
RESOLUTION NUMBER R-_3_1_3_2_7_9 __ 
DA TE OF FINAL PASSAGE __;N.:..::Q_;_V...::1---'7_2_02_0_ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO CERTIFYING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT SCH. NO. 2019060003 AND ADOPTING THE 
FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS FOR COMPLETE COMMUNITIES: 
HOUSING SOLUTIONS AND MOBILITY CHOICES. 

(R-2021-181) 

WHEREAS, the City of San Diego analyzed the amendments to the San Diego 

Municipal Co<!e (SDMC) and Land Development Manual (LDM) to adopt two new 

ordinances, and associated .discretionary actions, collectively referred to as Complete 

Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices (Project); and 

WHEREAS, the matter was set for a public hearing to be conducted by the City 

Council of the City of San Diego; and 

WHEREAS, the matter was heard by the City Council on July 28, 2020; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the issues discussed in the Environmental 

. Impact Report Sch. No. 2019060003 (Report) prepared for this Project; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the _City Council of the City of San Diego, that it is hereby 

certified that the Report has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental 

Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) (California Public-Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), as 

amended, and the State CEQA Guidelines thereto (California Code.QfRegulations, Title 14, 

Chapter 3, Section 15000 et seq.), that the Report reflects the independent judgment of the City · 

of San Diego as Lead Agency and that .the infonnation contained in said Report, together with 

any comments received during the public review process, has been reviewed and considered by 

the City Council in connection with the approval of the Project. 
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(R-2021-181) 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, the City Council hereby adopts the Findings made with respect to 

the Project, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by 

reference. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the 

City Council hereby adopts the Statement of Overriding Considerations with respect to the 

Project, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by reference. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Report and other documents constituting the 

record of proceedings upon which the approval is based are available to the public at the office 

of the City Clerk at 202 C Street, San Diego, CA 92101. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, th'.at the City Clerk is directed to file a Notice of 

Determination with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors for the County of San Diego regarding 

the Project after final passage of the ordinances associated with the Project. 

APPROVED: MARA W. ELLIOTT, City Attorney 

By Isl Corrine L. Neuffer 
Corrine L. Neuffer 
Deputy City Attorney 

CLN:als 
10119/2020 
Or.Dept:Planning 
Doc. No.: 2398436 

A TT ACHMENT(S): Exhibit A, Candidate Findings 
Exhibit B, Statement of Overriding Considerations 
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(R-2021-181) 

I certify that the foregoing Resolution was passed by the Council of the City of San Diego, at this 
meeting of 1 1/09/2020 

(date) 

Vetoed: 
(date) 

ELIZABETH S. MALAND 
City Clerk 

KEVIN L. FAULCONER, Mayor 
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EXHIB.IT A 

CANDID.ATE FINDINGS 

FINAL PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (FINAL PEIR) FOR 

COMPLETE COMMUNITIES: HOUSING SOLUTIONS AND MOBILITY CHOICES 

SCH No. 2019060003 

November 2020 
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Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices 
Exhibit A: Candidate Findings (November 2020) 

A-2 of A-50 



I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Findings of Fact 

The following Ca_ndidate Findings are made for Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and 
Mobility Choices ahd associated discretionary actions (hereinafter referred to as the "Project"). The 
environmental Impacts of the Project are addressed In the Final Program Environmental Impact 
Report ("Final PEIR") dated May 5, 2020 (State Clearinghouse No. 2019060003), which Is 
Incorporated by reference herein. · 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] Sections 21000, et 
seq.) and the State CEQA Guldelines·(CEQA Guidelines) (14 California Code of Regulations Sections 
15000, et seq.) promulgated therein, require that the environmental Impacts of a project be 
examined before a project Is approved. In addition, once significant Impacts have been Identified, 
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require .that certain findings be made before project approval. It Is 
the exclusive discretion of the decision maker certifying the environmental Impact report (EIR) to 
determine the adequacy of the proposed candidate findings. Specifically, regarding findings, CEQA · 
Guidelines Section 15091 provides: · 

(a) No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified 
which identifies one or more significant environmental effects· of the project unless ttie 
· public agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant impacts, 
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible 
findings are: · · 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated Into, the project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as ·identified In the 
final EIR. 

2. Such changes or alteratloris are within the responsibility and Jurisdiction of another 
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been 
adopted by such other agency or.can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including the 
provision of employment opportunities for·highly trained workers, make Infeasible 
the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified In the final EIR. 

(b) The findings required by subdivision (a) shall be supported by substantial evidence In the 
record. 

(c) The finding .In subdivision (a)(2) shall not be made If the agency making the finding has 
concurrent Jurisdiction with another agency to deal with Identified feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives. The finding In subdivision (a)(3) shall describe the specific 
reasons for rejecting Identified mitigation measures and project alternatives. 

(d) When making the findings required In subdivision (a)(1 ), the agency shall also adopt a 
program for reporting on or monitoring the changes which It has either required In the 
project or made a condition of approval to avoid or substantially lessen significant 
environmental effects. These measures must be fully enforceable through permit 
_conditions, agreements, or other measures. 
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(e) The public agency shall specify the location and custodian of the documents or other 
materials whlth constitute the record of the proceedings upon which its decision Is 
based. 

(f) A statement made pursuant to Section 15093 does not substitute for the findings 
required by this section. 

These requirements also exist In Section 21081 of the CEQA statute. The "changes or alterations" 
referred to in Section 15091(a)(1) above, that are required In, or Incorporated Into, the project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental Impacts of the project, may Include a wide 
variety of measures or actions as set forth In c·EQA Guidelines Section 15370, Including: 

(a) _ Avoiding the Impact altogether-by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and Its 
Implementation. 

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the Impacted environment. 

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action. 

(e) Compensating for the Impact by replacing _or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

_ Should significant and unavoidable impacts -remain after changes or alterations are applied to a 
project, a Statement of Overriding Considerations must be prepared. The statement provides the 
lead agency's views on whether the benefits of a project outweigh -its unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts. Regarding a Statement of Overriding Considerations, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093 provides: 

(fl CEQA requires the declslon-111aking agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits, Including region-wide or statewide environmental 
benefits, of a proposed project against Its unavoidable environmental risks when 
determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic; legal, social, 

· technological, or other benefits, Including region-wide or statewide environmental 
benefits, of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental 
impacts, the adverse environmental Impacts may be considered "acceptable." · 

(g) When the lead agency approves a project which will result In the occurrence cif 
significant impacts 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 
overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence In the record. 

(h) If an agency makes a statement of overriding considerations, the statement should be 
Included In the record of the project approval and should be mentioned In the notice of 
determination. This statement does not substitute for, and shall be '.in addition to, 
findings required .pursuantto Section 15091. 
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B. Records of Proceedings 

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Project consists of the 
following documents and other evidence, at a minimum: 

II. 

A. 

• The Notice of Preparation (NOP), dated June 5, 2019, and all other public notices Issued by 
the City in conjunction with the Project; 

• The Draft PEIR, dated December ·13, 2019; 

• The Final PEIR, dated May 5, 2020; 

• All written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the public 
review· comment period on the Draft PEIR; . 

• All responses to written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during 
the public review comment period on the Draft PEIR and Included In the Final PEIR; 

• The reports and technical memoranda Included or referenced In the Responses to· 
Comments and/or In the Final PEIR; 

• All documents, studies, El Rs, or·other ~ate~lals· incorporated-by reference In the Draft PEIR 
and the Final PEIR; 

• -Matters of common knowledge to the City, Including but not limited to federal, state and 
local_ laws and regulations; 

• Any documents expressly cited in these Findings and the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations; and 

• . Any other relevant materials required to be included·ln ttie Record of Proceedings pursuant 
to PRC Section 21167.6(e). 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

Project Location 

The· City of San Diego (City) covers approximately 342.5 square miles and stretches nearly 40 miles 
from north to south. There are 93 miles of shorelines including bays, lagoons, and the Pacific Ocean. 
Elevations mostly range from sea level to 600 feet above sea level. High points include Mt. Soledad 
in Lajolla and Cowles Mountain In the eastern part of the City, which is nearly 1,600 feet high. 

The ·proposed Project areas are.citywide and are generally developed, urbanized areas with access 
to high-quality transit. The approximately 20,538 acres of the Complete Communities: Housing 
Solutio_ns (Housing Program) project areas are located within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) 
throughout the City. Areas where Improvements under the Complete Communities: Mobility Choices 
(Mobility Choices Program) could be Implemented cover approximately 83,218 acres _and are 
inclusive of Housing Program project areas. 

B. Project Description and Objectives 

Project Description 

Complete communities: Housing Solutions . 
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The · proposed Project includes amendments to the City's Land Development Code (LDC) to 
Implement Complete Communities: Housing Solutions (Housing Program). Future development 
projects within TPAs that provide affordable housing and provide or contribute toward 
neighborhood-serving Improvements would be allowed additional square footage and building 
height, which .would allow for additional units beyond what Is otherwise allowed In the respective 
base zone, Planned District Ordinance (PDQ), or Community Plan. Existing height restrictions In the 
Coastal Zone In addition to height restrictions in proximity to airports would continue to apply .. 
Additionally, projects that qualify for participation In the Housing Program could be approved 
through a ministerial process with certain exceptions unless site-specific conditions warrant a 
discretionary approval. Discretionary permits would still be required If a project impacts a sensitive 
resource such as environmentally sensitive lands, a historical resource, or Is located within the 

Coastal Zone. 

In exchange for additional density, building square footage, and height, the Housing Program would 
require all projects to provide new c.ommunity-servlng Infrastructure Improvements through either 
payment of a fee Into a Neighborhood Enhan·cement Fund or by providing a public promenade that 
meets specified standards including minimum street frontage requirements. 

complete Communities; Mobility Chokes 

The prop.osed Project includes amendments to the City's LDC and Land Development Manual (LDM) 
to Implement Complete Communities: Mobility Choices (Mobility Choices Program) and support 

' adoption of a new CEQA significance threshold for transportation that Implements Senate Bill (SB) 
.743. The purpose of the Mobility Choices Program is to Implement SB 743 by ensuring that new 
development mitigates transportation Impacts based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT)·to the extent 
feasible, while lncentlvizlng development within the City's urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3). 
The Mobility Choices Program will support· Investments in active ·transportation and transit 
Infrastructure - In the areas where that Infrastructure is.needed most - where the most reductions 
In overall VMT and greenhouse gas. (GHG) emissions reductions can be realized. The Mobility 
Choices Program would apply citywide to any new development for which a building permit Is Issued 

except for: 

• Resld.ential development with 10 or fewer' dwelling units; 

• Any non-residential development less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; 

• Residential development that Includes at least 20 percent affordable housing as defined In 
San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section . 143.0730 for the provision. of amenities 
requlreme·nt; 

• Public projects; 

• Development within one-quarter mile of existing passenger rail; or 

• . Development located In the Downtown Community Plan Area. 

For development within Mobility Zone 4 (less ·vMT efficient areas), payment of a Mobility Choices Fee 
· would be required. The Mobility Choices Fee would be used to fund active transportation and VMT 

reducing Infrastructure projects in Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. The Mobility Choices Fee would be 
used In areas that havEl the greatest capacity to realize VMT reductions within the City. Deed 
restricted affordable housing within Mobility Zone 4 that meets specified criteria would be exempt 
from the payment of the Mobility Choices Fee. 
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Project Objectives 

The objectives of the Project are as follows: 

• Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City's diverse 
housing needs; 

• lncentivize new construction of all types of multi-family. housing, with an emphasis on 
affordable housing units; 

• Implement the City's General Plan to achieve planned residential bulldout and meet the 
City's Regional Housing Needs Allocation ta_rgets; 

• Implement the City's Climate Action Plan to achieve greenhouse gas reductions through a 
reduction In vehicle miles traveled, and Increased active transportation mode shares within 
TPAs and urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3); · 

• .lncentlvlze the production of multi-family residential development within TPAs and urban 
areas (Mobility Zo_nes 2 and 3) to reduce the amount.of vehicular miles driven In the City; 

• Plan for infrastructure that reduces trips and trip length Instead of planning for 
Infrastructure that accommodates additional vehicular traffic, In accordance with Senate BIii 
743;and 

• Provide public Infrastructure that supports a pedestrian-, bike-, and tran.slt-frlendly 
-environment to achieve vibrant, active, healthy, and livable communities within TPAs and 
urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3). 

Ill. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

The Project addressed In these Findings Is a set of proposed amendments to the City's Land 
Development Code (LDC) and Land Development Manual (LDM) that would lncentlvize housing 
construction, affordability, and supply to achieve planned densities In the City's General Plan and 
Community Plans and the City's Regional Housing Needs Allocation· (RHNA) goals; reduce citywide 
per capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT); and provide for the construction of or funding to support the 
completion of active transportation infrastructure within the City's transit priority areas (TPAs) and 
urban areas (Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3), as described In Chapter 3.0 of the Final PEIR. 

The Final PEIR concludes that the Project will have no significant Impacts (direct and/or 
c·umulatlve) and require no mitigation measures with respect to the following issues: 

1. Agriculture and Forestry Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

2. Mineral Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

3. Population and Housing (Direct and Cumulative) 

Less than Significant Impacts 

The Final PEIR concludes that the Project would have less than significant Impacts (direct and/or 
cumulative) and require no mitigation measures with respect to the following Issues: 

·1. Land Use 

• Conflict with Applicable Plans and Regulations (Direct and Cumulative)· 
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• Conversion of Open Space or Farmland (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Conflicts with an Adopted ALUCP (Direct and C1.1mulative) 

2. Air Quality 

• Sensitive Receptors (Cumulative) 

• Odors (Direct and Cumulative) 

3. Biological Resources 

• Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites_ (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Multiple Species Conservation Program (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Conflicts with Local Plans and Policies (Direct and Cumulatlve/C?) 

4. Energy 

• Energy Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Conflicts with Plans or Policies (Direct and Cumulative) 

5. Geology, Soils, and Selsmiclty 

• Seismic Hazards (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Erosion or_Loss ofTopsoil (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Geologic Instability (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Expansive Soils (Direct and Cumulative) 

6. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Conflicts with Plans or Policies (Direct and Cumulative) 

7. Health and Safety 

• Transport, Use, or Disposal (Direct and Cumulative). 

• Release of Hazardous Materials (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Schools (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Hazardous Mat~rials Sites and· Health Hazards (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Aircraft Related Hazards (Direct ahd Cumulative) 

• Emergency Evacuation and Response Plans (Direct and Cumulative) 

8. Hydrology/ Water Quality • 
• Flooding anc;I Drainage Patterns - Local Surface Runoff, Riverine Flooding, Selche, Dam 

Failure, Mudflow (Cumulative) 

• Water Quality (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Groundwater (Direct and Cumulative) 

9. Noise 

• Airport Noise (Direct and Cumulative) 

10. Paleontologlcal Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

11. Transportation 

• Transportation Polley _Consistency (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Design Feature (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Emergency Access (Direct and Cumulative) 
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12. Public Utilities and Infrastructure 

•· Solid Waste and Recycling (Direct and Cumulative) 

13. Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

• Landform Alteration (Cumulative) 

• Light and Glare (Direct and Cumulative) 

Impacts thai: are Less than Significant with Mitigation 

There are no direct and/or cumulatively significant Impacts, which can be mitigated to below 
a level of significance. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

The Final PEIR identifies the following direct and/or cumulatively. significant Impacts, which are 
considered slgnlfic11nt and unavoidable because mitigation measures do not exist or are 
considered not feasible to reduce Impacts to less than significant. 

1. Air Quality 

• Conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Air Quality Standards (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Sensitive Receptors - Localized Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots and Mobile Source 
Emissions (Direct) 

2. Biological Resources 

• Sensitive Species (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Sensitive Habitats (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Wetlands (Direct and Cumulative) 

3. Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources 

• Historic Buildings, Structures, Objects or Sites (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Prehistoric and ·Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacred Sites and Human Remains 
(Direct and Cumulative) 

• Tribal Cultural Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

4. Hydrology/Water Quality 

• · Flooding and Drainage Patterns - Mudflow, Tsunami, Downstream Flooding (Direct) 

• Tsunami Inundation (Direct and Cumulative) 

5. · Noise 

• Noise Levels - Ambient Noise, Traffic _Related Noise, .Rall Noise, Noise Ordinance 
Compliance, Temporary Construction Noise (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Groundborne Vibration (Direct and Cumulative) 

6. Public Services and Facilities 

• Public Facilities - Police Protection, Fire-Rescue Services, Schools, Libraries, Parks and 
Recreation (Direct and Cumulative) · 

• Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood parks and Recreational Facilities (Direct and 
Cumulative) 
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• Co.nstruction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

7. Transportation 

• . Vehicle Miles Traveled (Direct and Cumulative) 

8. Public Utilities and Infrastructure 

• • Water Supply (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Utilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

9. WIidfire 

• WIidfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Pollutants from Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Infrastructure (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Flooding or Landslides (Direct) 

1 o. Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

• Scenic Vistas or Views (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Neighborhood Character (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Distinctive or Landmark Trees (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Landform Alteration (Direct) 

IV. FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

A. Findings Regarding Impacts That Will be Mitigated to Below a Level of Significance 
(CEQA §21081(a)(1) and CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1)) 

The City, having·lndependently reviewed and considered the Information contained In the Final PEIR 
and the public record for the Project. finds, pursuant to PRC Section 21081 (a)(1) and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(1 ), that there Is no feasible mitigation that would mitigate or avoid the 
significant Impacts on the envlronmendrom the Project. 

B. Findings Regarding Mitigation Measures Which are the Responslblllty of Another 
Agency (CEQA §21081(a)(2)) and CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(2)) 

The City, having Independently reviewed and considered the information contained In the Final PEIR 
and the public record for· the Project finds, pursuant to CEQA PRC Section 21081(a)(2) and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(2), that there are no changes· or alterations which would mitigate or 
avoid the significant effects on the environment ttiat are within the responsibility and Jurisdiction of 

another public agency. 
' 
C. Findings Regarding Infeasible Mitigation Measures (CEQA §21081(a)(3) and CEQA 

Guidelines §15091(a)(3)) 

The City, having Independently reviewed and considered the Information contained In the Final PEIR 
and the public record for the Project finds, pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091(a)(3), that the Project will have significant and unavoidable Impacts ·1n the following 

Issue areas: 
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1. Air Quality 

• Conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Air Quality Standards (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Sensitive Receptors - Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots and Mobile Source Emissions 
(Direct) · 

2. Biological Resources 

• Sensitive Species (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Sensitive Habitats (Direct a_nd Cumulative) 

• Wetlands (Direct and Cumulative) 

3. Historical, Archaeological, and-Tribal Cultural Resources 

• Historic Buildings, Structures, Objects or Sites (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacred Sites and Hum_an· Remains 
(Direct and Cumulative) 

• · Tribal Cultural Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

4. Hydrology/Water Quality 

• . Flooding and Drainage Patterns - Mudflow, Tsunami, Downstream flooding (Direct). 

· • Tsunami Inundation (Direct and Cumulative) 

s. Noise 

• Noise Levels - Ambient Noise, Traffic Related. Noise, Rall Noise, Noise Ordinance 
Compliance, Temporary Construction Noise (Direct-and Cumulative) 

• Groundborne Vibration (Direct and Cumulative) 

6. Public Services and Facilities 

• Public Facilities - Police Protection, Fire-Rescue Services, Schools, Libraries, Parks and 
Recreation (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood parks and Recreational Facilities (Direct and 
Cumulative) 

• Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

7. Transportation 

• Vehicle Miles Traveled (Direct and Cumulative) 

8. Public Utilities and Infrastructure 

• Water Supply (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Utilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

9. Wildfire 

• Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Pollutants from WIidfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

•. Infrastructure (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Flooding or Landslides (Direct) 

10. Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

• Scenic Vistas or Views (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Nelgh_borhood Character (Direct and Cumulative) 
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• Distinctive or Landmark Trees (Direct and cu·mulatlve) 

• Landform Alteration (Direct) 

AIR QUALITY 

Conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Issue 1) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could conflict w_ith the State lmplementatlori Plan (SIP) and Regional 
Air Quality Strategy (RAQSJ. · 

Facts In support of Finding 

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCDJ uses approved general plans to forecast, 
inventory, and allocate regional emissions from land use and development-related sources. These 
emissions budgets are used In statewide air quality attainment planning efforts. Projects that are 
consistent with the assumptions and emissions forecasts. used In the development of the applicable 
_air quality plans are considered to not conflict with or obstruct attainment of the air quality levels 
identified in the plans. 

The proposed Housing Program could result in a r_edistributlon of the densities that were evaluated 
within recent community plan update (CPU) Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) to focus more 
within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). However, this shift In density Is not anticipated to exceed overall 
densities that were evaluated within the respective CPU EIR. For Project areas within communities 
that have not undergone a recent comprehensive CPU,_ Implementation of the Housing Program 
could result In additional new development that was not previously accounted for In thel_r respective 

community plan El Rs. 

The current SIP and _RAQS were last updated in 2016 and are updated on a three-year cycle. 
Therefore, the planned densities within community plans that were adoptec;l after 2016 would not 
be reflected In the current SIP and RAQS. Similarly, additional density that could be allowed within 
communities without a recent comprehensive CPU would not be reflected In the regional air quality 
plans. · 

Rationale and Conclus!on 

Impacts associated with conflicts with air quality plans would be significant and unavoidable· as the 
Project would lncentivize development within TPAs (for the Housing Program) and within Mobility 
Zones 1, 2, and 3 (for the Mobility Choices Program), which could result In densities beyond what 
was assumed In the current SIP and RAQS. · 

Recent CPU EIRs recognized that as community plans were updated, newly designated land uses 
would be forwarded to the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) for Inclusion In future . 
updates to the air quality plans for the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). Until the regional air quality plans 
are updated to r~flect any new density within the Project areas, this Impact would remain significant. 
and unavoidable. The Project would allow future qualifying projects to be approved through a 
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ministerial process. Thus, there are no feasible mitigation measures to address these significant 
Impacts. 

AIR QUALITY 

Air Quality Standards (Issue 2) 

Significant Impact 

Construction and operational emissions associated with Implementation of the Project could violate 
federal and/or state ambient air quality standards·. · . . . 

Facts in support of Finding 

An analysis of two hypothetical projects (I.e. a 29-unlt multi-family structure on a 1.8-acre site, and a 
5-acre mixed-use development) that could be developed under the Project found that construction 
emissions associated with these projects would not exceed the City's.significance.thresholds. While 
construction of an Individual project. would not result In eml.sslons that would exceed the City's 
significance thresholds, It Is possible that the simultaneous construction of multiple projects within 
the same Project area could exceed the City's emissions thresholds. Thus, Impacts associated. with 
construction emissions would be potentially significant. · 

Implementation of the Housing Program could Increase multi-family residential densities within the 
· Housing Program Project areas, which could exceed operational emission levels compared to what 
was evaluated In their respective. community plan El Rs. For Project areas within communities that · 
have undergone a recent comprehensive CPU, the Housing Program could result in a redistribution 
of the planned densities to focus more within TPAs. The Housing Program could also result In 
addltlonal·new development in communities without a recent comprehensive CPU. Therefore, it is· 
possible that operational air emissions from the Project° could. exceed what was evaluated In the 
community plan El Rs completed for all of the Project areas. 

Ratlcinale and conclusion 

Future development projects ahd Infrastructure Improvements Implemented under the Project 
would be required to comply with all federal, state, city, and SDAPCD rules and regulations during 
constructl.on activities to protect air quality. Nevertheless, as the exact number and timing of future 
projects that could occur under the Project are unknown at this time, construction-related air quality 
Impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, and there are no feasible mitlgatio_n measures to 
address this significant Impact. 

· The development of active transportation infrastructure and the redistribution of density to focus 
within TPAs could result In a more efficient land use pattern, which would support a reduction In 
vehicle miles traveled and associated operational air emissions. Nevertheless, as the Housing 
Program could Increase operational emissions within communities without recently adopted CPUs 
and would redistribute density within communities with recently adopted CPUs, It is possible that 
operational air emissions could be in excess of what was e~aluated in the community plan EIRs · 
completed f!Jr all of the project areas. Thus, Impacts related to operational emission would remain 
significant and unavoidable. The Project would allow future qualifyirig projects to be approved 
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through a ministerial process. Thus, there no additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what 
. Is proposed In the Project to address these significant Impacts. 

AIR QUALITY 

Sensitive Receptors - Localized Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots, and Mobile Source Emissions 
(Issue 3) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could expose sensitive receptors to .substantial pollutant 
concentrations, 

Facts In Support of Finding 

·Implementation of the HousingProgram could result In Increased density within TPAs for qualifying 
projects, which could increase Intersection volumes beyond what was evaluated in the respective 
community plan EIR. Although recent CPU EIRs found that projected traffic volumes from buildout of 
the community plans would not exceed the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District's (SMAQMD's) 31,600 vehicle-screening threshold for carbon monoxide impacts, ·other 

· communities, Including communities within the Project areas without a recent CPU, could .have 
Intersections with volumes approaching the screening threshold. Improvements under the Mobility . 
Choices Program would not generate Increased volumes at Intersections; however, over tlm·e 
moblllty Improvements favoring non-vehicular transportation could result In additional vehicular 
delay, and housing incentivized by the Mobility Choices Program could contribute trips to local 
roadways. Thus, Implementation of the Project could result In a potentially significant Impact related 
to localized carbon monoxide hot spots. · · 

Development that could ·occur under the Project could be located within 500 feet of major freeways 
that run adjacent to and/or through portions of the Project areas, and could potentially expose · 
sensitive receptors to mobile so.urce emissions. Future development that ·is located within 500 feet 
of a freeway would be required ·to Incorporate design features t_hat cou_ld help minimize pollutant 
exposure to sensitive receptors. Nevertheless, given the lack· of project-specific Information, impacts 
related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to mobile source emissions would be potentially 
significant as the amount of exposure cannot be determined at this time. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

The Housing Program would support Infill, high density multi-family residential development, and 
transit-oriented development that would benefit regional air quality. Similarly, Improvements 
implemented under th·e MobUity Choices Program would support a decrease In vehicular mode 
share.which would also benefit regional air quality. Nevertheless, Impacts related to the exposure of 
sensitive receptors tQ substantial pollutant concentrations, Including localized carbon monoxide hot 
spots and mobile source emissions, would remain significant and unavoidable as the amount of 
exposure to pollutant concentrations cannot be determined at this time. The Project would allow 
future qualifying projects to be approved through a ministerial process. ihus, there are no 
additional. feasible mitigation measures beyond what Is proposed in the Project to address these 

significant Impacts. · 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Sensitive Species (Issue 1) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could result in a substantial adverse Impact on sensitive species. 
located In the Project areas. · 

Facts In support of Finding 

Implementation of Project would affect primarily developed areas; however, some development that 
could occur under the Project could be located in or adjacent to sensitive habitats that_ support 
sensitive species. Approximately 605 acres within the Project areas contain lands designated as 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL), including lands within the City's Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA). 

Pursuant to the City's ESL Regulations, future projects would be reviewed.for the presence of ESL 
onslte. If the project site does not support ESL, and the development meets the requirements of the 
proposed Housing Program, the project· would be processed mlnlsterlally. Future ministerial 
development that occurs within the project areas adjacent to the City's MHPA_ and/or Vernal Pool 
Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP) preserve areas would be required to adhere to the Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines In. Section 1.4.3 of the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 
Subarea Plan and/or the Avoidance and Minimization Measures In Section 5.2.1 of the VPHCP to -
prevent potentially significant Impacts to sensitive species. lmplemeritatlon of these regulatory 
protections would ensure that Impacts to sensitive species resulting from future ministerial 
development would be less than significant. 

If ESL Is present on the project site and would be Impacted by the proposed development, the 
project would be required to obtain a Site Development Permit and would be reviewed for 
consistency with the City's ESL Regulations, the Biology Guidelines; and the MSCP Subarea Plan and 
VPHCP, as·applicable. While the discretionary review process would generally ensure that Impacts 
would be mitigated to a less than· significant level, it.cannot be guaranteed at this program level of_ 
review whether all Impacts could be fully mitigated. Thus, Impacts to sensitive spec!es associated 
with future discretionary development would be potentially significant. 

Rationale and Conclusion Future ministerial development that occurs adjacent to the City's MHPA 
and/or VP HCP preserve areas would be required to comply with the City's MSCP Subarea Plan Land 
Use Adjacency Guidelines and the VPHCP's Avoidance and Minimization Measures, as applicable. 
Adherence to these regulations would ensure that Impacts to sensl_tlve species associated with - · -
future ministerial development would be less than significant. 

Future developments that contain ESL that would be Impacted would be required to obtain a Site 
Development Permit and undergo a discretionary review process. At this program level of review 
without project-specific Information, it cannot be guaranteed that all impacts could be mitigated to a 
less than significant level. Thus, impacts associated with future discretionary development would 
remain significant· and unavoidable, and ,there are no additional feasible mitigation measures 
beyond what Is proposed In the Project to address this significant Impact. 

. I 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Sensitive Habitats (Issue 2) 

Significant impact 

Implementation of the Project could result in a substantial adverse Impact on sensitive.habitats 
located In the Project areas. 

Facts in Support of finding 

Future development under the Project would be primarily focused In developed areas; nevertheless, 
there could be some development that could adversely Impact sensitive habitats. Development that 
would impact ES.L would be required to obtain a Site Development Permit and would undergo a· 
discretionary review In accordance with the City's ESL Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and the MSCP 
Subarea Plan and VPHCP, as applicable. While the discretionary ~evlew process would generally 
ensure that lmpac\5 sensitive habitats would be conserved or mitigated in· accordance with the ESL 
Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and the MSCP .subarea Plan and VPCHP, at this program-level of 
review It cannot be guaranteed that all Impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
Thus, Impacts to sensitive habitats associated with .future discretionary development under the 
Project would be potentially significant. · 

Future development under the Project that .is eligible to be processed mlnlsterlally would be 
required to comply with the City's MSCP ·subarea Plan Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and the 
VPHCP's Avoidance and Minimization Measures, as applicable. Adherence to these regulations 
would. ensure that Impacts to sensitive species assocla.ted with future ministerial development 
would be less than significant. · 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Future ministerial development under the Project would be required to comply with the City's MSCP 
Subarea Plan Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and the VPHCP's Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures, as applicable. Implementation of these regulatory protections would ensure that impacts 
to sensitive habitats would be less than significant. 

Future developments that contain ESL that would be Impacted would be required to obtain a Site 
Development Permit and undergo a discretionary review process. At this program level of review 
without project-specific information, it cannot be guaranteed that all Impacts could be mitigated to a 
less than significant level. Thus, Impacts associated with future discretionary development would 
remain significant and unavoidable, and there are no additional feasible mitigation measures 
beyond what Is proposed In the Project to address this significant impact. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Wetlands (Issue 3) 

Significant impact 

Implementation of the Project co.uld result In a substantial adverse Impact on wetlands. 
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Facts In support of Finding 

There are approximately 1,407 acres of rlparlari and wetland habitat located within the Project 
areas. Pursuant to the City's ESL Regulations, future development would be reviewed for the 
presence of.wetland habitat on the project site. Future development that has the potential to Impact 
wetland habitat would be required to obtain a Site· Development Permit and to undergo a 
discretionary review that demonstrates compliance with the ESL Regulations, the Biology Guidelines, 
and the MSCP Subarea Plan. Impacts to wetland habitat are also regulated by the United States 
Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in accordance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife under Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code. 
While the discretionary review process would generally ens.ur'e that Impacts to _wetland habitat 
would be fully mitigated, at this program-level of. review It cannot be guaranteed that all impacts 
would be mitigated to a less than significant level.-

Ratlonale and Concfuslon 

Future development with the potential to Impact wetland habitat would be required to obtain a 
· dis·cretionary permit. and would be evaluated in accordance with City and wildlife agency regulatory 
requirements. As future ministerial development would not have the potential to impact wetland 
habitats, Impacts associated with ministerial development would be less than significant. However, 
for future discretionary development, it cannot be ensured that all Impacts would be mitigated to. a 
less than significant level at.this program-level of analysis. Thus, Impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable and ·there are no additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what Is proposed 
in the Project to address this significant impact. · · 

HIS'tORICAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Historic Buildings, Structures, Objects or Sites (Issue 1) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could Impact historical buildings, structures, or sites located in the 
Project areas. 

Facts i □ support of finding 

The proposed Project areas Include both known historical resources and potential historical 
·resources. Project areas with a recent comprehensive CPU have conducted an evaluation and survey 
of kriown and potential historical resources within those community plan areas as part of their 
environmental analysis. However, Project areas that have riot undergone a recent CPU do not have 
an updated· comprehensive list of the existing and potential historical resources within their 
community plan areas. For all Project areas, structures greater than 45 years old.that have not been 
evaluated for their historic significance could be historkal resources. 

Future development under the Project could result In direct and Indirect Impacts related to the 
alteration of a historical resourc·e, Although existing regulations ~ such as the U.S. Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and the City's Land Development Code 
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(LDC) - provide for the regulation and protection of designated and potential historical resources, It 
is not possible to ensure the successful preservation of all historic buildings, structures, objects or 
sites within the Project areas. Thus; Impacts would be potentially significant. . 

Rationale and conclusion 

Pursuant to the City's Historical .Resources Regulations (LDC Section 143.0212), future development 
that contains structures 45 years or older that could be potentially Impacted would tie reviewed to 
determine whether the resource may be eligible for Individual listing on the local· register. If a 
historical resource exists, and the project could significantly impact that resource, a site-specific 
survey would be required and could be forwarded to the City's Historical Resources Board to 
consider the designation and listing of the resource. Future development that contains individually 
significant historical resources would be required to comply with the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, or obtain a Site Development Permit with 
deviation findings and mitigation before conducting any substantial modification or alteration of the 
resource. Additionally, the Project restricts development In Project areas that are located In a 
designated historical district and wlthiri the Old Town San Diego Planned District. 

While the application of this regulatory framework would ensure that the appropriate measures are 
applied. to the protection of historical resources, It is Impossible· to guarantee the successful 
preservation of all historic built environment resources, objects, and sites within the Project areas. 
Thus, this Impact would remain significant and unavoidable, and there are no additional feasible 
mitigation measures beyond those proposed In the Project to address this significant Impact. 

HISTORICAL; ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Prehistoric and Historic Archaeologlcal Resources, Sacred Sites and Human Remains (Issue 2) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could impact prehistoric arid historic archaeological resources, scared 
sites, and human remains located In the Project areas. 

Facts io support of Findini: 

Although there is very little undeveloped land or previously undisturbed soils within the Project 
. areas, future development could result in the alteration or destruction of prehistoric or historic 

archaeological resources, objects, or sites and could Impact religious or sacred uses; or disturb 
human remains, particularly within proximity to areas where there are known, recorded 
archaeological resources. Within the Project areas, there are approximately 373 recorded . 
archaeological sites that were identified with a low sensitivity rating, approximately 870 recorded 
archaeological sites that were Identified within the moderate sensitivity rating, and approximately 
269 sites were identified within the high sensitivity rating. Future development within areas with a 
moderate and high sensitivity could disturb native ·soils and could potentially Impact significant 
resources. High sensitivity areas - which include village or habitation areas - that could be Impacted 
by the· Project Include Nlpaguay at the location of the San Diego Mission de Alcala on the north side 
of the San Diego River, Kosaii (also known as Cosoy or Kosa'aay) located at Old Town ori the south 
side of the San Diego River, and Paulpa located at the mouth of the San Diego River In Ocean Beach. 
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Other villages that could be Impacted Include Mllejo and Chlap in the mouth of the Tijuana and Otay · 
River Valleys, Los Choyas along Chollas Creek, Rlnconada 0amo) along Rose Creek, and Ystagua 
along Soledad Creek. Although there are no known religious or sacred uses within the Project areas, 
these site types could potentially be encountered during future construction activities, particularly 
given the moderate and/or high cultural sensitivity areas· identified In many of. the recent 
comprehensive CPUs and within the City's Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps. 

Required compliance with all state and local regulations, Including the City's Historical Resources 
Regulations and Guidelines, would provide for the regulation and protection of prehistoric and 
historic archaeological resources, sacred sites, and human remains. Additionally, the Project would 
restrict development from occurring in the Old Town San Diego Planned District and other areas 
that contain a designated historical district. Nevertheless, It Is not possible to ensure the successful 

·preservation. of all archaeological resources where new development may occur; thus, impacts 
would be potentially significant. · 

Rationale and Condusion 

Pursuant to the City's Historical Resources Regulations (LDC Section 143.0101), future development 
would be revlev,ied against the Historical Resourc·es Sensitivity Maps to determine whether the 
project has the potential to adversely Impact an archaeological resource that may be eligible for 
individual listing In the local register (LDC Section 143.0212). This review would be supplemented 
with a project-specific records search of the CHRIS data and Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) Sacred Lands File by qualified staff, after which a site-specific archaeological survey may be 

· required, when applicable, In accordance with the City's regulations and·guldellnes. If a site-specific 
survey is required, adherence to the Historical Resources Regulations and Guidelines would ensure 

· ·that appropriate measures are applied to the protection of historical resources consistent with City 
requirements. Native American participation would also be required for all levels of future 
Investigations In any of the Project areas, Including those · areas that have been previously 
developed, uniess additional Information can be provided to demonstrate thafthe property.has 
been graded to a point where no resources could be Impacted. · · 

Additionally, Section 7052 of the California Health and Safety Code requires that In the event human 
remains are discovered during construction or excavation, all activities must be stopped in the 
vicinity of the discovered human remains until .the coroner can determine whether the re.mains are 
those of a Native American. If determined to be Native American, the coroner must contact the 
NAHC. The California Health and Safety Code provides a process and requirements for the 
Identification and repatriation of collections of human remains or c_ultural items. 

While existing state and local regulations would provide for the regulation and· protection of 
archaeological resources and human remains, impacts may be unavoidable in certain circumstances 
when resources are discovered during construction. As· it cannot be ensured that all potential 
Impacts to archaeological resources would be fully avoided, this Impact wou_ld remain significant 
and unavoidable, and there are no additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what is proposed 
In the Project to address this significant impact · 

HISTORICAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Tribal Cultural Resources (Issue 3) 
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Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could Impact tribal cultura.l resources located In the Project areas, 

Facts lo Support of finding 

· While much of the Project areas have been developed, the potential for encountering Intact cultural 
deposits at depth Is probable at many locations where undocumented fill or alluvial deposition may 
mask burled resources, or in areas located In proximity to known recorded archaeological resources 
which are also often tribal cultural resources as defined In CEQA Section 21074. 

Based· on the archaeological records search results and consultation with tribal entitles, several key 
areas have been identified that may have a high. level of Interest to the local Native American 
community located in proximity to many of the project areas. Many of these resources are already 
listed on the City's Historical Resources Register, the CRHR, and the National Register of Historic 
Places, or have not been formally recognized or listed on a local, state, or federal register, 
Compliance with the existing regulatory framework regarding the protection of tribal cultural 
resources ·would help avoid or minimize adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources. Nevertheless, 
this Impact would be potentially significant as It is not possible to ensure the successful preservation 
of all tribal cultural resources. 

Rationale and Condusloo 

Futur~ development would be reviewed against: the City's Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps to 
determine whether the project has the potential .to Impact tribal cultural resources during 
construction. The Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps created for the _Project took into account 
areas that were Identified to have tribal cultural resource sensitivity by Native American Tribes 
consulted during the Project. Implementation of the City's Historical Resources Regulations and 
Historical Resources Guidelines would require site-specific cultural surveys where warranted and 
Implementation of measures to avoid or minimize Impacts to the extent' feasible. Additionally, the 
Project would restrict development from occurring in the Old Town San Diego Planned District and 
_other areas that contain a designated historical district. While adherence to the existing regulatory 
framework would minimize potential Impacts, at this program level of analysis it is not possible to 
ensure that all potential Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be fully avoided. Thus, this Impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable, and there are no additional feasible mitigation ·measures 
beyond what is proposed In the Project to address this _significant Impact. 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Flooding and Drainage Patterns - Riverine Flooding, Mudflows, and Tsunamis (Issue 1) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could result In significant Impacts related to riverine flooding, 
mudflows, and tsunami inundation. 

Facts lo Support of Finding 
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Approximately 3,203 acres of the Project areas are. located within the 100-year floodplain. Future 
development within the Project areas that would Impact ESL, Including floodplain areas, would be 
required to obtain a Site Development Permit In accordance with the City's ESL Regulations·. While 
the discretionary review process would generally ensure that potential impacts to floodplains would 
be avoided or mitigated, at this programmatic level of review It Is not possible to ensure that riverine 
flooding Impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. Thus, riverine flooding Impacts 
would be potentially significant. 

Additionally, as detailed In the Mission Valley CPU PEIR, potentially significant and unavoidable 
flooding Impacts were Identified associated with the presence of a Provisionally Accredited Levy 
(PAL)· that protects portions of Mission Valley. A PAL designation means that the levee was 
recognized on FEMA's previous FIRMs; however, the regulatory requirement for levee accreditation 
has since changed, and the community or levee owner must provide certain documentation to 
certify that the levee continues to provide protection from the base flood, and that the levee meets 
minimum federal requirements. The Mission Valley Community Plan Incorporated policies 
recommending development located behind the PAL consider designing to meet the applicable · 
"with-out levee• flood zone to comply with the floodplain regulations and provide protection up to 
the 100-year flood, In the event the levees were removed on the next FIRM revision. However, given 
the level of uncertainty regarding this potential flooding Impact and the possibility that the Project 
could lncentlvlze development within areas protected by the PAL, Impacts associated with future 
development located behind the PAL would be significant and unavoida_ble. 

Portions of tlie Project areas are bounded by steep slopes such as canyons, thus there is a potential 
for mud a·nd ·debris from adjacent canyon walls tci impact developed areas, primarily following a· 
wildfire event. Although future development would Incorporate adequate design measures to 
protect development areas from mudflow and debris that could follow a fire event, It cannot be 
determined at this program-level of review whether all Impacts related to mudflow would be fully 
.mitigated. Thus, Impacts associated with mudflow and debris would be potentially significant. 

' ' 
' ' 

The Project areas include approximately 1,7Si acres located within a tsunami inundation zone. 
While adherence to current regulations ani:t emergency ma·nagement plans would ensure that 
potential Impacts related to tsunamis would not be substantial, the Project would lncentlvlze 
residential development and could Increase densities within TPAs located in tsunami Inundation 
areas. Thus, Impacts related to tsunami risk would be potentially significant. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Potential riverine flooding Impacts would largely be avoided through compliance with the ESL 
Regulations; however, at this program level of analysis it cannot be ensured that future 
development would be able to fully mitigate pote_ntial flooding Impacts. Similarly, adherence to the 
Mission Valley Community Plan's policies related to development behind the PAL would help 
minimize potential flooding Impacts; however, It cannot be guaranteed at this program-level of 
review that .. floodlng Impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. Thus, Impacts 
associated with riverine flooding would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impacts related to tsunami Inundation would also remain significant and unavoidable despite 
compliance with current regulations and emergency management plans as the Project could 
Increase densities within TPAs located In tsunami Inundation areas.· 
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It is anticipated that future development under the Project would incorporate adequate design 
measwes to protect development areas from potential mudflow and debris that could (allow a fire 
event. Nevertheless, this Impact would remain significant and unavoidable as It cannot be ensured 
at this program-level of review that all impacts related to the potential risk of mudflow would be 
avoided or fully.mitigated. 

There are no additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what Is proposed In.the Project to 
address these significant Impacts. · · 

NOISE 

Noise Levels - General Ambient Noise Levels, Traffic Related Noise, Rall lllolse, Noise 
Ordinance Compliance, Temporary Construction Noise (Issue 1) · 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could generate a substantial temporary or permanent Increase in 
ambient noise levels. 

· facts lo Support of Finding 

Implementation of the Project wouid Increase ambient noise levels In the Project areas and could 
expose existing and future noise-sensitive receptors to ambient noise levels above the General 
~Ian's stan_dards. Future development would be concentrated within TPAs (for the Housing Program) 
and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 (for the Mobility Choices Program), and It Is anticipated that traffic 
noise within the Project areas would dominate the noise environment. Although It Is anticipated that 

. the Project would support a reduction In motor vehicle traffic through the Installation of active 
transportation Infrastructure and by encouraging a more efficient land use pattern, the potential 
Increase In density within TPAs attributed to the proposed Housing Program could Increase overall 
vehicle trips and associated traffic ·noise. The Project includes design requirements to attenuate 
noise levels in outdoor usable operi space areas through project design. While comp_liance with 
these requirements would minimize noise Impacts, it is anticipated that exterior noise levels and 
traffic noise levels would nevertheless exceed the City's significance thresholds. Thus, these Impacts 
would be potentially significant. 

Future development could also be located In proximity to rail and trolley lines that pass through the 
Project areas, and could expose sensitive receptors residents to noise levels that exceed the City's . 
noise standards. Therefore, at this programmatic level of review, impacts_ associated with rail noise 
would be potentially significant. · 

The Project areas would contain residential and commercial Interfaces. Mixed-use areas where 
residential uses are located In proximity to commercial sites could expose sensitive receptors to 
noise above allowable levels. While it is not anticipated that stationary noise sources associated with 
development under the· Project would result in noise exceeding property line limits, at a 
programmatic level of review It cannot be verified. Although enforcement of the City's Noise 
Abatement and Control Ordinance would provide for the correction of potential noise exceedances, · 
Impacts would remain potentially significant. 
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Construction activities related to implementation of _the Project could potentially generate short­
term noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) leq at adjacent properties. While the City regulates noise 
associated with construction equipment and activities through enforcement of its Noise Abatement 
and Control Ordinance, impacts associated with construction noise would remain potentially 
significant as it cannot ensured at this program-level of review that all impacts would be mitigated to 
a less than significant level. 

Rationale and condusjon 

Future development under the Project would be required to comply with the Interior noise 
standards of the California Building Code (Title 24, Part 2 of the California Code of Regulations), 
which would require the submission and approval of a Title 24 Compliance Report·. Adherence to 
these regulations would ensure that interior noise Impacts would be less than significant. 

Future development would also be required to comply with the City's regulations related to noise 
levels, including the City's Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, and the design guidelines of the 
Project. While adherence to these regulationswould minimize noise impacts to sensitive receptors, 
at this program-level of analysis it cannot be ensured that all noise impacts could be mitigated to a 
less than significant level. Thus, impacts associated with ambient noise levels, traffic-related noise, 
rail noise, noise ordinance compliance, and temporary construction noise would remain significant 
and unavoidable. There are no additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what is proposed in 
the ·Project to addressthese significant impacts. · 

NOISE 

Ground borne Vibration (Issue· 2) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the Project could cause the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 

Facts lo Support of Finding 

Groundborne vibration Impacts could occur as a result of trolley and train operations where 
development is located ·In proximity to a ra_il line. The Project would not generate groundborne· 
vibration or noise; however, future development incentlvized by the P·roject that is located -In 
proximity to an existing or planned trolley or rail line could expose residents to excessive 
groundborne vibration or noise levels._ 

Rationale and Concluslon 

Although the Project would not generate ground borne vibration or noise levels, future development 
permitted under the Project that is located in proximity to a rail line could expose residents to 
excessive groundborne vibration or nols_e levels. This Impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable as the specific location and orientation of future development Is unknown at this time. · 
The Project would allow future qualifying projects to be approved through a ministerial process. 
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Thus, there are no additional feasible mitigation measures beyond what Is proposed in the Project 
· to-address these significant impacts. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Need for Public Facilities - Police Protection, Fire-Rescue Services. Schools, Libraries. and 
Parks and Recreation (Issue 1) 

Significant Impact 

Housing lncentivized by the proposed- Project would result in the need for additional police, school, 
parks and recreation, and fire-rescue facllftles. 

Facts in support of Finding 

Construction of additional housing units over time will Impact various public services and facilities. 
Such growth would likely require additional fire-rescue and police personnel, equipment, and 
facilities to protect and serve the ·public. Depen.dlng on actual demographic shifts and the number of 
units constructed," additional schools, libraries, and parks and recreation facilities may also be 
needed to serve the Increases In population. 

Police Protection 

Additional police stations may be required _to serve the additional densities anticipated by buildout 
of the Project, although actual needs and potential locations would be determined In the future as · 
development occurs. Construction of new police facilities In _the future could result In environmental 
Impacts, Including d_lsturbances or conversion of habitat, water pollution during construction, 
Increased noise levels, and an Increase In Impermeable surfaces. At the time future police stations 
are proposed, they ·would require a separate environmental review a_nd compliance with regulations 
In existence at that time would address potential environmental Impacts relat_ed to th'e construction 
and operation of new police stations. However, as the location and need for potential future police 
stations cannot be determined at this time, It is unknown what specific Impacts may occur. Thus, as 
It cannot be ensured that all Impacts associated with the construction and operation of potential 
future police facilities would be mitigated to a less than significant level, and impacts would be 
potentially significant. 

Fire-Rescue Services 

Additional fire stations and new fire apparatus may be required to serve the densities and building 
heights anticipated by bulldout of the Project, although actual needs and potential locations would 
be determined In the future as development occurs. Construction of new fire stations In the future 
could result in environmental Impacts, Including disturbances or conversion of habitat, water 
pollution during construction, Increased noise levels, and an Increase In impermeable surfaces. At 
the time future fire stations are proposed, they would require a separate environmental review and 

· regulations ln.exlstence·at that time would address potential environmental impacts related to the 
constr_uctlon · a_nd operation of new fire stations. However, as the location and need for potential 
future fire stations cannot be determined at this time, It Is unknown what specific impacts may 
occur. Thus, as It cannot be ensured that all Impacts associated with the construction and operation 
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of potential future fire facilities would be mitigated to less than significant, Impacts would be 
potentially significant. 

Schools 

Additional schools may be required to serve the buildout population associated with the Project, 
although actual needs and potential locations would be determined In the future· as development 
occurs. California Government Code Section 65995 and Education Code Section· 53080 authorize 
school districts to lmpose·facillty mitigation fees on new development as a method of addressing 
Increasing enrollment resulting from that development. State of California law currently requires a 
development fee of $2.04/square foot of assessable area to assist In financing facilities needed to 
serve growth. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995, payment of development Impact fees 
would provide for full and complete mitigation of school capacity _impacts. While payment of fees 
would address the funding for school districts to address future school capacity needs, the potential 
increase In students from Implementation of the Housing Program would likely Impact district 
facilities to the point of reaching capacity. While the school district will be responsible for the 
potential expansion or development of new facilities, potential physical Impacts associated with-the 
construction of future school sites are ·not known at this time. Thu~, Impacts related to the 
construction and operation of future schools would be potentially significant. 

Libraries 

The proposed Project could result in additional residents and associated demanc! for library 
services. In the event that implementation of the proposed Project res1Jlts In· the need for new or 
expanded library facilities, existing· development regulations would serve to reduce _potential 
environmental Impacts associated with construction. Additionally, future projects would be subject 
to a separate environmental review at the time design plans are available. Nevertheless, this impact 
would be potentially significant since impacts associated with the construction and operation of 
future library facilities are not known at this time. 

Parks 

Future development Implemented under the ·Housing Program would be required to either pay a· 
Neighborhood Enhancement Fee or provide a neighborhood-serving Infrastructure Improvement. 
Similarly, the Mobility Choices Program would require •installation of transportation infrastructure 
and amenities or payment of a Mobility Choices Fee· to fund such Improvements within the Mobility 
Choices improvement areas. Infrastructure amenities would also provide a recreational function, 
and could include features suc_h as transit, .pedestrian, or bicycle transportation lmprove.ments, 

· · outdoor fitness equipment, and children's play areas. While proposed infrastructure Improvements 
would largely occur within existing urban/developed areas, It is unknown where specific future 
developments would be proposed and what Impacts may be associated with providing future park 
and recreation facilities, Including pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Additionally, for projects that pay 
a fee to fund- park and recreation Improvements, it Is unknown where th.ose future parks ·may be 
located. Future park and recreation Improvements could result In environmental Impacts, Including 
disturbances or conversion of habitat, water pollution during construction, increased noise levels, 
and an Increase in impermeable surfaces. Regulations In existence at that time would address 
potential environmental impacts related to the construction and operation of future' parks and 
recreation facilities; however, as specific locations of park facilities are not known at this time, the 

Compleie Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices 
· Exhibit A: Candidate Findings (November 2020) 

A-25 of A-SO 



significance of impacts· cannot be determined. Thus, as it cannot be ensured that all Impacts 
associated with the construction and operation of potential future parks and recreation facilities 
would be mitigated to less than significant, Impacts would be potentially significant. 

Rationale and conclusion 

· Implementation of the proposed project could result In the need for additional police, fire-rescue, 
school, library, and parks and recreation facilities. Additionally, transportation Infrastructure and 
amenities constructed under the Mobility Choices program could _result.In environ mental Impacts. 
As the location and need for potential future facilities cannot be determined at this time, It is 
unknown what specific Impacts may occur associated with the future construction and operation of· 
such facilities. Thus, as It cannot lie ensured all Impacts associated with the construction and 
operation of potential future facilities would be mitigated to less than significant, Impacts would be. 
significant and unavoidable. · · 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIE_S 

Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood Parks and Recreatlonai Facilities (Issue 2) 

Significant Impact · 

lmpiementatlon of the proposed Project could result In the need for additional police, fire-rescue, 
school, library, parks and recreation facilities, and tran·sportatlon Infrastructure and amenities that 
could result In environmental_ Impacts. · 

Facts io_Support of finding 

The proposed Project would incentlvize multi-family housing development within TPAs (Housing 
Program) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 (Mobility Program); and the_ growth associated with these 
future developments could. result in ·an increase In the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities. Future development under the Housing Program would be 
required to either pay a Neighborhood Enhancement Fee or provide a neighborhood-serving 
infrastructure. Improvement. These ·infrastructure amenities would also provide a recreational 
function, and could Include features· such as • a promenade; transit, pedestrian, or bicycle 
transportation improvements; outdoor fitness equipment; and children's play areas. While. the 
develo.pment of these amenities could offset the potential Increased use of existing recreational 
facilities and their associated physical deterioration, it is unknown where · these future 
improvements will be located, what Impacts could result from providing these facilities, and to what 
extent these future facilities will be· able ·to accommodate. Increases in demand. for recreation 
facilities. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Implementation of the proposed Project could result In an Increase In the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational fadllties. While the development of these 
future recreational amenitl_es under the Housing Program could offset ttie potential Increased use of 
existing recreational facilities, it Is unknown where these future Improvements will be located, what 
Impacts could result f(om providing these facilities, and to what extent these future facilities will be 
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able to accommodate increases In demand for recreatl_ona_l facilities. Thus, as It cannot be ensured 
that all Impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level, Impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facl_lltles (Issue 3) 

Significant Impact 

While regulations in existence at that time would address potential environmental Impacts related 
to the construction and operation of future recreational facilities, It Is unknown where specific future 
developments would be located and what environmental Impacts may be associated with providing 
these facilities. 

Facts In Support of finding 

Existing_ Infrastructure deficiencies exist in various areas throughout the City. As development 
occurs, public facility Improvements will likely be required to serve · additional population. 
Cumulative Impacts to public facilities are generally addressed by communltywlde Development 
Impact Fee (DIF) · Plans that Identify necessary facility Improvements and form the basis for 
development of development Impact fees for public facilities addressed in the study. Future 
development within the project areas would be required to pay applicable development impact fees 
that could support future facility needs. While future facilities would . undergo a separate 
environmental review and would comply with existing regulatio"ns at the time to address potential 
environmental impacts, Impacts related to the construction and operation of public facilities would 
remain significant and unavoidable due to the Inability to ensure each future facility would be able 
to fully mitigate their potential environmental Impacts. Incremental impacts_ associated with the 
construction of public facilities are ~nticipated to be cumulatively considerable. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

While regulations In existence at that time the facilities are developed would address potential 
environmental Impacts related to the construction and operation of future recreational facilities, it Is 
unknown where specific future developments would be located and what environmental Impacts 
may be associated with providing these facilities. As it cannot be ensured-that all Impacts associated 

-with the construction and operation of potential future parks and recreational facilities would be 
mitigated to less than significant, Impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Vehicle MIies Traveled (Issue 2) 

Significant Impact 

While vehicle miles traveled (VMD related Impacts In the majority of the Housing Program project 
areas would result In less than significant Impacts where development Is located In VMT efficient_ 
areas (at or below 85 percent of the regional average), Impacts In less efficient VMT per capita areas 
(greater than 85 percent of the regional average) would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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. Although development under the Housing Progra·m combined with Improvements resulting from 
the Mobility Choices Program are anticipated to result In the implementatlo_n of Infrastructure 
Improvements that could result In reductions In per capita VMT, at a program level, It cannot be 
determined whether those Improvements would sufficiently reduce potentially significant VMT 
impacts to_ below the threshold of significance. 

Facts i □ support of Elodioe 

The· Housing Program would lncentlvize the development of multi-family residential units within 
Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). The Mobility Choices program would also incentivize housing within 
Mobility Zone 1, 2, and 3. lncentlvlzing higher density multi~famlly "residential development within 

. TPAs (Housing Program) and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 (Mobility Choices Program) supports the City 
of Villages strategy and the City's CAP and would support transit and active transportation, which 
both contribute to VMT reductions. Increasing non-vehicular mode share Is anticipated to· result in 

. reduced per capita VMT. Additionally, Implementation of the Housing Program would promote use 
of public transit by facllltatlng the development of high density multi-family residential land uses 
near existing high frequency transit and Increasing other active transportation modes by Increasing 
residential units near other land uses and services. 

SANDAG has identified base year (2012) resident VMT per capita and employee VMT per employee 
by census tract, and mapped locations based on ranges of VMT efficiency compared to the regional 
average.-New development projects tliat incorporate similar features to existing development In a 
project area can be assumed to have similar level of VMT. The project areas' VMT efficiency In 
relation to the regional averages are shown on Figures 4.13-3 (Areas A through D) and 4.13-4 (Areas 
A through D) of the Final PEIR. These SANDAG-VMT maps were used to Identify the potential 
residential and employee VMT per capita that could result from future development under the 
Housing Program. As shown In these figures, a majority of the Housing Program eligible areas are 
located within areas with VMT at or below 85 percent of the base year average VMT per capita or 
VMT per employee, which Is below the significance threshold .. 

Over 50 percent of the Housing Program eligible project areas would be located within VMT efficient 
areas that fall below the 85 percent of the base year regional average threshold of significance. 
Thus, for a majority of the project areas, Impacts related to VMT would be less than significant. 
However, future multi-family residential development implemented within areas on the SANDAG 
maps that are estimated to generate reslden"tVMT per capita greater than 85 percent of the base 
year regional average would exceed the VMT threshold and result In a potentially significant impact. 
Similarly, future multi-family residential developments that Include· a commercial component 
located within an area on the SANDAG VMT screening maps estimated to generate employee VMT 
per capita greater than 85 percent of the base year regional average would result In a potentially 

significant Impact. 

Development-of the transportation Infrastructure and amenities as part of the Mobility Choices 
Program would not be associated with increases in per capita VMT. Rather, implementation of the 
Mobility Choices Program is Intended to support reductions In per_ capita VMT by either requiring the 
construction of, or funding for, transportation infrastructure and amenities within Mobility Zones 1, 
2, and 3 that will encourage non-vehicular travel. The Mobility Choices Program also Includes the 
adoption of a new significant threshold for transportation Impacts that Is consistent with Senate Bill 
743. Any new development that occurs in an area that generates resident VMT per capita or VMT per 

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices 
· Exhibit A:. Candidate Findings (November 2020) 

A-28 of A-50 



employee that is greater than 85 percent of the base year regional average, absent any mitigation, 
would result In significant VMT-related Impacts. The Mobility Choices Program regulations are 
Intended to ·serve as mitigation to ensure an overall reduction In Citywide VMT. Compliance with 
these regulations Is mitigation for future development p'rojects. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

While VMT related impacts In the majority of the Housing Program project areas would result In less 
than significant Impacts where development Is located In VMT efficient areas (at or below 85 percent 
of the regional average), Impacts In less. efficient VMT per capita areas (greater than 85 percent of 
the regional average) would remain significant and unavoidable. Although development under ttie. 

· proposed project are anticipated to result In the Implementation of Infrastructure Improvements 
that could· result i,i reductions In per capita VMT, at a program level,' It cannot be determined 
whether those improvements would sufficiently reduce potentially significant VMT impacts to below 
the threshold of significance. The Mobility Choices Program would provide for additional 
transportation infrastructure and amenities that would support reductions In per capita VMT. 
Implementation of such Infrastructure and amenities would not be associated with significani VMT 
related Impacts, and impacts would be less than significant. Although the Mobility Choices Program. 
Is anticipated to result In the implementation of Infrastructure Improvements that _could result In per 
capita VMT reductions,. at a program level, potentially significant VMT impacts could nonetheless 

· remain significant because It cannot be determined with certainty whether the Improvements would 
be Implemented at the time a future development project's_ VMT Impacts could occur and whether 
those Impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. VMT Impacts associated with 
development under the-Housing Program located in less efficient VMT areas would tie significant 
and unavoidable. 

PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Water Supply (Issue 1) 

Significant Impact 

According to Water Supply Assessments. prepared for recent CPUs, water demand would not 
_Increase within project areas located in communities with a recent CPU. Within project areas that do 
not have a recent comprehensive CPU, It Is possible that densities could· be authorized In excess of 
what would have been considered in the latest water supply planning docu~ent. Thus, at this 

. programmatic level of review, direct and cumulative Impacts related to the availability of water 
·supplies based on existing projections would be significant. 

Facts in support of finding 

WSAs were. prepared for recent CPUs and community plan amendments to assess whether 
sufficient water supplies are, or. will be, available to meet the projected water demands of the 
proposed land use changes. The WSAs Included, among other information,_ldentificatlon of existing 
water supply entitlements, water rights, water' service contracts, or agreements relevant to the 
Identified water supply for the community plan areas; and quantities of water received In prior years 
pursuant to those entitlement, rights, contracts, and agreements. The WSAs evaluated water 
supplies that are, or will be, available during a normal, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year (20-
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year) period, to meet the estimated demands of the changes proposed In the CPUs compared to the 
existing land use plans. 

Recent CPUs-plan for anticipated growth In the region by changing land use designations to allow for 
Increased density. The WSAs completed for these recent CPUs· demonstrated that the land use 
changes would be consistent· with the water demand assumptions Included In the regional water 
resource planning documents of the SDCWA and MWD and there would be sufficient water planned 
to supply the CPUs' estimated annual average usages under all scenarios. 

Existing regulations also serve to ensure water efficient fixtures are installed with new development. 
The California Green Building Standards Code requires 20 percent reduction In indoor water use 
relative to specified baseline levels. SDMC Section 67 .0601, Water Submeters, was adopted In April 
201 0 to encourage water conservation in multi-family residential and mixed-use buildings by 
requiring the use of water submeters for each Individual residential unit. BIiiing Individual residential 
units based on the actual amount of water consumed In the unit creates a financial Incentive for 
residents of multi-family residential units to conserve water. 

Within Project areas that have not undergone a recent comprehensive CPU, It Is possible that 
· densities could be permitted In excess of what would have been considered in the latest water 
supply planning document As .future CPUs are developed within those communities, an applicable 
WSA would be prepared to evaluate the water supply. Preparation of a. WSA for the proposed 
project would not be feasible at this time because.It cannot be known where and how much density 
will be ultimately ·proposed under the Project and wh_ether those densities would be. greater than 
the current density allowance. Until those future CPUs occur, for purpose- of this EIR, potential 
Impacts related to the availability of water supplies based on existing projections would be 

significant. 

Rationale and conduslon 

According t_o WSAs prepared for recent CPUs, water demand would not increase within project areas 
located In communities with· a recent CPU. Within project areas that do not have a recent 
comprehensive CPU, it Is possible that densities could be authorized In .excess of what would have 
been considered In the latest water supply planning document. While existing building code 
regulations would serve to ensure water-efficient fixtures are Installed with riew development and 
the California· Green Building Standards Code requires 20 percent reduction In Indoor water use 
relative to specified· baseline levels, at this programmatic level of review. direct and cumulative 
Impacts related to the availability of water supplies based on existing projections would remain 
significant and unavoidable due to the potential for Increased density not considered in water 
supply planning documents. 

PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Utllltles (lssue.2) 

s11:o!Ocant Impact 

Mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, and operation of storm 
water, water distribution, wastewater, and communications systems infrastructure would likely 
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minimize significant environmental impacts associated with the future construction of and/or 
Improvements to utility Infrastructure. ·However, at this programmatic level of review and without 

· the benefit. of project specific development plans, both direct and cumulative Impacts associated 
. with storm water, water distribution, wastewater, and communication systems could be significant. 

· Facts i □ Support of finding 

The proposed Project would incentivlze housing development within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2 
and 3 and; therefore, would be associated with growth that could require new utilities .. The Project 
areas are located In existing urban areas and are currently served by existing storm water, sewer, 
potable water distribution, and communications systems Infrastructure. Future development that 

. would occur under the proposed Project could be located within areas with existing Infrastructure 
.deficiencies and could require capacity Improvements to serve future projects Implemented under 
the proposed project. 

Storm Water 

Future development projects throughout the Project areas would have the potential to result in 
urban runoff and associated pollutant discharges. However, as development occurs, it is likely that 
~he volume and rate of runoff could be slightly decreased due to implementation of current City 
storm water regulations. As new development occurs, Implementation of Low Impact Development 
(LID) practices that help retain storm water on-site for Infiltration, re-use, or evap.oration would be 
required by the City's Storm Water Standards. 

Future development occurring under the proposed ordinances could result in a need for the 
Installation of new storm water Infrastructure. The need for new storm water infrastructure would 
depend on the condition of existing Infrastructure, development patterns, and development 
standards. The City assesses the condition of Its storm water facilities on a continuous basis. 
Additionally, per Council Polley 800-14, the City's CIP program has established . a scoring 
methodology to prioritize funding for infrastructure projects, Including the construction of new 
storm water infrastructure. · 

All future projects would be required to adhere to SDMC regulations, Including conformance with 
the City's Storm Water Standards In place at the time future development is proposed. At this level 
of programmatic review and without project-specific development plans, potential physical Impacts 
associated with the future construction of storm water facilities required to support future projects 
are unknown, since the location of specific .future development cannot be determined at this time. 
Therefore, Impacts could be significant. 

Sewer 

Sewer line upgrades are administered by the City's Public Works Department (PWD) and are handled 
on a project-by~project basis .. No new sewer collection or wastewater treatment facilities are 
proposed in conjunction with the proposed project. Likewise, the location and extent of future 
facilities would not be established until such time that Individual projects are proposed. Future 
development would be required to follow the City's Sewer Design Gulde and to comply with SDMC 
Chapter 6, Article 4 regulations regarding sewer and wastewater facllltles. At this prograrrirnatic level 
of review and without project-specific development plans, potential physical impacts associated with 
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potential sewer facility upgrades required to support future projects are unknown, since the location 
of specific future development cannot be determined at this time. Therefore, impacts could be 
significant. 

Water Distribution Facllltles 

No new water distribution or treatment facilities are proposed In conjunction with the proposed 
Project; however, as future development occurs in the project areas, a need to Increase the sizing of 
existing pipelines and mains may be required. The potable water distribution system Is continually 

· upgraded and repaired on an ongoing basis through the City's CIP. These Improvements are 
determined based on continuous monitoring by the PWD Engineering Division to determine 
remaining levels of capacity. The PWD Engineering Division plans Its CIP projects several years prior. 
to pipelines reaching capacity. Such improvements are required.of the water system regardless of 
Implementation of the proposed project. However, at this level of programmatic review and without 
project specific development plans, potential physical impacts associated with future Improvements 
to water lines required to support future projects are unknown, since the location of specific future 
development cannot be determined at this time. Therefore, Impacts could be significant. 

Communications Systems 

New development occurring under the propos~d Project inay re~ult · In the need for new 
communications systems; however, no specific systems upgrades are proposed, and the location 
and extent of future facilities Is not known at this· time.· Future siting of• communications 
Infrastructure would be In accordance with ·sDMC Section 141.0420, which regulates wireless 
communications facilities, as well as the City's Wireless Communications Facilities Guidelines, which 
provides guidelines to minimize visual Impacts from the Installation of wireless communications. 
facilities in accordance with the City's General Plan. Project level review for future communication 
systems would be required. However, ,at this programmatic level of review, p9tentlal physical . 
Impacts· associated with the future construction of communication systems required to support 
future projects are unknown, since the location of specific future development cannot be 
determined at this time. Therefore, Impacts to communications systems could be significant. 

Rationale and conclusion 

. Mandatory compliance with City standards for the design, construction, and operation of storm 
water, water distribution, wastewater, and communications systems infrastructure would likely 

· minimize significant environmental Impacts associated with the future construction of and/or 
Improvements to utility Infrastructure. However, at this programmatic level of review and wltho_ut 
the benefit of project-specific development plans, both direct and cumulative Impacts associated 
with the construction of storm water, water distribution, wastewater; and communication systems 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

WILDFIRE 

Wlldland Fires (Issue 1) 

Significant Impact 
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The proposed Project would lncentlvlze the development of multi-family residential units within 
TPAs; however, it would not change the allowable land uses within the Project areas. The Housing 
Program would not expand the locations where multi-family residential development could occur, 
and thus would not result In new residential areas being exposed to potential wildfire risk. However, 
due to the allowance for additional height and floor area ratio (FAR), development under the 
Housing Program could result In additional residents In certain locations compared to what would 
be allowed without the Housing Program. · · 

Facts lo Support of Finding 

The majority of the Project areas are within Mobility Zones 1 and 2 without associated wildfire risk. 
The Mobility Choices Program would result in transportation Infrastructure Improvements within 
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 and would also lncentlvize housing development within Mobility Zones 1, 
2, and 3. Similarly, the Housing Program would lncentlvlze development within TPAs. Some of the 
Project areas are located .within or adjacent to High and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones as 
they are in proximity to vegetated areas Including urban canyons with native vegetation that can 
pose a wildfire risk. These areas, combined with the limited precipitation within. the region, result in 
the potential for wild land fires, Although some of the Project areas are located within or near areas 
with a potential wildfire risk, the Housing Program would riot change the allowable land uses within 
the Project areas. However, due to the allowance for additional height and floor area ratio (FAR), 
development under the Housing Program could result in additional multi-family residential densities 
In certain locations compared to what would be allowed· without participation i°n the program. By 
increasing the number of potenti_al residents within areas subject to fire hazards, this could Increase 
the exposure of people and structures to wildfire. While the Project generally lncentivizes housing · 
development within urban areas that are generally less prone to wildfire risk than surrounding 
suburban areas, there would. still be wildfire risk and potential Increases In exposure _to wildfire 
resulting from the project. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

The proposed Project would lncentlvlze the development of multi-family residential units within 
TPAs (Housing Program) and. Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 (Mobility Choices Program); however, it 
would not change the allowable land uses within the project areas. The Housing Program would not 
expand the locations where multi-family residential development could occur, and thus would not 
result In new residential areas being exposed to potential wildfire risk. However, due. to the 
allowance for additional height and FAR, development under the Housing Program could result in 
additional residents in certain locations compared to what would be allowed without the Housing 
Program. Future development under the Housing Program would be required to comply with the 
City's Fire Code, Building Regulations, and_ Brush Management Regulations, which would ensure that 
people and structures are protected from potential wlldland fire hazards. While Implementation of 
and adherence to this regulatory framework would reduce potential wildfire impacts, the Increase In 
the number of residents located within areas at risk of wild land fires could increase the exposure of 
people and structures to wildfires, and Impacts would be significant and unavoidable_. 

WILDFIRE 

· PoHutants from WIidfire (Issue 2) · 
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Significant Impact 

At a programmatic level of environmental review, site-specific factors such as slope and prevailing 
winds cannot be determined; however, due to the allowance for additional height and FAR, 
develo·pment under the Housing Program could result In additional residents In certain locations 
compared to what would be allowed without the Housing Program. These additional residents could 
be exposed to pollutants associated with wildfire. Therefore, Impacts related to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire would be significant. 

Facts in Support of Finding · 

Some of the project areas are located within or adjacent to High and Very High Fire Haiard Severity 
Zones. The potential for wlldland fires represents a hazard; particularly within areas adjacent to • 
open space or within close proximity to wlldland fuels. Future development under the proposed 
Project would be required to comply with the City's Fire Code, Building Regulations, and Brush 
Management. Regulations to ensure that wildfire risks are not exacerbated. Transportation 
Infrastructure and amenities associated wit_h the Mobility Choices Program would not exacerbate 
wildfire hazards due to the location of such Improvements within existing urban road right-of-ways. 
However, the Mobility Choices Program would also lncentivize housing development within Mobility 
Zones 1, 2, and 3, and that could be exposed to wildfire risk. Implementation of the existing 
regulatory framework would help reduce the availability of fuels that could contribute to the spread 
of potential wildfires. Future development under the proposed Project would tie required to address 
site-specific factors to minimize the risk of fires In accordance wit_h the applicable regulations. 
Additionally, the proposed Project would not change the allowable land uses within the project areas 
and It would not expand the potential locations of future multi-family development. However, the 
proposed Project could increase the number of persons that would be located In areas subject to 
potential wildfire hazards. While It Is not anticipated the proposed Project would exacerbate wildfire 
risk, residents may be exposed to pollutant concentrations associated with wildfire. Therefore, 
impacts related to pollutant concentrations from a wlldflrewould be significant. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

At a programmatic level of environmental review, site-sp!lcific factors such as slope and prevailing 
winds cannot be determined; however, due to the allowance for additional height and FAR, 
development under the Housing Program could result in additional residents In certain locations 
compared to what would be allowed without the Housing Program; Additionally, the Mobility 

. Choices Program Is Intended to incentivlze development. Additional residents could be exposed to 
pollutants associated with wildfire. Therefore, impacts related to pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire would be significant and unavoidable. 

WILDFIRE 

· Installation or Maintenance of Associated Infrastructure {Issue 3) 

Significant Impact 

Future utility and infrastructure Improvements resulting from the Project would be focused within 
existing urban areas and would be required to comply with all applicable City standards; thus, 
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associated utility and infrastructwe Improvements are not likely to exacerbate fire risk. However, at 
· this programmatic level of review, potential temporary or ongoing Impacts to the environment due 
to the Installation or maintenance .of infrastructure would be significant. 

Facts in support of Finding 

The Project areas are located within existing built ·environments that are served by storm water, 
sewer, electricity, potable water distribution, and communications systems. Infrastructure. The 
Project areas are·served by major roadways within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 that would not require 
fuel breaks or other measures to reduce wildfire risk. There are some areas within the Project areas 
that may have existing Infrastructure deficiencies and may require capacity Improvements to serve 
future projects Implemented under the proposed ordinances. Mandatory compliance with City 
standards would likely preclude significant environmental Impacts associated with future 
construction and/or Improvements to the existing utility infrastructure. However, ·given that future 
specific development projects are unknown at this time, the analysis concludes that the physical 
Impacts associated with Installation of and/or Improvements to· utilities infrastructure would be 
significant and unavoidable. Future utility arid Infrastructure Improvements would be focused within 
existing Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 and would be required to comply with all applicable City 
standards; thus,· these Improvements are not likely to exacerbate fire .risk. However, at this 
programmatic. level of review, potential temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment due to 
the Installation or maintenance of Infrastructure would be significant. 

Rationale and Conciusion 

Future utility and lr,frastructure Improvements would be focused within existing Mobility Zones 1, 2, 
. and 3 and.would be required to comply with all applicable City standards; thus,.associated utility and 
infrastructure improvements are not likely to exacerbate fire risk, However, at this programmatic 
level of review, potential temporary or ongoing Impacts to the environment. due to. the installation or 
maintenance of Infrastructure would be significant and .unavoidable. 

WILDFIRE 

Flooding or Landslides (Issue 4) 

Significant Impact 

While the proposed Project areas could be subject to risks associated with downstream fl·oodlng or 
landslides, the existing regulatory framework related to flooding and geologic hazards would 
minimize potential risks. However, based on the potentially significant flooding risk related to 
development downstream of a PAL In Mission Valley, potential risks related to flooding would also 
be significant. 

Facts lo Support of FJndJ.ng 

Impacts related to flooding were found to be significant and unavoidable primarily due to the fact 
that the proposed Proje·ct could facilitate and increase development potential within areas protected 
by a provisionally accredited levy within Mission Valley. As discussed In the Mission Valley CPU PEIR, 
approximately 798 acres of the project areas are located on a geologic unit or soil that is at risk of 
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landslides. However, Implementation of site-specific recommendations provided within a required 
geotechnlcal Investigation. would reduce impacts associated with landslides, slope Instability, and 
mudflows to less than significant. The proposed Project would not change existing allowable land 
uses within the project areas and it would not expand the locations where potential multi-family 
residential housing could be built. While the proposed. Project areas could be subject to risks 
associated with downstream flooding or landslides, the existing regulatory framework related to 
flooding and geologic hazards would minimize potential risks. However, based on the potentially 
significant flooding risk Identified In the Mission Valley CPU PEIR, potential. flooding risks would also 
be signlflca nt. 

Rationale and condus!on 

While the proposed Project areas could be subject to risks associated with downstream flooding or 
landslides, the existing regulatory framework related to flooding and geologic hazards would 
minimize potential risks. However, based on the potentially significant flooding risk related to 
development downstream of a PAL In Mission Valley, potential risks related to flooding would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGH.BORHOOD CHARACTER 

Scenic Vistas or Vielll(s (Issue 1) 

Significant Impact 

Future development under the Housing Program that i.s located outside of coastal zone rnuld 
adversely Impact public scenic vistas or views due to height Incentives that would allow for structure 
height In excess of existing base zone or Planned District Ordinance (PDO) regulations. Thus, at this. 
programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans, Impacts associated 
with scenic vistas and vlewsheds would be significant. 

Facts la Support of Finding 

The Mobility Choices Program would result In ihe construction of transportation infrastructure 
within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. These Improvements would. not result in a substantial obstruction 
of a vista or scenic view, as ;,;,provements would be Installed on-site for new development or within 
existing public right-of-ways within TPAs (Housing Program) and. Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 (Mobility 
Choices Program). Improvements within public right-of-way would generally be smaller scale than 
surrounding' development and would not substantially b.lock views or vistas along roadway 
corridors. 

The Housing Program would apply citywide within TPAs in zones that allow multi-family housing. In · 
exchange for new development that provides affordable housing units and neighborhood-serving 
infrastructure improvements, the Housing Program would allow additional.building square footage 
and height beyond what Is otherwise allowed In the base zone, PDO, or applicable Community P.lan. 
Height Incentives would only apply outside of the City's Coastal Zone. Within the Coastal Zone, the 
existing 30-foot height limit would continue to apply, which would limit the maximum height and 
densities that could be. accommodated in coastal areas. 
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Development associated with the Housing Program is not anticipated to affect scenic views or vistas 
from designated scenic highways. In the City. The only state-designated scenic highway in close 
proximity to the project areas Is SR-163. However, the designated scenic portion of SR-163 Is located 
within a canyon and due to topography, surrounding future development would not_ be visible from 
_this scenic road. Thus, the proposed project would not adversely affect scenic views or vistas from a 
state-designated scenic highway. 

The Housing Program's height incentives would not apply within the Coastal Zone; therefore, 
Impacts to scenic vistas or scenic views from a public viewing area within the Coastal Zone would be 
minimized as future development would be required to adhere to the 30-foot height limit. However, 
views toward the coast could be affected by development within TPAs that are located near coastal 
areas, but outside of the Coastal Zone. For example, development within TPAs along Morena 
Boulevard could block views t_oward the coast for residents In Clalremont Mesa. While residential 
views are not protected views, views toward the coast from public parks within _(lairemont Mesa 
could be affected. Similarly, there are numerous scenic parks and public viewing locations 
throughout the City. Development under the Housing Program could change scenic views and vistas 
from public viewing locations where TPAs are visible throughout the City. 

As discussed, the 30-foot. height limitation would continue to apply within the Coastal Zone: . 
· Additionally; airport height restrictions within proximity to public airports (I.e., Brown Field, . 

Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, Naval Outlying Landing 
Field Imperial Beach, and San Diego International Airport) would c,ontinue to apply to· future 
development. In addition, market and construction factors can contribute to. height limitations. 
Notwithstanding these factors, future development under the Housing Program Is anticipated to 
result In areas of increased density. and building height that could obstruct scenic views and vistas 
from public viewing locations. At this programmatic level of review, Impacts associated with scenic 
views and vistas would be significant. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Transportation infrastructure Improvements associated with the Mobility Choices Program would_ 
have a less than significant Impact related to scenic vistas or views. Development associated with 
the Housing Program located outside of the Coastal Zone could adversely Impact public seen.le vistas 
or views due to height Incentives that would allow for structure height In excess of existing base 
zone, PDO, or applicable Com·munity Plan. Thus, at this programmatic level of. review, and without 
project-specific· development plans, Impacts associated with scenic vistas and vlewsheds would be 
significant and unavoidable. . . 

VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Neighborhood Character (Issue 2) 

Significant Impact 

The Housing Program would allow for additional building square footage and height beyond the 
allowance in the applicable'base zone or PDO, depending on the amount of affordable units that are 
provided. With Implementation of the proposed regulations, the design of new development would 
be required to incorporate features that enhance neighborhood character and minimize adverse 
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Impacts associated with Increased bulk, scale and height. Building materials, style, and architectural 
features would be reviewed to ensure the character of development meets required development 
standards, Notwithstanding these requirements, at this programmatic level of review, and .without 
project-specific development plans, Impacts associated with neighborhood character would be 
significant. 

Facts i □ Support of Finding 

Implementation of the Moblllty Choices Program would result In the construction of transportation 
Infrastructure within· existing public rights-of-way or within the development footprint of future 
projects. Infrastructure wciuld support and enhance pedestrian; bicycle, and transit use and 
accesslblllty .. Development under the Mobility Choices Program would not result In an adverse effect 
to neighborhood character since It would result In more amenities that would enhance the character 
of the community. 

The Housing Program would allow for additional building square footage and height beyond .the 
allowance In the applicable base zone, PDO, or applicable Commurilty Plan. Height incentives would 
only apply outside of the City's Coastal Zone. Within the Coastal Zone, the existing 30-foot height 
limit would continue to apply, which would limit the maximum densities that could be 
accommodated in coastal areas and reduce the potential for adverse Impacts to neighborhood 
character that could result from structure heights that are greater than what currently exists. Within 
the Coastal Zone, FAR incentives would still apply; however, the ability to achieve the highest FAR 
would be limited by the 30-foot height limit. While the 30-foot height limit would restrict building 
square footage, the FAR Incentives within the Coastal Zone could iesult in development that Is 
Inconsistent with the existing neighborhood character. Outside of the Coastal Zone, height 

· restrictions related to development In proximity to airports would continue to apply which could 
limit the height and Intensity of development that could occur within areas proximate to airports. 
Furthermore, market and construction factors could contribute to height limitations. 

Undenhe Housing Program, development of a certain size would be required to provide public 
amenities. Future development would also be required to Incorporate design features that enhance 
neighborhood character and minimize adverse Impacts associated with increased bulk, scale, .and 
height. Building materials, style, and architectural features would be reviewed· to ensure the 
·character of development meets required development standards: Development would also be 
required to adhere to the City's landscape regulations, which would support neighborhood· 
compatibility. Nevertheless, Implementation of the Housing Program could result In development at 
densities and heights that could substantially alter the existing neighborhood Character. While the· 
Housing Program is Intended tci create a more vibrant, pedestrian-oriented community with transit 
supportive development, Implementation of the proposed ordinance could result In a substantial 
change to the existing character within the project areas. Thus, at this programmatic level of review, 
Impacts associated with neighborhood character would be significant. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Development · under the Mobility Choices Program would not result· In an adverse effect to 
neighborhood character since It would result In more amenities that would enhance the character of 
the community .. The Housing Program would allow for additional building square footage and height 
beyond the allowance In the applicable base zone, PDO, or applicable Community Plan. Under the 
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Housing Program, new development would be required to Incorporate design features that enhance 
neighborhood character and minimize _adverse Impacts associated with Increased bulk, scale and 
height. Building materials, style, and architectural features would be reviewed to ensure the 
character of development meets _required. development standards. Nevertheless, at this 
programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans, Impacts associated 
with neighborhood character would be significant and unavoidable. 

VISUAL EFFECTS AND.NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Distinctive or Landmark Trees (Issue 3) 

Significant Impact 

· At this programmatic level of review, and without project-specific development plans, Impacts 
associated with tl]e loss of any distinctive _or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be 
slgnlfic_ant. 

Facts in support of Finding 

While the City has policies related to ·tree preservation In place that ·are Intended to preserve 
distinctive, landmark, and _mature trees to the · extent practicable, . it is possible that future 
development could nonetheless adverseiy Impact such trees. At this programmatic level of review, 
and without project-specific d_evelopment plans, impacts associated with the loss of any distinctive 
or landmark trees or any stand of mature trees would be _significant. 

Ratlonale and Condusjon 

At this programmatic level of review, ·and without project-specific development plans, Impacts 
associated with the loss of any distinctive or landmark trees or any stand cif mature trees would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Landform Alteration (Issue 4) 

significant Impact 

While existing protections are In place to preserve the City's canyons and steep slopes, ·specific 
development proposals and grading quantities are not known at this time. It Is possible that future 
development under the proposed project could result in substantial landform alteration. Even with 
future discretionary review for projects that Impact ESL defined steep slopes, Impacts would be 
significant. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

Transportation Infrastructure resulting from Implementation of the Mobility Choices Program is not 
anticipated to result In changes to the existing landform because Improvements are anticipated to 
occur within public rights-of-way, and/or along existing developed streets. Due to the developed 
nature of such areas, landform alteration Is not anticipated. Development associated with the 
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Housing Program could result In changes to existing landforms depen(!lng on the constraints and 
slope associated with a particular project site. While existing canyons and slopes throughout the 
Project areas are largely protected from development due· to their status as Multi-Habitat Planning 
Areas (MHPA), the Project areas could contain steep slopes or other topographical features that 
could be Impacted by development. The City's ESL Regulations would protect steep hillsides (defined 
as hillsides at least 50 feet deep with a slope of 25 percent or greater). Should a proposed Project 
Include impacts to ESL-defined steep hlllsl<les, the project would require a site (!evelopment permit,. 
Including subsequent environmental revl_ew, In order to address potential impacts to ESL protected 
slopes. While existing protections. are in place to preserve the City's canyons and steep slopes, · 
specific <levelopment proposals and grading quantities are not ·known at this time. It Is possible that 
future development under the Housing Program could result In substantial landform alteration. 
Even with future discretionary review for projects that Impact ESL defined steep slopes, Impacts 
....;ould be ·significant. · 

Rationale and concfuslon 

Transportation infrastructure resulting from implementation of the Mobility Choices Program Is not 
anticipated t9 result In changes to the existing landform because Improvements are anticipated to 
occur within public right-of-ways, and/or along existing developed streets. While existing protections 
are In place to preserve ttie City's canyons and steep slopes, specific <levelopment proposals and 
grading quantities are not known at this time. It is possible that future development under the 
Housing Program could result In substantial landform alteration. Even with future discretionary· 
review for projects that Impact ESL-defined steep slopes, Impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. · · · 

D. Findings Regarding Alternatives (CEQA §21081(a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(3)) 

Because the Project will cause one or more unavoidable significant environmental Impacts, the City 
must make findings with respect to the alternatives to the Project considered In the Final PEIR, 
evaluating whether these alternatives could feasibly avoid or substantially lessen the Project's 
unavoidable significant environmental impacts while achieving most of its objectives (listed In 
Section 11.B above and Section 3.3 of the Final PEIR). 

The City, having re.viewed and considered the Information coritalned In the Final PEIR and the 
Record of Proceedings, and pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091 (a)(3), makes the following findings with respect to the alternatives identified in the Final PEIR. 

Background 

The Final PEIR evaluated the following three Project alternatives: 

1. No Project Alternative (Alternative 1 ); 

2. Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative (Alternative 2), which Includes the following two 

scenarios: . 

• Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative - within one-quarter of a major transit stop 
(Alternative 2A) 
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• Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative - within one-quarter mile of a trolley _station 
. (Alternative 2B); and 

3. Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative (Alternative 3) . 

. These three project alternatives are summarized below, along with the findings relevant to each 
alternative. 

Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

Description 

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed ordinances would ncit be adopted and growth would 
continue to occur In accordance with the adopted General Plan and applicable community plans· 
without the proposed Project Incentives for development within TPAs (for the Housing Program) and 
Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 (for the Mobility Choices Program). Development would continue to occur 
through site-specific rezoning and community plan amendment actions, rather than through a 
comprehensively planned approach that lncentlvlzes development within TPAs and Mob_illty Zones 1, 
2, and 3 and ensures· multi-modal transportation improvements-are constructed within appropriate 
areas. Affordable housing development and development within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 
would not be lncentlvized by the proposed project. Without the. proposed Project, It Is anticipated 
that new multi-family housing would continue to occur throughout the City, rather than being 
focused within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, ·and 3, since there would be fewer Incentives to develop 
multi-family housing Inside TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. It is also anticipated that 'the 
planned densities needed to accommodate the region's housing and provide the required levels of 
affordability would not occur. Planning for mobility Infrastructure would continue as It currently 
exists, without a comprehensive mechanism to direct VMT reducing infrastructure in areas with the 
greatest potential to achieve citywide VMT reduc_tions. 

Potentially Significant Impacts 

As stated In Chapter 8.0 of the Final PEIR, this alternative may result In significant effects to: 

1, Air Quality 

a. Sensitive Receptors - Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots (Direct) 

z. Biological Resources 

a. Sensitive Species (Direct and Cumulative) 

b. Sensitive Habitats (Direct and Cumulative) 

c. Wetlands (Direct and Cumulative) 

3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

a. Conflicts with Plans or Policies (Direct and Cumulative) 

4. Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources 

a. Historic Buildings, Structures, Objects or Sites (Direct and Cumulative) 

b. Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources; Sacred Sites and Human Remains 
(Direct and Cumulative) · · 

c. Tribal Cultural Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 
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5. Hydrology/Water Quality 

a. Flooding and Drainage Patterns - Mudflow, Downstream flooding (Direct) 

6. Noise 

a. Noise Levels - · Ambient Noise, Traffic Related Noise, Rall Noise, Noise Ordinance 
Compliance, Temporary Constr·uctlon Noise (Direct and Cumulative) 

ti. Groundborne Vibration (Direct and Cumulative) 

.7. Public Services and Facllltles 

a. Public Facilities - Police Protection, Flre,Rescue Services, Schools, Libraries, Parks and 
Recreation (Direct and Cumulative) 

b. Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood Parks and. Recreational Facilities (Direct and 
Cumulative) 

c. Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities (Direct and Cumulative) · 

8. Public Utllltles and Infrastructure 

a. Utflitles (Direct and Cumulative) 

9. Transportation and Circulation 

a. Vehicle_ Miles Traveled (Direct and Cumulative) 

10. Wildfire 

a. Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

b. Pollutants from Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

c. Infrastructure (Direct and Cumulative) 

d. Flooding or Landslides (Direct) . 

11. Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

a. Scenic Vistas or Views (Direct a·na Cumulative) 

b. Neighborhood Character (Direct and Cumulative) 

c. Distinctive or Landmark Trees (Direct and Cumulative) 

d. Landform Alteration (Direct) 

Finding and supporting Facts· 

Development pursuant. to the No Project Alternative would reduce Impacts compared to the 
proposed Project for five issue areas when compared to the Proposed Project However, Impacts of. 
the No Project Alternative would be greater .than the proposed Project for the Issues of land use, 
en·ergy, GHG emissions, and transportation and circulation . 

. Compared to the proposed Project, development pursuant to this Alternative would reduce 
significant and unavoidable air quality Impacts, as development pursuant to the No Project 
Altern·ative would. not conflict with air quality plans or conflict with air quality standards, and would 
have reduced operational emissions compared with the proposed project. However, there could stll_l 
be_ potential impacts to sensitive receptors from construction arid operation emissions_. Therefore, 
air quality Impacts under this Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable, but to a lesser' 

degree than the proposed Project. 
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The No Project Alternative would also not result in potential tsunami Inundation Impacts like the 
proposed Project. However, this Alternative could stlll have potential Impacts to flooding and 
drainage patterns, arid. overall impacts to hydrology and water quality remain significant and 
unavoidable. With respect to public utilities and Infrastructure, this Alternative would have reduced 
water supply impacts compared to the proposed Project, as It would not result In densities In excess 
of what has been considered . In the latest water supply planning documents. However, the No 
Project Alternative could stlll have a significant Impact on utilities, so overall Impacts to public 
utilities and Infrastructure would stlll be significant and un.avoidable. 

This Alternative would slightly reduce impacts related to noise and to visual effects and 
neighborhood character, as it would have reduced vibration Impacts compared to the Proposed 
Project. However, this Alternative could .still result In significant effects with respect to noise levels 
and groundborne vibration, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Visual effects 
and neighborhood character Impacts would also be slightly less than with the Proposed Project. as 
Impacts related to scenic vistas and views and neighborhood character would be reduced under this 
Alternative compared to the development antidpated under the Proposed Project. However, overall 
impacts to visual effects and neighborhood character under this Alternative remain significant and 

· unavoidable. This Alternative would also slightly reduce wildfire risks, due to Its reduced densities, 
but this potential impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Compared to the proposed Project, the No Project Alteratlve would have greater·transportation 
Impacts. This Alternative would not facilitate the development of high density multi-family 
residential land uses and mobility enhancements within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1; 2, and 3 In order 
to mitigate citywide VMT Impacts, and therefore It falls to reduce VMT to the same extent as the 
Proposed Project. 

This Alternative also does not provide additional Incentives for development near existing transit 
corridors, which wou.ld be necessary to fully achieve the goals of existing City plans or policies such 
as the CAP and the City of Villages strategy. Therefore, It would have a greater land use impact than 
the proposed Project, although this impact would remain .less than significant. The No Project 
Alternative would have greater energy impacts than the proposed Project, as It would not support 
alternative modes of travel to the same degree as the pr.oposed project. and could also result in less 
dense housing developments, and accordingly less energy efficient housing. However, this Impact 
would also remain less than significant. 

Furthermore, this Alternative would result in one additional Impact to greenhouse gas emissions . 
. The No Project Alternative would conflict with local GHG plans and policies by falling to Implement 
the City's vision to Increase density near transi.t to support alternative modes of transportation that 
can ultimately reduce GHG emissions. . 

With respect to biological resources, historical and tribal cultural resour.ces, and public services and 
facilities;· the No Project Alternative would have the same significant and unavoidable impact 
conclusions as the proposed Project. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

The No Project Alternative Is rejected as Infeasible as It would not substantially reduce the significant 
Impacts associated with the Project and It does not meet most of the project objectives outlined in 
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Section 3.3 of the Final PEIR. Although It would reduce impacts to air quality, hy.drology and water 
quality, noise, wildfire, and visual effects and neighborhood character, It does not reduce these 
Impacts to less than significant. This Alternative also has an Increased Impact with respect to 
transportation and would .result In a new significant GHG emissions Impact by conflicting with plans 
and policies that aim to reduce GHG emissions. For the above-described reasons, the No Project 
Alternative Is rejected as infeasible because it would not greatly reduce the significant. and 

· unavoidable effects bf the Proposed Project and It does not meet most of the project objectives. 

Alternati.ve 2: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative 

Alternative 2 includes an option 2A and 2B; both options have the same .significance conclusions as 
compared to the proposed Project. 

Alternative 2A: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative - within one-quarter mlle of a major 
transit stop 

Description 

Under this alternative, the Project areas eligible for participation in the Housing Program would be 
reduced compared to the proposed Project. The Incentives provided for the provision of multi-family 
reside.ntial development would not be available In all of the City's TPAs; rather, the Incentives would 
only be available in areas within TPAs that are located within one'quarter mile of a major transit 
stop that Is existing or planned, if the planned major transit stop Is scheduled to be completed 
within the SANDAG Regional Transportation Improvement Program. The Incentives would continue 
to be available only within zones that allow for multi-family residential development. It is anticipated 
that the planned densities lncentlvized under this alternative would be somewhat reduced due to 
the reduced geographical area where the program would apply. Thus, the alternative would likely 
achieve less units than the proposed Project and would not achieve the same level of housing 
needed to accommodate the region's housing need.s. Under this alternative, the Housing Program 
incentives would be available in approximately 6 percent of the City's land, compared to 
approximately 11 percent under the proposed Project. Under this alternative, the Mobility Choices 

. program would be the same as the proposed Project. 

Alternative 2B: Limited Transit Priority Area Alternative - within one-quarter mile of a trolley 
station 

Description 

Under this alternative, the Project areas eligible for participation In the Housing Program would be 
reduced compared to the proposed Project and would be • further reduced compared tci 
Alternative 2A. The incentives provided for the provision of multi-family residential development 
would not be available In all of the City's TPAs; rather, the Incentives ·would only be available In areas 
within TPAs that are located within the one-quarter mile of a major trolley station that is existing or 
planned, if the planned trolley. station is scheduled to be completed within the SANDAG Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program. The incentives would continue to be available only.within 
zones that allow for multi-family residential development. It is anticipated that the planned densities 
lncentivlzed under this alternative would be somewhat reduced due to the reduced geographical 
area where the program would apply. Thus, the alternative would likely achieve less units than the 
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proposed Project and would not achieve the same level of housing needed to accommodate the 
region's housing needs. Under this alternative, the Housing Program Incentives would be available In 
approximately 2 percent of. the City's land, compared to approximately· 11 percent under the 
proposed project. u·nder this alternative, the Mobility Choices program would be the same as the 
proposed Project. 

Potentially Significant Impacts Cfor both Alternatives 2A and 2Bl 

As stated. In Chapter 8.0 of the Final PEIR, these alternatives.may result In.significant effects to:· 

1. Air Quality. 

• Conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Air Quality Standards (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Sensitive Receptors - Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots (Direct) 

2. Biological Re.sources 

• Sensitive Species (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Sensitive Habitats (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Wetlands (Direct and Cumulative) 

3. Historical and Tribal Cultural Reso.urces 

. • Historic Buildings, Structures, Objects or Sites (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacred. Sites and Human Remains 
(Direct and Cumulative) 

• Tribal Cultural Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

4. Hydrology/Water Quality 

• Flooding and Drnlnage Patterns c. Mudflow, Tsunami, Downstream flooding (Direct) 

• Tsunami inundation (Direct and Cumulative) 

5. Noise 

• Noise Levels - Ambient Noise, Traffic Related Noise, Rall Noise, Noise Ordinance 
. Compliance, Temporary Construction Noise (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Groundborne Vibration (Direct and Cumulative) 

6. Public Services and Facilities 

• Public Facilities - Police Protection, Fire-Rescue Services, Schools, Libraries, Parks. and 
Recreation (Direct and Cumulative) 

• · Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood Parks and Recreational Facilities (Direct and . 
Cumulative) 

• Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

7. Public Utilities and Infrastructure 

• Wat.er Supply (Direct and Cumulative) · 

• Utilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

8. Transportation and Circulation 

• Vehicle Miles .Traveled (Direct and Cumulative) 
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9. WIidfire 

• Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Pollutants from Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Infrastructure (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Flooding or Landslides (Direct) 

10. Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

• Scenic Vistas or Views (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Neighborhood Character (Direct and cu·mulatlve) 

• Distinctive or Landmark Trees (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Landform Alteration (Direct) 

finding qnd Supporting facts 

Development pursuant to Alternative 2A or 2B would reduce impacts within five issue areas. 
However, these Alternatives would have greater transportation Impacts than the proposed Project. 

Both Alternatives 2A and 2B would have the same significant and unavoidable air quality Impact 
conclusions as the proposed Project. However, the air quality Impacts would be slightly less for both 
alterna.tlves due to the reduced level of density and trips. (Alternative 2B has slightly reduced · 

· Impacts compared to Alternative 2A, and both Alternatives have reduced.Impacts compared to the 

proposed project.) 

While the area for potential historlcal; ar~haeologici and tribal cultural resources Impacts would be 
slightly reduced due to the_ reduced applicability of the Housing Program, Alternatives 2A and 2B 
would also have the same significant and unavoidable Impact conclusions for this Issue area as the 
proposed Project. The same holds true for hydrology/water quality Impacts. Both Alternatives 2A 
and 2B could have significant and unavoidable Impacts for this Issue area, but the Impact to flooding 
and drainage patterns would be slightly reduced compared to the proposed Project because of the 
reduced project area size under these Alternatives, 

Wildfire Impacts could also be significant and unavoidable under Alternatives 2A and 2B, but 
Impacts would be slightly reduced compared to the proposed Project, as these Alternatives would 
reduce the area where housing incentives .that encourage increased density would be provided. 
Visual effects and neighborhood character· Impacts would also be slightly less than with the 
Proposed Project, as impacts related to scenic vistas and views and neighborhood character would 
be slightly reduced under these Alternatives with the reduced area where housing Incentives are 
·applied. However, overall Impacts· to visual effects and neighborhood character under these 
Alternatives remain ·significant and unavoidable. 

Alternatives 2A and 2B would result in greater significant and unavoidable transportation Impacts 
than the proposed Project, as both Alternatives would reduce the area where Incentives can be 
used. More development could occur within less efficient VMT areas compared to the proposed 
Project because of the more limited applicability of the Incentives, and transportation Impacts would 
therefore be increased under these Alternatives. 
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With respect to biological resources, noise, public services and facilities, and utilities and 
Infrastructure, Alternatives 2A and 2B would have the same significant and unavoidable impact 
conclusions as the proposed Project. 

Rationale and concluslon 

Alternatives 2A and 2B are rejected ·because they would not substantially reduce the significant 
Impacts associated with the Project. Most Impact conclusions of these alternatives would be the 
same as the proposed project, except the significant and unavoidable Impacts related to air quality; 
historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources; hydrology and water quality; wildfire; and 
visual effects and neighborhood character would be slightly reduced compared -to the proposed 
project. However, overall Impacts to these Issue areas are not reduced to below a level of 
significance. Alternatives 2A and 2B also have Increased transportation Impacts compared to the 
proposed Project, and although these alternatives would meet the project objectives outlined In 
Section 3.3 of the Final PEIR, they would. not achieve them to the same degree as the Proposed 
·Project because they would reduce the Project area where housing Incentives are applied. 

Alternative 3: Incentives Available Citywide Except Height Incentive Alternative 

Description 

Under this Alternative, the Housing Program height Incentive would not be available, but all other 
development Incentives under the Housing Program would be available citywide - Inside TPAs as 
well as outside -of TPAs - In zones that allow for multi-family residential development Thus, under 
this alternative, multi-family housing would be lncentlvlzed citywide, rather than focused within TPAs 
and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. Additionally, active transportation Infrastructure investments under 
both the Housing and Mobility' Choices Programs would be spread out citywide rather than being 
focused within TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. Under this Alternative, development within 
Mobility Zone 4 could participate In the Moblllty Choices Program In. the same manner as 'projects 
within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. Under this Alternative, It Is anticipated that housing needed to 
accommodate the region's housing needs would be developed In various areas throughout the City, . 
and would not be concentrated within the TPAs and Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3, as under the 
proposed Project. It Is anticipated that fewer residential units would be developed since the amount 
of dwelling units allowed would be limited due to a reduced height limit. 

Potentially Significant Impacts 

As stated In Chapter 8.0 of the Final PEIR, this Alternative has to potential to significantly Impact: 

1. Air Quality 

• Conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Air Quality Standards (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Sensitive Receptors - Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots (Direct) 

2. Biological Resources 

• Sensitive Species (Direct and Cumulative) 

.• Sensitive Habitats (Direct and Cumulative) 
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• Wetlands (Direct and Cumulative) 

3. Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources 

• Historic Bulldings, Structures, Objects or Sites (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, Sacrnd Sites and Human Remains 

(Direct and Cumulative) 

• Tribal Cultural Resources (Direct and Cumulative) 

4. Hydrology/Water Quality 

• Flooding and Drainage Patterns - Mudflow, Tsunami, Downstream flooding (Direct) 

• Tsunami inundation (Direct and Cumulative) 

5. Land Use 

• Conflicts with Land Use Plans and Policies (Direct and Cumulative) 

6. Noise 

• Noise Levels - Ambient Noise, Traffic Related Noise, Rall Noise, Noise Ordinance 
Compliance, Temporary Construction Noise (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Groundborne Vibration (Direct and Cumulative) 

7. Public Services and Facillties 

• Public Facilities - Police Protection, Fire-Rescue. Services, Schools, Libraries, Parks and 

Recreation (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Deterioration of Existing Neighborhood Parks and Recreational Facilities (Direct and 

Cumulative) 

• Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

8. Public Utilities and Infrastructure 

• Water Supply (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Utilities (Direct and Cumulative) 

9. Transportation and Circulation 

• Vehicle Miles Traveled (Direct and Cumulative) 

10. Wildfire 

• Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Pollutants from Wildfire (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Infrastructure (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Flooding or Landslides (Direct) 

11. Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

• Neighborhood Character (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Distinctive or Landmark Trees (Direct and Cumulative) 

• Landform Alteration (Direct)· 

Finding and Supporting Facts 

Development under Alternative 3 would reduce Impacts in three Issue areas when compare_d to the 
proposed Project. However, this Alternative would have greater impacts related to biological 
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resources,.hlstorlcal and tribal cultural resources, transportation, and wildfire; It would also result In 
an additional significant and unavoidable .impact conclusion related to land use. 

This Alternative would not incentlvlze height In excess of the existing base zone, PDQ regulations, or 
Community Plan height limit, so Impacts relatetl to scenic vistas and views would be less than 
significant under this Alternative ·rather than ·significant and unavoidable as under th.e proposed 
Project. However, while Impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed Project, oven,11 
Impacts to visual effects and neighborhood character under Alternative 3 would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 

Construction emissions and Impacts to sensitive receptors under this Alternative ·would be slightly 
reduced compared to the proposed .Project. The more dispersed project area under Alternative 3 
would reduce the .concentration of ·construction projects occurring in one location, and there would 
height restrictions and a lesser scale .of development that would. occur compared .·to that allowed 
under the proposed Project. However, impacts to ·air quality would remain significant and 
unavoidable for this Alternative. 

Under Alternative 3, noise impacts would also be slightly less than under the proposed Project, due 
to the reduced density and traffic associated with removal of the height Incentive under this 
Alternative. However, overall noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable for Alternative 
3. 

Impacts to biological · resources would be slightly greater under this Alternative than under the 
Proposed Project, as development could occur within less urban areas that could impact wildlife 
corridors. Although this specific impact would still remain less than significant, impacts to sensitive 
species, habitats, and wetlands would remain potentially significant and unavoidable, and overall 
impacts would be slightly greater than the Proposed Project. · 

Impacts to historical and tribal culwral resources would also be slightly greater under Alternative 3 
than under the proposed Project. Potential Impacts to historical and tribal cultural resources remain 
significant and unavoidable, as under the proposed Project; additionally, the area of potential 
Impacts under this Alternative would be sllghily greater due to the Citywide applicability of the 
Housing Program. · 

AlternaUve 3 would result In greater significant and unavoidable transportation impacts than the 
proposed Project, as this Alternative would incentivize housing Citywide, which could allow n:wre 
developmenno occur within less efficient VMT areas. Height limitations would also limit achieving · 
higher densities near transit compared to the Proposed Project. Therefore, transportation Impacts 
under this Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable and would be greater than under 
the proposed Project. Wildfire Impacts would also be. slightly greater under Alternative 3, as under 
this Alternative the Housing Program Incentives would apply citywide and within more areas subject 
to wildfire hazards. 

Furthermore, this Alternative would result · In one additional impact related to land use. As 
Alternative 3 would provide housing Incentives in multi-family areas citywide regardless of VMT 
efficiency, this would conflict with land use plans and policies that aim to incentlvize densificatlon 
near transit In order to achieve associated VMT efficiencies. 
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With' respect to hydrology/water quality, public services and facilities, and public utilities and 
. infrastructure, Alternative 3 would have the same significant and unavoidable Impact conclusions as 

the proposed Project. · 

Rationale andCondus!on 

Alternative 3 Is rejected because it would ncit substantially reduce the significant impacts associated 
with the proposed Project. While this Alternative reduces Impacts to vlsu.al _effects and neighborhood 
character, air quality, and noise, overall Impacts to these issue areas are not reduced to below a 
ievel of significance. Alternative 3 also has Increased impacts related to biological resources, 
historical and tribal cultural resources, transportation, and wildfire, as well as an additional 
significant and u·navoldable Impact related to land use. Furthermore, Alternative 3 would not 
achieve the project objectives outlined in Section 3.3 of the Final PEIR to the same degree as the 
proposed Project, because it would conflict with land use plans and policies that incentivize 
denslfication near transit. 
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STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

FOR COMPLETE COMMUNITIES: HOUSING SOLUTIONS AND -MOBILITY CHOICES 

(PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21081(b)) 

Pursuant to Section 21081 (bl of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15903 and 15043, 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 risks, when determining whether to approve Complete Communities: Housing 
Solutions and Mobility Choices and associated discretionary actions (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Proposed Project'1, as defined In the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). Within this 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, Complete Communities: Housing Solutions is referred to as 
the "Housing Solutions Program" while Complete Communities: Mobility Choices is referred to as the 
·"Mobility Choices Program." This Statement of Overriding Considerations Is specifically applicable to 
the significant and uriavoldable Impacts Identified In Chapter 7 of the Final PEIR: As set forth In the 

.-Findings, the Proposed Project will result in unavoidable adverse Impacts related to air qualify; 
biological resources; historical, archaeological, _and tribal cultural resources; hydrology/water quality; 
noise; public services_ and facilities; transportation; public utilities and Infrastructure; wildfire; and 

. visual effects and neighborhood character. 

The Council of the City of San Diego, having: 

(i) Independently reviewed the Information In the Final PEIR and the Record of-Proceedings; 

(ii) Made a reasonable and good faith effort to eliminate or substantially lessen the significant 
impacts resulting from the l'roposed Project to the extent feasible by adopting any 
applicable recommended mitigation measures Identified in the Final PEIR; and 

(Iii) Balanced the benefits of the Proposed Project against the significant environmental 
Impacts, chooses to approve the Project, despite its significant environmental impacts, 
because,_ In its view, specific economic, legal, social, and other benefits of the Project 
renderthe significant environmental Impacts acceptable. 

The following statement Identifies why, In the City Council's judgment, the benefits of the Proposed 
_ Project outweigh the unavoidable significant impacts. Each of these benefi_ts serves as an independent 
basis for overriding all significant and unavoidable Impacts. Furthermore, each of the benefits 
Identified for each of the two programs serves as an independent basis for overriding all significant 
and unavoidable Impacts. Any one of the reasons set forth below is sufficient to Justify approval of the 
Proposed Project, In whole or in part. Substantial evidence supports the various benefits and such 
evidence can be found In the preceding sections, which are Incorporated by reference into this section, 
the Final PEIR, or In documents that comprise the Record of Proceedings In this matter. 
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1_. Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices supports the General 
Plan's City of Villages strategy, Climate Action Plan (CAP), Housing Element, and the 
SANDAG Regional Plan Sustainable Communities Strategy by encouraging addltlona_l 
housing options and Increased density near transit and employment centers. Complete 
Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices wlll lncentlvlze the development 
of housing units that are needed to address the region's housing shortage, and will 
encourage growth within transit priority areas (TPAs) consistent with the City of San 
Diego's (City's) .CAP. It will also result In Investments In biking, walking, and transit 
Infrastructure where It will be used the most with the greatest return on Investment. 

The General Plan's City of VIiiages strategy calls for growth to be focused Into mixed-use activity 
centers that are pedestrian-friendly, centers of community, and linked to the transit system. 
Additionally, San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, prepared by the San Diego Regional Association 
of Governments ·csANDAG), provides a blueprint for how the San Diego region will grow. Its 
Sustainable Communities Strategy Includes a call to focus housing and job growth In urbanized areas 
where there Is existing and planned transportation and transit Infrastructure. 

The Housing Solutions Program will further achieve the goals and objectives of both th~se plans by 
focusing housing construction in multi-family and mixed use commercial areas within TPAs. This will 
promote a more sustainable land use pattern by allowing future residents to utilize transit for their 
commuting needs or to live doser to their work; resulting In less vehicle miles traveled (VMD and 
associated. greenhouse gas emissions overall. The current Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
{RHNA) cycle target for the City Is 88,096 new units by 2020, but less than· 50% of that produci;lon 
target has been met. The Housing Solutions Program is intended to stimulate the construction of 
housing for all income levels-by removing regulatory barriers and requiring the construction of 
affordable units. Additionally, the purpose of FAR-based height and density lncentlves·ls to encourage 
ttie construction of high-density developments, which will allow a greater number of residents to 
utilize the nelghborho_od and transportation amenities within those TPAs. Thus, Implementation of 
the Housing Solutions Program will encourage development that is consistent with the City of VIiiages 
strategy and SANDAG's Sustainable Communities Strategy, and will help the City meet its RHNA target. 

Bringing origins and destinations closer together and Improving walking and cycling conditions can 
reduce automobile trips and associated traffic congestion. Implementation of the Mobility Choices 
Program will help achieve this. by Increasing active transportation and transit options throughout the 

.. City. The funding and development of bicycle, walking, and transit infrastructure within the City's 
urban areas {Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3) will result in a greater utilization of these facilities and a 
greater benefit to the City. These facilities will provide alternative, non-vehicular commuting and. 
recreating options for residents, which will stimulate a mode shift and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions In accordance with the goals and strategies of the City's CAP, which Is further discussed 

· below In Issue 6. Development under the Mobility Choices Program could also encourage n_ew housing 
and mlxed-us·e development within TPAs, which will further implement the City's General Plan, CAP, 
and SANDAG's Regional Plan. 

2. Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices supports employment 
· and economic growth opportunities. · 

Future residential development built pursuant to the Housing Solutions Program will be concentrated 
near active transportation and transit amenities within TPAs, which Is Intended to encourage future 
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residents to·use these facilities to travel to employment opportunities In the region and could promote 
economic growth In new areas. Some of the future development under the Housing Solutions 
Program will be located In the <::lty's Subregional Employment Areas, such as Mission Valley and 
Kearny Mesa. The development of housing In proximity to the City's Subregional Employment Areas 
could support the City's economy and align wit~ the goals of the _General Plan by placing residents 
close to.· their jobs and by Increasing non-vehicular access to Downtown and other Subregional 
Employment Areas throughout the City. Additionally, the development of neighborhood-serving 
amenities as r~qulred under the Housing Solutions Program, coupled with the transportation 
Infrastructure located within TPAs,. will resul_t In the creation of vibrant, connected neighborhoods 
which could promote additional economic growth within TPAs. 

The expansion and enhancement of the City's mobility network under the Mobility Choices Program 
will promote economic growth by Increasing walking, bicycling, and transit access to existing and new 
commercial and employment opportunities. The development· of a more robust and balanced 
multlmodal network under the Mobility Choices Program will Increase connectivity throughout the 
City, create more inviting neighborhoods, and provide additional recreational opportunities, which 
could spur economic growth In new areas of the City. Development under the Mob_illty Choices 
Program will also Increase the variety of non-vehicular commuting options available to future City 
residents and visitors to employment and commercial areas around the city .. 

3. Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Moblllty Choices promotes pedestrian 
scale development and Improvements to transform the public realm along local streets. 

The Proposed Project would support new community-serving infrastructure Improvements by 
requiring all projects ·10 either provide VMT reduction measures In the form of transportation 
Infrastructure and amenities intended to support transit and active transportation modes, or provide 
funding to support the development of VMT reduction· measures In the form of active transportation 
Infrastructure within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 through payment of a fee. · 

These proposed public Infrastructure Improvements include measures that would directly promote 
and Improve the pedestrian experience, Including: shade trees adjacent to pedestrian areas; benches; 
shelters; pedestrian islands; raised crosswalks; curb. ramps that are ·compliant with the Americans 

· with Disabilities Act (ADA); h·igh visibility.crosswalks; striped_ crosswalks; expanded sidewalks; brick 
sidewalk; concrete sidewalks; patterned concrete sidewalks; stamped concrete sidewalks; sidewalk 
pavers; high intensity activated crosswalk signals; painted curb/sidewalks; pedestrian crossing 
pavement markings; wayfindlng slgnage; multi-use trails (paved); and boardwalks. · 

In addition, the Proposed Project would Implement the City's Pedestrian Master Plan In TPAs to 
Increase commuter walking opportunities.· Implementation of the Mobility Choices Program would 
result In the construction of transportation Infrastructure within existing public rights-of-way or within 
the devel9pment footprint of future projects. Infrastructure would support and enhance pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit use and accessibility. Under the Housing Solutions Program, development of a· 
certain size would be required to provide public amenities which could include linear parks, urban 
plazas, and promenades. Future develop_ment would also be required to Incorporate design_ features 
that enhance neighborhood character and minimize adverse impacts associated with Increased bulk, 
scale, and height. 
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4. Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Moblllty Choices promotes a Complete 
Streets strategy by providing a balanced street environment that addresses the needs 
of all users, Including public transit users, pedestrians, blcycllsts, and motorists. 

The Proposed Project envisions a balanced, multi-modal transportation network that meets the needs 
of pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and transit users of streets for safe and convenient travel, In a 
manner that is consistent with the General Plan's multi-modal/complete s~reets policies. The 
Proposed Project would support a more balanced mobility network by encouraging the development 
ofVMT reduction measures In the form of active transportation infrastructure within Moblllty Zones 
1, 2, and 3, which would provide viable options aimed at shifting trips to transit, walking, and bicycling, 
while also·safely ai:commodatlng vehicle traffic and minimizing conflicts between travel modes. 

T_he Proposed Project also focuses growth and development within and adjacent to transit corridors. 
The Proposed Project Includes multi,modal goals that support high frequency transit services; transit- · 
oriented villages; and safe and Integrated bicycle and pedestrian networks. It also Identifies potential 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to Increase and Improve connectivity within the community, to 
transit, and to adjacent communities. 

Additionally, the Mobility Choices Program would promote a Complete Streets strategy by requlrin·g 
certain projects to either provide \/MT reduction measures in the form of transportation infrastructure 
and amenities Intended to support transit and active transportation modes, or provide funding to 
support VMT reduction measures In the form of active transportation infrastructure within Mobility 
Zones 1, 2, and 3, where the City would realize the greatest benefit in terms of greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions. It would address and fund Increased connectivity, amenities, and safety to 
encourage walking as a viable mode of transportation. The Proposed Project also Includes regulations 
that support expanded and enhanced transit services within the community and to adjacent 
communities. Finally, the Housing Solutions Program would require ali' projects to provide new 
community-serving Infrastructure Improvements through either payment of ·a fee Into a 
Neighborhood Enhancement Fund or by accommodating a public promenade and the Mobility 
Choices Program includes_ an Active Transportation In Lieu fee that would be used to fund active 
transportation and VMT reducing Infrastructure projects in Mobility Zone 1, 2, and 3. Both of these 
new funding sources - Individually and cumulatively - would promote and implement the City's 
Complete Streets strategy. 

5. Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices supports new 
recreational opportunities and Infrastructure Improvements: 

Future development built pursuant to the Housing Solutions Program would be required to provide 
new community-serving Infrastructure Improvements through payment of a fee Into the newly­
established Neighborhoo_d Enhancement Fund. The Proposed Project recognizes that certain targeted 
Investments can serve both mobility and recreational needs, and allows those investments with multi­
benefits to occur. So In addition to Including transit, pedestrian, and bicycle transportation 
improvements, infrastructure amenities Implemented under this p'rogi-am would also provide 
recreational functions, and could Include features such as outdoor fitness equipment and children's 
play areas where people can recreate .. Under the Housing Solutions Program, development on 
premises that are 25,000 square feet or larger In area and with at least 200 linear feet of street 
frontage would also have the option to either pay a Neighborhood Enhancement Fee, oi-construct a · 
_public promenade. These promenades wouid be designed as a public open space adjoining or visible 
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from a public right-of-way, and provide pedestrian circulation, landscaping, lighting, wayflndlng 
slgnage, and seating, in addition to other transportation and recreational amenities that the public 
could utilize. 

Implementation of the· Moblllty Choices Program would also result In the creation of active 
transportation infrastructure and amenities within Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3. Amenities and public 
infrastructure Improvements th_at could be Implemented as a result of this program Include, but are 
not limited to: shade trees adjacent to pedestrian areas; moblllty hubs; benches; special/enhanced 
striping at stops; shelters; curb extensions/bulb-outs; pedestrian Islands; raised crosswalks; mid-block 
crossing roundabout; expanded sidewalks; sidewalk pavers; pedestrian crossing pavement marking; 
and shared lane/bicycling pavement marking. 

6. Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices Implements trip 
reduction strategies contained In the Climate Action Plan. 

The Proposed Project implements actions Identified in the CAP, Strategy 3: Bicycling, Walking, Transit 
& Land Use, related to bicycling, walking, transit and land use strategies to Increase multi-modal 
opportunities and reduce fuel consumption and vehicle miles traveled. These concepts are consistent" 
with the General Plan and City of-VIiiages strategy and include a _focus on increased development 
capacity In TPAs. Strategy 3 In the CAP Includes the following land use plan-related actions:· 

• Action 3.1: Implement the General Plan's-Mobility Element and the City of Villages strategy In 
Transit Priority Areas to Increase the use· of transit; 

• Action 3:2: Implement pedestrian Improvements in· Transit Priority Areas to increase 
commuter walking opporrtunltles; 

• Action 3.3: Implement the City of San Diego's Bicycle Master Plan to increase commuter 
bicycling opportunities; and 

• Action 3.6: Implement transit-oriented development within Transit Priority Areas. 

The Housing Solutions Program implements the CAP by accommodating new housing units within 
. TPAs, while the Mobility Choices Program plans for a multi-modal mobility network that Includes 

robust pedestrian and bicycle facilities that connect people to transit while Implementing the Bicycle 
Master Plan. Both programs also Implement - Individually a_nd cumulatively - the CAP by: (1) 

encouraging transit-oriented development within TPAs; and (2) providing planned Improvements to 
support transit operations and access. 

The proposed Housing Solutions Program encourages growth, development, and redevelopment 
near transit (consistent with Strategy 3 Action Items 3.1 and 3.6). Additional strategies.within the CAP 
also relate to efficiency In energy use and climate resiliency, which the Proposed Project addresses by 
promoting sustainable development and reducing greenhouse· gas emissions, consistent with the 
General Plan and CAP. Concentrating development within TPAs, as proposed within the Housing 
Solutions Program, would decrease overall GHG emissions within the City by allowing future residents 
to live in proximity to where they work and conduct their dally activities, resulting In less VMT. 

The proposed Mobility Choices .Program reflec_ts the Intent of Strategy 3 Action Items 3.2 and 3.3, 
complementl_ng the transit-supportive density by encouraging Investments In active transportation 
Infrastructure such as pedestrian and bicycle facilities that provide Improved access/connections to 
transit corridors and the San Diego Trolley service, Improving connections between transit and 
recreational opportunities/ amenities; supporting higher density/intensity housing ancl employment 
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development to Increase transit ridership; and Increasing multi-modal opportunities and reduced 
reliance on single occupancy vehicles. Additionally, expanding and Improving active transportation 
and transit opportunities _and amenities in Mobility Zones 1, 2, and 3 would also help support the City 
In achieving the citywide GHG emissions reduction targets set under the CAP. The proposed Mobility 
Choices Program also supports urban forestry, which Is tied to climate resiliency efforts. The program 
encourages an Increase In the City's overall tree canopy by including shade trees adjacent to_ 
pedestrian areas In Its list of potential amenities or public Infrastructure Improvements that could be 
Implemented. In addition to creating and enhancing a more pedestrian and bicycle friendly 
envi_ronment, these trees could also provide air quality benefits and urban runoff management, and 
minimize solar heat gain. 

I. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the City Council finds that the adverse, unavoidable environmental Impacts 
are outweighed by the above-referenced ·benefits, any one of which Individually would be sufficient 
to outweigh the adverse environmental effects of the Proposed Project. Therefore, the City Council· 
adopts this Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
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Passed by the Council of The City of San Diego on __ N_O_V~0~9~2=02=0~-~ by the following vote: 

Council members Yeas Nays Not Present Recused 

Barbara Bry ,0' □ □ □ 
Jennifer Campbell 0 □ □ □ 
Chris Ward 0 □ □ □ 
Monica Montgomery ,0 □ □ □ 
Mark Kersey □ 0" □ □ 
Chris Cate 0 □ □ □ 
Scott Sherman 0 □ □ □ 
Vivian Moreno □ 0 □ □ 
Georgette Gomez 0 □ □ □ 

Date of fi na I passage _ ___,_N.,,O._.V-')L7_,__._2.,.Q2"'0'--------

(Please note: When a resolution is approved by the Mayor, the date of final passage is the 
date the approved resolution was returned to the Office of the City Clerk.) 

KEVIN L. FAULCONER 
AUTHENTICATED BY: Mayor of The City of San Diego, California. 

ELIZABETH S. MALAND 
(Seal) City Clerk of The City of San Diego, California. 

By~ ~rL-> .Deputy 

Office of the City Clerk, San Diego. California 
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