comment 35. 

See Responses lo Conunents 11, 12 and 15. The proposed project includes 30,000 square 
feet of SR on the north side of the project site, which is consistent with the University 
Community Plan land use designation and compatible with the e,cisting and proposed SR 
uses to the north, east and west. The proposed SR on-site provides a transition between the 
proposed office and condominium towers and the existing off-site SR to the north and 
northwest. The proposed condominium and office towers would be taller than the office 
towers located immediately west of the si te; however, as discussed in Section 4.2.2 of the 
Draft EIR (Landform Alteration/Visual Quality), the proposed mi,ced-use development 
would be similar in mass, bulk and height to other similar types of land uses in the University 
Community, including other commercial and office uses on the north side of La Jolla Village 
Drive to the west of the site and residential towers south of La Jolla Village Drive and west 
of the project s_ite. 
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18. Land Use 4 .1 The DEIR docs not address the incompatibility of residential on lhi5 site. fo the 
I.SO acre a rea bounded by La Jolla Village Dr. on lhc south, Genesee on the west., Eastgate Mall on the 
North and 1-805 on the east, lhere is no residential, with the exception of a townhouse project, that 
unfortunately lies in the shadow of the Embassy Suites Hotel. The proposed 30 stocy condominium 
tower, located 120 feet from the APZ l crash ba:z:ard zone, when, there is hardly any other residential in 
the snrrounding area is not compatible as the DETR inf en. Sec also prece<ling comments on land use 
and density consistency and appropriateness. 

19: Project Trip Generation (pg. 4 .4-10 and others) As previously dlscussed, contrary to the DEIR, 
neither City ordinances nor the Plan allow for the transfer of development rights between non­
contiguous properties that arc not a part of I\ Planned Development PermiL A fact with which the 
applicant concurs. 

Nonetheless the, DEIR proceeds to. asswne that there arc more than 8,000 unwed ADT within a portion 
of the Regents Parle developmenL Since this is a critical clement in the applicant' s lo&ic, the DEIR 
should analyze the so_urce of the unused trips. However, the DER is silent in this regard. 

The appl icant, 1ts part of the Project Brief book., in discussing the unused ADT stated "in 1996 and 1997, 
Regent• Park Villas, U.C processed an amendment (PCD. No.96-0722) to the Rcgeols Park PCD (No 
85-0492). The amendment affected Lots 2,3,4,5,7,8 and a portion of Lot 6. The amendment substituted 
two 4-story apartment bullding containing 324 units in. place of the following: 

(1) a 10~story office buildini:: co~taining 152,000 square feet of ,:iffice space and.a 10,650 5quare 
foot restaurant, 

(2) an 8-story office building containing 121,000 square feet of office s:pace and a 10,650 square 
foot restaurant, 

(3) a 15,000 square foot confcrt>oce center, and 

(4) a 5,000 square foot community room." 

The developer then prep.ared Exhibit 8-1, which made the a,:sumption that for ADT purposes, the two 
restaurants were stand alone facilities and not part of the larger Regents Park projecL This is in direct 
conflict with the developer' s own description of 1985 P CD. Not only were the restaurants to be part of a 

the PCD, they were incorporated in the two office buildings. The Weekday Trip Generation Rates 
Swnmary at the end of the Plan bas the following note "12 The restaurants and financial institutions 
rales shown apply to freestanding facilities only: If any of these nses am part of a larger project (e.2. an 
office building or a shopping center) they would have the same rate as the larger project has." 

[In ord,,r for the foUowing table to be easily readable it ha& been printed 
in its entirety on the following pai:e rather than split between two pages] 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Sec Responses to Comments 2, 3, 11 and 15. 

See Responses to Comments 21 and 30. 

The referenced information contained in a "Project Brief' booklet prepared by the applicant 
that is not part of the Draft EIR. The proposed project is not relying on the transfer of 
density mechanism described in the Community Plan to implement the proposed project (See 
Response to Comment 21). Rather, the proposed project would implement a Community 
Plan Amendment reducing the density allocated in the Community Plan for the Regents Park 
site and increasing the density allocated in the Community Plan for the project site (See 
Response to Comment 30). Section 4.4, Transportation/fraffic Circulation, of the Draft EIR 
fully analyzes the traffic impacts that will result from the proposed project's trip generation 
of 10,319 ADT. 
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It is thus clear.that the unused ADT from Regents Park PCD No. 96-0722 should be calculated as 
follows ·using the Weekday Trip Generation Rates Summnry at the end of the Plan, unless noted: 

ADT allocation on affected lots - Before Amendmcut 

1. 10.story office building containing 152,000 sq. ft. of office space and 
il 10,650 sq. ft. restaurant, total 162,650 sq.ft. @ 16 trips/1,000 sq.ft. 

2. 8-story office building conta.inine 121,000 sq.fl of office space and 
a 10,650 sq.fL restaurant, total 131,650 sq.ft@ 16 trips/1,000 sq.ft. 

=2,602ADT 

=2,106ADT 

3. a }5,000 sq. fl conference center@ 5 trips/1,000 sq.ft. (per tho 
applicant's trip generation assumption in Exhibit S..l) = 75ADT 

4. a 5,000 sq. ft. community room@ 5 trips/1,000 sq.ft (per the 
applicant's tip eeneration a,sumption in Exhibit 8-1) 2i.AlIT 

TOTALADT 

ADT Utilized by Regents ·Park on affected lots -Aftu Amendment 

5. Apartments 324 units @ 6 trip~ per unit 

UnusedADT 

=4,BOOADT 

= J 944ADT 

;,2,864ADT 

Thus, Regents Park has 2,864 ADTs of development potential remaining within that PCD. This would 
translate, at 16 lrips/1,000 sq.ft. into 179,000 of office space that cou)d still be developed at Re:ents 
M which. as earlier noted, is in the urban node where the Plan calls for the conc:entration of the 
highest densities in the community. 

The DEIR fails to accurately state that the Phm does not allow the transfer.of ADT from Regcnls Park 
and then greatly overstates the trips that would be avaiiable.for transfer if a transfer were permitted. 
These errors are found elsewhere in the DEIR. 

20. Mitigation Measures (pg4.4-33). The DEIR does not analyze the benefits of the City staff 
recommended phasing of the proposed development if it were it io be approved. The DEIR should 
discuss the implication of the applicant's desire to construct the project as a single phase relative to the 
North University City Public Facility Phasln·g Plan. Additionally, the DEIR should point out th11t Nobel 
Research Park, the proposed· La Jolla Crossroads project as well as several other projects that will use 
Judicial Drive aro or have been required to phase their developments in concert with .the completion of 
specific circulation elements. Each of these other projects, that have been approved, comply with the 
Plan as adopted. Why should the proposed project, which doesn't comply with the Plan, be exempt 
from similar phasing constraints, if it were to be approved. 

R 

43 

44 44 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Draft EIR includes two traffic mitigalion phasing altemalives. Both Option I, a phased 
development recommended by the City, and Option 2, a non-phased development preferred 
by the applicant, would mitigate project traffic impacts with the exception of impacts to I· 
805; however; Option 2 does not include the construction of Judicial Dri ve as a four-lane 
major street from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel. 
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21. Cumulative Effects (5.0) The DEIR fail• to adequately addi=s cumulative consequena,s. lf the 
subjcd proposal were to be approved, it creates a powerful prccedc.nt for all of the land owners in 
Central Sub area i12 ( figure 14 pg. llO) and throughout University City to expect npproval for different 
land uses, as well as intensities and trip generation factors 2 to 3 times that provided for in the Plan. 
Projects with vacant land, such as in subareas 11 . 12, 29, 31, 37 and 40, as shown on Fieure 26 page 
165, would be th<> primary beneficiaries. However, the many lnrge open plazas of many of the existin11: 
projects could be creatively desiened for additional deve\9pmenL The DEIR inadequately analyzes the 
impact of such ctunula1ive effects. 

22. Cumulative Effcc~ (53.l and 53 .2) The DEIR indicates consistencies that in view of the 
information pres1,nt above are clearly inconsistent 

23. Growth Inducing Impacts (7.0). The DEIR misstates the intent of the Community Plan. The 
Plan spec:,ifically does l!Jll de!lgnate subject sile for "am.ix of uses". The Plan dcsign1ttion is for one use 
for each of the tv,•o subarea desii:na,tions that apply to subject sire: Further, the discussion in item 21 
above indicates tlhat project approval would be ,ubstantially more than "minimally erowth inducing". 

The issues raised in this lotter would appear to warrant substantial reevalu.ation of major sections of the 
DEIR and its coDJclusions/ 

Should you or yc,ur staff wish to question or discuss any of tho foregoing 1 would welcome the 
opportunity to be responsive. 

Thank you for yC1ur consideration. 

sm=1,,~ 

~c.-~ 
= Member University Community Planning Gro.up and past Chair. 

858-459-1733 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Section 4.1, Land Use, does not identify a significant land use impact as a result of project 
implementation. The proposed project was determined to be compatible with the goals of 
the Community Plan and includes a Community Plan Amendment to. add the VC overlays 
of Residential and Office. As such, no cumulative land use impact would be anticipated. 
Should other developers propose land use variations from the existing Com·munity Plan 
designations and development intensities, such developers would be required to process 
amendments to the Pinn. Such proposals would be evaluated independently of the proposed 
project on their own merits and would _be subject to subsequent environmental review. 

See Responses to Comments 40 and 45 . 

As noted in Section 7 .0, Growth-Inducing Impacts, of the Draft'EIR, § 15 I26(f) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines recommends analysis of two key growth-inducing effects: I) the potential 
of the proposed project to foster economic or population growtli, or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding community; and 2) the 
potential for the proposed project to encourage nnd facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment either individually or cumulatively, such as by the 
extension of non-planned services, utilities or infrastructure. Analysis of the proposed 
project in light of the University Community Plan is discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use. The 
analysis of growth-inducing impacts does not result from comparison of the proposed project 
to the University Community Plan land use designations. See also Responses to Comments 
11 and 45. 

See Responses to Comments 10 through 47. Revisions have been made to the Final EIR, 
where warranted, for purposes of corrections or clarifications in response to specific 
conunents. However, the Final EIR revisions do not constitute substantial changes to the 
EIR as defined in Section INSERT of the State CEQA Guidelines. 



9255 Towne Centre Drive 
Suite JOO 
San Diego, rA 92121 
(858) 453-5800 
(858) 623-8506 Fax 

September 8, 2000 

Mr. Paul Hellman 
Land Development Review Division 
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DEPARTMENT 
1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92 IO I 

Re: La Jolla Commons Projtct/ 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
LOR No. 99-0762 

Dear Mr. Hcllmao: 

SPIEKER 

iUd,iJdtH,4\ 
Via Facsfmlle 619/446-5499 

Spicker Properties is a real e&tltc invcstm,mt trust owning and openting approximately 2.5 million square 
feet of office buildings in the San Diego area. In the Univcnity Towne Centre ("UTC'') area, we own one 
million square feet of office 'space which is approximately twenty percent (20%) of the total office market 
As the largest office landlord in the UTC area, we arc gn:atly concerned with the negative impact,,' the La 
Jolla Commons Project will have on this community and our tenants. Our main concerns arc as follows: 

I. Tun~ortatjoa/Cjrcularion. The proposed project is requesting BI! additional 6,508 ADTs than 
what is allowed in the University Community Plan. lbat is 2.7 times what is entitled, or 10,319 
ADTsl This significant increase in ADTs is not in compliance with the University Community 
Plan and should not be approved by the City of San Diego for the following reasons: 

a. The University City Planning Group voted against the proposed project primarily due to tho 
negative impact this project will have on traffic. Twelve mcmbCill opposed, while only four were 
in fav.or of the project 

b. Page ES-IO of the EIR concludes the transportation on La Jolla Village Drive and at the Minmar 
and E'5tgatc Mall intersection will be significantly impacted, with an ''F" Level of Service. 
Acceptable Levels of Service by the City of San Diego arc A-0. This area is already experiencing 
traffic congcition-how can we justify adding to this problem-by allowing a project to increase its · 
ADTs by 270%. . 

c-. All developers witlrin University City have complied with the University Community Plan and 
existing entitlements. It is not appropriate or prudent ta allow the La Jolla Commons Project to 
drastically amend the.existing Plan that has made this community the success it is. 

In an attempt to protect the quality of our community, its businesses and residences, we suggest that 
the La Joli.a Commons Project reduce the ADTs to a more manageable level One suggestion is to 
reduce the office tower to ten stories, instead of twenty. ,This would reduce the ADTs by 2,623, to 
approximately 7,687--whicb is still double the amount entitled. 

2. ~ - The density of other projects in University City decrease as they approach the MCAS 
Miramar', Accidental Potential Zoacs in order to respect the potential risk associated with the flight 
path. The La Jolla Commons Project hl!Anlm the MCAS Miramu's Accidental Potential Zane One 
(APZJ) and the density of the Project is approximately 30% greater than the most dense existing 
projects located in the center of the community (and fwtbcr away from the flight zoac). 

3. H.c.ishl- Tue office tower is proposed to be 20-stories and the residential tower is 30-storyiea. These 
heights present additional risk to potential accidents as it is so close (100 feet for the residential tower 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. Sec Responses to Comments 11 and 21. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. See Responses to Comments 17 and 21. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. Alternatives to the project which would reduce the traffic generation of the 
project are presented and analyzed in Section 9.0 of the Draft EIR.. However, these 
alternatives by no means limit the type of alternative which may be considered appropriate 
by the City Council. 

Comment noted. See Responses to Comments 2, 3 and 35. 

Comment noted. See Responses to Comment 3, 35, and 40. 



Mr. Paul Hellman 
September 8, 2000 
Page 2 

·wd 200 feet for the office tower) to the APZI line. In addition, the height of the office tower is not 
consistent with the other office buildings in the area which arc 10-15 stories high. Once again, all 
developers have complied with the Community Plan, it is not fair to allow the last project to be 
developed to make such a material variance. . · 

4 . Rcs·idcnti•l l[sc/Nojsc. Miramar's CLUP docs not 8Uow residential use in the flight zone. Our concern 
is that chis use is not companlile with the CLUP and that there nay be added risk to the residents for 
being so close to the flight path. Furthermore, residents that arc about half a mile from the APZl line 
arc currently affected by the noise from the planes and jets. Placing this tower so close to the APZI 
line is bound to a.ffcct the residents that purchase these luxury condos. 

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns with this project as it is proposed in the EIR. Please note 
that we will be contacting our tenants in our UTC office bwlding·s (including Microsoft, SAIC, Intuit, 
Prudential Securities, IBM, and Wireless Facilities, Inc.), as weU as other local developers and businesses 
to inf om, them of this project and our concerns and .uggcstions. We will present their concerns to the Ciiy 
of Sw Diego prior to and at the upcoming Planning Commission hearing. 

Please foci free to contact me at 858/453-5800 with aoy other suggestions or questions. 

Sincerely, 

SF~-

~Romncy 
Senior Vice President 

Cc: Harry Mathis 
University City Planning Grau~ 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

156 

157 57 Comment noted. Sec Responses to Comments 2 and 3. 

158 58 Comment noted. 



To: City Operations Building 
1222 First Ave. MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101-4155 

Attention: JeffThomas 

From: E. T. & Aileen Lipscomb 
6136 Syracuse Lane 
San Diego, CA 92122-3301 

Phone: 858 458--0782 
Fax: 858 458-9219 
e-mail: ET@ctlipscomb.com 

Subject: La Jolla Commons.Project , LOR No. 99-9762 
Community Plan Area University City 

September 11, 2000 

This is our response to the EIR for the Commons Project. Unfortunately we did not 
receive a copy of Appendix A-1. Also, many of the figures mentioned in the EIR's table 

. of contents were missing and no explanation was provided.. In addition the EIR (for July 
28; 2000) seems to confuse officia) requirements and definitions in the University City 
Community Plan land use with various San Diego City policies and ordinances, the 
Miramar CLUP APZs and the new (tentative) SANDAG CNEL projections for MCAS 
Miramar. . 

1) No grading should be allowed during the rainy season unless suitable precautions arc 
taken to avoid muddy drainage into nearby canyons and streets. 

2) Construction truck traffic should be restricted from using South Genesee and 
Governor Drive since two elementary schools, a middle school, Standley Park, U. C. 
High Schoo~ Citizens Condo plus other condos and apartments line these streets. 
Heavy construction truck traffic would endanger the health and safety of school 
children and residents. · 

3) The amount of additional traffic imposed upon ~outh Genesee and Governor Drive by 
the project has not been addressed by the EIR · 

4) It is noted that extensive noise mitigating construction is proposed for th~ project but 
no concern about mitigating street noise generated in U. C. by the additional traffic 
generated on surface streets when the project is completed and fully occupied. 

5) A significant increase in traffic will be jammed onto the already crowded Genesee 
Avenue while Regents Road remains dead-ended. The La Jolla Commons project 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Appendices A-I were available for public review at the office of the Land Development 
Review Di vision of the City of San Diego, as noted in the Public Notice attached to the front 
of the Draft EIR. Several copies of the Draft EIR were reviewed for missing pages; all 
documents reviewed contained all figures referenced in the Table of Contents, List of 
Figures. Any pages which were inadvertently omitted from the copy of the Draft EIR 
reviewed by the commentor could have been obtained by calling the City staff contact 
identified in the Public Notice. 

Because no specific references to the Draft EIR are provided, this comment cannot be 
responded to. 

Comment noted. The Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure in Section 4.7, 
Hydrology/Water Quality (page 4.7-12), that states: "Grading will be allowed during the 
rainy season (November 15 through March 31) upon the approval of special erosion control 
measures by the City Engineer." Erosion control measures may include, but are not limited 
to, graded surface scarification, soi l stabilizern, temporary hydroseeding/ planting, mulching, · 
matting, blankets, geotextiles, sod stabilization, vegetative·buffer strips, sediment traps/catch 
basins, silt fencing and gravel bags. 

Construction vehicles accessing the project site are like! y to utilize the most direct route from 
regional corridors , including Interntates 5·and 805, and local roadways including La Jolla 
Village Drive, North Genesee, Executive Drive and Towne Center Drive. It is unlikely that 
construction vehicles would utilize South Gencssee or Governor Drive as these local 
roadways do not provide the most direct route to the site from Interstates 5 or 805. 

The traffic study prepared by Darnell & Associates, Inc. titled Traffic Study for La Jolla 
Commons Project in the City of San Diego and dated May 18, 2000, was used as ·the basis 
for the Draft EIR traffic analysis. The Traffic Study (and Draft EIR) lists and graphically 
illustrates the various roadways expected to be impacted by project generated traffic. As 
shown in the Project Trip Distribution Figure (4.4-4) and the Projected Related Daily Traffic 
Volumes Figure (4.4-5) of the Draft EIR, a majority of vehicle trips generated by the 
proposed project are projected to utilize roadways in close proximity to the project site. Less 
than 1 % of project traffic is projected to utilize South Genesee or Governor Drive. In 
addition, the project is projected to generate less than 50 peak hour trips on S9uth Genesee 
and Governor Drive, the criteria for inclusion in a traffic analysis . The projected number of 
peak hour trips is considered to be less than significant and, therefore, is not included in the 
overall traffic impact analysis. 

As noted in Section 4.5, Noise (page 4.5-2), of the Draft EIR, "The project's contribution to 
·increaslng the ambient noise level would be due to traffic generation. The existing ADT and 
build-out ADT with the project would not substantially change the Community Noise 
Equivalent Level contours on the project site." Future build-out traffic volumes on local 
roadways, with and without the proposed project, arc shown in Table 4.4-12 of the Draft 
EIR. The increase in traffic from the proposed project (average increase of0.9%) would not 
result in a discemable increase in ambient noise on local roadways. See also Response to 

Comment 16. 

As noted in Response to Comment 63, South Genesee is projected to receive less than I% 
of project generated traffic. Significant traffic impacts to South Genesee are not anticipated 
and thus mitigation measures and improvements to this segment are not warranted. As part 
of the proposed project, the applicant would be required to contribute funds to the North 
University City Facilities Benefit Assessment fund which is the primary financing source for 

the improvements cited. 



should provide additional funds to help construct a bridge over the railroad tracks in 
order to relieve the traffic jam presently occurring on the south end of Gene.see Ave. 

6) . 11:ie Commons project is transected by the adopted Accident Potential Zone (APZ}. 
It doesn't make sense to construct a 30story condominium or high rise hotel so close . 
to the APZ contour. The location is affected by the Seawolf Departure, Julia.n, 
Touch & Go and Field Carrier Landing Practice Flight Corridors fur fixed-wing 
operations. In addition. this location is affected by the Fairways Flight Corridor fur 
hc:licopter operations. In addition it is noted that the sewerage plant located on the 
northeast corner of the 1-805/Miramar Road intercbaoge is directly across 1-805. 
Large chemical tanks storing chlorine and other chemicals lire of great concern since 
the pla.nt is within the APZ. Will the condominium residents llDd hotel guests be 
provided with gas masks llDd other suitable safety equipment in case and aircraft 
crashes into the sewerage pla.nt causing the release of a cloud of chlorine and or 
metbaoe gas? 

7) Both direct and reflective light emissions from the high rise buildings will not 
contnoute to airers.ft safety since they interfere with pilot vision. This is of particulllr 
concern since lllrge numbers of flight operations will be conducted near the project. 
In case of aircraft equipment failure the light emissions from the project could make 
art aircraft problem into catastrophe if the light emissions confused Qr blinded the 
pilot . 

Thanks for letting us have the opportunity to review this la.nd use proposal 

Sin~;Y,i,1..t!-.....c_./ 

~~r~ 
E. T. & Aileen Lipscomb 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

See Responses to Comments 2, 3, 18, 35 and 40. The project site is located over 800 feet 
west of the North City Water Reclamation Facility, buffered in the middle by vacant land, 
topographic variations and a 10-lane interstate freeway. The reclamation facility would 
follow adopted emergency response procedures in the event of an incident. 

No significant light and glare impacts were identified in the Draft EIR, Section 4.10 Human 
Health & Public Safety (page 4.10-5). This conclusion in the Draft EIR was further 
substantiated by the verbal testimony of an MCAS Miramar representative at the August 8, 
2000, University Community Planning Group meeting. Prior to the issuance of building 
permits for the proposed project' s condominium and office buildings, the proposed project 
will be reviewed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for compliance with Federal 

· Aviation Regulation Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. The construction plans 
for these buildings will comply with the recommendations and/or requirements of the FAA. 
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. Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 

Gray [?avis . 
GOVERNOR 

Steve Nissen 
ACTING DIUCIOI 

September I 2, 2000 

JeffTbomas 
City of San Diego 
I 222 First Av~nue 
MS-501 
San Diego, CA 9210 I . 

Subject: La Jolla Commons 
SCH#: 2000031097 

Dear Jeff Thomas: 

The State Clearingbouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the 
enclosed Document Details Report please note th.at the Clearinghnuse has liAted the state agencies that 
reviewed your documcnl Toe review period closed on September 11, 2000, and the comments from the 
resporuling agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State 
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit Stnle Clearinghouse number in future 
coITCSpondencc so that we may r~spond promptly. 

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resoun:es Code sbltes that 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only maJce substnntivt comment., regarding those 
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of tht, agency or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by 

· sp.cci.fic documentation." · 

These coim,u:nts are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document Should you need 
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the 
commenting agency 'directly. 

Tb.is letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requin:men!J for draft 
enviroru,,'ental documents, pursuant.to the California Environmentnl Qu•lity A.cl P!e.:Se cuuiJl.ci Uu: St,,.tc 

Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding tho enviromoental nrnew process. 

Sincerely, 

Terry~~ S ylloberts ~ . 
enior Planner, State C!earingh . ousc 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

HOO TENTH STREET P.O. BOX }Oii SACRAMENTO, CAUFORNIA 95Bll-}OH
0 

916-415-0613 ·FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OfR.CA.GOV/CLEAUNGHOUSE.HTML 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

68 Comment noted. 



SEP-I HO MON . 5:01 Pll · CALTRANS PUBLIC TRANS FAX 110. 619 688 4299 P. 2 
sf,<TE oF CAUFOI\NIA. ·· BUSINESS.TRANSPORTATION !-ND HOUSING AGENCY Of}A y DAVIS, o ..... mor 

DEPA~TME=NT CIF TRANSPORTATION 
DIS TRICT 11 
p,O. BO X 86 406 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92!186-5406 
PHONE: (619) 688··6964 
FAX: 1619) 686-4299 

September .\ 1, 2000 

Mr. Scott M organ 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tench Street 
Sacramento, Cf',. 95814 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Draft EJR for La Jolla Commons - SCH2000031097 

Caltrans Discrict 11 comments are as follows: 

·Vjsun) Quality 

ti.Lo.,( 
q-H::_()) 

t: 
@ 

• The view of the project from Interstate Route 805 (I-805) is not Iimltcd, as stated on page 
4.2-4, bc:cause vehicular speeds are often quite low during peak commute perioc!B. The 'DEIR 
concedes, "The proposed height and mass of the structures could be considered an adverse 
impacc" (page 4.2-11) and proposes landscaping along the eastern propeny boundary. A 
more cffeccive remedy would be a iandscape transition with in tlic State highway ·right of 
way. Furchennorc, the view of the unlandscaped State highway from the project i~ not 
addrem:d .. 

• Caltrans, encourages planting by others within the State right of way (RJW). The City should 
contact Stephen Alvarez., Caltrans Disuicc 11 Landscape Architecture Branch B, Senior 
Landscape Architecc at 619.688.6719 for further information. 

• The City of San Diego is responsible for requiring its permit applii::ants to provide any 
. additional highway planting called for by ics community standards. 

• Caltrans funds will not be used to provide highway planting along the adjacent segment of 
I-805 to provide a level of landscaping that is compatible with the proposed development. 
The Cal trans Project Development Procedures Manual, Chapter 29 prohibits the use of such 
funds . 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The proposed project does not abut I-805 and is not located within the Interstate 805 (I-805) 
right-of-way. Rather, it is located west of a 9-acre parcel of vacant land designated within 
the University Community P lan for Scientific Research land uses , as illustraced in Figures 
2-4 and 2-5 of the Draft EIR. In addition to the 9-acre parcel, 'the slope along the west side 
ofl-805, north 9f the La Jolla Village Dtive interchange, partially obscures the visibility of 

. the project site from motorists. Because the site is partially visible from I-805, landscaping 
has been proposed along the project's eastern boundary to soften distant views from the east. 
Proposed land uses and landscaping to the east of the project site (i .e., the 9-acre parcel) is 

. unknown at this time and would need to be evaluated relative to landscaping along the 1-805 
right-of-way at the time a future development proposal is submitted to the City of San Diego. 
Outward views from the project site arc not considered by the City to represent potentially 
significant impacts under CEQA. 

See Response to Comment 69. 

See Response to Comment 69. 

See. Response to Comment 69. 
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Mr. Scoti Morgan 
September 11, 2000 
Pnge 2. 

Preliminary Drainage Study 

FAX HO. 619 688 4299 P. 3 

• . The .resultant runoff discharges determined in this preliminary study differ from the estimates 
dori ved in the La 'Jolla Crossroads study downstream of this site. That srudy showed less 
iunoff from this site, and the e)(isring 90" RCP was found io flow at appro1limately full 
capacity with these discharges. The City of San Diego Hydraulics Department should 
coordinate.all of these studies to determine the anticipated hydraulic load on the downstream 
drainage systems. 

Imensity-buration Design Chart; show both the pre-and post--develcipment tc ·detenni~ation. 
Generally, this value changes with development. 

• Table 2; the post-development tc value referenced above may aher the post-development 
discharges. 

• Nomograph for Determination of Tc; this ch~_tt is for natural watersheds. Is it appropriate for 
the post-development condition?· Also, show ·where the "H'' and "L" values are .determined 
on the watershed map. · · 

Pennit 

Some grading on !he southeastern portion of the project appears to be within Caltrans R/W. 
Any work performed within Caltrans' right of way will require an encroac;hment pormit. For 
those portions of the project within the Cal trans' right of way, the permit application muse be 
stated in both English and Metric units (English first, with Metric in parentheses). 
Information regarding encroachment pennits may be obtained by contacting our Permits 
Office at 619.688.6158. Early coordination with our agency is strongly advised for a\1 
encroachment permits. 

• As part of lhe encroachment pennit process, the developer must provide appropriato 
environmental approval (both NEPA and CEQA) for potential cnvironnien[al impacts within 
the Cal trans right of way. The. developer. is respqnsible for quantifying the environmental 
impacts of the improvementS (project level analysis) and completing appropriate mitigation 

· ·measures for the im'pacls. The developer will also be' responsible for procuring any necessary . 
permits or approvals from the regulatory and re.source agencies for the improveJ!lents. 

Our contact person for 1-805 is Erwin Gojuangco, Route Manager, al 619.688.6610. 

~) 71,0 
BILLFIOGEr 
Development Review and Public Transportation Branch-
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment noted. The preliminary studies for the two projects were prepared by different 
engineers. The e)(isting 90" RCP drain downstream of both projects was designed in 1988 
pursuant to the City's Drainage Design Manual to accommodate the ultimate development 
of the upstream drainage basin. It has been demonstrated that this pipeline has capacity in 
excess of the stated QI 00 flow rate computed for the upstream basin. The applicant will be 
required to submit a formal drainage study, satisfactory to the City Engineer, demonstrating 
that no adverse impacts will occur to downstream properties or existing drainage facilities 
as a result of the increased runoff of the proposed project prior to issuance of any grading 
permit for the development. 

Comment Noted. See Response to Co=ent 73. 

Comment Noted. See Response to Comment 73. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. It is anticipated that the proposed EIR will be adequate to address all 
project-related environmental impacts within Caltran's right-of-way. 
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San Diego Chaptec . 
Serving the Environrr.,enr in San Dii!go and Impt:ritL! Coundes 

Lawrence C. Monserrate 
Environmental Review Manager 
City of San Diego 
Planning and De.vclopment Review Department 
LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
1222 First Avenue, 5th Floor 
San Diego, CA 921 01 

Office (619) 299-1743 
Conservation (619) 299-1741 

Fax (619) 299-1742 
Voice Info. (619) 299-1744 

Email san-diego.chapter@sierraclub.org 

September 7, 2000 

Re: Commen'ls on Draft EIR for the La Jolla Commons Project lDR No. 99-0762, 
SCH No. 2000031097. 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

Summary The Sierra Club has reviewed the Draft EIR for this project and requests a review I 
of the stated wetland mitigation and treatment of storm-water run-ofI The DEIR states that the 
project will have significant, unmitigated land use impacts due to noncompliance with the RPO 7 
for wetlands (ES-7). We support the RPO Consilitent alternative, which will reduce impacts 8 
to wetlands and steep slopes. We note that the current Rl-5000 zoning does not support 
issuing a deviation finding for this project. · 

San Diego's wetlands provide an undervalued function in cleaning urban runoff before it reaches · 1 
the ocean. The cleanliness of our ocean is an essential factor ln the tourist economy. Yet this 
proposed development chooses·-to fill a canyon, eliminating it's natural function in cleaning storm 
run-off It is the responsibility of the City to manage development in a way that preserves public 79 
health and living ~ards. 

Hydrology/wetlands 
Mitigation for loss of wetlands 
The mitigation proposed for the loss of 0.14 acres of wetlands is for 0.42 acres of off-site 
restoration in Los Penasquitos Lagoon by removal of Arundo donax and replanting (Mitigation, I 80 
Monitoring a;[ld Reporting Program, p2). Howeycr, weed removal from an area that is already a 
wetlands does not comply with the City and the CA Dept offish and Game (CDFG) pol icy of 
"no net Joss of wetland habitat''. "No net loss" requires that 0.14 acre of wet lands be created or 
recreated. to mitigate for this project 

As the DEIR states, there is no support for a deviation fin~ing to the no-wetlands-development I 
component of the RPO. City-regulated wetlands include areas with wetlands soils or wetlands 
vegetation or wetlands bydrology. This would appear to cover a greater area than the 0.14 acres 81 
covered by "waters of the US" and Southern Willow scrub. The RPO-defined wetlands acreage 
was not specified in the report, but covers all of the canyon bottom; being inundated annually, · 

3820 °--· c-,ect, s- -· "''010, CA.Min~ 1623 
'NWW, & ... .. ~°.:.-. .1h.org · 

RI, 

78 

79 

80 

81 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment noted. During the public review period, the applicant has provided revised RPO 
deviation findings for project-related wetland impacts which have been detennined by City 
staff to be supportable. The Final EIR conclusions have been changed to state that the land 
.use impact resulting from the proposed deviation to RPO is not a significant impact. The 
proposed deviation findings will be subject to City Council approval. 

Comment.noted. See Response to Comment 82. 

The City's Biology Guidelines (adopted September 28, 1999) require wetland mitigation in 
the form of either creation or restoration of wetland habitat at a minimum ratio of 1: 1, after 
which wetland enhancement or acquisition may be considered for the balance of the 
mitigation requirement. Wetland restoration is defined in the Biology Guidelines as an 
activity that re-establishes the habitat functions of a former wetland. As such, restoration is 
a critical component of the "no .net loss of wetland habitat" policy. The proposed wetland 
restoration at a 3: 1 ratio, totaling 0.42 acre, is consistent with the Biology Guidelines as the 
proposed restoration will replace an area that does not and will not support functioning 
y.,etland-habitat (unless modified) with viable wetland habitat. The project's wetland impacts 
will necessitate future coordination with the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) who will review the project for consistency with Section 1603 of the Fish and Game 
Code prior to issuing a Streambed Alteration Agreement, as well as with the U.S. Army 
Corp~ of Engineers pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Act. 

See Response to Comment 78. The Draft EIR identifies the City-defined wetlands on the site 
as consisting of southern willow scrub and the unvegetated streambed. that together total 
0.14 acre. This acreage is clearly represented in the Draft EIR as RPO-defined wetlands in 
Section 4.1, Land Use, on page 4.1-18 under the wetlands subheading. Mitigation for the 
0.14 acre of wetland impact is detailed on Page 4.3-13 of the Draft EIR and includes removal 
of giant reed from 0.42 acre of land within Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon watershed followed by 
replanting of the cleared area with southern willow scrub species. 



they are defined as having "wetlands hydrology". The Biological Technical Report' (pl2) 
supports this when it states that "the City will require mitigation for all impacts to southern 
willow ~crub and unvegetated stream bed drainages on site", but it does not state what this 
mitigation will be. This mitigation should be specified · 

Grading and filling this site will result not only in loss of the Federal- and City-regulated wetland 
areas, but in more contaminated runoff which has the potential to further pollute Mission Bay. 
Mission Bay is a listed "impaired water body", and any additional pollution would violate 
Section 303d of the Clean Water Act Specifically, Mission Bay has Pollution/Stressor concerns 
listed as "Eutropl).ic, High Coliform Count, and Lead" from both point and non-point sources. 
To any degree that these wetlands serve to remove the e.bove listed pollutants of concern from 
anywhere throughout the watershed, their destruction would serve to exacerbate pollution· · 
conditions in Mission Bay. The DEIR discusses catch basing filtration devices to control run-off. 
However, there is no discussion as to how effective these are for various water flow levels or 
remedies in case they ari: not effective. A plan should be proposed for amelioration if the 
filtration methods do not work and pollution to Mission Bay increases, resulting in possible legal 
findings against the City and further fines. In addition, the proposed project not only fills in a 
natural area that cleans run-off, but is set at a higher grade than surrounding ares. Thus, storm 
water from these areas, which previously was directed into a canyon, will enter the storm water 
system at other points. The DEIR does not clearly state where this previous run-off will now go, 
and whether catch basing filtration devices will be required at those points as well. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely Yours, 

~~~ 
, Carrie Schneider , . 
For the Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
3820 Ray Street 
San Diego Ca 92104 

cc: 
Charles Abdelnour, City Clerk 
Janet Anderson, Conservation Chair, Sierra Club San Diego Executive Committee 
Eric Bowlby, Chair, Sierra Club San Diego Executive Committee 

ls1 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment noted. The mitigation measure proposed to reduce potential downstream water 
quality impacts are one of the currently availab_le water quality Best Management Practices, 
which was determined to be suitable for the proposed development. The effectiveness of the 
proposed basin filtration devices has not been confirmed quantitatively as-the technology is 
relatively new; however, the use of basin filtration devices has been found to be effective as 
long as these devices are regularly maintained. Maintenance of the proposed basin filtration 
devices has been incorporated into the hydrology/water quality mitigation measures on page 
4.7-11 oftheDraftEIR. 

Storm water runoff currently draining into.the unimproved project site will continue to due 
so following site development via proposed on-site storm drain improvements. 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY • 

Executive Summary 

Introduction 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the potential direct, indirect, project-specific and 
cumulative environmental impacts associated with the development of approximately 17 acres with a mix 
of land uses referred to as the La Jolla Commons Project. Approximately 2.76 off-site acres would be 
disturbed for grading and construction of Judicial Drive, which would front the west side of the property. 
The Proposed Project would include a 327- 3-25-room luxury hotel, 115 t2e condominium units, 450,000 
square feet of office space, a 30,000 square-foot science research building, and an eight-level stand-alone 
parking structure. The Proposed Project also includes extensive interior and exterior landscaping (including 
an approximately one-half acre privately-owned and maintained park available to the public at the comer of 
Executive Drive and Judicial Drive and an interior courtyard over one acre in size) and landscaping 
throughout the project and along pedestrian access routes to off-site links. 

The City of San Diego is the Lead Agency and will review and consider this Final EIR (FEIR) in its decision 
to certify the EIR as complete under the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
of 1970 and approve, revise or deny the Proposed Project, or take action on a project alternative. For the 
purposes of the Proposed Project, the Responsible and Trustee Agencies include the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, and Regional Water Quality Control Board. This FEIR 
complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines (California 
Administrative Code, Section l 500, et. seq.) and the City of San Diego's EIR Guidelines, Revised June 1992. 
This document has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

The scope of analysis for this DEIR was determined by the City of San Diego as a result of the preparation 
of a Scoping Letter and responses to the Scoping Letter and Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated March 20, 
2000, prepared in compliance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines . The Scoping Letter and 
NOP and associated responses are included in Appendix A of the FEIR. The following issues were 
determined to be potentially significant and are addressed in this FEIR: Land Use; Landforrn 
Alteration/Visual Quality; Biological Resources; Transportation/Traffic Circulation; Noise; Air Quality; 
Hydrology/Water Quality; Paleontology; Historical Resources; and Human Health and Public Safety. 

Environmental Setting 

The Proposed Project is located within the University Community of the City of San Diego, approximately 
700 feet west of I-805 and north of La Jolla Village Drive. The University Community planning area is 
l9cated in the northern portion of the City of San Diego and stretches from the Pacific Ocean to just east of 
I-805. A majority of the planning area is encompassed within a triangle of Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route 52 
and I-805. The project site is located in the central-eastern portion of the community planning area. The 
project site is bound to the west by the planned extension of Judicial Drive, to the north by Nexus Center 
Drive, approximately nine acres of vacant land to the east, and La Jolla Village Drive to the south. The site 
is bisected by the partially improved extension of Executive Drive which terminates approximately mid-way 
through the site. 

The Proposed Project site covers approximately 17 acres of vacant, partially disturbed land. While a 
majority of the site is naturally vegetated, the site has been disturbed by man-made improvements in the 
drainage and a number of dirt pathways and a utility vehicle access road. Vegetation on site consists of a 
combination of Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral and southern willow scrub. A majority 
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of the site is covered with southern mixed chaparral, with southern willow scrub covering the least amount 
of land within the canyon bottom. The existing site condition also includes the presence of scattered general 
refuse (e.g., glass, paper, furniture) dumped on the site by transient occupants. The site consists of two 
distinct topographic features: a relatively large, steeply sloped canyon in the southwest portion of the site 
and a relatively level plateau along the north- and southeastern portions of the site. The existing site ranges 
in elevation from approximately 278 feet above mean sea level (ams!) in the canyon bottom to approximately 
382 feet ams! in the northeast corner of the site. Elevations along the western site boundary, in the location 
of future Judicial Drive, average 320 feet ams!. The canyon in the southwest corner of the site is oriented 
in a north-to-south direction, with a tributary canyon forking towards the northwest and past the alignment 
for future Judicial Drive. This natural drainage historically flowed to the south in a continuous canyon 
drainage, south of La Jolla Village Drive. Currently, several drainage improvements, including concrete 
brow-ditches and a man-made stormwater collection pipeline, convey stormwater flow into a 42-inch 
diameter pipeline under La Jolla Village Drive. The main drainage basin on-site collects on-site flows in 
addition to a significant off-site flow contributed via existing pipelines which outfall into the project site. 
In addition to surficial man-made stormwater collection facilities, a tunnel crosses underneath the project 
site containing various conveyance pipelines including an 84-inch sewer pipeline, a 54-inch effluent pipeline, 
a 36-inch wastewater pipeline and a 36-inch reclaimed water pipeline. The tunnel stops at a junction 
structure located in the canyon bottom. From this point two sewer pipelines (36-inch and 48-inch) continue 
south and under La Jolla Village Drive. 

The Proposed Project site is surrounded by a combination of developed, graded and vacant parcels. 
Approximately nine acres of vacant, naturally vegetated land exists between the project site and I-805 to the 
east. A two-story scientific research facility is located to the northeast, east of the terminus of Nexus Center 
Drive. A graded parcel, proposed for scientific research uses, is located north of Executive Drive and south 
of Nexus Center Drive. A combination of high rise office towers , multi-family residential uses, scientific 
research buildings and a parking structure is located to the west of the project site, west of the proposed 
extension of Judicial Drive. A 4.63-acre vacant and naturally vegetated parcel is located immediately west 
of the proposed extension of Judicial Drive. La Jolla Village Drive, a six-lane primary arterial, bounds the 
project site to the south. Approximately 30 acres of vacant, naturally vegetated land located south of La Jolla 
Village Drive is planned for a mixed-use development of residential and scientific research uses known as 
La Jolla Crossroads. 

As noted above, the Proposed Project site is located within the University Community planning area in the 
City of San Diego. The site is subject to the planning guidelines and policies of the City of San Diego's 
Progress Guide and General Plan, the University Community Plan and the City's Zoning Ordinance in effect 
at the time the project submittal was deemed complete (1999). In addition, the project site is subject to the 
requirements of the City of San Diego's Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) which regulates 
e,nvironmentally sensitive lands, including those types of resources found on the project site such as 
wetlands, wetland buffers , steep hillsides , and sensitive biological resources . The project is subject to the 
development and mitigation requirements of the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). The 
project site is not located within or adjacent to the City of San Diego MSCP Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA). 

Project Description 

The Proposed Project consists of a mix of land uses including a 327- 3-z-5-room luxury hotel, 115 He 
condominium units, 450,000 square feet of office, a 30,000 square foot science research building, and an 
eight-level stand alone parking structure. The Proposed Project also includes extensive interior and exterior 
landscaping (including an approximately one-half acre privately-owned and maintained park available to the 
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public at the comer of Executive Drive and Judicial Drive and an interior courtyard over one acre in size), 
the construction and dedication of one-half of Judicial Drive, and the reservation of land fur a future 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB) Light Rail Transit (LRT) station. 

The Proposed Project site is a privately-owned parcel with a land use designation of Visitor Commercial and 
Scientific Research uses within the University Community of San Diego. The project site is surrounded by 
urban land uses, including office towers, commercial retail uses, scientific research uses, and primary 
circulation routes including La Jolla Village Drive and 1-805. The project applicant is proposing to develop 
the 16.85-acre site with a project that is compatible with the land use planning goals of the University 
Community Plan and surrounding land uses. The key project objectives include the following: 

• Develop a project that is compatible with the primary goals and objectives of the University 
Community Plan, applicable City ordinances such as the Resource Protection Ordinance, and 
existing and planned surrounding land uses . 

• Provide living, working and recreational land uses, including a destination resort hotel, upscale 
residential housing and Class A offices, that compliment one another and neighboring land uses and 
encourage walking, use of public transit, and energy conservation. 

• Integrate the Circulation Element plans and adopted MTDB mass transit plans into the project design 
relative to the future MTDB LRT station, pedestrian and bicycle circulation and completion of 
Element roadways. 

• Provide FBA fees commensurate with the level anticipated to be generated by the development of 
the subject property. 

• Comply with the intent of the Planned Commercial Development Permit which is "to promote and 
facilitate imaginative, innovative and comprehensively planned commercial developments 
integrating compatible activities which are harmoniously designed to compliment the surrounding 
community. " 

The Proposed Project would require grading of the entire 16.85-acre site for proposed development and 
associated improvements (e.g., landscaping, circulation, utilities). The project would also require an 
additional 2.76 acres for off-site grading associated with the construction of Judicial Drive. 

The proposed office building is located in the southeast comer of the site, approximately 75 feet from the 
southern property boundary. The office tower would be approximately 450,000 square feet in size, and 
would consist of 20 stories at a building height of approximately 321 feet above finished grade. The finished 

. flo@r elevation for the office tower is approximately 347 feet above mean sea level (amsl) . The primary 
pedestrian and vehicular access to the office tower would be from the north side of the building. Building 
tenants and visitors would park in the nearby parking structure to the northeast. A secondary pedestrian 
access would be provided between the office and La Jolla Village Drive. Building facades would include 
vision and spandrel glass, as well as solid spandrels. All mechanical equipment placed on the office structure 
roof would be screened by a rootline parapet. The architecture of the building would be similar to nearby 
office towers to the west, with similar building materials and building massing. The proposed architecture 
would be contemporary, state-of-the-art design, including reflective glass and natural material accents, such 
as granite or similar looking materials . 
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The proposed luxury hotel (Ritz Carlton) would be located in the southwest comer of the project site, 
paralleling the alignment of Judicial Drive. The hotel would be approximately 315,000 square feet in size, 
including hotel rooms, a ballroom, restaurants, lounges , spa, meeting rooms , administrative offices, and a 
basement. The hotel is irregular in shape and would consist of 15 stories in the mid-section of the building 
where the hotel rooms are located, at a maximum building height of 185 feet above finished grade. The hotel 
finished floor elevation would be approximately 347 feet ams!. The hotel would be two stories on the north 
and south ends of the structure where the ballroom, offices and other hotel service amenities are proposed 
to be located. The primary vehicular and pedestrian access to the hotel would be from the east side of the 
building where the port-cochere would be located for guest arrivals. All hotel visitors would be valet parked 
in the parking structure located to the east, discussed further below. Hotel employees would also utilize the 
parking structure and surface parking located adjacent to the scientific research building. Pedestrian access 
between La Jolla Village Drive and the hotel would also be provided. A 4,050-square foot swimming pool 
would be provided for hotel guests, located in the southwest comer of the project site. A large terrace would 
connect the hotel to the pool area on the southwest side of the building. The hotel architecture would be 
contemporary to harmonize with the neighboring office tower and condominium buildings, as well as the 
context of the University Community, utilizing building material such as granite, stucco and glass. The 
architecture would consist of a balanced composition and classical proportion, with elegant accents added 
in keeping with the tradition set by the Ritz Carlton Hotel. Horizontal trim, cantilevered balconies and 
projecting volumes are expressed to break the otherwise massiveness of the rectangular box. 

The proposed condominium tower is located in the middle of the project site, northeast of the hotel and 
directly south of the main access road into the development (Executive Drive). The 32- 36-story 
condominium building is approximately 321,000 square feet in size, with a height of approximately 370 feet 
above finished grade. The main structure is proposed at approximately 322 feet, with an additional 47-foot 
high parapet p

0

roposed as a visual accent and for the purpose of screening electrical and mechanical 
equipment. The finished floor elevation is 360 feet ams!. Unlike the longer and rectangular building 
footprints of the proposed office tower and hotel, the proposed condominium tower is pinnacle in shape, with 
one to six condominium units per floor. The primary access to the tower is from the north, off of Executive 
Drive. Residents of the condominium tower would park in an attached, three-level (two levels below grade 
and one level at grade) parking structure with parking for 242 vehicles. The upper deck (roof) of the parking 
structure (approximately 15 feet above finished grade) would consist of a recreation deck with resident 
recreational amenities such as a lap pool. Other recreation amenities include two tennis courts located 
northeast of the condominiums, across Executive Drive. Visitors would park in the surface parking lot near 
the tennis courts. The condominium architecture would consist of a similar design to other proposed 
structures within the project, appearing contemporary and utilizing such materials as reflective glass and 
solid spandrels . The rooftop accent piece would be opaque, constructed of metal. 

1:he proposed scientific research building is located in the northeast comer of the project site, approximately 
160,feet south of Nexus Center Drive. The two-story structure is proposed to be 30,000 square feet and 40 
feet in height above finished grade. The finished floor for the scientific research building would be 364 feet 
ams!. The primary vehicular access to the building would be from Executive Drive to the south and Nexus 
Center Drive to the north. Parking for this building consists of75 spaces in a surface parking lot surrounding 
the office building to the north, south, east and west. The surface parking around the scientific research 
building would also include spaces for overflow parking for condominium, hotel and office visitors. The 
scientific research building would be constructed of materials and architecture complimentary to the office, 
hotel and residential towers proposed on the south end of the property . The facades would include vision 
and spandrel glass, as well as solid spandrels. 
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An eight-level stand-alone parking structure is proposed along the eastern site boundary, south of Executive 
Drive. The parking structure would be approximately 540,000 square feet, consisting of two levels of 
parking below grade, one level at grade and five levels above grade. The structure would park 1,740 vehicles 
associated with the proposed office tower and hotel. The structure would be approximately 60 feet in height 
above finished grade. The at-grade parking level would be at approximately 327 feet ams!. The top deck 
of the parking structure would be open and surrounded by a four foot-high railing/wall. All parking spaces 
would be standard in size; no compact spaces are proposed for this structure. Entrances/exits of the structure 
are proposed on the north and south sides. The structure is proposed to include an open design on all four 
sides for the at- and above-grade decks, providing adequate ventilation and natural, daytime lighting. 

The Proposed Project includes the construction and dedication of one-half of Judicial Drive from Executive 
Drive to La Jolla Village Drive. Judicial Drive is currently constructed for 400 linear feet south of Eastgate 
Mall Road. Judicial Drive is shown on the adopted Circulation Element of the University Community Plan 
as a four-lane Major Street. The western project site boundary, from Executive Drive south to La Jolla 
Village Drive, is in the middle of the future right-of-way for Judicial Drive. The eastern one-half of the 
roadway width would be dedicated to the City of San Diego for the full improvement of this circulation 
element roadway. Judicial Drive would require a roadway width of 98 feet, including curb, gutter, sidewalk 
and a Class II bicycle lane in both directions. The travel lanes would require 78 feet. Judicial Drive 
improvements would require approximately 2. 76 acres of off-site grading. 

Executive Drive, an east-west local four-lane Collector Road, trends parallel to La Jolla Village Drive 
approximately midway between La Jolla Village Drive and Eastgate Mall Road. The entire length of 
Executive Drive is currently constructed, terminating at approximately 600 feet east of the Judicial Drive 
right-of-way. Executive Drive extends into and approximately mid-way through the project site as a private 
drive. As part of the Proposed Project, a portion of Executive Drive would be reserved to accommodate a 
future MTDB LRT station, requiring a widened right-of-way to accommodate the facility. (MTDB has 
adopted a plan that locates a future trolley station within the Executive Drive right-of-way north of and 
partially within the project site; however, a specific time frame for rail.connection to and construction of the 
station has not been identified.) The project applicant would reserve an area of 55 feet-by-360 feet for the 
future station. In the interim, the trolley stop would be improved as a landscaped median. Executive Drive 
would have two lanes in each direction around the median. Until the LRT station is constructed, the median 
in Executive Drive would have a break for vehicle turning movements from the north-south internal project 
roadway. 

La Jolla Village Drive is designated on the University Community Plan Circulation Element as an eight-lane 
Prime Arterial. This roadway is currently six lanes, three lanes in each direction. As part of the Proposed 
Project, the right-of-way needed on the northern side of the road for a one-lane addition would be reserved 
and dedicated. 
' 

The Proposed Project would include extensive landscaping within and around the perimeter of the complex 
with a variety of mediterranean, semi-low water use plants . Screening trees and shrubs would be planted 
along site frontages to La Jolla Village, Judicial and Executive Drives. Screening trees , shrubs and vines 
would also be planted along the eastern site boundary, east of the proposed parking structure. The landscape 
focal point would be a gardenesque courtyard proposed in the center of the site (approximately one acre), 
south of the condominium tower, west of the parking structure and north and west of the office tower and 
hotel, respectively . The courtyard would consist of a series of terraces connected by plazas, fountains and 
trellises and pergolas . The central courtyard terraces would link all of the site spaces together. A series of 
walkways are proposed through the site linking the various buildings and parking structure to the central 
courtyard. The primary site entry to Executive Drive from Judicial Drive would include a large, grassy 
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privately-maintained ptrbtie park (almost one-half acre) accessible to the public with a visual focus planned 
for the center of the area with either a sculpture or a specimen tree. 

Discretionary actions from the City of San Diego include but are not limited to: Community Plan Amendment 
(CPA); Rezone; Vesting Tentative Map (VTM); Planned Commercial Development Permit; and Resource 
Protection Ordinance Permit. Key permits required by other agencies include: Clean Water Act Section 404, 
Nationwide 39 Permit (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers); Section 401 Water Quality Waiver/Certification 
(Regional Water Quality Control Board); National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (Regional 
Water Quality Control Board); and Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement (California Department 
of Fish and Game). 

Summary of Environmental Effects and Mitigation 

The environmental effects discussed in Section 4.0 of the EIR are summarized in Table ES-1. In addition, 
Table ES-1 includes all mitigation measures identified in Section 4.0 that would reduce project impacts. 
Impacts that have not been reduced to below a level of significance are also noted in the last column for each 
environmental impact issue. The detailed analyses and conclusions for each environmental issue are found 
in Sections 4.1 through 4.10. Cumulative impacts, if applicable, are included along with direct impacts under 
the specific issue area in Table ES-1. 

Alternatives 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain in its current condition as an undeveloped 
and partially disturbed vacant site, and in the near-term, the only man-made improvements would consist of 
the existing City utility infrastructure found within the main canyon. The proposed mix of land uses would 
not be constructed and the project-sponsored Circulation Element improvements along two of the site 
boundaries (i.e., dedication of one-half width and construction of the full width of the Judicial Drive 
extension, and the dedication and construction of a westbound lane on La Jolla Village Drive) would not be 
implemented in the near-term by the project applicant. 

In the long-term, the above mentioned roadway improvements would likely be implemented with or without 
the Proposed Project and the site might be developed by others with a project that is consistent with the 
University Community Plan land use designations ofVC and SR and other City policies and ordinances (e.g., 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations [ESL]) . (Note: In January 2000, the City adopted ESL which 
replaces RPO. Thus, any project submitted to the City after January 2000 is subject to the ESL regulations.) 
Future applications for site development would be constrained by the presence of the NAS Miramar CLUP 
APZs, Noise Contours and the RUE that effect site development. In addition, the presence of City-defined 
wetlands and steep slopes would also constrain future development due to the requirements of the ESL. For 
the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that a future development by others would consist of an alternative 
similar to the alternatives presented in Sections 9.3 and 9.4, Development Under the Existing Community 
Plan Alternative and Resource Protection Ordinance Consistent Alternative, respectively. Refer to Sections 
9.3 and 9.4 for the analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with these alternatives and a 
comparison with the Proposed Project. The No Project analysis in the EIR focuses on the impacts anticipated 
with Circulation Element roadway improvements and the adopted MDTB LRT Station located within the 
Executive Drive right-of-way. 
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Table ES-1 -
.. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION 

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 

LAND USE 

The Proposed Project would exceed the rhe P, oposed P, oject' s significant land ttse 
encroachment limitations imposed by the RPO for impact dtte to non-compliance with RP8 fo, 
steep hillsides and wetlands. The applicant has wetland impacts can only be tedttced to below a 
proposed candidate deviation findings for level of significa11ee by adoption of the RP8 
wetlands and alternative compliance findings for Consistent Alte, native (Section 9.4 of the EIR:). 
steep slopes which are not currently supported by 
C ity staff~, ltoweve1, Additionally, impacts to 
steep hillsides are not considered a significant 
land use impact because the analysis of the 
proposed project's landform alteration and visual 
quality did not identify any significant 
environmental impacts (refer to Section 4.2 of 
thi s BIR). rhe P1oposed P,oject wottld thc1efo1e 
resttlt in a sig11ifica11t land ttse i111paet only doe to 
no11-eomplia11ce with RP8 for wetlands. 

No significant impacts to other land use plans and No mitigation measures are necessary for 
policies are identified; therefore, no mitigation compliance with RPO or the City's MSCP, other 
measures are recommended. than those prescribed in Section 4 .3 Biological 

Resources. 

LAND FORM ALTERA TIONNISUAL QUALITY 

No significant impacts to landform NIA 
alteration/visual quality are identified; therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

Significant and ttnmitigated. 
NIA 

NIA 

NIA 
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IMPACT 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, 1. 
disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, 
southern mixed chaparral, southern 
willow scrub habitat, and unvegetated 
streambed are all considered significant 
and would require mitigation. 

2. 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Prior to issuance of any grading permit and/or the 
recordation of the final map, the applicant shall mitigate for 
impacts to 3.24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres 
of southern mixed chaparral in accordance with the City of 
San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines 
(adopted on 9/28/99), satisfactory to the City Manager. The 
City Manager shall ensure that the applicant has preserved 
8.53 acres off-site of Tier I-III habitat within the MHP A or 
as appropriate outside the MHPA in accordance with the 
Biology Guidelines. 

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit which affects on-
site wetlands and/or the recordation of the final map, the 
applicant shall assure mitigatation for the Joss of 0.13 acre 
of southern willow scrub and 0.01 acre of unvegetated 
streambed at a ratio of 3: 1, satisfactory to the City Manager. 
The applicant proposes to restore 0.42 acre of wetland 
habitat within Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon watershed on land 
owned and managed by the California State Department of 
Parks (State Parks). The proposed wetland restoration site 
is currently occupied by giant reed (Arwido dona.x) and is 
located downstream from the intersection of Flintkote and 
Estuary Way in Sorrento Valley . The mitigation program 
involves removal of giant reed from 0.42 acre of land 
followed by replanting of the cleared area with southern 
willow scrub species. The mitigation program will be 
carried out by a contractor paid by the applicant, with 
oversight by the State Parks preserve manager. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

Not Significant 
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IMPACT 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

See above. a. 

b. 

C. 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Prior to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site 
wetlands, the City Manager shall verify that a bonded 
mitigation agreement in sufficient amount to ensure the 
mitigation of 0.42 acre of wetlands within Los Peiiasquitos 
Lagoon or other mitigation site acceptable to the City and 
resource agencies has been executed. 

Prior to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site 
wetlands and prior to initiating off-site wetland restoration, a 
final wetlands mitigation plan shall be prepared by the 
applicant and approved by the City Manager. The mitigation 
plan shall describe the proposed mitigation area location and 
methodology, buffer requirements (if needed), maintenance 
program, monitoring and reporting plan, success criteria, 
remedial measures to correct any problems, and any other 
information deeded necessary by the City. 

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit which affects on-
site wetlands, the applicant shall submit verification that a 
qualified project biologist has been retained to oversee the 
implementation of the wetlands mitigation plan. The project 
biologist shall have experience preparing and monitoring 
wetland and riparian mitigation plans in San Diego County and 
shall be acceptable to the City Manager and the resource 
agencies. The project biologist shall oversee other specialists 
and contractors involved in the implementation of the 
mitigation plan. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

See above. 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

See above. d. The applicant shall submit the following items to the City prior 
to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site 
wetlands: (1) Evidence of compliance with Sections 401 and 
404 of the federal Clean Water Act; (2) Evidence of 
compliance with Section 1603 of the State of California Fish & 
Game Code; (3) Evidence shall include either copies of 
permits issued, letters of resolutions issued by the responsible 
agency documenting compliance, or other evidence 
documenting compliance and deemed acceptable by the City 
Manager. 

TRANSPORT A TIONffRAFFIC CIRCULATION (Direct and Cumulative) 

Under the near-term conditions, Either of the following two transportation mitigation options would 
with or without the extension of reduce the significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and 
Judicial Drive, traffic generated intersections, other than I-805, to below a level of significance. 
by the Proposed Project would Option 1 consists of development in three phases (transportation 
result in a significant increase in phasing plan) and is recommended by City staff. Option 2 consists of 
the V/C ratio on La Jolla Village a non-phased development which is preferred by the applicant. 
Drive. In addition, the proposed 
project, with or without the 
extension of Judicial Drive, 
would significantly impact the 
intersection of Miramar 
Road/Eastgate Mall. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

See above. 

Not significant 
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- Table ES-1 (cont.) 

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 

TRANSPORTATIONffRAFFIC CIRCULATION (Direct and Cumulative) (cont.) 

See above. Option 1 - Transportation Phasing Plan 

Phase I 

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured 
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of 
building permits which would result in the generation of up to 
3,333 ADT: 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of 
Executive Drive and Judicial Drive; 

b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-
lane major street along the project frontage; 

C. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane 
industrial local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street 
between Towne Center Drive and Judicial Drive. 

Phase Il 

2. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured 
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of 
building permits which would result in the generation of greater 
than 3,333 ADT up to 5,455 ADT: 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

See above. 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) . 

ANALYSIS OF 
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

TRANSPORT A TIONffRAFFIC CIRCULATION (Direc~ and Cumulative) (cont.) 

See above. Phase II (cont.) See above. 

a. The construction of one additional westbound lane for 
La Jolla Village Drive along the project frontage from 
Judic ial Drive to the I-805 interchange; 

b. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La 
Jolla Village Drive (North University City Project 
[NUC] 33); 

C. The construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major 
arterial from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel. 

Phase ill 

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be 
assured to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the 
issuance of building permits which would result in the 
generation of greater than 5,455 ADT up to 10,319 ADT: 

a. The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes 
from Towne Center Drive to 1-805 (NUC-C); 

~ 

b. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from 1-805 • 
to just east of Eastgate Mall (NUC-5); 

C. The reconfiguration of the 1-805/La Jolla Village Drive 
interchange to a partial cloverleaf (NUC-C). ~ 
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Table ES-1 ( cont.) -

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 

TRANSPORT ATIONffRAFFIC CIRCULATION (Direct and Cumulative) (cont.) 

See above. Option 2 - Non-Phased Development (preferred by the applicant) 
.,,-.-/ 

The following transportation mitigation measures are identical to those 
of Option l with one exception; Option 2 does not include the 
construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street artct ial from La 
Jolla Village Drive to Nobel. 

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building 
permits which would result in the any generation of up to 10,455 
ADT: 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of 
Executive Drive and Judicial Drive; 

b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-
lane major street along the project frontage; 

C. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial 
local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street 
between Towne Center Drive and Judicial Drive. 

e. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla 
Village Drive along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to 
the 1-805 interchange; 

f. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla 
Village Drive (NUC-33); 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

See above. 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 

TRANSPORT A TIONffRAFFIC CIRCULATION (Direct and Cumulative) (cont.) 

See above. Option 2 (cont.) 

g. The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from 
Towne Center Drive to 1-805 (NUC-C); 

h. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes (NUC-50); 

I. The reconfiguration of the 1-805/La Jolla Village Drive 
interchange to a partial cloverleaf (NUC-C). 

Impacts to segments of I-805 and None available. 
the interchange ofl-805 and La 
Jolla Village Drive by the 
addition of Project traffic were 
deemed significant. The addition 
of traffic generated by the 
Proposed Project will contribute 
to long delays and lengthy queues 
at three of the I-805 access 
ramps. Two segments of 1-805 
would operate at LOS F wi th or 
without the Proposed Project. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

See above. 

Significant and 
unmitigated. Adoption 
of the Existing 
Community Plan 
Alternative is the only 
mitigation available to 
reduce project impacts to 
below a level of 
significance. . 
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IMPACT 

NOISE 

Due to automobile traffic noise 
along La Jolla Village Drive and 
Judici al Drive, as well as aircraft 
noise from MCAS Miramar, 
future noise levels at the site 
would exceed an exterior CNEL 
of 65 dB at the hotel swimming 
pool area. This impact is 
considered significant and will 
require mitigation. 

Exterior noise levels greater than 
60 dB could result in interior 
noise levels in excess of 45 dB 
for hotel and condominium uses, 
and exterior noise levels greater 
than 65 dB could result in 
interior noise levels in excess of 
50 dB for office uses. This 
impact is considered potentially 
significant and will require 
mitigation. 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

l. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall 
incorporate sound attenuation measures as described in the 
Acoustical Assessment Report for La. Jolla Commons Project 
(Pacific Noise Control, March 2000) to the satisfaction of the City 
Manager. Specifically, plans shall indicate a minimum six- and 
seven-foot high permanent noise barrier to be constructed along the 
western and southern edges of the hotel swimming pool area (refer 
to figure 4.5-6 of the BIR). The noise barrier may be constructed 
as a wall, berm, or combination of both. The materials used in the 
construction of the barrier are required to have a minimum surface 
density of 3.5 pounds per square foot, and may consist of masonry 
material, plexiglas, tempered glass, or a combination thereof. The 
barrier must be designed so that there are no openings or gaps. 
These requirements shall be noted on the construction plans, 
satisfactory to the City Manager. 

2. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall 
submit a final acoustical report to the satisfaction of the City 
Manager. The City Manager shall verify that all measures 
identified in the approved report which are necessary to achieve an 
interior noise level of 45 dB at the condominium and hotel and 50 
dB CNEL at the office buildings have been incorporated into the 
design of proposed structures. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

Not Significant 
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IMPACT 

AIR QUALITY (Direct and Cumulative) 

The La Jolla Commons Project 
would result in emissions of 
fugitive dust associated with 
construction. Because dust 
control measures during grading 
operations would be regulated in 
accordance wi th the rules of the 
San Diego APCD, and since 
construction would be a one-
time, short-tenn activity, ai r 
quality impacts due to 
construction of the proposed 
project would not be significant. 

The Proposed Project will 
contribute to a regional San 
Diego Air Basin cumulative 
significant air quality impact due 
to the region's non-attainment for 
0 3 and PMIO; this impact was 
considered significant and 
unmitigated in the Universi ty 
Community Plan EIR (May 12, 
1987). The Progosed Project 
would not generate emissions 
beyond the levels assumed 
greviously. 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

NIA 

No11c Available 

NIA 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

NIA 

S ig11 ificant 

NIA 
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IMPACT 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Erosion during construction could 
significantly impact the ability of 
downstream areas to accommodate 
silt-laden runoff or the accumulation 
of silt. During post-construction 
conditions, contaminants transported 
off-site by stormwater runoff (e.g., 
grease, oils, and synthetic organic 
chemicals) wouid impact the water 
quality of downstream waters. 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

1. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, comprehensive 
short-term Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be 
incorporated into the project plans to control construction-
related erosion and sedimentation, satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. BMPs may include, but are not limited to, graded 
surface scarification, soil stabilizers, temporary 
hydroseeding/planting, mulching, matting, blankets, geotextiles, 
sod stabilization, vegetative buffer strips, sediment traps/catch 
basins, silt fencing and gravel bags. 

All temporary sediment traps/catch basins shall be main-
tained regularly. All areas planted with erosion-control 
vegetation shall be monitored daily for vegetation establish-
ment and erosion problems, and any repairs and/or replacement 
of vegetation made promptly. All stabilization and 
structural controls shall be inspected at least monthly and 
after every significant storm event, and shall be repaired or 
maintained as needed to reduce sediment discharge from the 
site. Access to these facilities shall be maintained during 
wet weather. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

Not Significant 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY (cont.) 

See above. 2. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, comprehensive permanent 
post-construction BMPs, consistent with those shown on "Exhibit A" (site or 
grading plan) shall be incorporated into the project plans to reduce the 
amount of pollutants (e.g., oil, grease, heavy metals) and sediments 
discharged from the site, satisfactory to the City Engineer. BMPs shall 
include the use of catch basin filtration devices at all storm drain inlets 
collecting runoff from proposed new structures, walkways, the private street, 
parking and landscape areas, as well as a street sweeping program for the 
private street and parking areas. Equivalent alternative available technologies 
and BMPs may be approved by the City Engineer in lieu of, or in addition to, 
those shown on "Exhibit A." 

3. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the applicant shall prepare a 
permanent maintenance plan, satisfactory to the City Engineer, which defines 
the applicant as the responsible party for the permanent maintenance of all 
BMPs. The maintenance plan shall include the submittal of annual reports to 
the City Engineer documenting the maintenance of all permanent BMPs in 
accordance with applicable manufacturer specifications. Spot checks may be 
made by the City Engineer to ensure compliance with the maintenance plan. 

4. Grading will be allowed during the rainy season (November 15 through 
March 31) upon the approval of special erosion control measures by the City 
Engineer. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

See above. 
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IMPACT 

PALEONTOLOGY 

Due to the presence of fossilferous 
formations at the project site, 
implementation of the project would 
have the potential for significant 
impacts to paleontological resources 
for portions of the Proposed Project 
site. The proposed grading would 
exceed the thresholds for significance 
for both the Scripps and Lindavista 
formations. 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Prior to recordation of the final map and/or issuance of the first 
grading permit, the applicant shall provide a letter of verification 
to the Environmental Review Manager of Land Development 
Review (LOR) stating that a qualified paleontologist and/or 
paleontological monitor (as defined in the City of San Diego 
Paleontological Guidelines) have been retained to implement the 
monitoring program. The requirement for paleontological 
monitoring shall be noted on the grading plans. All persons 
involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project shall be 
approved by LOR prior to the start of monitoring. The applicant 
shall notify LOR of the start and end of construction. 

a. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any preconstruction 
meetings to discuss the paleontological monitoring program 
with the construction manager. 

b. The paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on-site 
full-time during the initial cutting of previously undisturbed 
areas. Monitoring may be increased or decreased at the 
discretion of the qualified paleontologist, in consultation with 
LOR, and will depend on the rate of excavation, the materials 
excavated, and the abundance of fossils. 

C. When requested by the paleontologist, the city resident 
engineer shall divert, direct, or temporarily halt construction 
activities in the area of discovery to allow recovery of fossil 
remains. The paleontologist shall immediately notify LOR 
staff of such finding at the time of discovery. LOR shall 
approve salvaging procedures to be performed before 
construction activities are allowed to resume. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

Not Significant 

~ 
n 
~ 
~ 
(/) 

C: 
~ ; 

• 



~t ::, 
PJ c.... 
:-:- 0 

~~ 
8 L) 
CT 0 
~ ;s: 
_ui ;s: 
N O 
8~ 
0 tr:I 

~ 
8 
~ 
~ 
\Q 

'P 
a 
~ 
~~ 
en 
@ 

~ 
N 
a 
a 
a 
a 
w ....., 
a 
\Q 

~ 

'1J 
PJ 

OQ 
ro 
tr] 
(/) 

t'...i 
0 

IMPACT 

PALEONTOLOGY (cont.) 

See above. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

No significant impacts have been 
identified. 

HUMAN HEAL TH & PUBLIC SAFETY 

No significant impacts have been 
identified . 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

d. The paleontologist shall be responsible for preparation of 
fossils to a point of identification as defined in the City of 
San Diego Paleontological Guidelines and submittal of a 
letter of acceptance from a local qualified curation 
fac ility. Any discovered fossil sites shall be recorded by 
the paleontologist at the San Diego Natural History 
Museum. 

e . Prior to the release of the grading bond, a monitoring 
results report, with appropriate graphics, summarizing the 
results, analysis and conclusions of the paleontological 
monitoring program shall be submitted to and approved 
by the Environmental Review Manager of LOR. 

NIA 

NIA 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

See above. 

NIA 

NIA 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY • 

The No Project Alternative would meet only two of the five objectives of the Proposed Project, listed at the 
start of this section. Specifically, this alternative would meet the objectives pertaining to compliance with 
RPO, as well as integration of Circulation Element and mass transit plans. This alternative would reduce 
project impacts associated with land use policy conformance (i.e., RPO) and biological resources over the 
near-term; however, future development of the site with a reasonably expected project would result in some 
environmental impacts commensurate with the Proposed Project, as discussed in Sections 9.3 and 9.4. In 
addition, the No Project Alternative would impact 0.10 acre of the 0.14 acre of wetlands regulated by RPO; 
however, deviation findings for wetland impacts associated with roadway/Circulation Element improvements 
would likely be adopted. This alternative would only meet the goals of the Resource Management Element 
and Circulation Element of the Community Plan. 

Development Under the Existing Community Plan 

The project site has a Community Plan land use designation of Visitor Commercial (VC) and Scientific 
Research (SR) and a Development Intensity Element allowance of 3,811 ADTs. Utilizing the existing 
Community Plan land use designations and the number of ADTs permitted for this site, the project site could 
be developed with various land uses compatible with VC and SR, such as a 100-room extended stay hotel 
and 100,000-square feet SR, or a 295,000-square foot office building. A Community Plan Amendment would 
not be necessary with this alternative as no density transfer would be proposed and the uses would be 
consistent with the current land use designation of the site. Refer to Figures 9-1 and 9-2 for a conceptual 
diagrams of these alternatives. Community Plan Consistent Alternative A would include a single office 
tower located in proximity to the intersection of Judicial Drive and Executive Drive, with surface parking 
located immediately to the east. This alternative would include the dedication and construction of one-half 
width Judicial Drive, as well as reservation of land for the future MTDB LRT station within the Executive 
Drive right-of~way. This alternative would not include the dedication of additional right-of-way along La 
Jolla Village Drive. An office tower located immediately south of Executive Drive would require a 
substantial amount of site grading and would partially encroach into the existing main and finger canyons 
to accommodate the building pad, parking and infrastructure improvements. Community Plan Consistent 
Alternative B would consist of a 100-room extended stay hotel located immediately south of Executive Drive 
and east of Judicial Drive, and a 100,000-square foot scientific research building in the northeast comer in 
a similar location as the Proposed Project. Parking for the hotel would be located immediately east of the 
hotel, south of Executive Drive. Parking for the scientific research building would be adjacent to the 
structure, as shown also for the Proposed Project. 

The Existing Community Plan Alternative would not achieve a majority of the objectives of the Proposed 
Project, listed previously at the start of this section. Specifically, either alternative scenario A or B would 
not provide living, working, and recreational land uses that compliment one another; would not include a 
pestination resort hotel and residential housing; would not provide FBA fees commensurate with the level 
anticipated to be generated from this site; and would not promote or facilitate a comprehensively planned 
commercial development that integrates compatible activities. 

This alternative would comply with the existing Community Plan relative to the Development Intensity 
Element, thereby reducing the volume of traffic generated from this site. Consequently, this alternative 
would reduce the anticipated Project traffic impacts. The Existing Community Plan Alternative would result 
in a significant land 11sc policy impact~ relati vc to RPO-regulated wetlands similar to the Proposed Project. 
requiring the adoption of deviation findings . The wetlands impacts would be reduced by 0 .02 acre, resulting 
in a total impact to 0.12 acre of wetlands (0. IO acre from circulation improvements and 0.02 acre from the 
office tower pad and parking). Impacts to steep slopes would be reduced and limited primarily to the south 
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facing slope near Executive Drive and the east facing slope where the extension of Judicial Drive is 
proposed, thereby reducing the RPO steep slope land use impact to below a level of significance. 

RPO Consistent Alternative 

The RPO Consistent Alternative evaluates the environmental impacts associated with an alternative that 
avoids wetlands and steep slope impacts of the Proposed Project. As discussed in Sections 4 .1 and 4.3, the 
Proposed Project results in impacts to 0.13 acre of wetlands and 0.01 acre of unvegetated streambed located 
on the project site and off-site where the extension of Judicial Drive is proposed. The Proposed Project is 
also anticipated to impact 2.1 acres of steep hillsides (natural slopes exceeding 25 percent gradient and 50 
feet in height) which is approximately 12 percent of the total site acreage; an encroachment not permitted 
under RPO. 

In an effort to avoid the approximate 0.04 acre of wetland (remaining after public infrastructure projects) and 
the 2.1 acres of steep hillsides that would be impacted by the Proposed Project, an alternative is identified 
that restricts development to the southeast corner of the site. Approximately 2.5 acres of developable land 
would be available for pad grading and a building footprint outside the top of slope that protects the wetlands 
and wetland buffers. This location also places the de·velopment outside the Miramar APZ and RUE. For the 
purposes of this analysis, the RPO Consistent Alternative would include a 295,000 square foot office tower 
located in the southeast corner of the project site, with a multi-level parking structure located north of the 
office building and east of the setback for the canyon slopes. No SR would be included in order to meet the 
objectives of the Community Plan Development Intensity Element. This alternative would not include the 
construction of Judicial Drive and , howevet, it '<\'Ott!d include the widening of Executive Drive to 
accommodate ~he MTDB adopted LRT Station within the road right-of-way. Refer to Figure 9-3 for a 
conceptual diagram of this alternative. 

The RPO Consistent Alternative is considered the Environmentally Preferred Alternative; however, this 
alternative does not meet four of the five basic project objectives. Specifically, this alternative: would not 
provide living, working, and recreational land uses that compliment one another; would not include a 
destination resort hotel and residential housing; would not provide FBA fees commensurate with the level 
anticipated to be generated from this site; and would not promote or facilitate a comprehensively planned 
commercial development that integrates compatible activities. This alternative would comply with the 
existing Community Plan relative to the Development Intensity Element, thereby reducing the volume of 
traffic generated from this site. In addition, this alternative would comply with RPO and reduce impacts to 
wetlands and steep slopes. 

This alternative would reduce the developable area on site by about 6 acres; however, it does not avoid all 
ii;npacts to biological resources since Circulation Element road improvements would still impact native 
habitat on-site and approximately 0.10 acre of wetlands . Similar to the Community Plan Consistent 
Alternative, this alternative would reduce significant traffic impacts to below a level of significance. 
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Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Each of the alternatives reduces one or more significant environmental impacts anticipated with the Proposed 
Project. Although the No Project Alternative results in the least environmental impacts, State CEQA 
Guidelines requires identification of an alternative other than the No Project Alternative as environmentally 
superior. As such, the Resource Protection Ordinance Consistent Alternative is considered to be the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative since it reduces significant land use policy impacts associated with 
RPO, biological resource impacts and overall traffic impacts. The remaining alternative, the Community 
Plan Consistent Alternative, reduces only traffic impacts. 
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1.0 Introduction 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the potential direct, indirect, project-specific and 
cumulative environmental impacts associated with the development of approximately 17 acres with a mix 
of land uses referred to as the La Jolla Commons Project, hereinafter referred to as the Proposed Project. 
Approximately 2.76 off-site acres would be disturbed for grading and construction of Judicial Drive, which 
would front the west side of the property. The Proposed Project would include a 327-32-5-room luxury hotel, 
l.li.+26 condominium units, 450,000 square feet of office space, a 30,000 square-foot science research 
building, and an eight-level stand-alone parking structure. The Proposed Project also includes extensive 
landscaping in an interior terraced courtyard ( over one acre), a public park at the project's primary entrance 
(almost one-half acre) and landscaping throughout the project and along pedestrian access routes to off-site 
links. 

The Proposed Project site is located near the eastern end of the University Community of San Diego. The 
Proposed Project site is west of Interstate 805 (l-805), north of La Jolla Village Drive, east of future Judicial 
Drive and south of Nexus Center Drive. Executive Drive bisects the Proposed Project site, midway between 
Nexus Center Drive and La Jolla Village Drive. The project site, which is currently designated for visitor 
commercial and scientific research uses, is adjacent to office and multi-family residential uses to the west 
and scientific research uses to the north. Commercial and light industrial uses exist beyond approximately 
nine acres of vacant land and I-805 to the east. Multi-family residential uses are present to the south of La 
Jolla Village, beyond approximately 30 acres of vacant land. 

The City of San Diego is the Lead Agency and will review and consider this Final EIR (FEIR) in its decision 
to certify the EIR as complete under the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
of 1970 and approve, revise or deny the Proposed Project, or take action on a project alternative. 
Discretionary actions from the City of San Diego include but are not limited to: 

• Community Plan Amendment (CPA) 
• Rezone 
• Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) 
• Planned Commercial Development Permit 
• Resource Protection Ordinance Permit 

Key permits required by other agencies include: 

• Clean Water Act Section 404, Nationwide 39 Permit (Army Corps of Engineers) 
• Section 401 Water Quality Waiver/Certification (Regional Water Quality Control Board) 
• , National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (Regional Water Quality Control Board) 
• · Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement (California Department of Fish and Game) 

Discretionary actions are discussed further in Section 3.3 as well as in the applicable sections of the 
environmental analysis (i .e. , Biological Resources and Hydrology/Water Quality). 

LA JOLI.A COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 

Page 1-1 



INTRODUCTION • 

1.1 CEQA Requirements 

1.1.1 CEQA Compliance 

Under CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.), the preparation of an EIR is 
required for any project that a Lead Agency determines may have a significant impact on the environment. 
According to Section 21002.1 of CEQA, "The purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a 
project on the environment, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those 
significant effects can be mitigated or avoided." CEQA also establishes mechanisms whereby the public and 
decision-makers can be informed about the nature of the project being proposed, and the extent and types 
of impacts that the project and its alternatives would have on the environment if they were to be 
implemented. This FEIR complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA, the State CEQA 
Guidelines (California Administrative Code, Section 1500, et. seq.) and the City of San Diego's EIR 
Guidelines, Revised June 1992. This document has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 
15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

1.1.2 Scoping Letter and Notice of Preparation 

The scope of analysis for the Draft EIR was determined by the City of San Diego as a result of the 
preparation of a Scoping Letter and responses to the Scoping Letter and Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated 
March 20, 2000, prepared in compliance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The Scoping 
Letter and NOP and associated responses are included in Appendix A of this document. The following issues 
were determined to be potentially significant and are addressed in this FEIR. 

• Land Use • Landform AlterationNisual Quality 

• Biological Resources • Transportation/f raffic Circulation 

• Noise • Air Quality 

• Hydrology/Water Quality • Paleontology 

• Historical Resources • Human Health and Public Safety 

Effects that were determined not to be potentially significant are addressed in Section 6.0 of this FEIR. Other 
mandatory sections required by CEQA include a discussion of cumulative impacts and alternatives to the 
Proposed Project. 

' 1.2 Purpose and Use of this EIR 

The purpose of an EIR is to disclose the significant environmental effects of a Proposed Project, alternatives 
to the project, and possible ways to reduce or avoid the possible environmental damage. The Draft EIR was 
made available for review by the public and public agencies for 45 days to provide comments "on the 
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways 
in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated" (Section 15204, CEQA 
Guidelines). The Draft EIR was available for review at the City of San Diego Planning and Development 
Review Department, 1222 First Avenue, 5th Floor, San Diego. 
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The City of San Diego, as Lead CEQA Agency, will consider written comments received on the Draft EIR 
and at the public hearing in making its decision whether to certify the EIR as complete and in compliance 
with CEQA, and whether to approve or deny the Proposed Project. In the final review of the Proposed 
Project, environmental considerations, as well as economic and social factors will be weighed to determine 
the most appropriate course of action. Subsequent to certification of the EIR, several agencies with 
permitting authority over all or portions of the project will use the EIR as the basis for their evaluation of 
environmental effects of the project and approval or denial of applicable permits (refer to Section 3.3 for a 
description of all discretionary actions and permits required for this project). 

1.3 Responsible and Trustee Agencies 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15381 defines Responsible Agencies as "all public agencies other than the Lead 
Agency which have discretionary approval power over the project." State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15386, 
defines a Trustee Agency as "a state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by 
a project which are held in trust for the people of the State of California." The Guidelines require that all 
EIRs be reviewed by trustee and responsible agencies. For the purposes of the Proposed Project, the City 
of San Diego is the Lead CEQA Agency and the Responsible and Trustee Agencies include the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, and Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

1.3.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USA COE) has jurisdiction over developments in or affecting navigable 
waters of the United States pursuant to two federal laws: the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1889 and the Clean 
Water Act of 1977, as amended. Projects that include potential dredge or fill impacts to "waters of the U.S." 
(including wetlands) are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Aggregate impacts to waters of the 
U.S. (defined as direct fill or indirect effects of fill) greater than 0.5 acre require an individual permit. The 
Proposed Project would be impactiRg approximately 0.01 acre of Waters of the U.S. and approximately 0.13 
acre of southern willow scrub wetland habitat. It is anticipated that a Nationwide 39 Permit would be 
required for the 0.14 acre of impact. This permit would require submittal of a Pre-Construction Notification. 

1.3.2 California Department of Fish and Game 

Pursuant to Section 1603 of the State of California Fish and Game Code, the California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) has the authority to reach an agreement with a private party proposing to affect an 
intermittent or permanent streambed (including wetlands habitat). The CDFG generally relies upon the 
technical data gathered as part of the CEQA documentation (EIR) and attempts to satisfy their permit 
concerns in these documents. In accordance with the policy of "no net loss of wetland habitat," the CDFG 
•requires mitigation for all impacts to wetlands, regardless of acreage. The portions of the project under the 
jurisdiction of the CDFG include the 0.01 acre of streambed and 0.13 acre of southern willow scrub. An 
application for a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) will be submitted upon certification of the EIR. 

1.3.3 Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the USACOE must receive a water quality certification or 
waiver from the state or local Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) prior to issuance of a permit 
under Section 404, discussed above . The local RWQCB, Region 9, would be responsible for issuing a waiver 
or certificate for any project actions resulting in the discharge of runoff from a site. Conformance with the 
Clean Water Act is established through compliance with the requirements of the National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) for discharge of storm water runoff associated with construction 
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activity. Compliance also requires conformance with applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs) and 
development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and monitoring program plan. 

1.4 EIR Format 

As stated above, the content and format of this FEIR is in accordance with the most recent guidelines and 
amendments to CEQA and the City of San Diego Environmental Impact Report Guidelines, Revised June 
1992. Technical studies have been summarized within individual environmental issue sections; the full 
technical studies have been included in the DEIR Appendices, B through H. 

The FEIR has been organized in the following manner: Section ES is an executive summary of the FEIR 
analysis which discusses the project description, the alternatives which would reduce or avoid significant 
impacts and the conclusions of the environmental analysis. The conclusions focus on those impacts which 
have been determined to be significant but mitigated, as well as impacts considered significant and 
unmitigated, if identified. Impacts and mitigation measures are provided in table format. In addition, Section 
ES includes a discussion of areas of controversy known to the City of San Diego, including those issues 
identified by other agencies and the public. Section 1.0 provides: a brief description of the project, key 
discretionary City actions and permits, other permits and approvals needed by other agencies, the purpose 
of the EIR document, a summary of issues considered not significant and an explanation of the document 
format. Section 2.0 provides an overview of the regional and local setting, as well as the physical 
characteristics of the project site. The setting discussion also addresses the relevant planning documents and 
community plan characteristics that apply to the project site. Section 3.0 provides a detailed description of 
the Proposed Project, including the purpose and main objective of the project, project construction, building, 
landscaping and circulation characteristics, and a list of discretionary actions required for project 
implementation. Section 3.0 also includes a brief description of the project alternatives and alternatives 
considered but rejected for further consideration. 

Section 4.0 constitutes the main body of the FEIR impact analysis for each environmental issue. Under each 
issue area identified for analysis by the City of San Diego, the FEIR includes a description of existing 
conditions relevant to each environmental topic, an assessment of impacts associated with implementation 
of the project, and recommendations for mitigation measures and mitigation monitoring and reporting 
programs for each significant impact. Section 5.0 includes a discussion of cumulative impacts which 
addresses the potential for aggregate impacts due to implementation of the Proposed Project in combination 
with other recently approved or pending projects. The area of potential effect for cumulative impacts varies 
depending upon the type of environmental issue. Section 6.0 provides a brief description and explanation 
of those environmental effects found not to be significant. Sections 7.0 and 8.0 include analyses of the 
potential for growth inducing impacts and other mandatory EIR discussions , respectively. Section 9.0 
provides a description and evaluation of alternatives to the Proposed Project. This section addresses 
alti rnatives that reduce or avoid significant impacts and compares these alternatives to the Proposed Proj ect. 
Alternative.s considered but rejected for further analysis are also described in Section 9.0. FEIR references, 
contacts and preparer information are provided in Sections 10.0, 11.0 and 12.0, respectively . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING II 
2.0 Environmental Setting 

2.1 Regional Location and Project Boundaries 

The Proposed Project is located within the University Community of the City of San Diego, approximately 
700 feet west of 1-805 and north of La Jolla Village Drive. The University Community planning area is 
located in the northern portion of the City of San Diego and stretches from the Pacific Ocean to just east of 
I-805. A majority of the planning area is encompassed within a triangle of Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route 52 
and 1-805. The project site is located in the central-eastern portion of the community planning area. Refer 
to Figures 2-1 and 2-2 for regional and vicinity location maps. The project site is shaped like a reversed "L," 
bound to the west by the planned extension of Judicial Drive, to ·the north by Nexus Center Drive, 
approximately nine acres of vacant land to the east, and La Jolla Village Drive to the south. The site is 
bisected by the partially improved extension of Executive Drive which terminates approximately mid-way 
through the site. Nexus Center Drive currently terminates in a cul-de-sac at the northeast corner of the site. 
The cul-de-sac provides access to an existing scientific research office building located adjacent to the 
northeast boundary of the project site. Refer to Figure 2-3 for the project boundaries in relation to the 
existing and planned circulation system. 

2.2 Surrounding Land Uses and Development 

The University Community planning area, covering an area of approximately 8,500 acres, is comprised of 
a mix of retail, visitor commercial, office, scientific research, and residential uses. In addition to these land 
uses, the University Community planning area encompasses the University of California at San Diego 
(UCSD) and land uses associated with student/faculty services. The primary corridor bisecting the planning 
area is La Jolla Village Drive, which is straddled on both sides by a relatively dense development of mixed 
uses, including a number of high-rise offices, multi-family residential complexes and hotels. University 
Towne Center (UTC), one of the region's largest shopping malls, is located less than 1/4 mile southwest of 
the project site. The Proposed Project site is located near the eastern end of this corridor,just before La Jolla 
Village Drive transitions to Miramar Road at 1-805. Land uses to the east ofl-805 consist primarily of light 
industrial, commercial and open space. The University Community planning area is bound to the east­
southeast by Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, a 24,000-acre military installation. 

The Proposed Project site is surrounded by a combination of developed, graded and vacant parcels. As noted 
above, approximately nine acres of vacant, naturally vegetated land exists between the project site and 1-805 
to the east. A two-story scientific research facility is located to the northeast, east of the terminus of Nexus 
Center Drive. A graded parcel , proposed for scientific research uses , is located within the pocket of the 
reversed "L," north of Executive Drive and south of Nexus Center Drive. A combination of high rise office 
towers , multi-family residential uses, scientific research buildings and a parking structure is located to the 
west of the project site, west of the proposed extension of Judicial Drive. A 4.63-acre vacant and naturally 
vegetated parcel is located immediately west of the proposed extension ofJ udicial Drive. La Jolla Village 
Drive, a six-lane primary arterial, bounds the project site to the south. Approximately 30 acres of vacant, 
naturally vegetated land located south of La Jolla Village Drive is planned for a mixed-use development of 
residential and scientific research uses known as La Jolla Crossroads (refer to Sections 4.1 and 5.0 for further 
discussion relative to the proposed La Jolla Crossroads project). West of the La Jolla Crossroads site are two 
multi-story office buildings and associated parking structures. Refer to Figure 2-4 for an aerial photograph 
of the project setting and surrounding land uses. 
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2.3 Existing Physical Site Conditions 

The Proposed Project site covers approximately 17 acres of vacant, partially disturbed land. The site consists 
of two distinct topographic features: a relatively large, steeply sloped canyon in the southwest portion of the 
site and a relatively level plateau along the north and southeastern portions of the site. The existing site 
ranges in elevation from approximately 278 feet above mean sea level (ams!) in the canyon bottom to 
approximately 382 feet ams! in the northeast comer of the site. Elevations along the western site boundary, 
in the location of future Judicial Drive, average 320 feet ams!. The canyon in the southwest comer of the 
site is oriented in a north-to-south direction, with a tributary canyon forking towards the northwest and past 
the alignment for future Judicial Drive. This natural drainage historically flowed to the south in a continuous 
canyon drainage, south of La Jolla Village Drive. Refer to Figures 2-5 and 2-6 for the physical 
characteristics of the site. Currently, several drainage improvements, including concrete brow-ditches and 
a man-made stormwater collection pipeline, convey stormwater flow into a 42-inch diameter pipeline under 
La Jolla Village Drive. The main drainage basin on-site collects on-site flows in addition to a significant off­
site flow contributed via existing pipelines which outfall into the project site. The existing stormwater flows 
from off-site sources entering the outfall on-site account for approximately 86 percent of the total flow 
entering the 42-inch diameter pipeline that conveys water south and under La Jolla Village Drive. In 
addition to surficial man-made stormwater collection facilities, a tunnel crosses underneath the project site 
containing various conveyance pipelines including an 84-inch sewer pipeline, a 54-inch effluent pipeline, 
a 36-inch wastewater pipeline and a 36-inch reclaimed water pipeline. The tunnel stops at a junction 
structure located in the canyon bottom. From this point two sewer pipelines (36- and 48-inch) continue south 
and under La Jolla Village Drive. The 36-inch reclaimed water pipeline within the tunnel is currently not 
in use; regional wastewater being treated at the North City Water Reclamation Facility located east of the 
project site, acy;oss I-805. Ultimately, the treated water would be conveyed through the pipeline within the 
site. Refer to Figures 2-7a and 2-7b for photographs of existing man-made infrastructure located within the 
drainage channel. 

While a majority of the site is naturally vegetated, the site has been disturbed by the man-made improvements 
in the drainage and a number of dirt pathways and a utility vehicle access road (refer to Figures 2-5, and 2-7a 
and 2-7b ). Vegetation on site consists of a combination of Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed 
chaparral and southern willow scrub. A majority of the site is .covered with southern mixed chaparral, with 
southern willow scrub covering the least amount of land within the canyon bottom. The existing site 
condition also includes the presence of scattered general refuse (e.g. , glass, paper, furniture) dumped on the 
site by transient occupants. 

2.4 Applicable Land Use Plans and Zoning 

As noted above, the Proposed Project site is located within the University Community planning area in the 
City of San Diego. The site is subject to the planning guidelines and policies of the City of San Diego ' s 
Progress Guide and General Plan , the University Community Plan and the City's Zoning Ordinance in effect 
at the time the project submittal was deemed complete (1999). In addition, the project site is subject to the 
requirements of the City of San Diego 's Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) which regulates 
environmentally sensitive lands , including those types of resources found on the project site such as 
wetlands, wetland buffers , hillsides, and sensitive biological resources. The project is subject to the 
development and mitigation requirements of the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). The 
project si te is not located within or adjacent to the City of San Diego MSCP Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHP A). Applicable planning guidelines and policies are summarized below and discussed in further detail 
in Section 4.1 Land Use. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING • 

2.4.1 Progress Guide and General Plan 

The City of San Diego utilizes the amended 1989 Progress Guide and General Pla,! (General Plan) as its 
umbrella document for long-range planning within the City's jurisdiction. Development policies are 
described within the General Plan in the form of Findings, Goals, Guidelines, Standards and 
Recommendations. These policies are specific to a variety of land use issues, described as Elements of the 
General Plan. There are 13 Elements within the General Plan covering planning issues such as housing, 
transportation and open space, to name a few. The General Plan program for guiding the City's growth is 
organized into three distinct planning areas: Urbanized, Planned Urbanizing and Future Urbanizing. The 
Project site is located within the Planned Urbanizing Area, which includes relatively new City communities 
that are supported by existing, nearby public facilities. Growth within the Planned Urbanizing Area is 
proposed to be contiguous, with the orderly extension of public facilities and development. While the 
General Plan lays the foundation for the more specific community plans, the University Community Plan, 
described below, relies heavily on the goals, guidelines, standards and recommendations within the General 
Plan. Where applicable, goals and recommendations from the General Plan are referenced in this EIR. The 
Proposed Project will require a General Plan Amendment as discussed in Section 3.3. 

2.4.2 University Community Plan 

The Proposed Project is located within the University Community planning area of the City of San Diego 
and is subject to the land planning goals and p·olicies of the University Community Plan, adopted by the City 
Council in 1990. Like the City's Progress Guide and General Plan, the University Community Plan 
(Community Plan) contains a number of plan policy Elements guiding the development of the community 
relative to land uses, transportation, open space and environmental issues. Each Element contains goals and 
proposals and recommendations for realizing the goals. Applicable Elements from the Community Plan are 
addressed throughout this EIR and in detail in Section 4.1 Land Use. The Proposed Project is located within 
the Subarea 2 - Central Subarea of the community. A majority of Subarea 2 has been developed, with 
planned and approved projects taking up the remaining areas on the subarea periphery. Refer to Figure 2-8 
for the University Community Plan Land Use map. The Proposed Project will require a Community Plan 
Amendment as discussed in Section 3.3. 

2.4.3 San Diego Municipal Code 

San Diego Municipal Code Section 101.0910 sets forth the City's regulations for issuance of Planned 
Commercial Development (PCD) Permits. The Zoning Ordinance within the Code provides specific 
development regulations for PCDs, as well as specific site development regulations for the applicable zone. 
The Proposed Project site is currently zoned Rl-5000 and would require an amendment to the Municipal 
Code to allow for the proposed mixed-use development and to be consistent with the proposed Community 
Pla'n Amendment. The Rl-5000 Zone provides for areas of single-family residential development at a 
maximum density of 8.6 dwelling units per net acre (refer to Section 3.3 for further discussion relative to the 
Proposed Project Discretionary Actions and the proposed Community Plan Amendment and Rezone for this 
site) . 

2.4.4 Resource Protection Ordinance 

The City of San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), revised in January 1998, regulates the 
development of environmentally sensitive lands, including wetlands, wetland buffers, floodplains, hillsides, 
biologically sensitive lands and significant prehistoric and historic resources. The purpose and intent of the 
RPO is "to protect, preserve, and, where damaged, restore the environmentally sensitive lands of San 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING • 

Diego." The Proposed Project would impact 0.14 acre of RPO-regulated wetlands and would result in the 
grading of 2. 1 acres of RPO-protected steep slopes. Approximately 0.10 acre of the wetlands impacts is due 
to Circulation Element roadway improvements within the project site boundaries. The Proposed Project 
would also impact biologically sensitive lands, as defined by RPO. In accordance with Section 101.0462 of 
the San Diego Municipal Code, a RPO Permit would be required for implementation of this project. Section 
4.1 Land Use addresses the project's compatibility with the regulations within RPO, specific to the issues 
of wetlands impacts and steep slopes. 

2.4.S Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan was approved in 
March 1997 and meets the requirements of the California Natural Communities Conservation Planning 
(NCCP) Act of 1992. The City's MSCP Subarea Plan delineates a regional wildlife preserve system that is 
intended to link all core biological areas into a regional wildlife preserve. The Subarea Plan identifies a 
56,831-acre MHP A in the City for preservation of core biological resource areas and corridors targeted for 
preservation. The project site is located outside the MHP A and is not adjacent to it. 

2.4.6 Comprehensive Land Use Plan NAS Miramar 

Due to the project's proximity to MCAS Miramar, the Proposed Project is subject to the land use 
compatibility guidelines of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for NAS Miramar, adopted in October 
1990 and amended in September 1992 by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). While 
the air station has been realigned and transferred to the Marine Corps, the adopted CLUP remains the 
planning tool f9r development proposed within the designated Airport Influence Area (AIA) of the base. The 
CLUP addresses land use compatibility by defining the AIA, noise contours from aircraft operations and the 
associated land use compatibility matrix, accident potential zones, and height restrictions for surrounding 
uses and obstruction determinations. NAS Miramar CLUP requirements are addressed in Sections 4.1 Land 
Use, 4.5 Noise, and 4.10 Human Health & Public Safety. 
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PROJECT DESCRJPTION • 

3.0 Project Description 

The Proposed Project consists of the development of approximately 17 acres with a mix of land uses 
including a 327- 32-5--room luxury hotel, 115 +ze condominium units, 450,000 square feet of office, a 30,000 
square foot science research building, and an eight-level stand alone parking structure. The Proposed Project 
also includes extensive interior and exterior landscaping (including an approximately one-half acre privately­
owned and maintained park available to the public at the comer of Executive Drive and Judicial Drive and 
an interior courtyard over one acre in size), the construction and dedication of one-half of Judicial Drive, and 
the reservation of land for a future Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB) Light Rail Transit 
(LRT) station. The Project Description provided herein describes the purpose and objectives of the proposal, 
the specific characteristics of each element of the project, and an explanation of each key discretionary action 
required for project implementation, including key approvals and permits . In addition, this section provides 
a summary description of project alternatives; Section 9.0 provides a detailed description of the alternatives 
and environmental consequences of the alternatives in comparison to the Proposed Project. 

3.1 Project Purpose and Objectives 

The Proposed Project site would be developed on a privately-owned parcel with a land use designation of 
Visitor Commercial and Scientific Research uses within the University Community of San Diego. The 
project site is surrounded by urban land uses, including office towers , commercial retail uses, scientific 
research uses, and primary circulation routes including La Jolla Village Drive and I-805. The project 
applicant is proposing to develop the 16.85-acre site with a project that is compatible with the land use 
planning goals of the University Community Plan and surrounding land uses. The key project objectives 
include the following : 

• Develop a project that is compatible with the primary goals and objectives of the University 
Community Plan, applicable City ordinances such as the Resource Protection Ordinance, and 
existing and planned surrounding land uses 

• Provide living, working and recreational land uses, including a destination resort hotel, upscale 
residential housing and Class A offices that compliment one another and neighboring land uses and 
encourage walking, use of public transit and energy conservation 

• Integrate the Circulation Element plans and adopted MTDB mass transit plans into the project design 
relative to the future MTDB LRT station, pedestrian and bicycle circulation and completion of 
Element roadways 

• Provide FBA fees commensurate with the level anticipated to be generated by the development of 
the subject property 

• Comply with the intent of the Planned Commercial Development Permit which is "to promote and 
facilitate imaginative, innovative and comprehensively planned commercial developments 
integrating compatible activities which are harmoniously designed to compliment the surrounding 
community" 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION • 

3.2 Project Characteristics 

The Proposed Project would require grading of the entire 16.85-acre site for proposed development and 
associated improvements (e.g., landscaping, circulation, utilities). The project would also require an 
additional 2.76 acres for off-site grading associated with the construction of Judicial Drive. The proposed 
hotel, condominiums, office and scientific research uses are shown on Figure 3-1. The basic project 
characteristics are summarized in Table 3-1 and described in detail for each project component in the 
following text. 

Table 3-1 
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

BUILDING SIZE (square feet) STORIES ROOMS/UNITS HEIGHT (feet) 

Office 450,000 20 - 321 

Hotel 315,2721 15 327 32-5 rooms 185 

Condomini urns 320,921 3236 115 He units 369.52 

Scientific Research 30,000 2 - 40 
1lncludes basement, ballroom, restaurant, spa, and meeting rooms. 
2Includes a 47-(oot high parapet on the rooftop for the purpose of screening electrical and mechanical equipment. 

3.2.1 Office Building 

The proposed office building is located in the southeast corner of the site, approximately 75 feet from the 
southern property boundary (Figure 3-1). The office tower would be approximately 450,000 square feet in 
size, and would consist of 20 stories at a building height of approximately 321 feet above finished grade. 
The finished floor elevation for the office tower is approximately 347 feet above mean sea level (ams!). The 
primary pedestrian and vehicular access to the office tower would be from the north side of the building. 
Building tenants and visitors would park in the nearby parking structure to the northeast, described in further 
detail in this section. A secondary pedestrian access would be provided between the office and La Jolla 
Village Drive (Figure 3-1). 

The structure would consist of a rectangular-shaped building paralleling La Jolla Village Drive. Building 
fac'ades would include vision and spandrel glass, as well as solid spandrels. All mechanical equipment 
placed on the office structure roof would be screened by a roofline parapet. Refer to Figure 3-2 for 
elevations of the proposed office building. The architecture of the building would be similar to nearby office 
towers to the west, with similar building materials and building massing. The proposed architecture would 
be contemporary, state-of-the-art design, including reflective glass and natural material accents, such as 
granite or similar looking materials. 

3.2.2 Hotel 

The proposed luxury hotel (Ritz Carlton) would be located in the southwest corner of the project site, 
paralleling the alignment of Judicial Drive (Figure 3- 1). The hotel would be approximately 315 ,000 square 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION • 

feet in size, including hotel rooms, a ballroom, restaurants , lounges , spa, meeting rooms, administrative 
offices and a basement. The hotel is irregular in shape and would consist of 15 stories in the mid-section of 
the building where the hotel rooms are located, at a maximum building height of 185 feet above finished 
grade. The hotel finished floor elevation would be approximately 347 feet amsl. The hotel would be two 
stories on the north and south ends of the structure where the ballroom, offices and other hotel service 
amenities are proposed to be located. The primary vehicular and pedestrian access to the hotel would be 
from the east side of the building where the port-cochere would be located for guest arrivals. All hotel 
visitors would be valet parked in the parking structure located to the east, discussed further below. Hotel 
employees would also utilize the parking structure and surface parking located adjacent to the scientific 
research building. Pedestrian access between La Jolla Village Drive and the hotel would also be provided, 
as shown in Figure 3-1. A 4,050-square foot swimming pool would be provided for hotel guests, located in 
the southwest comer of the project site. A large terrace would connect the hotel to the pool area on the 
southwest side of the building. 

The hotel architecture would be contemporary to harmonize with the neighboring office tower and 
condominium buildings, as well as the context of the University Community, utilizing building material such 
as granite, stucco and glass . The architecture would consist of a balanced composition and classical 
proportion, with elegant accents added in keeping with the tradition set by the Ritz Carlton Hotel. Horizontal 
trim, cantilevered balconies and projecting volumes are expressed to break the otherwise massiveness of the 
rectangular box. Refer to Figures 3-3a and 3-3b for hotel elevations. 

3.2.3 Condominiums 

The proposed condominium tower is located in the middle of the project site, northeast of the hotel and 
directly south ·of the main access road into the development (Executive Drive). Refer to Figure 3-1 for the 
location of the proposed condominium tower. The 32- 36-story condominium building is approximately 
321,000 square feet in size, with a height of approximately 370 feet above finished grade. The main structure 
is proposed at approximately 322 feet, with an additional 47-foot high parapet proposed as a visual accent 
and for the purpose of screening electrical and mechanical equipment. The finished floor elevation is 360 
feet ams!. Unlike the longer and rectangular building footprints of the proposed office tower and hotel, the 
proposed condominium tower is pinnacle in shape, with one to six condominium units per floor. The slender 
massing of this building provides variety in building character on site, stepping the structures upward as the 
viewer moves north from La Jolla Village Drive. The primary access to the tower is from the north, off of 
Executive Drive. Residents of the condominium tower would park in an attached, three-level (two levels 
below grade and one level at grade) parking structure with parking for 242 vehicles. The upper deck (roof) 
of the parking structure (approximately 15 feet above finished grade) would consist of a recreation deck with 

. resident recreational amenities such as a lap pool (see discussion in Section 3.2.5). Other recreation 
amenities include two tennis courts located northeast of the condominiums, across Executive Drive. Visitors 
'would park in the surface parking lot near the tennis courts. The condominium ·architecture would consist 
of a similar design to other proposed structures within the project, appearing contemporary and utilizing 
such materials as reflective glass and solid spandrels. The rooftop accent piece would be opaque, 
constructed of metal. Refer to Figure 3-4 for building elevations of the proposed condominium tower. 

3.2.4 Scientific Research Building 

The proposed scientific research building is located in the northeast comer of the project site, approximately 
160 feet south of Nexus Center Drive (Figure 3-1). The two-story structure is proposed to be 30,000 square 
feet and 40 feet in height above finished grade. The finished floor for the scientific research building would 
be 364 feet ams I. The footprint of the structure would be rectangular in shape, paralleling Judicial Drive and 
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the eastern site boundary. The primary vehicular access to the building would be from Executive Drive to 
the south and Nexus Center Drive to the north. Parking for this building consists of 75 spaces in a surface 
parking lot surrounding the office building to the north, south, east and west. The surface parking around 
the scientific research building would also include spaces for overflow parking for condominium, hotei'and 
office visitors. Two tennis courts are proposed in the southwest corner of the surface parking lot; the courts 
are provided for the nearby condominium residents and hotel guests. Tenants would access the building 
primarily from the west where the main building entrance would be located. 

The scientific research building would be constructed of materials and architecture complimentary to the 
office, hotel and residential towers proposed on the south end of the property. The facades would include 
vision and spandrel glass, as well as solid spandrels. Refer to Figure 3-5 for the proposed scientific research 
building elevations. 

3.2.5 Parking Structure 

An eight-level stand-alone parking structure is proposed along the eastern site boundary, south of Executive 
Drive (Figure 3-1). The parking structure would be approximately 540,000 square feet, consisting of two 
levels of parking below grade, one level at grade and five levels above grade. The structure would park 1,740 
vehicles associated with the proposed office tower and hotel. The structure would be approximately 60 feet 
in height above finished grade. The at-grade parking level would be at approximately 327 feet ams!. The 
top deck of the parking structure would be open and surrounded by a four foot-high railing/wall. All parking 
spaces would be standard in size; no compact spaces are proposed for this structure. Entrances/exits of the 
structure are proposed on the north and south sides. The southern entrance would accept vehicles from the 
internal circulfition loop that passes the hotel and office tower. The northern entrance would be off of 
Executive Drive. Pedestrian access and circulation within the structure would consist of stairwells and three 
elevators, linking pedestrians to the sidewalks and pathways proposed to connect the structure with the 
various buildings and the center courtyard. The parking structure would include controlled and manned (key 
card and sentry) entrances, an emergency call box system (panic buttons) and nighttime security lighting. 
The structure is proposed to include an open design on all four sides for the at- and above-grade decks, 
providing adequate ventilation and natural; daytime lighting. Refer to Figure 3-6 for the parking structure 
elevations. 

3.2.6 Road Improvements and Circulation 

The Proposed Project includes the construction and dedication of one-half of Judicial Drive from Executive 
Drive to La Jolla Village Drive. Judicial Drive is currently constructed for 400 linear feet south of Eastgate 
Mall Road. Judicial Drive is shown on the adopted Circulation Element of the University Community Plan 
as a four-lane Major Street. The western project site boundary, from Executive Drive south to La Jolla 
Viflage Drive, is in the middle of the future right-of-way for Judicial Drive. The eastern one-half of the 
roadway width would be dedicated to the City of San Diego for the full improvement of this circulation 
element roadway. Judicial Drive would require a roadway width of 98 feet, including curb, gutter, sidewalk 
and a Class II bicycle lane in both directions. The travel lanes would require 78 feet. Judicial Drive 
improvements would require approximately 2.76 acres of off-site grading. Judicial Drive is planned to 
continue south and below La Jolla Village Drive in a tunnel that would span the width of La Jolla Village 
Drive (126 feet ). The tunnel portion of La Jolla Village Drive is proposed to be constructed as part of 
another project, La Jolla Crossroads, located south of La Jolla Village Drive. Until this tunnel is completed, 
access to the project site (and to Judicial Drive which would front the project site) would be from Executive 
Drive and Nexus Center Drive. 
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Executive Drive, an east-west local four-lane Collector Road, trends parallel to La Jolla Village Drive 
approximately midway between La Jolla Village Drive and Eastgate Mall Road. The entire length of 
Executive Drive is currently constructed, terminating at approximately 600 feet east of the Judicial Drive 
right-of-way. East of Judicial Drive, Executive Drive is a private drive that extends into and approximately 
mid-way through the project site. As part of the Proposed Project, a portion of Executive Drive would be 
reserved to accommodate a future MTDB LRT station, requiring a widened right-of-way to accommodate 
the facility. (MTDB has adopted a plan that locates a future trolley station within the Executive Drive right­
of-way north of and partially within the project site; however, a specific time frame for rail connection to 
and construction of the station has not been identified.) The project applicant would reserve an area of 55 
feet-by-360 feet for the future station. In the interim, the trolley stop would be improved as a landscaped 
median. Executive Drive would have two lanes in each direction around the median. 

Until the LRT station is constructed, the median in Executive Drive would have a break for vehicle turning 
movements from the north-south internal project roadway (Figure 3-7). 

La Jolla Village Drive is designated on the University Community Plan Circulation Element as an eight-lane 
Prime Arterial. This roadway is currently six lanes, three lanes in each direction. As part of the Proposed 
Project, the right-of-way needed on the northern side of the road for a one-lane addition would be reserved 
and dedicated. Direct vehicular access to the project site from La Jolla Village Drive is precluded by the . 
Circulation Element classification, which permits intersections with streets only and not driveways. 
Pedestrian access from the project site to La Jolla Village Drive is included in the Proposed Project design 
(Figure 3-1). 

The primary access to the various project buildings would be from Executive Drive and Nexus Center Drive. 
A south-to-east trending internal roadway would provide access to the hotel , office tower and parking 
structure. The condominiums and the associated parking garage would be accessible from Executive Drive. 
The scientific research building would be accessible from Executive Drive and Nexus Center Drive. Two 
driveways would also be constructed along Judicial Drive, between Executive Drive and La Jolla Village 
Drive. The southerly driveway would be for hotel service deliveries only and would include a break in the 
median along Judicial Drive for turning movements. The northerly of the two driveways would provide 
access to the internal looping roadway; however, this driveway would allow for right-in and right-out 
movements only, with no mectian break in Judicial Drive. 

3.2.7 Landscaping 

The Proposed Project would include extensive landscaping within and around the perimeter of the complex 
with a variety of mediterranean, semi-low water use plants. Refer to Figure 3-7 for the conceptual landscape 
plan. Screening trees and shrubs would be planted along site frontages to La Jolla Village, Judicial and 
Executive Drives. The landscaping along Judicial and La Jolla Village drives would consist of a naturalized 
mediterranean plant pallet with Rosemary, Lavender, Agave and various sages, along with Poplar, Cypress 
and Olive trees. Screening trees, shrubs and vines would also be planted along the eastern site boundary, east 
of the proposed parking structure. A combination of vines are proposed , such as Creeping Ficus and Trumpet 
Vine, to provide a variety of flowers and texture. Vertical trees along the east side of the property would 
consist of Poplar and Cypress varieties. 

The landscape focal point would be a gardenesque courtyard proposed in the center of the site ( approximate! y 
one acre) , south of the condominium tower, west of the parking structure and north and west of the office 
tower and hotel, respectively. The courtyard would consist of a series of terraces connected by plazas, 
fountains and trellises and pergolas. The central courtyard terraces would link all of the site spaces together. 
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A series of walkways ( under five percent grade) would meander through the site linking the various buildings 
and parking structure to the central courtyard. The plant pallet for the interior of the site would be more 
refined and manicured than the exterior plantings, including such specimens as Day Lilies and Lily of the 
Nile. 

Two primary view corridors would be located on either side of the proposed high-rise office tower, 
permitting public views into the site from La Jolla Village Drive. The north-south view corridor (as seen 
from La Jolla Village Drive) between the hotel and office tower would consist of a sloped, flowering garden. 
Accent lighting would illuminate specimen trees along the main frontages and the central courtyard area. 

The primary site entry to Executive Drive from Judicial Drive would include a large, grassy privately­
maintained public accessible pttbtic park (almost one-half acre) with a visual focus planned for the center 
of the area with either a sculpture or a specimen tree. The public space would be landscaped with different 
patterns of grasses, with rock pavers interspersed throughout. Refer to Figure 3-7 for a more complete list 
of plants. 

3.2.8 Parking 

The parking requirements for the Proposed Project were determined based on the City of San Diego Shared 
Parking Criteria and are summarized in Table 3-2. As shown in Table 3-2, the Proposed Project will require 
2,470 parking spaces which can be broken down into 1,617 parking spaces for the scientific research and 
office tower, 574 parking spaces for the 325-room hotel, and 279 spaces for the 120-unit condominium 
complex. 

The total number of spaces required for the Proposed Project can be reduced from the 2,470 requirement 
based on shared parking among the different land uses. The determination of shared parking requirements 
was based on the shared parking formula found in Section 142.0545 of the City of San Diego Traffic Impact 
Manual. (A copy of this section can be found in the attached Traffic Study, Appendix C.) When shared 
parking is accounted for, the Proposed Project would have a peak parking demand of 2,195 spaces. The 
Proposed Project provides 2,320 spaces which meets the City's parking requirements . Parking will be 
provided in three primary areas as shown in Figure 3-1: parking structure (1,740 stalls); condominium 
parking structure (242 stalls); and surface parking (338 stalls). 
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Materials Legend 
Trees 
Ulmus Parviflora/Chinese Evergreen Elm 
Pinus Torreyana/Torrey Pine 
Phoenix Canariensis/Date Palm 
Cinnamomum Camphora/Camphor Tree 
Washingtonia Filifera/Califomia Fan Palm 
Phoenix Reclinata/Senegal Date Palm 
Shrubs/Groundcovers 
Phormium Tenax/New Zealand Flax 
Strelitzia Reginae/Bird of Paradise 
Agave Attunata/Foxtail Agave 
BougainvilleaNine Form 
Festuca Ovina Glauca/Blue Fescue 
Cotoneaster spp./Cotoneaster 
Limonium Perezii/Sea Lavander 
Pelargonium Peltatum/Geranium 
Agapanthus Africanus/Lily of the Nile 
Photinia Fraserii/Photinia 
Xylosma Congesta/Xylosma 
Dieties/Fortnight Lily 
Pittosporum Tobira/Dwarf Pittosporum 
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Table 3-2 
PARKING RA TE CALCULATIONS 

INTENSITY PEAK 
USE PARKING 

QTY. UNIT DEMAND 

Office (except medical) 
Weekday 4902 ksf 3.30/ksf 
Saturday 4902 ksf 0.50/ksf 

TOTAL OFFICE-WEEKDAY 

Hotel 
Guest Room 325 rooms 1.00/room 
Eating & Drinking Establishment 4 .9 ksf 15 .00/ksf 
Meeting/Banquet Rooms 17.48 ksf 10.00/ksf 

TOTAL HOTEL 

Condominium 
1 Bedroom 20 dwelling units 1.50/dwelling unit 
2 Bedrooms 20 dwelling units 2.00/dwelling unit 
2 Bedrooms with Den 74 dwelling units 2.00/dwelling unit 
3 Bedrooms 6 dwelling units 2.25/dwelling unit 

SUB-TOT AL CONDOMINIUM 

Visitor Allowance (20%) 

TOTAL CONDOMINIUM 

TOTAL PARKING SPACES REQUIRED 

TOTAL PARKING SPACES REQUIRED 
WITH REDUCTION FOR SHARED-PARKING 

1Parking Spaces Required = Peak Parking Demand x Intensity. 
2Includes 40 ksf of Scientific Research & Development. 

PARKING 
SPACES 

REQUIRED1 

1,617 
245 

1,617 

325 
74 
175 

574 

30 
40 
148 
14 

232 

47 

279 

2,470 

2,1953 

3Se~ Appendix K of the Traffic Study in Appendix C for Calculation of Shared Parking Requirements . 
ksf ~ l,000 square feet. 

3.2.9 Grading 

The Proposed Project would require grading of the entire 16.85-acre site and an additional 2. 76 acres of off­
site area for the proposed construction of Judicial Drive. The topography on site varies significantly due to 
the presence of a steeply sloping canyon in the southwest portion of the site and a plateau along the eastern 
site boundary. The on-site elevation ranges from 278 feet ams! in the canyon bottom to approximately 382 
feet ams I in the northeast comer of the site. (Refer to Figure 2-6 for the existing site topography.) In order 
to grade the site for the proposed bui ldings and circulation, approximately 310,000 cubic yards of earth 
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would be moved. A balanced grading plan is proposed, whereby earth on site would be moved from the 
plateau to fill the canyon, resulting in an average site grade of 340 feet amsl. Fina l grades on site would 
range from approximately 327 to 364 feet ams! , gently sloping the site from north to south. Refer to Figure 
3-8 for the proposed grading plan. 

3.3 Discretionary Actions 

3.3.1 Community Plan Amendment 

The Proposed Project would require land use plan amendments to the City of San Diego Progress Guide and 
General Plan and the University Community Plan pursuant to Municipal Code Section 111.0703. A 
Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to the University Community Plan and a General Plan Amendment 
(GPA) to the City's General Plan would be required to change the land use designation on 9.39 acres of the 
project site from the existing Visitor Commercial designation to a Visitor Commercial designation with 
overlay designations for Office (0) and Residential (R) uses (Figure 3-9). The remaining seven acres of the 
site in the northeast comer would remain designated for Scientific Research land uses and would not require 
a plan amendment. A CPA would allow a mix of uses including residential and office uses in addition to the 
permitted hotel uses and increase the development intensity of the site, raising the number of vehicle trips 
generated from the site. The property is currently designated for Visitor Commercial use at a development 
density of 258 trips per acre, as described in the Development Intensity Element of the Community Plan. 
The proposed CPA would permit an increase in density on-site Ptoposed Project Cl>Ollld include a Transfer 
of Developmcut Rights, pll!suant to the provisions of the Element, whereby the development intensity 
(projected trips) tt ips projected for another site within the community, the Regents Park Planned Commercial 
Development Project, would be reduced and replaced by an equivalent increase at are transfeued to the 
project site. The build-out traffic projections for the Community Plan (2020) area would not change with 
this transfer. This proposal is discussed in detail in Section 4.4 Transportation/Traffic Circulation. 

3.3.2 Rezone 

The 9.39 acres of the site proposed for a CPA from Visitor Commercial to Visitor Commercial with Office 
and Residentia l overlay uses, would also necessitate a Rezone in order to bring the zoning for the site into 
compliance with the Community Plan land use designation. The site is currently zoned Rl -5000 which is 
not consistent with the current Community Plan land use designation or the proposed CPA. In an effort to 
bring the zoning into compliance with the Community Plan and the proposed CPA, a Rezone from Rl-5000 
to VC is proposed. 

3.3.3 City of San Diego Permits 

0 Planned Commercial Development Permit 

The Proposed Project mixed-use deve lopment would require a PCD permit from the City of San Diego. The 
purpose of a PCD permit is "to promote and fa cilitate imaginative, innovative and comprehensively planned 
commercial developments integrating compatible activities which are harmoniously designed to compliment 
the surrounding community" (San Diego Municipal Code Section 101.0910). The PCD permit regulations 
he lp to guide the development of medium to high-density residential proj ec ts that are proposed within mixed­
use or commercial areas as proposed by the community plan. A PCD proj ec t may be located within any 
commercial zoning district (including the VC zone) with the exception of the Commercial Parking zone, and 
n1ay include land uses such as residential (incl uding condorr1.inium), office, light manufacturing and boarding 
and lodging houses, or uses similar in character to these uses as determined by the Planning Commission. 
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0 Vesting Tentative Map 

The Proposed Project includes the subdivision of land and relocation of property lot lines to accommodate 
the proposed individual buildings (hotel, office and residential) located in the southern 9.39 acres of the 
project site proposed for a CPA and Rezone. A Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) is proposed to accommodate 
the subdivision of land and the residential condominium project. 

0 Resource Protection Ordinance Permit 

The Proposed Project would impact 0.14 acre of wetlands and result in the grading of 6.43 acres of steep 
slopes, and will impact biologically sensitive lands defined by RPO. In accordance with Section 101.0462 
of the San Diego Municipal Code, an RPO Permit would be required for implementation of this project. 

3.3.4 Other Discretionary Approvals 

As discussed in Sections 2.3 and 3.2.9, a large canyon is located in the southwest portion of the project site 
which would be filled as part of the proposed grading for the project. The Proposed Project would impact 
approximately 0.13 acre of wetlands and 0.01 acre of non-vegetated Waters of the U.S., as defined by the 
USA COE. Approximately 0.10 acre of the wetlands impact is anticipated due to Circulation Element road 
improvements. Because the project would discharge fill material into jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., the 
applicant would be required to obtain a Nationwide Permit in accordance with Section 404 of the federal 
Clean Water Act (CW A). The permit is issued by the USA COE. Section 401 of the CW A also requires that 
the USA COE receive a water quality certification or waiver from the state or local RWQCB prior to issuance 
of a permit pursuant to Section 404. 

Certification or waiver from the RWQCB is required for any project that would discharge runoff from a site. 
Conformance with the CW A is established through compliance with the requirements of the RWQCB 
NPDES for discharge of storm water runoff associated with construction activity. Compliance requires 
conformance with applicable BMPs and development of a SWPPP and monitoring program plan. 

A Streambed Alteration Agreement pursuant to Section 1603 of the CDFG Code of Regulations would be 
required for the anticipated impacts to jurisdictional wetlands as defined by the state. The Proposed Project 
would impact approximately 0.1 acre on site and 0.03 acre off site of CDFG jurisdictional wetlands, and 0.01 
acre of on-site jurisdictional streambed. 

3.4 Alternatives 

Section 15126 (d) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that a reasonable range of alternatives be addressed 
tha't could feasiblely attain most of the objectives of the Proposed Project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen the significant environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project. State CEQA Guidelines 
recommend that a brief description of the rationale for selecting an alternative be provided and that sufficient 
information be included for the analysis of each alternative so that there is a meaningful evaluation and 
comparison of the alternative(s) to the Proposed Project impacts. An off-site alternative was considered, 
pursuant to Section 15126(d)(5 ) of the CEQA Guidelines during the early planning phase of the project. This 
alternative is addressed in Section 9.1 Alternatives Considered But Rejected. 
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In accordance with Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR should include the "No Project" 
alternative. The No Project alternative may include a "no development" scenario that evaluates the project 
site under its existing conditions with n9 development or site improvements , as well as an alternative that 
would consist of a development reasonably expected to occur under the existing plans (i.e., Community Plan 
designation) and consistent with the available infrastructure and community services. The Proposed Project 
includes a CPA from Visitor Commercial to Mixed-Use to allow for the development of residential 
( condominium) and office uses in addition to the permitted hotel use. The plan amendment would also allow 
for an increase in the development intensity, thus increasing the number of vehicle trips per developable acre. 
In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a No Project (no development) alternative is included in this EIR, 
as well as the "Development Under the Existing Community Plan" alternative which evaluates a development 
scenario that is consistent with the existing Community Plan land use designation and development intensity 
allowance of 258 vehicle trips per acre. The Development Under the Existing Community Plan Alternative 
is evaluated and compared to the Proposed Project traffic impacts to determine if it would reduce the overall 
traffic impacts anticipated with the Proposed Project. 

In addition to the No Project Alternative and Development Under the Existing Community Plan Alternative, 
a Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Alternative are also evaluated. The RPO Alternative is included 
in this EIR to evaluate a project that is compatible with the requirements of the Ordinance and avoids impacts 
to wetlands and steep slopes. 

Lastly, in Section 9.6, the Environmentally Superior Alternative is identified pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines and the environmental consequences of each alternative are summarized within a matrix for 
comparison purposes. 

LA JOLLA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final : October 5, 2000 

Page 3-20 



'.i 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LAND USE • 

4.0 Environmental Analysis 

4.1 Land Use 

4.1.1 Existing Conditions 

0 Existing Site Conditions and Surrounding Land Uses 

The proposed La Jolla Commons Project is located within the University Community of the City of San 
Diego, approximately 700 feet west ofl-805 and north of La Jolla Village Drive . The University Community 
planning area, covering approximately 8,500 acres, is located in the northern portion of the City and stretches 
from the Pacific Ocean to just east of 1-805 (refer to Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0). The project site is located 
in the central-eastern portion of the community planning area which is comprised of a mix of retail, visitor 
commercial, office, scientific research, and residential uses. The Proposed Project site is approximately 17 
acres and is bound to the west by the planned extension of Judicial Drive, to the north by Nexus Center Drive 
and to the south by La Jolla v ·illage Drive. The site is bisected by the partially improved extension of 
Executive Drive which terminates approximately mid-way through the site. Nine acres of vacant land 
separates the site from 1-805. La Jolla Village Drive, the primary corridor bisecting the planning area, is 
straddled on both sides by this mix of land uses and transitions to Miramar Road at 1-805. Land uses to the 
east of 1-805 consist primarily of light industrial, commercial and open space, as well as the 24,000-acre 
MCAS Miramar installation which is located outside and east-southeast of the planning area. 

The project site is currently undeveloped, vacant, and partially disturbed. The site's topography varies 
significantly with a relatively large, steeply sloped canyon in the southwest portion of the site (low point of 
278 feet ams!) and a relatively level plateau along the north- and southeastern portions of the site (high point 
of 320 feet ams!). Vegetation on site consists of a combination of Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed 
chaparral and southern willow scrub. A majority of the site is covered with southern mixed chaparral, with 
southern willow scrub covering the least amount of land within the canyon bottom. Refer to Figures 2-5 and 
2-6 in Section 2.0 Environmental Setting for an aerial photograph and topographic map of the project site. 
The existing site condition also includes the presence of general refuse (e.g., glass, paper, furniture) dumped 
on the site by transient occupants. While a majority of the site is naturally vegetated, the site is considered 
partially disturbed due to the presence of the man-made improvements in the drainage and a number of dirt 
pathways and a utility vehicle access road within the site. Presently, there are several concrete brow-ditches 
and a man-made storrnwater collection pipeline that covey storrnwater flow via a 42-inch diameter pipeline 
under La Jolla Village Drive. The main drainage basin on-site collects on-site flows in addition to a 
significant off-site flow contributed via existing pipelines which outfall into the project site. The existing 
stormwater flows from off-site sources entering the outfall on-site account for approximately 86 percent of 
the total flow entering the 42-inch diameter pipeline that conveys water south and under La Jolla Village 
Drive. In addition to surficial man-made storrnwater collection facilities, an underground tunnel crosses 
beneath the project site containing various utility pipelines. An above-ground junction structure is located 
in the canyon bottom at the juncture between this tunnel and utilities that continue subsurface and southerly 
toward La Jolla Village Drive . 

The Proposed Project site is surrounded by a combination of developed , graded and vacant parcels. 
Approximately nine acres of vacant, naturally vegetated land exists between the project site and 1-805 to the 
east. A two-story scientific research facility is located to the northeast, east of the terminus of Nexus Center 
Drive. A graded parcel, proposed for scientific research uses , is located within the reversed "L" pocket of 
the project site, north of Executive Drive and south of Nexus Center Drive. A five-acre vacant and naturally 
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vegetated parcel is located immediately west of the proposed extension of Judicial Drive. La Jolla Village 
Drive, a six-lane primary arterial, bounds the project site to the south. A combination of high-rise office 
towers, multi-family residential uses , scientific research buildings and a parking structure are located further 
to the west of the project site, west of the proposed extension of Judicial Drive. Approximately 28 acres of 
vacant, naturally vegetated land is located south of La Jolla Village Drive, planned for a f!lixed-use 
development of residential and office uses known as La Jolla Crossroads. The La Jolla Crossroads Project 
is proposed to include 1,500 apartment units on approximately 21.4 acres and 162,000 square feet of 
scientific research uses on approximately 6. 7 acres. West of the La Jolla Crossroads site are two multi-story 
office buildings and associated parking structures. Refer to Figure 2-4 in Section 2.0 Environmental Setting 
for an aerial photograph depicting the surrounding land uses. 

0 Plans and Policies 

The City of San Diego General Plan is the City-wide land use development and planning document that 
contains guidelines and policies relative to development, open space and infrastructure. The Proposed 
Project site is located within the University Community Plan area of the City, one of 44 community planning 
areas within the City. In addition to the City General Plan and the University Community Plan, planning 
guidelines and policies of the City's Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) (City of San Diego Municipal 
Code§ 101.0462), the City's Zoning Ordinance (City of San Diego Municipal Code§ 101.0910), the City's 
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (City of San Diego, March 1997) and the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for NAS Miramar (San Diego Association of Governments 
[SANDAG], Amended September 1992) are also applicable to the proposed project. The applicable goals, 
objectives, recommendations and policies associated with these plans are described below. 

Progress Guide and General Plan 

The City's General Plan contains 13 Elements focusing on the following topics: Housing; 
Transportation; Commercial; Industrial; Public Facilities, Services and Safety; Open Space; 
Recreation; Redevelopment; Conservation; Energy Conservation; Cultural Resources Management; 
Seismic Safety; and Urban Design. The applicable goals and recommendations within Elements 
pertaining to the Proposed Project are summarized below. 

The Housing Element specifies programs that are intended to guide the City's commitment to 
provide for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community. A relevant goal within 
the Housing Element pertains to the availability of adequate sites for the development of a variety 
of housing for all income levels. The policies of the Housing Element state that "the City shall seek 
to ensure that all housing is developed in areas with adequate access to employment opportunities, 
community facilities, and public services." 

The Transportation Element provides the framework for developing a comprehensive 
transportation system that includes streets, highways and parking to serve vehicular needs; transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities; as well as airports, railroads, and maritime facilities . A relevant 
goal contained within the Transportation Element addresses the need to "provide a network of 
transportation systems that are integrated, complementary and compatible with other City-wide and 
regional goals. A network that takes into account the physical, social and economic conditions of 
the environment, both present and future." The Transportation Element also includes a discussion 
of noise and land use compatibility with transportation-generated noise levels. The Transportation 
Element promotes reduction of transportation noise to a level that is tolerable and does not constitute 
a threat to the public health and general welfare. The Transportation Element recommends that both 
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current and projected noise levels be considered in determining land use compatibility. An exterior 
noise level of 65 decibels (dB) CNEL and an interior noise level of 45 dB CNEL are considered 
acceptable noise levels for residential uses (including transient housing, e.g., hotels) while a noise 
level of 70 dB CNEL is considered an acceptable exterior noise level for office uses, 59 dB CNEL 
for interior. 

The Commercial Element of the General Plan includes a goal "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 new development does not impede the economic vitality of other existing 
commercial areas." This Element also includes a recommendation in regard to the timing of 
commercial development whereby the City would "encourage when feasible the simultaneous 
development of residential and commercial uses." 

The Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element addresses the provision of schools, libraries, 
police, fire, water, sanitation and flood control. This element identifies schools and the provision 
of quality education as the most important area of public service and recommends cooperative 
assistance with school districts in resolving problems arising over the availability of schools in newly 
developing areas of the City. This Element also includes a recommendation to "Evaluate yearly the 
existing libraries for continued use or necessary expansion or relocation." 

The Conservation Element of the General Plan includes a number of goals and recommendations 
for the protection and preservation of the regions natural resources, including land, water, mineral, 
ecological and air resources . The Conservation Element includes specific discussion relative to 
landform and includes several guidelines and standards relevant to the Proposed Project: (1) 
"Floodplains, steep slopes, canyons, coastal and waterfront lands should be left undeveloped, or 
minimally developed consistent with their special qualities and limitations;" (2) "Only sites best 
suited to development should be used. Steeply sloping or highly erodable land or natural stream 
channels should be left as open space or agricultural land. Construction should be clustered to 
minimize its effects;" and (3) "Grading should be kept to a minimum. Canyons should not be filled. 
Existing trees and ground covers should be retained as much as possible. Natural drainage systems 
should be preserved." The Conservation Element also addresses water quality and includes 
guidelines and standards that require that "Water quality objectives and criteria of the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and the State Water Resources Control Board should be achieved and 
maintained." 

Conservation and preservation of our region's air quality is also addressed in this Element, with the 
primary goal being "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 to implement this goal include providing attractive, less­
polluting alternatives such as public transit and bicycle lanes, and promoting the development of 
relatively self-contained neighborhoods and communities to provide for a balance of necessary land 
uses , facilities, and services and reducing the number and length of vehicle trips. This Element also 
encourages in-fill development where possible. 

The Urban Design Element addresses the integration of new development into the natural 
landscape and existing community . The Element encourages the balance of natural and created 
features by integrating new development with the natural landscape or within the framework of an 
existing community whereby there would be minimal impacts to the community's physical and social 
assets. 
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University Community Plan 

The University Community Plan was adopted in January 1990. The Community Plan includes 12 
Elements that address plan policies specific to development within the University Community Plan 
area. (Refer to Figure 2-8 in Section 2.0 for the University Community Plan boundaries and 
generalized land use plan.) The Proposed Project site is designated for Visitor Commercial and 
Scientific Research land uses (Figure 4.1-1). There are four primary subareas within the Plan; the 
proposed La Jolla Commons Project is located within Subarea 2, the Central subarea. Community 
Plan Elements and the goals and proposals within each element that apply to the Proposed Project 
are discussed below. 

The Urban Design Element focuses on the relationship between buildings and spaces, as well as 
vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle and pubic transit linkages throughout the community. The overall 
character of the community is defined in Section I.A. of the Element, where the Central community 
is envisioned as having a strong link between buildings, streets and pedestrian routes and 
incorporation of pedestrian friendly amenities such as directional graphics, fountains and outdoor 
seating. The Urban Design Element encourages development that promotes public transit, reducing 
the long-term demands on public roadways. The Central Subarea, where the Proposed Project site 
is located, is characterized as the most urban of the four subareas within the Community Plan, 
consisting of intense, multi-use development representing one of the major commercial/office nodes 
within the City of San Diego. The Urban Design Element notes that the design theme in the Central 
Subarea should include "bold, contemporary high-rise structures" with a "variety of building types, 
shapes, sizes, colors and materials." The applicable urban design goals include the following: 

• Improve accessibility and use relationships within the community by establishing well­
defined multi-modal linkage systems 

• Provide for th~ needs of pedestrians in all future design and development decisions 

• Ensure that San Diego's climate, and the community's unique topography and vegetation 
influence the planning and design of new projects 

• Ensure that every new development contributes to the public realm and street livability by 
providing visual amenities and a sense of place 

The Urban Design Element acknowledges the future extension of Judicial Drive as a four-lane Major 
roadway and Executive Drive as a four-lane Collector and Light Rail Transit (LRT) route. Both 
roadways are planned to have landscaped parkways. La Jolla Village Drive is planned to be widened 
from six to eight lanes. This Element includes an objective to "[e]nsure that the street yards of 
private developments bordering La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee A venue support the desired 
image and monumental quality of these roads." The following methods are recommended to 
accomplish this objective: 

• Retain the sloping landscaped berms along the borders of La Jolla Village Drive 

• Maximize the landscape investment by using drought-tolerant plants 

• Planting mature street yard trees 
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Locate private property art works and other amenities so that they are visible and accessible 
from La Jolla Village Drive 

Require all new developments abutting La Jolla Village Drive to _provide artworks (or 
landscaping or building elements) or contribute to the Community Art Fund 

The Urban Design Element includes pedestrian link objectives to"[ d]esignate and clearly define 
a primary pedestrian network linking superblocks, major activity centers and resource areas 
utilizing the public sidewalk, street level crossings, overpasses, meandering paths through private 
developments, and trails through natural open space areas." The Element includes Judicial Drive 
in the Urban Node Pedestrian Network. The following methods are recommended to accomplish this 
objective: 

• 

• 

Ensure that urban node pedestrian network sidewalks have generously landscaped parkways, 
are non-contiguous, and have a minimum of six feet in width 

Provide pedestrian paths within private developments that connect with the sidewalk 
pedestrian network 

A void vehicular access from the pedestrian street network 

The Urban Design Element addresses bicycle planning in the community planning area and identifies 
Judicial Drive as having a future Class II bike lane. Public transit is also addressed in this Element. 
Figure 22, Proposed Light Rail Transit and Shuttle Loop, identifies a "Recommended SANDAG 
Study Committee Alignment" and an "MTDB Preferred Alignment"following Executive Drive past 
the Proposed Project site, as well as a "Proposed Future Light Rail Transit Station With Parking" 
near the intersection of Judicial and Executive Drives. Objectives in the Element addressing this 
plan include the following: (1) "Ensure ihat the proposed light rail transit corridor (LRT) shown 
in Figure 22 ... offers a variety of interesting views and amenities to transit riders;" and (2) 
"Ensure that . . . future transit stops optimize convenience and safety of riders and contribute to the 
functional and aesthetic quality of the community." These objectives can be accomplished by: 

• Requiring that developments flanking the LRT corridor locate entrances, and amenities 
towards the transit right-of-way 

• Integrating transit stations into major destination areas, including the campus, shopping 
centers, hospitals , schools, hotels, large employment centers and other major destination 
· points as determined by route demand analyses 

The Urban Design Element includes specific design recommendations for each of the four subareas 
within the community planning area. The Proposed Project, located within Central Subarea 2, is 
within an area that "draws its identity from wide streets and super block development patterns." It 
is considered the most urban of the subareas with the inclusion of two major commercial shopping 
centers, one being University Towne Center located approximately 1,200 feet south and west of the 
Proposed Project. Most of the subarea is developed with the exception of the east end, just west of 
1-805 and on both sides of La Jolla Village Drive . The Element describes this area as framing an 
important entrance into the University Community and providing an opportunity to achieve the urban 
design goals within the Community Plan. One of the objectives for Subarea 2 is to "improve the 
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central community's urbanform and cohesiveness as new construction activity continues." This 
objective is expected to be accomplished by the following methods: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Incorporation of new development street yards averaging the streetyards of adjoining and 
fronting developments 

Transition the scale and height of adjacent buildings and design projects to ascend or 
descend in scale and height to create a harmonious, smooth transition 

Place low rise buildings near the street and high rise buildings away from the street in large­
scale projects . Maximize the potential inherent and natural terrain elevation differences to 
create varying building heights and interesting roofline compositions 

Maximize site buildings to obtain solar and view corridors 

Articulate the building mass with offsets 

Conceal rooftop equipment 

Provide areas for employees which include seating, sunny plazas and recreational facilities 

A void locating parking and parking entrances adjacent to the pedestrian network streets . 
All parking should be in unobtrusive locations 

The T~ansportation Element of the University Community Plan addresses future roadway 
improvements, as well as bicycle, pedestrian and transit circulation throughout the community. 
Planning goals relative to these issues have been addressed under the Urban Design Element 
discussion above and can be found within Section 4.4 Transportationffraffic Circulation. 

The Development Intensity Element of the Plan establishes planning guidelines for the intensity 
of development based upon traffic projections and the capacity of the Community Plan Circulation 
Element roadways. One of the primary goals in this Element is to "provide a workable circulation 
system which accommodates anticipated traffic without reducing the Level of Service below 'D.'" 
Development intensities, measured by square footage or number of dwelling units, were allocated 
to 101 subareas within the community. The Proposed Project is located in two subareas, 29 and 31. 
The permitted land use and development intensity for these two subareas is summarized below, as 
defined in Table 3 of the Community Plan. 

Subarea 29 14.39 N. of La Jolla Village Drive 
acres 5 acres Scientific Research 

9.39 acres Visitor Commercial (s. end of Project Site) 
Not to exceed 258 trips/acre 

Subarea 31 30.86 20,000 s.f./acre; Scientific Research (n. end of Project Site; 7.5 ac.) 
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The Noise Element of the Community Plan addresses the potential for noise impacts to sensitive 
receptors as a result of aircraft noise from NAS (now MCAS) Miramar, major transportation routes 
and the AT &SF Railroad line. Goals and proposals applicable to the Proposed Project include those 
addressing MCAS Miramar aircraft operations noise and noise from La Jolla Village Drive and I-
805. The Noise Element refers to the SANDAG land use compatibility matrix that was prepared 
specifically for aircraft aviation operations at NAS Miramar. The matrix indicates that noise levels 
from the base exceeding 65 decibels CNEL impact the northern and eastern portions of the 
community. The matrix includes a number of implementation directives such as attenuating new 
buildings to acceptable levels indicated in the matrix and subjecting proposed residential and hotel 
uses located within the 60 to 65 and 60 to 70 dB CNEL, respectively, to acoustical studies to ensure 
that interior levels would not exceed 45 decibels. Likewise, office uses located within the 65 to 70 
dB CNEL shall be subject to acoustical studies to ensure interior noise levels do not exceed 50 dB 
CNEL. The Element includes two primary goals.including (1) "Minimize and avoid adverse noise 
impacts by planning for the appropriate placement and intensity of land uses relative to noise 
sources;" and (2) "Provide guidelines for the mitigation of noise impacts where incompatible land 
uses are located in a high noise environment." The Element includes a number of proposals to meet 
these two goals including: 

• Prohibiting the development of land uses that are incompatible with the SAND AG study or 
subsequent similar studies on aircraft noise 

• Encourage and where possible assist the Navy in its acquisition of land or easements 
surrounding NAS Miramar to ensure that the land uses are compatible with noise from the 
airport operations 

The Safety Element addresses geologic hazards and public safety associated with NAS Miramar. 
The Element includes two goals related to NAS Miramar aircraft safety: (1) "Promote public safety 
by taking into account aircraft accident potential in the placement of structures and activities;" and 
(2) "Provide for the safe operation of NAS Miramar through the preservation of appropriate 
departure corridors." Like the noise compatibility matrix, the Element includes a SANDAG 
generated matrix showing land use suitability within designated Accident Potential Zones (APZs). 
The Element proposes that new projects in the community be reviewed for compatibility with 
established APZs delineated in the Air Installation Compatible Use Zones Study and the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for NAS Miramar. Refer to the discussion in this section 
entitled Comprehensive Land Use Plan NAS Miramar for further discussion about this plan. 

The Resource Management Element within the University Community Plan addresses the 
·/ preservation and enhancement of natural resources within the community, including topographic 

features, biological resources, coastal resources, energy and water supplies, cultural resources and 
air quality. A number of goals are outlined within the Element with the resulting proposals to 
accomplish the conservation and preservation of these resources: 

• Preserve canyons , hillsides and natural drainage systems. Grading should be kept to a 
minimum, particularly adjacent to designated open space areas 

• Retain native vegetation where feasible to reduce erosion, preserve native species and 
preserve representative habitats 
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Minimize erosion and sedimentation 

Utilize drought-tolerant plants and efficient watering systems in landscaping plans 

Maximize opportunities for active and passive heating and cooling and incorporate measures 
to increase energy-efficient forms of transportation 

Design streets and adjust traffic lights to maximize smooth flow of traffic to reduce 
hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emissions by reduction in idling time 

Identify and mitigate impacts to paleontological and cultural resources through the 
environmental review process 

Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan was approved in March 1997 and meets the requirements 
of the California NCCP Act of 1992. The City's MSCP Subarea Plan delineates a regional wildlife 
preserve system that is intended to link all core biological areas into a regional wildlife preserve. 
The Subarea Plan identifies a 56,831-acre Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) in the City for 
preservation of core biological resource areas and connecting corridors. The Proposed Project site 
is located outside the MHP A and is not adjacent to it. 

San Diego Municipal Code Section 101.0910 (Planned Commercial Development) 

San Diego Municipal Code Section 101.0910 sets forth the City's regulations for issuance of 
Planned Commercial Development (PCD) Permits. PCDs are discretionary permits issued for 
projects that are predominantly commercial and are designed and improved in accordance with a 
comprehensive project plan. A PCD may be located within any commercial zoning district 
(including the VC zone) and may include residential, office, institutional, cultural, selected light 
manufacturing and recreational uses and facilities. Section 101.0910.A. of the Municipal Code 
states "It is the purpose of the Planned Commercial Development regulations to promote and 
facilitate imaginative, innovative and comprehensively planned commercial developments 
integrating compatible activities which are hamwniously designed to compliment the surrounding 
community." PCD permitted uses include multi-family developments, including condominiums, and 
any use permitted in any commercial zone such as commercial office and commercial visitor uses. 

San Diego Municipal Code Section 101.044 (Airport Environs Overlay Zone) 

The City of San Diego enforces the Airport Environs Zone around MCAS Miramar as part of its 
municipal code (Section 101.0444 ). The overlay zone is intended to ensure that land uses are 
compatible with the operation of the airport by implementing land use, noise attenuation and other 
standards of the airport's Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP), described in the following pages. 
The City cannot issue a permit for new construction controlled by an Ai port Environs Overlay Zone 
until compliance with the code has been established by the City Manager. This requirement applies 
to discretionary, administrative and building permits requested for development within the 60 dB 
CNEL contour or an APZ identified in the CLUP. Development plan submittals must identify their 
location relative to the airport's noise contours and accident potential zones (APZs) on a map. 
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Project applicants within the Airport Influence Area must demonstrate that proposed 
construction materials, including enhanced insulation, window double-glazing and other design 
features, can effectively reduce interior noise to prescribed levels (i.e., 45 dB CNEL). 

Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) 

The City of San Diego regulates development of environmentally sensitive lands through RPO 
(Ordinance No. 17602, adopted February 19, 1991 and the amendment to the Ordinance, No. 18456, 
adopted January 12, 1998). RPO amends Chapter X, Article 1, Division 4 of the San Diego 
Municipal Code Section 101.0462 related to development in the environmentally sensitive areas of 
the City. RPO applies to wetlands, wetland buffers, floodplains, hillsides, sensitive biological 
resources and significant prehistoric and historic resources. The intent of RPO is "to protect, 
preserve, and, where damaged, to restore the environmentally sensitive lands of San Diego which 
include wetlands, wetland buffers, floodplains, hillsides, sensitive biological resources, and 
significant prehistoric and historic resources" (City of San Diego 1998). Those provisions of RPO 
that apply to the Proposed Project are discussed below. 

Steep Hillsides. RPO allows encroachment into hillsides proportional to the amount of the property 
which has natural slopes which exceed a gradient of 25 percent and height of 50 feet. The subject 
property includes 2.1 acres (12 percent) that meet this criterion (Figure 4.1-2). Based on a site 
coverage of these slopes that is less than 25 percent, there is no allowable encroachment into steep 
slopes. The Proposed Project would encroach into 2.1 acres of hillsides. 

Development beyond the encroachment allowance is not permitted unless all feasible mitigation to 
protect and preserve the lands is required as a condition approval, and alternative compliance 
findings can be made. Exceptions to the encroachment allowance may be considered for community 
plan and general plan circulation element roads, local public streets, public utility systems, some 
public facilities, brush management for fire protection, and some sand and gravel operations. 

Alternative compliance findings under RPO may be approved where it appears that strict application 
would either (1) result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant; (2) result in conflict with the City 
Council policy, the Progress Guide and General Plan or any adopted community plan; or (3) preclude 
provisions of the extraordinary benefit to the general public. Findings required for alternative 
compliance include: 

• Compatibility with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan and with any 
applicable community plan or ordinance 

• Siting, design and construction to minimize, if not preclude, adverse impacts on 
environmental sensitive land and to prevent adverse impacts on any adjacent sensitive lands 
and resources 

• Minimizing the alterations of natural land form and precluding undue risks from geological 
and erosional forces and/or flood and fire hazards 

• Incorporating all feasible measures to protect and preserve the special character and value 
of affected significant prehistoric or historic sites or resources 
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Biologically Sensitive Lands. With respect to sens1t1ve biological resources, RPO allows 
development on lands with sensitive biological resources located outside the MHPA, with the 
exception of wetlands or land supporting listed, non-covered species, as long as suitable 
compensation accompanies development. The 13.81 acres of biologically sensitive land located on 
and off site (Figure 4.1-2) are located outside the MHP A and do not support any listed, non-covered 
species. Thus, development of the sensitive upland biological resources on the site is not limited, 
provided adequate mitigation for all impacts is provided. 

Wetlands. RPO does not permit development of any wetland areas. The project site includes 0.13 
acre of wetlands and 0.0 l acre of streambed (Figure 4.1-2), of which 0.10 acre would be impacted 
by City community plan roadways with or without the project. The proposed encroachment into 
wetlands associated with the project would require that the following findings be made that a 
deviation from RPO is acceptable. 

1. There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the potential adverse effects on 
sensitive biological resources; and 

2. The proposed deviation is the minimum necessary to afford relief from special 
circumstances or conditions of the land not of the applicant's making 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan NAS Miramar 

The proposed La Jolla Commons project site is located approximately 0.5 mile northwest of Marine 
Corps Air Sation Miramar (MCAS Miramar). A base realignment, or transfer, from the U.S. Navy 
to the U.S. Marine Corps began in 1994 and was virtually complete by 1998. While the appropriate 
environmental documentation pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act was completed 
before and during the transition, the underlying land use compatibility plan for the installation 
remains the planning tool and adopted plan for evaluating proposed projects in proximity to the base. 
The CLUP for NAS Miramar was adopted in October 1990 and amended in September 1992 by the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). The CLUP was prepared by SAND AG, the 
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), in accordance with the provisions of Article 3.5 of the 
California Public Utilities Commission. The CLUP was prepared to "protect Naval Air Station 
(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." (SANDAG 1992). 

The CLUP addresses land use compatibility by defining the Airport Influence Area, noise contours 
from aircraft operations and the associated land use compatibility matrix, defining accident potential 
zones, and defining height restrictions for surrounding uses and obstruction determinations. The 
proposed project site is located within the NAS Miramar Airport Influence Area, an area that extends 
well beyond the limits of the military air station and as far west and northwest as the Pacific Ocean. 
The NAS Miramar noise contours, as defined in the 1992 CLUP, are depicted in Figure 4.1-3. The 
noise contours shown in Figure 4.1-3 have been revised pursuant to the MCAS Miramar realignment 
EIS. Refer to Section 4.5 and Figure 4.5-2 for the most current contours. The associated Airport 
Noise/Land Use Compatibility Matrix indicates that residential, hotel and office uses are considered 
conditionally compatible if they are within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour and if the outdoor 
community noise equivalent level would be attenuated to an indoor level of 45 dB for hotel and 
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residential uses and 50 dB for office uses . (Refer to Section 4.5 Noise for further discussion of 
applicable noise impact criteria.) 

The CLUP defines two Accident Potential Zones (APZs) around the air installation, APZ-1 and 
APZ-2. The CLUP establishes land use restrictions for proposed development within each zone in 
order to minimize the number of people exposed to aircraft crash hazards . The primary objective 
of the APZs is the achievement of a degree of safety that can be reasonably attained. The APZs 
restrict the types of land uses allowed within the two zones and defines the population density for 
permitted uses (refer to Figure 4.1-4 for the NAS Miramar CLUP APZs). Residential and hotel uses 
are not considered compatible uses within APZ-1 and office uses within APZ-1 are restricted to a 
population density of 50 or fewer persons per acre. In addition, the CLUP requires that office uses 
within APZ-1 have a lot coverage that is less than 25 percent. 

Building heights for surrounding land uses are restricted to insure that no object would interfere with 
the safe operation of aircraft or impact the air installation operations. The CLUP includes a slope 
map for land within the Airport Influence Area that specifies what building heights would be 
required to submit notification to the Federal Aviation Administration for an inspection evaluation. 
Proposed development would be considered incompatible with the airfield operations if the 
structures/objects penetrate the 100: 1 surface and are not noticed to the FAA, the ALUC and NAS 
(now MCAS) Miramar. In addition to building heights, projects that generate other obstructions, 
such as release of any substance that would impair visibility (e.g., dust, smoke or steam), or emits 
or reflects light or interferes with aircraft communications/electrical systems would be considered 
incompatible. 

4.1.2 Impa'ct Analysis 

Issue 1: Would the Proposed Project result in a conflict with the Resource Protection Ordinance or 
the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)? How is the project consistent with the 
City of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan? 

0 Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) 

The Proposed Project would require an RPO Permit due to anticipated project impacts to wetlands , steep 
hillsides and biologically sensitive lands. The Proposed Project would disturb 100 percent of the project site 
by grading the entire site and filling the existing canyon/drainage and a tributary drainage. For purposes of 
this EIR, a significant land use impact would result if the Proposed Project does not comply with the 
provisions of RPO and if City staff does not support the necessary alternative compliance and/or deviation 
findings. 

Steep Hillsides . Encroachment into steep slopes is permitted proportional to the amount of the property 
which has natural slopes which exceed a gradient of 25 percent and a vertical height of 50 feet. The subject 
property includes 2.1 acres that meet these criteria, which is approximately 12 percent of the total site area . 
Based on a sliding scale of allowable encroachment into steep slopes, no encroachment into the steep slopes 
would be permitted unless alternative compliance findings can be made for the project. Each of these 
required findings is described below, along with alternative compliance findings proposed by the applicant 
for impacts to steep slopes. City staff currently are tmable to support the applicant ' s proposed findings since 
candidate findings end-not demonstrate that avoidance of steep hillsides ii.~ not feasible. City staff believe 
that the applicant could not achieve reasonable use within the underlying zone without impacting steep 
hillsides as required by RPO. 

LA JOUA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 

Page 4.1-14 



ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LAND USE • 

As st1cl1, City 5taff l1a5 idc11tificd a fea5iblc altc1 nati vc ti.at wot1ld a void R?O I cgttlatcd I c5ot11 cc5 (Altcmati vc 
g 4 i11 Su .tin11 gm The analysis for the findings prepared by the applicant is summarized below. 

l. There are special circumstances or conditions applying to the land that are peculiar to such land and 
not of the applicant ' s making whereby the strict application of the provisions of this section would 
deprive the property owner of reasonable use of the land. 

The project is one of the few remaining infill properties in the University Community Plan area. Existing 
development and pending projects are located around the entire perimeter of the property, with the exception 
of nine acres of vacant land between the project site and I-805. Extensive grading within the area would 
ultimately be required irrespective of the Proposed Project in order to provide for the construction of Judicial 
Drive between Executive Drive and La Jolla Village Drive, the widening of westbound La Jolla Village 
Drive to provide for an additional travel lane, and the potential widening of Executive Drive to accommodate 
the future LRT Station which would be located easterly of Judicial Drive (Figure 4.1-5). There are no other 
alternative alignments available for these roadway improvements and MTDB-adopted trolley alignment. The 
pre-existing canyon was initially bifurcated by the original construction of La Jolla Village Drive in the early 
1970s. Much of the canyon bottom has been impacted by several construction projects, including the 
Sorrento-Rose Canyon Interceptor Sewer, the Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer, the North City Tunnel Connector 
Project, and the recently-constructed easterly extension of Executive Drive, which was a condition of project 
approval for the Nexus Project. When Judicial Drive is constructed between Executive Drive and La Jolla 
Village Drive, the canyon bottom will lose all connectivity to any other canyon feature. Some of the steep 
slopes in the canyon already have been graded as a result of these previous projects. The remaining natural 
slopes are not ~ighly visible from surrounding viewsheds. 

With regard to development potential on remaining areas of the site not occupied by steep slopes, the 
northeasterly portion of the site is constrained by the NAS Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) 
and a Restrictive Use Easement (RUE) that was obtained in a federal condemnation action . The CLUP and 
RUE limit the types of development on the northeasterly portion of the property, prohibiting residential, 
office and hotel development. Research uses would be allowed per the CLUP and RUE; however, such uses 
would not achieve the intensity of development contemplated by the University Community Plan. As such, 
retention of the pre-existing canyon topography, pursuant to the provisions of RPO, would not allow for 
reasonable use of the site as contemplated by the University Community Plan. 

2. There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the potential adverse effects on 
environmentally sensitive lands. 

There are no other measures which could be implemented by the Project to further minimize the potential 
adverse effects on steep hill sides. T!tc t1ltimatc implcmcutatio11 Extensi ve grading on the southerly and 
westerly sides of the site of for the extension ofJudicial Drive between Executive Drive and La Jolla Village 
Drive (a Circulation Element road identified in the University Community Plan), the widening of La Jolla 
Village Drive to provide for an additional west-bound travel lane, and the widening of Executive Drive to 
accommodate MTDBs future Light Rail Transit Station will be required regardless of whether the proposed 
project is constructed. fo1 ti.ct impact thi:<; canyon, 1 c.'\tt icting pt i vale development to othc1 ai eas of the 
pt opc1ty inclttding 5tccp 5Jopcs (Figure 4 .1-5). There are no alternative alignments for these public 
improvements which would avoid or reduce the potential impacts to sensitive lands. The grading proposed 
by the project would cssc11tially fill an existing canyon that has been extensively disturbed by prior 
construction activity that resulted from the construction of La Jolla Village Drive, Executive Drive, the 
Sorrento-Rose Canyon Interceptor Sewer, the Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer, and the City ' s North City Tunnei 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LAND USE • 

Connector Project. The topography of the project site makes an alternative that avoids steep slope 
encroachment infeasible due to the topographic configuration "hole" like 11att11e of the 5ite. The proposed 
grading of the property has been designed to respect the landform conditions that exist around the perimeter 
of the project site. As opposed to a flat pad. the site has been designed to step downward from north to south. 
with the lowest portion of the site actually situated in the center of the project where the plaza. with its 
unique landscaping and water features. will be located. Avoidance of the steep slopes that make up the 
topographic low point thi5 hole would render a significant portion of the site undevelopable, which makes 
avoidance infeasible because a substantial portion of the site already is restricted by the NAS Miramar CLUP 
and RUE. The proposed grading would remove an unlandscaped, fifty foot high, south-facing cut slope 
constructed as part of La Jolla Village Drive and Interstate 1-805, and would replace it with a landscaped 
gentle slope that is less than ten feet in height. resulting in a greatly enhanced streetscape along La Jolla 
Village Drive. 

3. Alternative compliance for the development will not adversely affect the Progress Guide and General 
Plan for the City of San Diego. 

4. The proposed development will conform to the adopted community plan for the area and all other 
applicable plans, policies and ordinances. 

Granting alternative compliance for this project would be consistent with the Progress Guide and General 
Plan for the City of San Diego as this property has been designated for development in the University 
Community Plan. This project maintains the development intent as suggested in the University Community 
Plan and the General Plan. 

The adopted University Community Plan does identify this property for Visitor Commercial (VC) and 
Scientific Research (SR) uses. The project is proposing hotel, office and residential uses over that portion 
of the site designated in the Community Plan for VC, which is consistent with the City's Commercial Visitor 
zone. The project includes scientific research land use over the balance of the site designated in the 
Community Plan for SR uses. The project is not located in the MHPA nor is it designated for retention as 
open space. The Proposed Project would implement a major component of the roadway system planned for 
within the University Community Plan area. The project would also be designed to accommodate the future 
implementation of the MTDB LRT Station. The project would be consistent with the NAS Miramar CLUP 
and RUE. 

Biologically Sensitive Lands. Encroachment into non-wetland, sensitive biological resources (13.81 acres 
on and off site) would not conflict with RPO because the site is located outside the MHP A and there are no 
listed non-covered species present on the site. Implementation of mitigation measures in accordance with 
~he MSCP requirements (See biology mitigation measures in Section 4.3) would provide compensation in 
accordance with RPO. No significant unmitigated impacts to non-wetland biologically sensitive resources 
would occur. 

Wetlands. The project would impact 0.14 acre of wetlands (0.13 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01 
acre of unvegetated streambed) located on the project site and adjacent land, of which 0.10 acre are 
anticipated to be impacted by Community Plan/public roadways with or without the proposed project. No 
impacts to wetlands are permitted under RPO unless deviation findings can be made supporting project­
related impacts. The City's Land Development Code Biology Guidelines state that deviation findings should 
reflect the existing development rights of the underlying zoning and not the applicant's desired use of the 
involved property. The project site is composed of four existing legal parcels which are zoned Rl-5000. 
This zone allows for single-family residential development with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LAND USE • 

For the purpose of the applicant's proposed deviation findings , it is important to recognize that all of the 0.04 
acre of wetlands (not impacted by public improvements) are located on the 5-acre parcel that is located on 
the western portion of the project site and adjacent to Judicial Drive and on the 1.89-acre parcel that is 
located on the southern portion of the project site and adjacent to La Jolla Village Drive (See Figure 4.1-5 
for the location of the existing legal lots in relation to the wetlands). The applicant is proposing to develop 
all of the parcels at the same time in a coordinated fashion, but that is not required by the Community Plan 
or City regulations and policies. The applicant could apply for development of only the 5-acre and 1.89-acre 
parcels and sell or retain for future development the 2.5-acre and 7.5-acre parcels. The deviation findings, 
therefore, focus on whether any reasonable use could be made of either of these two legal parcels, based on 
the development rights of the underlying Rl-5000 zone, while avoiding or reducing impacts to wetlands. 

The deviation findings proposed by the applicant for impacts to wetlands are summarized below. City staff 
currently a1e tmable to support the applicant's proposed findings since candidate findings did 11ot 

demonstrate that avoidance of wetlands was not feasible . City staff believe that the applicant could not 
achieve reasonable use within the underlying zone without impacting wetlands as required by RPO. 

1. There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the potential adverse effects on sensitive 
biological resources. 

Wetland resources on the two legal parcels and adjacent affected lands are limited to 0.13 acre of southern 
willow scrub and 0.01 acre of unvegetated streambed, for a total of 0.14 acre of City-regulated wetlands. 
The implementation of future Community Plan designated roadway improvements, with or without the 
Project, would ,impact all but 0.04 acre of wetlands. There are no alternative alignments available for these 
improvements. The use of retaining walls to reduce the grading footprint impacts for these roads was 
considered. The use of retaining walls for the fill slopes on either side of Judicial Drive would not reduce 
the impact to wetlands, because the-O. l O acre of southern willow scrub impacted by Judicial Drive is located 
beneath the central portion of the alignment. The Tlte1e is a small pocket of wetlands (0.005 acre) just south 
of the existing fill slope from Executive Drive could not that may be avoided avoidable l'l>ith a by building 
!!..:,retaining wall , nor could mid a similar encroachment from the fill slope from La Jolla Village Drive 
widening could also be reduced with a retaining wall. In order to construct a retaining wall at the toe of these 
two existing slopes. regardless of the desired height of the wall, the area within the wetlands pockets would 
also have to be excavated in order to provide a structural fill beneath the footing of the retaining wall. As 
such. the benefits from the use of these retaining walls would be not be realized. 1 • ''" 1 .. '" f:it, f,, ,,. , 
tl ... ftl , , h;, ;, , . 11. , .. 1~ J. "" 

The feasibility of constructing a wetlands avoidance alternative is problematic due to a combination of the 
physical site topography and the cost constraints associated with providing required associated public 
improvements. 

Avoidance of impacts to the remaining 0 .04 acre of wetlands would require adoption of a project alternative 
that leaves undeveloped the 5-acre and 1.89-acre legal parcels. Due to the topography of the two parcels, 
no development could occur without the filling of the canyon, and as a result the 0.04 acre of wetlands run 
through the center of the two parcels . The topography on the two parcels in question slopes on all sides 
down to the main drainage containing wetlands, making avoidance of the drainage impossible. There is 
approximately 65-70 feet of elevation difference between the street frontage of Executive Drive and the 
drainage course alone. No reasonable use could be made of these two legal parcels under existing zoning 
while avoiding wetland impacts. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LAND USE • 

The impacted wetlands would be mitigated off-site at a 3: 1 ratio as required by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and the California Department of Fish & Game. 

2. The proposed deviation is the minimum necessary to afford relief from special circumstances or 
conditions of the land not of the applicant's making. 

The proposed encroachment into 0.14 acre of City-defined wetlands is the only deviation from biology 
regulations that would result from the Project. The Project is not located within the MHP A, there are no 
narrow endemic species on the site, and no federal or state listed species would be impacted by the Project. 
Impacts to native vegetation are allowed under RPO, provided mitigation is provided in accordance with 
RPO requirements. Efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands were analyzed. Because the 0.14 acre 
of wetlands occurs within the alignment of a community designated public roadway and in the approximate 
center of the two legal parcels in a canyon, it is impossible to avoid wetland impacts while meeting the 
circulation needs of the community and achieving reasonable use of the two legal parcels based upon the 
existing underlying zoning of these parcels. 

The applicant would provide off-site mitigation for wetlands in accordance with RPO requirements, which 
would achieve the goal of no net Joss of wetland functions and values. 

0 Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 

Adopted in 1997, the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan delineates a regional wildlife preserve system. 
This Plan includes policies and directives for Jong-term preservation of biological resources for the City's 
portion of the MSCP Preserve, the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHP A). The Proposed Project is located 
outside the MHPA and is not adjacent to it. In addition, the MSCP Subarea Plan does not include any 
specific management policies or directives pertaining to the project site. The project would provide 
mitigation for impacts to on-site biological resources in accordance with MSCP requirements. No conflicts 
with the MSCP Subarea Plan are anticipated with implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Significance of Impacts 

The proposed project would exceed the encroachment limitations imposed by RPO for hillsides and 
wetlands. The applicant has proposed alternative compliance findings for steep hillsides and deviation 
findings for wetlands, both neither of which are currently supported by City staff. Additionally,, how em, 
impacts to steep hillsides are not considered a significant land use impact because the analysis of the 
proposed project's landform alteration and visual quality did not identify any significant environmental 
impacts (refer to Section 4.2 of this EIR). The proposed project would therefore not only result in a 
~ignificant land use impact doe to 11011-eompliancc with R:iT)O for wetland~. 

The proposed project would be consistent with the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Pfan through the 
implementation of mitigation measures for biological resource impacts consistent with the requirements of 
the MSCP (see Section 4.3 Biological Resources for recommended mitigation measures). Since the project 
is located outside the MHP A, the proposed project would have no impacts to the long-range conservation 
and planning program. 

LA ]OLIA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 

Page 4.1-20 



ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LAND USE • 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The pt oposed ptojeet' s significant land nse impacts dtte to non-compliance w itlt R:i.no fot wetland impacts 
can only be I edtteed to below a level of significance by adoption of the Rine Consistent Altet native (Section 
9:-4-}. 

No mitigation measures are necessary for compliance with RPO or the City's MSCP, other than those 
prescribed in Section 4.3 Biological Resources . 

. r;:,0 ts111'Fi, '"'"'"Ar,,., ,,.,,·-;,.,,-;,~,, 

The land ttse impact associated with non-compliance with R?O associated with wetland impacts 1111ottld be 
11 .r,,,.j,. ,ie11ifi,i111t i111rl 1111111itiei1t11l 

Issue 2: Would the Proposed Project result in a conflict with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and 
General Plan, University Community Plan, or any other adopted City plans or policies? 

A number of General Plan and Community Plan goals, objectives and implementing proposals have been 
identified in Section 4.1.1 that pertain to the Proposed Project. Due to the number of applicable goals, 
objectives and proposals, a comparative table has been prepared to provide an easy comparison and review 
of consistency with the Plans. Table 4.1-1 identifies each goal, objective and proposal, how the project does 
or doesn't comply, and whether the project results in an inconsistency with the Plans. 

Significance of Impacts 

The Proposed Project would implement and be compatible with the City's Progress Guide and General Plan 
and the University Community Plan land use plans and policies. 

The Proposed Project would require a CPA to change the existing land use designation on the southern 9.39 
acres from Visitor Commercial to Visitor Commercial with an overlay of Office and Residential, 
designations. The CPA is not considered a significant land use impact due to the fact that the proposed 
mixed-use development would be compatible with surrounding land uses and with existing and planned 
development in Central Subarea 2. A rezone to change the site zoning from R 1-5000 to Visitot Commercial 
Visitor is required to bring the zoning into compliance with the Community Plan. 

The Proposed Project would be inconsistent with the Development Intensity Element of the University 
Community Plan; however, this inconsistency would not constitute a significant land use impact as the 
qpplicant has agreed to reduce all mitigable impacts to below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

No significant impacts to plans and policies are identified; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
recommended . 
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Table 4.1-1 

LAND USE PLANS AND POLICIES CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 

GOAL OR PROPOSAL PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

Progress Guide and General Plan 

Housing Element. The City shall seek to ensure that The Proposed Project consists of a mixed-use development, 
all housing is developed in areas with adequate combining employment, residential and service land uses. The 
access to employment opportunities, community Proposed Project is located in Central Subarea 2 of the 
facilities, and public services. University Community which is characterized in the Community 

Plan as the most urban of the four subareas, consisting of 
intense, multi-use development representing one of the major 
commercial/office noted within the City of San Diego. 

Transportation Element. Provide a network of The Proposed Project is consistent with the City's General Plan 
transportation syste,ns that are integrated, and Community Plan Circulation Elements, by providing and 
complementary and compatible with other City-wide improving circulation element roadways and reserving the land 
and regional goals. A network that takes into for a future MTDB LRT Station. 
account the physical, social and economic 
conditions of the environment, both present and 
future . 

An exterior noise Level of 65 decibels (dB) and an Traffic noise generated in proximity the Proposed Project site 
interior noise level of 45 dB are considered would exceed the 65 dB exterior noise threshold at the proposed 
acceptable noise Levels for residential uses hotel pool sile, however mitigation is proposed that would 
(including transient housing, e.g. hotels) while a reduce this to an acceptable level. Exterior noise levels at the 
noise level of 70 dB is considered an acceptable remaining outdoor areas would be below the threshold. Projected 
exterior noise level for office uses, 50 dB for interior noise levels for the condominiums, hotel and office uses 
interior. would slightly exceed the thresholds of 45 and 50 dB; however, 

it would be feasible to mitigate this impact based upon building 
design and insulation. An interior noise analysis during final 
design will be necessary to provide specific attenuation 
recommendations. 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes, with 
mitigation 

proposed in 
Section 4.5. 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

Progress Guide and General Plan (cont.) 

Commercial Element. Develop an integrated 
system of comm.ercialfacilities that effectively meets 
the needs of San Diego residents and visitors as well 
as assuring that each new development does not 
impede the economic vitality of other existing 
com,nercial areas. 

Encourage when feasible the simultaneous 
development of residential and commercial uses. 

Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element. 
This element identifies schools and the provision of 
quality education as the most important area of 
public service and recommends cooperative 
assistance with school districts in resolving 
problems arising over the availability of schools in 
newly developing areas of the City. 

Evaluate yearly the existing libraries for continued 
use or necessary expansion or relocation. 

Table 4.1-1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

The Proposed Project would be providing both residential and 
employment land uses, consistent with the land uses within the 
surrounding University Community. The proposed land uses 
will compliment the existing uses commercial areas, such as by 
providing lodging for visitors. 

The Proposed Project will include the simultaneous development 
of residential and commercial uses. 

The Proposed Project would result in an adverse, but not 
significant, impact to Doyle Elementary School by generating 8 
to 11 additional elementary students. Doyle is currently at 
capacity. Standard project impact fees will provide funding to 
the District for long-term solutions. 

Library service in the vicinity of the proposed condominium 
tower is considered sufficient. An existing library (University 
Community Branch Library; 10,000 s.f.) is less than two miles 
from the site. A new library is proposed within Nobel Park 
which will consist of approximately 15,000 s.f. and is expected 
to be constructed by the year 2000-200 l. 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

Progress Guide and General Plan (cont.) 

Conservation Element. Floodplains, steep slopes, 
canyons, coastal and waterfront lands should be left 
undeveloped, or minimally developed consistent with 
their special qualities and limitations. 

Only sites best suited to development should be used. 
Steeply sloping or highly erodable land or natural 
stream channels should be left as open space or 
agricultural land. Construction should be clustered 
to minimize its effects. 

Grading should be kept to a minimum. Canyons 
should not be filled. Existing trees and ground 
covers should be retained as much as possible. 
Natural drainage systems should be preserved . 

Water quality objectives and criteria of the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and the State Water 
Resources Control Board should be achieved and 
111ai11tained. 

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. 

Table 4.1-1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

The Proposed Project would result in impacts to existing steep 
slopes, canyons, and natural drainages as described under the 
impact analysis for Issue l. However, the proposed project is not 
designated as open space pursuant to the Open Space and 
Recreation Element of the Community Plan (Figure 37), and is not 
located within or immediately adjacent to an MSCP Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area. 

The Proposed Project design includes measures to minimize and 
avoid impacts to water quality, consistent with the objectives of the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. (Refer to Section 4.7, 
Hydrology/Drainage.) 

An Air Quality analysis was performed for the Proposed Project; 
no significant impacts were identified. 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

Progress Guide and General Plan (cont.) 

Urban Design Element. Encourage the balance of 
natural and created features by integrating new 
development with the natural landscape or within the 
framework of an existing community whereby there 
would be minimal impacts to the conununity's 
physical and social assets . 

University Community Plan 

Urban Design Element. The design theme in the 
Central Subarea should include "bold, contemporary 
high-rise structures" with a "variety of building 
types, shapes, sizes, colors and materials." 

Improve accessibility and use relationships within 
the community by establishing well-defined multi-
modal linkage systems. 

Provide for the needs of pedestrians in all future 
design and development decisions. 

Table 4.1 -1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

The Proposed Project would eliminate all of the natural features 
onsite; thereby not integrating new development with the existing 
natural features; however, the proposed project is not designated as 
open space pursuant to the Open Space and Recreation Element of 
the Community Plan (Figure 37), and is not located within or 
immediately adjacent to an MSCP Multi-Habitat Planning Area. 

The Proposed Project includes a hotel, condominium tower, office 
tower and scientific research building, with proposed architectural 
treatments and design considered contemporary and state-of-the-
art. The Project will include building with a variety of shapes and 
sizes. 

The Proposed Project includes reservation of land for a planned 
MTDB LRT station and includes a Class II bicycle lane on Judicial 
Drive as defined in the Circulation Element. 

Pedestrian pathways and sidewalks have been integrated into the 
proposed design, linking pedestrians to each building, to the central 
courtyard and to the surrounding pedestrian corridors of the 
University Community. A pedestrian link to La Jolla Village Drive 
has also been included into the design. 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

University Community Plan (cont.) 

Urban Design Element (cont.) 

Ensure that San Diego's climate, and the 
community's unique topography and vegetation 
influence the planning and design of new projects. 

Ensure that every new development contributes to 
the public realm and street livability by providing 
visual amenities and a sense of place. 

Ensure that the street yards of private developments 
bordering La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee 
A venue support the desired image and monumental 
quality of these roads. 

Retain the sloping landscaped bemzs along the 
borders of La Jolla Village Drive. 

Maximize the lan.dscape investment by using 
drought-tolerant plants. 

Plant mature street yard trees. 

Table 4.1-1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

The Proposed Project does not provide for the unique topography 
and vegetation influence of the site; however, the proposed project 
is not designated as open space pursuant to the Open Space and 
Recreation Element of the Community Plan (Figure 37), and is not 
located within or immediately adjacent to an MSCP Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area. 

The Proposed Project includes several visual amenities, including 
an enhanced view corridor looking north from La Jolla Village 
Drive between the hotel and office tower, that includes a terraced 
garden landscape. A large public open space area is proposed at 
the corner of Judicial and Executive drives which will include 
public art or a specimen tree. Street yards along La Jolla Village 
and Judicial drives will include landscaping and accent lighting 
complementary to the proposed buildings and consistent with the 
existing landscape image along these corridors (see Figure 3-8). 

The Proposed Project will retain and landscape the slope along 
La Jolla Village Drive (see Figure 3-8). 

Drought-tolerant plants are proposed (see Figure 3-8). 

Mature street yards are proposed. 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

Ulfliversity Community Plan (cont.) 

Uirban Design Element (cont.) 

Locate private property art works and other 
ame,zities so that they are visible and accessible 
from UL Jolla Village Drive. Require all new 
developments abutting UL Jolla Village Drive to 
provide artworks ( or landscaping or building 
elements) or contribute to the Community Art Fund. 

Designate and clearly define a primary pedestrian 
network linking superblocks, major activity centers 
and resource areas utilizing the public sidewalk, 
street level crossings, overpasses, meandering paths 
through private developments, and trails through 
natural open space areas." The Element includes 
Judicial Drive in the Urban Node Pedestrian 
Network. Relative to this roadway: 

Ensure that urban node pedestrian network 
sidewalks have generously landscaped parkways, 
are non-contiguous, and have a minimum of six feet 
in width. 

Pedestrian paths should be provided within private 
developments that connect with the sidewalk 
pedestrian network. 

A void vehicular access from the pedestrian street 
network. 

Table 4.1-1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

Proposed landscaping, accent lighting and view corridors will be 
visible from La Jolla Village Drive. The main entryway/public 
open space located along Judicial Drive will include a central 
specimen tree or art (e.g., sculpture). 

Pedestrian pathways through the Proposed Project site will link 
the various building on site, as well as link pedestrians to the 
surrounding network, including Judicial Drive which is identified 
in the Community Plan as part of the Urban Node Pedestrian 
Network. The proposed sidewalk along Judicial Drive will be 
generously landscaped, will have a minimum six-foot width and 
will link with the pathways that cross through the project site (see 
Figure 3-8). The primary vehicular access to the site is from 
Executive Drive. Two less-used maintenance and service entries 
are proposed along Judicial Drive. 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

University Community Plan (cont.) 

Urban Design Element (cont.) 

Ensure that the proposed light rail transit corridor 
(LRT) shown in Figure 22 ... offers a variety of 
interesting views and amenities to transit riders. 

Ensure that future transit stops optimize 
convenience and safety of riders and contribute to 
the functional and aesthetic quality of the 
community. Require that developments flanking the 
LRT corridor locate entrances, and amenities 
towards the transit right-of-way. Integrate transit 
stations into major destination areas including the 
campus, shopping centers, hospitals, schools, hotels, 
large employment centers and other major 
destination points as detennined by route demand 
analyses. 

Table 4.1-1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

The Proposed Project includes the reservation of land for the 
future LRT station shown of Figure 22 of the Community Plan. 
LRT riders will have views of project landscaping along Executive 
Drive (Figure 3-8), including a large grassy public park area at the 
project entryway at the intersection of Judicial/Executive drives, 
immediately south of the proposed LRT station. The Proposed 
Project includes pedestrian links to the LRT stop/corridor. The 
proposed project includes a 450,000-s. f. office tower, 30,000-s.f. 
scientific research building and hotel and condominiums, all of 
which would be serviced by the future LRT stop. 

(see previous paragraph) 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 

Yes 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

University Community Plan (cont.) 

Urban Design Element (cont.) 

Street yards of new developments should average the 
streetyards of adjoining and f ronting development as 
detennined by route demand analyses. 

Transition the scale and height of adjacent buildings. 
Projects which lie between dissimilar use types or 
are adjacent to projects of differing intensities 
should be designed to ascend or descend in scale 
and height to create a hannonious, smooth 
transition. Place low rise buildings near the street 
and high rise buildings away f rom the street in large 
scale projects. Maximize the potential inherent and 
natural terrain elevation differences to create 
varying building heights and interesting roofline 
compositions. 

Site buildings to maximize solar and view corridors; 
articulate the building mass with offsets; conceal 
rooftop equipment; provide areas for employees 
which include seating, sunny plazas and 
recreational facilities; and avoid locating parking 
and parking entrances adjacent to the pedestrian 
network streets. All parking should be in 
unobtrusive locations. 

Table 4.1-1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

The proposed streetyards along La Jolla Village and Judicial drives 
are similar to the streetyards of existing development along these 
corridors. 

The Proposed Project includes a variety of bui lding heights, vary-
ing from the two-story scientific research building to the 32- 3&-
story condominium tower. The Proposed Project site is located 
adjacent to similar types of land uses, including high-rise office 
towers and low-rise scientific research uses. The proposed mass, 
bulk and height of the proposed structures are compatible with the 
type of structures found within Subarea 2, particularly along the 
north side of La Jolla Village Drive. The proposed high-rise office 
structure is located near La Jolla Village Drive; however, the 
proposed setback from the street is similar to and consistent with 
the street- yards all along La Jolla Village Drive. The Proposed 
Project includes a gradual slope from north to south and terraces 
the site partially to incorporate some of the natural topographic 
changes. 

The Proposed Project does include several view corridors, large 
sunny courtyards and plazas for employees, conceals rooftop 
equipment and places parking areas and structures away from the 
community pedestrian networks in unobtrusive locations on the 
east side of the project site. 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

Urban Design Element (cont.) 

Development Intensity Element. Provide a 
workable circulation system which accommodates 
anticipated traffic without reducing the Level of 
Service below "D. " 

Subarea 29 (9.39 acres of Visitor Commercial) may 
not exceed 258 trips/acre. 

Subarea 31 (Scientific Research) is limited to 20,000 
sf/acre. 

Noise Element. Minimize and avoid adverse noise 
impacts by planning for the appropriate placement 
and intensity of land uses relative to noise sources, 
and provide guidelines for the mitigation of noise 
impacts where incompatible land uses are located in 
a high-noise environment. 

Provide the development of land uses that are 
incompatible with the SAN DAG study or subsequent 
similar studies on aircraft noise. 

Encourage and where possible assist the Navy in its 
acquisition of land or easements surrounding NAS 
Miramar to insure that the land uses are compatible 
with noise from the airport operations. 

Table 4.1-1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

The Proposed Project would be inconsistent with the Development 
Intensity Element. A CPA ffiR is proposed whereby vehicle trips 
projected for another site (Regents Park Project) within the 
community are utilized at the project site. de,dopment i11te11sity at 
the project site ~ould be i11c1eased, ~hile the de.elopme11t 
i11tcmity at another site is dec1ea5ed (Regents Patk P1oject). 

The Proposed Project will not result in any significant, unmitigable 
noise impacts . Exterior noise impacts at the hotel pool from 
projected traffic on La Jolla Village and Judicial drives can be 
mitigated by construction of a barrier (wall) around the pool area . 
Interior noise levels can be reduced to below the interior threshold 
by use of proper building design and insulation; these specific 
measures will be identified in the final design interior acoustical 
study. 

The Proposed Project will be compatible with nearby MCAS 
Miramar; the 1996 EIS for the realignment from NAS to MCAS 
Miramar included a noise analysis that identifies the 65 dB CNEL 
contour line following 1-805 to the east of the project. The project 
site is partially constrained by an existing restrictive use easement. 
Land uses within this area are restricted to non-residential uses 
which is consistent with the proposed project. 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
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GOAL OR PROPOSAL 

University Community Plan (cont.) 

Safety Element. Promote public safety by taking into 
account aircraft accident potential i11 the placement of 
structures and activities; and provide for the safe 
operation of NAS Miramar through the preservation of 
appropriate departure corridors . 

Resource Management Element. Canyons, hillsides 
and natural drainage systems should be preserved. 
Grading should be kept to a minimum, particularly 
adjacent to designated open space areas. Native 
vegetation should be retained where feasible to reduce 
erosion, preserve native species and preserve 
representative habitats. 

Development should 111i11imize erosion and sedimentation. 

L1ndscaping plans should utilize drought-tolerant plants 
and efficient watering systems. 

Development plans should maximize opportunities for 
active and passive heating and cooling, and incorporate 
measures to increase energy-efficient forms of 
transportation. 

Streets should be designed and traffic lights adjusted to 
maximize smooth flow of traffic to reduce hydrocarbon 
and carbon monoxide emissions by reduction in idling 

Table 4.1-1 (cont.) 

PROJECT COMPLIANCE 

Most of the proposed structures are located outside the NAS Miramar 
CLUP defined Accident Potential Zones. The proposed Scientific 
Research building and parking structure meet population density and land 
use restrictions for this zone. 

The Proposed would result in impacts to the existing steep hillsides, 
biologically sensitive lands·, and natural drainages as described under the 
impact analysis for Issue l. However, the proposed project is not 
designated as open space pursuant to the Open Space and Recreation 
Element of the Community Plan, (Figure 37), and is not located within or 
immediately adjacent to an MSCP Multi-Habitat Planning Area. 

The Proposed Project grading would remove steep slopes and would 
convey project run-off into man-made stormwater pipelines, reducing the 
potential for long-term erosion and sedimentation. Proposed landscaping 
includes the use of drought-tolerant plant materials. 

Proposed structures will utilize UBC-required energy-efficient designs. 
The Proposed Project would contribute to the use of energy-efficient 
forms of transportation by reserving land for a planned future MTDB 
LRT station. 

The proposed improvements to Judicial and Executive Drives include 
installation of a traffic signal which will be timed with other nearby 
signals per City of San Diego standards . 

CONSISTENT? 
YES/NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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~ • Impacts to paleontological and cultural resources should 
be identified and mitigated through the environmental 
review process. 

No impacts to cultural resources are anticipated, and the potential for 
paleontological impacts can be mitigated, as identified in Section 4.8. 

Yes 



Issue 3: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LAND USE • 

Would the Proposed Project result in land uses which are not compatible with the noise 
standards or accident potential zones delineated in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) for Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar? 

The Proposed Project would be compatible with the land use restrictions identified within the NAS Miramar 
CLUP, relative to public safety and noise issues . The NAS Miramar CLUP noise contours, as shown in 
Figure 4.1-l_z, indicate that the 65 dB CNEL for the airport crosses through the project site. A more current 
noise study was prepared in 1996 for .the realignment and transition of the air station from a Navy facility 
to a Marine Corps facility. A noise study was prepared based upon the aircraft operations and fleet mix 
associated with MCAS Miramar, resulting in a modified noise contour map. The revised noise contours 
(shown later in Figure 4.5-2 in Section 4.5 Noise) show the 65 dB CNEL contour line following I-805 , 
approximately 1,000 feet east of the project site. The project site would be exposed to noise levels of 
approximately 62 to 64 dB CNEL. Using the Airport Noise/Land Use Compatibility Matrix in the NAS 
Miramar CLUP, the proposed residential, hotel and office uses are compatible land uses with the exterior 
noise thresholds shown in the table. The interior noise level requirements, 45 dB for residential and hotel 
and 50 dB for offices, would need to be verified through an acoustical analysis based upon final building 
designs (i.e., when building materials, ventilation and insulation are known). Potential interior noise impacts 
can be mitigated to below a level of significance. 

Most of the Proposed Project structures and improvements are located outside the NAS Miramar CLUP 
APZs. The proposed scientific research building and part of the parking structure are located within APZ-1. 
Office uses are conditionally compatible within this zone if the building results in a population of 50 or fewer 
persons per acre and if Jot coverage in APZ-1 is Jess than 25 percent. The proposed scientific research 
building would result in a maximum population of 8 persons per acre, based upon the CLUP methodology. 
The scientific ·research building and parking structure would cover 14.2 percent of the lot within APZ-1. 
The Proposed Project is compatible with the NAS Miramar CLUP. (Refer to Section 4.10 Human Health & 
Public Safety for a detailed discussion on APZs.) 

Significance of Impacts 

The Proposed Project is determined to be in compliance with the NAS Miramar CLUP restrictions for APZ 
land use compatibility. The potential for interior noise impacts identified in Section 4.5 can be mitigated to 
below a level of significance. Refer also to Sections 4.5 Noise and 4.10 Human Health & Public Safety for 
additional information regarding NAS Miramar CLUP requirements. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

No significant impacts have been identified and therefore no mitigation measures are recommended. 
' 

Issue 4: Would the Proposed Project result in land uses which are not compatible with existing or 
planned surrounding land uses? 

The proposed mixed-use project is compatible with existing and planned land uses surrounding the site. The 
proposed hotel , office and condominium uses are similar to the mix of land uses found in Subarea 2 of the 
University Community Plan area. The project site is surrounded by other high-rise offices , multi -family 
residential uses and scientific research uses. The proposed destination resort hotel is compatible with other 
high-end lodging facilities in the University Community and is in close proximity to a regional shopping 
center, major transportation corridors and one of the major office nodes in the City of San Diego. The 
Proposed Project is compatible with proposed land uses , including a large multi-family residential and 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LAND USE • 

scientific research project proposed south of the project, across La Jolla Village Drive. The Project is also 
compatible with the land use restriction of the NAS Miramar CLUP which is the applicable land planning 
document for the nearby MCAS Miramar facility. 

Significance of Impacts 

No significant land use compatibility impacts have been identified. The Proposed Project is consistent with 
existing and planned surrounding land uses. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

No significant impacts have been identified relative to land use compatibility. No mitigation measures are 
therefore recommended. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LANDFORM ALTERATION/ 

VISUAL QUALITY 

4.2 Landform Alteration/Visual Quality 

4.2.1 Existing Conditions 

0 Landform 

• 
The University Community planning area consists of highly varied topography with coastal bluffs, rolling 
hills, broad flat mesas and a network of canyons that separate individual communities and land uses. The 
most notable canyons are San Clemente Canyon, Sorrento Valley, Rose Canyon and Soledad Canyon. In the 
vicinity of University Towne Center, where the Proposed Project is sited, the topography consists of a series 
of side canyons and round ridges which forms the transition from the major canyons to the mesa tops along 
Miramar Road, north of the Towne Center, and north of UCSD. Most of the land surrounding the Proposed 
Project site is developed, and relatively level, including the office and residential uses to the west, the 
scientific research uses to the northwest and north and La Jolla Village Drive to the south. The landform to 
the south of La Jolla Village Drive is similar to the Proposed Project's in that it includes canyons and 
primarily (currently) undisturbed slopes and plateaus and is located between urban developed uses to the 
west and I-805 to the east. This area is also proposed to be graded and developed with multi-family 
residential and scientific research uses. 

The project site's topography is dominated by a steeply sloped canyon in the western portion of the property, 
trending north/south, and a plateau on the eastern and northeastern portions of the site. As shown in Figure 
2-6 in Section 2.0 Environmental Setting, elevations on site range from approximately 278 feet ams] in the 
canyon bottom"to 390 feet ams! in the northeastern corner of the property. The canyon begins and ends with 
manufactured slopes rising up to Executive Drive in the north and La Jolla Village Drive in the south. A 
significant proportion of the canyon's slope, especially in the northern half of the canyon, has been graded 
as part of the North City Waste Water Diversion Tunnel Project. A finger canyon forks off the main canyon 
in a southeast/northwest direction (Figures 2-5 and 2-6 in Section 2.0). Slopes that form the canyon are 
generally greater than 25 percent, including the manufactured slopes. A slope analysis was prepared for the 
project site. Approximately 3.11 acres of manufactured and disturbed slopes and approximately 2.10 acres 
of native, undisturbed slopes exceed a 25 percent slope. A total of 6.43 acres within the project boundaries 
fall within the City of San Diego Hillside Review Overlay Zone (HROZ) which is regulated under the 
provisions of the RPO, as discussed in Section 4.1 Land Use (refer to Figure 4.2-1, which shows the slopes 
on site exceeding a 25 percent gradient and slopes that fall within the City's HROZ). 

The eastern and northeastern portions of the property consist of a relatively level plateau, mostly undisturbed 
by grading or human activity. Minimal disturbances include a few dirt trails and one graded dirt road, visible 
i'n the aerial photograph in Figure 2-5 , referenced above. Elevations on the eastern portion of the site range 
from approximately 390 feet ams! in the very northeast to 381 feet ams! at the very southeastern end of the 
site (Figure 2-6 in Section 2.0). This eastern portion is generally higher than the immediately adjacent land 
to the east that slopes down toward I-805 . 

The project site perimeter is at a similar grade to surrounding buildings and roadways on the north and 
northwest; however, the site sits atop a substantial slope rising up from La Jolla Village Drive. La Jolla 
Village Drive is at approximately 339 feet ams! and the top of slope along the road frontage is at 
approximately 380 feet ams!. (Refer to Figure 2-7c which shows the existing slope differential between La 
Jolla Village Drive and the project site.) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS -LANDFORM ALTERATION/ 

VISUAL QUALITY 

Visual Quality 

University Community Characteristics 

• 
The project site is located within the eastern half of the University Community of San Diego. This 
community is primarily comprised of a mix of commercial, office and residential land uses. The 
University Community is considered a moderately dense urban setting, generally bound by 
Interstates 5, 805 and State Route 52. Open space within the Community is recognized as being 
regionally and locally important for conservation and recreational purposes. Regionally important 
community open space includes the 1,100-acre Torrey Pines State Reserve located in the northern 
portion of the community, Torrey Pines City Park and Golf Courses, Rose Canyon, San Clemente 
Canyon, and the hillsides along Sorrento Valley and Soledad Canyon. Locally important open space 
includes lands associated with UCSD, the portion of MCAS Miramar within the Community, open 
space within individual developments, and population-based City parks maintained by the City's 
Park and Recreation Department. 

Single-family residential areas are found primarily south of Rose Canyon, with a majority of the 
multi-family residential developments found south and west of University Towne Center. 
Commercial buildings surround the intersections of La Jolla Village Drive and Towne Center Drive, 
and Genesee Avenue and Interstate 5. UCSD occupies a block of land spanning generally from 
Interstate 5 to the Pacific Ocean and north of La Jolla Village Drive. Industrial and research 
buildings are prevalent north of Miramar Road, east of Judicial Drive and along Eastgate Mall and 
Genesee A venue. High- and moderate-rise office towers and hotels flank the north side of La Jolla 
Village Drive along a majority of this arterial between 1-5 and 1-805. 

The most notable aesthetic features of the University Community landscape are the Torrey Pines 
State Reserve and associated bluffs, San Clemente Canyon along SR-52, the Mormon Temple 
adjacent to Interstate 5 and the high-rise hotels and office buildings of the "Golden Triangle" along 
La Jolla Village Drive. The residential developments in the south end of the community and the 
research and industrial uses in the northern portions are generally low-lying and unobtrusive in 
appearance. 

In proximity to the Proposed Project site, surrounding land uses consist of vacant land immediately 
west and east, two IO-story office buildings, a condominium complex and additional office 
buildings. To the east beyond the vacant parcel is 1-805, and across the freeway lies the City of San 
Diego Metropolitan Waste Water Department's North City Water Reclamation Plant. MCAS 
Miramar and commercial businesses along Miramar Road lie south and east of this facility, 
respectively. A vacant parcel to the northwest has been graded and an office/research building is 
located on a parcel directly to the northeast. Immediately south lies La Jolla Village Drive and 
beyond that a large expanse of vacant land until the Renaissance multi-family residential complex 
is reached. (The vacant land is currently being evaluated for a multi-family residential and scientific 
research project.) The five-story La Jolla Gateway office buildings and the University Towne Center 
mall are located further to the southwest. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LANDFORM ALTERATION/ 

VISUAL QUALITY • 
The development within this portion of the University Community (Subarea 2) is characterized as 
being relatively modem in design . Structures along the main spine of Subarea 2, La Jolla Village 
Drive, consist of a mix of low-, moderate- and high-rise buildings of different sizes and shapes . 
Structures are primarily geometric and utilize materials such as reflective glass, polished metals and 
stone or other natural-looking accent pieces. 

Site Characteristics 

As noted throughout this report, the project site is currently vacant, partially disturbed, and partially 
natural with a mix of native vegetation. The site currently supports coastal sage scrub, southern 
mixed chaparral, southern willow scrub, and disturbed habitat. The chaparral dominates the flat 
portions of the property in the east, with coastal sage scrub on the slopes of the canyon that have not 
been previously graded. Southern willow scrub exists within the canyon bottom in the southwest 
portion of the property. Some trails and a dirt road are present on the eastern, plateau portion of the 
site, as well as some dumped landscape waste and scattered general refuse. The main canyon in the 
southwest portion of the site is disturbed by manufactured, previously graded slopes, a paved access 
road and several man-made utility structures. City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater 
Department utilities cross the project site through the canyon and include some above-ground 
appurtenances, such as a diversion structure and several man-holes. In addition, a concrete brow 
ditch and rip-rap improvements for stormwater flows follow portions of the canyon bottom and 
continue up the northern manufactured slope located south of Executive Drive. The disturbed 
features of the project site are visible in the aerial photograph and site photographs taken within and 
looking into the main canyon (Figures 2-5, 2-7a and 2-7b in Section 2.0). 

Off-site Views 

The project site is visible from several vantage points in the surrounding community. Several 
photographs were taken at the edge of the site and from more distant off-site locations looking 
toward the project site, as noted in Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-2c. Views of the site from the 
surrounding community are somewhat limited due to intervening urban development and 
topography. Public views toward the site would be primarily from surrounding roadways, including 
La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road, I-805, and points along nearby collector streets (Towne 
Center Drive and Golden Haven Drive). Due to the site's topographic features, only portions of the 
site are visible from these distant vantage points. Views looking north from Golden Haven Drive 
(Figure 4.2-2a) are limited to the site's plateau on the eastern end of the site. The change in 
topography from the plateau to the canyon is visible from this vantage point but not the canyon due 
to distance and intervening topography and La Jolla Village Drive. Views of the project site from 
the east side of I-805 are also limited to primarily the eastern plateau since the plateau on site is 
situated at a higher elevation than the off-site vacant land to the east and the project's canyon to the 
west. Views from the east side of the freeway also include the adjacent high-rise office towers to 
the west of the site (Spieker Buildings), portions of the low-rise scientific research buildings to the 
northwest of the site, and the more distant office high- and moderate-rise buildings to the southwest 
of the project site (Figure 4.2-2a). 

Views of the project site from I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive are limited due to the intervening 
topography and speed at which these roadways are driven, minimizing the amount of time a person 
can focus on the site. The canyon is partially visible from La Jolla Village Drive, to both east and 
westbound motorists , where the southern slope dips down to elevation 330 feet ams) at the canyon 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LANDFORM ALTERATION/ 

VISUAL QUALITY • 
opening along La Jolla Village Drive. Besides views from public roadways, the project site is visible 
from nearby office towers , scientific research and multi-family residential uses . The project site and 
canyon is partially visible from some of the residential units located 1,000 feet to the west on Towne 
Center Drive, and from the upper floors of the office buildings on the eastern side of Towne Center 
Drive, north of Executive Drive, and at the La Jolla Gateway buildings to the south. The two office 
towers to the west of the property (Spieker Buildings) actually overlook the project property and 
maintain unobstructed views of the entire site. The scientific research buildings to the north 
and northwest also have unobstructed views of the plateau and canyon rims. Views of the site from 
the adjacent Nexus building are limited to the higher elevation plateau areas and the graded pad that 
is adjacent but off site within the pocket of the reversed "L" project site boundary (Figure 4.2-2b). 

Site visibility is illustrated in Figures 4.2-2a and 4.2-2b, where the high-rise structures surrounding 
the project site have the clearest views toward the site. 

4.2.2 Impact Analysis 

Issue 1: Would the Proposed Project result in a project bulk and scale, materials, or style which would 
be incompatible with the surrounding development? 

The City of San Diego's significance criteria for visual resources (City of San Diego, revised May 1999) 
include significance criteria for height, bulk, architectural style, and Joss of neighborhood landmarks . Project 
impacts are considered significant if one or more of the following conditions apply: 

a. The project exceeds the allowed height or bulk regulations and existing patterns of development in 
the surrounding area by a significant margin. 

b. The project would have an architectural style or use building materials in st.ark contrast to adjacent 
development, where the adjacent development follows a single or common architectural theme (e.g., 
Gaslamp Quarter, Old Town). 

c. The project would result in the physical Joss, isolation or degradation of a community identification 
symbol , or landmark (e.g., a stand of trees , coastal bluff, historic landmark,) which is identified in 
the General Plan, applicable community plan or coastal program. 

d. The project is located in a highly visible area (e.g. , on a canyon edge, hilltop or adjacent to an 
interstate highway) and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development or natural 
topography through excessive bulk, signage, or architectural projections. 

e. The project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for development or changing 
overall character of the area (e.g., rural to urban , single-family to multi-famil y) . Project level 
mitigation should be identified at the community plan level. 

The Proposed Project includes a 321-foot tall , 20-story office building; a 369-foot tall , 32- 3-e=story 
condominium complex ; a 185-foot tall , 15- fr-story hotel ; a 2-story scientific research building; and an 8-
story parking structure including two levels below-grade, one level at-grade, and five level s above-grade with 
a maximum height of approximately 60 feet at the highest point. Refer to Section 3.0 Project Description, 
Figures 3-2 through 3-6 for proposed building elevations. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LANDFORM ALTERATION/ 

VISUAL QUALITY • 
The proposed mixed-use development is similar in mass, bulk and height to other similar types of land uses 
in the University Community. A majority of the commercial and office uses found along the north side of 
La Jolla Village Drive are characterized as being both mid- and high-rise structures, including a number of 
high-rise office towers and hotels . The mid- and high-rise structures are intermittently interrupted by low­
to mid-rise multi-family residential uses and commercial establishments such as restaurants . Multi-level 
parking structures are also found in this urban setting. The proposed office and condominium towers are 
considered to be relatively tall structures; however, they are consistent with the high-rise development pattern 
that exists along La Jolla Village Drive and in Subarea 2 of the University Community planning area in 
general. There are no height or floor area ratio restrictions for proposed structures within the University 
Community planning area. While the proposed condominium tower would exceed the height of adjacent 
buildings, it would be similar in stature to some of the taller structures in the community. The proposed 
buildings would not exceed the height of the existing structures in the subarea by a significant margin. 

The Subarea 2 Urban Design Element recommendations in the Community Plan provide guidance as .to 
building height transition and location of high-rise structures. The Plan recommends the following: 

1. The street yards of new developments should average the streetyards of adjoining and fronting 
developments. Overpowering and drastic street setback variations should be avoided. 

2. Transition the scale and height of adjacent buildings: Projects which lie between dissimilar use types 
or are adjacent to projects with differing intensities, should be designed to ascend in scale and height 
to create a harmonious, smooth transition. 

3. Place lower rise buildings near the street and higher rise buildings away from the street in large scale 
projects. 

4. Articulate the building mass with offsets, changes of plane, stepped terraces, and irregular 
architectural edges. 

The Proposed Project's steetyard along La Jolla Village Drive is similar to the streetyard of the adjacent 
developments to the west. The Proposed Project is located adjacent to projects of similar type and intensity, 
rather than dissimilar uses. While the proposed project includes placement of a high-rise structure near La 
Jolla Village Drive, it is in keeping with the development theme of other high-rise structures to the west 
along this main arterial. The Proposed Project structures provide articulation in the building mass of each 
individual building, as well as between the various buildings. The various sizes and shapes of the buildings 
create visual interest and mirror the changes in building heights and mass seen throughout this subarea of 
the community. 

' 

The Proposed Project's architectural style is similar to that of nearby office towers , hotels and multi-family 
residential projects. The proposed modern, state-of-the-art features include use of reflective glass, solid 
spandrels and architectural accents of natural-looking materials (e.g. , manufactured stone, marble, etc .). The 
Proposed Project would not be in stark contrast with the architecture of other nearby structures, but would 
blend with the theme that has been established. In addition , there would be no physical loss , isolation or 
degradation of a community identification symbol or landmark. Refer to Figures 4.2-3 and 4.2-4 for site and 
building sections from La Jolla Village Drive and future Judicial Drive. 

The project is located in a fairly visible area (a portion of the site is visible from 1-805); however, the 
Proposed Project would not strongly contrast with the surrounding development since the site is situated at 
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ENVIRONMENTAL .ANALYSIS - LANDFORM ALTERATION/ 

VISUAL QUALITY • 
the eastern end of a relatively dense urban environment. As discussed above, the proposed structure heights , 
architecture and building placement would be compatible with the established land uses along the La Jolla 
Village Drive corridor. While the Project is compatible with the development theme along the main arterial, 
it would be one of the first visual features for motorists exiting I-805 and heading west on La Jolla Village 
Drive and there would not be any interim transition between this project and the freeway. The proposed 
height and mass of structures could be considered an adverse visual impact; however, the proposed 
landscaping along the eastern site boundary would soften the appearance of the site from the east, thereby 
avoiding a significant visual impact or contrast. As discussed in Section 3.0 Project Description, proposed 
landscaping includes a combination of vines and vertical trees along the eastern site boundary, providing a 
visual screening and softening of proposed structures. 

The Proposed Project would not change the character of the area as it consists of a mixed-use development 
that is compatible with the uses intended in the Community Plan and the existing mixed-uses found in the 
immediate vicinity. The proposed office, hotel, condominium and scientific research uses are also found in 
the neighboring areas to the west and north and are proposed for the vacant land to the south across La Jolla 
Village Drive. Vacant parcels to the northeast and north of Nexus Center Drive are already graded for 
proposed scientific research projects. Ten-story office buildings exist almost immediately to the west on the 
east side of Towne Center Drive, with taller buildings further west on the north side of La Jolla Village 
Drive. These buildings will form a backdrop to the development proposed when looking from the east 
toward the project site. Subarea 2 also has two major hotels, the San Diego Marriot La Jolla and Embassy 
Suites, both located on La Jolla Village Drive to the west. Three-story condominium complexes exist to the 
west on Towne Center Drive, with the five-story multi-family Renaissance complex within sight to the south. 
Two parking structures are visible on either side of La Jolla Village Drive as one approaches Towne Center 
Drive. As a result, the Proposed Project land uses are in keeping with the local community character. No 
significant visual quality impact is anticipated. 

Significance of Impacts 

The Proposed Project does not conflict with City of San Diego significance criteria for height, bulk, materials 
and style, nor does it result in an impact to or loss of neighborhood landmarks. The Proposed Project would 
be compatible with the surrounding development found within, and planned for, Subarea 2 of the University 
Community. No significant visual impact is anticipated. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting 

No mitigation is required , since no significant visual quality impacts were identified. 

Issue 2: Would the Proposed Project result in substantial change to natural topography or ground 
surface relief features? 

Issue 3: Would the Proposed Project result in the loss, covering or modification of any unique physical 
features such as a natural canyon or hillside slope in excess of 25 percent gradient? 

The City of San Diego' s significance criteria (City of San Diego, revised May 1999) were used as guidelines 
in the preparation of this impact analysis. Where an aesthetic impact would occur, projects that exceed the 
specified thresholds are typicall y considered to significantly alter the natural (or naturalized) landform 
pursuant to CEQA. These criteria are: 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LANDFORM ALTERATION/ 

VISUAL QUALITY • 
1. The project would alter more than 2,000 cubic yards of earth per graded acre by either excavation 

or fill. 

2. The project would disturb steep (25 percent gradient or steeper) sensitive slopes in excess of the 
encroachment allowances of the Resource Protection Ordinance or the Hillside Review Overlay 
Zone (HROZ). 

3. The project would create manufactured slopes higher than 10 feet or steeper than 2: 1 (50 percent). 

4. The project would result in a change in elevation of steep natural slopes (25 percent or steeper) from 
existing grade to proposed grade of more than five feet by either excavation or fill , unless the area 
over which excavation or fill would exceed five feet is only at isolated points at the site. 

However, the above conditions may not be considered significant if one or more of the following apply: 

1. The proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and contours, that the 
proposed landforms will closely imitate the existing on-site landform and/or that of the pre-existing 
surrounding neighborhood landforms. This may be achieved through "naturalized" variable slopes. 

2. The proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and contours, that the 
proposed slopes follow the natural existing landform and at no point vary more than 1.5 feet from 
the natural landform elevations. 

3. The proposed excavation or fill is necessary to permit installation of alternative design features such 
as step-down or detached buildings, non-typical roadway or parking lot design, small retaining walls , 
and alternative wall design which reduce the project's overall grading requirements . 

The Proposed Project would transform an existing moderately deep canyon and finger canyon and adjacent 
plateau into a gently sloping parcel for the development of the proposed office tower, condominium, hotel, 
research building and parking structure. However, since the Proposed Project would not generate a 
significant visual quality or aesthetic impact, as discussed under Issue 1 above, the proposed landform 
alteration would not result in a significant visual quality impact. Thus, the criteria listed above would not 
apply to this project. 

Significance of Impacts 

The Proposed Project would alter the natural topography and relief features by filling a moderately large, 
partially disturbed canyon and finger canyon; however, since the Proposed Project would not result in a 
significant aesthetic impact, the landform alteration impacts are not considered significant. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting 

Since no significant impacts are identified, no mitigation is required. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - LANDFORM ALTERATION/ 

VISUAL QUALITY • 
Issue 4: Would the Proposed Project result in the obstruction of any vista or scenic view from public 

viewing areas? 

The City of San Diego visual quality impact significance criteria (City of San Diego, revised May 1999) 
establishes thresholds for potential impacts to public views from designated open space areas, roads or parks, 
and for project impacts to visual landmarks or scenic vistas (Pacific Ocean, downtown skyline, mountains, 
waterways). In order for a project to result in a significant impact, one or more of the following conditions 
must apply: 

1. The project would substantially block a view through a designated public view corridor as shown 
in an adopted community plan, the General Plan, or the Local Coastal Program. Minor view 
blockages would not be considered to meet this condition. In order to detennine whether this 
condition has been met, consider the level of effort required by the viewer to retain the view. 

2. The project would cause substantial view blockage of a public resource (such as the ocean) that is 
considered significant by the applicable community plan. Unless the project is moderate to large in 
scale, condition 3 would typically have to be met for view blockage to be considered substantial. 

3. The project exceeds the allowed height for bulk regulations, and this excess causes unnecessary view 
blockage. 

4. The project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for development, which will 
ultimately cause "extensive" view blockage. (Cumulative effects are usually considered significant 
for a community plan analysis but not necessarily for individual projects. Project level mitigation 
should be identified at the community level.) View blockage would be considered "extensive" when 
the overall scenic quality of a resource is changed; for example, from an essentially natural view to 
a largely man-made appearance. 

There are no public view corridors identified for this area in the University Community Plan; Community 
Plan requirements consist of the following: (1) provide a minimum 100-foot open area between the 1-805 
off-ramp onto La Jolla Village Drive; and (2) buildings nearest to 1-805 should help maintain views into the 
community. The property is not adjacent to the off-ramps and is situated more than 300 yards from the 
freeway. No significant impact to views into the community from the Proposed Project are anticipated. 

No public views would be blocked by the proposed development. There are no ocean, canyon or natural 
landmarks close by. The buildings of the Golden Triangle are the main visual features in the vicinity. The 
area is already heavily developed and this project is not opening up a new area for development. 

' 
Significance of Impacts 

No impacts to scenic vistas or views from public viewing places have been identified. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting 

No mitigation is recommended as there are no significant impacts to public views, vistas or landmarks. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES • 

4.3 Biological Resources 

The Proposed Project site was surveyed for biological resources by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. 
(HELIX) biologists in 1998/1999. Prior to conducting biological field surveys, HELIX reviewed existing 
site-specific information and conducted an in-house database search for sensitive species known to occur 
within the project vicinity. The following surveys have been conducted on site: a rare plant survey was 
conducted by Melanie Howe in May, 1998; a habitat assessment and vegetation mapping were conducted 
on February 20, 1999 by Scott Taylor; a jurisdictional delineation was conducted by Larry Sward and Sally . 
Trnka on February 22, 1999; a general biological survey was conducted by Sally Trnka and Justin Fisch beck 
on March 5, 1999; and quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) presence/absence protocol 
surveys were conducted from March 7, 1999 to May 6, 1999 by Scott Taylor and Sally Trnka. The results 
of all of the above described surveys were presented in a report entitled La Jolla Commons - Polygon 
Southwest (La Jolla Commons) Biological Technical Report (HELIX 2000; Appendix B). The discussion 
provided in this EIR summarizes the results and conclusions included in the biological technical report. 

Results of all surveys were mapped on a 1 "=40' scale topographic map, and an aerial photograph was used 
to help delineate vegetation mapping. Plant communities were mapped by HELIX based on MSCP 
classifications (City of San Diego 1997). A general biological survey was conducted by walking through the 
study area and taking note of all plant and animal species observed or detected (for example, by scat or 
tracks). Rare plant and narrow endemic species surveys were conducted by walking suitable habitat for all 
potentially occurring species at the appropriate time of year (when they were flowering or most visible). The 
quino checkerspot butterfly focused surveys were conducted using 1999-accepted protocols. The 
jurisdictional delineation was performed using the Wetlands Delineation Manual, as referenced in Appendix 
B of the Jurisdjctional Delineation Report. 

4.3.1 Existing Conditions 

The project site includes a large drainage that extends in a north-south direction in the western half of the 
property, creating a canyon-like topography in this portion of the site. Portions of the drainages in the bottom 
of the canyon were disturbed when the City of San Diego constructed pipelines for the North City Waste 
Water Diversion Tunnel Project in approximately 1996. A mesa located on the east side of the project site 
drains into the canyon. Grading for the pad northwest of the property created a large fill slope south of the 
Executive Drive alignment that extends onto the site. Sensitive vegetation types present on site include 
Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, and southern willow scrub. In addition, some disturbed 
and previously developed areas also occur on site. 

Four soil types occur on site. Terrace escarpments occur in the drainages on a large portion of the central 
and western areas of the project site. Chesterton fine sandy loam, Redding gravelly loam, and Altamont clay 
octur on the mesa on the eastern side of the project site. The Redding gravelly loam on site does not contain 
any mima mound topography. Based on the presence of altamont clay, lenses of this soil type were searched 
during site visits because these soils are known to support native grassland habitat. 

The project site supports several native habitats in addition to containing several highly disturbed and 
developed areas . Surrounding land use consists of commercial development to the north and the west, 
undeveloped land to the east, and undeveloped land on the south of La Jolla Village Drive. There is an 
approximately five-acre undeveloped parcel located between the southern end of the project site and 
commercial development to the west. Elevation on the site ranges from approximately 278 to 382 feet ams!. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES • 

0 Existing Vegetation Communities 

As stated above, the project site supports three vegetation communities, Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern 
mixed chaparral, and southern willow scrub (Table 4.3-1 and Figure 4.3-1) that are considered sensitive by 
the City of San Diego (1997b) and other resource agencies and groups, as well as disturbed habitat and 
developed areas. In addition, a combination of soft-bottomed and concrete drainages occur throughout the 
low-lying portions of the site. 

Table 4.3-1 
EXISTING VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

TIER ACREAGE 
VEGETATION COMMUNITY 

LEVEL ON SITE OFF SITE TOTAL 

Diegan coastal sage scrub II 1.58 0.0 1.58 
Diegan coastal sage scrub - disturbed II 1.39 0.27 1.66 
Southern mixed chaparral IDA 9.63 0.94 10.57 
Southern willow scrub NIA 0.10 0.03 0.13 
Unvegetated streambed NIA 0.01 0 0.01 
Disturbed habitat IV 3.74 1.52 5.26 
Developed IV 0.41 0 0.41 

TOTAL 16.85 2.76 19.61 

Uplands 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (Tier II). Diegan coastal sage scrub is one of the two major shrub 
types that occur in California. This habitat type occupies xeric sites characterized by shallow soils 
and is dominated by subshrubs whose leaves abscise during drought. Sage scrub species have 
relatively shallow root systems and open canopies. This allows for the occurrence of a substantial 
herbaceous component. Four tloristic associations are recognized within coastal sage scrub plant 
formation and these occur in distinct geographical areas along the California coast. The Diegan 
association occupies the area from Orange County to northwestern coastal Baja California, Mexico 
(O'Leary 1990). The Diegan coastal sage scrub on the project site is diverse. Dominant species vary 
by location but include: black sage (Salvia mellifera), California sagebrush (Artemisia califomica), 
and coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis). Approximately 1. 58 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub occur 
on site, largely on the lower portions of slopes throughout the property. 

Diegan coastal sage scrub is considered a sensitive habitat by several resource agencies, including 
the City of San Diego (1990), the County of San Diego (1991) and the California Department of Fish 
and Game (Holland 1986) because it supports a number of state and federally endangered, threatened 
and rare vascular plants as well as several bird and reptile species that are federally listed or are 
candidate species for federal listing. Grazing and urbanization are primarily responsible for the loss 
of coastal sage scrub. This habitat is characterized as a Tier II, or uncommon upland habitat, by the 
City of San Diego MSCP Implementing Agreement and requires mitigation. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES • 

Disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub is also considered to be Tier II habitat by the City of San Diego. 
It consists of similar species as intact Diegan coastal sage scrub, but contains fewer shrub species 
and a greater proportion of non-native grasses and exotic annuals. This habitat occupies 
approximately 1.39 acres on site, and approximately 0.27 acre off site. 

Southern Mixed Chaparral (Tier IIIA). Southern mixed chaparral is composed of broad-leaved, 
sclerophyllous shrubs that grow to about 6 to 10 feet tall and form dense often nearly impenetrable 
stands. This habitat is the prevalent vegetation type on site. In the southeastern portion of the site, 
this habitat type includes some sparsely vegetated patches. The dominant plant in this vegetation 
type is chamise (Adenostoma fasticulatum), with lesser amounts of black sage (Salvia mellifera)I 
lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia), and other chaparral species . In portions of the site, Nuttall' s 
scrub oak (Quercus dumosa) is the dominant species. Southern mixed chaparral occupies 9.63 acres 
on site and 0.94 acre off site, mostly on the mesa tops and toward the top of the slopes on site. 

Southern mixed chaparral is considered a sensitive habitat under the recently adopted 
Implementation Agreement for the MSCP (City of San Diego 1997). Although mixed chaparral is 
still relatively common, the MSCP considers the habitat important for various wildlife species, and 
for preservation of biodiversity. Mixed chaparral is considered a Tier IIIA, or common upland 
habitat type, in the approved MSCP Implementing Agreement, and requires mitigation for impacts. 

Disturbed Habitat (Tier IV). Disturbed habitats include unvegetated land and areas that are 
sparsely vegetated or contain ruderal species such as mustard (Brassica sp.), telegraph weed 
(Heterotheca grandiflora), cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium), and tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca). 
Disturbed habitat is considered Tier IV, or other upland habitat type, in the approved MSCP 
Implementing Agreement, not requiring mitigation for impacts. Disturbed areas on site are the result 
of recent grading for adjacent road construction and for the North City Waste Water Diversion 
Tunnel Project. Disturbed habitat occupies 3.74 acres on site and 1.52 acres off site. 

Developed. Developed areas on site include paved and dirt roads. Approximately 0.41 acre of 
previously developed land occur on site. Developed areas are Tier IV habitats ·and do not require 
mitigation . 

Wetlands 

Southern Willow Scrub (Wetland) . Southern willow scrub consists of broad-leaved, winter­
deciduous stands of trees dominated by shrubby willows (Salix sp.) in association with mule fat 
(Baccharis salicifolia). This habitat occurs on loose, sandy or fine gravely alluvium deposited near 
stream channels during flood flows . Southern willow scrub habitat on site includes arroyo willow 
(Salix lasiolepis ) that has recently established in the drainage bottoms in the western portion of the 
site. Other species in this habitat type on site include mule fat and cattails (Typha sp.) This 
vegetation type occupies approximately 0.10 acre on site and 0.03 acre off site . 

Southern willow scrub is considered a sensitive habitat by the City of San Diego ( 1997), the County 
of San Diego (1991), the CDFG (Holland 1986), and the ACOE (1987) because it is a wetland 
habitat. Impacts to wetlands are also regulated by the revised RPO adopted in January of 1998. This 
ordinance defines wetlands as areas that include any of the three wetland characteristics: ( 1) wetland 
vegetation; (2) wetland soils; or (3) wetland hydrology. The City's wetland definition also states 
that "areas demonstrating Wetland characteristics, which are artificially created are not considered 
Wetlands by this definition. " The southern willow scrub habitat on site occurs along drainages that 
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contain a variety of man-made drainage structures and the majority of the water present in the 
drainages likely comes from adjacent urban runoff. The wetland vegetation occurring along the 
drainages falls under City RPO jurisdiction because these drainages occur in areas that both current 
site topography and historic site aerial photographs show to support wetland hydrology (e.g., a 
natural intermittent stream course); thereby meeting the City's wetlands definition. 

Drainages. As shown on the jurisdictional delineation map (Figure 4.3-2), the on-site drainages 
include remnant patches of intermittent stream course channel with recently constructed man-made 
drainage improvements, and intermittent patches of willow trees. Drainage collects in two concrete 
brow ditches located on the fill slope immediately below Executive Drive. A stretch of natural (i.e., 
earth bottom) drainage leads from these brow ditches to another concrete brow ditch that traverses 
much of the drainage in the central portion of the site. The southerly end of the brow ditch leads to 
another natural section of the drainage, two portions of which contain grouted riprap. Another 
concrete brow ditch enters the property from the southwestern corner of the site. The largest area 
of southern willow scrub is located along a drainage that collects urban runoff from the property to 
the west of the project site. The southern end of this drainage contains a three-foot diameter 
corrugated metal pipe that conveys water to the south, where it enters the primary drainage and is 
fed into a 42-inch diameter concrete pipe and flows under La Jolla Village Drive. Approximately 
0.01 acre of soft-bottomed drninages occur on site in addition to drainage areas occupied by southern 
willow scrub. 

Drainages on site are sensitive due to their status as ACOE non-vegetated Waters of the U.S., CDFG 
streambed, and City of San Diego wetlands. While the drainages on site contain a variety of man­
made drainage improvements, these drainages fall under City RPO jurisdiction because they occur 
in areas that both current site topography and historic site aerial photographs show to support 
wetland hydrology (e.g., natural intermittent stream course). 

0 Sensitive Plant Species 

Fifty-six plant species, including 2 sensitive and 21 non-native species, were observed in the study area 
during the vegetation mapping and rare plant surveys (Appendix A of the La Jolla Commons Biological 
Technical Report). The dominant plants on site were shrub components of the Diegan coastal sage scrub and 
southern mixed chaparral. 

Sensitive plant species are those which are considered sensitive by the USFWS (1990), CDFG (1992), 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS), and/or are MSCP target species (City of San Diego 1995). The 
sensitive plant species observed include Nuttall's scrub oak (Quercus dumosa), and ashy spike moss 
(Selaginella cinerascens) (Figure 4.3-2 and Table 4.3-2). Twelve additional sensitive plant species have the 
potential to occur on site. None of the 14 MSCP-listed narrow endemic species was observed on site during 
the spring 1998 rare plant survey, and the potential for any of these species to occur on site is considered low 
to none (Table 4.3-3). 

Additional information on the two sensitive species observed, other sensitive species with potential to occur 
on site, and all narrow endemic species is available in the La Jolla Commons Biological Technical Report 
(Appendix B). 
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4.3.2 Impact Analysis 

The City of San Diego evaluates significance of impacts to biological resources in several ways. First, all 
projects are evaluated through the CEQA process. Guidelines for determining significance of impacts under 
CEQA and mitigation requirements for these impacts are based in large part on the City's Significance 
Determination Guidelines Under the California Environmental Quality Act (City of San Diego, revised 
1999). 

In addition to the CEQA review process, City staff also review impacts to biological resources under the 
RPO, (revised January 1998) and through the project's consistency with the City's MSCP Subarea Plan. The 
revised RPO regulations require that development avoid impacts to certain biological habitats as much as 
possible. These habitats include all MHP A lands, wetlands and vernal pools in naturally occurring 
complexes, listed non-covered species habitat, and narrow endemics. The MSCP Subarea Plan provides 
guidance for determining significance of impacts to biology on a regional basis. The MSCP program was 
developed and agreed to by the USFWS and CDFG and thus represents policy for biological resource 
regulations that combines federal, state and local regulations with exception of wetland resources. 

For the following discussion of impacts, an impact is direct when the primary effects of a project replace 
existing habitat with graded or developed areas. An indirect impact consists of secondary effects of a project, 
including habitat insularization, edge effect, exotic species invasion, vehicular noise, and increased human 
or pet intrusion. The magnitude of an indirect impact can be the same as a direct impact, however the effect 
usually takes a longer time to become apparent. 

Issue I: Would the Proposed Project affect the long-term conservation of biological resources? 

Impacts to habitat present on the subject property would contribute to the overall decrease of habitat 
remaining for sensitive plant and animal species within San Diego; however long-term conservation of 
biological resources for the entire City of San Diego has been addressed by the MSCP, which was adopted 
in July of 1997 by the City of San Diego, USFWS and CDFG. MHPA open space preserved as part the 
MSCP agreement is intended to protect local biological resources, including all MSCP-listed covered species 
as well as other plant and animal species that use the same habitats, for the Jong-term. As no MSCP­
designated MHPA open space occurs on or adjacent to the subject property, the Proposed Project would not 
substantially affect the Jong-term conservation of biological resources within the City of San Diego. 

Significance of Impacts 

Direct, indirect, and cumulative affects from the Proposed Project on the long-term conservation of biological 
resources are not considered significant because all project impacts occur outside ofMHP A-designated open 
space areas. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

No long-term conservation impacts were assessed; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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Issue 2: Would the Proposed Project result in an impact on a sensitive habitat, including but not 
limited to streamside vegetation, vernal pools, wetland, coastal sage scrub, or chaparral? 

On-site grading would directly impact approximately 1.58 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 1.39 acres of 
disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, 9.63 acres of southern mixed chaparral, 0.10 acre of southern willow 
scrub, 0.01 acre of unvegetated intermittent streambed (RPO wetland) and 3.74 acres of disturbed habitat 
(Table 4.3-5). Off-site grading associated with improvements for Judicial Drive and minor off-site grading 
on the site perimeter would directly impact approximately 0.27 acre of disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, 
0.94 acre of southern mixed chaparral, 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub and 1.52 acres of disturbed habitat. 
Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, 
southern willow scrub and unvegetated streambed are all considered significant and would require mitigation 
per the MSCP and RPO requirements. Concrete and gunnited brow ditches are not considered biological 
resources; therefore, impacts to these features within the onsite drainage have not been quantified for 
mitigation purposes. 

Table 4.3-5 
VEGETATION IMPACTS 

ACREAGE 
VEGETATION COMMUNITY TIER 

ON-SITE OFF-SITE TOTAL 

Diegan coastal sage scrub II 1.58 0.0 1.58 
Diegan coastal sage scrub - disturbed II 1.39 0.27 1.66 
Southern mixed chaparral IDA 9.63 0.94 10.57 
Southern willow scrub NIA 0.10 0.03 0.13 
Unvegetated streambed NIA 0.01 0.0 0.01 
Disturbed IV 3.74 1.52 5.26 
Developed IV 0.41 0 0.41 

TOTAL 16.86 2.76 19.62 

There are no indirect impacts associated with this project because the project site is surr~mnded by existing 
and planned future development, and because the site is not within or adjacent to the MHPA. 

Sig~iificance of Impacts 

Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral , 
southern willow scrub and unvegetated streambed are all considered significant and would require mitigation. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Project impacts would be mitigated in compliance with the mitigation ratios and preservation requirements 
of the MSCP and RPO. A summary of the mitigation requirements for the sensitive habitats on-site is 
provided in Table 4.3-6. 

LA JOLI.A COMMONS EIR (LDRNo. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 

Page 4.3-12 



ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES • 

Table 4.3-6 
HABITAT MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS 

IMPACTED IMPACTED TOTAL REQUIRED 

HABITAT TYPE TIER ACREAGE ACREAGE IMPACTED 
MITIGATION MITIGATION* 

(on site) (off site) ACREAGE 
RATIO* 

ACRES TIER 

Diegan coastal sage scrub II 1.58 0.0 1.58 1: 1 1.58 I-ill 

Diegan coastal sage scrub 
II 1.39 0.27 1.66 1:1 1.66 I -ill 

- disturbed 

Southern mixed chaparral illA 9.63 0.94 10.57 0.5: 1 5.29 I-ill 

Southern willow scrub NIA 0.10 0.03 0.13 3: 1 t 0.39 NIA 
Unvegetated streambed NIA 0.01 0.0 0.01 3: 1 t 0.03 NIA 
Disturbed habitat IV 3.74 1.52 5.26 0:1 0 -
Developed IV 0.41 0 0.41 0:1 0 -

TOTAL 16.86 2.76 19.62 - 8.95 

*Mitigation ratios and requirements are based on impacts located outside the MHPA and mitigation located inside the 
MHPA. 

t Typically, the City of San Diego would require a 2:1 mitigation ratio for these wetland types; however, following 
consultation with the ACOE and CDFG, a 3:1 mitigation ratio is being provided . 

The following.measures would be implemented to mitigate impacts to sensitive habitats. 

1. Prior to issuance of any grading permit and/or the recordation of the final map, the applicant shall 
mitigate for impacts to 3.24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern mixed 
chaparral in accordance with the City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines 
(adopted on 9128199) , satisfactory to the City Manager. The City Manager shall ensure that the 
applicant has preserved 8.53 acres off-site of Tier I-ill habitat within the MHP A or as appropriate 
outside the MHP A in accordance with the Biology Guidelines. 

2. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands and/or the recordation 
of the final map, the applicant shall assure mitigation for the loss of 0.13 acre of southern willow 
scrub and 0.01 acre of unvegetated streambed at a ratio of 3: 1, satisfactory to the City Manager. 
The applicant proposes to restore 0.42 acre of wetland habitat within Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon 
watershed on land owned and managed by the California State Department of Parks (State Parks). 
The proposed wetland restoration site is currently occupied by giant reed (Arundo donax) and is 
located downstream from the intersection of Flintkote and Estuary Way in Sorrento Valley (Figure 
4.3-3). The mitigation program involves removal of giant reed from 0.42 acre of land followed 
by replanting of the cleared area with southern willow scrub species. The mitigation program will 
be carried out by a contractor paid by the applicant, with oversight by the State Parks preserve 
manager. 

a. Prior to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands, the City Manager 
shall verify that a bonded mitigation .agreement in sufficient amount to ensure the 
mitigation of 0.42 acre of wetlands within Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon or other mitigation site 
acceptable to the City and resource agencies has been executed. 
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b. Prior to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands and prior to 
initiating off-site wetland restoration, a final wetlands mitigation plan shall be prepared 
by the applicant and approved by the City Manager. The mitigation plan shall describe 
the proposed mitigation area location and methodology, buffer requirements (if needed), 
maintenance program, monitoring and reporting plan, success criteria, remedial measures 
to correct any problems, and any other information deeded necessary by the City. 

c. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands, the applicant 
shall submit verification that a qualified project biologist has been retained to oversee the 
implementation of the wetlands mitigation plan. The project biologist shall have 
experience preparing and monitoring wetland and riparian mitigation plans in San Diego 
County and shall be acceptable to the City Manager and the resource agencies. The 
project biologist shall oversee other specialists and contractors involved in the 
implementation of the mitigation plan. 

d. The applicant shall submit the following items to the City prior to issuance of any grading 
permit which affects on-site wetlands: 

• Evidence of compliance with Sections 401 and 404 of the federa l Clean Water 
Act. 

Evidence of compliance with Section 1603 of the State of California Fish & 
Game Code. 

Evidence shall include either copies of permits issued, letters of resolutions issued by the 
responsible agency documenting compliance, or other evidence documenting compliance 
and deemed acceptable by the City Manager. 

Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of the mitigation measures described above would reduce impacts to sensitive habitats to 
below a level of significance. 

Issue 3: 

' 

Would the Proposed Project result in a reduction in number of any unique, rare, endangered, 
threatened, sensitive, or fully protected species of plants or animals? 

Grading would directly impact approximately 200 to 300 Nuttall ' s scrub oaks, and scattered populations of 
ashy spike-moss. In addition, grading activities on site would directly impact the coastal California 
gnatcatcher, southern California rufous crowned sparrow and San Diego horned lizard, all of which are 
MSCP-covered species. 

None of the other federal, state, or narrow endemic listed plant species with potential to occur on site is 
expected to occur because appropriate conditions for these species do not occur on site, and/or because 
adequate surveys at the appropriate time of year were conducted with negative results. Although some qui no 
habitat features were found on site (openings in chaparral containing nectaring resources and larval host 
plants), 1999 focused surveys for the quino checkerspot had negative results. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES • 

There are no indirect impacts associated with this project because the project site is surrounded by existing 
or planned future development, and because the site is not within or adjacent to the MHPA. 

Significance of Impacts 

Impacts to Nuttall's scrub oak are considered less than significant due the relatively low sensitivity of this 
species. Impacts to ashy spike moss are considered less than significant because of its common and 
widespread distribution . Nuttall ' s scrub oak and ashy spike-moss are not covered species under the existing 
City of San Diego MSCP; however, adequate conservation of these species is provided under the MSCP 
through the preservation of off-site habitats which support these species. 

Impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher, Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow and San Diego 
horned lizard are considered significant; however, these are all covered species under the City's MSCP. 

No indirect impacts to sensitive species from the Proposed Project are anticipated. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

No mitigation for impacts to non-MSCP covered sensitive plants (Nuttall' s scrub oak and ashy spike-moss) 
is required because of their low sensitivity, relative local abundance, and the preservation of this species in 
other open space areas. Impacts to the three MSCP-covered animal species (coastal California gnatcatcher, 
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, and San Diego homed lizard) would be mitigated by 
implementation of habitat mitigation requirements in conformance with the City of San Diego's MSCP 
Subarea Plan. · 

Issue 4: Would the Proposed Project result in interference with nesting/foraging/movement of any 
resident wildlife species or result in the deterioration of wildlife corridors? 

Development of the Proposed Project would decrease the open space currently available for coastal 
California gnatcatchers and other species located on and immediately east of the site to nest, forage, and 
move about. 

Long-term conservation of biological resources for the entire City of San Diego has been addressed by the 
MSCP Subarea Plan which was adopted in July of 1997 by the City of San Diego, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and California Department of Fish and Game. No MHPA open space occurs on or adjacent to the 
subject property, therefore, impacts to the nesting, foraging, and movement of wildlife species due to the 
Proposed Project is not considered significant. 

The project site is considered to be an isolated canyon due to previous land development and infrastructure 
improvements surrounding the site. Major transportation routes and urban development prevent the canyon 
within the site to function as a wildlife corridor. The project site was not found to function as a wildlife 
corridor during biological resource surveys; therefore, no effects to corridors in the local area are expected 
from the Proposed Project. 

Significance of Impacts 

No significant impacts to wildlife species or wildlife corridors would occur. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES • 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Impacts to nesting/foraging/or movement of resident wildlife species or wildlife corridors are not significant; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

4.4 Transportation/Traffic Circulation 
• 

A Traffic Study was prepared by Darnell & Associates, Inc. titled Traffic Study for La Jolla Commons 
Project in the City of San Diego and dated May 18, 2000. The results of the traffic study are summarized 
herein. The traffic study is attached to this EIR in its entirety as Appendix C. The following scenarios were 
evaluated in the May 2000 study: 

• 

4.4.1 

Near-term (2001) Conditions without Judicial Drive (with and without the Proposed Project) 
Near-term (2001) Conditions with Judicial Drive (with and without the Proposed Project) 
Community Plan Buildout Conditions without the Proposed Project 
Community Plan Buildout Conditions with the Proposed Project 

Existing Conditions 

Existing traffic conditions are measured in terms of level of service. Six levels of service are defined for 
each type of facility (e.g., freeway, arterial, signalized intersection) for which analysis procedures are 
available. They are given letter designations, from A to F, with level of service (LOS) A representing the 
best operating conditions and LOS F, the worst. The City of San Diego General Plan Circulation Element 
recommends LOS Dor better as acceptable for arterial roadway segment average daily trip (ADT) volumes. 
Street segment levels of service are determined based upon a volume to capacity ratio (VIC) and intersection 
levels are based upon seconds of delay. 

0 Roadway Characteristics and Segment Conditions 

The Proposed Project site is located within the University Community planning area. The existing and 
projected circulation system was obtained from the University Community Plan Circulation Element. 
Circulation Element roads potentially impacted by the Proposed Project are listed below along with a 
description of their Circulation Element classification and their current condition. Figure 4.4-1 depicts the 
planned circulation system and Table 4.4-1 provides the roadway capacities and existing volumes (ADT) for 
each road segment evaluated in this analysis. Existing daily traffic volumes (represented in ADT) on area 
roadways are depicted in Figure 4.4-2. 

Judicial Drive: Judicial Drive is classified as four-lane Major Street on the Adopted Circulation Element 
of the University City Community Plan. The only segment of Judicial Drive currently constructed runs 
south from Eastgate Mall to the intersection with Executive Drive. This facility would be extended south 
to La Jolla Village Drive, as described in Section 3.0 Project Description. Judicial Drive is proposed to 
continue south and connect with Nobel Drive per the University Community Plan Circulation Element. The 
extension of Judicial Drive south to Nobel Drive includes construction of a tunnel under La Jolla Village 
Drive; no intersection at La Jolla Village Drive is proposed. This extension south is not proposed as part of 
the Proposed Project; however, it will possibly be implemented in the near-term due to other pending 
development projects south of La Jolla Village Drive. 

Town Center Drive: Town Center Drive will serve as the western link from the project site to east/west 
facilities of Executive Drive, La Jolla Village Drive, and Nobel Drive. Town Center Drive is constructed 
to its community plan classification, a four-lane major street between Eastgate Mall and Golden Haven 
Drive. South of Golden Haven to Nobel Drive, it is designated and built as a four-Jane collector road with 
a center median. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

Table 4.4-1 
EXISTING ROADWAY SEGMENT LOS SUMMARY 

SEGMENT ADT 
DESIGN VIC 

CAPACITY* RATIO 

Genesee Ave. 
- East of I-5 30,600 60,000 0.51 
- North of Eastgate Mall 29,500 60,000 0.49 

Eastgate Mall 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 12,806 40,000 0.32 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 7,941 30,000 0.26 
- East of Judicial Dr. 7,941 30,000 0.26 
- East of I-805 10,100 15,000 0.67 

Executive Dr. 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 4,200 30,000 . 0.14 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 2,115 40,000 0.05 

La Jolla Village Dr. 
- East of I-5 47,500 60,000 0.79 
- West of Genesee Ave. 44,900 60,000 0.75 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 45,516 60,000 0.76 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 67,477 60,000 1.12 

Miramar Rd. 
- West of Eastgate Mall 62,981 60,000 1.05 
- East of Eastgate Mall 68 ,000 60,000 1.13 
- West of Camino Santa Fe 68,000 60,000 1.13 

Nobel Dr. 
- West ofl-805 NIA NIA NIA 

Towne Center Dr. 
- South of Executive Dr. 11 ,200 40,000 0.28 
- South of La Jolla Village Dr. 22,400 40,000 0.56 

' 
Judicial Dr. 

- North of Executive Dr. 753 40,000 0.02 
- South of Executive Dr. NIA NIA NIA 
- North of Nobel Dr. NIA NIA NIA 

*These values represent the dail y volume at the upper limit of LOS E per City standards. 
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio 
NIA - not applicable 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
Genesee Avenue: Genesee Avenue links the project with I-5 and the northern areas of La Jolla. Genesee 
Avenue has two different classifications for the segments between I-5 on the north and SR 52 on the south. 
The segments covered by this analysis are the six-lane Prime Arterial between I-5 and Regents Road, and 
the six-lane Major Street from Regents Road to Nobel Drive. Genesee Avenue is constructed to its adopted 
classifications along the entire length. 

La Jolla Village Drive: This facility is constructed to its adopted Circulation Element classification of a 
six-lane Prime Arterial between Interstate 5 and Town Center Drive. The segment between Town Center 
Drive and I-805 is constructed as a six-lane Prime Arterial, but is planned to be expanded to an eight-lane 
Prime Arterial in the future . The segments between Regents Road and Executive Way allow curb-side 
parking; on the remaining segments curb-side parking is prohibited. Access to this road from adjacent 
properties is controlled (i.e., limited number of driveways and adequate number of signalized intersections) 
to reduce side friction and maintain capacity. 

Miramar Road: Miramar Road is the continuation of La 1olla Village Drive, and links the community of 
Mira Mesa with I-805 and the University City community. Miramar Road is the primary east/west arterial 
facility between SR-52 to the south and the uncompleted SR-56 Jocated four miles to the north. This facility 
is constructed to its adopted classification of six-lane Prime Arterial from I-805 to I-15. 

Eastgate Mall: Eastgate Mall trends from Regents Road on the west to Miramar Road on the east. This 
facility carries two different classifications between Genesee A venue and Miramar Road: from Genesee to 
Town Center it is classified as a four-lane major road; east of Town Center to Miramar Road the 
classification i,s a four lane Collector Road. From Genesee to Town Center Drive the improved travel-way 
is constructed to four-lane Major Road standards. A 600 foot section of unimproved frontage on the south 
side between Genesee A venue and Town Center Drive remains. This section is one lane in each direction 
with left turn pockets. Between Town Center Drive and the bridge over 1-805 is a similar situation whereby 
the segment is constructed to four Jane Collector Road standards; temporary traffic control measures restrict 
this segment to two travel lanes at the I-805 overcrossing. This segment also has the tum pockets and the 
same capacity. The bridge section ofEastgate Mall is two lanes and east of the bridge the road is two lanes 
with left tum pockets at the intersecting streets. The north half of the travel-way is fully improved. The 
south side is partially improved. The capacity of the existing cross-section is equivalent to the two-lane 
segments to the west. 

Executive Drive: This local four-lane Collector Road trends parallel to and between Eastgate Mall and La 
Jolla Village Drive. It is a local Circulation Element facility connecting Regents Road on the west and 
terminating just past Judicial Drive on the east. Executive Drive is classified as a four-lane Collector Road 
in ~he Community Plan and is constructed to that standard along its entire length. 

Nobel Drive: Nobel Drive is the most southerly east/west Circulation Element road in the community. East 
of I-5 to Genesee A venue it is classified and constructed to six-lane Major Road standards. At Genesee the 
classification changes to a six-lane Primary Arterial. This classification continues east to the planned 
interchange with I-805. Between the interchange and Miramar Road the classification is a four-lane Major 
Road. Nobel Drive east of the local street of Shoreline Drive is unbuilt. The segments yet to be constructed 
are from Shoreline to I-805, the interchange at I-805 (currently under construction), and the extension to 
Miramar Road . The construction of these segments and the interchange is funded and expected to be in place 
by the year 200 l . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
As shown in Table 4.4-1 , La Jolla Village Drive, between Towne Center Drive and I-805 , is operating at LOS 
F based upon a comparison of road capacity to daily volumes. Similarly, as La Jolla Village Drive transitions 
to Miramar Road, east of I-805, it operates at LOS F from I-805 to Camino Santa Fe. These La Jolla Village 
Drive and Miramar Road segments have been failing since the late 1980' s. Planned Circulation Element 
widening of La Jolla Village Drive from six to eight lanes, and planned improvements in the City's Facilities 
Benefit Assessment (FBA)/Facilities Financing Plan (Project NUC 50) for Miramar Road are designed to 
relieve the existing and Community Plan buildout traffic congestion along this roadway. 

In addition to measuring road segment conditions based upon road capacity and existing daily traffic 
volumes, road congestion is also measured by looking at peak hour traffic volumes, particularly along major 
arterials where congestion is often a reflection of the traffic flow through signalized intersections along the 
arterial. The County of San Diego Congestion Management Plan (CMP) identifies La Jolla Village Drive 
and Miramar Road as major arterials and requires that a peak hour analysis be performed for these arterials 
if there is a potential for a project to impact the flows . A CMP peak hour arterial segment analysis was 
performed by Darnell & Associates (Table 5 in Appendix C). The analysis concluded that the segments of 
La Jolla Village Drive and Miramar Road in the vicinity of the project site (Genesee A venue to Camino 
Santa Fe) operated at LOS C or better in both the eastbound and westbound directions during the AM and 
PM peak hours. 

0 1-805 Freeway Segments 

I-805 is located approximately 700 feet east of the project site. I-805 is an eight-lane freeway that provides 
a regional link between the US/Mexico border and Sorrento Valley; I-805 trends parallel to and east ofI-5. 
Immediately east of the project site, I-805 provides access to and from La Jolla Village Drive via a full 
diamond and full cloverleaf interchange. Freeway performance and level of service is measured based upon 
peak hour capacity. The existing daily volumes on I-805 , in proximity to the Proposed Project, are 
summarized in Table 4.4-2. As can be seen in Table 4.4-2, I-805 is operating at LOS E north of La Jolla 
Village Drive and LOS F south of La Jolla Village Drive during peak hour operation. 

0 Intersection Conditions 

A total of thirteen intersections were evaluated for their existing conditions to compare with post-project 
conditions and to determine the potential for significant impacts. Figure4.4-3 shows the existing intersection 
geometrics for the thirteen intersections evaluated. As shown in Table 4.4-3, all intersections in the project 
vicinity are operating at LOS Dor better, with the exception of the Eastgate Mall/Miramar Road intersection 
which currently is operating at LOS F during the PM peak hour. Delays at this intersection exceed 31/:z 
rriinµtes . Two FBA projects [NUC-50 and NUC-34] are planned which will add an additional westbound 
lane on Miramar Road and an additional southbound left-tum lane on Eastgate Mall. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

Table 4.4-2 
EXISTING FREEWAY SEGMENT VOLUMES AND LOS SUMMARY 
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Table 4.4-3 
SUMMARY OF EXISTING TRAFFIC INTERSECTION LOS 

AM PEAK 

INTERSECT! 0 N Delay 
: LOS 

(sec./veh.) 

Eastgate Mall 
- Genesee Ave. 24.6 C 
- Towne Center Dr. 19.4 C 
- Judicial Dr. 5.8 B 
- Miramar Rd . 9.2 B 
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PM PEAK 

Delay 
(sec./veh.) 

22.9 
2 1.5 
5.5 

216.2 

LOS 

C 
C 
B 
F 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

Table 4.4-3 (cont.) 

• 
AM PEAK PM PEAK 

INTERSECTION Delay 
(sec./veh.) 

Executive Drive 
- Genesee Ave. 18.4 
- Towne Center Dr. 11.4 
- Judicial Dr. NIA 

La Jolla Village Drive 
- I-5 Southbound Ramps 5.3 
- I-5 Northbound Ramps 6.8 
- Regents Rd. 26.0 
- Genesee Ave. 26.5 
-Executive Way 14.4 
- Towne Center Dr. 21.6 

sec./veh. - Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. 
NIA - not applicable 

0 1-805 Interchange Conditions 

Delay 
LOS 

(sec./veh.) 
LOS 

C 19.5 C 
B 12.5 B 

NIA NIA NIA 

B 4.0 A 
B 4.7 A 
D 31.6 D 
D 26.7 D 
B 17.5 C 
C 25.6 D 

Interchange conditions at La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road/I-805 were determined based upon three 
different analyses: (1) Assuming a Caltrans Flow Rate methodology; (2) Assuming a uniform 15-minute 
maximum delay methodology used by the City; and (3) Field observations during the PM peak hour. In all 
three analyses, the current vehicle demand exceeds the flow rate at the metered eastbound to southbound on­
ramp in both the AM and PM peak hours. (Refer to Tables 8 and 9 in Appendix C for the specific results of 
each analysis.) 

4.4.2 Impact Analysis 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project result in an increase in projected traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the capacity of the existing street and freeway systems? 

For the purposes of this EIR, significant traffic impacts are based upon thresholds of significance identified 
in the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual (July 1998). The following thresholds in Table 4.4-4 
are based upon an acceptable increase in the VIC ratio for roadway segments and an increase in seconds of 
delay for signalized intersections. The acceptable LOS standard for roadways and intersections in San Diego 
is LOS D; however, for undeveloped locations, the goal is to achieve an LOS C. The LOS D standard applies 
to the urban , developed setting of the Proposed Project. If a proposed project's traffic impacts exceed the 
values shown in the Table, then the impacts are deemed "significant" if the segment or intersection is 
projected to operate at LOSE or F. An increase in delay or V /C ratio would not be significant if the segment 
or intersection continues to operate at LOS Dor better. For significant impacts, the proj ect applicant shall 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ - ~ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

provide "feasible measures" to bring the facility back to the level held by the facility prior to the project' s 
traffic impacts. 

Table 4.4-4 
SIGNIFICANT TRANSPORTATION IMPACT MEASURE 

ALLOWABLE INCREASE DUE TO PROJECT IMPACTS* 
LEVEL OF SERVICE 

WITH PROJECT Intersections Delay Roadway Segments 
(seconds) Volume/Capacity (V /C) 

A NIA 0.10 

B 6 0.06 

C 4 0.04 

D 2 0.02 

E 2 0.02 

F 2 0.02 

* An increase in delay or V /C ratio would not be significant if the segment or intersection continues to operate at LOS 
Dor better. 

Source: City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, July 1998. 

0 Project Trip Generation 

The Proposed Project is projected to generate approximately 10,319 ADT; an estimated 1,093 trips during 
the AM peak hour (inbound and outbound) and 1,212 trips during the PM peak hour (inbound and outbound). 
The projected trip generation volumes are based upon factors within the City of San Diego Trip Generation 
Manual (1998), provided in Table 10 of Appendix C. Table 4.4-5 provides the number of trips generated 
by each component of the project, as well as the break down for AM and PM peak hour trips. 

The projected 10,319 trips exceed the University Community Plan buildout traffic conditions by 6,508 trips . 
However, as discussed in Section 3.0 Project Description and Section 4.1 Land Use, the Proposed Project 
includes a transfer of ADTs from the Regents Park Project to the ·Project site by means of a CPA to the 
University Community Plan. a T1 amfc1 of Development Rights (TDR) , a.,; pernritted in the Unive, sity 
Commu11.ity Plan Devclop111ent b.tem;ity Element. The Regents Park Project (located in Subarea #24 of the 
Development Intensity Element) has an excess of 8,000 ADTs which can be transferred to the Proposed 
Project site. The Proposed Project would utilize 6,508 trips from the 8,000 ADT available . With the transfer 
of trips, the Proposed Project would not increase the number of vehicle trips projected under Community 
Plan buildout conditions and would use less ADT than are available. (This data is relevant for Trip 
Generation , Buildout Conditions and the Issue 2 impact analysis.) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
Table 4.4-5 

TRIP GENERATION CALCULATION SUMMARY AND COMPARISON 

TRIP GENERATION FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Daily AM Peak Hour 
PM Peak 

Land Use Total Units Hour Trips 
Trips Trips (In:Out) 

(In:Out) 

Hotel 325 Rooms 3,250 195 (117:78) 260 (156: 104) 
Scientific Research & 

Development 40,000 sq. ft.* 845 136 (122: 14) 119 (1: 107) 
Commercial Office 450,000 sq. ft. 5,264 685 (617:68) 737 (147:590) 
Condominiums 120 Dwelling Units 960 77 (15:62) 96 (67:29) 

TOTAL TRIPS 10,319 1,093 (871:222) 
1,212 

(382:830) 

TRIP GENERATION FOR UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN 

Land Use 
Daily Trip 

Total Units Daily Trips 
Generation 

University Community Plan 
• Visitor Commercial 258 Trips/Acre 9.39 Acres 2,423 
• Scientific & Research Uses 17 Trips/ Acre 7.5 Acres 1,388 

TOTAL TRIPS 3,811 

DAILY TRIP GENERATION DIFFERENCE 
6,508 

(La Jolla Commons Project - Community Plan) 

TRANSFER OF ADTs BEP"-rEb0Pl\,'IENT RIGHTS (from Regents Park Project) 6,508 

NET INCREASE IN COMMUNITY PLAN ADT 0 

*The Scientific Research building is currently proposed to be 30,000 sq. ft.; these calculations provide a worse-case 
,analysis . 

0 Project Trip Distribution 

The Proposed Project includes the construction of Judicial Drive from its current terminus at Executive Drive 
south to the proposed tunnel under La Jolla Village Drive. The Proposed Project does not include the 
extension of Judicial Drive south to Nobel Drive; however, this extension is planned in the Community Plan 
Circulation Element and is anticipated to be constructed in the near-term as part of other pending projects 
in the community. Since the timing of the extension is unknown, the traffic impact analysis evaluates project 
trip distribution to the local circulation system assuming both scenarios ; with and without the extension of 
Judicial Drive from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel Drive. The Proposed Project trip distribution and the 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
associated daily traffic volumes for area roadway segments for the estimated 10,319 average daily trips is 
shown in Figures 4.4-4 through 4.4-7 for both scenarios. 

0 , Near-Term Conditions (2001) 

Projected traffic volumes and the potential for impacts to the surrounding circulation system were determined 
for the near-term and long-term. Near-term conditions are those anticipated when the Proposed Project 
construction is complete and vehicle trips are being generated from the proposed land uses. The near-term 
conditions are estimated for the year 200 l and include vehicle trips from other approved or pending projects 
and circulation improvements anticipated or under construction. (Refer to Appendix A of the Traffic Study 
[Appendix CJ pages A-44 to A-51 for specific ADTs projected for each of the near-term projects.) Near-term 
conditions include the following projects and circulation improvements: 

• Projects under construction on Town Center Drive, north of Eastgate Mall 

• Projects under construction on Town Center Drive, between Executive Drive and Eastgate Mall (Sun 
Road Corporate Center, Gensia Center, Nexus University Center I & II, Nexus Center UTC, and the 
Hamann Center) 

• Nobel Research Park and La Jolla Crossroads Phase I 

• Nobel Drive extension from its existing terminus (at Shoreline Drive) east to Miramar Road, 
including the half-diamond interchange at I-805 

In addition to the Nobel Drive circulation improvements, Judicial Drive is proposed to be extended from La 
Jolla Village Drive south to Nobel Drive. As discussed in Section 4.4.1, the Proposed Project includes the 
construction of Judicial Drive south to La Jolla Village Drive; however, it does not include the construction 
of the planned tunnel under La Jolla Village Drive or the extension south to Nobel Drive. Since the timing 
of this improvement is currently unknown and is tied to the approval and implementation of other projects 
located south of La Jolla Village Drive, this near-term analysis looks at the proposed project impacts with 
and without the extension of Judicial Drive to Nobel Drive. 

In order to evaluate the Proposed Project 's contribution to the traffic conditions, the near-term projections 
evaluate conditions both with and without the Proposed Project. 

Long-term, future traffic conditions are addressed following this analysis under the heading Buildout 
Conditions (2020). 

Near-Term Without .Judicial Drive Extension 

Road Segments. The near-term traffic conditions on road segments are shown in Table 4.4-6 for 
conditions expected both with and without the Proposed Project. The Table also provides the 
existing ADTs and levels of service for comparison. As shown in Table 4.4-6, the near-term traffic 
conditions without the Proposed Project are similar to the existing conditions. Most segments 
remain at their current LOS and near-term conditions would not reduce any of the road segments to 
below LOS D. The existing failing segments on Miramar Road and on La Jolla Village Drive east 
of Towne Center Drive would remain at LOS F, even with the implementation of the new 
interchange . The near-term conditions with the Proposed Project are also similar; no segments are 
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TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

Table 4.4-6 

• 
ROADWAY SEGMENT LOS SUMMARY NEAR-TERM WITH AND WITHOUT 

THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITHOUT JUDICIAL DRIVE EXTENSION 

NEAR-TERM 
EXISTING WITHOUT 

PROJECT 
SEGMENT 

ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Genesee Ave. 
- East of I-5 30,600 B 31,026 B 
- North of Eastgate Mall 29,500 B 27,027 B 

Eastgate Mall 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 12,806 A 18,391 B 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 7,941 B 11,520 C 
- East of Judicial Dr. 7,941 B 11,924 C 
- East of 1-805 10,100 D 11,224 D 

Executive Dr. 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 4,200 A 1,322 A 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 2,115 A 4,157 A 

La Jolla Village Dr. 
- East of 1-5 47,500 C 42,742 C 
- West of Genesee Ave. 44,900 C 38,928 C 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 45,516 C 44,939 C 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 67,477 F 67,000 F 

Miramar Rd. 
- West of Eastgate Mall 62,981 F 70,383 F 
- East of Eastgate Mall 68,000 F 65,904 F 
- West of Camino Santa Fe 68,000 F 68,346 F 

Nobel Dr. 
-'West of Interstate 805 NIA NIA 16,148 A 

Towne Center Dr. 
- South of Executive Dr. 11,200 A 19,073 B 
- South of La Jolla Village Dr. 22,400 C 21,294 C 

Judicial Dr. 
- North of Executive Dr. 753 A 3,728 A 
- South of Executive Dr. NIA NIA NIA NIA 
- North of Nobel Dr. NIA NIA NIA NIA 

NIA - not applicable 
Bold number - significantl y impacted roadway segment. 

LA JOLLA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
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NEAR-TERM 
WITH PROJECT 

V/C 
ADT LOS Ratio 

Increase 

31,439 . B 0.00 
27,749 B 0.01 

19,526 B 0.03 
12,758 C 0.05 
13,162 C 0.04 
12,462 D 0.08 

1,941 A 0.02 
11,793 A 0.19 

4~,568 C 0.02 
40,269 C 0.02 
47,209 C 0.04 
70,715 F 0.06 

70,486 F 0.00 
67,245 F 0.02 
69,584 F 0.02 

16,148 A 0.00 

25,884 C 0.17 
22,120 C 0.02 

6,411 A 0.07 
2,580 A -
NIA NIA NIA 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
reduced to below LOS D and the existing failing segments remain at LOS F. Whj)e the traffic 
volumes on five of the road segments would exceed the V /C ratio increase according to the criteria 
in Table 4.4--4, the Proposed Project traffic does not change the LOS for area segments to below LOS 
D. The only projected significant roadway segment impact under this scenario is to the segment of 
La Jolla Village Drive east of Towne Center Drive. 

1-805 Freeway Segments. The I-805 freeway segments in proximity to the Proposed Project are 
projected to worsen with implementation of near-term development projects, with and without the 
Proposed Project traffic. Table 4.4-7 provides a comparison of the existing conditions to the near­
term conditions. The segments of I-805 in the study area are projected to continue to fail, with or 
without the Proposed Project. 

Intersections. With the addition of near-term project traffic and the extension of Nobel Drive to 
Miramar Road, the intersection of Eastgate Mall and Miramar Road continues to operate at LOS F, 
with or without the Proposed Project (Table 4.4-8). The intersection delay increases by 
approximately 81 seconds without the Proposed Project, and by approximately 118 seconds (almost 
two minutes) with the Proposed Project during the PM peak hour. The increase in delay at thls 
intersection is considered significant. The intersection of Executive Drive and Towne Center Drive 
is projected to experience an increase in delay of 9.8 seconds (with the Proposed Project) which is 
above the established threshold; however, the intersection does not deteriorate to below LOS D and 
therefore is not considered a significant impact. 

1-805 Interchange. The near-term traffic conditions with and without the Proposed Project results 
in an improvement at the I-805 interchange eastbound La Jolla Village Drive to southbound on-ramp. 
This improvement is due to the new interchange at I-805 and Nobel Drive. Some of the vehicle trips 
accessing southbound I-805 would be able to use the Nobel Drive southbound on-ramp instead of 
the La Jolla Village Drive on-ramp. The Proposed Project trips would increase the delay time at the 

. eastbound La Jolla Village Drive to southbound on-ramp; however, the project's contribution is not 
considered significant as the total delay does not exceed the City's maximum acceptable delay of 
15 minutes. 

Near-term With Judicial Drive Extension 

Road Segments. The near-term traffic conditions on road segments are shown in Table 4.4-9 for 
conditions expected both with and without the Proposed Project. The Table also provides the 
existing ADTs and levels of service for comparison. As shown in Table 4.4-9, the near-term traffic 
conditions without the Proposed Project are similar to the existing conditions; however, the segment 
of Towne Center Drive south of La Jolla Village Drive improves from LOS C to LOS B due to the 
addition of Judicial Drive. Most segments remain at their current LOS and near-term conditions 
would not reduce any of the road segments to below LOS D. The existing failing segments on 
Miramar Road and on La Jolla Village Drive east of Towne Center Drive would remain at LOS F. 
The extension of Judicial Drive would not help to alleviate those conditions . The near-term 
conditions with the Proposed Project are also similar; no segments are reduced to below LOS D and 
the existing failing segments remain at LOS F. While the traffic volumes on five of the road 
segments would increase above the threshold criteria in Table 4.4--4, the Proposed Project traffic 
does not change the LOS for area segments to below LOS D. Four of the five segments experiencing 
increases in V /C ratios are projected to remain at LOS D or better. These impacts are thus not 
considered significant. The road segment of La Jolla Village Drive east of Towne Center Drive 
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Table 4.4-7 
1-805 FREEWAY SEGMENT VOLUMES AND LOS SUMMARY NEAR-TERM 

WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITHOUT JUDICIAL DRIVE EXTENSION 

EXISTING NEAR-TERM NEAR-TERM 
CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT WITH PROJECT 

ROUTE LIMITS 
V/C 

ADT 
V/C 

LOS ADT 
V/C 

LOS ADT 
V/C 

LOS Ratio 
Significant 

Ratio Ratio Ratio 
Increase 

Increase 

North of 
La Jolla Village Dr. 162,900 1.004 E 183,143 1.129 F(O) 184,175 1.135 F(O) 0.006 No 

South of 
185,800 1.145 F(O) 190,183 1.172 F(O) 192,763 1.188 F(O) 0.016 Yes La Jolla Village Dr. 

l- 805 
South of 

Nobel Dr. 185,800 1.145 F(O) 223,061 1.375 F(2) 225,641 1.391 F(2) 0.016 Yes 

South of 

Governor Dr. 191,200 1.178 F(O) 226,661 1.397 F(2) 229,034 1.411 F(2) 0.014 Yes 

ADT- Average Daily Trame 
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio 
LOS - Cal tran s District 11 procedure was used to estimate the free way level of service. Designations vary from A to F, with four level of LOS F from F(O) to F(3). 
S ig nificance is based on an increase in V/C ratio of more than one percent (0.01), applied to freeway segments operating at LOS E or F. 
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Table 4.4-8 
SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION LOS NEAR-TERM 

WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITHOUT JUDICIAL DRIVE EXTENSION 

EXISTING NEAR-TERM 
NEAR-TERM W/PROJECT 

CONDITIONS W/0 PROJECT 

INTERSECTION 

Eastgate Mal I @ 

- Genesee Ave. 
- Towne Center Dr. 
- Judicial Dr. 
- Miramar Rd. 

Executive Dr. @ 

- Genesee Ave. 
- Towne Center Dr. 
- Judicial Dr. 

La Jolla Village Dr. @ 

- I-5 SB Ramps 
- 1-5 NB Ramps 
- Regents Rd. 
- Genesee Ave. 
- Executive Way 
-Towne Center Dr. 

Delay - measured in seconds per vehicle. 
N/ A - not applicable 

DELAY/LOS 

AM PM 
Peak Peak 

24.6/C 22.9/C 
19.4/C 21.5IC 
5.8/B 5.5/B 
9.2/B 216.2/F 

18.4IC 19.5IC 
11.4/B 12.5/B 
NIA NIA 

5.3/B 4.0/A 
6.8/B 4.71A 

26.0/D 31.6/D 
26.5/D 26.7/D 
14.4/B l 7.5IC 
21.6IC 25 .6/D 

Bold number - significantly impacted intersection. 

DELAY/LOS 

AM PM 
Peak Peak 

29.4/D 26.2/D 
19.8IC 22.3IC 
5.9/B 5.6/B 
9.5/B 297.5/F 

18.7/C 20.1/C 
13.41B 18.6IC 
NIA NIA 

5.2/B 4.61A 
6.1/B 4.51A 
24.8IC 28.0/D 
24.5IC 25 .7/D 
13.1/B 16.8IC 
22.8IC 27.4/D 

DELAY/LOS 

AM Delay PM Delay 
Peak Increase Peak Increase 

29.7/D 0.3 27.3/D 1.1 
20.0IC 0.2 22.6IC 0.3 
6.0/B 0.1 5.9/B 0.3 
9.6/B 0.1 334.5/F 37.0 

18.8IC 0.1 20.2/C 0. 1 
20.2IC 6.8 28.4/D 9.8 
11.9/B - 11.8/B -

5.2/B 0.0 4.7 0. 1 
6.6/B 0.5 4.6 0.1 

25 .0IC 0.2 28.9 0.9 
24.8IC 0.3 25.9 0.2 
13.7/B 0.6 18.8 2.0 
26.0/D 3.2 29.0 1.6 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
would remain at LOS F; therefore, the increase in V /C ratio is considered significant. (This segment is 
highlighted in bold in Table 4.4-9.) 

Table 4.4-9 
ROADWAY SEGMENT LOS SUMMARY NEAR-TERM 

WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITH JUDICIAL DRIVE EXTENSION 

NEAR-TERM 
EXISTING WITHOUT 

SEGMENT PROJECT 

ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Genesee Ave. 
- East of 1-5 30,600 B 30,807 B 
- North of East gate Mall 29,500 B 27,596 B 

Eastgate Mall 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 12,806 A 19,972 B 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 7,941 B 13,932 C 
- East of Judicial Dr. 7,941 B 12,967 C 
- East of 1-805 10,100 D 12,367 D 

Executive Dr. 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 4,200 A 2,536 A 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 2,115 A 6,431 A 

La Jolla Village Dr. 
- East of 1-5 47,500 C 42,248 C 
- West of Genesee Ave. 44,900 C 37,640 C 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 45 ,516 C 42,285 C 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 67,477 F 63 ,708 F 

Miramar Rd. 
- West of Eastgate Mall 62,981 F 68,374 F 
- East of Eastgate Mall 68,000 F 64,236 F 
- West of Camino Santa Fe 68,000 F 66,680 F 

·Nobel Dr. 
\ 

- West ofl-805 NIA NIA 21,211 A 

Towne Center Dr. 
- South of Executive Dr. 11,200 A 20,447 B 
- South of La Jolla Village Dr. 22,400 C 15,831 B 

Judicial Dr. 
- North of Executive Dr. 753 A 6,687 A 
- South of Executive Dr. NIA NIA 9,718 A 
- North of Nobel Dr. NIA NIA 12,099 A 

NI A - not applicable 
Bold number - signifi cantl y impacted roadway segment. 

LA JOLLA COMMONS EIR (LDRNo. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
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NEAR-TERM 
WITH PROJECT 

ADT LOS 
VIC Ratio 
Increase 

31,220 B 0.00 
28,318 B 0.01 

21,107 C 0.03 
15,170 C 0.05 
13,483 C 0.02 
12,883 D 0.04 

3,052 A 0.02 
12,106 A 0.14 

43,074 C 0.02 
38,981 C 0.02 
44,555 C 0.04 
65,978 F 0.04 

69,200 F 0.01 
65,577 F 0.02 
67 ,918 F 0.02 

23 ,378 A 0.04 

25 ,607 C 0.13 
16,450 B O.Ql 

8,544 A 0.04 
12,504 A 0.07 
14,266 A 0.06 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
1-805 Freeway Segments . The I-805 freeway segments in proximity to the Proposed Project are 
projected to worsen with implementation of near-term development projects with and without the 
Proposed Project traffic. Table 4.4-10 provides a comparison of the existing conditions to the near­
term conditions with and without Proposed Project trips. The addition of near-term projects, without 
the Proposed Project, results in a significant impact to I-805 north of La Jolla Village Drive. The 
Proposed Project would not significantly impact this segment; however, it would significantly 
increase the V /C ratio on the I-805 segments south of Nobel Drive and south of Governor Drive, as 
shown in Table 4.4-10. 

Intersections. With the addition of near-term project traffic and the extension of Judicial Drive to 
Nobel Drive, the intersections in the project study area would continue to operate at LOS Dor better, 
with the exception of the intersection of Eastgate Mall and Miramar Road which would remain at 
LOS F (Table 4.4-11). The near-term traffic, without the Proposed Project, results in a significant 
increase in delay at several intersections; however, the most significant increase is seen at the 
intersection of Eastgate Mall and Miramar Road where the delay is projected to increase by 225 
seconds (3 3/4 minutes) during the PM peak hour. The addition of Proposed Project traffic increases 
the delay by an additional 26 seconds , also considered significant (Table 4.4-11). Two other 
intersections experience an increase in delay with the Proposed Project traffic; however, this increase 
is not considered significant since the LOS is C. 

1-805 Interchange. The near-term traffic conditions without the Proposed Project results in an 
increase in delay time and queue length at the eastbound to northbound on-ramp to I-805 during the 
PM peak; however, the delay is not considered significant (Table 25, Appendix C). The addition 
of Project traffic to near-term traffic results in a significant increase in the delay at the eastbound to 
southbound on-ramp to I-805 from La Jolla Village Drive. The delay would increase from 13 
minutes to 17 minutes, thus exceeding the 15 minute delay identified by the City as unacceptable. 

Buildout Conditions (2020) 

The buildout of the University Community is based upon the land use designations and the Circulation 
Element improvements identified within the University Community Plan. Buildout for this community is 
estimated for year 2020. In addition to the anticipated growth within the University Community, regional 
traffic is projected based upon SANDAG's growth projections which were obtained from their Series 9 
Transportation Forecasting Model. Circulation Element improvements assumed for the buildout conditions 
include the following : 

, La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road is widened from six to eight lanes on both sides of I-805 

• Reconfiguration of the I-805 interchange 

• Regents Road is extended to Governor Drive 

• Eastgate Mall is widened to a four-lane Collector road 

• Judicial Drive is extended south to Nobel Drive 

• I-805 is widened to include two HOV lanes (one northbound and one southbound ) 
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Table 4.4-10 
1-805 FREEWAY SEGMENT VOLUMES AND LOS SUMMARY NEAR-TERM 

WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITH JUDICIAL DRIVE EXTENSION 

EXISTING NEAR-TERM NEAR-TERM 
CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT WITH PROJECT 

ROUTE LIMITS VIC 
ADT 

VIC 
LOS ADT 

VIC 
LOS ADT 

VIC 
LOS Ratio 

Significant 
Ratio Ratio Ratio Increase 

Increase 

North of 
162,900 1.004 E 183 ,458 1.131 F(O) 184,490 1.137 F(O) 0.006 No La Jolla Village Dr. 

South of 
185,800 1.145 F(O) 190,183 1.172 F(O) 190,596 1.175 F(O) 0.003 No 

La Jolla Village Dr. 

I- 805 

South of Nobel Dr. 185,800 1.145 F(O) 222,330 1.370 F(2) 224,910 1.386 F(2) 0.016 Yes 

South of 
191,200 1.178 F(O) 225,930 1.392 F(2) 228,303 1.407 F(2) 0.015 Yes 

Governor Dr. 

ADT- Average Dai ly Traffic 
V/C Rati o - Volume lo Capacity Rati o 
LOS - Cal trans District 11 procedure was used to estimate the freeway level of service. Designations vary from A to F, with four level of LOS F from F(O) to F(3). 
Signi ftcance is based on an increase in VIC ratio of more than one percent (0.0 I) , applied to freeway segments operating at LOS E or F. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

Table 4.4-11 
SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION LOS NEAR-TERM 

• 
WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITH JUDICIAL DRIVE EXTENSION 

EXISTING NEAR-TERM 
NEAR-TERM W/PROJECT 

CONDITIONS W/OPROJECT 
DELAY/LOS 

INTERSECTION DELAY/LOS DELAY/LOS 

AM PM AM PM AM Delay PM Delay 
Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak Increase Peak Increase 

Eastgate Mall @ 
- Genesee Ave. 24.6/C 22.9/C 28.4/D 26.4/D 29.0/D 0.6 28.1/D 1.7 
- Towne Center Dr. 19.4/C 21.5/C 19.7/C 21.5/C 19.9/C 0.2 21.9/C 0.4 
- Judicial Dr. 5.8/B 5.5/B 10.9/B 11.2/B 11.0/B 0.1 12.3/B 1.1 
- Miramar Rd. 9.2/B 216.2/F 13.9/B 441.5/F 14.4/B 0.5 467.9/F 26.4 

Executive Dr. @ 
- Genesee Ave. 18.4/C 19.5/C 18.6/C 19.9/C 18.7/C 0.1 20.0/C 0.1 
- Towne Center Dr. 11.4/B 12.5/B 13.0/B 16.6/C 15.4/C 2.4 21.8/C 5.2 
- Judicial Dr. NIA NA 7.8/B 8.4/B 11 .2/B 3.4 12.6/B 4.2 

La Jolla Village Dr. @ 
- I-5 SB Ramps 5.3/B 4.0/A 5.2/B 4.6/A 5.2/B 0.0 4.7/A 0.1 
- 1-5 NB Ramps 6.8/B 4.7/A 6.3/B 4.5/A 6.6/B 0.5 4.7/A 0.2 
- Regents Rd. 26.0/D 31.6/D 24.8/C 28.2/D 25.0/C 0.2 29.2/D 1.0 
- Genesee Ave. 26.5/D 26.7/D 26.3/D 27.4/D 27.0/D 0.7 28.2/D 0.8 
- Executive Way 14.4/B 17.5/C 13.5/B 20.6/C 15.0/B 1.5 24.9/C 4.3 
- Towne Center Dr. 21.6/C 25.6/D 24.8/C 27 .7/D 26.0/D 1.2 28.8/D 1.1 

Nobel Dr.@ 
- Judicial Dr. NA NA 7.0/B 8.7/B 7.5/B 0.5 9.2/B 0.5 
- I-805 SB On-ramp NA NA 3.0/A 3.8/A 3.0/A 0.0 4.3/A 0.5 
- I-805 NB Off-ramp NA NA 6.3/B 5.8/B 6.3/B 0.0 5.8/B 0.0 

NIA - not applicable. 
Bold number - significantly impacted intersection. 

For the buildout conditions, the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road interchange reconfiguration was 
assumed to include the following, as outlined on page 20 of Cal trans ' October 1995 Project Report. 

• The existing interchange would be converted from a full-cloverleaf configuration to a partial­
cloverleaf configuration requiring the widening of the La Jolla Village Drive overcrossing structure 

• The I-805 northbound and southbound off-ramp connections to La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road 
would be signalized 

• All freeway on ramps from La Jolla Village Drive and Miramar Road would be metered 

LA JOLLA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
Road Segments 

The traffic conditions on road segments in the vicinity of the Proposed Project are projected to 
operate at LOS Dor better, with and without the Proposed Project traffic, as shown in Table 4.4-1 2. 
The Circulation Element and I-805 interchange improvements planned in the project study area will 
improve traffic conditions over the near-term scenario discussed previously. The addition of 
Proposed Project traffic to road segments would result in an increase in the projected volume to 
capacity ratio on four road segments; however, none of the segments would operate at worse than 
LOS D and therefore the impact is not considered significant. 

Table 4.4-12 
BUILDOUT SEGMENT LOS SUMMARY WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

BUILDOUT WITHOUT 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

SEGMENT 
DESIGN 

CAPACITY* 
ADT 

V/C 
LOS Ratio 

Genesee Ave. 
- East of 1-5 60,000 41 ,465 0.69 C 
- North of Eastgate Mall 60,000 27,609 0 .46 B 

Eastgate Mall 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 40,000 19,831 0.50 B 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 30,000 11,589 0.39 C 
- East of Judicial Dr. 30,000 13,886 0.46 C 
- East of 1-805 30,000 13,686 0 .46 C 

Executive Dr. 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 30,000 3,562 0.12 A 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 40,000 6,431 0.16 A 

La Joll a Village Dr. 
- East of 1-5 60,000 48,723 0.8 1 C 
- West of Genesee Ave. 60,000 43 ,635 0.73 C 
- West of Towne Center Dr. 60,000 44,972 0.75 C 
- East of Towne Center Dr. 70,000 65 ,244 0 .93 D 

Miramar Road 
- West of Eastgate Mall 70,000 60,776 0.87 D 

, - East of Eastgate Mall 70,000 55,638 0.79 D 
- ,West of Cami no Santa Fe 70,000 60,844 0.87 D 

Nobel Dr. 
- West of 1-805 60,000 39,162 0.65 C 

Towne Center Dr. 
- South of Executi ve Dr 40,000 24,201 0.6 1 C 
- South of La Joll a Vi ll age Dr. 40,000 20,879 0.52 B 

Judicial Dr. 
- North of Executi ve Dr. 40,000 13,932 0.35 A 
- South of Executive Dr. 40,000 13,963 0.35 A 
- North of Nobel Dr. 40,000 22,33 1 0.56 C 

*These values represent the daily volume at the upper limit of LOS E per City standards. 

LA ] OLIA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 

BUILDOUT WITH 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

V/C 
ADT 

V/C 
LOS Ratio 

Ratio 
Increase 

41 ,878 0.70 C 0.01 
28,331 0.47 B 0.01 

20,966 0 .52 B 0.02 
12,827 0.43 C 0.04 
14,402 0.48 C 0.02 
14,202 0.47 C 0.01 

4,078 0.14 A 0.02 
12,106 0.30 A 0.14 

49,549 0 .83 C 0.02 
44,976 0 .75 C 0.02 
47,242 0.79 C 0.04 
67,514 0.96 D 0.03 

61,602 0.88 D 0.01 
56,979 0.8 1 D 0.02 
62,082 0.89 D 0.02 

41 ,329 0.69 C 0.04 

29,36 1 0.73 C 0.12 
21,498 0.54 C 0.02 

15,789 0.39 B 0.04 
16,749 0.42 B 0.07 
24,498 0.61 C 0.05 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

1-805 Freeway Segments 
• 

Projected freeway volumes on the effected I-805 segments are anticipated to remain congested, with 
and without the Proposed Project. Table 4.4-13 shows that all segments remain at LOS F, even 
under buildout conditions with the addition of two HOV Janes . 

Table 4.4-13 
BUILDOUT CONDITIONS FOR FREEWAY SEGMENTS 

WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

BUILDOUT 
BUILDOUT WITH 

WITHOUT 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

PROPOSED PROJECT 
LIMITS 

V/C V/C 
V/C 

Significant 
ADT LOS ADT LOS Ratio 

Ratio Ratio 
Increase 

Increase? 

North of 
214,340 l.097 F(O) 215,372 1.102 F(O) 0.005 No 

La Jolla Village Dr. 

South of 
203,300 1.040 F(O) 203,713 l.042 F(O) 0.002 No 

La Jolla Village Dr. 

North of Nobel Dr. 245,820 l.258 F(l) 248,400 l.271 F(l) 0.013 Yes 

South of Governor Dr. 254,731 1.303 F(l) 257,104 1.315 F(l) 0.012 Yes 

ADT - Average Daily Traffic 
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio 
LOS - Cal trans District 11 procedure was used to estimate the freeway level of service. Designations vary from A to F, with four level of LOS 
F from F(O) to F(3). 
Significance is based on an increase in V/C ratio of more than one percent (0.01), applied to freeway segments operation at LOS E or F. 

Intersections 

The level of service and anticipated delay at nearby intersections under future buildout conditions 
is shown in Table 4.4-14. Buildout conditions with and without the Proposed Project show that 
intersections would operate at LOS D or better. The Proposed Project ADTs are included in the 
University Community Plan Development Intensity Element (with a TDR of 6,508 trips) and were 
therefore included in the projections for long-term circulation improvements. 

1-805 Interchange 

Under future bui ldout conditions, the I-805 interchange will be significantly congested, with or 
without the Proposed Project. The Project's contribution to future queue lengths and delays at the 
eastbound to southbound on-ramp from La Jolla Village Drive is relatively small. The Project is 
estimated to increase the delay by one and three minutes for the AM and PM peak hours , 
respectively. The estimated increase in queue length is 81 and 297 meters for the AM and PM peak 

LA JOLLA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 
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.. Table 4.4-14 

SUMMARY OF BUILDOUT INTERSECTION LOS WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

BUILDOUT CONDITIONS 
WITHOUT PROPOSED PROJECT 

INTERSECTION AM Peak 

Delay 
(sec/veh) 

Eastgate Mall 
- Genesee Ave. 32.6 
- Towne Center Dr. 20.9 
- Judicial Dr. 14.5 
- Miramar Rd. 12.3 

Executive Dr. 
- Genesee Ave. 18.1 
- Towne Center Dr. 15.8 
- Judicial Dr. 14.5 

La Jolla Village Dr. 
- I- 5 SB Ramps 7.3 
- I- 5 NB Ramps 10.0 
- Regents Rd. 28.6 
- Genesee Ave. 26.4 
- Executive Way 13.0 
- Towne Center Dr. 26.9 

Nobel Dr. 
- Judicial Dr. 8.9 
- I-805 SB On Ramp 4.5 
- I-805 NB Off Ramp 10.4 

sec./veh . - seconds of delay per vehicle 
LOS - Level of Service 
NIA - not applicable 

LOS 

D 
C 
B 
B 

C 
C 
B 

B 
B 
D 
D 
B 
D 

B 
A 
B 

PM Peak 

Delay 
LOS 

(sec/veh) 

27 .8 D 
22.1 C 
17.3 C 
16.1 C 

17.7 C 
19.5 C 
11.8 B 

4.9 A 
5.2 B 
25.5 D 
29.9 D 
19.9 C 
25.3 D 

10.7 B 
6.0 B 
9.1 B 

BUILDOUT CONDITIONS 
WITH PROPOSED PROJECT 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay 
LOS 

Delay Delay 
LOS 

(sec/veh) Increase (sec/veh) 

33.7 D 1. 1 29.1 D 
21.2 C 0.3 22.6 C 
15.2 C 0.7 · 20.7 C 
12.6 B 0.3 17.2 C 

18.3 C 0.2 17.8 C 
19.0 C 3.2 25.4 D 
20.1 C 5.6 20.6 C 

7.3 B 0.0 4.9 A 
11.6 B 1.6 5.4 B 
29.2 D 0.6 26.1 D 
28.6 D 2.2 31.3 D 
14.6 B 1.6 21.3 C 
28.7 D 1.8 29.1 D 

9.4 B 0.5 13.3 B 
4.7 A 0.2 8.1 B 
10.2 B -0.2 9.7 B 

Delay 
Increase 

1.3 
0.5 
3.4 
1.1 

0.1 
5.9 
8.8 

0.0 
0.2 
0.6 
1.4 
1.4 
3.8 

2.6 
2.1 
0.6 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
hours , respectively. In addition, the eastbound to northbound on-ramp is expected to be impacted by the 
Proposed Project trips as well , increasing the delay by two minutes and seven minutes for the AM and PM 
peak hours, respectively (Appendix C) . The demands at the interchange will far exceed the flow rate deemed 
acceptable by the City or Cal trans. The congestion at the interchange will be a function of regional growth 
and lack of capacity available on the 1-805 ; congestion under buildout conditions is not a direct result of the 
Proposed Project but rather a cumulative, region-wide growth impact to which the project would contribute. 

0 CMP Arterials 

The Proposed Project generates more than 2,400 daily trips and more that 200 peak hour trips, exceeding the 
thresholds identified by the San Diego County Congestion Management Program, requiring an enhanced 
CMP analysis. A CMP analysis prepared for the Proposed Project, included in Appendix C of this EIR, 
indicates that all eight CMP arterials evaluated for the Proposed Project would operate at LOS C condition 
or better under all scenarios analyzed. A summary of the CMP analysis is provided in Table 4.4-15. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant cumulative impact to CMP arterials. 

0 CMP Freeway System 

The Proposed Project traffic, in combination with the listed cumulative projects, would increase the wait time 
at the southbound and northbound on-ramps from La Jolla Village Drive to I-805, as shown in Table 4.4-16 . 
Due to the high degree of concern for increased wait times at freeway ramps in the University Community 
Plan area, this increase in wait time is considered cumulatively significant. The ramp congestion is due to 
the congested condition of the 1-805 freeway segments in proximity to the study area. Mitigation to reduce 
congestion includes the addition of HOV lanes and possible freeway widening. Two HOV lanes are planned 
for the impacted segments which will reduce the volume to capacity ratio slightly . The HOV lanes are not 
expected to reduce the impacts to below a level of significance, however, and freeway widening is not 
considered a feasible mitigation measure due to existing land use constraints. This impact remains a 
significant and unmitigated, cumulative impact. 

0 Construction Traffic 

Construction vehicles are necessary for the development of the site and can generally be divided into two 
categories: heavy and light vehicles . Heavy vehicles include concrete trucks, steel trucks, masonry trucks, 
and the like. Light construction vehicles are pick-up trucks that construction workers commonly use. 
Although construction vehicles would periodically disrupt traffic, the impact would be short-term and not 
of sufficient magnitude to be considered significant. 

Significance of Impacts 

0 Near-Term Conditions (2001) 

Under the near-term conditions without the extension of Judicial Drive, traffic generated by the Proposed 
Project would result in a significant increase in the V /C ratio on La Jolla Village Drive. The volumes would 
increase by 6 percent which is considered significant under the City of San Diego thresholds of significance, 
since this road segment is currently operating at LOS F. This impact can be mitigated by the Project's 
addition of one lane on La Jolla Village Drive along the project frontage and with full widening of La Jolla 
Village Drive to eight lanes for the full road segment, per the Circulation Element. In addition, the proposed 
project would significantly impact the intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall by increasing the delay 

LA JOLLA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
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.. Table 4.4-15 

SUMMARY OF CMP PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL SEGMENTS LOS 

EXISTING NEAR TERM W/0 JUDICIAL -
CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 

STREET SEGMENT Eastbound Westbound Eastbound Westbound 
AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM 

Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour 
LOS LOS LOS LOS 

La Jolla Village Dr. @ 

-Genesee Ave. to Executi ve Way BIB BIB A/B A/B 
-Executive Way to Towne Center Dr. BIB BIB A/B BIB 
-Towne Center Dr. to Eastgate Mall BIB CIC BIB B/C 
-Eastgate Mall to Camino Santa Fe BIB 8/C C/B CID 

NEAR TERM WITH JUDICIAL -
WITHOUT PROJECT 

STREET SEGMENT Eastbound Westbound 
AM/PM AM/PM 

Peak Hour LOS Peak Hour LOS 

La Jolla Village Dr. @ 

-Genesee Ave. to Executive Way BIB B/C 
-Executive Way to Towne Center Dr. BIB BIC 
-Towne Center Dr. to Eastgate Mall BIB CIC 
-Eastgate Mall to Camino Santa Fe CIC CID 

BUILDOUT - W/0 PROJECT 

STREET SEGMENT 
Eastbound Westbound 
AM/PM AM/PM 

Peak Hour LOS Peak Hour LOS 

La Jolla Village Drive @ 

-Genesee Ave to Executive Way 8/8 BIC 
-Executive Way to Towne Center Dr. B/8 8/C 
-Towne Center Dr. to Eastgate Mall CIC CID 
-Eastgate Mall to Camino Santa Fe CIC CID 

NEAR TERM W/0 JUDICIAL -
WITH PROJECT 

Eastbound 
Westbound 

AM/PM 
AM/PM 

Peak Hour 
Peak Hour LOS 

LOS 

BIB A/B 
BIB BIB 
BIB CIC 
C/8 CID 

NEAR TERM WITH JUDICIAL -
WITH PROJECT 

Eastbound Westbound 
AM/PM AM/PM 

Peak Hour LOS Peak Hour LOS 

8/8 8/C 
BIB BIC 
8/B CID 
CIC CID 

BUILDOUT - WITH PROJECT 

Eastbound Westbound 
AM/PM AM/PM 

Peak Hour LOS Peak Hour LOS 

8/C B/C 
BIB B/C 
CIC CID 
CIC CID 
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Table 4.4-16 

SUMMARY OF RAMP METER ANALYSIS (assuming Caltrans now rate) 
-

EXISTING CONDITIONS NEAR TERM W/0 JUDICIAL- W/0 PROJECT NEAR TERM W/0 .J UDICIAL - WITII PROJECT 

LOCATION PEAK 
IIOUR Max Max Max Increase 

Demand Flow 
Excess 

Delay Demand Flow Excess Delay Demand Flow Excess 
Delay in Delay Demand (Min) Demand (Min) Demand (Min) (Min) 

AM 600 562 38 4 250 562 0 0 306 562 0 0 0 

EB LIV Dr./SB -1-805 On Ramp 
PM 1070 562 508 54 490 562 0 0 698 562 136 15 15 

AM 675 960 0 0 615 960 0 0 615 960 0 0 0 

WB LIV Dr./S B-1-805 On Ramp 
PM 770 960 0 0 880 960 0 0 880 960 0 0 0 

AM 500 500 0 NA 535 690 0 0 557 690 0 0 0 
EB LIV Dr/NB-1-805 On Ramp 

PM 600 600 0 NA 648 690 0 0 731 690 41 4 4 

AM 290 290 0 NA 309 246 63 15 309 246 63 15 0 
WB Miramar Rd/NB 1-805 On Ramp 

PM 600 600 0 NA 729 246 ' 483 118 729 246 483 118 0 

NEAR TERM WITH JUDICIAL - W/0 PROJECT NEAR TERM WITH JUDICIAL - WITH PROJECT 

LOCATION PEAK HOUR 
Excess 

Max 
Excess Max Increase 

Demand Flow Demand Delay Demand Flow Demand Delay in Delay 
(Min) (Min) (l\tin) 

AM 551 562 0 0 560 562 0 0 0 

EB La Jolla Village Dr/SB-1-805 On Ramp 
PM 687 562 125 13 720 562 158 17 4 

AM 383 960 0 0 383 960 0 0 0 

WB La Jolla Village Dr/SB-1-805 On Ramp 
PM 627 960 0 0 627 960 0 0 0 

AM 590 690 0 0 612 690 0 0 0 

EB La Jolla Village Dr/NB -1-805 On Ramp 
PM 695 690 5 0 778 690 88 8 8 

AM 309 246 63 15 309 246 63 15 0 

WB Miramar Rd/NB 1-805 On Ramp 

PM 729 246 483 118 729 246 483 118 0 

AM 908 1,522 0 0 955 1,522 0 0 0 

Nobel Dr/SB 1-805 On Ramp 
PM 1,114 1,522 0 0 1,288 1,522 0 0 0 
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LOCATION 
PEAK 
HOUR 

AM 

EB La Jolla Village Dr/ SB-1-805 On Ramp 
PM 

AM 
WB La Jolla Vill age Dr/ SB-1-805 On Ramp 

PM 

AM 

EB La Jolla Village Dr/ NB- l-805 On Ramp 
PM 

AM 
WB Miramar Rd/ NB l-805 On Ramp 

PM 

AM 
Nobel Dr/SB 1-805 On Ramp 

PM 

Table 4.4-16 (cont.) 

BUILDOUT • W/0 PROJECT 

Excess Max Delay 
Demand Flow 

Demand (Min) 

991 562 429 46 

1,367 562 805 86 

900 960 0 0 

1,400 960 440 28 

1,137 690 447 39 

1,094 690 404 35 

587 246 341 83 

498 246 252 61 

1,835 1,522 313 12 

2,150 1,522 628 25 

BUILDOUT · WITH PROJECT 

Excess Max Delay Demand Flow 
Demand (Min) 

1,000 562 438 47 

1,400 562 838 89 

900 960 0 0 

1,400 960 440 28 

1,159 690 469 41 

1,1 77 690 487 42 

587 246 341 83 

498 246 252 61 

1,882 1,522 360 14 

2,324 1,522 802 32 

Increase 
in Delay 

(Min) 

l 

3 

0 

0 

2 

7 

0 

0 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - TRANSPORTATION/ 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION • 
at that intersection by almost two minutes. Impacts to the intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall can 
be mitigated for near-term impacts . 

Impacts to segments of I-805 and the interchange of I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive by the addition of 
Project traffic were deemed potentially significant; however, the only mitigation for this impact is widening 
the freeway, which is not considered a feasible mitigation when the impact is considered a cumulative, 
regional growth impact. A reduction in delay time at the La Jolla Village Drive/I-805 interchange is 
anticipated due to an offset by local traffic using the new interchange at I-805/Nobel Drive. 

Under the near-term conditions with the extension of Judicial Drive, traffic generated by the Proposed 
Project would be reduced on La Jolla Village Drive; however, impacts would still be considered significant. 
The traffic would increase the V/C ratio by 4 percent which is above the City's threshold. The intersection 
of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall would also continue to be significantly impacted by the Proposed Project, 
even with the extension of Judicial Drive. 

Impacts to I-805 freeway segments and the interchange ramps would be considered significant with the 
addition of project traffic; these segments and the interchange are currently operating at LOS F. While the 
Proposed Project's contribution to these existing levels is considered significant, the impact is a regional 
growth impact that can only be mitigated by widening the freeway, which is not a feasible mitigation for 
project-level impacts. 

0 Buildout Conditions (2020) 

The implementation of scheduled projects will provide the capacity on arterial segments and at area 
intersections within the University Community to serve the planned Community Plan buildout, including the 
trips generated by the Proposed Project. Road segments and intersections will operate at LOS D or better. 
Although two segments of I-805 in the project vicinity are expected to continue to operate at LOS F with or 
without the Proposed Project, contribution to traffic from the Proposed Project is anticipated to exceed the 
City's one percent threshold and thus significantly impact these segments. While long delays and lengthy 
queues are expected to continue, the addition of traffic generated by the Proposed Project is considered 
significant at the following I-805 access ramps: Eastbound La Jolla Village Drive to Southbound I-805, 
Eastbound La Jolla Village Drive to Northbound I-805, and Nobel Drive to Southbound I-805. 

0 CMP Arterials 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to CMP arterials . 

0 CMP Freewav Svstem 

Due to the anticipated regional growth and demands on the I-805 freeway , future cumulative traffic impacts 
to this CMP freeway are projected to be significant and unmitigated. 

0 Construction Impacts 

Construction phase truck traffic is considered a short-term and not significant impact. 
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Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Either of the following two transportation mitigation options would reduce the significant traffic impacts to 
roadway segments and intersections, other than I-805, to below a level of significance. Option 1 consists of 
development in three phases (transportation phasing plan) and is recommended by City staff. Option 2 
consists of a non-phased development which is preferred by the applicant. 

Option 1 - Transportation Phasing Plan 

Phase I 

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the generation of up to 
3,333 ADT: 

Phase II 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive Drive and Judicial Drive; 

b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street along the 
project frontage; 

c. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between Towne Center 
Drive and Judicial Drive. 

2. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the generation of greater 
than 3,333 ADT up to 5,455 ADT: 

a. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village Drive along the 
project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805 interchange; 

b. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village Drive (North 
University City Project [NUC] 33); 

c. The construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major arterial from La Jolla Village Drive 
to Nobel. 

Phase III 

3. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the generation of greater 
than 5,455 ADT up to 10,3 19 ADT: 

a. The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from Towne Center Drive to 1-805 
(NUC-C); 
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b. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east of Eastgate Mall 

(NUC-50); 

c. The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to a partial cloverleaf 
(NUC-C). 

Option 2 · Non-Phased Development (preferred by the applicant) 

The following transportation mitigation measures are identical to those of Option 1 with one exception; 
Option 2 does not include the construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major arterial from La Jolla 
Village Drive to Nobel. 

l. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the any generation of up to 
10,455 ADT: 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive Drive and Judicial Drive; 

b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street along the 
project frontage; 

c. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between Towne Center 
Drive and Judicial Drive; 

e. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village Drive along the 
project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805 interchange; 

f. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village Drive (NUC-33); 

g. The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from Towne Center Drive to 1-805 
(NUC-C); 

h. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east of Eastgate Mall 
(NUC-50); 

1. The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to a partial cloverleaf 
(NUC-C). 

Significance After Mitigation 

Significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections, other than 1-805, would be mitigated to 
below a level of significance. Impacts to I-805 in the near-term and under build-out conditions would remain 
significant and unmitigated. 
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Issue 2: Would the Proposed Project result in traffic generation in excess of the allocations identified 

in the University Community Plan? 

The Proposed Project includes a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to add the land use overlays of Office 
and Residential to the VC designation, as well as to transfer vehicle trips allocated to the Regents Park 
Project to the Proposed Project site. and a T111.nsfei of Development Rights (TDR) pursuant to the pt ovisions 
in the Connnonity Pl11.11 Development h1te11sity Element. The Proposed Project would increase the density 
of development on the project site above the anticipated density permitted in the Element; however, excess 
trips from the Regents Park Project (6,508 ADTs) would be allocated to the Proposed Project as part of the 
CPA ffiR. The projected ADTs for Community Plan buildout and planned infrastructure would therefore 
not be exceeded. Refer to Table 4.4-5 in Section 4.4.1 for the projected Proposed Project trips and the trips 
proposed for transfer. 

Significance of Impacts 

No significant impact is anticipated since the Proposed Project is consistent with the traffic generation 
allocations identified in the Community Plan Development Intensity Element. The Project would not result 
in an increase over the community-wide trip allocations due to the proposed TDR. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

No mitigation is proposed since no significant impacts are anticipated. 

Issue 3: Would the Proposed Project result in alterations to the present circulation movements? 

The Proposed Project includes the construction of Judicial Drive from its present terminus approximately 
400 linear feet south of Eastgate Mall south to La Jolla Village Drive. Judicial Drive would be constructed 
to its Circulation Element road classification of a four-lane Major Street. Executive Drive would be widened 
to accommodate a future MTDB LRT station. The Proposed Project would include these Circulation Element 
improvements and would not substantially alter the present circulation movements since the extension of 
Judicial Drive would primarily service the Proposed Project. While Judicial Drive is planned to be extended 
south of La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel Drive pursuant to the Circulation Element, the extension is not 
included as part of the Proposed Project. This planned extension of Judicial Drive is considered a beneficial 
impact and would improve circulation movements in the community. 

As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the Proposed Project is designed to accommodate the future 
MTDB LRT station within the Executive Drive right-of-way. In the interim, the median within Executive 
Drive would have a break to allow for vehicle turning movements from the north-south internal project 
roadway (Figure 3-8 in Section 3.0) . Once the MTDB LRT station is constructed, the median break would 
be eliminated, requiring future project traffic to exit from the eastern intersection between the internal 
roadway and Executive Drive, east of the LRT station, if a westbound movement on Executive Drive is 
desired. Refer to Figure 3-1 , Site Plan , for indication of site circulation and points of ingress/egress. This 
proposed circulation change would not Tesult in a significant impact to area traffic . 
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Significance of Impacts 
• 

No significant impacts associated with the alteration of circulation movements are anticipated with the 
Proposed Project. Circulation Element road improvements are included in the Proposed Project which will 
benefit circulation movements . 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

No significant circulation movement alteration impacts are anticipated and therefore no mitigation measures 
are proposed. 

Issue 4: Would the Proposed Project result in a substantial impact upon existing or planned 
transportation systems? 

The Proposed Project includes the preservation of land for a future MTDB LRT station within the right-of­
way of Executive Drive. The Proposed Project is consistent with and accommodates planned mass transit 
system improvements, as identified within the Circulation Element of the University Community Plan. The 
Proposed Project also includes a Class II bicycle lane as part of the extension of Judicial Drive, also 
consistent with the Circulation Element. 

Significance of Impacts 

No significant. impacts to existing or planned transportation systems are anticipated. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

No significant impacts have been identified; no mitigation measures are recommended. 

Issue 5: Would the Proposed Project result in an increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, 
pedestrians or bicyclists? 

The Proposed Project includes several roadway, mass transit, pedestrian and bicycle lane improvements, all 
of which are consistent with the planned facilities within the University Community Plan. Proposed road 
improvement designs (Judicial Drive, widening Executive Drive and the additional lane on La Jolla Village 
Drive) are proposed to be consistent with City of San Diego Transportation Department standards and 
criteria, specifically with regard to intersection standards, pedestrian crossings, and bicycle lane widths and 
striping. The Proposed Project includes a number of internal pedestrian walkways, linking the various 
buildings, courtyards and parking areas. Pedestrian crossings on internal roadways will be clearly marked 
by striping and signage. 

Significance of Impacts 

No significant impacts to motorists, bicycli sts or pedestrians are anticipated with the Proposed Project design 
and circulation improvements. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

No significant traffic hazards are anticipated and therefore no mitigation measures are proposed. 
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4.5 Noise 

A preliminary noise assessment and noise impact analysis was conducted for the Proposed Project by Pacific 
Noise Control. The report containing that analysis, Acoustical Assessment Report for La Jolla Commons 
Project, City of San Diego (March 2000) , is included as Appendix D to this document. This report provides 
a quantitative analysis of the potential for noise impacts to and from the Proposed Project and is summarized 
within this section. 

4.5.1 Existing Conditions 

0 Noise Definitions and Criteria 

Noise is defined by the City of San Diego as "unwanted or objectionable sound" (City of San Diego, revised 
1999). Sound is measured in decibels (dB), the relative loudness of sound to that of the faintest sound 
detectable by the human ear. By definition, this decibel scale is exponential rather than linear because the 
human ear can detect a large range of sound intensities, and this scale is less cumbersome than using non­
converted sound values. Thus each increase in 10 decibels units reflects a 10-fold increase in sound 
intensity. For example, 20 dB is ten times louder than 10 dB , and 30 dB is 100 times louder than 10 dB. 
Another convention, "A-Weighting," is employed because the human ear is more sensitive to certain 
frequencies than others . A-Weighting filters out lower frequencies and provides a good indicator of the 
annoyance potential of a noise. All references to decibels in this report will refer to A-weighted decibels, 
dB(A). 

Environmental. noise levels vary continuously and contain a mixture of noise from both close and distant 
noise sources. Distant noise sources create a relatively steady background noise in which no particular 
source is identifiable. Thus, by convention, sound is reported as average noise levels for a stated period of 
time at a location. Leq• or the Time-Average Sound Level, describes this value. However, because 
community receptors are more sensitive to noise intrusion during evening and night hours, state Jaw requires 
that during planning an artificial dB increment of 5 dB be added to noise levels between 7:00 AM to 10:00 
PM and that 10 dB be added for between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. The A-weighted average sound exposure 
level for a 24-hour period is called the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). All reference to 
decibels in this report refers to dB CNEL. 

Noise criteria used in preparing this analysis include the City of San Diego General Plan and the City Noise 
Abatement and Control Ordinance (construction noise). The City of San Diego requires that community 
noise levels be presented in terms of CNEL as set forth in the Transportation Element of the General Plan. 
Those guidelines require an exterior maximum CNEL of 65 dB for residential and hotel uses , and 70 dB for 
0ffices. Internal maximum thresholds are set at 45 dB for residential and hotel uses , and 50 dB for offices. 
In ~ddition, temporary construction noise at a sensitive receptor in excess of 75 dB CNEL is considered 
significant according to the City 's "Significance Determination Guidelines" (City of San Diego, revised 
1999). If temporary construction noise substantially interferes with normal business communication or 
affects sensitive receptors, such as day care facilities , hospitals , or schools, it would also be considered 
significant. 

LA JOLI.A COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 

Page 4.5-1 



ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - NOISE • 

0 Existing Noise Levels 

The Proposed Project site is located adjacent to La Jolla Village Drive, a six-lane arterial, and less than one 
quarter of a mile to the west ofl-805. MCAS Miramar is located to the east ofl-805. The section of La Jolla 
Village Drive fronting the project site provides the main access from I-805 to the University Community 
business district, the University Towne Centre shopping center, and to residential uses located primarily 
south and west of the shopping center. The primary noise source at the site is vehicular traffic along La Jolla . 
Village Drive and aircraft noise from MCAS Miramar. I-805 is a secondary noise source at the site. 

In order to determine the existing ambient noise levels from traffic, noise levels were monitored at two 
locations on the site at the approximate locations of the proposed office tower adjacent to La Jolla Village 
Drive (site 1) and the scientific research building adjacent to Nexus Center Drive (Site 2)(Figure 4.5 -1). 
Ambient noise levels were 72 dB L.q at Site 1 and 53 dB Leq at Site 2. Site 1 has an unobstructed view of 
La Jolla Village Drive and had the higher ambient noise reading of the two sites. Site 2 is further away from 
La Jolla Village Drive and is more likely to be affected by noise from I-805. The noise reading at this 
location was relatively low due to intervening buildings and topography. Refer to Appendix D for additional 
monitoring methodology and data. Existing CNEL values were determined using Caltrans' SOUND32 
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (Caltrans 1983) with California noise emission factors (Caltrans 
1987). Resulting CNEL contours on the project site are shown in Figure 4.5-2. Refer to Appendix D for 
assumptions used in the contours modeling. 

The contribution of MCAS Miramar operations to existing noise levels on site was based on published noise 
contours in the MCAS Miramar Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (Department of the Navy 
1996). The 19?6 FEIS data are more current than the contours identified in the 1992 NAS Miramar CLUP. 
Aircraft flown at MCAS Miramar include F/A-18, KC-130, C-5, C-141 planes and CH-46 and CH-53 
helicopters. The project site is currently exposed to noise levels of approximately 62 to 64 dB CNEL (refer 
to Figure 4.5-3). 

4.5.2 Impact Analysis 

Issue I: Would the Proposed Project result in a significant increase in the existing ambient noise 
levels? 

Issue 2: Would the Proposed Project result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to noise levels that 
exceed standards established in the City's noise ordinance or in the Transportation Element 
of the General Plan? 

0 Exterior Noise 

The project's long-term impact to the existing ambient noise levels would be minimal. The Proposed Project 
includes office, hotel , and residential uses, which would not generate excessive stationary source noise. The 
project ' s contribution to increasing the ambient noise level would be due to traffic generation. The existing 
ADT and the buildout ADT with the project would not substantially change the CNEL contours on the 
project site. 
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Although the Proposed Project is not expected to generate any significant impacts to ambient noise levels, 
ambient noise has the potential to impact sensitive receptors on site. Future traffic CNEL noise contours 
indicate that on-site noise levels at the hotel swimming pool would exceed 65 dB CNEL (Figure 4.5-4) and 
that future cumulative CNEL noise contours on the project site (traffic noise from Judicial Drive, La Jolla 
Village Drive and MCAS Miramar) would exceed 70 dB CNEL in some areas (Figure 4.5-5). Future traffic 
noise levels were determined based upon the projected build-out traffic volumes as defined in the traffic 
study prepared for this project (Darnell & Associates, May 2000) . The only outdoor usable space with the 
potential for significant impacts, based upon these contours, is the hotel swimming pool area adjacent to La 
Jolla Village Drive. Noise modeling of future conditions assigned this location a noise level in excess of 65 
dB CNEL. Other outdoor uses of the proposed development - a recreation area at the condominium site, 
tennis courts, and a courtyard - would have no significant noise impacts. The outdoor recreation area at 
the condominium site would be located on the top level of the condominium parking structure. The parking 
structure, as well as the condominium, hotel, and office buildings, would provide shielding from the traffic 
noise along La Jolla Village Drive and Judicial Drive. Thus, the traffic noise level would be less than 65 dB 
at the outdoor recreation area. 

The tennis courts, proposed to be located northeast of the condominium building, would be approximately 
330 feet from the center line of Judicial Drive. At this distance, the noise level would be less than 60 dB 
CNEL and would comply with the City's noise criteria. 

The courtyard, located on the north side of the office building located adjacent to La Jolla Village Drive, 
would be approximately 320 feet from the center line of La Jolla Village Drive. The intervening slope along 
La Jolla Village Drive would attenuate the traffic noise to approximately 61 dB CNEL. In addition, the 
office building and hotel would shield the courtyard area from traffic noise along La Jolla Village Drive and 
Judicial Drive. The noise level at the courtyard area would comply with the City's exterior noise criteria. 
The noise level associated with 1-805 at the scientific research located at the northern portion of the site 
would be less than 60 dB CNEL due to the setback distance from 1-805 and the shielding provided by an 
intervening building and topography. This noise level would comply with the City's exterior noise criteria. 

0 Interior Noise 

Future CNEL noise contours (traffic plus MCAS Miramar aircraft noise) indicate that the proposed hotel and 
office tower would be exposed to noise in excess of 65 dB CNEL (Figure 4.5-4). Future cumulative CNEL 
noise contours on the project site would exceed 70 dB CNEL at the southern end of the site, and 65 dB 
CNEL for portions of the hotel and all of the office tower as shown in Figure 4.5-5. Building shells provide 
approximately a 15-decibel noise reduction . Hotel rooms and condominiums exposed to an exterior CNEL 
greater than 60 dB could result in an interior CNEL greater than 45 dB. Similarly, offices exposed to an 
~xterior CNEL greater than 65 dB could result in an interior CNEL greater than 50 dB. Accounting for the 
noise reducing properties inherent to building shells, interior noise levels could still exceed the 45 dB and 
50 dB threshold for hotels, residences and offices, respectively. The Proposed Project may be exposed to 
potentially significant inferior noise impacts. 

0 Construction Noise 

Short-term construction noise impacts would not be significant per the acoustical assessment report 
(Appendix D). It is estimated that hourly average noise levels at the closest existing noise sensitive receivers, 
residences located approximately 700 feet west of the site along Towne Centre Drive, would be 
approximately 55 to 60 dB during construction assuming a direct line-of-sight to the construction equipment. 
Construction activities would occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., as required by the City's 
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noise ordinance. The City ' s noise ordinance also requires that construction noise not exceed an average 
sound level of 75 dB over a 12-hour period at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned for 
residential. 

Significance of Impacts 

The Proposed Project would not generate a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels. 
However, due to automobile traffic noise along La Jolla Village Drive and Judicial Drive, as well as aircraft 
noise from MCAS Miramar, future noise levels at the site would exceed an exterior CNEL of 65 dB at the 
hotel swimming pool area. This impact is considered significant and will require mitigation. 

Exterior noise levels greater than 60 dB could result in interior noise levels in excess of 45 dB for hotel and 
condominium uses, and exterior noise levels greater than 65 dB could result in interior noise levels in excess 
of 50 dB for office uses. This impact is considered potentially significant and will require mitigation. 

Short-term construction noise impacts would not be considered significant. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitorillg and Reporting 

Future ambient noise has the potential to significantly impact sensitive receptors on site. The following 
mitigation would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

1. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall incorporate sound attenuation 
measures as described in the Acoustical Assessment Report for La. Jolla Commons Project (Pacific 
Noise Control, March 2000) to the satisfaction of the City Manager. Specifically, a minimum six­
and seven-foot high permanent noise barrier shall be constructed along the western and southern 
edges of the hotel swimming pool area (refer to Figure 4.5-6). The noise barrier may be constructed 
as a wall , berm, or combination of both. The materials used in the construction of the barrier are 
required to have a minimum surface density of 3.5 pounds per square foot, and may consist of 
masonry material , plexiglas, tempered glass, or a combination thereof. The barrier must be designed 
so that there are no openings or gaps. The required noise barriers shall be included on the 
construction plans, satisfactory to the City Manager. 

2. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall submit a final acoustical report to 
the satisfaction of the City Manager. The City Manager shall verify that all measures identified in 
the approved report which are necessary to achieve an interior noise level of 45 dB at the 
condominium and hotel and 50 dB CNEL at the office building have been incorporated into the 
design of the proposed structures. 

Significance After Mitigation 

The anticipated noise impacts to hotel swimming pool users (exterior) and condominium, hotel and office 
occupants (interior) would be reduced to below a level of significance after mitigation . 
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FUTURE TRAFFIC CNEL CONTOURS 
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4.6 Air Quality 

This section presents the results of an assessment of potential air quality impacts associated with the La Jolla 
Commons Project. The evaluation addresses the potential for air emissions during construction and operation 
of the development project, and for emissions associated with project-generated traffic. This analysis is 
based upon data provided by Scientific Resources Associated (SRA), contained in Appendix E. 

4.6.1 Existing Conditions 

0 Geography and Topography 

The Proposed Project site is undeveloped and naturally vegetated, with some disturbance from previous 
utility projects. The project site is located in the northern portion of the City of San Diego, approximately 
13 miles north of downtown San Diego and approximately five miles east of the Pacific Ocean. Topography 
varies significantly on site due to the presence of a steeply sloping canyon and a level plateau. Elevations 
range between 278 feet ams! in the canyon bottom to approximately 382 feet ams! on the plateau. 

0 Meteorology/Climate 

The climate of the Proposed Project site and all of San Diego is dominated by a semi-permanent high 
pressure cell located over the Pacific Ocean. This cell influences the direction of prevailing winds (westerly 
to northwesterly) and maintains clear skies for much of the year. Refer to Attachment B in Appendix E for 
a graphic representation of the prevailing winds in the project vicinity. The high pressure cell also creates 
two types of temperature inversions that may act to degrade local air quality. 

Subsidence inversions occur during the warmer months as descending air associated with the Pacific high 
pressure cell comes into contact with cool marine air. The boundary between the two layers of air creates 
a temperature inversion that traps pollutants. The other type of inversion, a radiation inversion, develops on 
winter nights when air near the ground cools by heat radiation and air aloft remains warm. The shallow 
inversion layer formed between these two air masses can also trap pollutants. As the pollutants become more 
concentrated in the atmosphere, photochemical reactions occur that produce ozone, commonly known as 
smog. 

0 Regulatorv Setting 

Air quality is defined by ambient air concentrations of specific pollutants determined by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to be of concern with respect to the health and welfare of the 
general public. The USEPA is responsible for enforcing the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 and its 
1977 and 1990 Amendments. The CAA required the USEPA to establish the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), which are concentrations of pollutants in the ambient air below which no adverse 
effects on the public health and welfare are anticipated . In response, the USEPA established both primary 
and secondary standards for several pollutants (called "criteria" pollutants). The primary standards are 
designed to protect human health with an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards are designed 
to protect property and the public welfare from air pollutants in the atmosphere. The USEPA established 
NAAQS for the protection of human health and the public welfare for six criteria pollutants: carbon 
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (S02), nitrogen dioxide (N02), ozone (03) , particulates with an aerodynamic 
diameter less than 10 microns (PM 10) , and lead (Pb) . New federal standards for particulate matter less than 
2.5 microns in diameter and 0 3 were proposed in 1997 but implementation has been postponed due to legal 
arguments against implementation of the new standards . 0 3 is not emitted directly , but is formed from a 
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complex set of reactions involving 0 3 precursors such as nitrogen oxides (NO.) and reactive organic 
compounds (ROC). Regulations relating to 0 3 therefore address emissions of NO. and ROC. 

The CAA allows states to adopt ambient air quality standards and other regulations provided they are at least 
as stringent as federal standards. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) subsequently established the 
more stringent California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for the six criteria pollutants through 
the California Clean Air Act of 1988, and also established CAAQS for additional pollutants, including 
sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. Areas that do not meet the 
NAAQS or the CAAQS for a particular pollutant are considered to be "nonattainment areas" for that 
pollutant. The San Diego Air Basin is currently classified as a nonattainment area for the NAAQS and 
CAAQS for 0 3, and the CAAQS for PM10. 

The ARB is the state regulatory agency with authority to enforce regulations to achieve and maintain the 
NAAQS and CAAQS. The ARB is responsible for the development, adoption, and enforcement of the state's 
motor vehicle emissions program, as well as the adoption of the CAAQS . The ARB also reviews operations 
and programs of the local air districts, and requires each air district that is considered a nonattainment area 
to develop its own strategy for achieving the NAAQS and CAAQS . The local air district has the primary 
responsibility for the development and implementation of rules and regulations that reflect the strategy to 
attain the NAAQS and CAAQS, as well as the permitting of new or modified sources, development of ~ir 
quality management plans, and adoption and enforcement of air pollution regulations . The San Diego 
County Air Pollution Control District (APCb) is the local agency responsible for the administration and 
enforcement of air quality regulations for San Diego County. 

Table 4.6-1 pr~sents a summary of the ambient air quality standards adopted by the federal and California 
CAAs. 

Table 4.6-1 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (µg/m3) 

POLLUTANT A VERA GING TIME CAAQS 

0 3 1 Hour 180 

co 8 Hour 10,000 
1 Hour 23,000 

N02 
Annual Average 

\ l Hour 470 
Annual Average NIA 

S02 
24 Hour 105 
3 Hour NIA 
1 Hour 655 

PM 10 
Annual Geometric Mean 30 

24 Hour 50 

Sulfates 
Annual Arithmetic Mean NIA 

24 Hour 25 

Pb 
30-Day Average 1.5 
Calendar Quarter NIA 
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NAAQS 

Primary Secondary 
235 235 

10,000 NIA 
40,000 NIA 

100 100 
NIA NIA 
80 NIA 

365 NIA 
NIA 1,300 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
150 150 
50 50 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
1.5 1.5 
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Table 4.6-1 (cont.) 

POLLUTANT A VERA GING TIME CAAQS 

Vinyl Chloride 
Visibility-Reducing 

Particles 
µglrrr = micrograms per cubic meter. 
Source: SRA 2000. 

0 Background Air Quality 

24 Hour 26 

8 Hour 
Extinction Coefficient 
> 0.23 per kilometer 

NAAQS 

Primary Secondary 
NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 

The APCD operates a network of ambient air monitoring stations throughout San Diego County. The 
purpose of the monitoring stations is to measure ambient concentrations of the pollutants and determine 
whether the ambient air quality meets the CAAQS and the NAAQS. The nearest ambient monitoring stations 
to the Proposed Project site are the Del Mar-MiraCosta College station (03 only), the Kearny Mesa station 
(PM10, N02, and CO), and the Downtown San Diego station (the closest monitoring station that measures 
S02) . Ambient concentrations of pollutants from these stations over the last three years are presented in 
Table 4.6-2. 

As shown in Table 4.6-2, air quality in the project vicinity is generally good. Air quality has shown 
improvement iFJ the past three years, with the number of exceedances of the CAAQS for 0 3 decreasing from 
four in 1997 to zero in 1999. Because ambient monitoring stations only measure PM 10 every sixth day, 
estimates of daily PM 10 concentrations for all days are calculated to .evaluate the potential for exceedances 
of the standards. Exceedances of the CAAQS for PM 10 were calculated for two days for 1999; actual 
measurements indicated that the CAAQS was exceeded on one day during 1999. 

Table 4.6-2 
BACKGROUND AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

HIGHEST MEASURED CONCENTRATIONS (µg/m3
) 

POLLUTANT 1997 

Ozone 
, First High 217 

Second High 210 
Days > CAAQS 4 
Days> NAAQS 0 

CO (8 Hour Average) 
First High 3,383 
Second High 3,200 
Days> CAAQS 0 
Days> NAAQS 0 
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1998 

202 
176 

l 
0 

3,154 
2,549 

0 
0 

1999 

180 
135 
0 
0 

1,829 
1,577 

0 
0 
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Table 4.6-2 (cont.) 

POLLUTANT 1997 1998 1999 

N01 (1 Hour Average) 
First High 197 150 165 
Second High 195 139 131 
Days> CAAQS 0 0 0 
N0 1 (Annual Average) 43.1 41.1 

Not Available 
>NAAQS? No No 

S01 (24 Hour Average) 
First High 38.3 30.1 11.0 
Second High 24.6 24.6 11.0 
Days> CAAQS 0 0 0 
Days >NAAQS 0 0 0 

S0 1 (Annual Average) 8.2 8.2 2.7 
>NAAQS? No No No 

PMrn (24 Hour Average) 
First High 47.0 36.0 55.0 
Second High 47.0 36.0 40.0 
Days> CAAQS* 0 0 2 
Days >NAAQS 0 0 0 

PMrn (Annual Geometric Mean) 23 21 24 
> CAAQS? No No No 

PMrn (Annual Arithmetic Mean) 25 22 24 
>NAAQS? No No No 

µg/rrr = microgram per cubic meter 
*Calculated days are the estimated number of days that a measurement would have been greater than the level of the 

standard had measurements been collected every day. Measurements are typically collected every six days. 
Source: California Air Resources Board, www.arb.ca.gov, 2000. 

4.6.2 Impact Analysis 

Issue 1: Would the Proposed Project result in the creation of dust? 

I? Construction Impacts 

The City of San Diego ' s Significance Determination Guidelines (City of San Diego 1999) do not specifically 
address the significance of construction emissions. However, to determine if the amount of dust generated 
would result in a significant impact, emissions from the construction phase were estimated and the PM JO 
emissions were compared to San Diego County APCD 's Rule 20.2. The APCD threshold for PM 10 is 100 
pounds per day. The URBEMIS program (URB7G) was used to calculate emission estimates for 
construction. Emission sources associated with construction include the following: fugitive dust generation 
from site grading and preparation, construction worker vehicle travel , stationary equipment usage, heavy 
equipment use, architectural coating use, and asphalt off-gassing. 
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Emission factors contained in the URBEMIS program are derived from the USEPA' s AP-42 emission factor 
database and provide an e~timate of emissions of criteria pollutants associated with construction. For the 
purpose of estimating emissions, it was assumed that a total of 19.61 acres (16.85 acres on site plus 2.76 
acres off site) of grading would be required, and that the grading would take place over a four-month period. 
It was assumed that construction would occur for 21 days per month. It was also assumed that heavy 
construction equipment would be operating at the site for a total of 8 hours per day. For the purpose of 
estimating emissions from heavy construction equipment, it was assumed the following equipment would 
be used on site: 

• Site Grading: 2 diesel scrapers and 2 diesel graders 
• Construction: 5 miscellaneous diesel vehicles/equipment and 10 off-highway trucks 

The total construction project was assumed to require one year (excluding weekends and holidays). The 
construction was assumed to take place during 2001. Table 4.6-3 provides a summary of the emission 
estimates for the construction phase of the Proposed Project, assuming no measures are implemented to 
reduce emissions. Refer to Attachment A in Appendix E for printouts of the URB7G model runs. 

Table 4.6-3 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (lbs/day) 

EMISSION SOURCE ROC NO, co PM10 

Fugitive Dust 196.10 

Site Grading 4.94 62.30 .1. 7.54 I 

Heavy Construction Equipment 21.20 401 .60 t 26.40 

Worker Travel - Vehicle Emissions 1.90 2 .69 5.11 0.52 

Stationary Equipment 0.34 0.27 0.02 

Architectural Coatings:j: 1009.78 

Asphalt Off-gassing 5.14 

TOTAL 1043.30 466.87 5.11 230.58 
tNegligible emissions of CO are predicted for heavy construction equipment operating with diesel fuel. 

+Architectural coating emissions may be overestimated assuming all buildings are coated with VOC-containing materials. 
Source: SRA 2000. 

As ?hown in Table 4.6-3 , construction of the Proposed Project would result in emissions of fugitive dust 
associated with construction. The Proposed Project would generate an estimated 196 lbs/day of fugitive dust. 
Because of the nature of construction activities, temporary construction emissions are often above the APCD 
criteria set forth previously. Dust control during grading operations would be regulated in accordance with 
the rules of the San Diego APCD. All project site construction is required to include the following standard 
measures to reduce fugitive dust impacts: 

1. All unpaved construction areas shall be sprinkled with water or other acceptable San Diego 
APCD dust control agents during dust-generating activities to reduce dust emissions. Additional 
watering or acceptable APCD dust control agents shall be applied during dry or windy days until 
dust emissions are not visible. 
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2. Trucks hauling dirt and debris shall be covered to reduce windblown dust and spills. 

3. On dry days, dirt and debris spilled onto paved surfaces shall be swept up immediatel y to reduce 
resuspension of particulate matter caused by vehicle movement. Approach routes to the construction 
site shall be cleaned daily of construction-related dirt in dry weather. 

4. On-site stockpiles of excavated material shall be covered or watered. 

Additionally, construction will be a one-time, short-term activity. 

Significance of Impacts 

As shown in Table 4.6-3, the La Jolla Commons Project would result in emissions of fugitive dust associated 
with construction. Because dust control measures during grading operations would be regulated in 
accordance with the rules of the San Diego APCD, and since construction would be a one-time, short-term 
activity, air quality impacts due to construction of the proposed project would not be significant. It is 
anticipated that implementation of standard construction phase mitigation measures would reduce the PM 10 

emissions to a level below significance, as shown in Table 4.6-4. 

Table 4.6-4 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (lbs/day) - MITIGATED 

EMISSION SOURCE ROC NOX co PM10 

Fugitive Dust 31.19 
Site Grading 4.70 59.18 t 7.54 
Heavy Construction Equipment 20.14 381.52 t 25.08 
Worker Travel - Vehicle Emissions 1.88 2.66 5.04 0.51 
Stationary Equipment 0.34 0.27 0.02 
Architectural Coatings:j: 959.29 
Asphalt Offgassing 4.88 

TOTAL 991.23 443.63 5.04 64.34 

lbs/day Reduction With Mitigation 52.07 23.23 0.07 166.24 
tNegligible emissions of CO are predicted for heavy construction equipment operating with diesel fuel. 

:j: Architectural coating emissions may be overestimated assuming all buildings are coated with YOC-containing materials. 
Source: SRA 2000. 

Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

No significant construction-related air quality impacts are anticipated; no mitigation is recommended. 
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Issue 2: Would the Proposed Project affect the ability of the San Diego Air Basin to attain federal, 

state, or local air quality standards? 

0 Operational Impacts 

Emissions from project operation include minor emissions from area sources (i .e., natural gas combustion, 
landscaping, and use of consumer products) , and emissions from traffic associated with the project. 

The URB7G program was used to calculate emission estimates for energy use and traffic associated with the 
project. The URB7G program uses the EMFAC7G emission factor program to estimate emissions associated 
with traffic based on: (1) assumptions about trip generation, and (2) using standard assumptions based on 
San Diego County traffic profiles. 

As described in the Traffic Study (Darnell and Associates 2000), the trip generation rates used to estimate 
project-generated traffic are in conformance with the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual. The 
Proposed Project is projected to generate an estimated 10,319 average daily trips. Table 4.6-5 provides a 
summary of the emission estimates for the operational phase of the Proposed Project. Refer to Attachment 
A in Appendix E for the URB7G model outputs. 

Table 4.6-5 
ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day) 

EMISSION SOURCE ROC NOX co PM10 

Area Sources (energy use, landscaping, 
6.66 5.33 4.84 0.02 

consumer products) 
Traffic Emissions 145.20 276.35 1099.99 99.81 

TOTAL 151.86 281.68 1104.83 99.83 

Source: SRA 2000. 

The City of San Diego's Significance Determination Guidelines (City of San Diego 1999) states that"[ a]ny 
multi-family, commercial or industrial development resulting in 6,500 ADTwould also cause a significant 
air quality impact. In addition to the 550 pounds of CO, 6,500 trips would also result in 70 pounds of RHC 
and 130 pounds of NOx." However, air quality impacts associated with project-generated vehicle emissions 
were evaluated in the EIR for the University Community Plan Update (May 12, 1987). The Proposed 
project ADT is included in the University Community Plan , as described in Sections 3.2 and 4.4 of this EIR. 
The Proposed Project includes a Transfer of Development Rights whereby excess vehicle trips from another 
site in the community are proposed to be re-allocated to the project site. The Proposed Project would not 
result in a net increase above the ADT assumed for the build-out of the University Community and would 
not exceed the air quality emissions evaluated in the previous Community Plan EIR. 

Project-generated traffic is included in the County of San Diego's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) , 
which has been reviewed to assess its conformity with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for achieving 
attainment of the air quality standards in San Diego, and has been included in the County's traffic projections 
for future growth. By virtue of its inclusion in the RTP, it is unlikely that the project would affect the ability 
of the San Diego Air Basin to attain federal, state, and local air quality standards. 
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It is also important to note that through California ARB programs, vehicle emissions are being reduced on 
an annual basis. The emissions estimates in Table 4.6-5 are provided for calendar year 2002. Further 
reductions in emissions from mobile sources due to improved motor vehicle emissions technology are 
anticipated to result in. fewer emissions associated with traffic . 

Significance of Impacts 

The Proposed Project's traffic has been included in traffic projections for the Community Plan build-out and 
RTP, and associated vehicle emissions were previously evaluated in the Community Plan EIR. The Proposed 
Project would not generate emissions beyond the levels assumed previously. The Proposed Project's 
emissions have been accounted for in the County's plans for attainment and maintenance of the ambient air 
quality standards. In addition, future emission reductions are anticipated due to more stringent vehicle 
emission standards. The Proposed Project's vehicle emissions impacts are not anticipated to be significant. 

Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

No significant operational (air quality) impacts are anticipated; no mitigation is recommended. 
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4.7 Hydrology/Water Quality 

A project-specific hydrology study has been conducted for the proposed La Jolla Commons project by 
Leppert Engineering, revised June 25, 2000 and attached as Appendix G to this EIR. This section is based 
primarily on that report. 

4.7.1 Existing Conditions 

0 Surface Drainage Patterns and Surface Water 

The project is located in the Rose Canyon hydrologic area, approximately three miles inland. This 
hydrologic area eventually drains into Miss'ion Bay. It is anticipated that basin-wide water quality is 
probably stable, with possible exceptions during heavy rains when increased erosion and sedimentation can 
occur. Surface water quality in this hydrologic area is considered to be poor, although not seriously 
degraded, due to urban runoff related to automobile discharges of hydrocarbons ( oil and grease) as well as 
antifreeze, tire rubber and heavy metals from brake linings. 

Surface drainage throughout the property consists of runoff from seasonal precipitation that collects in on­
site concrete swales and drainage facilities, in addition to off-site flows via existing drainage structures which 
discharge into the canyon basin on site. The project site is bound by Judicial Drive to the west, Nexus Centre 
Drive to the north, Executive Drive on the center and La Jolla Village Drive to the south. Drainage patterns 
carry runoff southward via existing drainage structures on Nexus Centre Drive and Executive Drive to the 
outlet canyon basin on site. Under existing conditions, the site drains from the on-site canyon basin southerly 
into the basin tr:ibutary to the Rose Canyon creek, via a 42-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) which crosses 
beneath La Jolla Village Drive. 

According to the geotechnical report prepared by Christian-Wheeler, Inc. and titled Report of Geologic 
Reconnaissance Proposed La Jolla Commons Project, La Jolla Village Drive, San Diego, Califomia (August 
1999), no springs or groundwater conditions are anticipated to affect the site. It should be expected, 
however, that over-irrigation or a change in drainage patterns could potentially lead to seepage problems. 

The pre-development condition consists of three watersheds on site (Figure 4.7-1). An analysis of the 
storrnwater flows during a 100-year storm event is provided in Table 4. 7-1. The main drainage basin on site, 
Watershed 'A,' collects most of the on-site flow in addition to a significant off-site flow collected via 
existing pipe systems which outfall into the project site. Watershed 'B' drains off site to the east. Watershed 
'C' drains off site to the south to an existing pipe system in La Jolla Village Drive. 

Under existing conditions , Watershed 'A' collects 31.61 cubic feet per second (cfs) from on-site sources of 
flow in addition to 207.78 cfs from off-site sources of flow . Consequently, the on-site portion of the flow 
accounts for only 13.2 percent of the total basin collection. 
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Table 4.7-1 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT PEAK DISCHARGES 

WATERSHED AREA (acres) QIOO (cfs) NOTES 

Watershed 'A' - On-Site Source 

Al 0.34 0.60 

A2 4.37 8.41 Flows generated on-site that 
contribute to the main drainage 

A3 10.58 22.20 basin on-site. 

A4 0.23 0.40 

SUBTOTAL 15.29 31.61 

Watershed 'A' - Off-Site Source 

AS 5.68 13.92 

A6 1.63 5.13 

A7 0.38 0.63 

AA - 99.40 Flows generated off-site that 
enter the site and contribute to 

BB · - 10.30 the main drainage basin on-site. 

cc - 12.00 

DD - 60.90 

EE - 5.50 

SUBTOTAL 1.99 207.78 

Watershed 'B ' 1.99 1.71 These small watersheds collect 
on site and discharge off-site, not 

Watershed 'C' 0.90 1.42 in the main basin. 

GRAND TOTAL 18.93 242.52 

As noted previously , flows collected on-site drain southerly into the basin tributary to the Rose Canyon 
creek, via a 42-inch RCP pipe which crosses beneath La Jolla Village Drive. From there, it is an overland 
drainage field flow until it reaches a head wall and 90-inch RCP storm drain under Golden Haven Drive. 
The 90-inch RCP storm drain serves Golden Haven Drive and has a rated capacity of715 cfs. This pipeline 
continues a paral le i course southerly along Towne Centre Drive before cross ing Nobel Drive where the pipe 
junctions into a 126-inch CMP storm drain . The 126-inch CMP storm drain, with a rated capacity of 795 
cfs, terminates on the southern side of Nobel Drive in a rip-rap fi e ld. 
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0 Stormwater/Water Oualitv Regulations 

A number of local and state regulations govern hydrology and water quality factors associated with the 
proposed project. A brief description of these regulations is provided below. 

The City of San Diego sets forth requirements for grading and land development, including specifications 
for grading permits, in Municipal Code Sections 62.0401 through 62.0423 . In accordance with these 
requirements, the City must review and approve a grading plan as well as a revegetation plan. The grading 
plan must include procedures to control erosion and minimize sediment runoff draining from land undergoing 
development. 

The City of San Diego also sets forth requirements for the reduction of pollutants in stormwater in Municipal 
Code Section 43 .0308. This section outlines requirements related to business activities, such as preparation 
of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Hazardous Materials Release Response and 
Inventory Plan as required under Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code. Section 43.0308 
of the Municipal Code also requires project compliance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permitting for stormwater discharges and General Construction Activities, including 
regular cleaning or sweeping of parking lots and impervious areas and compliance with stormwater Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). 

Hazardous material storage is regulated by the City of San Diego Fire Code (City of San Diego Municipal 
Code Sections 55.0101 through 55.9201). The San Diego Fire Code has adopted provisions of the Uniform 
Fire Code with respect to storage requirements for hazardous materials. In accordance with Section 8003 
of the UPC ( 1994 ), secondary containment is required for the storage of solid and liquid hazardous materials. 

Surface and groundwater quality is also regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 
All construction activities that disturb five acres or more are subject to NPDES regulations and require a 
permit issued by the RWQCB. Based on current regulations, a Notice of Intent (NOI) must be submitted to 
the RWQCB for consideration under a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit. This permit 
requires applicants to develop, implement, and monitor a SWPPP consisting of BMPs to eliminate or reduce 
pollutants in non-point source stormwater discharges. 

The City of San Diego is covered under a municipal NPDES stormwater permit for discharges of stormwater 
runoff (RWQCB Order 90-42 and Monitoring and Reporting Order 95-76). In accordance with the 
provisions of this permit, the City of San Diego participates in a Comprehensive Stormwater and Urban 
Runoff Management Program. The Comprehensive Program includes a number of programs which are 
implemented by the City. Education is an important part of the overall program. Education programs are 
aimed at promoting proper disposal of hazardous materials, managing pesticide application and storage, 
conservation of irrigation water to minimize runoff, catch-basin stenciling to discourage illegal discharge to 
stormwater systems, and programs to encourage public reporting of illicit connections and illegal discharges. 
In addition , specific construction period measures are identified, including temporary erosion control 
measures (e.g., drain inlet protection, sandbags, etc .) and revegetation. Long-term programs encourage on­
site containment of urban runoff contaminants, hazardous materials storage procedures and street sweeping. 

The Basin Plan sets forth water quality objectives for constituents which could potentially cause an adverse 
effect or impact on the beneficial uses of water. The Basin Plan identifies the following beneficial uses for 
surface waters within and downstream from the project area: 
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• Industrial Service Supply 

• Contact Water Recreation 

• Non-contact Water Recreation 

• Cold and Warm Freshwater Habitat 

• Wildlife Habitat 

• Migration of Aquatic Systems 

In addition to the beneficial uses for surface water within the project area, the ultimate destination of surface 
runoff from the proposed project, Mission 1?ay, has a number of beneficial uses, including an emphasis on 
recreation and wildlife resources, including marine life. 

4.7.2 Impact Analysis 

Issue I: Would the Proposed Project result in changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns or the 
rate and amount of surface runoff'! Would modifications to the natural drainage system alter 
the course or flow of floodwaters? 

For purposes of this EIR, impacts on the natural drainage system and associated runoff would be significant 
if the project would: 

• Substantially alter a natural watercourse or divert existing surface flows and site runoff patterns; 

• Substantially increase runoff velocities at discharge points resulting in localized and downstream 
erosion and sedimentation; or 

• Subject existing and proposed development to flooding hazards 

The proposed project would consist of filling the on-site canyon basin to be approximately 15 feet higher 
than the adjacent street grade elevation. Existing drainage structures and concrete swales along the canyon 
basin would need to be removed to allow for the grading of the site. However, drainage structures along 
Executive Drive (west of Judicial Drive) would remain up to the southeastern terminus of Executive Drive. 
New drainage structures would be constructed and connected to the existing system on Executive Drive, 
"Yhich would carry flow to a new drainage system on Judicial Drive. Temporary grading would be performed 
to the west of Judicial Drive, which would ultimately create a canyon basin. A headwall structure would be 
constructed to divert flow into the drainage system on Judicial Drive. 

The project-specific hydrology/drainage analysis (Appendix G) calculates storm flow rates for a 100-year 
storm frequency . These storm flows were used during the analysis to investigate the impact of the proposed 
project on the existing three watersheds. Table 4. 7-2 provides the flows that would be contributed from both 
on- and off-site sources. In the analysis of the post-development condition (Figure 4. 7-2), the total collection 
of flow into the main drainage basin on-site from on-site sources consists of 45.41 cfs. A total flow of 206.21 
cfs would be contributed from off-site sources . In addition to flows entering the main drainage basin, a total 
of 5.36 cfs would be generated as off-site flows. 
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Table 4.7-2 
POST-DEVELOPMENT PEAK DISCHARGES 

WATERSHED AREA (acres) QIOO (cfs) 

Watershed 'A' - On-Site Source 

IA 0.36 1.13 

2A 2.29 6.81 

2B 1.30 5.04 

2C 1.33 3.72 

2D 0.99 2.77 

3A 1.82 5.10 

3B 1.79 4.70 

3C 0.73 1.79 

3D 0.81 1.98 

3E 1.08 3.02 

3F 0.76 1.73 

4D 0.39 1.23 

4F 0.96 2.02 

40 1.00 2.80 

4H 0.50 1.57 

SUBTOTAL 16.11 45.41 
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Table 4.7-2 (cont.) 

WATERSHED AREA (acres) QIOO (cfs) NOTES 

Watershed 'A' -Off-Site Source 

3G 0.44 0.92 

3H 0.16 0.34 

4A 0.90 2.84 

4B 1.74 3.50 

4C 3.91 9.58 Flows generated from off-site 

4E 0.49 1.46 
sub-basins or pipe systems that 
contribute to the main drainage 

AA - 98.87 basin on-site. 

BB - 10.30 

cc - 12.00 

DD - 60.90 

EE. - 5.50 

SUBTOTAL 7.04 206.21 

Additional Sub-Basins - Off-Site Flow 

SA 1.72 3.91 Flows generated on-site that 

5B 0.18 0.35 discharge off-site, not in the 
main basin. 

6A 0.53 1.10 

SUBTOTAL 2.43 5.36 

. GRAND TOTAL I 25.58 256.98 

The net effect of the proposed development on the central drainage basin would be a total discharge increase 
of approximately 13.8 cfs during a 100-year storm event (see Table 4.7-3 for a summary comparison of the 
pre- and post-development conditions). The increase is attributed to the increase of impervious surfaces, 
which include streets, patios, dri veways and foundation s for buildings. In addition , a portion of Watershed 
'C' is being captured in the post-developed condition and accounts for a·n increase in the total flow . The total 
post-development flow from on-site sources accounts for 18.0 percent of the total basin flow. The increase 
in the percentage of on-site flow resulting from the project is less than 5 percent (Table 4.7-3). Relative to 
the capacity of the downstream storm drain that directs flows toward Rose Canyon creek, the proposed 
increase of 13 .8 cfs represents approximately 1. 73 percent of the capacity of the 126-inch downstream storm 
drain . Consequentl y, this is a nominal increase and would not result in significant direct adverse impacts 
to existing drainage patterns in the project vicinity and downstream. 
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Table 4.7-3 
PROJECT FLOW COMPARISON (cfs)* 

ON-SITE OFF-SITE TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF 
FLOW FLOW FLOW ON-SITE FLOW 

Pre-Development 31.6 207.8 239.4 13.2 

Post-Development 45.4 206.2 251.6 18.0 

DIFFERENCE +13.8 -1.6 +12.2 +4.8 
* Analyzes pre- and post-project flows for the large drainage basin on-site. Does not include minor off-site flows that do not discharge 

into the main basin. 

The proposed project would collect flow from two off-site, 36-inch pipes located south of Executive Drive 
and west of the Judicial Drive alignment and route the flow from these pipes (via on-site 36-inch pipes) into 
a new 42-inch pipe. The on-site 42-inch pipe would connect with the existing 42-inch pipe below La Jolla 
Village Drive. The water would flow south from the 42-inch pipe outlet located south of La Jolla Village 
Drive into the existing drainage on the proposed La Jolla Crossroads project site immediately to the south 
in the interim condition. The La Jolla Crossroads project plans to construct a 48-inch storm drain (to connect 
with the 42-inch pipe below La Jolla Village Drive) which would run along Judicial Drive before combining 
with another 84-inch storm drain planned on La Jolla Crossroads. The combined flows from these two storm 
drains would flow into a 90-inch storm drain in Golden Haven Drive which would connect with the existing 
90-inch storm drain beneath the existing development to the south. The storm drain system on La Jolla 
Crossroads, in poth the pre-and post-development condition, would be adequate to handle the increased flow 
from the La Jolla Commons Project. 

Significance of Impact 

The proposed project would not have a significant impact on downstream drainage improvements. The 
proposed storm drain system is adequate to handle the surface flows generated by the proposed development 
as well as buildout of the upstream watershed. The course and flow of existing drainage patterns would not 
be significantly altered as a result of the project. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Issue 2: Would the Proposed Project affect surface or groundwater quality? 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts to water quality would be significant if the project: 

• Substantially depletes groundwater resources or aquifer recharge areas or diverts existing 
groundwater flows; 

• Substantially degrades the quantity of groundwater and surface water that could adversely affect 
human health and safety due to increased sediment loads during site grading and construction as well 
as urban runoff pollution; or 

• Substantially increases erosion and subsequent sedimentation of water bodies 
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In the short-term, the proposed development would potentially impact water quality during the construction 
period . In the long-term, development of the site after construction could also impact water quality. The 
potential for water quality impacts would be greatest for surface waters due to the number of beneficial uses 
identified in the Basin Plan. Impacts to groundwater quality would not be a primary concern due to the lack 
of beneficial uses for groundwater in the project area. 

Construction activities, including clearing, grubbing, scarification, trenching and other earthwork, would 
render the site susceptible to surface runoff during rainfall events. If unchecked, the potential for off-site 
sediment transport during grading operations would result in temporary increases in the level of turbidity and 
total suspended solids (TSS) downstream in Rose Canyon. Any increase in silt-laden runoff from graded 
areas on the site would result in significant surface water quality impacts relative to sediment accumulation. 
Sediment accumulation would adversely affect wildlife in Rose Canyon and the aquatic plants upon which 
wildlife depend. 

In addition to causing erosion and sedimentation, rainfall corning in contact with construction materials could 
also adversely impact downstream surface water quality. Water quality concerns associated with 
construction materials would include hydrocarbon products related to operation and servicing of construction 
equipment as well as hazardous materials associated with building construction. Hydrocarbon products (e.g., 
fuel, oil, and grease) would reduce oxygen levels in surface waters and increase eutrophication (oxygen 
depletion). Hazardous materials could adversely affect the health of plants and animals in downstream areas. 

Although pavement combined with landscaping would limit the risk of erosion and sedimentation after 
construction has been completed, the proposed project could impact surface water quality in other ways. 
Urban pollutants accumulating on roadways and parking areas would be transported by surface runoff. These 
urban pollutants would primarily consist of automobile by-products, including grease, oil, gasoline, brake 
linings, tire rubber and antifreeze. Other components would include litter and atmospheric deposition of 
airborne pollutants on the pavement. Over-application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers in landscaped 
areas would also be transported by surface runoff. The greatest concentration of urban-derived pollutants 
would occur _during the early stages (typically the first half-inch) of a rainfall or runoff event. This "first 
flush" contains the highest concentrations of contaminants that are washed from roadways, roofs, curbs and 
parking lots. It is noted that the proposed construction of a multi-level parking structure would reduce 
parking lot contaminants . 

Improper use and storage of hazardous materials in the scientific research development could pose a threat 
to surface water quality . Accidental spills or improper handling of hazardous materials could allow these 
materials to be added to surface runoff. Storage requirements imposed by the City's Fire Code, as discussed 
earlier, would provide sufficient controls to prevent significant water quality impacts associated with 
hazardous materials. 

As required under an NPDES Permit, dischargers are required to develop and implement BMPs to control 
the discharge of pollutants. These BMPs would consist of short-term and long-term methods used to 
minimize the pollutants from being captured in the storm drain systems. For the short-term process, the La 
Jolla Commons project would implement the use of sandbags, hydroseeding, silt fences , concrete swales and 
drainage structures to control the runoff pollutants . Long-term methods to control the discharge of poll utan ts 
would include the use of catch basin filtration devices. 
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The possibility of using grassy swales as a water quality filtering feature was considered. The elevation of 
the proposed grassy park located at the corner of Judicial and Executive Drives is too high to allow drainage 
from adjacent roads and parking areas to flow into the park. Proposed landscaping features in other areas 
of the site do not include grassy areas that would allow for this type of filtering to occur. Catch basin 
filtration devices (e.g. Fossil Filter™) would be utilized in all inlets within the proposed drainage system to 
serve as a means of controlling and minimizing the discharge of urban runoff pollutants . 

Significance of Impacts 

Erosion during construction could significantly impact the ability of downstream areas to accommodate silt­
laden runoff or the accumulation of silt. During post-construction conditions, the additional urban pollutants 
entering the drainage course would diminish the water quality of downstream areas, ultimately including 
Mission Bay. Given the wildlife and recreational value of the downstream watershed, water quality impacts 
are considered significant. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting 

The following mitigation measures would reduce water quality impacts from the project to below a level of 
significance. 

l. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, comprehensive short-term Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) shall be incorporated into the project plans to control construction-related erosion and 
sedimentation, satisfactory to the City Engineer. BMPs may include, but are not limited to, graded 
surface scarification, soil stabilizers, temporary hydroseeding/planting, mulching, matting, blankets, 
geotextiles, sod stabilization, vegetative buffer strips, sediment traps/catch basins, silt fencing and 
gravel bags. 

All temporary sediment traps/catch basins shall be maintained regularly. All areas planted with 
erosion-control vegetation shall be monitored daily for vegetation establishment and erosion 
problems, and any repairs and/or replacement of vegetation made promptly. All stabilization and 
structural controls shall be inspected at least monthly and after every significant storm event, and 
shall be repaired or maintained as needed to reduce sediment discharge from the site. Access to 
these facilities shall be maintained during wet weather. 

2. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, comprehensive permanent post-construction BMPs, 
consistent with those shown on "Exhibit A" (site or grading plan) shall be incorporated into the 
project plans to reduce the amount of pollutants (e.g., oil, grease, heavy metals) and sediments 
discharged from the site, satisfactory to the City Engineer. BMPs shall include the use of catch basin 
filtration devices at all storm drain inlets collecting runoff from proposed new structures, walkways, 
the private street, parking and landscape areas, as well as a street sweeping program for the private 
street and parking areas. Equivalent alternative available technologies and BMPs may be approved 
by the City Engineer, in lieu of, or in addition to, those shown on "Exhibit A." 

3. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the applicant shall prepare a permanent maintenance 
plan, satisfactory to the City Engineer, which defines the applicant as the responsible party for the 
permanent maintenance of all BMPs. The maintenance plan shall include the submittal of annual 
reports to the City Engineer documenting the maintenance of all permanent BMPs in accordance 
with the applicable manufacturer specification. Spot checks may be made by the City Engineer to 
ensure compliance with the maintenance plan. 
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4. Grading will be allowed during the rainy season (November 15 through March 31) upon the approval 
of special erosion control measures by the City Engineer. 

Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce significant project-generated water quality 
impacts to below a level of significance. 
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4.8 Paleontology 

4.8.1 Existing Conditions 

The subject site is located in the Coastal Plains Physiographic Province of San Diego County and is underlain 
by Tertiary-age and Quaternary-age sedimentary deposits, associated residual soils, and artificial fill. The 
Tertiary-age materials at the site are identified as part of the Scripps Formation , which is represented 
predominately by yellowish-brown, medium-grained sandstone with cobble-conglomerate interbeds. 

The Quaternary-age materials are comprised of both marine terrace deposits and alluvial deposits . The 
terrace deposits are identified as part of the Linda vista Formation and consist of reddish-brown interbedded 
sandstone and conglomerate. The Linda vista Formation is present on the higher elevations of the site, above 
an approximate elevation of 360 to 370 feet. The alluvial deposits consist of brown to grayish-brown, loose­
to medium dense, poorly consolidated sands and gravels and are restricted largely to the north-south trending 
canyon in the southwest portion of the site. 

The potential for presence of fossil remains is directly associated with the types of geologic formations 
underlying a particular site. Geologic formations are ranked as having zero, low, moderate, or high 
sensitivity relative to the potential for presence of fossil remains. Table Vill Paleontological Monitoring 
Determination Matrix in the City of San Diego Significance Determination Guidelines (revised May 1999) 
was used to determine the sensitivity of formations found on site. · 

0 Scripps Formation 

The Scripps Formation is entirely of marine origin, and is considered to be potentially fossiliferous almost 
everywhere it occurs. Most of the fossils known from this formation consist of remains of marine organisms, 
including clams, snails, crabs, sharks, rays, and bony fishes. Marine invertebrate fossils are locally common. 
However, remains of fossil reptiles (e.g., crocodile and turtle) and land mammals (e.g., uintathere, 
brontothere, rhinoceros, and artiodactyl) have also been recovered from the formation. Well-preserved 
pieces of fossil wood have also been recovered from the Scripps Formation. Based on the joint occurrence 
of marine invertebrate fossils and terrestrial vertebrates, the Scripps Formation is assigned a high 
paleontological sensitivity by the City of San Diego (City of San Diego, revised May 1999). 

0 Lindavista Formation 

The Lindavista Formation is a marine and/or non-marine terrace deposit, containing mostly non-marine 
sediments. Fossil localities are rare and have only been recorded from a few areas (e.g., Tierrasanta and Mira 
Mesa) . Fossils collected from these sites consist of remains of nearshore marine invertebrates including 
clams, scallops, snails, barnacles, and sand dollars, as well as sparse remains of sharks and baleen whales. 
Based on the sparsity of fossils (primarily marine invertebrates) reported from this rock unit, the Linda vista 
Formation is assigned a high paleontological resource sensitivity in Miramar and Tierrasanta and a moderate 
sensitivity in all other areas in the county, according to the City of San Diego (City of San Diego, revised 
May 1999). The Lindavista Formation present at the project site is thus classified as having moderate 
sensitivity. 
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0 Alluvial Deposits 

Alluvial deposits are comprised of unconsolidated sediments associated with active high energy stream 
environments. These deposits generally exhibit little or no potential for the occurrence of significant 
paleontological resources. Alluvium units are assigned a low sensitivity according to the City of San Diego 
(City of San Diegq, revised May 1999). 

4.8.2 Impact Analysis 

Issue 1: Would the proposal result in the loss of significant paleontological resources? 

According to the City of San Diego's Significance Determination Guidelines (City of San Diego, Revised 
May 1999), impacts to paleontological resources resulting from grading and construction are considered 
potentially significant if the resource potential of the geologic formation underlying the site is moderate to 
high and the project results in a substantial amount of grading. Impacts are considered potentially significant 
if project grading results in: (1) more than 1,000 cubic yards (c.y.) of excavation and cuts are 10 feet or 
greater in depth for high sensitivity geologic formations; or (2) more than 2,000 c.y. of excavation and cuts 
are 10 feet or greater in depth for moderate sensitivity geologic formations. As stated above, the project site 
is underlain by Scripps and Lindavista formations, which exhibit high and medium resource sensitivities, 
respectively. Implementation of the Proposed Project has the potential to impact important paleontological 
resources, particularly in the Scripps Formation. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would involve grading or disturbance on approximately 16.85 acres 
of the site and _disturbance to an additional 2.76 acres off-site. However, approximately 3.74 acres on site 
and approximately 1.52 acres off site have been previously disturbed by City of San Diego infrastructure 
projects (i .e., pipelines, roads); these areas are not anticipated to contain fossil resources. A substantial 
amount of excavation is proposed, including excavation for parking structures. Potential impacts to 
paleontological resources would occur in the previously undisturbed geologic formational material. A total 
of 310,000 c.y. of excavation is anticipated during the grading phase of the project, with cuts proposed at 
greater than 10 feet. 

Significance of Impacts 

Due to the presence of fossiliferous formations at the project site, implementation of the project would have 
the potential for significant impacts to paleontological resources for portions of the Proposed Project site. 
The proposed grading would exceed the thresholds for significance for both the Scripps and Lindavista 
formations. Mitigation measures described below would reduce potential direct impacts associated with 
paleontological resources to below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

The following measures would be implemented to mitigate impacts to paleontological resources. These 
measures are required for all areas in which grading is proposed and would reduce direct impacts associated 
with paleontological resources to below a level of significance. 

1. Prior to recordation of the final map and/or issuance of the first grading permit, the applicant shall 
provide a letter of verification to the Environmental Review Manager of Land Development Review 
(LDR) stating that a qualified paleontologist and/or paleontological monitor (as defined in the City 
of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines) have been retained to implement the monitoring program. 
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The requirement for paleontological monitoring shall be noted on the grading plans. All persons 
involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project shall be approved by LDR prior to the start 
of monitoring. The applicant shall notify LDR of the start and end of construction. 

a. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any preconstruction meetings to discuss the 
paleontological monitoring program with the construction manager. 

b. The paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on-site full -time during the initial 
cutting of previously undisturbed areas. Monitoring may be increased or decreased at the 
discretion of the qualified paleontologist, in consultation with LDR, and will depend on the 
rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the abundance of fossils. 

c. When requested by the paleontologist, the City Resident Engineer shall divert, direct, or 
temporarily halt construction activities in the area of discovery to allow recovery of fossil 
remains. The paleontologist shall immediately notify LDR staff of such finding at the time 
of discovery. LDR shall approve salvaging procedures to be performed before construction 
activities are allowed to resume. 

d. The paleontologist shall be responsible for preparation of fossils to a point of identification 
as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines and submittal of a letter of 
acceptance from a local qualified curation facility . Any discovered fossil sites shall be 
recorded by the paleontologist at the San Diego Natural History Museum. 

e. Prior to the release of the grading bond, a monitoring results report, with appropriate 
graphics, summarizing the results , analysis and conclusions of the paleontological 
monitoring program shall be submitted to and approved by the Environmental Review 
Manager of LDR. 

Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of the above-listed mitigation measures would reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance. 
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4.9 Historical Resources 

A historical resources study for the Woodmont Corporation property, consisting of two parcels on either side 
of La Jolla Village Drive, was conducted by Affinis in 1995. The La Jolla Commons site is the northern of 
the two parcels . The Affinis report, and a letter detailing the methods and results of the records search and 
field survey are attached in Appendix H. Confidential records search information and site locations are on 
file at the City of San Diego Planning and Development Review Department. The study consisted of a 
review of all site records and reports on file with the Museum of Man and the South Coastal Information 
Center (SCIC) at San Diego State University for the project area and immediately surrounding area. 
Subsequently, on August 18, 1995, Affinis archaeologists surveyed the property for cultural resources per 
City of San Diego guidelines. This survey excluded areas that had been or were in the process of being 
graded for the City of San Diego North City Tunnel Connector. Per the scoping letter from City of San 
Diego staff, dated December 13, 1999, Affinis obtained new records searches for the property and reviewed 
the previous survey report. An additional field check of the site on January 28, 2000 did not reveal the 
presence of any historic or archaeological resources within the area of potential effect, and clarified the status 
of two archaeological sites mapped as immediately adjacent to the project site. 

4.9.1 Existing Conditions 

In addition to the 16.85-acre project site, the La Jolla Commons project would impact 2.76 acres off-site 
associated with grading and construction of Judicial Drive. Previous grading for the North City Tunnel 
Connector Project and for adjacent road construction has already disturbed 3. 74 acres on-site and 1.52 acres 
off-site, respectively. These areas were previously surveyed for cultural resources, and the surficial soils 
have since been graded/removed. 

0 1995 Study 

The 1995 record searches from the Museum of Man and the SCIC indicated that 61 sites and 20 isolates have 
been recorded within a one-mile radius of the project site. The vast majority of the sites were recorded 
outside the project boundaries, but within the vicinity of the project area, and consisted of relatively small 
lithic scatters, most of them fairly light density. Sparse lithic scatters are categorized as non-significant 
resources by the City of San Diego. A few sites were recorded as scatters of cultural material, including 
ground stone artifacts or fauna) material in addition to flaked stone artifacts. One site included a sparse lithic 
scatter and historic trash. Another site was an adobe structure built on top of a prehistoric archaeological 
site. Only four of the recorded archaeological sites were mapped as immediately adjacent to the project area. 

The property was walked using parallel transects spaced 10 meters apart (per City of San Diego guidelines) . 
T.he portions of the project area that had been, or were, in the process of being graded for the North City 
Tunhel Connector were not surveyed. These areas had been previously surveyed for cultural resources, and 
subsequently disturbed for that project. In some areas, ground visibility was quite good. In other portions 
of the project area, heavy grass cover or thick brush cover severely limited visibility. No evidence of cultural 
features or artifactual material was encountered during the survey, including the four archaeological sites 
recorded immediately adjacent to the site. 

Based on their records search and site survey in 1995, Affinis found no evidence to indicate that these sites 
extended onto the subject property. Affinis determined that three of these sites (CA-SDI-12,428; CA-SDI-
12,436; CA-SDI-12,43 7), mapped as immediately adjacent to the property area, were located entirely off-site. 
The fourth site (CA-SDI-8801 or SDM-W-2465) was mapped as off-site by SCIC and as extending onto the 
northeastern section of the project area by the Museum of Man. (The exact location of recorded site 
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boundaries is often exaggerated due to the scale of standardized field maps, USGS 1:24,000.) No evidence 
of this archaeological site was observed in the project area, although Affinis noted that the portion of the 
project area on which this site had been mapped has been subject to impacts from previous grading and 
similar disturbances. 

0 2000 Study 

Based upon a year 2000 records search, only two sites are recorded as being located adjacent to the project 
site. These two sites, also noted in the 1995 study, are CA-SDI-8801 and CA-SDI-12,437. Although these 
two sites were field checked in 1995, due to their proximity to the project site and their recordation on a 
USGS map, these two sites were again field checked by the Director of Cultural Resources of Affinis in 
January 2000. Similarly, negative results were obtained. No archaeological material was found within the 
area of potential effect. 

4.9.2 Impact Analysis 

Issue 1: Would the Proposed Project result in the alteration or destruction of a prehistoric or historic 
archaeological site? 

This project is not expected to result in damage or removal of any prehistoric or historic archaeological sites. 
No archaeological material was found on site during the 1995 and 2000 surveys of the Proposed Project site. 
Although four archaeological sites have been recorded adjacent to the project area, no evidence was found 
to indicate that these sites extend onto the subject property, although they were specifically checked for this 
possibility. T~erefore, the project is expected to have no impacts to cultural resources. 

Significance of Impacts 

No impacts to historical resources are expected to result from this project. 

Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

Because no archaeological m_aterial was found during the recent survey and field check of the project area 
and there are no impacts expected to result from this project, no mitigation is required. 

Issue 2: Would the Proposed Project result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or 
historic building, structure, object or site? 

No prehistoric or historic resources were found during the past or recent records searches and field checks 
~f the La Jolla Commons project area. Although four archaeological sites have been recorded adjacent to 
the project area, no evidence was found to indicate that these sites extend onto the subject property. This 
project is expected to have no impacts to historical resources , and would not result in any adverse physical 
or aesthetic effects to prehistoric or historic resources. 

Significance of Impacts 

No impacts to historical resources are expected to result from this project. 
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Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

Because no evidence of prehistoric or historic material was found during the past or recent records searches 
and field checks of the project area and there are no impacts expected to result from this project, no 
mitigation is required. 
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4.10 Human Health & Public Safety 

4.10.1 Existing Conditions 

The project site is mostly undeveloped and undisturbed, with the exception of the canyon in western portion 
of the property which has been affected by the North City Waste Water Diversion Tunnel Project. No 
previous development or land uses are known for the site and hazards from previous uses are not expected 
to be present. 

Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar presents potential health and safety hazards to surrounding 
residents and businesses in the form of aircraft operations accident potential, electromagnetic radiation and 
explosives safety. The NAS Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP), described in Section 4.1 Land 
Use, identifies the Airport Influence Area for the military installation; the Proposed Project is located within 
this Area. The CLUP addresses land use compatibility between surrounding land uses and the daily 
operations of the air installation. The CLUP also addresses issues related to noise which are evaluated in 
Sections 4.1 Land Use and 4.5 Noise. This section addresses the potential for public health and safety 
impacts associated with CLUP-defined Accident Potential Zones (APZs), as well as an existing Department 
of Defense (DOD) (NAS Miramar) Restrictive Use Easement (RUE) that is recorded over a portion of the 
project site. Public health and safety impacts from electromagnetic radiation and explosives were evaluated 
in the NAS Miramar Realignment Final EIS (Department of Navy, 1996). The 1996 Final EIS and the 1992 
NAS Miramar CLUP were utilized in the preparation of this analysis. 

In addition to impacts to proposed on-site land uses from aircraft operations, this section also evaluates the 
potential for project-generated impacts to military operations. 

0 Aircraft Operations Accident Potential 

There are three main mechanisms by which potential hazards from aircraft operations are reduced: the 
Accident Potential Zone (APZ) designations, the RUE and the CLUP height restrictions for proposed 
buildings. 

Accident Potential Zones (APZs) 

The Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) program, established by the DOD in 1973, 
analyzed potential hazards from aircraft accidents . This result was the establishment of APZs for 
areas around air installations based upon the analysis of areas where accidents are more likel y to 
occur. The purpose of the AICUZ program is to minimize public exposure to potential safety hazards 
associated with aircraft operations and to protect the operational capability of the air installation. 
APZs determine what land uses are compatible in the surrounding area so that people and property 
on the ground are reasonably protected. 

Per the AICUZ, three APZs were defined : Clear Zone, APZ-1 and APZ-2 . The Clear zone begins 
at the end of a runway and has the highest probability of being impacted by accidents. APZ-1 and 
APZ-2 are increasingly further from the end of a runway, and the degree of restrictions on land uses 
varies with each type of APZ. Residential (single- and multi-family dwellings, hotels , and motels) , 
public assembly uses (schools, churches, libraries, auditoriums , sports arenas, restaurants etc .), and 
healthcare facilities (hospitals, sanitariums, nursing homes) are incompatible uses in both APZs. 
Offices, retail stores, wholesale stores and manufacturing facilities are compatible in APZ-2 and 

LA JOLLA COMMONS EIR (LDR No. 99-0762; SCH No. 2000031097) 
Final: October 5, 2000 

Page 4.10-1 



0 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - HUMAN HEALTH & 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

4.10 

conditionally compatible in APZ-1. These conditions are that 50 or fewer people per acre are 
present and that lot coverage is less than 25 percent. If use of hazardous materials is proposed, the 
CLUP requires that siting of facilities be in accordance with the most stringent federal, state and 
local ordinances and regulations, and that a Risk Management Prevention Program (RMPP) for the 
facilities be prepared pursuant to Article 2 of Chapter 6. 95 of the California Health and Safety Code. 
The implementation methodology for the APZ conditions describes how to determine if a project 
will meet the 50 or fewer people per acre condition. 

The Proposed Project site partially lies within the NAS (MCAS) Miramar APZ-1 boundary. The 
boundary bisects the project site in a southeast to northwest direction (Figure 4.10-1). The effect 
of this zone will be to restrict uses within the affected portion to non-residential office, retail, 
wholesale, manufacturing or outdoor uses that meet the requirements of the applicable conditions. 

Restrictive Use Easement (RUE) 

The DOD obtained a RUE over 9.21 acres of the property in 1983 that includes all but a small 
fragment of the area within the APZ-1 zone (Figure 4.10-1). Appendix I contains the RUE in its 
entirety. This easement is compatible with but further restricts the type of uses that are allowed 
within APZ-1. The RUE includes the following restrictions: 

• No construction of dwellings for human habitation; 

• . Land uses will be compatible with Attachment 1 to the Easement, Land Use Criteria. The 
Attachment prohibits all types of dwelling units and lodging and permits specific types of 
industrial, manufacturing, commercial and retail trade land uses. (Refer to Appendix I for 
the complete list of permitted land uses.) Automobile parking is a permitted use; 

• Structures will not extend above 630 feet amsl; 

• Specific types of manufacturing, such as plastics and allied products, as well as production 
or storage of petrochemicals or nuclear materials is prohibited; 

• Lot coverage is limited to 25 percent of gross land area 

Building Height Limitations 

The CLUP stipulates that any development proposal that includes an object over 200 feet above 
ground level or penetrates the 100: 1 slope extending from the nearest point of the nearest runway 
must be submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for an obstruction evaluation. 

Electromagnetic Radiation 

Electromagnetic hazards may be generated by radar and other high-energy equipment. The 1996 Final EIS 
reported the results of an analysis of the potential hazards that could occur as a resu.lt of the realignment of 
the airbase from the Navy to the Marine Corps. Electromagnetic signals can interfere with stored ordnance 
and fuel, cause harmful effects on humans and wildlife, could initiate electro-explosive devices in ordnance, 
and could create sparks that might ignite flammable materials. As part of the 1996 EIS analysis, hazards of 
electromagnetic radiation to personnel, ordnance and fuel were evaluated. 
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Five antennae north of the Miramar Memorial Golf Course along Miramar Road have "hazards from 
electromagnetic radiation to ordnance" (HERO) safety zones ranging from 68 to 3,617 linear feet from the 
antennae which remained unchanged after the base realignment. These antennae are more than three miles 
away and the safety zones do not cross this project site. Certain installations have electromagnetic 
interference clearance zones associated with them, including the Tactical Air Navigation System (TA CAN) 
and a VHF/UHF Transmitter. The zones were not changed with the realignment as no impacts were 
identified (Department of Navy 1996). 

0 Explosives 

Hazards from the potential detonation of stored explosives are reduced by Explosive Safety Quantity 
Distance (ESQD) arcs which determine the distance between ordnance storage and inhabitable areas. The 
proposed ESQCD arcs for MCAS Miramar did not include any areas off base, and would not impact any 
inhabitable areas or public roadways (Department of Navy 1996). 

4.10.2 Impact Analysis 

Issue 1: Would the Proposed Project result in the exposure of people to potential human health or 
public safety hazards? 

0 Potential Impacts to Surrounding Public 

The proposed c;ondominium, hotel and high-rise office building are outside the APZ-1 and RUE areas. These 
land uses are compatible with the NAS Miramar CLUP. The proposed stand-alone parking structure is 
bisected by the APZ-1 boundary and the proposed scientific research building lies wholly within the APZ-1 
and RUE areas . The RUE covers approximately 60 percent of the parking structure (Figure 4.10-1). The 
proposed scientific research building is 30,000 square feet in size. Using the CLUP methodology to calculate 
the number of persons expected in this building (Table 33-A of the 1985 UBC), the expected number of 
persons occupying this facility would be a maximum of 300; however, this is utilizing the UBC office rate, 
which is significantly higher than what would be expected. There is no rate for scientific research uses in 
the UBC. (Considering the City parking ratio rate of 2.5 spaces per 1,000 s.f., a total of 75 parking spaces 
are projected for the scientific research building; thus, the projected population is closer to 75 persons than 
300.) The acreage of the project within APZ-1 is 6.23 acres. Thus, utilizing the UBC office rate (worst-case) 
and the calculation methodology in the NAS Miramar CLUP, the number of persons expected in the 
scientific research building would result in 8 persons per acre, fewer than the 50 persons per acre threshold 
stipulated in the CLUP. The actual number of people per acre would be less than 8, since scientific research 
uses are less dense than office uses. While any facility within an APZ is going to be at risk from aircraft 
accidents, the use proposed is an allowable use according to the CLUP, and the density of persons within the 
building is expected to be less than that which is deemed compatible with the APZ designation. The proposed 
scientific research building and that portion of the stand-alone parking structure within APZ-1 result in a lot 
coverage of 14.2 percent, less than the 25 percent requirement in the CLUP. No significant impact is 
anticipated since the project is compatible with the CLUP APZ restrictions . 

More restrictive than the Land Use Compatibility requirements for the APZs of the CLUP is the RUE. This 
easement dictates allowable uses. The proposed land uses within the RUE are compatible. The RUE has 
similar population density and lot coverage requirements as the NAS Miramar CLUP. The acreage of the 
project within the RUE is 9.21 acres . The proposed scientific research building (300 employees per the UBC 
office rate) would result in approximately 5 persons per acre, less than the 50 persons per acre requirement. 
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As with the APZ calculation, the number of persons per acre within the RUE would be less than 5, since the 
proposed scientific research uses are less dense than the office rate applied from the UBC. The lot coverage 
for the scientific research building and that portion of the parking structure within the RUE area would be 
23.63 percent, less than the 25 percent lot coverage requirement. 

SAND AG and MCAS Miramar have been notified of the proposal by the applicant per the CLUP. The site's 
location suggests that a building approximately 125 feet tall would meet the criterion for requiring an 
obstruction evaluation by the FAA (Map in pocket of CLUP, 1992). The proposed condominium would be 
369 feet high, the proposed office building would be 321 feet high, and the proposed hotel would be 185 feet 
high. All three buildings would need to be reviewed by the FAA in an Obstruction Evaluation. SANDAG 
and MCAS Miramar have also been notified per the requirement of the CLUP and as part of the Notice of 
Preparation process under CEQA. An FAA :A-determination will be made as to the compatibility of the 
proposed development with aircraft operations prior to project approval. The proposed scientific research 
building would be approximately 40 feet high and therefore would be significantly below the threshold for 
notification. 

0 Potential Impacts to MCAS Miramar Operations 

Impaired visibility from smoke, steam, dust, light or glare from the project could affect aircraft operations 
at MCAS Miramar. The site is approximately 13,000 feet from the nearest runway. The types of land uses 
proposed are not expected to produce significant levels of smoke, steam or dust that would impair visibility. 
Dust control during construction is regulated under the City's Land Development Ordinance and San Diego 
APCD' s Rules. and Regulations. Light used to illuminate building interiors would not pose any risk to 
aircraft operations and would not be significantly increased from current conditions in the University Towne 
Centre area. The same would apply to exterior lighting; proper illumination would be in an easterly direction 
focused on buildings and landscaping and would not stray beyond the project boundaries. 

Glare occurs when sunlight reflects off buildings with highly reflective surfaces. Glass is the main 
contributor to glare but polished stone, ceramic or plastic materials can also contribute to glare. The location 
of these proposed buildings, approximately 13,000 feet east of the end of the nearest runway, and the 
building heights, potential) y pose a hazard to aircraft if the building design presents highly reflective surfaces 
in the easterly direction. The project is proposed to be constructed in a contemporary, state-of-the-art design 
using reflective glass and solid spadrels. While the proposed materials would be similar in nature to the 
design materials of surrounding office towers within the Airport Influence Area, there is a potential for glare 
impacts to pilots. However, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant light and glare 
impacts to the public, including pilots at MCAS Miramar. Proposed accent and security lighting would be 
focused on the project pedestrian and vehicle circulation system and design features (e.g., specimen trees and 
upli'ghting on building fa9ades) with no illumination off site proposed. 

Electromagnetic emjssions that are of concern include radio, microwave, and radar installations. These 
emissions have the potential to interfere with aircraft instrumentation and operations at MCAS Miramar. 
While the proposed uses are not expected to include activities that might produce such emissions, the project 
should be conditioned to preclude such uses if they pose a potential risk to the safety of Miramar aircraft 
operations . 
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The Proposed Project is compatible with requirements of the 1992 NAS Miramar CLUP. While the potential 
exists for aircraft accidents throughout the vicinity ofMCAS Miramar, the proposed uses are compatible with 
the requirements of APZ-1 and the RUE covering the Scientific Research building and parking structure. 
No significant electromagnetic radiation or explosive impacts are anticipated. 

Impacts to MCAS Miramar aircraft operations from the project would not be significant. Substantial 
emissions interfering with pilot visibility and electromagnetic emissions are not anticipated with the types 
of land uses proposed. The Proposed Project design is consistent with the contemporary design of other 
high-rise structures in the Airport Influence Area. There is a potential for glare impacts to pilots; however, 
this impact is not considered significant or measurably different from existing structures within the Airport 
Influence Area. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting 

No mitigation is proposed, as there are no identified significant impacts. 
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5.0 Cumulative Effects 

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15355) state that a cumulative impact consists of an impact, which is created 
as a.result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related 
impacts . Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR address cumulative impacts of a 
project when the project ' s incremental effects would be cumulatively considerable, wherein "cumulatively 
considerable" refers to the individual project's effects with respect to past, current, and probable projects . 

5.1 Projects Evaluated for Cumulative Effects 

Projects in the vicinity of the proposed La Jolla Commons project considered for the analysis of localized 
issues (i.e., traffic) are mapped in Figure 5-1 and briefly described below: 

Eastgate Technology Park: 400,000 s.f. of scientific research use 
La Jolla Crossroads: up to 162,000 s. f. of scientific research use and 1,500 residential 

units 
Congregation Beth Israel: 6,500 s.f. of church use 
Nobel Research Park: 766,800 s.f. of corporate headquarters/single tenant office use 

The analysis of cumulative impacts associated with regional issues (i .e., air quality and biology) was based 
on regional plans and policies, such as the Circulation Element of the Community and General plans, the 
County of San Diego's RTIP, and the MSCP. 

5.2 Cumulative Effects Analysis 

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to transportation/traffic circulation and air 
quality (addressed in Section 4.0) are considered potentially significant and, therefore, may contribute to 
cumulative impacts . 

5.2.1 Transportationffraffic Circulation 

The buildout of the University Community is based upon the land use designations and the Circulation 
Element improvements identified within the University Community Plan. Buildout for this community is 
estimated for year 2020. In addition to the anticipated growth within the University Community, regional 
traffic is projected based upon SAND AG' s growth projections which were obtained from their Series 9 
Transportation Forecasting Model. Circulation Element improvements assumed for the buildout conditions 
i~clude the following: (1) La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road is widened from six to eight lanes on both 
sides of I-805; (2) Reconfiguration of the I-805 interchange; (3) Regents Road is extended to Governor 
Drive; ( 4) Eastgate Mall is widened to a four-lane Collector road; (5) Judicial Drive is extended south to 
Nobel Drive; and (6) I-805 is widened to include two HOV lanes (one northbound and one southbound). 

In addition to the arterial improvements listed above, buildout conditions assume the following interchange 
configuration for the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road interchange: (1) The existing interchange 
would be converted from a full-cloverleaf configuration to a partial-cloverleaf configuration requiring the 
widening of the La Jolla Village Drive overcrossing structure; (2) The I-805 northbound and southbound off­
ramp connections to La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road would be signalized; and (3) All freeway on ramps 
from La Jolla Village Drive and Miramar Road would be metered. 
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Cumulative, build-out traffic conditions on road segments in the vicinity of the Proposed Project are 
projected to operate at LOS Dor better as shown in Section 4.4, Table 4.4-12. The Circulation Element and 
I-805 interchange improvements planned in the project study area will improve traffic conditions over the 
near-term scenario discussed in Section 4.4 . The level of service and anticipated delay at nearby 
intersections under future buildout conditions is shown in Table 4.4-14 in Section 4.4. It is projected that 
under buildout conditions, intersections would also operate at LOS D or better. 

Under future buildout conditions, the I-805 interchange will be significantly congested, with or without the 
Proposed Project. The demands at the interchange will far exceed the flow rate deemed acceptable by the 
City or Cal trans. Projected freeway volumes under Community Plan build-out conditions are also anticipated 
to remain congested for those segments in the project vicinity. Table 4.4-13 in Section 4.4 shows that all 
segments remain at LOS F, even under buildout conditions with the addition of two HOV lanes. The 
congestion at the interchange and on segments of I-805 will be a function of regional growth and lack of 
capacity available on I-805; congestion under buildout conditions is considered a cumulative, region-wide 
growth impact to which the project would contribute. 

5.2.2 Air Quality 

Short-term construction emissions would not be significant or cumulatively significant as a result of standard 
dust control measures imposed by the San Diego APCD during construction activities. Emissions from 
project operation, including minor emissions from area sources and traffic emissions, would interfere with 
the regional efforts to achieve ambient air quality standards, especially since the San Diego Air Basin is 
currently classified as a non-attainment area for 0 3 and PMJO. However, Proposed Project emissions were 
evaluated in th~ EIR for the University Community Plan Update (May 12, 1987, Revised) and the County 
of San Diego's RTP. The Community Plan EIR identified air quality as a significant and unmitigated impact. 
The Proposed Project would contribute to this impact but would not exceed the emissions assumed in the 
previous EIR analysis. 

5.3 Cumulative Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

5.3.1 Land Use 

In conjunction with the listed cumulative projects in Section 5.1, the Proposed Project would not result in 
significant land use plans and policy impacts since each project is consistent with the University Community 
Plan land use designations and would be fulfilling the intentions of the plan for community buildout. The 
proposed cumulative projects are compatible with surrounding uses of similar types and densities. The 
Proposed Project would result in encroachment into steep slopes and wetlands regulated under RPO; 
resulting in non-compliance with the intent of the ordinance. However, this project is not located within a 
co~unity plan designated open space area or a MSCP Multi-Habitat Planning Area. Therefore, this project 
would not significantly contribute to cumulative impacts resulting from encroachment into RPO resources 
for other projects in the community. 

5.3.2 Landform Alteration/Visual Quality 

The Proposed Project would not significantly impact any community identification symbol or landmark, and 
is in keeping with the local community character of uses as designated in General and Community plans . 
This project, in combination with other proposed and approved projects, would not result in significantly 
cumulati ve visual impacts as all of the projects are consistent with the land use types, densities and urban 
design element guidelines of the University Community Plan. Since the Proposed Project would not result 
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in a significant visual quality or aesthetic impact, the proposed Jandforrn alteration is not considered to be 
a significant impact. 

5.3.3 Biological Resources 

Individual project losses to sensitive resources are planned for at a regional level by the City ' s MSCP. 
Habitat types that are historically reduced by development and/or are an integral habitat for sensitive species 
are protected . The loss of these habitat types is balanced by the requirement for the acquisition and 
permanent preservation of an appropriate quantity and quality of biological resources , similar to those 
resources being impacted, in an off-site location. Although the Proposed Project would result in direct and 
significant impacts to approximately 1.58 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 1.39 acres of disturbed Diegan 
coastal sage scrub, 9.63 acres of southern mixed chaparral, and 0.14 acre of wetlands including southern 
willow scrub (Table 4.3-6) within an area covered by the MSCP, cumulative impacts are not considered to 
be significant after compensatory mitigation. 

5.3.4 Hydrology/Water Quality 

The Proposed Project would fill an existing canyon and finger canyon, channelizing a remnant section of an 
historic natural drainage channel. Proposed infrastructure for downstream projects and existing land uses 
would be adequate to convey increased flows resulting from the project. The Proposed Project, as well as 
the cumulative projects listed, would be required to incorporate measures into project design to mitigate 
short- and long-term impacts to downstream water quality. The incorporation of appropriate BMPs would 
mitigate cumulative water quality impacts to below a level of signficance. 

5.3.5 Geology 

The Project site does not have any unique geologic features and would not result in significant direct impacts 
to geologic resources; thus , the project would not contribute to cumulative impacts to geologic resources. 
Potential impacts from geologic hazards to this project, or any of the listed cumulative projects, would be 
mitigated by standard remedial grading measures and seismic safety building design measures. 

5.3.6 Noise 

The Proposed Project would not generate significant noise as a result of the mixed-use development. The 
proposed uses would, however, be exposed to potentially significant ambient noise impacts from nearby 
roadways and MCAS Miramar. These impacts were considered potentially significant but mitigable for the 
project alone. The cumulative projects listed in Section 5.1 may also experience noise impacts to proposed 
!Find uses but are not expected to be the sources of significant noise generation. The types of uses proposed 
consist ofresidential, office, commercial and light industrial , which are not typically noise-generating types 
of uses. Although the cumulative projects may contribute to the ambient noise level as a result of an increase 
in traffic , the proposed uses fall within the traffic projections and consequential noise levels addressed in the 
Community Plan EIR. No significant cumulative noise impacts are anticipated. 

5.3.7 Public Services and Utilities 

The Proposed Project, and the cumulative projects listed in Section 5.1 , are considered in-fill projects and 
are consistent with the types of uses and development intensity planned for in the University Community 
Plan. These uses and their individual service and utility demands (sewer, water, gas, electricity, schools , 
police and fire) were evaluated in the Community Plan EIR based upon Community Plan build-out land use 
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designations and associated service and infrastructure needs. Impacts and service needs of individual 
projects are determi ned on a case-by-case basis, and public services and facilities consequently require 
upgrades, expansion or new construction of facilities , the cost of which is borne by a combination of 
developer impact fees, and enterprise and general fund revenues. With the exception of solid waste, no direct 
impacts to utilities and services would result from the project. 

The Proposed Project would contribute to the regional demand for landfill space which is considered to be 
in relatively short supply. The City of San Diego Environmental Services Department has indicated that the 
Miramar Landfill has a remaining capacity of approximately 28.29 million cubic yards of solid waste. The 
landfill life is expected to expire around 2012 and the landfill is anticipated to close sometime between 2007 
and 2017. An aggressive recycling program has been initiated by the City of San Diego which the Proposed 
Project would comply with. This mitigation of solid waste impacts would preclude significant cumulative 
impacts. 

5.3.8 Paleontological and Historical Resources 

No significant cumulative impacts to historical resources (i.e., archaeology) or paleontological resources are 
anticipated since each project is required to mitigate for their individual impacts to a level that is less than 
significant. The Proposed Project would not result in any historical resource impacts and the potential for 
impacts to paleontological resources would be mitigated by provision of an on-site monitor during excavation 
activities. Other cumulative projects would be required to implement the same type of measure, reducing 
the potential for cumulative impacts to paleontological resources. 
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6.0 Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

6.1 Agriculture and Aggregate Resources 

Impacts to agriculture and aggregate resources are not anticipated. Geologic formations and soil conditions 
underlying the Proposed Project site are not suitable for the extraction of sand and gravel resources. The site 
is designated as mineral resource zone three (MRZ-3) by Kohler and Miller (1982). Although this category 
indicates that insufficient information is available to determine mineral resource value, it also implies that 
a high resource value is unlikely. In addition, the project site is a relatively small parcel in an urbanized area. 
Although it might be feasible to extract some sand and gravel out of materials on site, it is unlikely that any 
such operation would be cost effective or feasible. Also, this parcel has a Community Plan designation of 
Scientific Research and Visitor Commercial land uses. 

This project site is similarly poor for agricultural use. The majority of soils on site are Terrace escarpments 
(USDA 1973), having no agricultural value per U.S . Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) or 
California Department of Conservation (CDC) standards. Small amounts of Chesterton fine sandy loam and 
Redding gravelly loam may be present on site. These soils are not designated as ( 1) prime farmland; (2) soils 
having statewide importance; nor (3) unique soil types, which are the three main designations used by either 
agency for agriculturally favorable soils. In addition, the project site is relatively small (approximately 17 
acres) and surrounded by urban development and infrastructure, making it less likely to be economically 
viable for agricultural purposes. 

6.2 Recreational Resources 

The project site has a Community Plan designation of Scientific Research and Visitor Commercial and is not 
planned for regional or local community recreational uses; however. the development of the 115 
condominium units on-site will have a minor effect on the need for population-based parks. A 0.72-acre park 
land shortage has been estimated by the Park and Recreation Department. No poblic 1 ec1 eational activities 
a1e proposed as part of this project. The applicant's proposal incorporates public and semi-public amenities 
including a privately-maintained transit park, sculpture garden, floral garden. and linear park. Even though 
the added amenities on site do not satisfy population-based park requirements, they do provide a means of 
meeting park needs of the residents of this development. These amenities would provide over and above the 
useable open space acreage required by approximately 50,000 square feet. The contribution of FBA fees in 
addition to the public and semi-public open space proposed would alleviate the anticipated 0.72 acre park 
land shortage. The additional recreational needs for the residents at the 327- 3-z-5-,,room hotel and filt±B,, 
+zB condominium units would be met by planned facilities on-site including a lap pool for condominium 
residents, a swimming pool, spa, and weight room for hotel visitors, two tennis courts, a11 app1 ox:i111ate 011e­
ae1e open space park at the main e11tr y 011 Ex:ecoti vC Dr j vC and a courtyard area proposed in the center of the 
site. Tiu . illit .11 ,11 , 11 t. lll'il 1, a,ill 111 """ibl.l. f,,, "" l.o Ii ,itl, .1,1, l.11t, 1 0 11£ '" ,11ul I 11111111011., 

6.3 Geology and Soils 

No soil or geologic conditions were encountered or identified on the project site which would result in 
significant impacts , provided that recommendations in the Report of Geologic Reconnaissance (Christian 
Wheeler Engineering 1999) are implemented (Appendix G) . The Proposed Project would not increase the 
risk of exposure to people or structures to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides , mudslides, 
ground failure, or similar hazards. 
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The City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study categorizes the project site within Geologic Hazards Category 
54. Category 54 is assigned to steeply sloping terrain with an unfavorable or fault-controlled geologic 
structure where the risks are classified as moderate. According to the City of San Diego Seismic Safety 
Study (1995), no active or potentially active faults cross the site or are in the near vicinity of the site. The 
nearest active fault is the Rose Canyon Fault Zone that is located approximately three miles to the west. The 
property is subject to ground shaking and seismic forces from regional active faults, however, no special 
setbacks or design parameters are necessary other than those required by the Uniform Building Code 
(Uniform Building Code 1997). 

The site is in Relative Landslide Susceptibility Area 3-1 according to the California Division of Mines and 
Geology (Tan 1995). Area 3 is considered to be a "generally susceptible" area; subarea 3-1 contains slopes 
considered to be at or near their stability limits due to a combination of weak materials and steep slopes. 
Review of aerial photographs did not indicate the presence of any topographic feature at the site that has the 
topographic expression of an ancient landslide. Steep slopes on the project site are proposed to be graded 
and filled to accommodate development. The 1999 Report of Geologic Reconnaissance noted that native 
soils on-.site provide good fill material, although alluvial fan deposits in the canyon bottom are loose and 
saturated and would require complete removal until competent formational soils are reached in order to 
prepare the site to receive the anticipated fills. Underlying materials (Tertiary-age and Quaternary-age 
sedimentary deposits, associated residual soils, and artificial fill) are described in more detail in Section 4.8. 

The surficial soils developed on the formational materials are identified largely as part of the Chesterton 
Soils Series or soils associated with Terrace Escarpments. The Chesterton Soils Series typically consists of 
approximately one to two feet of brown silty sand topsoil over approximately one to two feet of reddish­
brown to grayish-brown, moderately expansive to highly expansive clayey subsoil. The soils associated with 
the Terrace Escarpments usually consist of only a few inches of sandy or gravelly soil. Since surficial soils 
on-site range from nonexpansive to highly expansive in quality, there should be adequate footing depth and 
reinforcement to mitigate potential hazards from expansive soils on site. Seepage problems can be avoided 
by preventing over-irrigation and watching for changes in_ drainage patterns. 

The presence of and impacts to steep slopes is discussed in Section 4.1. 

6.4 Population and Housing 

No adverse impacts to population and housing are anticipated. The net increase in office and commercial 
uses on the project site would increase employment opportunities and would draw from the local and regional 
employment base. In addition, housing provided by this development is proposed as part of a mixed-use 
development and Community Plan Amendment and Rezone. Residential uses were not anticipated under the 
c.;urrent Community Plan; however, this proposal would contribute additional housing to the limited regional 
housing supply. As of January 1, 1999, the residential vacancy rate was 5.89 percent in the City of San 
Diego and 6.21 percent in the County of San Diego (SANDAG website). This project would generate 
approximately 110-120 condominium units without displacing any existing housing. The types of housing 
and the multi-use nature of this project both conform with themes described in the Community Plan for this 
area. Although the proposed condominiums would not be adding to the affordable housing stock in the City, 
building permit fees require a monetary contribution to regional affordable housing; this project would result 
in a contribution of approximately $700,000 to the City's Housing Trust Fund. 
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6.5 Public Services and Utilities 

6.5.1 Police and Fire 

The Proposed Project is located within the service area of the City of San Diego Police Department and City 
of San Diego Fire Department. Due to the proximity of the project site to public service locations and 
presence of on-site security personnel, development would not substantially impact fire services, although 
developer impact fees would be provided to partially relieve already over-burdened police services. 

The emergency response times for fire personnel to arrive on-site (at La Jolla Village Drive and Judicial 
Drive) are acceptable, at under 6 minutes. Response times are as follows: Engine 35, Truck 35, Battalion 
35 - 0.9 minute, Engine 41 -4.7 minutes, Engine 27 - 6.8 minutes (Medan, pers. comm.). The nearest fire 
station (Station 35) is located less than one mile west at 4285 Eastgate Mall, San Diego. Station 35 has 2 
rigs, each staffed by 4 EMT trained personnel, available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. The engine company 
also has a paramedic on staff. No impacts are anticipated from the Proposed Project on the Department's 
service capabilities, and no mitigation measures are required (Medan, pers. comm.). 

Police responses are based on the category of the call for service. Priority E (emergency) calls include 
situations where officers or other persons have been injured. Priority One calls include crimes in progress 
such as burglary. The City average emergency response times for police personnel are 7.0 minutes for 
Priority E and 11.9 minutes for Priority One calls (City of San Diego Police Department Crime Analysis Unit 
1999). Although no response time threshold was available, the project emergency response times are 
estimated to be slightly above these averages at 8.1 minutes for Priority E and 14.6 minutes for Priority 1 
calls (Stiasny fOOO). The nearest police substation (Northern Division) is located less than one mile to the 
west at 4275 Eastgate Mall, San Diego. The full impact of the proposed development could not be 
determined until the exact population increase (regional) resulting from the development could be evaluated 
for police consideration (Stiasny 2000). Police services are based upon the ratio of police officers to 
population. An increase in the City-wide population may impact the ratio and require additional police 
officers. Most of the population associated with the Proposed Project, however, are employees within the 
office tower, scientific research building and hotel employees; these individuals are at present likely to reside 
in the community and may be included in the existing City-wide population figures. Residents of the 
condominium may also be relocated from other communities in the City but may still result in a net increase 
in the City population. Developer impact fees required for the Proposed Project would help offset the 
increased demand for police services caused by this project. 

6.5.2 Schools 

The Proposed Project would result in an increase in 110-120 condominium units to the University City area. 
Ba'sed upon the higher value, this project is estimated to generate 8 to 11 students of grades K-5, 2 students 
of grades 6-8 , and 2 to 3 students of grades 9-12 (MacPhail 2000). The lower endpoint of the range reflects 
actual, observed rates from condominium developments in Mission Valley, and the higher value is an 
estimate of generated students for the University City area. The nearest school facilities to the project site 
are: Doyle Elementary School (1.8 miles), Standley Middle School (2.2 miles), and University City High 
School (1.7 miles) . Middle and high school students generated by the project could be accommodated by 
local schools . However, Doyle Elementary School is already at capacity, with a projected enrollment of776 
for Fall 2000, and is impacted by other new developments in the area. This project would contribute to an 
existing capacity problem for Doyle Elementary School. Since the proposed development would generate 
8 - 11 students', or 1.03 - 1.42 percent of the fall enrollment, the impact would not be considered significant. 
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However, the Proposed Project would contribute to an existing school capacity problem. The payment of 
statutory school facility fees would help to resolve the long-term elementary school capacity shortfall. 

6.5.3 Library 

The City of San Diego library system is comprised of a central library located in downtown San Diego and 
a series of branch libraries throughout the City. The nearest branch library to the Proposed Project, the 
University Community Branch Library located at 4155 Governor Drive between Genessee and Agee, should 
be adequate for the amount of new housing proposed for this project. The University Community Branch 
Library is approximately 10,000 square feet with a staff of 5 full time employees and contains approximately 
70'.000 items including books, compact discs, and other media. Hours of operation are Monday and 
Wednesday from 12:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., Tuesday, Thursday, Friday, and Saturday from 9:30 a.m. to 5:30 
p.m. A new library is proposed to be built within Nobel Park in the University City area, at the east end of 
Nobel Drive. Although plans have not yet been finalized for this facility, it is estimated that this facility 
would consist of 15,000 square feet and would be constructed by the year 2000-2001 (Mike Williams, Bill 
Sandwalt, March 2000). No significant impacts to the City's library resources are anticipated. 

6.5.4 Solid Waste 

Solid waste services would be provided by the City of San Diego Environmental Services Department (ESD). 
The ESD collects and disposes of 1.3 million tons of waste annually in the City of San Diego. The West 
Miramar Landfill, at 5180 Convoy Street, is located on U.S . government property leased and operated by the 
City of San Diego. Although the landfill only accepts non-hazardous solid wastes generated in the City of 
San Diego and.surrounding areas, a Household Hazardous Waste Transfer Facility is also located on site. 
West Miramar landfill encompasses 54.6 million cubic yards. As of January 1, 2000, the total remaining 
capacity is estimated at 26.3 million cubic yards and is estimated to be reached in 12.3 years (Calendar Year 
2012). These estimates reflect the assumption that the City would meet certain recycling and diversion goals. 
A 50 percent reduction in waste disposal by the year 2000 is mandated by the State of California (AB 939 
1989). 

The Proposed Project is estimated to contribute from 2301.5 to 2313.5 tons of solid waste to the Miramar 
Landfill each year. However, these calculations were derived from generic waste generation rates and do 
not reflect the various waste reduction means that would be incorporated into the Proposed Project. As part 
of final building design, recyclable material collection areas should be present in buildings on site. 
Consideration should be given towards using recycled materials in the daily operations of proposed office, 
hotel and residential uses. Excess construction materials comprised of recycled materials should be collected 
and recycled as well . The Proposed Project will include a recycling program as required by Municipal Code 
Section 101.2001. 

6.5.5 Sewer 

Sewer service would be provided by the City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Department (MWWD). 
Proposed 8-inch sewer lines will connect to an existing 10-inch sewer line which follows the Judicial Drive 
alignment. The 10-inch line will convey wastewater to an existing 72-inch pipeline that connects with the 
existing MWWD Junction Structure located on site. 
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6.5.6 Other Public Services 

The project would not affect other governmental services such as roadway maintenance. The proposed 
roadway construction associated with the project is compatible with the University Community Plan 
Circulation Element. Construction and improvements to Judicial Drive, Executive Drive, and La Jolla 
Village Drive would result in a long-term increase in public road maintenance services by the City of San 
Diego. Since these public roads are included in the Community Plan Circulation Element and the adopted 
MTDB LRT plans , the project would not generate maintenance demands for unplanned facilities. 

6.5.7 Water 

Water service would be provided by the City of San Diego Water Utilities Department (WUD). WUD has 
indicated that there would be no significant impacts to their supplies of potable water or their distribution 
system from the Proposed Project. An existing 12-inch diameter pipeline is located within Judicial Drive 
and would connect to a proposed 12-inch diameter pipeline in Executive Drive, serving the various site 
buildings, proposed vegetation and fire flow requirements. Existing supplies and infrastructure are adequate 
for the Proposed Project. 

6.5.8 Electricity, Gas, and Telecommunications 

New systems or substantial alterations to existing utilities such as electricity, natural gas, and communication 
facilities would not be required for the project. Impacts associated with these utilities would not be 
significant. 

6.6 Energy 

No adverse effects of non-renewable resources are anticipated with project development, and the Proposed 
Project would not result in an excessive use of energy. The project would incorporate a variety of energy 
saving measures and would not conflict with any adopted energy conservation plans. This proposed 
development would not require the development of new sources of energy. 

Natural gas and electricity would be used for the operation of the proposed facility. Such uses of energy 
resources would not be excessive, and energy use would be minimized by various energy saving measures. 
The Proposed Project would utilize building materials and insulation in accordance with Uniform Building 
Code requirements, reducing the unnecessary loss of energy. Exterior security and accent lighting would 
be controlled by timers to reduce unnecessary use of electricity. 

Fossil fuels would be used during construction and by automobiles of staff, visitors, and residents on site. 
However, in addition to implementation of energy-efficient design and construction measures , the proposed 
mixed-use project would contribute to the reduction in vehicle use and associated fuel consumption. The 
project would offer land uses compatible with and supportive to the nearby residential and office uses and 
would contribute to the long-term mass transit program by reservation of land for an MTDB light rail station. 
The multi-use nature of the project, including residential and commercial development, is supportive of live­
work communities and reflects the areal theme proposed by the Community Plan. 

Development of the project site would not preclude recovery of mineral or fossil fuel resources. No known 
economic mineral or fossil fuel resources are present on the project site. 
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7.0 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

In accordance with Section 15126(f) of the CEQA Guidelines, the growth-inducing analysis must address 
two key issues. The first is the potential for the project to "foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment." The second 
issue is the potential for the project to "encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect 
the environment, either individually or cumulatively." Typically, this issue involves the potential for the 
project to induce further growth by the expansion or extension of existing services, utilities, or infrastructure. 
By definition, the CEQA Guidelines state that "[i]t must not be assumed that growth in any area is 
necessarily beneficial, detrimental , or of little significance to the environment" (Section 15126[f]). 

As described in detail in Section 3.2, the Proposed Project involves the development of a hotel , 
condominiums, office and scientific research buildings. Most of the land uses proposed for the project site 
are consistent with the General and Community Plan Land Use Elements, with the exception of the 
condominiums, which would require a Community Plan Amendment and Rezone. While additional 
residential uses are being proposed as part of the Proposed Project, a limited number of condominiums are 
proposed (approximately 110-120 new units). As stated in Section 6.4, the proposed residential uses would 
contribute additional housing opportunities to the existing shortage of all types of housing within San Diego. 
The Proposed Project will be accommodating an existing population and housing demand rather than 
providing a surplus and inviting more growth. While this project has the potential to foster economic growth 
for the City, it should have a limited effect on the regional population or development growth in general 
given the relatively small size of the project (17 acres) . The Proposed Project is the development of 
approximately 17 acres of land designated for urban uses and surrounded by existing and planned urban 
development and infrastructure. The project would be fulfilling the intent of the University Community Plan 
to develop the site with a mix of uses compatible with surrounding development. With regard to the first 
criterion addressed above, this project would be assessed as minimally growth-inducing. 

With respect to the second criteria for growth inducement, the Proposed Project would not extend or expand 
services, utilities, or infrastructure beyond those already planned for by the General and Community Plan 
Land Use and Circulation Elements. The Proposed Project would be considered an infill development and 
would include construction of or improvement to public/Community Plan roadways (Judicial, Executive, and 
La Jolla Village drives) and would be compatible with long-range plans for mass transit by accommodating 
the adopted plan for an MTDB LRT station proposed within the Executive Drive right-of-way. With regard 
to the second criterion, the Proposed Project is not considered growth-inducing but rather growth­
accommodating. 
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8.0 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

8.1 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would Be 
Involved in the Proposed Action Should It Be Implemented 

The Proposed Project would result in significant, irreversible impacts to biologically sensitive lands, 
wetlands, and steep slopes greater than 25 percent. Under the Proposed Project, the entire property and 
additional off-site areas would be impacted by grading. As described in Section 4.3 , on-site grading would 
directly impact approximately 1.58 acres ofDiegan coastal sage scrub, 1.39 acres of disturbed Diegan coastal 
sage scrub, 9.63 acres of southern mixed chaparral , 0.11 acre of wetlands, and 3.74 acres of disturbed habitat 
(Table 4.3-5). Off-site grading would impact 0.27 acre of disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, 0.94 acre of 
southern mixed chaparral, 0.03 acre of wetlands, and 1.52 acres of disturbed habitat. Direct impacts to 
Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral , and wetlands are 
all considered significant and would require mitigation (Table 4.3-6). While impacts to these resources 
would be mitigated, the Proposed Project would effectively change the character of the site by removing 
these resources and replacing them with urban development and non-native ornamental landscaping. 

There are no unmitigated significant impacts to sensitive animal or plant species as a result of the Proposed 
Project. Project grading would result in significant direct impacts to sensitive animal species: coastal 
California gnatcatcher, Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, and San Diego horned lizard . 
Mitigation for impacts to these species would be provided by implementation of MSCP habitat mitigation 
requirements. Although mitigation would be provided to reduce impacts to sensitive animal species, these 
species would be effectively replaced with an urban mixed-use development. This replacement is considered 
irreversible. · 

Steep slopes, slopes 25 percent or greater, exist on the project site and are protected by the City of San Diego 
Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) (revised January 1998). Hillside encroachment due to project grading 
would exceed the maximum encroachment allowance under RPO. Despite the presence of 25 percent or 
greater slopes, the Community Plan has designated the site for visitor commercial and scientific research land 
uses with the completion of surrounding road improvements to Judicial, Executive and La Jolla Village 
drives. As proposed, the steep slopes present on-site would be removed as a result of filling the canyon 
during the grading phase of the project. Removal of the steep slopes is considered irreversible. Likewise, 
the existing landform in general would be altered by the Proposed Project as the plateau on the east side of 
the site would be graded and used to fill the canyon. The topographic changes proposed would be 
irreversible once the site is developed with the proposed mix of land uses. 

8.2 Irretrievable Commitments of Non-Renewable Resources 

This section summarizes the non-renewable resources , such as natural resources and energy supplies, that 
would be committed to uses that future generations would probably be unable to reverse. As described in 
Section 8 .1 , the Proposed Proj ect would result in significant environmental changes to some natural resources 
(biological resources, 25 percent or greater slopes and landform) on the project site. Additional natural 
resources (i.e ., lumber and forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, petrochemicals, and other construction 
material s) would be utilized in the construction of the project. Fossil fuels would be used in the construction 
phase of the project, and would also be required to serve the project over the long-term. These incremental 
commitments of non-renewable resources are neither unusual nor unexpected and must be weighed against 
the benefits of the Proposed Project. The primary benefi ts of the Proposed Project would be to provide 
visitor commercial, residenti al and employment opportunities to serve the University Community. The 
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proposed mixed-use development including living, working and recreational land uses is consistent with the 
development theme of the University community, and would contribute to the reduction in vehicle miles 
traveled and associated fuel demands . Energy-saving measures to be incorporated into the Proposed Project 
are described ·in Section 6.6. The Proposed Project's use of non-renewable resources is not considered 
excessive. 
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9.0 Alternatives 

Section 15126.6(c) 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of "a reasonable range 
of alternatives to a project, or the location of a project, whjch would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, 
and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives." The Proposed Project was determined to result in 
significant impacts related to compliance with land use plans and policies (RPO) and near-term traffic 
impacts . Section 15126.6 15126(d)(5) also states that "the range of alternatives in an EIR is governed by the 
'rule of reason' that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice." The State CEQA Guidelines provide several factors that should be considered in regard to the 
feasibility of an alternative; those factors include: (1) site suitability; (2) economic viability; (3) availability 
of infrastructure; (4) general plan consistency; (5) other plans or regulatory limitations; (6) jurisdictional 
boundaries; and (7) whether the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access 
to the alternative site (if an off-site alternative is evaluated). The alternatives analyzed in this section 
include: 

• No Project Alternative 

• Development Under the Existing Community Plan 

• Resource Protection Ordinance Consistent Alternative 

The alternatives evaluated in this section of the EIR are compared to the impacts of the Proposed Project and 
are assessed relative to their ability to meet the basic objectives of the Proposed Project. As described in 
Section 3.1, the Proposed Project objectives include the following: 

• Develop a project that is compatible with the primary goals and objectives of the University 
Community Plan, applicable City ordinances such as the Resource Protection Ordinance and existing 
and planned surrounding land uses 

• Provide living, working and recreational land uses, including a destination resort hotel, upscale 
residential housing and Class A offices that compliment one another and neighboring land uses and 
encourage walking, use of public transit, and energy conservation 

• Integrate the Circulation Element plans and adopted MTDB mass transit plans into the project design 
relative to the future MTDB LRT station, pedestrian and bicycle circulation and completion of 
Element roadways 

• Provide FBA fees commensurate with the level anticipated to be generated by the development of 
the subject property 

• Comply with the intent of the Planned Commercial Development Permit which is "to promote and 
facilitate imaginative, innovative and comprehensively planned commercial developments 
integrating compatible activities which are harmoniously designed to compliment the surrounding 
community" 
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Off-Site Alternative 

ALTERNATIVES • 

Off-site alternatives should be considered if development of another site is feasible and if development of 
another site would reduce or avoid significant impacts of the Proposed Project. Factors that need to be 
considered when identifying an off-site alternative include the size of the site, its location, the General Plan 
( or Community Plan) land use designation, and availability of infrastructure. The Proposed Project is located 
in Subarea 2 of the University Community. This subarea is virtually built-out, with only a few remaining 
parcels designated for Visitor Commercial land uses. Most of the remaining parcels in the Subarea are 
designated for scientific research uses only, or are currently owned and being considered for development 
by other applicants. There are no other available parcels of similar size and with a similar land use 
designation within the University Community planning area. The site selected for the Proposed Project was 
purchased by the project applicant in 1998. The site selection process for the applicant included identifying 
available parcels that met the acreage needs of a large mixed-use project, was highly visible from the main 
arterial of La Jolla Village Drive, had an acceptable land use designation, was in proximity to similar mixed­
use development and was in the vicinity of the MTDB' s future light rail transit alignment which would 
service the multiple users of the site (residents, employees and visitors). The selected project site is 
considered ideal for the mix of land uses proposed. An off-site alternative was rejected since no other similar 
site was identified by the project applicant that would meet the project objectives, the selection criteria, or 
was available on the market at the time of purchase. · 

9.2 No Project Alternative 

In accordance with Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project Alternative includes a 
discussion of: (1) the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation is published; and (2) 
circumstance under which the project does not proceed, taking into account what would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future by others (e.g., in accordance with the General Plan and 
Community Plan). Scenario 2 is addressed under Section 9.3 Development Under the Existing Community 
Plan. This Section evaluates Scenario 1, which is a No Project scenario. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain in its current condition as an undeveloped 
and partially disturbed vacant site, and in the near-term, the only man-made improvements would consist of 
the existing City utility infrastructure found within the main canyon. The proposed mix of land uses would 
not be constructed and the project-sponsored Circulation Element improvements along two of the site 
boundaries (i.e., dedication of one-half width and construction of the full width of the Judicial Drive 
extension, and the dedication and construction of a westbound lane on La Jolla Village Drive) would not be 
i'mplemented in the near-term by the project applicant. 

In the long-term, the above mentioned roadway improvements would likely be implemented with or without 
the Proposed Project and the site might be developed by others with a project that is consistent with the 
University Community Plan land use designations ofVC and SR and other City policies and ordinances (e.g., 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations [ESL]). (Note: In January 2000, the City adopted ESL which 
replaces RPO. Thus, any project submitted to the City after January 2000 is subject to the ESL regulations.) 
Future applications for site development would be constrained by the presence of the NAS Miramar CLUP 
APZs, Noise Contours and the RUE that effect site development. In addition, the presence of City-defined 
wetlands and steep slopes would also constrain future development due to the requirements of the ESL. For 
the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that a future development by others would consist of an alternative 
similar to the alternatives presented in Sections 9.3 and 9.4, Development Under the Existing Community 
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Plan Alternative and Resource Protection Ordinance Consistent Alternative, respectively. Refer to Sections 
9.3 and 9.5 for the analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with these alternatives and a 
comparison with the Proposed Project. 

The following No Project analysis focuses on the impacts anticipated with Circulation Element roadway 
improvements and the adopted future MDTB LRT Station located within the Executive Drive right-of-way. 
This analysis addresses only those impacts that would noticeably reduce or worsen significant impacts 
identified for the Proposed Project. 

9.2.1 Environmental Analysis of No Project Alternative 

0 Land Use 

Under the No Project Alternative, a CPA for the site would not be necessary. This discretionary action 
needed for the Proposed Project was not considered a significant land use impact due to the Proposed 
Project's consistency with the intent of the Visitor Commercial and Scientific Research land uses and the 
ability of the Project to use a CPA ffiR to keep the projected number of ADTs within the limits of the 
overall Community Plan traffic projections. 

The No Project Alternative would be consistent with RPO, as deviation findings for wetlands impacts due 
to public roadways and infrastructure, would likely be adopted. However, as noted below under Biological 
Resources, this alternative would result in impacts to 0.10 acre of RPO-regulated wetlands out of the 0.14 
acre anticipated to be impacted by the Proposed Project. Extensive grading is anticipated in order to provide 
for the construction of Judicial Drive between Executive Drive and La Jolla Village Drive, the widening of 
La Jolla Village Drive for an additional westbound lane, and the widening of Executive Drive to 
accommodate the future LRT Station which has been identified in an adopted plan by MTDB. No steep 
slopes regulated under RPO would be impacted. 

The No Project Alternative would not meet one of the primary land use goals for this subarea of the 
University Community Plan. Specifically, the Community Plan states that "because of its location 
immediately west of the intersection of I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive, new development at this location 
will frame an important entrance into the University Community and thus provide an opportunity to achieve 
the urban design goals of this community plan." 

0 Biological Resources 

The No Project Alternative would reduce identified significant, but mitigable Project impacts to Diegan 
c;oastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral , southern willow scrub 
habitat, and unvegetated streambed. While the No Project Alternative would reduce impacts to biological 
resources, the No Project Alternative would not preclude the potential for future impacts to site resources 
as a result of Circulation Element roadway improvements planned along the southern, western and northern 
site boundaries . Community Plan Circulation Element improvements and the MTDB LRT Station are 
expected to impact native site habitat, as well as 0.10 of the total 0.14 acre of wetlands within the main and 
finger canyons in the southern half of the site. While the No Project Alternative may reduce some 
impacts to biological resources, this alternative would still result in significant impacts that require 
mitigation (as under the Proposed Project). 
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0 Transportation/fraffic Circulation 

The No Project Alternative roadway and transit infrastructure would improve circulation within the 
University Community by meeting goals of the Circulation Element and MTDB mass transit program, as 
does the Proposed Project. Long-term traffic impacts associated with a feasible development on the project 
site are addressed in Sections 9.3 and 9.4. 

0 Noise 

The No Project Alternative would result in an increase in vehicular noise levels by extension and widening 
of roads, thereby increasing the ambient noise level near adjacent and future on-site land uses. As with the 
Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the addition of significant long-term 
vehicular noise. This alternative would not generate stationary noise and would not result in land uses (and 
sensitive receptors) subject to ambient noise impacts from nearby roadways or MCAS Miramar. Potential 
impacts to future development on this site by others are addressed in Sections 9.3 and 9.4. 

0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

The No Project Alternative would reduce the potential for urban pollutants to enter into the regional 
stormwater system as this alternative would not generate pollutants from such sources as paved parking areas 
or landscape-related contaminants (e.g., pesticides, fertilizers, etc.). This alternative would reduce the 
potential for urban pollutant impacts in the near-term to a level considered less than significant. The No 
Project Alternative would not result in significant erosion and sedimentation impacts as all steep slopes 
support existi~g or revegetated native habitats. The site currently receives urban run-off from surrounding 
properties by means of controlled run-off in brow-ditches, as well as sheet flow. The sheet flow onto the 
project site may contribute to an increase in the amount of sedimentation downstream, potentially requiring 
long-term mitigation. 

9.2.2 Conclusion of No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative would meet only two of the five objectives of the Proposed Project, listed at the 
start of this section. Specifically; this alternative would meet the objectives pertaining to compliance with 
RPO, as well as integration of Circulation Element and mass transit plans. This alternative would reduce 
project impacts associated with land tJ~c policy co11f-orma11cc (i .e., R.?0) aud biological resources over the 
near-term; however, future development of the site with a reasonably expected project would result in some 
environmental impacts commensurate with the Proposed Project, as discussed in Sections 9.3 and 9.4. In 
addition, the No Project Alternative would impact 0.10 acre of the 0.14 acre of wetlands regulated by RPO; 
however, deviation findings for wetland impacts associated with roadway/Circulation Element improvements 
would likely be adopted. This alternative would only meet the goals of the Resource Management Element 
and Circulation Element of the Community Plan. 

9.3 Development Under the Existing Community Plan 

The project site has a Community Plan land use designation of Visitor Commercial (VC) and Scientific 
Research (SR) and a Development Intensity Element allowance of 3,811 ADTs. Utilizing the existing 
Community Plan land use designations and the number of ADTs permitted for this site, the project site could 
be developed with various land uses compatible with VC and SR, such as a 100-room extended stay hotel 
and 100,000-square feet SR, or a 295 ,000-square foot office building. A Community Plan Amendment would 
not be necessary with thi s alternative as no ADT density transfer would be proposed and the uses would be 
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consistent with the current land use designation of the site. Refer to Figures 9-1 and 9-2 for a conceptual 
diagrams of these alternatives. Community Plan Consistent Alternative A would include a single office 
tower located in proximity to the intersection of Judicial Drive and Executive Drive, with surface parking 
located immediately to the east. This alternative would include the dedication and construction of one-half 
width Judicial Drive, as well as reservation of land for the future MTDB LRT station within the Executive 
Drive right-of-way. This alternative would not include the dedication of additional right-of-way along La 
Jolla Village Drive. An office tower located immediately south of Executive Drive would require a 
substantial amount of site grading and would partially encroach into the existing main and finger canyons 
to accommodate the building pad, parking and infrastructure improvements. Community Plan Consistent 
Al temati ve B would consist of a 100-room extended stay hotel I ocated immediate! y south of Executive I;>ri ve 
and east of Judicial Drive, and a 100,000-square foot scientific research building in the northeast comer in 
a similar location as the Proposed Project. Parking for the hotel would be located immediately east of the 
hotel, south of Executive Drive. Parking for the scientific research building would be adjacent to the 
structure, as shown also for the Proposed Project. 

This analysis addresses only those impacts that would noticeably reduce or worsen significant impacts 
identified for the Proposed Project. 

9.3.1 Environmental Analysis of Existing Community Plan Alternative 

0 Land Use 

Under either scenario for the Existing Community Plan Alternative, a CPA for the site would not be 
necessary. This discretionary action needed for the Proposed Project was not considered a significant land 
use impact due'to the Proposed Project ' s consistency with the intent of the Visitor Commercial and Scientific 
Research land uses and the ability of the Project to use a CPA ffiR to keep the projected number of ADTs 
within the limits of the overall Community Plan traffic projections. 

The Proposed Project would result in a significant and unmitigated land use impact relative to non­
compliance with RPO. The Proposed Project land use analysis in Section 4.1 identifies impacts to 0.04 acre 
of RPO-regulated wetlands and encroachment int? steep slopes that exceeds the RPO allowance necessitating 
adoption of alternative compliance findings for steep slope impacts and deviation findings for wetland 
impacts. This alternative (scenario A or B) would reduce encroachment into wetlands and steep slopes; 
however, it would impact approximately 0.02 acre of wetlands and 0.06 acre of steep slopes (excluding 
impacts from Circulation Element roadways). This alternative would necessitate adoption of deviation 
findine:s I estt!t i11 a sig11i fica11t laud t1se policy impact relative to RPO regulations for wetland~ impacts. The 
impacts to steep slopes would not be considered significant because the amount of encroachment would 
~amply with the intent of RPO. 

0 Biological Resources 

Like the Proposed Project, the Existing Community Plan Alternative (either scenario A or B) would result 
in direct impacts to biological resources , including impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan 
coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, and wetlands . While the Existing Community Plan Alternative 
would reduce the density of development on site, approximately 3.9 to 8.4 acres (A and B, respectively) of 
the site would be disturbed due to grading and infrastructure improvements, as well as surface parking areas . 
This alternative would impact a total of 0.12 acre of wetlands (including impacts from Circulation Element 
roadways). The Existing Community Plan Alternative would not preclude the direct impacts to site resources 
from Circulation Element roadway improvements planned along the western and southern site boundaries, 
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which are expected to contribute to the impacts to on-site native habitats , as well as wetlands within the main 
and finger canyons in the southern half of the site. This alternative would avoid impacts to 0.02 acre of 
wetlands anticipated from the Proposed Project. 

0 Transportation/Traffic Circulation 

The Existing Community Plan Alternative would reduce traffic impacts to La Jolla Village Drive and to the 
intersection of Miramar Road/Executive Drive since this alternative would generate approximately 6,508 
ADT less than the Proposed Project (for either scenario A or B). The Existing Community Plan Alternative 
would also reduce the cumulative contribution to traffic volumes on I-805 which is expected to continue to 
operate at LOS F for segments in proximity to the project site under Community Plan build-out conditions. 

0 Noise 

Like the Proposed Project, the Existing Community Plan Alternative would not generate significant levels 
of noise. The office, hotel and scientific resource uses associated with this alternative may be subject to 
similar interior noise impacts as a result of the ambient noise from nearby roadways and MCAS Miramar. 
This alternative would not expose any sensitive receptors to significant exterior noise levels since no hotel 
recreational uses are proposed within the 65 to 70 dB CNEL noise contour. The Proposed Project's exterior 
and interior noise impacts were deemed significant but mitigable. No long-term significant noise impacts 
to surrounding uses or sensitive receptors were identified for the Proposed Project and would not be expected 
from this alternative (for either scenario A or B). 

0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

This alternative would reduce the amount of impervious surfaces on site, thereby reducing the volume of run­
off; however, the Proposed Project flows were determined to be adequately handled by existing 
infrastructure. The Existing Community Plan Alternative may reduce the potential for urban pollutants to 
enter into the regional stormwater system since this alternative consists of a less dense development. The 
paved surface parking areas may produce similar, or minimally less, amounts of urban pollutants since a 
surface lot would be exposed to the elements. (Parking structures typically generate less pollution since they 
are mostly covered/enclosed and surficial pollutants would not be transported into the stonnwater drains by 
rainfall). This alternative may reduce the potential for urban pollutants; however, it is anticipated that the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 4.7 would still need to be implemented to reduce potential water 
quality impacts. 

9.3.2 Conclusion of Existing Community Plan Alternative 

The' Existing Community Plan Alternative would not achieve a majority of the objectives of the Proposed 
Project, listed previously at the start of this section . Specifically, either alternative scenario A or B would 
not provide living, working, and recreational land uses that compliment one another; would not include a 
destination resort hotel and residential housing; would not provide FBA fees commensurate with the level 
anticipated to be generated from this site; and would not promote or facilitate a comprehensively planned 
commercial development that integrates compatible activities . 

This alternative would comply with the existing Community Plan relative to the Development Intensity 
Element, thereby reducing the volume of traffic generated from this site . Consequently, this alternative would 
reduce the anticipated Project traffic impacts. The Existing Community Plan Alternative would rerott 
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Figure 9-2 

COMMUNITY PLAN CONSISTENT ALTERNATIVE B 
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iu a significant land use policy impact 1clati vc necess itate adoption of deviation findings for impacts to RPO­
regulated wetlands. The wetlands impacts would be reduced by 0.02 acre, resulting in a total impact to 0.12 
acre of wetlands (0 .10 acre from circulation improvements and 0.02 acre from the office tower pad and 
parking). Impacts to steep slopes would be consistent with RPO. 

9.4 RPO Consistent Alternative 

The RPO Consistent Alternative evaluates the environmental impacts associated with an alternative that 
avoids wetlands and steep slope impacts of the Proposed Project. As discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.3, the 
Proposed Project results in impacts to 0 .13 acre of wetlands and 0.01 acre of unvegetated streambed located 
on the project site and off-site where the extension of Judicial Drive is proposed. The Proposed Project is 
also anticipated to impact 2.1 acres of steep hillsides (natural slopes exceeding 25 percent gradient and 50 
feet in height) which is approximately 12 percent of the total site acreage; an encroachment not permitted 
under RPO without the adoption of alternative compliance findings. 

In an effort to avoid the approximate 0.04 acre of wetland (remaining after public infrastructure projects) and 
the 2 .1 acres of steep hillsides that would be impacted by the Proposed Project, an alternative is identified 
that restricts development to the southeast comer of the site. Approximately 2.5 acres of developable land 
would be available for pad grading and a building footprint outside the top of slope that protects the wetlands 
and wetland buffers. This location also places the development outside the Miramar APZ and RUE. For the 
purposes of this analysis , the RPO Consistent Alternative would include a 295,000 square foot office tower 
located in the southeast comer of the project site, with a multi-level parking structure located north of the 
office building and east of the setback for the canyon slopes. No SR would be included in order to meet the 
objectives of ti")e Community Plan Development Intensity Element. This alternative would rn,t include the 
construction of Judicial Drive and , howcvct, it would include the widening of Executive Drive to 
accommodate the MTDB adopted LRT Station within the road right-of-way. Refer to Figure 9-3 for a 
conceptual diagram of this alternative. 

9.4.1 Environmental Analysis of RPO Consistent Alternative 

0 Land Use 

As noted above under Section 9.4, the Proposed Project does not results in a significant land use policy 
impac t relative to non-compliance with RPO with the adoption of alternative compliance findings for steep 
slope impacts and deviation findin gs for wetland impacts. This alternative, as described above and presented 
in Figure 9-2, avoids impacts to resources regulated by RPO including wetlands and steep slopes; however, 
this alternative would still result in a total impact of 0.10 acre of wetlands and 0.06 acre of steep slopes due 
to public improvements . Deviation findings for wetlands impacts and alternative compliance findings for 
hill side impacts associated with roadway/Circulation Element improvements would likely be adopted. Bris 
altclilati vC would I educe the significant land usc impact (11011 compliance with RPO fot wetlands) to below 
)I J. "' .l I ,f ~i !> 11ifi, !ll it t. 

Development of the project si te wi th one type of land use would not be compatible with the overall 
development pattern proposed within the Central Subarea 2 of the Community Plan. Subarea 2 is planned 
for diverse, mixed-uses and intense development and encourages a mi x of land uses that compliment each 
other, such as res idential, office and recreational uses. This alternative would not be compatible with the 
Community Plan goals and objectives ; however, it would be compatible with RPO. 
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0 Biological Resources 

The RPO Consistent Alternative would result in direct impacts to some biological resources, including 
impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub and southern mixed chaparral 
found outside the canyon and mostly on the eastern one-half of the project site. This alternative would avoid 
direct impacts to southern willow scrub habitat and unvegetated streambed (City-defined wetland) since it 
would be consistent with RPO relative to wetlands avoidance. This alternative would not preclude wetlands 
impacts as a result of planned Circulation Element road improvements, however, which are calculated to be 
approximately 0.10 out of the 0.14 acre anticipated to be impacted from both the road improvements and the 
Proposed Project. This alternative would avoid impacts to 0.04 acre of wetlands and most of the native sage 
scrub and chaparral habitat. This alternative would reduce or avoid impacts to biological resources 
anticipated from the Proposed Project. However, the Proposed Project 's impacts to sensitive upland habitat 
were mitigated to below a level of significance (Section 4.3.2). 

0 Transportationffraffic Circulation 

The RPO Consistent Alternative would generate 3,81 lADTs, substantially Jess than the Proposed Project. 
This alternative would reduce traffic impacts to La Jolla Village Drive and to the intersection of Miramar 
Road/Eastgate Mall. These impacts were considered significant but mitigated in the near-term for the 
Proposed Project. Although I-805 is expected to continue to operate at LOS F for segments in proximity to 
the project site under Community Plan build~out conditions, the traffic generated by the RPO Consistent 
Alternative would not be considered a significant impact as it would not exceed the one percent contribution 
threshold for determining signficance. 

0 Noise 

Like the Proposed Project, the RPO Consistent Alternative would not generate significant levels of noise; 
however, the office tenants may be subject to similar exterior and interior noise impacts as the Proposed 
Project's office uses as a result of the ambient noise from nearby roadways and MCAS Miramar. The 
Proposed Project 's exterior and interior noise impacts were deemed potentially significant but mitigable; the 
interior noise impacts to tenants associated with this alternative would also be mitigable. This alternative 
would not reduce or avoid significant, unmitigated impacts as none were identified for the Project. 
No long-term significant noise impacts to surrounding uses or sensitive receptors were identified for the 
Proposed Project and none would not be expected from this alternative. 

0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

"!;his alternative would substantially reduce the amount of impervious surfaces on site since development 
would be limited to the southeast corner of the site. The volume of runoff would be substantially Jess; 
however, the flows from the Proposed Project were determined to be adequately handled by existing 
infrastructure. The RPO Consistent Alternative would most likely result in fewer urban pollutant sources 
since large surface parking areas (associated with office and hotel uses) would not be constructed and 
landscaping-related pollutants (e.g., pesticides and fertilizers) would be concentrated in a much smaller area 
on each individual lot. Sheet flow from off-site sources may continue to erode the canyon drainage and 
generate downstream sedimentation impacts, potentially requiring long-term mitigation. 
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9.4.2 Conclusion of RPO Consistent Alternative 

The RPO Consistent Alternative is considered the Environmentally Preferred Alternative; however, this 
alternative does not meet four of the five basic project objectives. Specifically, this alternative: would not 
provide living, working, and recreational land uses that compliment one another; would not include a 
destination resort hotel and residential housing; would not provide FBA fees commensurate with the level 
anticipated to be generated from this site; and would not promote or facilitate a comprehensively planned 
commercial development that integrates compatible activities . This alternative would comply with the 
existing Community Plan relative to the Development Intensity Element, thereby reducing the volume of 
traffic generated from this site. In addition, this alternative would comply with RPO and reduce impacts_to 
wetlands and steep slopes. 

This alternative would reduce the developable area on site by about 6 acres; however it does not avoid all 
impacts to biological resources since Circulation Element road improvements would still impact native 
habitat on-site and approximately 0.10 acre of wetlands. Similar to the Community Plan Consistent 
Alternative, this alternative would reduce significant traffic impacts to below a level of significance. 

9.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Table 9 .6-1 summarizes the significance of the potential impacts for each of the alternatives addressed above. 
Each of the alternatives reduces one or more significant environmental impacts anticipated with the Proposed 
Project. Although the No Project Alternative results in the least environmental impacts, State CEQA 
Guidelines requires identification of an alternative other than the No Project Alternative as environmentally 
superior. As s.uch, the Resource Protection Ordinance Consistent Alternative is considered to be the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative since it reduces significant laud nsc policy impact5 as5ociatcd with 
R:P6; biological resource impacts and overall traffic impacts. The remaining alternative, the Community 
Plan Consistent Alternative, reduces only traffic impacts. 

Table 9-1 
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

ALTERNATIVE 

ENVIRONMENT AL EFFECT* 
PROPOSED EXISTING 
PROJECT NO 

COMMUNITY 
RPO 

PROJECT PLAN (A & B) 
CONSISTENT 

Land Use s LS s LS 

Biological Resources SM SM SM SM 

Transportation!fraffic Circulation SM/S t N LS LS 

Noise SM N LS SM 

Hydrology/Water Quality SM LS SM SM 
*Only the environmental effects found to be significant for the Proposed Project are included in thi s companson matnx. 
t Significant impacts to 1-805 segments. 
S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigabl e; LS = Less than Significant; N = No impact. 
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California, State of 
Department of Parks and Recreation 

Mike Wells, Associate Resource Ecologist 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
Leslie Walker, Public Information Specialist 

San Diego, City of 
Council Office 

Mike Williams, Council Representative to Deputy Mayor Harry Mathis (District 1) 

Environmental Services Department 
Rory Clay, Facility Manager and Senior Civil Engineer 
Ken Prue, Recycling Specialist 
Steven Roth, Biology Intern 
Lisa Wood, Senior Environmentalist 

Fire Department 
Bob Medan, Fire Marshall 

Library Department 
. Bill Sandwalt, Project Manager 

Librarian - University Community Branch Library 

Planning and Development Review 
Paul Hellman, Senior Planner 
Jeff Thomas, Associate Planner 
Chris Zirkle, Senior Planner 
Michael Mezey, Associate Planner 
Farah Mahzari , Development Project Manager 

Police Department 
Elliot Stiasny, Officer - Operational Support Administration 

Urban Analysis Section 
Joey Perry, Planner 

San Diego Unified School District 
Jan Hintzman, Manager - Facilities Allocation Department 
Roy MacPhail , Demographer 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
FOR THE 

LA JOLLA COMMONS PROJECT (LDR NO. 99-0762) 

This Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was prepared for the La 
Jolla Commons Project to comply with the mitigation monitoring statute (Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6). This statute, entitled "Public agency shall adopt 
monitoring program of mitigation measures and insure their enforceability," requires 
public agencies to "adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to 
the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment." This program shall be made a requirement of 
project approval. Certain changes or alterations (mitigation measures) are required for 
the La Jolla Commons Project, as identified in the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR)(LDR No. 99-0762, SCH# 2000031097), to reduce significant environmental 
effects. For each required mitigation measure, a monitoring and/or reporting element is 
identified below. 

As Lead Agency for the project under CEQA, the City of San Diego will administer the 
MMRP for the La Jolla Commons Project. Information contained within the following 
MMRP provides a summary of significant project impacts, and identifies the mitigation 
measures, the entity responsible for ensuring compliance, conditions required to verify 
compliance, and the monitoring schedule. Tables and figures referred to in this MMRP 
are found in the EIR. 

A. LAND USE 

Impact A1: The project would significantly impact sensitive upland and wetland 
habitats regulated through the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) 
and the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). 

Mitigation A1: Impacts to upland habitat and wetland habitat would be mitigated to 
below a level of significance consistent with RPO and MSCP (see 
"Biological Resources" below). 

B. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 81: Grading associated with site development would result in the loss of 
sensitive upland habitat, namely 3.24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 
10.57 acres of southern mixed chaparral. 

Mitigation 81: Prior to issuance of any grading permit and/or the recordation of the 
final map, the applicant shall mitigate for impacts to 3.24 acres of 
coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern mixed chaparral in 
accordance with the City of San Diego Land Development Code 
Biology Guidelines (adopted on 9/28/99) , satisfactory to the City 
Manager. The City Manager shall ensure that the applicant has 
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preserved 8.53 acres off-site of Tier 1-111 habitat within the MHPA or as 
appropriate outside the MHPA in accordance with the Biology 
Guidelines. 

Impact 82: Grading associated with site development would result in the loss of 
wetlands, namely 0.13 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01 acre of 
unvegetated streambed. 

Mitigation 82: Prior to the issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site 
wetlands and/or the recordation of the final map, the applicant shall 
assure mitigation for the loss of 0.13 acre of southern willow scrub and 
0.01 acre of unvegetated stream bed at a ratio of 3: 1, satisfactory to 
the City Manager. The applicant proposes to restore 0.42 acre of 
wetland habitat within Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon watershed on land 
owned and managed by the California State Department of Parks 
(State Parks). The proposed wetland restoration site is currently 
occupied by giant reed (Arundo donax) and is located downstream 
from the intersection of Flintkote and Estuary Way in Sorrento Valley 
(refer to figure 4.3-3 of the EIR). The mitigation program involves 
removal of giant reed from 0.42 acre of land followed by replanting of 
the cleared area with southern willow scrub species. The mitigation 
program will be carried out by a contractor paid by the applicant, with 
oversight by the State Parks preserve manager. 

a. Prior to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site 
wetlands, the City Manager shall verify that a bonded mitigation 
agreement in sufficient amount to ensure the mitigation of 0.42 
acre of wetlands within Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon or other 
mitigation site acceptable to the City and resource agencies has 
been executed. 

b. Prior to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site 
wetlands and prior to initiating off-site wetland restoration, a final 
wetlands mitigation plan shall be prepared by the applicant and 
approved by the City Manager. The mitigation plan shall describe 
the proposed mitigation area location and methodology, buffer 
requirements (if needed), maintenance program, monitoring and 
reporting plan, success criteria, remedial measures to correct any 
problems, and any other information deeded necessary by the 
City. 

c. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site 
wetlands, the applicant shall submit verification that a qualified 
project biologist has been retained to oversee the implementation 
of the wetlands mitigation plan. The project biologist shall have 
experience preparing and monitoring wetland and riparian 
mitigation plans in San Diego County and shall be acceptable to 
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the City Manager and the resource agencies. The project 
biologist shall oversee other specialists and contractors involved 
in the implementation of the mitigation plan. 

d. The applicant shall submit the following items to the City prior to 
issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands: 

Evidence of compliance with Sections 401 and 404 of the federal 
Clean Water Act. 

Evidence of compliance with Section 1603 of the State of 
California Fish & Game Code. 

Evidence shall include either copies of permits issued, letters of 
resolutions issued by the responsible agency documenting 
compliance, or other evidence documenting compliance and 
deemed acceptable by the City Manager. 

C. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

Impact C1: The project would significantly impact traffic on adjacent roadway 
segments including La Jolla Village Drive, Towne Center Drive, Nobel 
Drive, lnterstate-805 (1 -805), and the intersection of Miramar 
Road/Eastgate Mall. 

Mitigation C1: Either of the following two transportation mitigation options would 
reduce the significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and 
intersections, other than 1-805, to below a level of significance. Option 
1 consists of development in three phases (transportation phasing 
plan) and is recommended by City staff. Option 2 consists of a non­
phased development which is preferred by the applicant. 

Option 1 - Transportation Phasing Plan 

Phase I 

The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits 
which would result in the generation of up to 3,333 ADT: 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive 
Drive and Judicial Drive; 

b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane 
major street along the project frontage; 
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Phase II 

c. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial 
local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street 
between Towne Center Drive and Judicial Drive. 

The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits 
which would result in the generation of greater than 3,333 ADT up to · 
5,455 ADT: 

Phase Ill 

a. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla 
Village Drive along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the 
1-805 interchange; 

b. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla 
Village Drive (North University City Project [NUC] 33); 

c. The construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major arterial 
from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel. 

The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits 
which would result in the generation of greater than 5,455 ADT up to 
10,319 ADT: 

a. The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from Towne 
Center Drive to 1-805 (NUC-C); 

b. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from 1-805 to just 
east of Eastgate Mall (NUC-50); 

c. The reconfiguration of the 1-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange 
to a partial cloverleaf (NUC-C). 
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Option 2 - Non-Phased Development (preferred by the applicant) 

The following transportation mitigation measures are identical to those of Option 
1 with one exception; Option 2 does not include the construction of Judicial Drive 
as a four-lane major arterial from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel. 

The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of any building 
permits which would result in the generation of up to 10,455 ADT: 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive 
Drive and Judicial Drive; 

b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane 
major street along the project frontage; 

c. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial 
local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street 
between Towne Center Drive and Judicial Drive. 

e. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla 
Village Drive along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the 
1-805 interchange; 

f. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla 
Village Drive (NUC-33); 

g. The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from Towne 
Center Drive to 1-805 (NUC-C); 

h. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from 1-805 to just 
east of Eastgate Mall (NUC-50); 

i. The reconfiguration of the 1-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange 
to a partial cloverleaf (NUC-C). 

D. NOISE 

Impact D1: Future ambient noise levels associated with automobile traffic and 
MCAS Miramar aircraft operations are anticipated to exceed City 
standards and impact sensitive receptors on-site. Exterior ambient 
noise levels at the project site would exceed an exterior CN EL of 65 
dB at the proposed hotel outdoor swimming pool area. Exterior noise 
levels greater than 60 dB could result in interior noise levels in excess 
of 45 dB for hotel and condominium uses, and exterior noise levels 
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greater than 65 dB could result in interior noise levels in excess of 50 
dB for office uses. 

Mitigation 01: The following design measures shall be requirements of the proposed 
project to ensure that all potential noise impacts are mitigated to below 
a level of significance. 

a. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall 
incorporate sound attenuation measures as described in the 
Acoustical Assessment Report for La Jolla Commons Project .. 
(Pacific Noise Control, March 2000) to the satisfaction of the City · 
Manager. Specifically, a minimum six- and seven-foot high 
permanent noise barrier shall be constructed along the western 
and southern edges of the hotel swimming pool area (refer to 
figure 4.5-6 of the EIR). The noise barrier may be constructed as 
a wall, berm, or combination of both. The materials used in the 
construction of the barrier are required to have a minimum 
surface density of 3.5 pounds per square foot, and may consist of 
masonry material, plexiglas, tempered glass, or a combination 
thereof. The barrier must be designed so that there are no 
openings or gaps. The required noise barriers shall be included 
on the construction plans, satisfactory to the City Manager. 

b. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall 
submit a final acoustical report to the satisfaction of the City 
Manager. The City Manager shall verify that all measures 
identified in the approved report which are necessary to achieve 
an interior noise level of 45 dB at the condominium and hotel and 
50 dB CNEL at the office building have been incorporated into the 
design of the proposed structures. 

E. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Impact E1: Potential erosion during construction could significantly impact the 
ability of downstream areas to accommodate silt-laden runoff or the 
accumulation of silt. During post-construction conditions, 
contaminants transported off-site by stormwater runoff (e.g., grease, 
oils, and synthetic organic chemicals) would impact the water quality of 
downstream waters. 

Mitigation E1: The following design measures shall be requirements of the proposed 
project to ensure that all potential noise impacts are mitigated to below 
a level of significance. 

a. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, comprehensive short­
term Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be incorporated 
into the project plans to control construction-related erosion and 
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sedimentation, satisfactory to the City Engineer. BMPs may 
include, but are not limited to, graded surface scarification, soil 
stabilizers, temporary hydroseeding/planting, mulching, matting, 
blankets, geotextiles, sod stabilization, vegetative buffer strips, 
sediment traps/catch basins, silt fencing and gravel bags. 

All temporary sediment traps/catch basins shall be maintained 
regularly. All areas planted with erosion-control vegetation shall 
be monitored daily for vegetation establishment and erosion 
problems, and any repairs and/or replacement of vegetation . 
made promptly. All stabilization and structural controls shall be 
inspected at least monthly and after every significant storm event, 
and shall be repaired or maintained as needed to reduce 
sediment discharge from the site. Access to these facilities shall 
be maintained during wet weather. 

b. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, comprehensive 
permanent post-construction BMPs, consistent with those shown 
on Exhibit "A" (site or grading plan), shall be incorporated into the 
project plans to reduce the amount of pollutants (e.g., oil, grease, 
heavy metals) and sediments discharged from the site, 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. BMPs shall include the use of 
catch basin filtration devices at all storm drain inlets collecting 
runoff from proposed new structures, walkways, the private 
street, parking and landscape areas, as well as a street sweeping 
program for the private street and parking areas. Equivalent 
alternative available technologies and BMPs may be approved by 
the City Engineer in lieu of, or in addition to, those shown on 
Exhibit "A." 

c. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the applicant shall 
prepare a permanent maintenance plan, satisfactory to the City 
Engineer, which defines the applicant as the responsible party for 
the permanent maintenance of all BMPs. The maintenance plan 
shall include the submittal of annual reports to the City Engineer 
documenting the maintenance of all permanent BMPs in 
accordance with the applicable manufacturer specffications. Spot 
checks may be made by the City Engineer to ensure compliance 
with the maintenance plan. 

d. Grading will be allowed during the rainy season (November 15 
through March 31) upon the approval of special erosion control 
measures by the City Engineer. 
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F. PALEONTOLOGY 

Impact F1: The project would involve substantial grading within potentially fossil ­
bearing geologic formations to prepare the site for development. 
Therefore, potential impacts to paleontological (fossil) resources are 
considered significant. 

Mitigation F1: Prior to recordation of the final map and/or issuance of the first grading 
permit, the applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the 
Environmental Review Manager of Land Development Review (LDR1 
stating that a qualified paleontologist and/or paleontological monitor 
(as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines) have 
been retained to implement the monitoring program. The requirement 
for paleontological monitoring shall be noted on the grading plans. 
ALL PERSONS INVOLVED IN THE PALEONTOLOGICAL 
MONITORING OF THE PROJECT SHALL BE APPROVED BY LDR 
PRIOR TO THE START OF MONITORING. THE APPLICANT 
SHALL NOTIFY LDR OF THE START AND END OF 
CONSTRUCTION. 

a. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any preconstruction 
meetings to discuss the paleontological monitoring program with 
the .construction manager. 

b. The paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on-site full­
time during the initial cutting of previously undisturbed areas. 
Monitoring may be increased or decreased at the discretion of the 
qualified paleontologist, in consultation with LOR, and will depend 
on the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the 
abundance of fossils. 

c. WHEN REQUESTED BY THE PALEONTOLOGIST, THE CITY 
RESIDENT ENGINEER SHALL DIVERT, DIRECT, OR 
TEMPORARILY HALT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES IN THE 
AREA OF DISCOVERY TO ALLOW RECOVERY OF FOSSIL 
REMAINS. THE PALEONTOLOGIST SHALL IMMEDIATELY 
NOTIFY LDR STAFF OF SUCH FINDING AT THE TIME OF 
DISCOVERY. LOR shall approve salvaging procedures to be 
performed before construction activities are allowed to resume. 

d. The paleontologist shall be responsible for preparation of fossils 
to a point of identification as defined in the City of San Diego 
Paleontological Guidelines and submittal of a letter of acceptance 
from a local qualified curation facility. Any discovered fossil sites 
shall be recorded by the paleontologist at the San Diego Natural 
History Museum. 
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e. Prior to the release of the grading bond, a monitoring results 
report, with appropriate graphics, summarizing the results, 
analysis and conclusions of the paleontological monitoring 
program shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Environmental Review Manager of LOR. 

MMRP DEPOSIT ACCOUNT 

This MMRP shall require a deposit of $5,000 to be collected prior to the issuance of any 
grading permits and/or recordation of the final map to cover the City's costs associated · 
with implementation of the MMRP. 
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· DATE: October 5, 2000 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Chairman Steele and Planning Commission 

FROM: Lawrence C. Monserrate, Environmental Review Manager 
Planning and Development Review Department 

SUBJECT: Candidate Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the La Jolla 
Commons Project EIR (LDR No. 99-0762) 

The attached Candidate Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations (Findings/SOC) 
have been prepared by the applicant (Polygon Development) for the La Jolla Commons Project 
(LDR No. 99-0762) as required pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093. 
It is the exclusive discretion of the decision maker certifying the EIR to determine the adequacy 
of the proposed candidate findings. It is the role of staff to independently evaluate the proposed 
candidate findings and to make a recommendation to the decision maker regarding their legal 
adequacy. 

Staff has reviewed the applicant's candidate findings. Based on this review, staff believes that as 
proposed the candidate findings are not supported by sufficient documentation for the following 
reasons: 

1. Due to a lack of substantial evidence in the record, staff cannot support the candidate 
findings that all of the alternatives to the project analyzed in the EIR are infeasible. The 
candidate findings of infeasibility relative to the project alternatives consist primarily of 
justifications for approving the proposed project rather than the alternatives, similar to the 
candidate statement of overriding considerations, rather than specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations which render the alternatives infeasible, as 
required under CEQA. Therefore, it is staff's opinion that the candidate findings do not 
identify specific considerations which render the alternatives infeasible. 

2. Due to a lack of substantial evidence in the record, staff cannot support the candidate 
finding that the Resource Protection Ordinance Consistent Alternative analyzed in the 
EIR is infeasible because it would reduce the developable area of the 17-acre site by 
approximately 6 acres. No specific economic., legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations are provided, as required under CEQA, which support this candidate 
finding. Therefore, it is staff's opinion that this candidate finding does not identify 
specific considerations which render this alternative infeasible. 



Page 2 
Chairman Steele and Planning Commission 
October 5, 2000 

It is staff's recommendation that in order to have legally adequate and defensible findings the 
applicant should provide additional oral information or written documentation responsive to the 
points outlined above to support the proposed candidate findings. 

l1::e~~/i~ 
Environmental Review Manager 

Attachment 

~ 



Candidate CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

CANDIDATE CEQA FINDINGS 
FOR THE 

LA JOLLA COMMONS PROJECT 
(LDR No. 99-0762/SCH No~ 2000031097) 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CBQA) requires that no public agency shall approve or 
carry out a project for which an environmental impact report (BIR) has been certified which 
identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that would occur if the project is · 
approved or carried out unless both of the following occur: 

(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each 
significant effect, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding 
(Section 21081 of CBQA and Section 15091 of the State CBQA Guidelines): 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects on the environment as identified 
in the BIR. 

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been, or 
can and should be, adopted by such other agency. 

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

(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3) of 
subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment. 

CBQA also requires that the findings made pursuant to Section 15091 shall be supported by 
substantial evidence in the record (Section 15091[b] of the State CBQA Guidelines). Under CEQA, 
substantial evidence means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions 
might also be reached. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated 
upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts (Section 15384 of the State-CBQA Guidelines). 

CEQA further requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental 
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effects when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable" (Section 
15093 [a] of the State CEQA Guidelines). _When the lead agency approves a project which will 
result in the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the final BIR but are not avoided 
or substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action 
based on the final BIR and/or other information in the record. This statement of overriding 
considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record, and does not substitute for;, 
and shall be in addition to, findings required pursuant to Section 15091 (Sections 15093 [b] and [c] 

. of the State CEQA Guidelines). 

The following Candidate Findings are made relative to the conclusions of the Environmental Impact 
Report (BIR) for the La Jolla Commons Project and associated actions ("project") (LDR No. 
99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097). The BIR is herein incorporated by reference. These findings have 
been prepared pursuant to Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code, the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and pursuant to Sections 15091 and 15093 of Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations (State CEQA Guidelines) which implement CEQA. 

The La Jolla Commons Project would consist of a mix of land uses including a 327-room luxury 
hotel, 115 condominium units, 450,000 square feet of office space, a 30,000 square-foot science 
research building, and an eight-level stand-alone parking structure on approximately 17 acres. 
Approximately 2.76 off-site acres would be disturbed for grading and construction of Judicial Drive, 
which would front the west side of the property. The project also includes extensive interior and 
exterior landscaping (including an approximately one-half acre privately owned and maintained park 
available to the public at the comer of Executive Drive and Judicial Drive and an interior courtyard 
of more than one acre) and landscaping along pedestrian access routes to off-site links. 

The BIR for the project evaluates the following environmental issues: land use, landform · 
alteration/visual quality, biological resources, transportation/traffic circulation, noise, air quality, 
hydrology/water quality, paleontology, historical resources, and human health and public safety. The 
BIR also addresses cumulative impacts; other required considerations, which include unavoidable 
and irreversible significant environmental effects, growth inducing impacts, and effects found not 
to be significant; and alternatives that would reduce or avoid significant impacts of the proposed 
project. The City of San Diego, Planning and Development Review Department, located at 1222 
First Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Diego, CA 92101, is the custodian of the documents and other 
material which constitute the entire record and the proceedings upon which the decision is based. 

Having reviewed and considered the information contained in the BIR for the La Jolla Commons 
Project (LDR No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097), related documents, public comments and the 
entire environmental record, the Council of the City of San Diego finds that the BIR was completed 
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in compliance with CEQA and reflects the Council's independent judgment, and that recirculation 
is not required, and makes the following findings pursuant to Section 15091 of the California Code 
of Regulations (State CEQA Guidelines): 

I. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of the proposed 
project as identified in the EIR (LDR No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097) and as 
described below relative to: land use; biological resources; transportation/traffic 
circulation; noise; hydrology/water quality; and paleontological resources. 

A. LANDUSE 

Impact Al: The project would significantly impact sensitive upland and wetland habitats 
regulated through the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) and the Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP). 

Finding Al: The project has been revised to fully mitigate for upland habitat and wetland 
habitat consistent with RPO and MSCP as described below under "Biological Resources." 

B. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact Bl: Grading associated with site development would result in the loss of sensitive 
upland habitat, namely 3.24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern mixed 
chaparral. 

Finding Bl: The project has been revised to fully mitigate for impacts to sensitive upland 
habitat in ac·cordance with RPO and the City's Biology Guidelines. The project has been 
revised to include the following measures, which would fully mitigate impacts to sensitive 
upland habitat associated with the proposed project to below a level of significance: 

1. Prior to issuance of any grading permit and/or the recordation of the final map, the 
applicant shall mitigate for impacts to 3.24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of 
southern mixed chaparral in accordance with the City of San Diego Land Development Code 
Biology Guidelines (adopted on 9/28/99), satisfactory to the City Manager. The City 
Manager shall ensure that the applicant has preserved 8.53 acres off-site of Tier I-III habitat 
within the MHPA or as appropriate outside the MHPA in accordance with the Biology 
Guidelines. 

Impact B2: Grading associated with site development would result in the loss of wetlands, 
namely 0.13 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01 acre of unvegetated streambed. 
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Finding B2: The project has been revised to fully mitigate for impacts to wetland habitat 
in accordance with RPO and the City' s Biology Guidelines. The project has been revised to 
include the following measures, which would fully mitigate impacts to wetlands associated 
with the proposed project to below a level of significance: 

1. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands and/or the 
recordation of the final map, the applicant shall assure mitigation for the loss of 0.13 acre of 
southern willow scrub and 0.01 acre of unvegetated streambed at a ratio of 3: 1, satisfactory 
to the City Manager. The applicant proposes to restore 0.42 acre of wetland habitat within 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon watershed on land owned and managed by the California State 
Department of Parks (State Parks). The proposed wetland restoration site is currently 
occupied by giant reed (Arundo donax) and is located downstream from the intersection of 
Flintkote and Estuary Way in Sorrento Valley (refer to figure 4.3-3 of the EIR). The 
mitigation program involves removal of giant reed from 0.42 acre of land followed by 
replanting of the cleared area with southern willow scrub species. The mitigation program 
will be carried out by a contractor paid by the applicant, with oversight by the State Parks 
preserve manager. 

a. Prior to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands, the City 
Manager shall verify that a bonded mitigation agreement in sufficient amount to 
ensure the mitigation of 0.42 acre of wetlands within Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon or 
other mitigation site acceptable to the City and resource agencies has been executed. 

b. Prior to issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands and prior to 
initiating off-site wetland restoration, a final wetlands mitigation plan shall be 
prepared by the applicant and approved by the City Manager. The mitigation plan 
shall describe the proposed mitigation area location and methodology, buffer 
requirements (if needed), maintenance program, monitoring and reporting plan, 
success criteria, remedial measures to correct any problems, and any other. 
information deeded necessary by the City. 

c. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit which affects on-site wetlands, the 
applicant shall submit verification that a qualified project biologist has been retained 
to oversee the implementation of the wetlands mitigation plan. The project biologist 
shall have experience preparing and monitoring wetland and riparian mitigation plans 
in San Diego County and shall be acceptable to the City Manager and the resource 
agencies. The project biologist shall oversee other specialists and contractors 
involved in the implementation of the mitigation plan. 
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d. The applicant shall submit the following items to the City prior to issuance of any 
grading permit which affects on-site wetlands: 

Evidence of compliance with Sections 401 and 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. 

Evidence of compliance with Section 1603 of the State of California Fish & Game 
Code. 

Evidence shall include either copies of permits issued, letters of resolutions issued 
by the responsible agency documenting compliance, or other evidence documenting 
compliance and deemed acceptable by the City Manager. 

C. . TRANSPORTATIONffRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

Impact Cl: The project would significantly impact traffic on adjacent roadway segments 
including La Jolla Village Drive, Towne Center Drive, Nobel Drive, Interstate 805 (I-805), 
and the intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall. 

Finding Cl: The project has been revised to include the following measures, which would 
fully mitigate for direct (near-term) impacts to intersections and street segments to below a 
level of significance: 

Either of the following two transportation mitigation options would reduce the significant 
traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections, other than I-805, to below a level of 
significance. Option 1 consists of development in three phases (transportation phasing plan) 
and is recommended by City staff. Option 2 consists of a non-phased development which 
is preferred by the applicant. 

Option 1 · Transportation Phasing Plan 

Phase I 

The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the generation 
of up to 3,333 ADT: 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive Drive and Judicial 
Drive; 
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b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street along 
the project frontage; 

c. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street. between Towne 
Center Drive and Judicial Drive. 

Phase Il 

The following transportation mitigation measur~s must be assured to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the generation 
of greater than 3,333 ADT up to 5,455 ADT: 

a. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village Drive along 
the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805 interchange; 

b. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village Drive (North 
University City Project [NUC] 33); 

c. The construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major arterial from La Jolla Village 
Drive to Nobel. 

Phase III 

The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the generation 
of greater than 5,455 ADT up to 10,319 ADT: 

a. The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from Towne Center Drive to 
I-805 (NUC-C); 

b. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east ofEastgate Mall 
(NUC-50); · 

c. The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to a partial 
cloverleaf (NUC-C) . . 
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Option 2 · Non-Phased Development (preferred by the applicant) 

The following transportation mitigation measures are identical to those of Option 1 with one 
exception; Option 2 does not include the construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major 
arterial from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel. 

The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer prior to the issuance of any building permits which would result in 'the 
generation of up to 10,455 ADT: 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive Drive and Judicial 
Drive; 

b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street along 
the project frontage; 

c. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between Towne 
Center Drive and Judicial Drive. 

e. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village Drive along 
the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805 interchange; 

f. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village Drive (NUC-
33); 

g. The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from Towne Center Drive to 
I-805 (NUC-C); 

h. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east of Eastgate Mall 
(NUC-50); 

1. The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to a partial 
cloverleaf (NUC-C). 

D. NOISE 

Impact Dl: Future ambient noise levels associated with automobile traffic and MCAS 
Miramar aircraft operations are anticipated to exceed City stan.dards and impact sensitive 
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receptors on-site. Exterior ambient noise levels at the project site would exceed an exterior 
CNEL of 65 dB at the proposed hotel outdoor swimming pool area. Exterior noise levels 
greater than 60 dB could result in interior noise levels in excess of 45 dB for hotel and 
condominium uses, and exterior noise levels greater than 65 dB could result in interior noise 
levels in excess of 50 dB for office uses. 

Finding Dl: The project has been revised to include the following measures, which would 
fully mitigate noise impacts associated with the proposed project to below a level' of 
significance: 

1. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall incorporate sound 
attenuation measures as described in the Acoustical Assessment Report for La Jolla 
Commons Project (Pacific Noise Control, March 2000) to the satisfaction of the City 
Manager. Specifically, a minimum six- and seven-foot high permanent noise barrier 
shall be constructed along the western and southern edges of the hotel swimming 
pool area (refer to figure 4.5-6 of the EIR). The noise barrier may be constructed as 
a wall, berm, or combination of both. The materials used in the construction of the 
barrier are required to have a minimum surface density of 3.5 pounds per square foot, 
and may consist of masonry material, plexiglas, tempered glass, or a combination 
thereof. The barrier must be designed so that there are no openings or gaps. The 
required noise barriers shall be included on the construction plans, satisfactory to the 
City Manager. 

2. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall submit a final 
acoustical report to the satisfaction of the City Manager. The City Manager shall 
verify that all measures identified in the approved report which are necessary to 
achieve an interior noise level of 45 dB at the condominium and hotel and 50 dB . 
CNEL at the office building have been incorporated into the design of the proposed 
structures. 

E. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Impact El: Potential erosion during construction could significantly impact the ability of 
downstream areas to accommodate silt-laden runoff or the accumulation of silt. During post­
construction conditions, contaminants transported off-site by stormwater runoff (e.g., grease, 
oils, and synthetic organic chemicals) would impact the quality of downstream waters. 

Finding El: The project has been revised to include the following measures, which would 
fully mitigate hydrology/water quality impacts associated with the proposed project to below 
a level of significance: 
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1. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, comprehensive short-term Best 
Management Practices (B:MPs) shall be incorporated into the project plans to control 
construction-related erosion and sedimentation, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
BMPs may include, but are not limited to, graded surface scarification, soil 
stabilizers, temporary hydroseeding/planting, mulching, matting, blankets, 
geotextiles, sod stabilization, vegetative buffer strips, sediment traps/catch basins, silt 
fencing and gravel bags. 

All temporary sediment traps/catch basins shall be maintained regularly. All areas 
planted with erosion-control vegetation shall be monitored daily for vegetation 
establishment and erosion . problems, and any repairs and/or replacement of 
vegetation made promptly. All stabilization and structural controls shall be inspected 
at least monthly and after every significant storm event, and shall be repaired or 
maintained as needed to reduce sediment discharge from the site. Access to these 
facilities shall be maintained during wet weather. 

2. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, comprehensive permanent 
post-construction B:MPs, consistent with those shown on Exhibit "A" (site or grading 
plan), shall be incorporated into the project plans to reduce the amount of pollutants 
(e.g., oil, grease, heavy metals) and sediments discharged from the site, satisfactory 
to the City Engineer. BJ:vIPs shall include the use of catch basin filtrat:ion devices at 
all storm drain inlets collecting runoff from proposed new structures, walkways, the 
private street, parking and landscape areas, as well as a street sweeping program for 
the private street and parking areas. Equivalent alternative available technologies 
and BMPs may be approved by the City Engineer in lieu of, or in addition to, those 
shown on Exhibit "A." 

3. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the applicant shall prepare a permanent 
maintenance plan, satisfactory to the City Engineer, which defines the applicant as 
the responsible party for the permanent maintenance of all B:MPs. The maintenance 
plan shall include the submittal of annual reports to the City Engineer documenting 
the maintenance of all permanent BMPs in accordance with the applicable 
manufacturer specifications. Spot checks may be made by the City Engineer to 
ensure compliance with the maintenance plan. 

4. Grading will be allowed during the rainy season (November 15 through March 31) 
upon the approval of special erosion control measures by the City Engineer. 
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F. PALEONTOLOGY 

Impact Fl: The project would involve substantial grading within potentially fossil-bearing 
geologic formations to prepare the site for development. Therefore, potential impacts to 
paleontological (fossil) resources are considered significant. 

Finding Fl: The project has been revised to include the following measures, which would 
fully mitigate paleontological resource impacts associated with the proposed project to beloVy 
a level of significance: 

1. Prior to recordation of the final map and/or issuance of the first grading permit, the 
applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the Environmental Review Manager 
of Land Development Review (LDR) stating that a qualified paleontologist and/or 
paleontological monitor (as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontological 
Guidelines) have been retained to implement the monitoring program. The 
requirement for paleontological monitoring shall be noted on the grading plans. 
ALL PERSONS INVOLVED IN THE PALEONTOLOGICAL MONITORING 
OF THE PROJECT SHALL BE APPROVED BY LDR PRIOR TO THE 
START OF MONITORING. THE APPLICANT SHALL NOTIFY LDR OF 
THE START AND END OF CONSTRUCTION. 

2. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any preconstruction meetings to discuss the 
paleontological monitoring program with the construction manager. 

3. The paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on-site full-time during the 
initial cutting of previously undisturbed areas. Monitoring may be increased or 
decreased at the discretion of the qualified paleontologist, in consultation with LDR, 
and will depend on the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the 
abundance of fossils. 

4. WHEN REQUESTED BY THE PALEONTOLOGIST, THE CITY RESIDENT 
ENGINEER SHALL DIVERT, DIRECT, OR TEMPORARILY HALT 
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES IN THE AREA OF DISCOVERY TO 
ALLOW RECOVERY OF FOSSIL REMAINS. THE PALEONTOLOGIST 
SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY LDR STAFF OF SUCH FINDING AT THE 
TIME OF DISCOVERY. LDR shall approve salvaging procedures to be performed 
before construction activities are allowed to resume. 

5. The paleontologist shall be responsible for preparation of fossils to a point of 
identification as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines and 
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submittal of a letter of acceptance from a local qualified curation facility. Any 
discovered fossil sites shall be recorded by the paleontologist at the San Diego 
Natural History Museum. 

6. Prior to the release of the grading bond, a monitoring results report, with appropriate 
graphics, summarizing the results, analysis and conclusions of the paleontological 
monitoring program shall be submitted to and approved by the Environmental 
Review Manager of LDR. 

II. There are no changes or alterations within the responsibility and jurisdiction of a 
public agency other than the City of San Diego which are necessary to avoid or mitigate 
any significant environmental effects of the proposed project. 

III. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make infeasible 
the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR (LDR No. 
99-0762) to reduce the following significant impacts: 

1. INFEASIBILITY OF MITIGATION FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED 
IMPACTS 

At build-out (year 2020), based on the land use designations and the Circulation Element 
improvements identified in the University Community Plan, the contribution to traffic from 
the Project is anticipated to exceed the City's one percent threshold and thus significantly 
impacted two segments of I-805. Also, the Project -has significanrimpacts on three 1-805 
access ramps: Eastbound La Jolla Village Drive to Southbound I-805, Eastbound La Jolla 
Village Drive to Northbound I-805, and Eastbound Nobel Drive to Southbound I-805. 

Under future build-out conditions, the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange will be 
significantly congested, with or without the Project. The demands at the interchange will far 
exceed the flow rate deemed acceptable by the City or Caltrans. Projected freeway volumes 
under Community Plan build-out conditions are also anticipated to remain congested for 
those segments in the project vicinity. All segments remain at LOS F, even under build-out 
conditions with the addition of two high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. The congestion 
at the interchange and on segments of I-805 will be a function of regional growth and lack 
of available capacity on I-805; congestion under build-out conditions is considered a 
cumulative, region-wide growth impact to which the Project would contribute. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081(a)(3), and State Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3), 
the Council hereby finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures that would mitigate 
the direct and cumulative impacts described above to below a level of significance and that 
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specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations make infeasible the 
alternatives identified in the EIR that would avoid or reduce these impacts , as discussed in 
Section III.2 of these Findings. As described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
the Council has determined that these impacts are acceptable because of specific overriding 
considerations. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The addition of traffic generated by the Project is projected 
to contribute to long delays and lengthy queues at three Interstate 805 access ramps,. 
Although two segments of I-805 would operate at LOS F with or without the Project, impacts 
·to segments of I-805 and the interchange of I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive projected to 
result from the addition of Project-generated traffic would constitute significant, unmitigated 
transportation impacts. There are no feasible mitigation measures available to mitigate these 
impacts to below a level of significance; the only method by which the impact could be 
mitigated would be from construction of additional freeway lanes both northbound and 
southbound on I-805 from the I-805 and I-5 merge to at least SR-52. At present, beyond the 
addition of two high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, as described above, the San Diego 
Association of Governments' 2020 Regional Transportation Plan (April 2000) does not 
identify the addition of freeway lanes to the affected segments of I-805. The City cannot 
require an applicant for a development project to contribute towards the cost of implementing 
unplanned, loosely defined improvements since an appropriate fair share contribution cannot 
be determined and because the City cannot be assured that such improvements will ever be 
implemented, let alone within the timeframe necessary to mitigate the impacts of the project. 
As project impacts to the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange are directly related to the 
lack of available capacity on I-805, unless the capacity of I-805 is increased to a point where 
the capacity demands at this interchange can be met, it will not be possible to mitigate the 
impacts of the project to this interchange. For these reasons, no feasible mitigation rrieasures 
are available which would mitigate to below a level of significance project impacts to the 
affected segments of I-805 and to the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange. 

2. INFEASIBILITY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE OR AVOID 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Where a project will result in some unavoidable significant environmental impacts, even 
after application of all feasible mitigation measures identified in the EIR, the lead agency 
must evaluate the project alternatives identified in the EIR. Under these circumstances, the 
lead agency must consider the feasibility of alternatives to the project which could avoid or 
substantially lessen the unavoidable significant environmental impacts. "Feasible" means 
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable time, taking into 
account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors (Section 15364 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines). 
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If there are no feasible project alternatives, the lead agency must adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations with regard to the project pursuant to Section 15093 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. If there is a feasible alternative to the project, the lead agency must 
decide whether it is environmentally superior to the proposed project. 

No Project Alternative 

This alternative maintains the status quo, with the Project site remaining in its current 
condition as an undeveloped and partially disturbed vacant site, and in the near-term, the only 

· man-made improvements would consist of the existing City utility infrastructure found 
within the main canyon. The proposed mix of land uses would not be constructed and the 
Project-sponsored Circulation Element improvements along two of the site boundaries (i.e., 
dedication of one-half width and construction of the full width of the Judicial Drive 
extension, and the dedication and construction of a westbound lane on La Jolla Village 
Drive) would not be implemented in the near-term by the Project applicant. 

In the long-term, the above-mentioned roadway improvements would likely be implemented 
with or without the Project and the site might be developed by others with a project that is 
consistent with the University Community Plan land use designations of VC and SR and 
other City policies and ordinances (e.g., Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 
[ESL]). Future applications for site development would be constrained by the presence of the 
NAS Miramar CLUP APZs, Noise Contours and the RUE that effect site development. In 
addition, the presence of City-defined wetlands and steep slopes would also constrain future 
development due to the requirements ·of the · ESL. The BIR assumed that a future 
development by others would be similar to one of the alternatives presented in the BIR, most 
likely the Development Under the Existing Community Plan Alternative or the Resource 
Protection Ordinance Consistent Alternative. 

Finding: The Council finds, pursuant to Public Resources Code 21081(a)(3), that specific 
economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, make infeasible the No Project 
Alternative identified in the BIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: This alternative is infeasible in that it is undesirable from a 
policy standpoint because it conflicts with one of the City's primary land use goals for this 
subarea of the University Community Plan. Specifically, the Community Plan goal states 
that "because of its location immediately west of the intersection of 1-805 and La Jolla 
Village Drive, new development at this location will frame an important entrance into the · 
University Community and thus provide an opportunity to achieve the urban design goals 
of this community plan." Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain 
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undeveloped and a partially developed vacant site, which would not serve as an important 
entrance 9r achieve the City' s urban design goals. Moreover, because the No Project 

· Alternative would allow construction of Circulation Element roadway improvements planned 
along the southern, western and northern site boundaries, it still would result in significant 
biological resources impacts requiring mitigation. In addition, the costs of building those 
Circulation Element roadway improvements would be borne by the City or some party other 
than the applicant, as would the costs of the biological mitigation required because of the 
roadway improvement impacts. The No Project Alternative also would result in an increase: 
in vehicular noise levels by extension and widening of roads and thus increased ambient 
noise levels. 

Moreover, the No Project Alternative is infeasible because it would not provide housing that 
the City needs, nor would it provide the approximately $1,787,000 in annual transient 
occupancy tax ("TOT") revenues expected to be generated by the Project's hotel, which TOT 
also is needed by the City. The No Project Alternative also would mean that the 3,480 
temporary construction jobs and 3,450 new permanent jobs to be created by the Project 
would not be available. This alternative also would cost the City the approximately 
$870,000 in construction period sales tax revenue, $500,000 in annual sales tax revenue, and 
approximately $630,000 in annual property tax revenues to the City that the Project would 
generate. Moreover, Project residents, tenants, and guests would frequent the restaurant and 
retail businesses located in University City and other businesses in the City, bringing in 
additional monies through increased sales revenues. The No Project Alternative would also 
mean that the City would not obtain the approximately $700,000 which the Project would 
provide to the City's low- income housing fund, which could be used to increase the supply 
of low- income housing within University City and other areas in the City, thus potentially 
costing the City a significant number of affordable housing units that could otherwise have 
been provided. The No Project Alternative also would not provide the Project's contribution 
of approximately $5,722,000 to the North University City Facilities Benefit Assessment 
Fund, which could be used to construct street and freeway improvements, public parks, a 
library, and other community facilities. 

Development Under the Existing Community Plan Alternative 

There are two versions of this alternative, which would develop the property under the 
existing Community Plan land use designation of Visitor Commercial (VC) and Scientific 
Research (SR) and its existing Development Intensity Element allowance of 3,811 average 
daily trips (ADTs). Community Plan Consistent Alternative A would develop a 295,000-
square foot office tower near the intersection of Judicial Drive and Executive Drive, with 
surface parking located immediately to the eas.t. It would include the dedication and 
construction of one-half width Judicial Drive, as well as reservation of land for the future 
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MTDB LRT station within the Executive Drive right-of-way, but would not include the 
dedication of additional right-of-way along La Jolla Village Drive. An office tower located 
immediately south of Executive Drive would require a substantial amount of site grading and 
~ould partially encroach into the existing main and finger canyons to accommodate the 
building pad, parking and infrastructure improvements. Community Plan Consistent 
Alternative B would consist of a 100-room extended stay hotel located immediately south 
of Executive Drive and east of Judicial Drive, and a 100,000-square foot scientific research 
building in the northeast corner in a similar location as the Project. Parking for the hotel 

. would be located immediately east of the hotel, south of Executive Drive. Parking for the 
scientific research building would be adjacent to the structure, as shown also for the Project. 

Finding: The Council finds, pursuant to Public Resources Code 2I081(a)(3), that specific 
economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including considerations . . 

identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, make infeasible the Existing 
Community Plan Alternative identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The Development Under the Existing Community Plan 
Alternative is rejected as infeasible becam;e it would not provide the housing that is needed 
within the City. Moreover, the Project's hotel would not be provided, thus this alternative 
is rejected because it would not provide the amount of TOT desired by the City. In addition, 
it would be infeasible because it would not meet the City's goals of encouraging transit­
oriented development with housing near employment and transit centers. Moreover, the 
Existing Community Plan Alternative is infeasible because it would not provide housing that 
the City needs, nor would it provide the approximately $1,787,000 in annual transient 
occupancy tax (''TOT") revenues expected to be generated by the Project's hotel, which TOT 
also is needed by the City. The Existing Community Plan Alternative also would mean that 
the 3,480 temporary construction jobs and 3,450 new permanent jobs to be created by the 
Project would not be available. This alternative also would cost the City the approximately 
$870,000 in construction period sales tax revenue, $500,000 in annual sales tax revenue, and 
approximately $630,000 in annual property tax revenues to the City that the Project would 
generate. Moreover, Project residents, tenants, and guests would frequent the restaurant and 
retail businesses located in University City and other businesses in the City, bringing in 
additional monies through increased sales revenues. The Existing Community Plan 
Alternative would also mean that the City would not obtain the approximately $700,000 
which the Project would provide to the City's low- income housing fund, which could be 
used to increase the supply of low- income housing within University City and other areas 
in the City, thus potentially costing the City a significant number of affordable housing units 
that could otherwise have been provided. The Existing Community Plan Alternative also· 
would not provide the Project's contribution of approximately $5,722,000 to the North 
University City Facilities Benefit Assessment Fund, which could be used to construct street 
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and freeway improvements, public parks, a library, and other community facilities 

Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Consistent Alternative 

The RPO Consistent Alternative evaluates the environmental impacts associated with an 
alternative that avoids wetlands and steep slope .impacts of the Project. The Project impacts 
0.13 acre of wetlands and 0.01 acre of unvegetated streambed located on the Project site and 
off-site where the extension of Judicial Drive is proposed. The Project also is anticipated to 
impact 2.1 acres of steep hillsides (natural slopes exceeding 25% gradient and 50 feet in 
height) which are approximately 12% of the total site acreage; an encroachment not 
permitted under RPO without alternative compliance findings. In an effort to avoid the 
approximate 0.04 acre of wetland (remaining after public infrastructure projects) and the 2.1 
acres of steep hillsides that would be impacted by the Project, this alternative restricts 
development to the southeast comer of the site. Approximately 2.5 acres of developable land 
would be available for pad grading and a building footprint outside the top of slope that 
protects the wetlands and wetland buffers. This location also places the development outside 
the Miramar APZ and RUE. For the purposes of this analysis, the RPO Consistent 
Alternative would include a 295,000 square foot office tower located in the southeast comer 
of the Project site, with a multi-level parking structure located north of the office building 
and east of the setback for the canyon slopes. No Scientific Research (SR) would be 
included, to allow the alternative to meet the objectives of the Community Plan.Development 
Intensity Element. This alternative would include the dedication and construction of one-half 
width Judicial Drive, as well as reservation of land for the future MTDB LRT station within 
the Executive Drive right-of-way, but would not include the dedication of additional right-of­
way along La Jolla Village Drive. 

Finding: The Council finds, pursuant to Public Resources Code 21081(a)(3), that specific 
economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, make infeasible the RPO 
Consistent Alternative identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: This alternative is infeasibl~ because it would reduce the 
developable area on- site by about 6 acres. Moreover, the RPO Consistent Alternative is 
rejected as infeasible because it would not provide the housing needed by the City. 
Moreover, this alternative is rejected as infeasible because it would not provide a hotel and 
therefore would deny the City the TOT that otherwise would be generated by the Project and 
which is needed by the City. This alternative also is rejected as infeasible because it would 
not be compatible with the applicable Community Plan goals and objectives, as it would not 
provide the City with the desired mix of diverse, mixed-uses and intense development nor 
would it encourage the mix of land uses which the Community Plan envisions. Moreover, 
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the RPO Consistent.Alternative is infeasible because it would mean that the 3,480 temporary 
construction jobs and 3,450 new permanent jobs to be created by the Project would not be 
available. This alternative also would cost the City the approximately $870,000 in 
construction period sales tax revenue, $500,000 in annual sales tax revenue, and 
approximately $630,000 in annual property tax revenues to the City that the Project would 
generate. Moreover, Project residents, tenants, and guests would frequent the restaurant and 
retail businesses located in University City and other businesses in the City, bringing in 
additional monies through increased sales revenues. The RPO Consistent Alternative wduld 
also mean that the City would not obtain the approximately $700,000 which the Project 
would provide to the City's low- income housing fund, which could be used to increase the 
supply of low- income housing within University City and other areas in the City, thus 
potentially costing the City a significant number of affordable housing units that could 
otherwise have been provided. The RPO Consistent Alternative also would not provide the 
Project's contribution of approximately $5,722,000 to the North University City Facilities 
Benefit Assessment Fund, which could be used to construct street and freeway 
improvements, public parks, a library, and other community facilities. 
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STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
FOR THE LA JOLLA COMMONS PROJECT (LDR NO. 99-0762) 

CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental effects 
when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable" (Sectio11; 
15093 [a]). CEQA further requires that when the lead agency approves a project which will result 
in the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the final EIR but are not avoided or 
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action 
based on the final EIR and/or other information in the record. The statement of oveniding 
considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record (Section 15093 [b] of the 
State CEQA Guidelines). This statement does not substitute for, and shall be in addition to, findings 
required pursuant to Section 15091 (Section 15093 [c] of the State CEQA Guidelines). 

The City Council, pursuant to Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines, has balanced the 
benefits of the proposed La Jolla Common$ Project and associated actions against the following 
unavoidable impacts: 

~ 

~ 

Direct impacts to transportation/traffic circulation (freeway ramps and lane impacts); 

Cumulative impacts to transportation/traffic circulation (freeway ramps and lane impacts). 

The City Council has adopted all feasible mitigation measures with respect to these impacts. The 
City Council also has examined a range of alternatives, none of which meet most of the basic 
objectives of the project, is feasible and is environmentally preferable to the Project. 

The City Council, after balancing the specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
benefits of the Project against its unavoidable environmental impacts, determines that the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable" due to the following 
specific considerations, each of which individually will be sufficient to outweigh the unavoidable, 
adverse environmental impacts of the Project. 

A. ADDITIONAL HOTEL ROOMS 

Increasing the number and type of hotel accommodations available to serve the business and tourist 
industry, in general, is vital to the continued economic growth in the City. The project would 
provide 327 high quality, new hotel rooms in the University City area. 
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B. ADDITIONAL HOUSING 

Increasing the number of residences available in the City of San Diego is vital to meet the demands 
of the growth in the City. The project would provide 115 high quality condominium homes. 

C. INCREASED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

The project would generate 3,480 temporary construction jobs and 3,450 new permanent jobs ., 

D. INCREASED TAX REVENUES 

According to a report prepared on the project by Keyser Marston, the project would generate an 
average of approximately $1,787,000 in annual transient occupancy tax revenues, $870,000 in 
construction period sales tax revenue, $500,000 in annual sales tax revenue, and approximately 
$630,000 in annual property tax revenues to the City. 

E. INCREASED SALES REVENUES 

· Project residents, tenants, and guests would frequent the restaurant and retail businesses located in 
University City and other businesses in the City. This increased business will translate into increased 
sales revenues in University City and the City in the estimated annual amount of $47,000,000. 

F. CONTRIBUTION TO CITY AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND 

The project will contribute $703,000 to the City's low-income housing fund, which in turn can be 
used to increase the supply oflow-income housing within University City and other areas in the City. 

G. CONTRIBUTION TO UNIVERSITY CITY FBA FUND 

The project will contribute approximately $5,722,000 to the North University City Facilities Benefit 
Assessment Furid, which in turn can be used to construct street and freeway improvements, public 
parks, a library, and other community facilities. 

H. PROVISION OF LIGHT RAIL STATION AND RIGHT OF WAY 

The project will provide the right of way for a future trolley station and a portion of the right-of-way 
required for the extension of light rail service to the eastern portion of University City. 

I. PROVISION OF ACCESSIBLE PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 

The project will provide for public open space in the form of the Commons Green Transit Park, 
Central Garden, Water Garden, Palm Court, Floral Garden, and La Jolla Village Drive Linear Park, 
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all of which will be accessible to the public through a system of pedestrian walkways linked to public 
streets and sidewalks. 

J. MIXED-USE AND TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 

The project will provide for a mixed-use development project consisting of residential, hotel, 
scientific research, and office uses that will result in 24-hour use of the project site, open space, and 
amenities. The project will, upon the extension of the light rail line to the planned light rail station 
immediately adjacent to the project, provide for significant transit commuter opportunities. Location 
of a high density use adjacent to a light rail station is beneficial to the economics of extending and 
operating light rail service to the University City area. 

For these reasons on balance, the City Council finds there are economic, social, and other 
considerations resulting from the project that serve to override and outweigh the project's 
unavoidable significant environmental effects, and thus, the adverse unavoidable effects are 
considered acceptable. 
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Addendum 

Advanced Planning and 
Engineering 
(619) 446-5460 

LA [OLLA COMMONS-TOWER Ill -Proiect No. 324553 

ADDENDUM 

TO 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Project No. 324553 
Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762 

SCH No. 2000031097 

SUBJECT: LA JOLLA COMMONS III: COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT to change tl1e land 
use designation from Residential, Visitor Commercial, Office, and Industrial to 
Visitor Commercial, Office, and Industrial; a PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
(PDP) to amend PDP No. 252591, and VESTING TENTATIVE MAP (VTM) to amend 
VTM No. 340259 to develop the remaining unimproved parcel for La Jolla Commons 
(Lot 3) as a multi-story building with above-grade and subterranean parking, for the 
construction of either: 1) a 223,900-square foot gross floor area (173,264-square-foot 
gross leasable area) office building; 2) a 264 gHeSt room, 165,780-square-foot hotel; or 
3) a combination of 135,000 square feet gross floor area (104,971 square feet gross 
leasable area) of office space and 175 hotel g>1est rooms, 150,960-square-foot hotel 
(285,960 square feet combined office hotel}. The undeveloped 1.68-acre project site is 
located at the northeast quadrant of Judicial Drive and La Jolla Village Drive. The 
current land use designation is Residential, Visitor Commercial, Office, and 
Industrial. The project site is zoned CV-1-2 and IP-1-1; additionally the project is 
located in the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ Type A), the 
North University City Facilities Benefit Assessment District, the Parking Impact 
Overlay Zone - Campus Impact Area (western portion of the project site), the FAA 
Part 77 Noticing Area, the Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone for MCAS 
Miramar, the Airport Environs Overlay Zone (60-65 CNEL-ALUCP Noise Contour), 
and the Airport Influence Area (MCAS Miramar Review Area 1), within fue 
University Community Plan area. (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lots 1 through 5 of the 
Resubdivision of La Jolla Commons, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, 
State of California, according to Map thereof No. 15848, filed in the Office of the 
County Recorder for San Diego County on November 22, 2011). Applicant: HSPF La 
Jolla Commons III Investors LLC. 
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UPDATE: January 20, 2014. Revisions and/or minor corrections have been made to this 
document when compared to the draft Addendum. More specifically, 
typographical errors and clarifications where made to the final environmental 
document. The addition of new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes 
insignificant modifications does not require recirculation as there are no new 
impacts and no new mitigation identified. An environmental document need 
only be recirculated when there is the identification of new significant 
environmental impacts or the addition of a new mitigation measures required to 
avoid a significant environmental impact. The modifications within the 
environmental document do not affect the environmental analysis or conclusions 
of the Addendum. All revisions are shown in a strikethrough and/or underline 
format. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The La Jolla Commons III project site represents the third and final phase of the La Jolla 
Commons Project development and is located on Lot 3, Map 15848, at the northeast quadrant of 
Judicial Drive and La Jolla Village Drive in the University community. The La Jolla Commons 
III project proposes to develop the remaining undeveloped parcel for La Jolla Commons Project 
as a multi-story building providing either office, hotel, or a combination of those two uses, with 
above-grade and subterranean parking as an amendment to approved PDP No. 252591. Table 
1, La Jolla Commons III Development Scenarios, shows a tabulation of each of the development 
options with regard to development intensity and building layout. 

Total Floor Area 

Building Layout 

Table 1. La Jolla Commons - Tower III Development Scenarios 

223,900 square feet gross 

floor area 
(173,264 square feet gross 
leasable area) 

• 10 levels of office 
space 

• 4 levels of above-
grade parking 

• l lobby level 

• 4 levels of below-

2 

264 hotel guest rooms 
(165,780 square feet) 

• 9 levels of guest 
rooms 

• l lobby level 

• 4 levels of below-
grade parking 

135,000 square feet gross 
floor area - office 
(104,971 square feet gross 
leasable area) 

175 hotel guest rooms 
(150,960 square feet - hotel) 

(285,960 square feet of 
combined hotel/office use) 

• 6 levels of office space 
• 6 levels of hotel 
• l lobby level 
• 4 levels of below­

grade parking 



Construction 
La Jolla Commons III would be constructed as a single building, above a parking garage. If the 
building is constructed for all office use, ten levels of office would be located above the parking 
garage, with four levels of parking above-grade, one lobby leveL and four levels of parking 
below-grade. If developed as all hotel use, nine levels of guest rooms and one lobby level 
would be located above four levels of below-grade parking. If developed as office and hotel 
uses, the project would provide six levels of office space, and six levels of hotel rooms, and one 
lobby level above four-levels of below-grade parking. 

The design and architecture of the building would be similar in all three scenarios. The 
architecture of the building as proposed would be complimentary to the existing Tower I 

. building constructed as part of Phase I for La Jolla Commons Project, as well as Tower II 
currently under construction. Building facades are proposed to be plaster, precast concrete, 
metal panel, glass curtain wall, or similar materials. Where garage levels are above-grade, 
parked vehicles would be screened from view by treating garage facades with materials similar 
to those used for the main building structure. 

Access 
Access to the building would be from an internal drive and circular court off a drive that 
provides direct access to Executive Drive. Two vehlcular entries would provide access to the 
parking garage: one leadinz to the above-grade parking levels and the other leading to the 
below-grade parking levels. A main lobby with pedestrian access to the circular drive court 
would provide access to proposed uses within the building (i.e., office space, hotel guest rooms, 
or office space and hotel guest rooms, depending on which development option is constructed). 

Parkin_g 
The City Municipal Code requires tl1at the project ro provide a minimum of 3.3 three parking 
spaces per 1,000 square-feet of office space in the case of all the All Office option and one 
parking space per hotel room and 10 parking spaces per LOOO square-feet of conference space 
associated with tl1e All Hotel option , w.Jci.ieh would be 750 parking spaces. Based on the three 
development Of>tions proposed by the La Jolla Commons III. the project would allocate tl1e 
following parking: 

• All Office (Option One) - 739 parking spaces, including 15 disabled/accessible spaces, 
15 spaces for motorcycle parking, and 37 bicycle spaces. 

• All Hotel (Option Two) - 288 parking spaces, including 7 disabled/accessible spaces, six 
spaces for motorcycle parking, and 15 bicycle spaces. 

• Office/Hotel (Option Three) - 440 parking spaces, including 9 disabled/accessible 
spaces, 9 spaces for motorcycle parking, and 22 bicycle spaces. 
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The project would provide a total of 875 new parking spaces at a rate of 3.5 spaces per 1,000 

square feet. This includes 10 surface parking spaces along the western. and southern site 
bo,mdaries for visitors, and 737 subterranean parking spaces below the structures and 
courtyard. The underground parking garage would total 310,332 square feet. ,A, total of 19 

handicap accessible parking spaces would be provided. In addition, the project would provide 
15 motorcycle parking spaces, eight bicycle parking spaces and eight bicycle lockers. 

The project also involves modification to the existing parking garage located at 4757 Executive 
Drive. An additional dual entry lane to the existing parking garage at 4757 Executive Drive was 
approved through PTS No. 327554 and Public Right-of-Way permit construction change No. 
336298 to original Right-of-Way permit approval No. 928452. La Jolla Commons III proposes to 
modify the dual entry configuration to a dedicated entry and exit lane. The applicant has 
deemed this modification necessary to provide for efficient vehicular movement within the 
parking garage. The ability to have both an additional entry and exit lane allow for more 
evenly distributed flow in the garage. 

Landscaping 
The project would include landscaping throughout the development area. The landscape 
concept for the La Jolla Commons III project proposes native and adaptive plant palette to be 
consistent with landscape for La Jolla Commons Project Phases 1 and 2. Drought tolerant 
grasses, succulents and shrubs would be used to reduce water use and promote the positive 
aesthetics of a drought tolerant landscape. All planting would be irrigated by a drip irrigation 
system and be tied into the existing reclaimed water source. Street trees would provided as 
required by the Land Development Code and would be consistent with the previous phases of 
development in La Jolla Commons Project. 

Additionally, landscaping for La Jolla Commons III would provide outdoor seating areas with 
moveable furniture, a dining terrace off the proposed amenity space, specialty botanical 
gardens adjacent to the Phase 1 development, and groves of trees for shade and interest. A 
formal circular vehicular drop-off is proposed off the main road to the entry of the Tower III 
building. TI1is entry would be lined with ornamental planting and trees and contain a focal 
landscape element consisting of a water feature, a specimen tree, sculpture, or a unique 
botanical component in the center. 

If Tower III is developed with a hotel (under either the all hotel or office/hotel development 
scenarios), an additional amenity would be added for hotel guests. Tius would include a pool 
and pool deck located in the northeast corner of the project site. 

Grading 
Grading for La Jolla Commons III would involve approximately 45,400 cubic yards of cut for 
excavating the parking garage plus an additional approximately 700 cubic yards of cut for 
project development and approximately 2,100 cubic yards of fill. A total of 44,000 cubic yards 
of material would be exported. Maximum fill slope heights would be 15 feet and would occur 
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in the southwest corner of the project site. The maximum depth of cut for the parking garage 
would be 46 feet. 

The project proposes approximately 110 lineal feet of retaining walls. Retaining walls would be 
located at the garage entrance, approximately six feet to nine feet in height, and in the 
southwest corner of the project site, where walls would range from 1.5 feet in height to 
approximately nine feet. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

The undeveloped 1.68-acre La Jolla Commons III project site is located at the northeast quadrant 
of Judicial Drive and La Jolla Village Drive. The site is situated east of Judicial Drive, west of 
Interstate 805, north of La Jolla Village Drive, and south of Executive Drive and is within the 
University Community Plan area within an urbanized area. The La Jolla Commons Project 
development was originally graded to its present configuration between April 2002 and March 
2008 and no sensitive vegetation exists. Topographically, the site consists of a partially filled 
canyon that is approximately 20 feet lower than the grade at the existing office tower (to the 
east), up to approximately 10 feet lower than La Jolla Village Drive, and near the same 
approximate elevations as Judicial Drive and the adjacent conshuction site to the north. 
Existing fill slopes extend up from the canyon bottom at approximate 2 to 1 (horizontal to 
vertical) ratios along the eastern and southern sides of the project site. 

The parcel is designated Visitor Commercial, Residential, Office, and Industrial within the 
University Community Plan .. The project site is zoned CV-1-2 and IP-1-1. Additionally the 
project is located in the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ Type A), the 
North University City Facilities Benefit Assessment District, the Parking Impact Overlay Zone -
Campus Impact Area (western portion of the project site), the FAA Part 77 Noticing Area, the 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone for MCAS Miramar, the Airport Environs 
Overlay Zone (60-65 CNEL - ALUCP Noise Contour), and the Airport Influence Area (MCAS 
Miramar Review Area 1). The project site is located in a developed area currently served by 
existing public services and utilities. 

III. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Tower III is proposed to be located on Lot 3 of La Jolla Commons Project. The La Jolla 
Commons Project was originally approved in 2000, allowing for the development of a 327-room 
hotel, 115 condominiums, 450,000 square feet of office space, and 30,000 square feet of scientific 
research uses in four separate buildings - Tower I, Tower II, Tower III, and the scientific 
research building. Those approvals were amended in 2006 through a Planned Development 
Permit (PDP No. 252591) to allow for 213 hotel rooms, 268 condominium units, 340,405 square 
feet of office space, and 30,000 square feet of scientific research uses. A Substantial 
Conformance Review was approved in 2011, which allowed Tower II to be constructed as 
460,577 square feet of office space. 
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Tower I, encompassing 309,000 square feet of office space, has been constructed. Tower II is 
nearing completion and has been designed to 393,000 square feet, therefore less than the 460,577 
square feet approved through the Substantial Conformance Review process in 2011. 

This Addendum supplements information provided in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR (LOR 
No. 99-0762 / SCH No. 2000031097) to further describe development on Lot 3 to occur as all 
office, all hotel, or a combination of office and hotel uses when compared to the original project. 
Including the proposed La Jolla Commons III project and the revisions that have occurred to­
date for La Jolla Commons Project, Table 2, La Jolla Commons - Proposed Development Intensity, 
provides the resultant development intensity for La Jolla Commons Project. 

Scenario Scenario Hotel Scenario 

Scientific Research and 
Develo ment 

30,000 sq. ft. 

Commercial Office 309,000 sq. ft. 393,000 sq. ft. 223,900 sq. ft. 135,000 sq. ft. 
gross floor area gross floor area 
(173,264 sq. ft. (104,971 sq. ft. 
gross leasable gross leasable 
area) area) 

Hotel 264 guest 175 guest rooms 
rooms 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 

The City of San Diego previously prepared an EIR (LOR No. 99-0762 / SCH No. 2000031097) for 
the La Jolla Commons Project. Based on all available information in light of the entire record, 
the analysis in this Addendum, and pursuant to Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
the City has determined the following: 

A. There are no substantial changes to the project that will require major revisions 
to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR due to new significant environmental 
impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of impacts identified in the La 
Jolla Commons Project EIR. 

B. Substantial changes have not occurred in the circumstances under which the 
project is being undertaken that will require major revisions of the La Jolla 
Commons Project EIR to disclose new, significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of the impacts identified in the La Jolla 
Commons Project EIR. 
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C. There is no new information of substantial importance not known at the time the 
La Jolla Commons Project EIR was certified that shows any of the following: 

1. The project will have any new significant effects not discussed in the La Jolla 
Commons Project EIR. 

2. There are impacts that were determined to be significant in the La Jolla 
Commons Project EIR that will be substantially increased. 

3. There are additional mitigation measures or alternatives to the project that 
would substantially reduce one or more of the significant effects identified in 
the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. 

4. There are additional mitigation measures or alternatives that were rejected by 
the project proponent that are considerably different from those analyzed in 
the La Jolla Cmmnons Project EIR that would substantially reduce any 
significant impact identified in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. 

Therefore, in accordance with Sections 15162 and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, neither a 
Subsequent EIR nor Supplement are required, and this Addendum has been prepared. No 
public review of this Addendum is required. 

In addition, this Addendum to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR includes the following 
analysis to demonstrate that environmental impacts associated with La Jolla Cmmnons III are 
consistent with the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The following includes the ten 
environmental issues analyzed in detail in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. In addition, the 
Addendum analyzes the issues of greenhouse gas and solid waste. The environmental issue of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions was not analyzed in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR 
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines in effect at the time that EIR was prepared. Although public 
utilities/ services was addressed in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR, analysis of this issue did 
not contain the same level of detail as the City currently requires 

V. IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This envirornnental document serves as an Addendum to the previously certified La Jolla 
Commons Project EIR, as referenced above. This Addendum serves as the project-specific 
environmental review for La Jolla Cmnmons III pursuant to CEQA and the City's implementing 
procedures. The analysis in this document evaluates the adequacy of the La Jolla Commons 
Project EIR relative to the approval of the proposed project. The La Jolla Cmnmons Project EIR 
defines mitigation measures for development within La Jolla Cmnmons Project, including the 
proposed project. The analysis identified environmental effects associated with development of 
La Jolla Commons Project. The City contemplated the impacts 0£ developing the project site 
and determined that specific overriding economic, legal, social, teclmological, and other benefits 
of the project outweigh any and all significant effects that the project would have on the 
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environment, and that on balance, the remaining significant unmitigated effects associated with 
Transportation/Circulation were found acceptable based on the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations adopted in conjunction with City Council approval of the La Jolla Commons 
Project. 

The La Jolla Commons Project EIR indicates that the direct significant impacts on the following 
issues would be substantially lessened or avoided if all the proposed mitigation measures 
recommended in the EIR are implemented: biological resources, transportation/circulation 
(partially mitigated), noise, hydrology/water quality, and paleontological resources. Significant 
direct impacts related to transportation and circulation would not be fully mitigated to below a 
level of significance. With respect to cumulative impacts, the La Jolla Commons Project would 
result in significant transportation/circulation and air quality impacts. As concluded in the La 
Jolla Commons Project EIR, the cumulative transportation and circulation impacts would 
remain significant, in spite of all mitigation measures being implemented as required for the La 
Jolla Commons Project. 

The following is an analysis of the impacts of the project compared with the impacts analyzed 
in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. This comparative analysis has been undertaken, pursuant 
to the provisions of CEQA, to provide City decision makers with the factual basis for 
determining whether any changes in the project. any changes in circumstances, or any new 
information since the La Jolla Commons Project EIR was certified, require additional 
enviromnental review or preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR. The bases for each 
of the findings are explained in the analysis that follows. 

Impact Analysis Summary 

The La Jolla Commons III project proposes to develop the remaining undeveloped parcel for La 
Jolla Commons Project as a multi-story building providing either office, hotel, or a combination 
of those two uses, with above-grade and subterranean parking. Table 1, La Jolla Commons -
Tower III Development Scenarios, shows a tabulation of each of the development options with 
regard to development intensity and building layout. The following is a summary of the 
proposed project's environmental effects when compared to the analysis presented in the 
certified La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would require incorporation of mitigation 
measures for paleontological resources, as specified in the original La Jolla Commons EIR. 

Land Use 

EIR 
The EIR determined that the original La Jolla Commons Project would exceed the encroachment 
limitation imposed by the City's Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) in effect at the time for 
hillsides and wetlands1. Alternative compliance findings were approved, and the La Jolla 

1 At the time that the La Jolla Commons Project EIR was prepared, the City required an analysis based on certain 
ordinances in effect at that time, including the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). RPO was subsequently 
replaced by the City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands ESL Ordinance. 
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Commons Project was fom1d not to result in significant land use impact. Additionally, the La 
Jolla Commons Project was determined to be consistent with the City of San Diego's MSCP 
Subarea Plan through implementation of mitigation measures for biological resource impacts. 

With regards to the City's General Plan and the University Community Plan, the EIR 
determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would implement and be compatible with the 
City's General Plan (the Progress Guide and General Plan in effect at the time) and the 
University Community Plan land use policies. The La Jolla Commons Project required a 
Commm1ity Plan Amendment to change the existing land use designation at the time for the 
southern 9.39 acres of the project site from Visitor Commercial to Visitor Commercial, Office, 
and Residential. The Commm1ity Plan Amendment was not considered a significant land use 
impact due to the fact that the project's mixed-use development would be compatible with the 
surrounding land uses and with existing and planned development within the Central Subarea 
2 of the community. The EIR found that the La Jolla Commons Project would be inconsistent 
with the Development Intensity Element of the University Community Plan. However, the EIR 
concluded that the inconsistency would not constitute a significant land use impact in that the 
Development Intensity Element was amended to reflect the La Jolla Crossroads Project. 
Furthermore, the project would implement mitigation measures to reduce secondary land use 
effects associated with this inconsistency to below a level of significance. 

Relative to the La Jolla Commons Project site's locati.on within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) 
for NAS (now MCAS) Miramar, the EIR determined that the project would be incompliance 
with the Airport Compatibility Land Use Plan's restrictions for Accident Potential Zones (APZ) 
land use compatibility. The EIR identified the potential for interior noise impacts associated 
with aircraft noise from activity at MCAS Miramar and required mitigation to reduce impacts to 
below a level of significance. 

PROJECT 
The project site is designated as Residential, Visitor Commercial, Office and Industrial by the 
University Community Plan. The Residential land use designation would allow 45 to 75 
dwelling units per acre. The La Jolla Commons III project would be consistent with the 
community plan, in that it would provide for commercial and industrial uses. However, the 
project would not provide for residential uses, as envisioned in the Community Plan. 
Therefore, a Community Plan Amendment is required to change the land use designation for 
the project site from Residential, Visitor Commercial, Office, and Industrial to Visitor 
Commercial, Office, and Industrial. 

The General Plan (2008) establishes regional planning and smart growth principles intended to 
preserve remaining natural open space and created focused villages. Each of the General Plan 
Elements are addressed below: 

• Land Use and Community Planning Element. This element designates the site for 
Industrial Employment. The proposed Scientific Research use is an allowed use within 
this designation. 
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• Mobility Element. The project would promote the Mobility Element policies for a 
balanced, multi-modal transportation network by providing bicycle parking spaces, 
bicycle lockers, Transportation System Management, and roadway improvements 
consistent with the Mobility Element. 

• Urban Design Element. The project would be on a site designated for industrial 
development and would be consistent with the existing neighborhood character. The 
project would be consistent with the Urban Design Element policies that aim to preserve 
the open space systems, target new growth into compact villages and encourage 
building design which contributes to a positive neighborhood character. 

• Economic Prosperity Element. TI1e project site is not identified as Prime Industrial 
Land. TI1e project site is located adjacent to areas identified as Prime Industrial Lands. 
Proposed land use would be compatible with the adjacent Prime Industrial Lands. TI1e 
project is identified as being within a Subregional Employment Area where 
intensification of employment uses are desired (Appendix C, EP-3 in the General Plan). 

• Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element. The project would not require any 
additional public service facilities or result in a significant hazard. Thus, the project 
would be consistent with this element. 

• Conservation Element. The project would pursue a LEED certification and includes the 
environmental features listed in the project description above. Considering this and the 
location of the project on an already graded site intended for industrial uses, and the 
project would be consistent with these elements. 

• Noise Element. As indicated below, the project would not be a substantial noise 
generator and would comply with the Municipal Code construction and property line 
noise standards. Thus, the project would be consistent with the Noise Element. 

La Jolla Commons III would be consistent with the goals and policies of the City of San Diego 
General Plan. The Land Use and Community Platu1ing Element identifies the project site area as 
having a high village propensity. The City of Villages Strategy focuses growth into mixed-use 
activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly, centers of community, and linked to the regional 
transit system. The project works toward the goal of providing for hotel and/or office uses in an 
area with a variety of employment and residential opportunities, contributing to the mixed-use 
fabric of the University Towne Centre area, a center of the University community. Additionally, 
the project proposes development in an area served by multiple bus transit routes and within 
proximity of future light rail trat1sit. The project advances the goal of equitable development by 
creating an economically and potentially socially diverse community. 

The existing land use designation at1d approvals would require the development of residential 
units. At the time of project approval in 2000, the University Towne Centre area lacked the 
residential developments that have come online since then. Specifically, a total of 309 additional 
units have been approved for an approximate 8-acre site at 9015 Judicial Drive (La Jolla 
Crossroads), nearby and south of the La Jolla Commons III project. Additionally, the University 
Towne Center Revitalization Project allows at1 option for the development of 300 multi­
dwelling residential units. Finally, the Monte Verde project is entitled for 560 units within the 
Community. As a result, the proposed land use chat1ge requested for La Jolla Commons III 
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would provide for a mix of uses to balance the large amount of residential development that has 
occurred and would be occurring in the nearby area just south of the project site. The project's 
proposed land uses of hotel and/or office would provide for additional employment to these 
new residential units, as well as a potential increase in hotel rooms in an area largely lacking 
this amenity. The office use would further enhance the University Towne Centre as an 
employment-centric region in San Diego and General Plan goals, which identify the area as a 
subregional employment area. 

Based on the analysis above, the project would not result in any General Plan conflicts or 
incompatibility with the University Community Plan that would result in additional 
environmental impacts. The project would not divide an established community or conflict 
with a habitat conservation plan considering the project location and site conditions. 

According to the 2011 MCAS Miramar ALUCP, the site is located within MCAS Miramar Area 
of Influence, Transition Zone (TZ), a Restrictive Use Easement, and the 60-65 Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour. A Determination of No Hazards has been obtained from the 
Federal Aviation Administration on May 6, 2013. The proposed buildings would provide 
adequate noise attenuation, and interior noise levels would be compatible with the proposed 
uses. Additionally, the project has received a consistency determination form the ALUC. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not 
result in any new significant land use environmental impacts nor is there a substantial increase 
in the severity of land use impacts from that described in the EIR. 

La:ndform Alteration/Visual Quality 

EIR 
The EIR included an analysis of a 321-foot-tall, 20-story office building; a 369-foot-tall, 32-story 
condominium complex; a 185-foot-tall, 15-story hotel; a two-story scientific research building; 
and an eight-story parking structure including two levels below-grade, one level at-grade, and 
five levels above-grade with a maximum height of approximately 60 feet at the highest point. 
The EIR concluded that the La Jolla Commons Project would not conflict with City of San Diego 
significance criteria: for height, bulk, materials, and style, nor did it result in an impact to or loss 
of neighborhood landmarks. The La Jolla Commons Project was found to be compatible with 
the surrounding development found within, and planned for, Subarea 2 of the University 
Community. No significant visual impacts were identified. 

The EIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would alter the natural topography and 
relief features of the original site by filling a moderately large, partially disturbed canyon and 
finder canyon and finger canyon. However, since the La Jolla Commons Project would not 
result in a significant aesthetic impact, the landform alteration impacts were not considered 
significant. No impacts to scenic vistas or views from public viewing places were identified. 
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PROJECT 
The La Jolla Commons III project site is now fully graded as a result of implementing the 
approved grading associated with the La Jolla Commons Project. La Jolla Commons III would 
develop either a 15-story office project (ten levels of office, four levels of above-grade parking, 
one lobby level, and four levels of below-grade parking), a ten-story hotel project (nine levels of 
guest rooms, one lobby level, and four levels of below-grade parking), or a 13-story office/hotel 
project (six levels of office, six levels of hotel guest rooms, one lobby level, and four levels of 
below-grade parking). As a result, the project would be within the parameters analyzed in the 
EIR, as the project site would have been developed under that scenario as a 15-story hotel and 
the project scenarios for La Jolla Commons III would be no more than 15 stories. The La Jolla 
Commons III project design would be compatible with the existing development of the La Jolla 
Commons Project, as well as surrounding development. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not 
result in any new significant landform alteration or visual quality environmental impacts, nor is 
there a substantial increase in the severity of landform alteration or visual quality impacts from 
that described in the EIR. Furthermore, all mitigation measures have been implemented. 

Biological Resources 

EIR 
The EIR determined that direct, indirect, and cumulative affects from the La Jolla Commons 
Project on the long-term conservation of biological resources would not be considered 
significant because all project impacts occur outside of MHP A-designated open space areas. 
Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed 
chaparral, southern willow scrub, and unvegetated streambed were considered significant and 
require mitigation. Impacts to Nuttall' s scrub oak that occurred on the site were considered less 
than significant due to the relatively low sensitivity of this species. Impacts to ashy spike moss 
were also considered less than significant because of its common and widespread distribution. 
(Nuttall' s scrub oak and ashy spike moss are not covered species under the existing City of San 
Diego MSCP; however, adequate conservation of these species is provided w1der the MSCP 
through the preservation of off-site habitats which support these species.) Impacts to coastal 
California gnatcatcher, Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow and San Diego horned 
lizard were considered significant; however, these are all covered species under the City's 
MSCP. No indirect impacts to sensitive species from the La Jolla Commons Project were 
anticipated. The EIR concluded that no significant impacts to wildlife species or wildlife 
corridors would occur. 
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PROJECT 
The La Jolla Commons III project site has been fully graded in accordance with the approved La 
Jolla Commons Project. The remainder of the project site has either been developed or is 
currently under development for the La Jolla Commons Project. As a result, no biological 
resources are present on-site. No impacts would occur as a result of the La Jolla Commons III 
project. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant 
environmental impact to biological resources nor is there a substantial increase in the severity of 
impacts to biological resources from that described iJ.1 the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic Circulation 

EIR 
The La Jolla Commons Project EIR identified that the La Jolla Commons Project would generate 
10,319 trips (3,250 trips for the 325-room hotel; 845 trips for a maximum of 40,000 square feet of 
Scientific Research and Development; 5,264 trips for 450,000 square feet of Commercial Office; 
and 960 trips for 120 Condominium dwelliJ.1g units). The La Jolla Commons Project traffic 
analysis added these trips to two near-term conditions (2001 conditions without Judicial Drive 
with and without the project and 2001 conditions with Judicial Drive with and without the 
project) and horizon year conditions (assumes all other cumulative project improvements in 
place) to determil1e project traffic ilnpacts. Impacts at street segments, intersections, freeway 
segments, and freeway interchanges were analyzed consistent with the City's Significance 
DetermiJ.1ation Thresholds in place at the tune. 

The La Jolla Commons Project EIR found that, under the near-term conditions without the 
extension of Judicial Drive, traffic generated by the La Jolla Commons Project would result in a 
significant increase iJ.1 the volume/capacity (v/c) ratio on La Jolla Village Drive. The ilnpact 
would be mitigated by the La Jolla Commons Project's addition of one lane on La Jolla Village 
Drive along the project frontage and with full widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes 
for the full road segment, per the Circulation Element. In addition, the La Jolla Commons 
Project was found to significantly impact the intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall by 
increasing the delay at that intersection by almost n,vo milrntes. Impacts to the intersection of 
Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall would be mitigated for near-term impacts. 

Impacts to segments of I-805 and the mterchange of I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive by the 
addition of La Jolla Commons Project traffic were deemed potentially significant; however, the 
only mitigation for this impact was widening the freeway, which was not considered a feasible 
mitigation when the impact is considered a cumulative, regional growth impact. A reduction in 
delay time at the La Jolla Village Drive/I-805 interchange was anticipated due to an offset in 
traffic using the new iJ.1terchange at I-805/Nobel Drive, which has now been constructed. 
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Under the near-term conditions with the extension of Judicial Drive, the La Jolla Co1mnons 
Project EIR found that traffic generated by the la Jolla Commons Project would be reduced on 
La Jolla Village Drive (relative to the without Judicial Drive condition); however, project 
impacts would still be considered significant. The intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall 
would also continue to be significantly impacted by the La Jolla Commons Project, even witl1 
the extension of Judicial Drive. 

Impacts to I-805 freeway segments and the interchange ramps were considered significant with 
the addition of La Jolla Commons Project traffic. While the La Jolla Commons Project's 
contribution was considered significant, the impact was identified as a regional growth impact 
that could only be mitigated by widening the freeway, which was considered as not feasible 
mitigation for project level impacts. 

In the buildout condition (2020), the implementation of scheduled improvements would 
provide the capacity on arterial segments and at area intersections within the University 
Conununity to serve the planned Community Plan buildout, including the additional trips 
generated by the La Jolla Commons Project. 

For the buildout conditions, the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road interchange 
reconfiguration was assumed to include the following, as outlined in the Caltrans' October 1995 
Project Report for this freeway improvement: 

• The existing interchange would be converted from a full-cloverleaf configuration to a 
partial clover-leaf configuration requiring widening of the La Jolla Village Drive 
overcrossing structure. 

• The I-805 northbound and southbound off-ramp connections to La Jolla Village 
Drive/Miramar Road would be signalized. 

• All freeway on ramps from La Jolla Village Drive and Miramar Road would be metered. 

The La Jolla Conunons Project EIR determined that road segments and intersections would 
operate at LOS Dor better under buildout conditions (2020). Two segments of I-805 in the 
project vicinity were expected to continue to operate at LOS F with or without the La Jolla 
Commons Project, and contribution to traffic from the La Jolla Commons Project was 
determined to exceed the City's threshold and thus significantly impact these segments. The 
addition of traffic generated by the La Jolla Commons Project was considered significant at the 
following I-805 access ramps: Eastbound La Jolla Village Drive to Southbound I-805, Eastbound 
La Jolla Village Drive to Northbound I-805, and Nobel Drive to Southbound I-805. 

The La Jolla Conunons Project was determined to not result in a significant impact to traffic 
allocations identified in ilie University Cmmnunity Plan since tl1e project is consistent with tl1e 
traffic generation allocations identified in the Community Plan Development Intensity Element. 
The La Jolla Commons Project would not result in an increase over the community-wide trip 
allocation due to a proposed Transportation Demand Management plan 
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The La Jolla Commons Project EIR identified the following traffic improvement mitigation to 
address project traffic impacts. Either of the following two transportation mitigation options 
were determined to reduce the significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and 
intersections, other than I-805, to below a level of significance. Option 1 consisted of 
development in three phases (transportation phasing plan) and was recommended by City staff. 
Option 2 consisted of a non-phased development which was preferred by the applicant. 

Option 1- Transportation Phasing Plan 

Phase I 

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the 
generation of up to 3,333 ADT: 
a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive Drive and 

Judicial Drive; 
b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street 

along the project frontage; 
c. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local street; 
d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between Towne 

Centre Drive and Judicial Drive. 

Phase II 

2. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the 
generation of greater than 3,333 ADT up to 5,455 ADT: 

a. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village Drive 
along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805 interchange; 

b. The consh·uction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village Drive 
(North University City Project [NUC] 33); 

c. The construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major arterial from La Jolla 
village Drive to Nobel Drive. 

Phase III 

3. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the 
generation of greater than 5,455 ADT up to 10,319 ADT: 

a. The widening of La Jolla Drive to eight lanes from Towne Centre Drive to I-805 
(NUC-C); 
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b. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east of Eastgate 

Mall (NUC-50); 
c. The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to a partial 

cloverleaf (NUC-C). 

Option 2 - Non-Phased Development (preferred by the applicant) 

The following transportation mitigation measures are identical to those in Option 1 with one 

exception; Option 2 does not include the construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major 

arterial from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel Drive. 

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of 

the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in any 

generation of up to 10,455 ADT: 

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive Drive and 

Judicial Drive; 
b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street 

along the project frontage; 
c. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local street; 

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between Towne 
Centre Drive and Judicial Drive; 

e. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village Drive 

along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805 interchange; 
f. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village Drive 

(NUC-33); 
g. The widening of La Jolla Drive to eight lanes from Towne Centre Drive to I-805 

(NUC-C); 
h. TI1e widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east of Eastgate 

Mall (NUC-50); 

i. The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to a partial 

cloverleaf (NUC-C). 

The La Jolla Conunons Project has implemented all of the mitigation measures required of it 

under Option 1 - Transportation Phasing Plan. 

PROJECT 
A Traffic Analysis letter report was completed by Darnell & Associates, Inc. (November 15, 
2013) for the proposed La Jolla Commons -Tower III project. The traffic analysis included four 

study area intersections: Judicial Drive at Executive Drive, Judicial Drive and Eastgate Mall, 
Judicial Drive at Access 6(a), and Judicial Drive at Towne Centre Drive. 
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The Traffic Analysis determined that the proposed project would result in 7,971 daily trips (La 
Jolla Commons Project with Tower III developed as 173,264 square feet gross leaseable area of 
office); 9,216 trips (La Jolla Commons Project with Tower III developed as 264 hotel rooms); or 
9,182 trips (La Jolla Commons Project with Tower III developed as 104,971 square feet gross 
leaseable area of office and 175 hotel rooms). When compared to the trips generated by the La 
Jolla Commons Project, the La Jolla Commons - Tower III project would represent a decrease in 
daily trips for all three development alternatives (2,348 less trips under the all office scenario; 
1,103 less trips under the hotel scenario; and 1,137 less trips under the office plus hotel 
scenario). 

Relative to peak hour traffic, the Traffic Analysis shows that the La Jolla Commons - Tower III 
project would result in less overall morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) peak hour traffic. With 
the all office scenario, 50 fewer AM peak hour trips and 96 fewer PM peak hour trips would 
result. For the all hotel option, 73 fewer AM peak hour trips and 81 fewer PM peak hour trips 
would occur. With the office/hotel devleopment option, 15 fewer AM peak hour and 31 fewer 
PM peak hour trips would occur. However, depending on the development scenario selected, 
there would be a change in the amount of peak out "in" and peak hour "out" tiips. The same or 
fewer morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) peak hour trips would occur with the all hotel option. 
For the all office option, AM "in" peak hour traffic would increase by 68 trips, and PM "out" 
peak hour traffic would increase by 66 trips. For the office/hotel option, an additional 68 AM 
"in" peak hour trips would occur, with 63 additional PM "out" peak hour trips. 

The proposed project land use changes for each of the four study area intersections would 
operate at LOS D or better with additional traffic. The addition of the project traffic would not 
adversely affect the AM and PM peak hour's level of service and/or create a new significant 
impact. Three of the four intersections would continue to operate at LOS C or better. At the 
Towne Centre Drive/Executive Drive intersection, the AM peak hour would operate at LOS C 
with and without the project. The PM peak hour would operate at LOS E for both conditions 
and would see an increase of 0.8 seconds/vehicle delay. The PM peak hour increase of 0.8 
seconds/vehicle is not considered significant. 

A comparison of traffic generation for the proposed La Jolla Commons - Tower III project and 
traffic associated with the originally approved La Jolla Commons Project is provided in Tables 3 
- 5 below. As shown in Tables 3 - 5, the project would result in an overall reduction in daily 
weekday traffic when compared to the previously approved project: 

• The proposed Tower III as office use would result in 2,348 fewer daily trips, 50 fewer 
AM peak hour trips (-68:-118), and 96 fewer PM peak hour trips (-162/+66). 

• With Tower III developed as hotel use, there are 1,103 fewer daily trips, 73 fewer AM 
peak hour trips (+0:-73) and 81 fewer PM peak hour trips (-75:-5) generated. 

• Development of Tower III with hotel/office would result in 1,137 fewer daily trips, 15 
fewer AM peak hour trips (+68:-83) and 31 fewer PM peak hour trips (-94:+61). 

• Each of the office, hotel, and office/hotel alternatives would generate fewer daily trips 
and result in improved levels of service. However, Tower III as 100-percent office 

17 



alternative would generate 68 additional inbound and 18 fewer outbound AM peak 
hour trips. During the PM peak hour there would be 66 additional outbound peak hour 
trips and 162 fewer inbound peak hour trips. Development of Tower III as a hotel/office 
alternative would generate 68 additional inbound AM peak hour trips and 61 additional 
outbound PM peak hour trips. Development of Tower III as 100-percent office 
alternative would generate 68 additional inbound AM peak hour trips and 66 additional 

outbound PM peak hour trips. 

Relative to parking, development of Tower III as office use would provide 3,554 parking spaces 
where 3,056 parking spaces are required, resulting in an excess of 498 parking spaces. 
Development of Tower III as hotel use would provide 3,250 parking where 2,605 parking spaces 
are required, resulting in an excess of 645 parking spaces. Development of Tower III as 
office/hotel use would provide 3,393 parking spaces where 2,757 parking spaces are required, 
resulting in an excess of 636 parking spaces. The development of the La Jolla Cmmnons - Tower 
III project would satisfy the City of San Diego's parking requirements and no impact would 

result. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. TI-1e project will not result 
in any new significant transportation/traffic circulation environmental impacts nor is there a 
substantial increase in the severity of transportation/traffic circulation impacts from that 
described in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would satisfy the City's parking 

requirements. 

Table ?.,,.Trip Generation For Proposed Project with Tower Ill as Office 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Land Use Units Trins Total IN Out Total IN 
Tower I Office -252, 332 s.f. 

Tower II Ottice - 322. 692 s.f. 748.288 7.731 1.005 905 IOI 1.082 216 

Tower Ill Office - 173.264 s.f. 

Sub-total: 748,288 7,731 1,005 905 101 1,082 216 

SR 30,000 240 38 35 4 34 3 

NetChanae 7,971 1,043 939 104 1.116 220 

Annroved EIR 10.319 1,093 871 222 1.212 382 

Net Chanae /-2,3481 r.501 +68 1-1181 1-961 1-1621 

xx) Denotes decrease,+ Denotes increase, s.f. = Square Foot 

Table q. Trip Generation For Proposed Project with Tower Ill as Hotel 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Land Use Units Trins Total IN Out Total IN 

Tower I Office - 252,332 s. t. 
575,024 6,336 824 741 82 887 177 

Tower II Office - 322,692 s.f. 
Sub-total: 575,024 6,336 824 741 82 887 177 

Tower Ill Hote\ - 264 Rooms 264 2,640 158 95 63 211 127 

SR 30,000 240 38 35 4 34 3 

Sub-total: 9,216 1,020 871 149 1.132 307 

Annroved EIR 10,319 1,093 871 222 1.212 382 

Net Chanae 1-1.1031 /-731 +O 1-731 1-801 1-751 

(xx\ Denotes decrease,+ Denotes increase, s.f. - Square Foot 

18 

Out 

866 

866 

30 

896 

830 
+66 

Out 

710 

710 
84 

31 

825 

830 
1-51 



Table 5 Trip Generation For Proposed Project with Tower Ill as Hotel/Office 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Land Use Units Trios Total IN Out Total IN Out 

Tower I Office - 252,332 s.f. 

Tower II Office - 322,692 s.f. 

Tower Ill Office - 104,971 s.f. 679,995 7,192 935 841 93 1,007 201 805 

Sub-total: 679,995 7,192 935 841 93 1.007 201 805 

Tower Ill Hotel - 175 Rooms 175 1.750 105 63 42 140 84 56 

SR 30,000 240 38 35 4 34 3 30 

Sub-total: 9,182 1,078 939 139 1,181 288 891 

Annroved EIR 10,319 1.093 871 222 1,212 382 830 

Net Chan!le 1-1, 1371 1-151 +68 1-831 1-311 1-941 +61 

(xx} Denotes decrease, +Denotes increase, s.f. = Square Foot, D.U. = Dwellin Units 

EIR 
The EIR evaluated noise impacts relative to the City of San Diego General Plan and the City 
Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance (construction noise). The La Jolla Commons Project 
was found to not generate a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels. However, 
due to automobile traffic noise along La Jolla Village Drive and Judicial Drive, as well as aircraft 
noise from MCAS Miramar, future noise levels at the site were found to exceed an exterior 
CNEL of 65 dB at the hotel swimming pool area. This impact was considered significant, 
requiring mitigation. Exterior noise levels greater than 60 dB could result in interior noise levels 
in excess of 45 dB for hotel and condominium uses, and exterior noise levels greater than 65 dB 
could result in interior noise levels in excess of 50 dB for office uses. This impact was considered 
potentially significant in the EIR, and mitigation measures were required to reduce the impact 
to below a level of significance. 

PROJECT 
A Noise Analysis Report was prepared for La Jolla Commons III by dBF Associates, Inc. 
(September 3, 2013). The noise report analyzed the three development scenarios: office, hotel, or 
office/hotel. As with the original La Jolla Corrunons Project, the primary noise sources affecting 
the project site are vehicular traffic on La Jolla Village Drive and aircraft operations associated 
with MCAS Miramar; the secondmy noise source is vehicular traffic on Judicial Drive. 

If the project is developed as an office building, no exterior noise mitigation is necessmy; as 
stated in the EIR, an interior noise analysis would be required to ensure that interior noise levels 
in offices meet the City of San Diego General Plan Noise Compatibility requirements of 50 dBA 
CNEL or less. This requirement is the same as required in the EIR. 

If the project is developed as a hotel and the includes a pool area located between Tower I and 
Tower III, the project would include, as a project feature, a noise abatement wall reducing 
exterior noise levels at the outdoor area useable space to comply with the 65 dBA CNEL for 
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outdoor areas. An interior noise analysis would be required to ensure that interior noise levels 
in habitable rooms meet the California Code of Regulations, Title 24 (Noise Insulation Standard) 
and the San Diego General Plan Noise Compatibility requirements of 45 dBA CNEL or less. 
This requirement is the same as the EIR. 

If the project is developed as a mixed-use office/hotel and the project includes a pool area 
located between Tower I and Tower III, the project would include, as a project feature, a noise 
abatement wall reducing exterior noise levels at the outdoor area useable space to comply with 
the 65 dBA CNEL for outdoor areas. An interior noise analysis would be required to ensure that 
interior noise levels in offices meet the City of San Diego General Plan Noise Compatibility 
requirements of 50 dBA CNEL or less, and that habitable rooms meet the California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24 (Noise Insulation Standard) and the San Diego General Plan Noise 
Compatibility requirements of 45 dBA CNEL or less. This requirement is the same as the EIR. 

Regardless of the development option, construction of the project would comply with the City 
of San Diego 75 dBA Leq (12 hour) municipal code noise limit at residential zones. No 
rnitigation is necessary. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant 
noise impacts nor is there a substantial increase in the severity of noise impacts from that 
described in the EIR. 

Air Quality 

EIR 
The EIR evaluated air quality impacts and addressed the potential for air emissions during 
construction and operation of the La Jolla Commons Project, and for emissions associated with 
project-generated traffic. This analysis was in accordance with the City of San Diego's 
Significance Determination Guidelines (1999). 

The EIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would result in emissions of fugitive 
dust associated with construction. Because dust control measures during grading operations 
would be regulated in accordance with the rules of the San Diego Air Pollution Control District, 
and since construction would be a one-time, short-term activity, air quality impacts due to 
construction of the proposed project were found to not be significant. Implementation of 
standard construction phase mitigation measures would reduce the PM10 emissions to a level 
below significance. 
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The La Jolla Commons Project traffic is included in traffic projections for the Community Plan 
build-out and Regional Transportation Plan, and associated vehicle emissions were previously 
evaluated in the Community Plan EIR. TI1e La Jolla Commons Project would not generate 
emissions beyond the levels assumed previously. The La Jolla Commons Project's emissions 
have been accounted for in the County's plans for attainment and maintenance of the ambient 
air emissions standards. The La Jolla Commons Project's vehicle emissions impacts were not 
anticipated to be significant. 

PROJECT 
Scientific Resources Associated (SRA) prepared an Air Quality Technical Report for La Jolla 
C01mnons III (July 22, 2013). This analysis utilized the City of San Diego Significance 
Determination Thresholds (2011) to determine project impacts. 

The La Jolla Commons III three development scenarios of office tower, hotel, or office and hotel 
would result in fewer trips than analyzed in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR for the project 
site. Furthermore, the project is consistent with the City's goals of maintaining a mix of uses in 
the University Towne Centre area. Accordingly, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the Regional Air Quality Strategy or State Implementation Plan, and would 
not result in a significant impact. 

Construction Impacts 
Construction emissions were calculated for each of the development options. The analysis 
identified those criteria pollutants during construction would be below the thresholds of 
significance for all project construction phases for all pollutants. Project criteria pollutant 
emissions during construction would be temporary and are less than significant. 

Operational Impacts 
Operational impacts associated with the development of La Jolla Commons III would include 
impacts associated with vehicular traffic, as well as area sources such as energy use, 
landscaping, consumer products use, and architectural coatings use for maintenance purposes. 

According to the Focused Traffic Analysis, the previously approved project would generate 
10,319 average daily trips (ADT) for the entire La Jolla Commons Project development. The 
three development options for the project would generate the following ADT: 

• Tower III as Office - 7,971 ADT for the total La Jolla C01mnons Project 
• Tower III as Hotel- 9,216 ADT for the total La Jolla Commons Project 
• Tower III as Office plus Hotel- 9,182 ADT for the total La Jolla Conunons Project 

Based on the Focused Traffic Analysis, the development of the project, when combined with the 
entire project, would generate fewer trips than the previously approved project, and would 
therefore result in a decrease in vehicular emissions. 
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Operational impacts were estimated using the Ca!EEMod Model, which calculates vehicle 
emissions based on emission factors from the EMFAC2007 model. It was assumed that the first 
year of full occupancy would be 2016. Based on the results of the EMFAC2007 model for 
subsequent years, emissions would decrease on an ai.mual basis from 2016 onward due to 
phase-out of higher polluting vehicles ai.1d implementation of more stringent emission 
standards that are taken into account in the EMFAC2007 model. Based on the estimates of the 
emissions associated with project operations, the ai.1alysis determined that emissions of all 
criteria pollutants are below the significance thresholds for the offiee/hotel all scenarios. 
Impacts would be less thai.1 significant. 

Projects involving traffic impacts may result in the formation of locally high concentrations of 
carbon monoxide (CO), known as CO "hot spots." Project-related traffic would have the 
potential to result in CO "hot spots" if project-related traffic resulted in a degradation in the 
level of service at any intersection to level of service (LOS) E or F. Because the project would 
result in fewer ADT than the previously approved project, impacts would be lower than the 
prior analysis, and no CO "hot spots" would be anticipated under any of the three development 
scenarios. 

Relative to cumulative impacts, the San Diego Air Basin is considered a non-attainment area for 
the 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone (0,), and is considered 
a non-attainment area for the California Ambient Air Quaity Standards (CAAQS) for 0,, 
particulate matter of 10 Microns in diameter or smaller (PM10), and particulate matter of 2.5 
microns or less in size (PM2.s). An evaluation of emissions of non-attainment pollutants was 
conducted. Based on that evaluation, emissions of non-attainment pollutants during 
construction would be below the significance thresholds for ozone precursors, PM10, and PM2.s. 
Emissions of all pollutants would be below the significai.1ce thresholds for operations. 

There are no anticipated projects that would be under construction at the same time as the 
proposed project. The project's construction impacts would therefore not be cumulatively 
considerable under any of the three development scenarios. 

The analysis demonstrated that the operational impacts would be below the significance 
thresholds and that no CO "hot spots" would result from cumulative traffic. Because 
operational emissions for development of La Jolla Commons III, under any of the proposed 
development scenarios, are below the significance thresholds for nonattainment pollutants, they 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact. 

The threshold for exposure of sensitive receptors concerns whether the project could expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations of toxic air contai.ninants (TACs). If a 
project has the potential to result in emissions of any TAC which result in a cancer risk of 
greater than ten in one million or substantial non-cancer risk, the project would be deemed to 
have a potentially significant impact. 
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Air quality regulators typically define sensitive receptors as schools (Preschool-12"' Grade), 
hospitals, resident care facilities, or day-care centers, or other facilities that may house 
individuals with health conditions that would be adversely impacted by changes in air quality. 
Residential land uses may also be considered sensitive receptors. TI1e nearest sensitive 
receptors to the site include the Eastgate Christian School located on Eastgate Mall east of 
Genesee Avenue, the La Jolla Country Day School, located on Genesee Avenue just north of 
Eastgate Mall, and the Torah High School located to the south of the site at 9001 Towne Center 
Drive. The nearest residences are located approximately 200 feet to the south of the site at the 
comer of La Jolla Village Drive and Judicial Drive. 

Emissions of TACs are attributable to temporary emissions from construction emissions, and 
minor emissions associated with diesel truck traffic used for deliveries at the site. Truck traffic 
may result in emissions of diesel particulate matter, which is characterized by the State of 
California as a TAC. Certain types of projects are recommended to be evaluated for impacts 
associated with TACs. In accordance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District's 
(SCAQMD) "Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source 
Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis" (SCAQMD 2003), projects that should 
be evaluated for diesel particulate emissions include truck stops, distribution centers, 
warehouses, and transit centers which diesel vehicles would utilize and which would be 
sources of diesel particulate matter from heavy-duty diesel trucks. La Jolla Commons III 
developed as any of the three development scenarios would not attract a disproportionate 
amount of diesel trucks and would not be considered a source of TAC emissions. Based on the 
CalEEMod Model, heavy-duty diesel trucks would account for only 0.9 percent of the total trips 
associated with the project. Impacts to sensitive receptors from TAC emissions would therefore 
be less than significant. 

Relative to objectionable odors, project construction could result in minor amounts of odor 
compounds associated with diesel heavy equipment exhaust. TI1ese compounds would be 
emitted in various amounts and at various locations during construction. Sensitive receptors 
located in the vicinity of the construction site include residences to the south of the site. Odors 
are highest near the sources and would quickly dissipate offsite; any odors associated with 
construction would be temporary. The development of La Jolla Commons III as any of the three 
development scenarios would not be considered a sources of objectionable odors. Thus the 
potential for odor impacts associated with the project are led than significant. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not 
result in any new significant environmental impacts relative to air quality nor is there a 
substantial increase in the severity of air quality impacts from that described in the EIR. 
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Hydrology/Water Quality 

EIR 
The EIR evaluated project-specific impacts to hydrology and water quality. The EIR determined 
that the La Jolla Commons Project would not have a significant impact on downstream drainage 
improvements. The storm drain system was determined to be adequate to handle surface flows 
generated by the La Jolla Commons Project. The course and flow of existing drainage patterns 
were altered as a result of the La Jolla Commons Project. 

Erosion during construction of the La Jolla Commons Project had the potential to significantly 
impact tl1e ability of downstream areas to accommodate silt-laden runoff or the accumulation of 
silt. During post-construction conditions, tl1e additional urban pollutants entering the drainage 
course could diminish the water quality of downstream areas, ultimately including Mission 
Bay. Given the wildlife and recreational value of the downstream watershed, water quality 
impacts were considered significant. The EIR identified mitigation measures to reduce water 
quality impacts from the project to below a level of significance. Those measures have been 
implemented and continue to be implemented as development occurs in accordance with the 
existing approvals for tl1e La Jolla Commons Project. 

PROJECT 
Similar to the previous project, La Jolla Commons III would be required to comply with water 
quality regulations. Leppert Engineering Corporation prepared a Water Quality Technical Report 
(August 19, 2013) and Drainage Study (August 19, 2013) for La Jolla Commons III pursuant to 
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements as promulgated in the City 
of San Diego most recent Storm Water Stan.dards Manual. Implementation of project-specific 
BMPs, that include source control BMPs, low-impact development (LID) BMPs, treahnent 
control BMPs, and hydromodification management, would ensure tl1at the project's impacts to 
water quality would be less than significant. With the adherence to existing regulations, project 
water quality impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Relative to drainage, the existing condition for La Jolla Commons III is the proposed condition 
for La Jolla Commons II, which was analyzed in the Drainage Study for La Jolla Commons 2, 
prepared by Leppert Engineering (February 17, 2012; PTS No. 263782). Comparing the existing 
and proposed conditions the drainage study determined that the existing storm drain pipes 
downstream of the project are adequately sized to accommodate the additional runoff 
generated by tl1e proposed development. The proposed storm drains would be sized 
appropriately to provide adequate capacity. No impact would occur. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not 
result in any new significant enviromnental impacts to hydrology/water quality nor is there a 
substantial increase in the severity of hydrology/water quality impacts from that described in 
the EIR. 
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Paleontology 

EIR 
The La Jolla Commons Project site is located in the Coastal Plains Physiographical Province of 
San Diego Com,ty and is underlain by Tertiary-age and Quaternary-age sedimentary deposits, 
associated residual soils, and artificial fill. The Tertiary-age materials at the site are identified as 
part of the Scripps Formation, which is represented predominantly by yellowish-brown, 
medium-grained sandstone with cobble-conglomerate interbeds. 

The Quaternary-age materials are comprised of both marine terrace deposits and alluvial 
deposits. The terrace deposits are identified as part of the Lindavista Formation and consist of 
reddish-brown interbedded sandstone and conglomerate. The Lindavista Formation is present 
on the higher elevations of the site, above an approximate elevation of 360 to 270 feet. The 
alluvial deposits consist of brown to grayish-brown, loose- to medium-dense, poorly 
consolidated sands and gravels, and are restricted largely to tl1e north-south trending canyon in 
the southwest portion of the site. 

Due to the presence of fossiliferous formations at the project site and the exceedence of the 
grading tluesholds for significance for both formations, the EIR determined that 
implementation of the La Jolla Commons Project would have the potential for significant 
impacts to paleontological resources for portions of the project site. Mitigation measures were 
required to reduce potential direct impacts associated with paleontological resources to below a 
level of significance. The mitigation measures have been implemented as part of the La Jolla 
Commons Project. 

PROJECT 
The La Jolla Commons III project site has been fu Uy graded in accordance with the approved La 
Jolla Commons Project. The remainder of tl1e original project site has been developed or is 
currently under development. Nonetheless, there is the potential for impacts to paleontological 
resources as a result of the project due to the site's underlying Linda Vista and Scripps 
formations. Both of these geologic units have the potential to contain paleontological resources. 
Grading for the project requires additional excavation for the proposed subterranean parking 
garage. Therefore, the project would be required to implement the mitigation measures 
presented in the original La Jolla Commons Project EIR. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not 
result in any new significant paieontological environmental impacts nor is there a substantial 
increase in the severity of impacts to paleontological resources from that described in the EIR. 
The project would be required to implement mitigation measures as presented in the EIR. 
Therefore, with implementation of tl1e project specific MMRP, as detailed in Section V of the 
Addendum, potential paleontological impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance. 
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Historical Resources 

EIR 
The EIR analyzed potential historical resources on-site. This analysis was based on the 1995 
Affinis historical resources study, as well as the January 2000 Affinis field check. No 
archaeological material was found on-site during the 1995 and 2000 surveys of the La Jolla 
Commons Project. Impacts to historical resources were not identified and therefore mitigation 
was not required. 

PROJECT 
The La Jolla Commons III project site has been fully graded in accordance with the approved La 
Jolla Cornrnons Project. The remainder of the La Jolla Commons site has been developed or is 
currently under development for the La Jolla Commons Project. As a result, no historical 
resources are present on-site. No impacts would occur as a result of La Jolla Commons III. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant 
enviromnental impacts associated historical resources nor is there a substantial increase in the 
severity of impacts to historical resources from that described in the La Jolla Conunons Project 
EIR. 

Human Health and Public Safety 

EIR 
As analyzed in the EIR, no previous development of land uses were not known for the project 
site, and hazards from previous uses were not expected to be present. MCAS Miramar 
presented potential health and safety hazards to surrounding residents and businesses in the 
form of aircraft operations accident potential, electromagnetic radiation, and explosives safety. 
The EIR determined that the La Jolla Cornrnons Project was compatible with the requirements 
of the 1992 NAS Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). Impacts to MCAS Miramar 
aircraft operations from the La Jolla Commons Project were found not to be significant. 

PROJECT 
The La Jolla Cornrnons III project site is located within MCAS Miramar's Airport Influence Area 
(AIA). The AIA is "the area in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, 
or airspace protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on 
tl1ose uses." To facilitate implementation and reduce unnecessary referrals of projects to the 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the AIA is divided into Review Area 1 and 
Review Area 2. The project site is located within Review Area 1. 

La Jolla Cornrnons III has received a compatibility letter from MCAS Miramar. No conflicts with 
the MCAS Miramar ALUCP would occur. 
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The project site is not located within any safety zones nor is it located within an overflight 
notification zone. The project site is located within the Airspace Protection Compatibility Area. 
Specifically, the airspace protection compatibility area shall geographically consist of locations 
within the FAR Part 77 primary surface and beneath the approach ( to where it intersects the 
outer horizontal surface), transitional, horizontal, and conical surfaces together with locations 
within the Federal Aviation Administration notification area as described below, excluding the 
federally owned lands that comprise MCAS Miramar. The project has received an FAA Part 77 
Letter of Non-Obstruction, stating the project has no impacts on airspace protection. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant 
environmental impacts associated with human health and public safety, nor is there a 
substantial increase in the severity of impacts from that described in the La Jolla Commons 
Project EIR. 

Cumulative Effects 

EIR 
The EIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would result in significant cumulative 
impacts associated with transportation/traffic circulation, as a result of cumulatively significant 
congestion at the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive freeway interchange, as well as freeway segments; 
and with air quality, relative to short-term construction impacts and as contributions to regional 
air quality associated with cumulative emissions. 

PROJECT 
La Jolla Commons III would not result in new impacts that would be regarded as cumulatively 
significant because daily traffic resulting from the project would be less than what was assumed 
in the La Jolla Commons EIR. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the 
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant 
cumulatively enviromnental impacts nor is there a substantial increase in the severity of 
cumulative impacts from that described in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. 

IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT IN THE LA JOLLA COMMONS PROJECT 
EIR 

The EIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would not have the potential to result in 
significant impacts with regard to following issue areas: 
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• Agriculture and Aggregate Resources 
• Recreational Resources 
• Geology and Soils 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services and Utilities 
• Energy 

These issue areas remain effects found not to be significant with La Jolla Commons III, as the 
development intensity of the project is generally consistent with what was analyzed for the 
project site in the EIR. Significant impacts to these issue areas would not result. 

Issues Not Analyzed in the 1999/2000 EIR 

The environmental issue of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions was not analyzed in the La Jolla 
Commons Project EIR pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines in effect at the time that EIR was 
prepared. The following discussion provides information to show that, while this issue was not 
analyzed to the level currently required or not analyzed in the EIR, there is no new information 
available that would indicate that these issues would result in a new significant impact. 
Although public utilities/ services was addressed in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR, analysis 
of this issue did not contain the same level of detail as the City currently requires. 

Greenhouse Gases 

BACKGROUND 
The State of California has passed a number of policies and regulations that are either directly 
or indirectly related to GHG. Notably, tl1e California legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 32 
(Nunez), the "California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006". It requires the California Air 
Resources Board (CARE) to adopt rules and regulations that would reduce GHG emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020. The CARB is also required to publish a list of discrete GHG emission 
reduction measures. Senate Bill (SB) 375 requires CARE to set regional targets for GHG 
emissions. Its purpose is to reduce emissions by promoting high-density, mixed-use 
developments around mass transit hubs. SB 375 requires that Metropolitan Plarming 
Organizations (MPOs) in California update the Regional Trar1sportation Plans (RTPs) to 
promote this smart growth development. SB 97, signed by the governor on August 24, 2007, 
required tl1at tl1e CEQA guidelines be amended to address impacts from transportation and 
energy consumption and appropriate mitigation for GHG emissions, and requires the Resources 
Agency to certify and adopt those guidelines by Jarmary 1, 2010. The CEQA guidelines were 
thus amended to include greenhouse gas as an environmental issue to be addressed after the 
adoption of the La Jolla Crossroads Project EIR. The City of San Diego has adopted interim 
guidelines that provide guidance on how to evaluate and assess project GHG impacts. The 
interim GHG guidelines state that projects should achieve a 28.3 percent reduction of GHG 
emissions from business as usual (BAU) conditions to be consistent with AB 32. A GHG 
analysis report was prepared by pursuant to these interim guidelines and the amended CEQA 
Guidelines. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS INVENTORY 
GHG emissions associated with La Jolla Commons III were estimated separately for five 
categories of emissions: (1) construction; (2) energy use, including electricity and natural gas 
usage; (3) water consumption; ( 4) solid waste handling; and (5) transportation. Emissions were 
calculated for all three development scenarios proposed: office use, hotel use, and office and 
hotel. The analysis includes a baseline estimate assuming Title 24-compliant buildings, which is 
considered business as usual for the Project. Emissions were estimated based on emission 
factors from the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009). 
This inventory presents emissions based on "business as usual" assumptions. 

Existing Conditions 
The site is currently vacant and undeveloped. As it exists, the site is not a source of GHG 
emissions. 

Office Building 
Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Construction GHG emissions include emissions from heavy construction equipment, truck 
traffic, and worker trips. Emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Model, which is the 
newest land use emissions model developed by ENVIRON and the SCAQMD (ENVIRON 
2011), for completed and proposed construction. CalEEMod contains emission factors from the 
OFFROAD2007 model for heavy construction equipment (ARB 2007), and from the EMFAC2007 
model for on-road vehicles. Table 6 presents the construction-related emissions associated with 
construction of the Office Building project. 

AEP recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year period to account for 
the contribution of construction emissions over the lifetime of the project. These emissions are 
added to operational emissions to account for the contribution of construction to GHG 
emissions for the lifetime of the project. 

Development Scenario 

Office Use 

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

C02e Emissions, metric tons 

1,445 

Amortized C02e 
Emissions, metric 
tons/year 

48 

The development of the La Jolla Conunons III project as an office building would construct 
173,264 square feet of leasable office space (223,900 square feet gross floor area). Emissions for 
the office building scenario were estimated using the methodologies described below. 
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Energy Use. Business as usual electricity usage rates for the office space were calculated from the 
California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEC 2006) based on estimated aimual 13.63 kWh/square 
foot. Emissions were calculated based on emission factors in the California Climate Action 
Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (CCAR 2009), which assumes that for 
California, energy use (electricity) would have emissions of 724.12 lbs/MWh of CO2, 0.0302 
lbs/MWh of CH,, and 0.0081 lbs/MWh of N20. Natural gas usage rates were calculated based 
on estimated aimual rates of 25.99 kiloBTUs/square foot. For natural gas usage, the Protocol 
assumes that natural gas would have emissions of 53.06 kg/MMBTU of CO2, 0.0059 kg/MMBTU 
of CH,, and 0.0001 kg/MMBTU of N,O. 

Water Usage. GHG emissions were calculated on the basis of the embodied energy of water, 
assmning that in southern California, water has an embodied energy of 12,700 kWh/million 
gallons (CEC 2005). Water usage was estimated based on the water use calculated by the 
CalEEMod Model (ENVIRON 2011) for indoor and outdoor water use based on the 
development scenarios. Total aimual water use for the office uses was estimated at 30,794,000 
gallons for indoor uses and 18,874,000 gallons for outdoor uses for a total of 49,668,000 gallons. 

Vehicle Emissions. Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions were estimated based on the 
projected ADTs from the Focused Traffic Analysis (Darnell and Associates 2013). Based on the 
analysis, the trip generation rate for the office uses would be 10.33 trips per 1,000 square feet, 
for a total of 1,790 average daily trips (ADT). Emissions from vehlcles were estimated using the 
ARB' s emission factors without considering the effects of state and federal measures to reduce 
GHG emissions from EMFAC2011 (ARB 2011), assuming an average trip length of 5.8 miles 
based on data for average trip lengths within San Diego County estimated by the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG). 

Solid Waste. Solid waste generation rates were estimated based on the CalEEMod Model. The 
CalEEMod Model calculated a solid waste generation rate of 161 tons per year for the office use. 
Solid waste GHG emissions were calculated based on the CalEEMod Model. 

Operational Emissions Summary 
The results of the inventory for operational emissions for business as usual are presented in 
Table 7. These include GHG emissions associated with buildings (natural gas, purchased 
electricity), water consumption (energy embodied in potable water), solid waste management 
(including transport and landfill gas generation), and vehicles. Table 7 summarizes projected 
emissions for the office building scenario. 
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Annual Emissions 

Emission Source (Metric tons/year) 
co, CH, N,O C02e 

0 erational Emissions - Office 

Electrici Use 776 0.0323 0.0087 779 

Natural Gas Use 239 0.0266 0.0005 240 

Water Use 201 0.0084 0.0022 201 

Solid Waste Mana ement 73 73 

Vehicle Emissions 1,537 0.0682 0.0671 1,560 

Amortized Construction Emissions 48 48 

Total 2,874 0.1355 0.0785 2,901 

1 21 310 

CO2 E uivalent Emissions 2,874 2.8455 24.335 2,901 

TOTAL CO2 Equivalent Emissions 2,901 

As shown in Table 7, the net emissions associated with La Jolla Commons III office building 
scenario are above the 900 metric ton screening threshold under business as usual conditions. 
The project was therefore evaluated to assess the GHG emission reductions that would be 
achieved through state and federal programs and through project design features. 

Hotel 
Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Construction GHG emissions include emissions from heavy construction equipment, truck 
traffic, and worker trips. Emissions were calculated using the Ca!EEMod Model, whlch is the 
newest land use emissions model developed by ENVIRON and the SCAQMD (ENVIRON 
2011), for completed and proposed construction. CalEEMod contains emission factors from the 
OFFROAD2007 model for heavy construction equipment (ARB 2007), and from the EMFAC2007 
model for on-road vehicles. Table 8 presents the construction-related emissions associated with 

construction of the project as a hotel. 

AEP recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year period to account for 
the contribution of construction emissions over the lifetime of the project. These emissions are 
added to operational emissions to account for the contribution of construction to GHG 
emissions for the lifetime of the project. 

Development Scenario C02e Emissions, metric tons 

264-Room Hotel 1,739 
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Amortized C02e 
Emissions, metric 

tons/year 
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Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The development of La Jolla Commons III hotel would construct 264 rooms. Emissions for the 
hotel scenario were estimated using the methodologies described below. 

Energy Use. Business as usual electricity usage rates for the hotel space were calculated based on 
estimated annual rates of 12.13 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per square foot from the California 

Commercial End-Use Survey (Itron 2006) for hotel space. Emissions were calculated based on 
emission factors in the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 
3.1 (CCAR 2009), whlch assumes that for California, energy use (electricity) would have 
emissions of 724.12 lbs/MWh of CO,, 0.0302 lbs/MWh of CH4, and 0.0081 lbs/MWh of N,O. 
Natural gas usage rates were calculated based on estimated annual rates of 42.40 
kiloBTUs/square foot/year for hotel space. For natural gas usage, the Protocol assumes that 
natural gas would have emissions of 53.06 kg/MMBTU of CO2, 0.0059 kg/MMBTU of CH4, and 
0.0001 kg/MMBTU of N20. 

Water Usage. GHG emissions were calculated on the basis of the embodied energy of water, 
assuming that in southern California, water has an embodied energy of 12,700 kWh/million 
gallons (CEC 2005). Water usage was estimated based on the water use calculated by the 
CalEEMod Model (ENVIRON 2011) for indoor and outdoor water use based on the 
development scenarios. Total aimual water use for the hotel was estimated at 6,696,827 gallons 
for indoor uses and 744,092 gallons for outdoor uses for a total of 7,440,919 gallons. 

Vehicle Emissions. Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions were estimated based on the 
projected ADTs from the Focused Traffic Analysis (Darnell and Associates 2013). Based on the 
analysis, the trip generation rate for the hotel would be 2,640 ADT. Emissions from vehicles 
were estimated using the ARB' s emission factors without considering the effects of state and 
federal measures to reduce GHG emissions from EMFAC2011 (ARB 2011), assuming an average 
trip length of 5.8 miles based on data for average trip lengths within San Diego County 
estimated by the San Diego Association of Governments (SAND AG). 

Solid Waste. Solid waste generation rates were estimated based on the CalEEMod Model. The 
CalEEMod Model calculated a solid waste generation rate of 144 tons per year for the hotel. 
Solid waste GHG emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Model. 

Operational Emissions Summary 
The results of the inventory for operational emissions for business as usual are presented in 
Table 9. These include GHG emissions associated with buildings (natural gas, purchased 
electricity), water consumption ( energy embodied in potable water), solid waste management 
(including transport and landfill gas generation), and vehlcles. Table 9 summarizes projected 
emissions for the Hotel scenario using the methodologies noted above. 
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Annual Emissions 

Emission Source (Metric tons/year) 

CO2 CH, NzO C02e 

0 erational Emissions - Hotel 

Electricity Use 1,527 0.0637 0.0171 1,534 

Natural Gas Use 862 0.0959 0.0016 865 

Water Use 31 0.0013 0.0003 31 

Solid V\T aste Management 66 66 

Vehicle Emissions 2,268 0.1006 0.0989 2,300 

Amortized Construction Emissions 58 58 

Total 4,812 0.2615 0.1179 4,854 

Global Warmin Potential Factor 1 21 310 

CO2 E uivalent Emissions 4,812 5.4915 36.549 4,854 

TOTAL CO2 E uivalent Emissions 4,854 

As shown in Table 9, the net emissions associated with development of the La Jolla Commons 
III as a 264-room hotel are above the 900 metric ton screening threshold under business as usual 
conditions. The project was therefore evaluated to assess the GHG emission reductions that 
would be achieved through state and federal programs and through project design features. 

Office and Hotel 
Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Construction GHG emissions include emissions from heavy construction equipment, truck 
traffic, and worker trips. Emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Model, which is the 
newest land use emissions model developed by ENVIRON and the SCAQMD (ENVIRON 
2011), for completed and proposed construction. CalEEMod contains emission factors from the 
OFFROAD2007 model for heavy construction equipment (ARB 2007), and from the EMF AC2007 
model for on-road vehicles. Table 10 presents the construction-related emissions associated 
with construction of the project with 285,960 square feet of combined office/hotel (135,000 
square feet gross floor area (104,971 square feet gross leasable area) of office uses and a 175-
room, 150,960-square-foot hotel}. 

AEP recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year period to account for 
the contribution of construction emissions over the lifetime of the project. These emissions are 
added to operational emissions to account for the contribution of construction to GHG 
emissions for the lifetime of the project. 

Development Scenario C02e Emissions, metric tons 

Office and Hotel 1,690 
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Amortized C02e 
Emissions, metric 

tons/year 
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Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The development of La Jolla Commons III office and hotel would construct with 285,960 square 
feet of combined office/hotel (135,000 square feet gross floor area (104,971 square feet gross 
leasable area) of office uses and a 175-room, 150,960-square-foot hotel}, GHG emissions for the 
project were estimated for five categories of emissions: (1) construction; (2) energy use, 
including electricity and natural gas usage; (3) water consumption; (4) solid waste management, 
and (5) transportation. Emissions were estimated for this development scenario using the 
methodlogies described below, 

Energy Use, Business as usual electricity usage rates for the office space were calculated from the 
California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEC 2006) based on estimated annual 13.63 kWh/square 
foot Emissions were calculated based on emission factors in the California Climate Action 
Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (CCAR 2009), which assumes that for 
California, energy use ( electricity) would have emissions of 724.12 lbs/MWh of CO,, 0.0302 
lbs/MWh of CH,, and 0.0081 lbs/MWh of N,O. Natural gas usage rates were calculated based 
on estimated annual rates of 25.99 kiloBTUs/square foot For natural gas usage, the Protocol 
as.sumes that natural gas would have emissions of 53.06 kg/MMBTU of CO2, 0.0059 kg/MMBTU 
of CH,, and 0.0001 kg/MMBTU of N,O. 

Business as usual electricity usage rates for the hotel space were calculated based on estimated 
annual rates of 12.13 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per square foot from the California Commercial End­

Use Survey (Itron 2006) for hotel space. Emissions were calculated based on emission factors in 
the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (CCAR 2009), 
which assumes that for California, energy use (electricity) would have emissions of 724.12 
lbs/MWh of CO2, 0.0302 lbs/MWh of CH,, and 0.0081 lbs/MWh of N20. Natural gas usage rates 
were calculated based on estimated atmual rates of 42.40 kiloBTUs/square foot/year for hotel 
space. For natural gas usage, the Protocol assumes that natural gas would have emissions of 
53.06 kg/MMBTU of CO2, 0.0059 kg/MMBTU of CH,, and 0.0001 kg/MMBTU of N,O. 

Water Usage. GHG emissions were calculated on the basis of the embodied energy of water, 
assuming that in southern California, water has an embodied energy of 12,700 kWh/million 
gallons (CEC 2005). Water usage was estimated based on the water use calculated by the 
CalEEMod Model (ENVIRON 2011) for indoor and outdoor water use based on the 
development scenarios. Total annual water use for the office uses use was estimated at 
18,656,712 gallons for indoor use and 11,434,759 gallons for outdoor use. Total annual water 
use for the hotel was estimated at 4,439,185 gallons for indoor use and 493,243 gallons for 
outdoor use. 

Vehicle Emissions. Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions were estimated based on the 
projected ADTs from the Focused Traffic Analysis (Darnell and Associates 2013). Based on the 
analysis, the trip generation rate for office plus hotel uses would be 2,834. Emissions from 
vehicles were estimated using the ARB' s emission factors without considering the effects of 
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state and federal measures to reduce GHG emissions from EMFAC2011 (ARB 2011), assuming 
an average trip length of 5.8 miles based on data for average trip lengths within San Diego 
County estimated by SANDAG. 

Solid Waste. Solid waste generation rates were estimated based on the CalEEMod Model. The 
CalEEMod Model calculated a solid waste generation rate of 98 tons per year for the office use 
and 96 tons per year for the hotel, for a total of 193 tons per year. Solid waste GHG emissions 
were calculated using the CalEEMod Model. 

Operational Emissions Smmnary 

The results of the inventory for operational emissions for business as usual are presented in 
Table 11. These include GHG emissions associated with buildings (natural gas, purchased 
electricity), water consumption ( energy embodied in potable water), solid waste management 
(including transport and landfill gas generation), and vehicles. Table 11 summarizes projected 
emissions for the 285,960 combined square-foot office/hotel /135,000-square-foot office building 
and 175-room, 150,960-square-foot hotel eam development}. 

Annual Emissions 
Emission Source (Metric tons/year) 

co, CH, N,O CO,e 

Operational Emissions - Office plus Hotel 

Electricity Use 1,482 0.0618 0.0166 1,489 

Natural Gas Use 716 0.0797 0.0014 719 

Water Use 142 0.0059 0.0016 143 

Solid Waste Mana ernent 88 88 

Vehicle Emissions 2,434 0.1080 0.1062 2,469 

Amortized Construction Emissions 56 56 

Total 4,918 0.2554 0.1258 4,964 

Global Warmin Potential Factor 1 21 310 

CO2 E uivalent Emissions 4,18 5.3634 38.998 4,964 

TOTAL CO2 E uivalent Emissions 4,964 

As shown in Table 11, the net emissions associated with the La Jolla Commons III project 
developed with office and hotel uses are above the 900 metric ton screening threshold under 
business as usual conditions. The project was therefore evaluated to assess the GHG emission 
reductions that would be achieved through state and federal programs and through project 
design features. 
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Summary of Project Design Features, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

A threshold of 28.3% below "business as usual" levels is considered to demonstrate that a 
project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32. As discussed in the ARB' s Staff Report, 
California 1990 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Level and 2020 Emissions Limit (ARB 2007a), vehicular 
emissions are the greatest contributor to GHG emissions. Because the applicant does not have 
direct control over the types of vehicles or emission/fuel standards, the effect of California 
programs to reduce GHG emissions from vehicles was evaluated. 

All of the measures discussed below would apply to the project regardless of the development 

scenario. 

Based on the SDCGHGI, the percent reductions in GHG emissions anticipated through 
implementation of the Federal CAFE standards, LCFS, and Pavley fuel efficiency standard 
(analogous to the Federal CAFE standard), as well as the effect of light/heavy vehicle 
efficiency/hybridization programs can be estimated. Emissions were calculated based on the 
reductions in the SDCGHGI. It should be noted that these reductions are consistent with the 
EMFAC2011 emission factor reductions, which calculate that for the fleet of light-duty vehicles 
within the state of California, the Pavley and LCFS programs will reduce GHG emissions by 20 
percent and ten percent for a total of 30 percent (ARB 2011). 

In addition to the energy efficiency and mobile source emissions reductions discussed above, 
reductions attributable to California's RPS (SB 1078; 2002) were included in the emission 
calculations for electricity use. SB 1078 :initially set a target of 20 percent of energy to be sold 
from renewable sources by the year 2017. The schedule for implementation of the RPS was 
accelerated in 2006 with the Governor's signing of SB 107, which accelerated the 20 percent RPS 
goal from 2017 to 2010. On November 17, 2008, the Governor signed Executive Order S-14-08, 
which requires all retail sellers of electricity to serve 33 percent of their load with renewable 
energy by 2020. The Governor signed Executive Order S-21-09 on September 15, 2009, which 
directs ARB to implement a regulation consistent with the 2020 33 percent renewable energy 
target by July 31, 2010. As of September 23, 2010, the ARB has adopted the regulation that 
implements the 33 percent renewable energy standard. 

According to the SDCGHGI, implementation of the 20 percent RPS goal by 2010 would reduce 
GHG emissions by a further 14 percent from 2006 levels; the inventory estimated that San Diego 
Gas and Electric was providing six percent of its electricity from renewable resource in 2006. To 
accom1t for the implementation of the 20 percent RPS, a 14 percent reduction in GHG emissions 
was assmned. Implementation of Executive Order S-21-09 (i.e., the 33 percent RPS) will result 
in additional GHG reductions of 27 percent below 2006 levels. 

The current Title 24 standards (2013) will reduce electricity and natural gas usage by 15 percent. 
Accordingly, GHG emissions from electricity and natural gas use were reduced by 15 percent. 
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The project would utilize water conservation measures, including installation of low-flow 
fixtures (toilets and showers), and would reduce irrigation requirements by utilizing a drought­
resistant landscaping palette and reducing turf areas. TI1e project would utilize recycled water 
for irrigation, flushing, and make-up water for the cooling tower. Reductions in water usage 
were calculated with the CalEEMod model using these assumptions. 

TI1e following sections present the results of the analysis for each development scenario. 

Office Building 

Table 12 presents the estimated CHG emissions for the project as an office building, with 
implementation of the CHG reduction measures summarized. As shown in Table 12, emissions 
from the La Jolla Commons III office building scenario, considering CHG reduction measures 
discussed above, would exceed the goal of 28.3 percent below business as usual levels for the 
office building. Accordingly, the project would meet the goals of AB 32 and would not result in 
cumulatively considerable significant global climate impacts. 

Annual Emissions 

Emission Source (Metric tons/year) 
co, CH, N,O C02e 

0 erational Emissions - Office 

Electricity Use 481 0.0201 0.0054 483 

Natural Gas Use 203 0.0226 0.0004 204 

Water Use 90 0.0038 0.0010 90 

Solid Waste Mana ement 73 73 

Vehicle Emissions 1,076 0.0477 0.0537 1,094 

Amortized Construction Emissions 48 48 

Total 1,971 0.0942 0.0605 1,992 

1 21 310 

CO2 E uivalent Emissions 1,971 1.9782 18.755 1,992 

TOTAL CO2 Equivalent Emissions 1,992 

Business as Usual CO2 Equivalent 
Emissions 2,901 

Percent Reduction 31.33% 

Table 13 presents a summary of the CHG reduction measures and their effectiveness. 

By meeting the City's threshold of reducing CHG emissions by more than 28.3 percent below 
business as usual levels, La Jolla Commons III developed as an office building, would not 
generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 
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Transportation Emissions 

Business as Usual, C02e 

Reductions due to Statewide Measures 

Measure Percent Reduction 

Pavley Motor Vehicle Standards 20% 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 10% (CO2 and CH4) 

Total Reductions 

Business as Usual, C02e 

Reductions due to Pro· ect Desi n Features and Statewide Measures 

Measure Percent Reduction 

12.36% of indoor water 
CalEEMod Water Conservation Measures, including low- use, 8.7% of outdoor 
flow toilets and sinks, and outdoor water conservation 

Re cled Water Use 

Meet Title 24 Standards as of 2008 

Renewable Portfolio Standard (33% renewables) 

Total Reductions 

Net Operational Emissions 

Hotel 

water use 

87.5% of outdoor water 
use 

15% of electricity use and 
15% of natural as use 

27% ( electricity and 
embodied energy of 
water) 

1560 

Emissions Reduction 

312 
154 
466 

1094 

1293 

Emissions Reduction 

22 

55 

215 

226 

518 

775 

Table 14 presents the estimated GHG emissions for the project as a 264-room hotel, with 
implementation of the GHG reduction measures summarized. As shown in Table 14, emissions 
from La Jolla Commons III as a hotel, considering GHG reduction measures discussed above, 
would exceed the goal of 28.3 percent below business as usual levels for the hotel. Accordingly, 
the project would meet the goals of AB 32 and would not result in cumulatively considerable 
significant greenhouse gas emissions impacts. 
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Operational Emissions - Hotel 

Electrici Use 

Natural Gas Use 

VVater Use 

Solid Waste Mana ement 

Vehicle Emissions 

Amortized Construction Emissions 

Total 

Global Warmin Potential Factor 

CO2 E uivalent Emissions 

TOTAL CO2 Equivalent Emissions 

Business as Usual CO2 Equivalent 
Emissions 

Percent Reduction 

948 

733 

18 

66 
1,587 

58 
3,410 

1 

3,410 

0.0395 0.0106 

0.0815 0.0014 

0.0007 0.0002 

0.0704 0.0692 

0.1921 0.0814 

21 310 

4.0341 25.234 

3,442 

4,854 

29.08% 

Table 15 presents a summary of the GHG reduction measures and their effectiveness. 

Transportation Emissions 

Business as Usual, C02e 2300 

Reductions due to Statewide Measures 

952 

735 

18 

66 
1,613 

58 

3,442 

3,442 

Measure Percent Reduction Emissions Reduction 

Pavle Motor Vehicle Standards 20% 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 10% (CO2 and CH4) 

Total Reductions 

Net Trans ortation Emissions 

Operational Emissions 

Business as Usual, C02e 

Reductions due to Project Desi n Features and Statewide Measures 

Measure Percent Reduction 

12.36% of indoor water 
CalEEMod Water Conservation Measures, including low- use, 8.7% of outdoor 
flow toilets and sinks, and outdoor water conservation water use 

87.5% of outdoor water 

460 

227 

687 

1613 

2496 

Emissions Reduction 

5 

Re cled Water Use use 2 

Meet Title 24 Standards as of 2008 

Renewable Portfolio Standard (33% renewables) 

Total Reductions 

Net Operational Emissions 

39 

15% of electricity use and 
15% of natural as use 207 

27% (electricity and 
embodied energy of 
water) 386 

600 
1896 



By meeting the City's threshold of reducing GHG emissions by more than 28.3 percent below 
business as usual levels, La Jolla Commons III project developed as a hotel, would not generate 
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment. 

Office Building and Hotel 

Table 16 presents the estimated GHG emissions for the project as an office building and hotel, 
with implementation of the GHG reduction measures summarized. As shown in Table 16, 
emissions from La Jolla Commons III with office and hotel uses, considering GHG reduction 
measures discussed above, would be more than 28.3 percent below business as usual levels for 
each development scenario. Accordingly, the project would meet the goals of AB 32 and would 
not result in cumulatively considerable significant global climate impacts. 

Annual Emissions 

Emission Source (Metric tons/year) 
co, CH, N,O C02e 

Operational Emissions - Office and 175-Room Hotel 
Electricit r Use 920 0.0384 0.0103 924 

Natural Gas Use 609 0.0677 0.0011 611 

Water Use 64 0.0027 0.0007 64 

Solid Waste Mana ement 88 88 

Vehicle Emissions 1,704 0.0756 0.0850 1,732 

Amortized Construction Emissions 56 56 

Total 3,441 0.1844 0.0971 3,475 

1 21 310 

CO2 E uivalent Emissions 3,441 3.8724 30.101 3,475 

TOTAL CO2 Equivalent Emissions 3,475 

Business as Usual CO2 Equivalent 
Emissions 4,964 

Percent Reduction 30.00% 

Table 17 presents a summary of the GHG reduction measures and their effectiveness. 

40 



Transportation Emissions 

Business as Usual, C02e 

Reductions due to Statewide Measures 

Measure Percent Reduction 

Pavley Motor Vehicle Standards 20% 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 10% (CO2 and CH4) 

Total Reductions 

Net Transportation Emissions 

Operational Emissions 

Business as Usual, C02e 
Reductions due to Pro· ect Design Features and Statewide Measures 

Measure Percent Reduction 

12.36% of indoor water 
CalEEMod Water Conservation Measures, including low- use, 8.7% of outdoor 
flow toilets and sinks, and outdoor water conservation water use 

87.5% of outdoor water 

2469 

Emissions Reduction 

494 

244 

738 

1732 

2438 

Emissions Reduction 

10 

Rec cled Water Use use 37 

Meet Title 24 Standards as of 2008 

Renewable Portfolio Standard (33% renewables) 

Total Reductions 

Net Operational Emissions 

15% of electricity use and 
15% of natural as use 332 

27% ( electricity and 
embodied energy of 
water) 373 

752 

1686 

By meeting the City's threshold of reducing GHG emissions by more than 28.3 percent below 
business as usual levels, La Jolla Commons III developed as office building and hotel, would 
not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

Consistency with City Plans and Policies 

The project, whether developed as an office building, hotel, or mix of office and hotel uses, 
would meet the goals of the City's Conservation Element, and would therefore be consistent 
with the City's GHG reduction plans and policies. The following policies would be adopted for 
the project: 

Policy CE-A.5 Employ sustainable or" green" building techniques for the construction and 
operation of buildings. 

(a) Develop and implement sustainable building standards for new and significant 
remodels of residential and commercial buildings to maximize energy efficiency, 
and to achieve overall net zero energy consumption by 2020 for new residential 
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buildings and 2030 for new commercial buildings. 1his can be accomplished 
through factors including, but not limited to: 

• Designing mechanical and electrical systems that achieve greater energy 
efficiency with currently available technology; 

• Minimizing energy use through innovative site design and building 
orientation that addresses factors such as sun-shade patterns, prevailing 
winds, landscape, and sun-screens; 

• Employing self generation of energy using renewable technologies; 
• Combining energy efficient measures tl1at have longer payback periods with 

measures that have shorter payback periods; 
• Reducing levels of non-essential lighting, heating and cooling; and 
• Using energy efficient appliances and lighting. 

The La Jolla Commons III project would meet the most recent Title 24 energy efficiency 
standards, which are estimated to exceed Title 24 standards as of 2005 by 15 percent. The 
project is therefore employing sustainable building development practices to maximize energy 
efficiency. 

Policy CE-A-7 Construct and operate buildings using materials, methods, and mechanical and 
electrical systems that ensure a healthful indoor air quality. Avoid contamination by 
carcinogens, volatile organic compounds, fungi, molds, bacteria, and other known toxins. 

(a) Eliminate tl1e use of chlorofluorocarbon-based refrigerants in newly constructed 
facilities and major building renovations and retrofits for all heating, ventilation, air 
conditioning, and refrigerant-based building systems. 

(b) Reduce the quantity of indoor air contaminants that are odorous or potentially 
irritating to protect installers and occupants' health and comfort. Where feasible, 
select low-emitting adhesives, paints, coatings, carpet systems, composite wood, 
agri-fiber products, and others. 

Th.e La Jolla Commons III project would be constructed in a manner that would ensure 
healthful indoor air quality. 

Policy CE-A.8 Reduce construction and demolition waste in accordance with Public Facilities 
Element, Policy PF-I.2, or by renovating or adding on to existing buildings, rather than 
constructing new buildings. 

The La Jolla Commons III project would reduce construction and demolition waste to the extent 
feasible. 

Policy CE-A.9 Reuse building materials, use materials that have recycled content, or use 
materials that are derived from sustainable or rapidly renewable sources to the extent possible, 
through factors including: 
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• Scheduling time for deconstruction and recycling activities to take place 
during project demolition and construction phases; 

• Using life cycle costing in decision making for materials and construction 
techniques. Life cycle costing analyzes the costs and benefits over the life of a 
particular product, technology, or system; 

• Removing code obstacles to using recycled materials and for construction; 
and 

• Implementing effective economic incentives to recycle construction and 
demolition debris. 

The La Jolla Commons III project would use recycled/sustainable materials for construction and 
during operation to the extent feasible. TI-1e project would recycle construction and demolition 
debris as appropriate. 

Policy CE-A.10 Include features in buildings to facilitate recycling of waste generated by 
building occupants and associated refuse storage areas. 

• Provide permanent, adequate, and convenient space for individual building 
occupants to collect refuse and recyclable material. 

• Provide a recyclables collection area that serves the entire building or project. 
The space should allow for the separation, collection and storage of paper, 
glass, plastic, metals, yard waste, and other materials as needed. 

The La Jolla Commons III project would provide space for individual building occupants to 
implement recycling practices within their buildings. 

Policy CE-A.11 Implement sustainable landscape design and maintenance. 
(a) Use integrated pest management techniques, where feasible, to delay, reduce, or 

eliminate dependence on the use of pesticides, herbicides, and synthetic fertilizers. 
(b) Encourage composting efforts through education, incentives, and other activities. 
(c) Decrease the amount of impervious surfaces in developments, especially where 

public places, plazas and amenities are proposed to serve as recreation 
opportunities. 

( d) Strategically plant deciduous shade trees, evergreen trees, and drought tolerant 
native vegetation, as appropriate, to contribute to sustainable development goals. 

(e) Reduce use of lawn types that require high levels of irrigation. 
( f) Strive to incorporate existing mature trees and native vegetation into site designs. 
(g) Minimize the use of landscape equipment powered by fossil fuels. 
(h) Implement water conservation measures in site/building design and landscaping. 
(i) Encourage the use of high efficiency irrigation technology, and recycled site water to 

reduce the use of potable water for irrigation. Use recycled water to meet the needs 
of development projects to the maximum extent feasible. 
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n,e La Jolla Commons III project would use landscaping that minimizes water use, utilizes 
efficient irrigation practices, and reduces the use of pesticides. Further, the La Jolla Commons 
III project would utilize recycled water for irrigation, flushing, and cooling tower make-up 
water. 

Through implementation of these practices, the La Jolla Commons III project would not conflict 
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of greenhouse gases. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Emissions of GHGs were quantified for both construction and operation of La Jolla Commons 
III. Operational emissions were calculated assuming a "business as usual" operational scenario 
as well as an operational scenario with GHG reduction measures employed. Based on the 
analysis, quantifiable emission reductions that would be implemented through state and local 
requirements demonstrate that emissions will be reduced by more than 28.3 percent below 
"business as usual" levels. The project would therefore not: 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment. 

• Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

The La Jolla Commons III project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32, and would not 
result in a siguificant global climate change impact. 

Solid Waste 

Per the City's Significance Determination Thresholds, the project would result in a potentially 
significant solid waste direct impact if the project construction, demolition, and/or renovations 
meet or exceed 1,000,000 square feet of building space that would generate approximately 1,500 
tons or more of waste. A cumulative impact may occur if the project construction, demolition, 
and/or renovations meet or exceed 40,000 square feet of building space that would generate 60 
tons or more of waste. To avoid or mitigate potentially significant impacts, the Significance 
Determination Thresholds require the preparation of a Waste Management Plan (WMP). LEED 
Silver or better certifications may also be used to reduce or avoid solid waste impacts, as this 
would ensure implementation of sustainability measures intended to assure minimal project 
"environmental footprint" and solid waste impacts. The project meets the City's 40,000-square­
foot threshold. A WMP for the project has been prepared. With the Environmental Services 
Department's approval and implementation, the WMP would ensure that the project would 
reduce waste by a minimum of 75% of construction-related waste, and implement waste 
reduction measures during the occupancy phase of the project. The measures identified in the 
Waste Management Plan, when implemented, would ensure that potential impacts to solid 
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waste management facilities, including landfills, materials recovery facilities and transfer 
stations, and services, including collection, would be below a level of significance. 

VI. MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT: 

The La Jolla Commons III project shall be required to comply with all mitigation measures 
outlined within the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program of the previously certified 
EIR 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097 and the project specific subsequent technical studies required. 
The following MMRP identifies measures which specifically apply to this project. 

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART I Plan Check Phase (prior to permit 
issuance) 

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed (NTP) for a subdivision, or 
any construction permits, such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or 
beginning any construction-related activity on-site, the Development 
Services Department (DSD) Director's Environmental Designee (ED) shall 
review and approve all Construction Documents (CD), (plans, 
specification, details, etc.) to ensure the MMRP requirements are 
incorporated into the design. 

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that 
apply ONLY to the construction phases of this project are included 
VERBATIM, under the heading, "ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION 
REQUIREMENTS." 

3. These notes must be shova1 within the first three (3) sheets of the 
construction documents in the format specified for engineering 
construction document templates as shown on the City website: 

http://www.sandiego.gov/development­
services/industry/standtemp.shtrnl 

4. The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the 
"Environmental/Mitigation Requirements" notes are provided. 

5. SURETY AND COST RECOVERY - The Development Services Director 
or City Manager may require appropriate surety instruments or bonds 
from private Permit Holders to ensure the long-term performance or 
implementation of required mitigation measures or programs. The City is 
authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses 
for City personnel and programs to monitor qualifying projects. 
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B. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART II Post Plan Check (After permit 
issuance/Prior to start of construction) 

1. PRE CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED TEN (10) 
WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THIS 
PROJECT. The PERMIT HOLDER/OWNER is responsible to arrange and 
perform this meeting by contacting the CITY RESIDENT ENGINEER (RE) 
of the Field Engineering Division and City staff from MITIGATION 
MONITORING COORDINATION (MMC). Attendees must also include 
the Permit holder's Representative(s), Job Site Superintendent, and the 
following consultants: Qualified paleontological monitor 

Note: Failure of all responsible Permit Holder's representatives and 
consultants to attend shall require an additional meeting with all 
parties present. 

CONTACT INFORMATION: 
a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE at the Field 

Engineering Division - 858-627-3200 
b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, applicant 

tis also required to call RE and MMC at 858-627-3360 

2. MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project, Project Tracking System (PTS) 
Number 317590 and/or Environmental Document Number 317590, shall 
conform to the mitigation requirements contained in the associated 
Environmental Document and implemented to the satisfaction of the 
DSD' s Environmental Designee (MMC) and the City Engineer (RE). TI1e 
requirements may not be reduced or cl1anged but may be annotated (i.e., 
to explain when and how compliance is being met and location of 
verifying proof, etc.). Additional clarifying information may also be 
added to other relevant plan sheets and/or specifications as appropriate 
(i.e., specific locations, times of monitoring, methodology, etc. 

Note: Permit Holder's Representatives must alert RE and MMC if there 
are any discrepancies in the plans or notes, or any changes due to field 
conditions. All conflicts must be approved by RE and MMC BEFORE 
the work is performed. 

3. OTHER AGENCY REQVIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all 
other agency requirements or permits shall be submitted to the RE and 
MMC for review and acceptance prior to the beginning of work or within 
one week of the Permit Holder obtaining documentation of those permits 
or requirements. Evidence shall include copies of permits, letters of 
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resolution, or other documentation issued by the responsible agency: Not 
Applicable. 

4. MONITORING EXHIBITS: All consultants are required to submit, to RE 
and MMC, a monitoring exhibit on a llx17 reduction of the appropriate 
construction plan, such as site plan, grading, landscape, etc., marked to 
clearly show the specific areas including the LIMIT OF WORK, scope of 
that discipline's work, and notes indicating when in the construction 
schedule that work will be performed. v\/hen necessary for clarification, a 
detailed methodology of how the work will be performed shall be 
included. 

NOTE: Surety and Cost Recovery - When deemed necessary by the 
Development Services Director or City Manager, additional surety 
instruments or bonds from the private Permit Holder may be required 
to ensure the long-term performance or implementation of required 
mitigation measures or programs. The City is authorized to recover its 
cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for City personnel and 
programs to monitor qualifying projects. 

5. OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The Pen:nit 
Holder/Owner's representative shall submit all required documentation, 
verification letters, and requests for all associated inspections to the RE 
and MMC for approval per the following schedule: 

DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL/INSPECTION CHECKLIST 

Issue Area Document Submittal Associated Inspection/ Approvals/Notes 

General 

General 

Paleontology 

Waste Management 

Bond Release 

Consultant Qualification Letters 

Consultant Construction Monitorin.g 

Exhibits 

Paleontology Reports 

Waste Management Reports 

Request for Bond Release Letter 

Prior to Preconstruction Meeting 

Prior to or at Preconstruction Meeting 

Paleontology Site Observation 

Waste Management Inspections 

Final MMRP Inspections Prior to Bond Release 

Letter 

C. SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS 

P ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 
A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the 
first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a 
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Notice to Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, 
whichever is applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental 
designee shall verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have 
been noted on the appropriate construction documents. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 
1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring 

Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project 
and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring 
program, as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI 
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any 
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 
A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has 
been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a 
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution 
or, if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the 
search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 
l. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall 

arrange a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) 
and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if 
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any 
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make conunents and/or 
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the 
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 
a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule 

a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, 
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 
Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a 
Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction 
documents (reduced to llx17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored 
including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based 
on the results of a site-specific records search as well as information regarding 
existing known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 
a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule 

to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 
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b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or 
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. 
This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final 
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of 
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil 
resources, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be 
present. 

III. During Construction 
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching 
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with 
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is 
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction 
activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern within the area being 
monitored. In certain circumstances OSHA safety requirements may 
necessitate modification of the PME. 

2. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching 
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or 
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the 
potential for resources to be present. 

3. The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record 
(CSVR). TI,e CSVR's shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of 
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring 
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies to 
MMC. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 
1. In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the 

contractor to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and 
immediately notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall ilmnediately notify the PI (lmless Monitor is the PI) of the 
discovery. 

3. The PI shall ilnmediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also 
submit written documentation to MMC withil, 24 hours by fax or email with 
photos of the resource in context, if possible. 

C. Determination of Significance 
1. The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource. 

a. TI,e PI shall ilnmediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance 
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil 
discoveries shall be at the discretion of the PI. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery 
Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to 
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signilicant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in 
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. 

c. If resource is not significant ( e.g., small pieces of broken common shell 
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shall notify the RE, or BI 
as appropriate, that a non-signilicant discovery has been made. The 
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to 
MMC unless a significant resource is encountered. 

d. I11e PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be 
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. I11e letter 
shall also indicate that no further work is required. 

IV. Night and/or Weekend Work 
A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent 
and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 
a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or 
weekend work, The PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit 
to MMC via fax by 8AM on the next business day. 

b. Discoveries 
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, 
the procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction shall be 
followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM on the next business day 
to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other 
specific arrangements have been made. 

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum 

of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 
2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

V. Post Construction 
A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report ( even if negative), 
prepared in accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines which describes the 
results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Paleontological Monitoring 
Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90 
days following the completion of monitoring, 
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a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the 
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring 
Report. 

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum 
The PI shall be responsible for recording ( on the appropriate forms) any 
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the 
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's 
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego 
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for 
preparation of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 
4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 
5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring 

Report submittals and approvals. 
B. Handling of Fossil Remains 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are 
cleaned and catalogued. 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to 
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the area; 
that fauna! material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are 
completed, as appropriate 

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the 

monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate 
institution. 

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in 
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to tl1e RE or BI and MMC. 

D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if 

negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that tl1e draft report has 
been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of 
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC, which includes the 
Acceptance Verification from the curation institution. 

VII. SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

The EIR indicates that tl1e direct significant impacts on the following issues would be 
substantially lessened or avoided if all the proposed mitigation measures recommended in the 
EIR are implemented: biological resources, transportation/circulation (partially mitigated), 
noise, hydrology/water quality, and paleontological resources. Significant direct impacts related 
to transportation and circulation would not be fully mitigated to below a level of significance. 
With respect to cumulative impacts, tl1e La Jolla Commons project would result in significant 
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transportation/circulation and air quality impacts. As concluded in the EIR, the cumulative 
tnmsportation and circulation impacts would remain significant, in spite of all mitigation 
measures being implemented as required for the La Jolla Commons project. 

The La Jolla Commons III project would n ot result in additional impacts nor would it result in 
an increase in the severity of impacts from that described in the La Jolla Commons EIR. 

VIII. RES UL TS OF PUBLIC REVIEW 

Copies of the Addendum, the La Jolla Commons EIR No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097, and any 
technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Development Services Department for 
review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction. 

f!~ I 
E. Shearer-Nguyen, Senior Planner 
Development Services Department 

Analyst: SHEARER - NGUYEN 

Attachments: 
Figure 1: Location Map 
Figure 2: Site Plan 

VIII. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION: 

December 13, 2013 
Date of Draft Report 

January 10, 2014 
Date of Final Report 

The Addendum and original Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097 
were distributed to the following groups and individuals: 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
Federal Aviation Administration (1) 
Commanding General MCAS Miramar Air Station (13) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
CALTRANS District 11 (31) 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44) 
California Transportation Commission (51A) 
California Transportation Commission (51B) 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

Mayor's Office (91) 
Com1cilmember Lightner, District 1 (MS lOA) 
Councilmember Faulconer District 2 (MS lOA) 
Councilmember Gloria, District 3 (MS lOA) 
Councilmember Cole, District 4 (MS lOA) 
Councilmember Kersey, District 5 (MS lOA) 
Councilmember Zapf, District 6 (MS lOA) 
Councilmember Sherman, District 7 (MS lOA) 
Councilmember Alvarez, District 8 (MS lOA) 
Councilmember Emerald, District 9 (MS lOA) 
Development Services Department 

EAS 
Planning Review 
Landscape 
Engineering 
Transportation Development 
Geology 
Fire 
FUD Wastewater/Water 
Fire-Plan Review 
Map Check 
DPM 

Planning Neighborhoods & Economic Development Department 
Long-Range Planning 
Park & Recreation 
Facilities Financing 

Transportation Development - DSD (78) 
Development Coordination (78A) 
Library Department - Government Documents (81) 
Central Library (81A) 
University City Community Branch Library (SlJJ) 
North University Branch Library (81KK) 
Environmental Services Deparhnent (93A) 
City Attorney, (MS59) 

OTHER INTERESTED INDNIDUALS/GROUPS 

San Diego Association of Government (108) 
San Diego Transit Corporation (112) 
San Diego Gas and Electric Company (114) 
Metropolitan Transit Systems (115) 
San Diego Unified School District (125) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century III (179) 
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OTHER INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS/GROUPS - CONTINUED 

University City Community Plaiming Group (480) 

Editor, Guardiai1 (481) 

UCSD Physical & Community Plaiming ( 482) 

External Affairs - Municipal Associated Students UCSD ( 483) 

University City Commm1ity Association ( 486) 

La Jolla Village Community Council ( 489) 

Chamber of Commerce ( 492) 

Bhavesh Parikh, HSPF La Jolla Commons III Investors LLC, Applicai1t 
K L R Plam1ing, Consultai1t 

54 



LEGEND 

c::::11 PROJECT Sire 

- I TowER III -

N 

~Image Source: Apple Maps 

• 
Location Map 
LA JOLLA COMMONS III- PROTECT No. 324553 
City of San Diego - Development Services Department 

FIGURE 

1 



I 
I 

! , 

1--

Site Plan 

PARCEL 2 
PM 78023 

LA JOLLA COMMONS III PROTECT No.324553 

,-;·-

City of San Diego - Development Services Department 

,,.,.,on JJo.·w 

EXof~ ;;,,JJ,;}:' 
(PH<S- I) 

LOT 1 

PARCEL 1 
P.M 20044 

Figure 
2 



ATTACHMENT 7 
 

-PAGE 1 OF 3- 

 

Rezone Ordinance 

 

          (O-INSERT~) 

 

ORDINANCE NUMBER O-                                     (NEW SERIES) 

 

ADOPTED ON Month Day, Year 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

CHANGING 17- ACRES LOCATED AT 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 AND 4757 

EXECUTIVE DRIVE, WITHIN THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN AREA, 

IN THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA, FROM THE CV-1-2 ZONE 

INTO THE CO-3-1 ZONE, AS DEFINED BY SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL 

CODE SECTION 131.0505. 

 

WHEREAS, AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 

Owner/Permittee, filed an applied to rezone a 17-acre site located at 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 and 

4757 Executive Drive, as legally described below, within the University Community Plan area from 

CV-1-2 (Commercial--Visitor) to CO-3-1 (Commercial--Office) zone; and  

WHEREAS, the project is legally described as Lots 1 through 5 of La Jolla Commons III, in the 

City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof No. 16247, filed 

in the office of the County Recorder for San Diego County on December 28, 2017 as File No. 2017-

7000533 of Official Records; in the University Community Plan area, in the CV-1-1 zone which is 

proposed to be rezoned to the CO-3-1 zone; and 

WHEREAS, the matter was set for public hearing on September 20, 2022, testimony having 

been heard, evidence having been submitted, and the City Council having fully considered the 

matter and being fully advised concerning the same; NOW, THEREFORE, 
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 WHEREAS, under Charter section 280(a)(2) this ordinance is not subject to veto by the Mayor 

because this matter requires the City Council to act as a quasi-judicial body and where a public 

hearing was required by law implicating due process rights of individuals affected by the decision 

and where the Council was required  by law to consider evidence at the hearing and to make legal 

findings based on evidence presented; NOW, THEREFORE, 

 

 BE IT ORDAINED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, as follows: 

 Section 1.  That 17-acre site located at 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 and 4757 Executive Drive and 

legally described as Lots 1 through 5 of La Jolla Commons III, in the City of San Diego, County of San 

Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof No. 16247, filed in the office of the County 

Recorder for San Diego County on December 28, 2017 as File No. 2017-7000533 of Official Records; 

in the University Community Plan area, in the University Community Plan area, in the City of San 

Diego, California, as shown on Zone Map Drawing No. B-4361 filed in the office of the City Clerk as 

Document No. OO-                    , is rezoned from the CV-1-2 zone to the CO-3-1 zone, as the described 

and defined by San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 13 Article 1 Division 131.0406. This action 

amends the Official Zoning Map adopted by Resolution R-301263 on February 28, 2006.   

    

 Section 2. That a full reading of this Ordinance is dispensed with prior to its final passage, a 

written or printed copy having been available to the City Council and the public a day prior to its final 

passage.   

   Section 3.  This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force on the thirtieth 

day from and after its passage, and no building permits for development inconsistent with the 

provisions of this Ordinance shall be issued unless complete applications for such permits are 

submitted to the City prior to the date on which the applicable provisions of this Ordinance become 

effective. 
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APPROVED:  MARA ELLIOTT, CITY ATTORNEY 

 

 

 

By                                                                       

 

Deputy City Attorney 
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Land Development 
Review Division 
{619) 446-5460 

Addendum to an 
Environmental Impact Report 

Project Ko. 79804 
Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762 
SCH No. 2000031097 

SlJBJECT: LA JOLLA COMM0-:,;18. MAP WAIVERS/PLANN"ED 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP)/SITE DEVELOPME?\7f PERMIT 
(SDP) TO A.'l\.1.E}H) PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
(PCD)/RESOURCE PROTECTION ORDlNA.NCJ::: (RPO) NO. 99-0762 
to constrnct a new 581,557 square-foot, 32-story, 213-room/112-unit 
hotel/condominium building; a new 287,771 square-foot, 32-story, 156-
unit condominium building; a new 340,405 square=foot, IS•story office 
building; a new 30,000 square-foot, two-story scientific resear-ch building; 
and a new 501,994 square-foot, eight-story parking strucrure on an 
existing i7-ac.re site. The project sit� is hounrl hy .Tu<lici,J Drive t9 the 
west, Nexus Centre Drive to the north. and La Jolla Village Drive to the 
south. The site is bisected by the east-west extension of Executive Drive. 
The site is within the University Community Planning Area. Legal 
Description: Lots 1-5, La Jolla Com.-nons, Map 14466. Applicant: 
Makar Properties, LLC & Makallon La Jolla Properties, LLC. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Development of the proposed project requires the approval of a Planned
Development Permit (PDP) and Site Development Permit (SDP) which would
amend the existing Planned Commercial Development (PCD) Permit and
Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Permit No. 99-0762. The existing
PCD/RPO proposed the construction of a 315,272 square-foot, 15-story, 327-
room hotel; a 320,921 square-foot, 32-story, 115-unit condominium building; a
450,000 square-foot, 20-story, office building; a 30,000 square-foot, two-story
scientific research building, and a 501,994 square-foot; eight-story parking
structure.

The project has been redesigned from the original approval to bcrense the
proposed hotel building to 581,557 square feet and 32 stories with 213 hotel
rooms and 112 condomi.rtiu.-n u.'lits; reduce the proposed condominium building to
287,771 square feet with 1 Sn 1111its; anrl to rerluce the proposed office huilding to
340,405 square feet and i 5 stories. The proposed scientific research building and
the proposed p2..--king structure would remain the same as previously approved.

Also included is a map waiver to add residential uses in Lot 2 of La Jolla
Commons, Map No. f 4466; a map waiver to increase the number of residential
units entitled it: Lot 3 of La Joila Commons, Map No. 14466; and a lot line









































































































HUITT-ZOLLARS, INC. � 2603 Main Street � Suite 400 � Irvine, CA  92614-4250 � 949.988.5815 phone � 949.988.5820 fax � huitt-zollars.com 

Q:\R311142.01\02\02.10\La Jolla Lots 1-5 Legal.doc 

R311142.01 

02-17-2022

EXHIBIT A 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

REZONING 

The Land referred to herein below is situated in the City of San Diego, County of San 

Diego, State of California, and is described as follows:  

Lots 1 through 5 of La Jolla Commons III, in the City of San Diego, County of San 

Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof No. 16247, filed in the office of the 

County Recorder for San Diego County on December 28, 2017 as File No. 2017-7000533 

of Official Records. 

Excepting therefrom that portion of said Lot 5 Northerly of the Southerly Right of Way 

of Executive Drive. 

Containing an area of 9.968 acres, more or less. 

Subject to covenants, conditions, reservations, restrictions, rights-of-way and easements, 

if any, of record. 

As shown on Exhibit B attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof. 

___________________________________ 

RUSSELL H. HANSON, PLS 8873 
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From: Chris Nielsen
To: Galvez III, Oscar
Cc: Clifton.Williams@lw.com
Subject: [EXTERNAL] La Jolla Commons Rezone PTS 698279
Date: Thursday, February 10, 2022 1:28:59 PM
Attachments: image001.png

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

 Hello Oscar,

 At its meeting on February 8, 2022, the University Planning Group
recommended approval for PTS 698279, La Jolla Commons Rezone, by a vote
of 13 Yes, 0 No, 1 Abstain, and 0 recusals, with the Chair not voting.

 Please let me know if you require anything further by the UCPG for
this project.

 Thank you,

 Chris Nielsen
 UCPG Chair
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Printed on recycled paper.  Visit our web site at www.sandiego.gov/development-services. 
Upon request, this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities. 

DS-318 (10-17) 

 

FORM 

DS-318 

City of San Diego 
Development Services 
1222 First Ave., MS 302 
San Diego, CA 92101
(619) 446-5000

Ownership Disclosure 
Statement 

October 2017 

Approval Type: Check appropriate box for type of approval(s) requested:  ❏ Neighborhood Use Permit  ❏ Coastal Development Permit 
❏ Neighborhood Development Permit  ❏ Site Development Permit  ❏ Planned Development Permit  ❏ Conditional Use Permit  ❏ Variance
❏ Tentative Map  ❏ Vesting Tentative Map  ❏ Map Waiver  ❏ Land Use Plan Amendment  • ❏ Other ________________________________________ 

Project Title: _____________________________________________________________________________________ Project No. For City Use Only: _____________________ 

Project Address: ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Specify Form of Ownership/Legal Status (please check): 

 Corporation   Limited Liability -or-   General – What State? _______________Corporate Identification No. ____________________________________ 

 Partnership   Individual

By signing the Ownership Disclosure Statement, the owner(s) acknowledge that an application for a permit, map or other matter will be filed 
with the City of San Diego on the subject property with the intent to record an encumbrance against the property.  Please list below the 
owner(s), applicant(s), and other financially interested persons of the above referenced property.  A financially interested party includes any 
individual, firm, co-partnership, joint venture, association, social club, fraternal organization, corporation, estate, trust, receiver or syndicate 
with a financial interest in the application.  If the applicant includes a corporation or partnership, include the names, titles, addresses of all 
individuals owning more than 10% of the shares.  If a publicly-owned corporation, include the names, titles, and addresses of the corporate 
officers.  (A separate page may be attached if necessary.)  If any person is a nonprofit organization or a trust, list the names and addresses of 
ANY person serving as an offi cer or director of the nonprofit organization or as trustee or beneficiary of the nonprofit organiza tion.  
A signature is required of at least one of the property owners.  Attach additional pages if needed.  Note: The applicant is responsible for 
notifying the Project Manager of any changes in ownership during the time the application is being processed or considered.  Changes in 
ownership are to be given to the Project Manager at least thirty days prior to any public hearing on the subject property.  Failure to provide 
accurate and current ownership information could result in a delay in the hearing process. 

Property Owner 

 Owner  Tenant/Lessee  Successor Agency Name of Individual: ________________________________________________________________________ 

Street Address: ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

City: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________ State: ___________ Zip: ________________ 

Phone No.: ________________________________________ Fax No.: _____________________________ Email: _______________________________________________ 

Signature: _________________________________________________________________________________ Date: _______________________________________________ 

Additional pages Attached:  Yes  No  

Applicant 

 Owner  Tenant/Lessee  Successor Agency Name of Individual: ________________________________________________________________________ 

Street Address: ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

City: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________ State: ___________ Zip: ________________ 

Phone No.: ________________________________________ Fax No.: _____________________________ Email: _______________________________________________ 

Signature: _________________________________________________________________________________ Date: _______________________________________________ 

Additional pages Attached:  Yes  No  

Other Financially Interested Persons 

 Owner  Tenant/Lessee  Successor Agency Name of Individual: ________________________________________________________________________ 

Street Address: ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

City: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________ State: ___________ Zip: ________________ 

Phone No.: ________________________________________ Fax No.: _____________________________ Email: _______________________________________________ 

Signature: _________________________________________________________________________________ Date: _______________________________________________ 

Additional pages Attached:  Yes  No  

La Jolla Commons Rezone

4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 & 4757 Executive Drive, San Diego, CA 92121

DE AAT La Jolla Commons 3, LLC - 3595417

AAT La Jolla Commons, LLC and AAT La Jolla Commons 3, LLC

3420 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 100

San Diego CA 92121

(858) 350-2600 (858) 350-2620 jgammieri@americanassets.com

AAT La Jolla Commons, LLC and AAT La Jolla Commons 3, LLC

3420 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 100

San Diego CA 92121

(858) 350-2600 (858) 350-2620 jgammieri@americanassets.com

AAT La Jolla Commons, LLC - 7428573

DocuSign Envelope ID: D5D260D1-5177-47E3-99C5-2D23FBC1C0E2

November 1, 2021

November 1, 2021
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