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MCAS Marine Corps Air Station 
MEP maximum extent practicable 
MHMP Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 
MHPA Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
MLD Most Likely Descendant 
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
MMT millions of metric tons 
MND Mitigated Negative Declaration 
mph miles per hour 
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 
MRZ Mineral Resource Zone 
MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
MSCP Multiple Species Conservation Program 
MT metric ton 
MTS Metropolitan Transit System 
MW megawatt 
MWD Metropolitan Water District 
MWh megawatt hour 
 
N2O nitrous oxide 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 
NB northbound 
NCCP Natural Community Conservation Plan 
NCHRP National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
NCTD North County Transit District 
NECPA National Energy Conservation Policy Act 
NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant 
NF3 nitrogen trifluoride 
NFIP National Flood Insurance Program 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NO nitrogen oxide 
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
NO3 nitrogen trioxide 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NOP Notice of Preparation 
NOX oxides of nitrogen 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NPL National Priority List 
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NPPA Native Plant Protection Act 
NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
 
OAL Office of Administrative Law 
OES Office of Emergency Services 
 
PCB polychlorinated biphenyls 
PDP Priority Development Projects 
PDS Planning & Development Services 
PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report 
PFFP Public Facilities Financing Plan 
PFC perfluorocarbon 
PM particulate matter 
PM10 respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 

10 micrometers or less 
PM2.5 fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 

micrometers or less 
Porter-Cologne Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
ppm parts per million 
PRC Public Resources Code 
 
QSD Qualified SWPPP Developer 
QSP Qualified SWPPP Practitioner 
 
RAQS Regional Air Quality Strategy 
RCP Regional Comprehensive Plan 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model 
RHNA Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
RLP repetitive loss property 
ROG reactive organic gas 
RTP Regional Transportation Plan 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
SAM Site Assessment and Mitigation 
SANDAG San Diego Association of Governments 
SB Senate Bill 
SB southbound 
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SCIC South Coastal Information Center 
SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy 
SDAB San Diego Air Basin 
SDAPCD San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
SDCRAA San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 
SDCWA San Diego County Water Authority 
SDFRD San Diego Fire-Rescue Department 
SDG&E San Diego Gas and Electric 
SDIA San Diego International Airport 
SDPD San Diego Police Department 
SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 
SFHA Special Flood Hazard Area 
SFP School Facilities Program 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SLM sound level meter 
SMAQMD Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
SMARTS Storm Water Multi-Application and Report Tracking System 
SO2 sulfur dioxide 
SOV Single-Occupant Vehicle 
SOX oxides of sulfur 
SPCC Spill Prevention Control and Counter-Measures Plan 
SR State Route 
SRA State Responsibility Area 
SRLP Severe Repetitive Loss Property 
STAA Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
SUSMP Standard Urban Runoff Mitigation Plan 
SVP Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
SWP State Water Project 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
 
TAC toxic air contaminant 
TCM Transportation Control Measure 
TDM Transportation Demand Management 
TDS total dissolved solids 
TMA Transportation Management Area 
TMDL total maximum daily load 
TWSC two-way stop-controlled 
 



Acronyms and Abbreviations 
 

 
Page xviii University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

UBC Uniform Building Code 
UCP University Community Plan 
UC San Diego University of California San Diego 
UDC Unified Disaster Council 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USC United States Code 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS U.S. Geological Survey 
UST underground storage tank 
UTC University Town Center 
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 
 
V/C ratio volume to capacity ratio 
VMT vehicle miles traveled 
VOC volatile organic compound 
 
WDR Waste Discharge Requirement 
WMA Watershed Management Area 
WMP Waste Management Plan 
WQIP Water Quality Improvement Plan 
WQO water quality objective 
 
ZEV zero-emission vehicle 
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PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
INTRODUCTION TO THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a 
written response.” This chapter provides response to written environmental comments received 
during the public comment period. 
 
This section contains responses to Comment Letters that were received during the 45-day public 
review period for the Draft PEIR starting June 17, 2016 and ending August 1, 2016. A total of 
192 comment letters were received during the review period. In the pages that follow, each 
comment letter is reproduced and their corresponding responses to individual comments are 
placed alongside to the right. Each of the individual comments within these comment letters is 
assigned an alphanumeric number; and each response is labeled with the corresponding 
alphanumeric code. All of the comment letters received are listed in Table RTC-1, which 
includes the names of the public, organizations, individiuals, and Native American tribes that 
commented during the public review period. For each comment letter, the date of the letter, the 
identity of the commenter, and the letter designation assigned to each comment letter is also 
included in Table RTC-1.  
 
 

Table RTC-1 
List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, Individuals, and Tribes 

No. 
Date of 
Letter Commenter 

Letter 
Code 

Page No. of 
Response 

Federal and State Agencies 
1 6/23/2016 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District 

Regulatory Division, Carlsbad Field Office (Shari Johnson) USACE-1 RTC-13 

2 7/21/2016 California Legislature, Senator Marty Block 39th District 
(Sarah Fields) CAL-1 RTC-15 

3 8/1/2016 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Gail K. 
Sevrens) CDFW-1 RTC-17 

4 8/2/2016 State Clearinghouse SCH-1 RTC-7 
Special Interest/Organizations 
5 6/30/16 University Community Planning Group (1) UCPG-1 RTC-21 
6 7/15/16 Friends of Rose Canyon FRC-1 RTC-24 
7 7/19/16 San Diego Coastkeeper (Matt O’Malley) SDCK-1 RTC-60 
8 7/27/16 San Diego Audubon Society (James A. Peugh) SDAS-1 RTC-63 
9 7/27/16 San Diego Canyonlands (Eric Bowlby) SDCL-1 RTC-65 



Public Comment Letters and Responses 
 

 
Page RTC-2 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

No. 
Date of 
Letter Commenter 

Letter 
Code 

Page No. of 
Response 

10 7/28/16 Sierra Club San Diego (George Courser) SCSD-1 RTC-67 
11 7/29/16 Friends of Rose Creek (Karin Zirk) FORC-1 RTC-69 
12 7/29/16 University Community Planning Group (Janay Kruger) (2) UCPG-2 RTC-72 
13 7/29/16 University of California, San Diego (Anu Delouri) UCSD-1 RTC-76 
14 7/29/16 Las Palmas Condominium Association (Patricia A. Wilson) LPCA-1 RTC-84 
15 7/30/16 San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (James W. 

Royle Jr.) SDCAS-1 RTC-87 

16 7/31/16 Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (Austin Speed) Citizens-1 RTC-89 
17 7/31/16 Tecolote Canyon Citizens Advisory Committee (M. Eloise 

Battle) TCCAC-1 RTC-109 

18 8/1/16 Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (Evelyn F. 
Heidelberg) Citizens-2 RTC-110 

19 8/1/16 Friends of Rose Canyon (Deborah Knight) FRC-2 RTC-177 
20 8/1/16 Friends of Rose Canyon (Deborah Knight) FRC-3 RTC-185 

Individuals 
21 6/26/16 Reiger, Ed ER-1 RTC-189 
22 7/4/16 McCutchen Jr., Hugh HM-1 RTC-191 
23 7/12/16 Tucker, Larry LT-1 RTC-192 
24 7/13/16 Sutton, Lisa LS-1 RTC-195 
25 7/17/16 Ardeshir, Feroza FA-1 RTC-197 
26 7/17/16 Franklin, Barbara BF-1 RTC-198 
27 7/17/16 Remillard, Tom  TR-1 RTC-199 
28 7/18/16 Burch, Hallie HB-1 RTC-200 
29 7/18/16 Duffey, Michael MD-1 RTC-201 
30 7/18/16 Fillius, Walker WF-1 RTC-202 
31 7/18/16 Hawkins, Jan and Jim JJH-1 RTC-203 
32 7/18/16 Ito, Andrea and Carl (1) ACI-1 RTC-204 
33 7/18/16 Quinonez, Richard RQ-1 RTC-205 
34 7/19/16 Becker-Varano, Tama TBV-1 RTC-206 
35 7/19/16 Gratteau, Tracy TG-1 RTC-207 
36 7/19/16 Krysl, Petr PK-1 RTC-209 
37 7/19/16 Smith, Lisa LSM-1 RTC-210 
38 7/20/16 Plumb, Shelley SP-1 RTC-211 
39 7/21/16 Goldsmith, Sandra S. SG-1 RTC-212 
40 7/22/16 Liu, Karen KL-1 RTC-214 
41 7/22/16 Strong, Sam (1) SS-1 RTC-215 
42 7/23/16 Barile, Laurel R. LB-1 RTC-217 
43 7/23/16 Forgey, Mackenzie MF-1 RTC-218 
44 7/23/16 Larsen, Richard M. RL-1 RTC-219 
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No. 
Date of 
Letter Commenter 

Letter 
Code 

Page No. of 
Response 

45 7/23/16 Morch, Kim KM-1 RTC-220 
46 7/24/16 Breher, Bill and Joan BJB-1 RTC-221 
47 7/24/16 Fillat, Randy RF-1 RTC-223 
48 7/24/16 Griswold, William G. WG-1 RTC-227 
49 7/24/16 Hawkins, Jan JH-1 RTC-228 
50 7/24/16 Nielsen, Christopher and Dr. Paula M.D. Fitzgerald NF-1 RTC-229 
51 7/24/16 Strong, Sam (2) SS-2 RTC-230 
52 7/25/16 Ahern, Diane DA-1 RTC-232 
53 7/25/16 Gertler, Dan DG-1 RTC-233 
54 7/25/16 Jenson-Elliott, Cynthia CJE-1 RTC-234 
55 7/25/16 Lotecka, E.L. (1) ELL-1 RTC-235 
56 7/25/16 Parker, Elisa EP-1 RTC-236 
57 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (1) KR-1 RTC-237 
58 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (2) KR-2 RTC-238 
59 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (3) KR-3 RTC-239 
60 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (4) KR-4 RTC-240 
61 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (5) KR-5 RTC-241 
62 7/25/16 Munn, Marcia MM-1 RTC-242 
63 7/26/16 Elliott, Virgil VE-1 RTC-245 
64 7/26/16 Lotecka, E.L. (2) ELL-2 RTC-246 
65 7/27/16 Breisch, Susan SB-1 RTC-247 
66 7/27/16 Byrnes, Robert and Theresa Fassel RBTF-1 RTC-248 
67 7/27/16 DeShazo, James (1) JD-1 RTC-249 
68 7/27/16 DeShazo, James (2) JD-2 RTC-251 
69 7/27/16 Gilgun, Lynda LG-1 RTC-252 
70 7/27/16 Hung, Chiwei CH-1 RTC-253 
71 7/27/16 Jansma, Ariane AJ-1 RTC-254 
72 7/27/16 Lotecka, E.L. (3) ELL-3 RTC-255 
73 7/27/16 Lotecka, E.L. (4) ELL-4 RTC-256 
74 7/27/16 Rodolico, Louis A. LR-1 RTC-257 
75 7/27/16 Rogers, Heather K. HR-1 RTC-268 
76 7/27/16 Von Hendy, Phoenix PVH-1 RTC-271 
77 7/27/16 Wilkins, R.G. RGW-1 RTC-272 
78 7/28/16 Crane, Valerie and Robert Cox CC-1 RTC-274 
79 7/28/16 DeShazo, James (3) JD-3 RTC-276 
80 7/28/16 Duggan, C. Faye CFD-1 RTC-277 
81 7/28/16 Eberhardt, Marty ME-1 RTC-278 
82 7/28/16 Hastings, Phil PH-1 RTC-279 
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No. 
Date of 
Letter Commenter 

Letter 
Code 

Page No. of 
Response 

83 7/28/16 Jahn, Dorothy V. DJ-1 RTC-280 
84 7/28/16 Lewis, John W. and Anna JAL-1 RTC-281 
85 7/28/16 Martin, Glenn GM-1 RTC-283 
86 7/28/16 Medeiros, Lisa G. LGM-1 RTC-288 
87 7/28/16 Partow, Ramona RP-1 RTC-289 
88 7/28/16 Schlaug, Robert RS-1 RTC-290 
89 7/28/16 Stigall, Cheryl CS-1 RTC-291 
90 7/28/16 Troemel, Emily ET-1 RTC-292 
91 7/29/16 Bernstein, Barry BB-1 RTC-293 
92 7/29/16 Colburn, Bill BC-1 RTC-294 
93 7/29/16 Dragin, Peter PD-1 RTC-296 
94 7/29/16 Groves, Anne-Marie AMG-1 RTC-297 
95 7/29/16 Hauck, Lane and Marilyn LMH-1 RTC-298 
96 7/29/16 Ito, Andrea and Carl (2) ACI-2 RTC-299 
97 7/29/16 Lazzaro, Katherine KLA-1 RTC-300 
98 7/29/16 Lotecka, E.L. (5) ELL-5 RTC-301 
99 7/29/16 Lotecka, E.L. (6) ELL-6 RTC-302 

100 7/29/16 Mathis, Harry HMA-1 RTC-303 
101 7/29/16 Nash, Carolyn CN-1 RTC-310 
102 7/29/16 Pelling, Elizabeth EPE-1 RTC-317 
103 7/29/16 Speed, Diane DS-1 RTC-318 
104 7/29/16 Sturm, Nancy M. NMS-1 RTC-319 
105 7/29/16 Tana, Alice M. AMT-1 RTC-320 
106 7/29/16 Webber, Stephanie SW-1 RTC-322 
107 7/30/16 Barham, Victoria VB-1 RTC-323 
108 7/30/16 Colburn, Mike MC-1 RTC-324 
109 7/30/16 Cronin, Aibhilin AC-1 RTC-325 
110 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (1) JF-1 RTC-326 
111 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (2) JF-2 RTC-327 
112 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (3) JF-3 RTC-328 
113 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (4) JF-4 RTC-329 
114 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (5) JF-5 RTC-330 
115 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (6) JF-6 RTC-331 
116 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (7) JF-7 RTC-332 
117 7/30/16 Leavenworth, Michael ML-1 RTC-333 
118 7/30/16 Mailloux, Christine CM-1 RTC-334 
119 7/30/16 Riffenburgh, Bob BR-1 RTC-335 
120 7/30/16 Steele, Don DST-1 RTC-336 
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No. 
Date of 
Letter Commenter 

Letter 
Code 

Page No. of 
Response 

121 7/30/16 Steele, Nancy NS-1 RTC-337 
122 7/30/16 Wan, Christine CW-1 RTC-338 
123 7/30/16 Wilson, Patricia A. PAW-1 RTC-339 
124 7/31/16 Amelang, Dan DAM-1 RTC-342 
125 7/31/16 Barnes, Gregory J. GJB-1 RTC-343 
126 7/31/16 Basbaum, Karen KB-1 RTC-350 
127 7/31/16 Birnbaum, Jacob and Janina Zukotynski BZ-1 RTC-351 
128 7/31/16 Clauss, Iris IC-1 RTC-352 
129 7/31/16 Eigner, Jeanne Beach JBE-1 RTC-353 
130 7/31/16 Evans, John Lee JLE-1 RTC-355 
131 7/31/16 Fitzsimmons, Barbara BFI-1 RTC-356 
132 7/31/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (8) JF-8 RTC-359 
133 7/31/16 Frederich, Gary and Nancy GNF-1 RTC-360 
134 7/31/16 Griswold, Harry HG-1 RTC-361 
135 7/31/16 Hansen, Heidi HH-1 RTC-362 
136 7/31/16 Heikoff, Lisa LH-1 RTC-363 
137 7/31/16 Herzfeld, Charley CHE-1 RTC-364 
138 7/31/16 Jacobs, Elinor M. EMJ-1 RTC-365 
139 7/31/16 Jenne, Keith KJ-1 RTC-366 
140 7/31/16 Kistler, Erik and Kristin EKK-1 RTC-368 
141 7/31/16 Krous, Henry F. HFK-1 RTC-369 
142 7/31/16 Lakritz, Adam AL-1 RTC-370 
143 7/31/16 Lazerson, Keith KLZ-1 RTC-372 
144 7/31/16 Martien, Dinesh DM-1 RTC-373 
145 7/31/16 Pierre, Fabrice FP-1 RTC-374 
146 7/31/16 Steinbach, Joseph JS-1 RTC-375 
147 7/31/16 Thompson, Devon A. DAT-1 RTC-376 
148 7/31/16 Zabrocki, Luke LZ-1 RTC-378 
149 7/31/16 Kobrak, Mariette MK-1 RTC-379 
150 7/31/16 Petrie, Marlene MP-1 RTC-380 
151 7/31/16 Klima, MaryAnn and Rob MRK-1 RTC-381 
152 7/31/16 Brounstein, Patricia PB-1 RTC-382 
153 7/31/16 Jacobs, Robert A. RAJ-1 RTC-383 
154 7/31/16 Craig, Russel RC-1 RTC-384 
155 7/31/16 Cavnaugh, Roger RCA-1 RTC-385 
156 7/31/16 Danner, Roxieann RD-1 RTC-386 
157 7/31/16 Hathaway, Susan SH-1 RTC-388 
158 7/31/16 Schipper, Sid and Rita SRS-1 RTC-389 
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No. 
Date of 
Letter Commenter 

Letter 
Code 

Page No. of 
Response 

159 7/31/16 Traganza, Susan ST-1 RTC-390 
160 7/31/16 Ramey, Valerie and Garey VGR-1 RTC-391 
161 7/31/16 Lindblade, Vicki VL-1 RTC-392 
162 8/1/16 Butbul, Avi AB-1 RTC-393 
163 8/1/16 McKeand, Becky BM-1 RTC-394 
164 8/1/16 Stevenson, Ben BS-1 RTC-395 
165 8/1/16 Cronin, Ciaran N. CNC-1 RTC-396 
166 8/1/16 Pietras, Carole CP-1 RTC-397 
167 8/1/16 Andonian, Donna DAN-1 RTC-404 
168 8/1/16 Cavnaugh, Elliot EC-1 RTC-405 
169 8/1/16 Shaughnessy, Greg and Jan GJS-1 RTC-406 
170 8/1/16 Kay, Isabelle IK-1 RTC-407 
171 8/1/16 Bride, Joe JB-1 RTC-410 
172 8/1/16 Brooks, Joseph H. JHB-1 RTC-411 
173 8/1/16 Bott, John P. JPB-1 RTC-413 
174 8/1/16 Arden, Karen C.  KCA-1 RTC-414 
175 8/1/16 Hughes, Karen KH-1 RTC-415 
176 8/1/16 Jensen-Pergakes, Kristen KJP-1 RTC-416 
177 8/1/16 Straus, Karen KS-1 RTC-417 
178 8/1/16 Wirsing, Kevin KW-1 RTC-419 
179 8/1/16 Bryden, Megan MB-1 RTC-420 
180 8/1/16 McKeand, Michele MMK-1 RTC-421 
181 8/1/16 Pelling, Michael R. MRP-1 RTC-422 
182 8/1/16 Watkins, Margie MW-1 RTC-423 
183 8/1/16 McLean, Naomi NM-1 RTC-425 
184 8/1/16 Brucker, Robert RB-1 RTC-426 
185 8/1/16 Murad, Robert E. REM-1 RTC-427 
186 8/1/16 Cronin, Roisin Heather RHC-1 RTC-428 
187 8/1/16 Sifton, Susan J. SJS-1 RTC-429 
188 8/1/16 Lippe, Sandra SL-1 RTC-430 
189 8/1/16 Selleck, Joan and Paul Maschel SM-1 RTC-431 
190 8/1/16 Wanetick, Jerry and Ann Kennedy WK-1 RTC-432 
Native American Tribes 
191 6/23/16 Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians RINCON-1 RTC-433 
192 7/5/16 Pala Band of Mission Indians (Shasta C. Gaughen) PALA-1 RTC-434 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert SCH-1 (Page 1 of 6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Clearinghouse (August 2, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SCH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Please note that responses to the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife comment letter follows this item (see 
CDFW-1). 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert SCH-1 (Page 2 of 6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Clearinghouse (August 2, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert SCH-1 (Page 3 of 6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Clearinghouse (August 2, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert SCH-1 (Page 4 of 6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Clearinghouse (August 2, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert SCH-1 (Page 5 of 6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Clearinghouse (August 2, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert SCH-1 (Page 6 of 6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

State Clearinghouse (August 2, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert USACE-1 (Page 1 of 2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District 
Regulatory Division, Carlsbad Field Office (June 23, 2016) 

 
 
 
USACE-1-1 The Project, which includes the removal of the Regents Road Bridge and 

the Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP, does not include any 
construction activities, and therefore would not require a permit from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Should one of the project alternatives that 
include the construction of the Regents Road Bridge and/or the Widening 
of Genesee Avenue be chosen over the Project, consultation with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers regarding the permitting process would then 
occur. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert USACE-1 (Page 2 of 2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District 
Regulatory Division, Carlsbad Field Office (June 23, 2016) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert CAL-1 (Page 1 of 2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

California Legislature, Senator Marty Block 39th District (June 21, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert CAL-1 (Page 2 of 2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

California Legislature, Senator Marty Block 39th District (June 21, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CAL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter discusses that the City’s Rose 

Canyon Open Space Park Riparian Restoration/Enhancement Project was 
awarded a State of California Habitat Conservation Fund (HCF) grant and 
that HCF grant funds were approved by the voters through the California 
Wildlife Protection Act of 1990, and states that, in receiving this grant, the 
City agreed to “maintain and operate” the designated habitat in perpetuity 
with the understanding that “no other use, sale or other disposition of the 
property except as authorized by specific act of the Legislature” would be 
possible, as directed in the Procedural Guide. Commenter expresses 
support for the removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP, 
and agrees that attention ought to be given to any and all relevant 
agreements, in addition to concerns of the built and natural environments 
as well as the community. This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert CDFW-1 (Page 1 of 5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDFW-1-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDFW-1-2 Comment noted. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert CDFW-1 (Page 3 of 5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDFW-1-3 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. The commenter also summarizes the project history and 
their prior comments. The CDFW along with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Wildlife Agencies) previously provided joint comment letters 
(respectively, April 15, 2004, April 14, 2005, and July 31, 2006) to the 
City's Development Services Department during the Notice of Preparation, 
DEIR, and Final EIR phases for the University City North/South 
Transportation Corridor Study EIR (SCH#2004031011) prepared by the 
City of San Diego in 2006. The commenter also acknowledges that the 
Project would be in compliance with the MSCP as discussed in Section 
4.9, Biological Resources. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert CDFW-1 (Page 4 of 5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDFW-1-4 The commenter suggests further analysis on the impacts of the cut and fill 

(e.g., earthwork) necessary to construct all DEIR alternatives involving the 
construction of the Regents Road Bridge design. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6 (d) discusses the requirements for evaluating alternatives: 

 
“Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information 
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major 
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative 
may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause 
one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused 
by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall 
be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as 
proposed. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1981) 124 Cal.App.3d 
1).”  
 
As addressed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, the Project 
alternatives analysis complied with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, 
which requires a comparative evaluation of the Project with alternatives to 
the Project, including a No Project Alternative. Consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, this section focuses on alternatives to the 
Project that are capable of avoiding or substantially reducing any 
significant adverse impacts associated with the Project, despite the 
possibility that the alternatives may impede attainment of Project 
objectives or prove less cost efficient.  
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LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert CDFW-1 (Page 5 of 5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (August 1, 2016) 
 
In addition, implementation of a project alternative may potentially result 
in new impacts that would not have resulted from the Project. Table 9-1 of 
Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, provides a matrix displaying the major 
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative. 
The State CEQA Guidelines require that the analysis of project 
alternatives provide sufficient information about each alternative in order 
to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Project. 
Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, is consistent with these requirements.  
 

CDFW-1-5 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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University Community Planning Group (June 30, 2016) 
 
 
UCPG-1-1 Commenter reasserts their objections to the No Project Alternative raised 

in their July 29, 2016 letter. See responses to comments UCPG-2-1 
through UCPG-2-8.  
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FRC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. To provide clarification, the traffic analysis performed for 
Scripps Memorial Hospital included the portion of the community north of 
La Jolla Village Drive and did not evaluate changes south of La Jolla 
Village Drive, nor any of the freeways. The Project generally found 
similar results for roadways and intersections north of La Jolla Village 
Drive. The comment further states opposition to the construction of the 
Regents Road Bridge. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FRC-1-2 The commenter states that the original Regents Road Bridge design as 

described in Section 3.2.2, which consisted of constructing “two separate, 
parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the 
south and north ends of Regents Road” is erroneous. The commenter 
mentions that this concern was brought to the City’s attention in a letter 
from D. Knight to S. Morrison dated January 4, 2016. The commenter 
claims that, in order to connect the 1,472-foot span between the north and 
south Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon, the construction 
of a new 600-foot road within Rose Canyon Open Space Park would be 
required. This comment is acknowledged.  

 
Section 3.2.2, Removal of Regents Road Bridge, under Chapter 3.0, 
Project Description, provides details of all features of the Regents Road 
Bridge construction, including the four-lane road that would have been 
built by filling of a tributary canyon and cutting through a ridge. The 
preliminary design for the Regents Road Bridge as originally described in 
the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR 
(SCH#2004031011) prepared by the City of San Diego in 2006 was a 
product of extensive evaluation by the City to serve as a basis for 
assessing the environmental consequences as well as feasibility. The 
description of Regents Road Bridge provided in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft 
PEIR is consistent with the description provided in the University City 
North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FRC-1-3 Please see responses to comment Citizens-2-31. In addition, Section 3.2.2, 

Removal of Regents Road Bridge, under Chapter 3.0, Project Description, 
provides details of all features of the Regents Road Bridge construction, 
including the four-lane road that would have been built by filling of a 
tributary canyon and cutting through a ridge.  

 
 
FRC-1-4 The public facilities identified in the University City Community Plan 

Amendment serve as the basis for the projects in the proposed North 
University City Public Facilities Financing Plan Amendment (PFFP). Any 
revision, removal, or addition of public facilities will be reflected in the 
PFFP. An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be 
required to allow for implementation of the UCP. In addition to the 
Project, the North University City PFFP is anticipated to add 17 new 
mobility projects as a result of the removal of the Regents Road Bridge 
and the Genesee Widening. An updated North University City PFFP 
would be adopted with each community plan update (UCP) to allow for 
implementation of the UCP. 
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FRC-1-5 Commenter retained MRO Engineers, Inc. to evaluate the Draft PEIR 

transportation analysis and summarizes the findings in this comment. See 
responses to comments FRC-1-13 through FRC-1-20. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FRC-1-6 The commenter is concerned with the air quality methodology utilized in 

the Draft PEIR resulting in significant and unmitigated impacts. The 
estimate of 75 percent is based on freeway and arterial VMT as a 
percentage of the total and is not arbitrary. For each freeway or arterial 
segment, the appropriate speed bin emission factor was selected and 
multiplied by the corresponding VMT to calculate annual emissions on the 
segment. The traffic study did not have detailed speeds for collector and 
local roadways, and therefore, to fully account for the impacts of the 
Project, the net changes in emissions were adjusted by 25 percent to 
account for the total VMT in the Project area (including all roadway 
types). As stated in Section 4.5 of the DEIR, because specific information 
is not available to support different assumptions for the local roadways, it 
was conservatively assumed that the emissions would increase based on 
the percentage of VMT. 

 
FRC-1-7 As indicated in the comment, a lead agency may use an alternative 

baseline if supported by substantial evidence. Since the Project includes 
changes to a planning document and those changes would not affect the 
existing infrastructure in the Project area, the use of existing conditions for 
the analysis would not fully demonstrate the impacts of the Project. That 
analysis would simply demonstrate how vehicle emission rates and miles 
traveled change over time. The use of a future baseline and detailed traffic 
analysis demonstrates how traffic volumes, average vehicle speeds, and 
emissions would change as a result of the Project. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FRC-1-8 Please see response to comment FRC-1-7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FRC-1-9 Fire Station 50 was not included in future analysis because a site has not 

been determined at the time of the preparation of the Draft PEIR. As 
discussed in Chapter 2.0, Section 2.1.3.7, Emergency Services, Squad 56 
consists of a Fast Response Squad (FRS), which is a two-person fire crew, 
rather than the traditional four-person crew. At the time of the preparation 
of the Draft PEIR, no data were available for Squad 56. As such, only Fire 
Station 35, Fire Station 27, and Fire Station 9 were analyzed in the Draft 
PEIR. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
FRC-1-10 Comment acknowledged. As stated in Chapter 9.0, State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR also identify which 
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives if the “no project” alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative. However, because the Project in this Draft PEIR is the 
environmentally superior alternative and more closely resembles a “no 
project” alternative due to the removal of the Regents Road Bridge and 
Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP (i.e., no construction = 
no project), an environmentally superior alternative was also selected from 
among the other alternatives. 

 
FRC-1-11 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FRC-1-12 Comment noted. The commenter has included as an attachment a letter 

report prepared on June 28, 2016 by MRO Engineers, Inc. analyzing the 
Transportation Impact Study prepared by Kimley-Horn, which was 
included as Appendix C in the Draft PEIR. The commenter claims that the 
Transportation Impact Study overstates the effects on traffic operations in 
the community plan area.  

 
 
 
FRC-1-13 The westbound approach (Decoro Street) measures approximately 24 feet 

wide. At this approach, there are no parking restrictions and no lane 
delineations. The eastbound approach (Decoro Street) measures 
approximately 30 feet wide. At this approach, there are parking 
restrictions approximately 30 feet from the limit line. There are also no 
lane delineations for this approach. While the width of both approaches 
allows for accommodating of two lanes of traffic, without lane 
delineations it is not guaranteed that vehicles (both vehicles traveling 
through the intersection and parked vehicles) would maneuver as if there 
are two lanes of traffic at both the eastbound and westbound approaches. 
The geometry of this intersection in the Existing Conditions Report 
prepared in December 2015 is accurate based on the existing lane 
delineations.  

 
FRC-1-14 The intersection geometry assumptions at the locations identified were 

checked and modified where necessary. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FRC-1-15 The City prefers to use peak-hour factor (PHFs) by approach and 

acknowledges it may result in more conservative results. PHFs by 
approach were used instead of intersection-wide PHFs to capture the 
highest 15-minute volume of each approach within the 1-hour analysis. 
This is a typical practice in long-term planning. The analysis was for each 
future alternative, providing a fair comparison between alternatives. 

 
 
FRC-1-16 Roadway capacities used for the analysis are consistent with the City of 

San Diego Street Design Manual 2002 adopted on November 25, 2002. In 
the City of San Diego Street Design Manual 2002, it states; “The ADTs 
corresponding to the various LOS included in the Traffic Impact Studies 
Manual are intended as guidelines to correlate the quality of traffic service 
with typical sections of different street classifications." Roadway 
capacities are not meant to be the maximum number of daily traffic 
utilizing the segment. As stated in Chapter 4 of the 2010 Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM); "Vehicle capacity is the maximum number of 
vehicles that can pass a given point during a specified period under 
prevailing roadway, traffic, and control conditions. This assumes that there 
is no influence from downstream traffic operations, such as queues 
backing into the analysis point....The stated capacity for a given system 
element is a flow rate that can be achieved repeatedly for peak periods of  
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 

 sufficient demand. Capacity is not the absolute maximum flow rate 
observed." Therefore, the Transportation Impact Study provided in 
Appendix C did adequately analyze roadway capacity values. 

 
FRC-1-17 The commenter discusses that Table 4.2-9, Future Year Roadway 

Segments with Unacceptable Level of Service, has incorrectly described 
the segment of La Jolla Village Drive between Revelle College Drive and 
Villa La Jolla under “Future Year with Project” as being at an 
unacceptable LOS E. The comment is acknowledged and Table 4.2-9 has 
been revised. “Future Year with Project” for roadway segment La Jolla 
Village Drive between Revelle College Drive and Villa La Jolla under 
“Future Year with Project” has been revised to LOS D. 

 
FRC-1-18 The commenter discusses the inconsistencies between the data collected in 

the field and the travel time simulations. It is acknowledged that the 
simulation and field results do not correlate very well. This may be 
attributed to the simulation methodology. As discussed on page 4-26 of 
Appendix C, Transportation Impact Study, a speed-based travel time 
analysis of key corridors within the University community was conducted 
during peak hours of the day. This analysis evaluates the roadway segment 
LOS perceived by auto users based on the average speed a vehicle 
maintains along the corridor. The travel time information along each 
corridor was calculated using Synchro software and actual travel time 
information. A comparison of the two methods was provided to depict 
how well the simulation reflects actual travel times. For the corridor 
speed-based analysis simulation, the average speed was computed by 
adding the running time between signalized intersections and did not 
accurately reflect signal synchronization advantages. The simulation also 
used the worst 15 minutes for each intersection rather than the same time 
for all intersections. Corridor travel time speed results were included for 
the future conditions; however, because the existing simulation and field 
results did not correlate, no impact or mitigation decisions were made 
based on the future corridor travel time speed analysis results. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
FRC-1-19 The comment does not provide a full reference to the statement in Section 

4.4, which indicates that "the emission estimates were based on available 
detailed traffic data (e.g., peak hour speeds) that only account for 75 
percent of the total VMT in the Project area. Therefore, to fully account 
for the impacts of the Project, the net changes in emissions were adjusted 
by 25 percent to account for the total VMT in the Project area."  

 
FRC-1-20 Comment noted. 
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-57 

LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert FRC-1 (Page 34 of 36) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-58 

LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert FRC-1 (Page 35 of 36) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-59 

LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert FRC-1 (Page 36 of 36) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-60 

LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert SDCK-1 (Page 1 of 2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

San Diego Coastkeeper (July 19, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-61 

LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Insert SDCK-1 (Page 2 of 2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

San Diego Coastkeeper (July 19, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SDCK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support of the proposed 

removal of the Regents Road Bridge as part of the Project. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but through this process, 
is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
SDCK-1-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
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San Diego Audubon Society (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SDAS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP.  

 
 
 
SDAS-1-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
 
 
SDAS-1-3 The commenter asserts that the original Regents Road Bridge design as 

described in Section 3.2.2, which consisted of constructing “two separate, 
parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the 
south and north ends of Regents Road” is erroneous. The commenter 
claims that in order to connect the span between the north and south 
Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon, the construction of 700 
feet of a new four-lane cut-and-fill road from Lahitte Court northward to 
the middle of Rose Canyon would be necessary. This comment is 
acknowledged.  

 
Section 3.2.2, Removal of Regents Road Bridge, under Chapter 3.0, 
Project Description, provides details of all features of the Regents Road 
Bridge construction, including the four-lane road that would have been 
built by filling of a tributary canyon and cutting through a ridge. The 
preliminary design for the Regents Road Bridge as originally described in 
the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR  
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San Diego Audubon Society (July 27, 2016) 
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San Diego Audubon Society (July 27, 2016) 
 

(SCH#2004031011) prepared by the City of San Diego in 2006 was a 
product of extensive evaluation by the City to serve as a basis for 
assessing the environmental consequences as well as feasibility. The 
description of Regents Road Bridge provided in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft 
PEIR is consistent with the description provided in the University City 
North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR. 

 
SDAS-1-4 Comment acknowledged. 
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San Diego Canyonlands (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-66 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

San Diego Canyonlands (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SDCL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support of the proposed 

removal of the Regents Road Bridge as part of the Project. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but through this process, 
is part of the administrative record. 

 
SDCL-1-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
 
SDCL-1-3 Please see response to comment SDAS-1-3. 
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Sierra Club San Diego (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SCSD-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support of the proposed 

removal of the Regents Road Bridge as part of the Project. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but through this process, 
is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
SCSD-1-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
 
 
SCSD-1-3 Please see response to comment SDAS-1-3. 
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FORC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Friends of Rose Creek (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
FORC-1-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
 
 
FORC-1-3 Please see response to comment SDAS-1-3. 
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University Community Planning Group (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
UCPG-2-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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University Community Planning Group (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
UCPG-2-2 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
UCPG-2-3 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. In addition, Commenter cites additional research that 
indicates the effect of new roadways to induce more traffic and 
greenhouse gas emissions—the "build it and they will come"—effect 
(Susan Handy, "Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic 
Congestion," UC Davis/National Center for Sustainable Transportation 
Policy Brief, Oc., 2015). This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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University Community Planning Group (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
UCPG-2-4 Comment noted. Please see response to comment FRC-1-9. 
 
 
UCPG-2-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
UCPG-2-6 Commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed Class I Bicycle 

Paths through Rose Canyon and Roselle Canyon as part of the Coastal 
Rail Trail corridor as discussed in Appendix C, Transportation Impact 
Study (Table 6-7 on page 6-6). The Coastal Rail Trail Project is not 
included in the Project, but is depicted in San Diego Association of 
Governments’ Bicycle Master Plan (2013). This improvement is not 
shown on the recommended bicycle network maps. This comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but is part of the administrative 
record and will be considered by the City during the decision-making 
process. 
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University Community Planning Group (July 29, 2016) 
 
UCPG-2-7 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. Commenter notes the schools within the Genesee Avenue 
and Regents Road Corridors. Section 4.13, Public Services and Facilities, 
discusses the educational facilities in the UCP area, which consist of 
public, private, and higher education institutions. These include three 
elementary schools (Curie Elementary, Doyle Elementary, and Speckles 
Elementary); one public middle school (Standley Middle School); one 
public high school (University City Senior High); and one private school 
(La Jolla Country School). This comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
UCPG-2-8 Comment acknowledged. Commenter states their strong objections to 

Mitigation Measures TRA 1.6 and TRA 2.3 and their support for 
Mitigation Measures TRA 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, TRA 2.6, and 2.5. Commenter 
also states their opposition to the remaining mitigation measures. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of 
the administrative record. 
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University of California, San Diego (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
UCSD-1-1 All references to “UCSD” have been replaced with “UC San Diego” in the 

Final PEIR.  
 
UCSD-1-2 Page 2-4 of the Final PEIR has been revised to replace “Scripps Institute” 

with “Scripps Institution of Oceanography.”  
 
UCSD-1-3 All references to “UCSD” have been replaced with “UC San Diego” in the 

Final PEIR. In addition, the typographical errors on page 11-17 of the 
Draft PEIR referencing University of San Diego have been revised and 
replaced with University of California, San Diego. 

 
UCSD-1-4 The reference to “new Eastgate Mall” has been replaced with “new 

Gilman Bridge” under “Methodologies and Assumptions” in Section 4.2.3, 
Significance Determination Thresholds, of Section 4.2, Transportation/ 
Circulation. 

 
UCSD-1-5 Figure 2-2 and Figures 4.1-1 through 4.1-4 have been revised and included 

in this Final PEIR. 
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Las Palmas Condominium Association (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LPCA-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Las Palmas Condominium Association (July 30, 2016) 
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (July 30, 2016) 
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SDCAS-1-1 Comment noted. Commenter acknowledged that the Project would not 

result in impacts to cultural resources or require any cultural resources 
mitigation measures. This comment will be part of the administrative 
record and will be considered by the City during the decision-making 
process. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-1-1 Comment acknowledged. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-1-2 Comment acknowledged. Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft 

PEIR discusses the Project’s cumulative impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-1-3 Comment acknowledged. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-1-4 The commenter discusses a response submitted to the December 2015 

Existing Conditions Summary Report (posted to the City’s website on 
January 17, 2016) recommending the inclusion of the 3:00 p.m. to 4:00 
p.m. time frame in the traffic analysis. The 24-hour roadway segment 
counts were collected at 81 locations throughout the community. As 
described in Appendix C, Transportation Impact Study, 80 percent of 
the roadway segments had the peak hour fall between 4:00 p.m. and 
6:00 p.m. The remaining 20 percent of roadway segments showed peak 
hours just before or after the 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. timeframe and 
documented minor differences in volumes between their peak hour and 
the volumes experienced between 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Segments that 
had peak hours earlier were primarily around the schools in South 
University. Volumes on Genesee Avenue across Rose Canyon were 
found to have peak hours at 5:00 p.m. A second set of 24-hour counts 
were collected along Genesee Avenue between Governor Drive and 
Nobel Drive and found the same peak patterns between 4:00 p.m. to 
6:00 p.m. It is recognized that other portions of Genesee Avenue may 
have peaks on certain days that are slightly outside of the 4:00 p.m. to 
6:00 p.m. timeframe, but the intersecting roadways at those locations  
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
 have much less traffic at those times and volumes approaching the 

intersection as a whole are not as high. The methodology restricted the 
available timeframe to collect peak-hour counts to a 2-hour window to 
help capture a similar traffic moment in time community-wide. Based 
on the roadway segment count collection, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. was 
determined to be the timeframe that best represented highest traffic 
volumes in the study area. With the exception of Centurion Square, the 
intersections along Genesee Avenue between SR 52 and Nobel Drive 
were identified as having an impact with the peak hours analyzed under 
each alternative. 

 
Citizens-1-5 The Mitigation Framework is explained at the beginning of Section 

4.2.4.3. As it states in the section, project-level analysis of the potential 
impacts of the proposed mitigation measure would be completed at such 
a time as the improvements are implemented.  

 
Citizens-1-6 The commenter asserts that the implementation of the Regents Road 

Bridge should have a more positive impact on north-south traffic that 
should be reflected in the traffic analysis included in Section 4.2, 
Traffic/Circulation. Future traffic patterns were based on SANDAG 
models and considered to be reasonable. The models showed that 
implementing the Regents Road Bridge would relieve some traffic on 
Genesee Avenue, but would also provide another route for vehicles that 
are currently using the adjacent freeways. Currently, Genesee Avenue, 
I-5, and I-805 are options that provide north-south connections. Regents 
Road Bridge would provide a fourth north-south connection that would 
shift traffic from each of these other three routes. The overall north-
south demand between the four route options is large enough that each 
route would be utilized heavily. More detailed explanations of the 
change in patterns for each alternative are provided in Chapter 7 of 
Appendix C (Transportation Impact Study). 

 
Citizens-1-7 The purpose of the air quality monitoring station data is to present the 

existing air quality in the San Diego Air Basin and was not directly used 
in the analysis of the Project impacts. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
Citizens-1-8 It is unclear how the "Project actually represents the current status of air 

quality" as stated in the comment. The Air Resources Board and 
SDAPCD are responsible for monitoring air quality in the area, and any 
monitoring would be done by those agencies. 

 
Citizens-1-9 Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-7 and Citizens-1-8. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
Citizens-1-10 Comment acknowledged. The public facilities identified in the 

University Community Plan Amendment serve as the basis for the 
projects in the proposed North University City PFFP. If an alternative, 
as described in Section 9.2, Alternatives Considered, to the Project is 
selected, then the current PFFP would be amended. In particular, NUC-
A, the widening of Genesee Avenue, would be modified to include the 
features described under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative (the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative has been revised for the Final PEIR) or Pedestrian Bike 
Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. 

 
Citizens-1-11 Please see response to comment Citizens-1-10. 
 
Citizens-1-12 Please see response to comment Citizens-1-10. 
 
 
 
Citizens-1-13 As discussed in Section 4.3.6.1 of the Draft PEIR, the elimination of the 

planned Regents Road Bridge would continue to exclude the ability of 
travelers to access the opposite side of Rose Canyon via Regents Road, 
thus reducing access provided to and from the community. However, it 
is further discussed that the elimination of Regents Road Bridge and 
retention of the roadway in its current condition would not change the 
overall character of the community. While elimination of the Regents 
Road Bridge would not improve accessibility or establish well-defined, 
multi-modal linkage systems in the area, the UCP as a whole includes 
other proposed bicycle and pedestrian linkages that would improve 
accessibility. As described in the current University Community Plan 
Urban Design Element Section III, Linkages, additional pedestrian 
connections, such as urban paths and trails through nature, are proposed 
in the South University Subarea to connect the area to other subareas in 
the University community (see Figure 10 of the UCP). In addition, the 
Draft UCP Transportation Element Amendment proposes other  
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
 bikeways in the South University Subarea (see Figure 23 of the Draft 

UCP Transportation Element). Other linkages are discussed in the Draft 
UCP Transportation Element Amendment such as the Mid-Coast 
Corridor Transit Project. The Mid-Coast Corridor Transit Project will 
extend the Trolley Blue Line service to the University community, 
which will provide additional linkages within the area as six trolley 
stations are currently proposed for the University community. 

 
Citizens-1-14 As discussed in Section 4.3.5.1 of the Draft PEIR, the development of 

Regents Road Bridge and associated roadway modifications would 
introduce a new large and urban visual element that would affect the 
natural aesthetic character of the Rose Canyon area. It should be noted 
that the analysis in this section discusses the development of Regents 
Road Bridge in comparison to existing conditions (i.e., no development 
of the bridge). Should Regents Road Bridge be constructed, while it has 
the potential to be aesthetically pleasing in its design, it also has the 
potential to create a negative aesthetic when compared to retaining the 
Rose Canyon area as it currently exists. 

 
Citizens-1-15 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy 

of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
Citizens-1-16 As discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), when the 

Project is a revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy, or 
ongoing operation, the No Project Alternative will be the continuation 
of the existing plan, policy, or operation into the future. Thus, the 
projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be 
compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing plan. 

 
 Additionally, the commenter states that the construction activity for 

Genesee Avenue Widening should be compared to construction activity 
for the Regents Road Bridge. However, as discussed in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), the evaluation of alternatives shall 
include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed  
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
 project. The Draft PEIR adequately addressed the impacts of the 

alternatives against the impacts of the Project. 
 
Citizens-1-17 Commenter states that a separate letter was submitted to the City 

Planning Department on May 1, 2016, addressing their concerns with 
the Existing Conditions. See Comment Letter Citizens-2. Calculation 
data in the appendices included in Appendix C, Transportation Impact 
Study, is correct and does not have calculation errors. The #DIV/0 and 
##### character strings indicate a formula that has attempted to divide a 
quantity by zero. In all instances where this is present, the movement 
volumes are 0. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-1-18 Comment acknowledged. Please see responses to comments for Letter 

Citizens-2. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-1-19 Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good faith effort was 

made during the preparation of the Draft PEIR. The CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15082, NOP and Determination of Scope of PEIR, were met. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15082, an NOP was prepared and 
circulated on December 2, 2015, which began a 30-day comment period 
that ended on January 4, 2016. Approximately 100 comment letters 
were received on the NOP during this time and were considered in 
preparation of the PEIR. A scoping meeting was held on December 16, 
2015, starting at 6:00 p.m. at the Nobel Recreation Center Meeting 
Room #2, located at 8810 Judicial Drive, San Diego, California 92122, 
to inform the public about the Project and receive comments. Appendix 
A of the Draft PEIR includes all the comment letters received during the 
NOP review period. In addition, the public was advised during the 
scoping meeting and in responses to email/phone inquiries about an 
extension that the NOP and scoping meeting were just the beginning of 
the public input process for the environmental review document, and 
that there would be other opportunities to become involved throughout 
the Project. Further, the public was advised that, while the NOP states a 
30-day deadline for the receipt of comments, public comments would be 
accepted throughout the EIR process, and that there would be additional 
opportunities to provide comment on the Project, such as during public 
review of the draft environmental document and any public hearings. 
The public was also encouraged to provide their contact information so 
they could receive future notices. All applicable requirements 
established by the CEQA Guidelines related to the preparation, notice, 
and public review and comment to both the NOP and Draft PEIR 
prepared for the Project have been adequately followed and complied 
with. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
 
Citizens-1-20 As stated in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the Existing Conditions Report 

prepared in December 2015 and posted to the City’s website on January 
17, 2016, the purpose of the Existing Conditions Report was to 
“summarize the existing conditions within the community for all modes 
of transportation and to identify potential deficiencies and conflicts that 
could be addressed through future changes in the transportation 
network.” As stated in response to comment Citizens-1-19, a good faith 
effort was made during the preparation of the PEIR to contact all 
responsible and trustee agencies; organizations; persons who may have 
an interest in the Project; and all government agencies, including the 
State Clearinghouse. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15082, an NOP was 
prepared and circulated on December 2, 2015, which began a 30-day 
comment period that ended on January 4, 2016. Approximately 100 
comment letters were received on the NOP. Any applicable and/or 
substantive comments in these comment letters were addressed in the 
Draft PEIR. All applicable requirements established by the CEQA 
Guidelines related to the preparation, notice, and public review and 
comment to the NOP prepared for the Project have been adequately 
followed and complied with. 

 
Citizens-1-21 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, CEQA requires that the 

public review period for a Draft EIR be no less than 30 days and no 
longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a 
project is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State 
Agencies, the public review period should be no less than 45 days 
unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State 
Clearinghouse. As the Draft PEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse 
for review, a 45-day review period was required. The Draft PEIR was 
available for public review from June 17, 2016 through August 1, 2016, 
a 45-day time frame consistent with the public review period 
requirements under CEQA. As such, the requisite public review period 
was fulfilled pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. 
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 Commenter requests the comment period be extended at least 30 days. 

In accordance with San Diego Municipal Code §128.0307, Requests for 
Additional Public Review Time on the Draft Environmental Document, 
“The Planning Director may approve a request from the affected 
officially recognized community planning group or interested party if 
there is no officially recognized community planning group for an 
additional review period not to exceed 14 calendar days. The additional 
time for review shall not extend the time for action beyond that required 
under law.” The University Community Planning Group, as “the 
affected officially recognized community planning group” did not 
request an additional review period beyond the 45-day comment period 
occurring between June 17, 2016 and August 1, 2016. 

 
 
 
Citizens-1-22 Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-1 through Citizens-1-21. It 

should be noted that this duplicate letter includes Figure 1, which was 
used to respond to comment Citizens-1-17. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016) 
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Tecolote Canyon Citizens Advisory Committee (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
TCCAC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-1 As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Draft PEIR, “the 

determination of significance regarding any inconsistency with 
development regulations or plan policies is evaluated in terms of the 
potential for the inconsistency to result in physical changes to the 
environment that could result in the creation of secondary 
environmental impacts considered significant under CEQA.” CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss 
inconsistencies with applicable plans that the decision makers should 
address. A project is considered consistent with the provisions of the 
identified regional and local plan if it meets the general intent of the 
plans, and would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the 
land use plan or policy. If a project is determined to be inconsistent with 
specific objectives or policies of a land use plan, but is largely 
consistent with the land use goals of that plan and would not preclude 
the attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan, the project 
would not be considered inconsistent with the plan. In addition, 
inconsistency with specific objectives or policies of a land use plan does 
not necessarily mean that the project would result in a significant impact 
on the physical environment.”  

 
 As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use, subsection 4.1.4, Impact 

Analysis, the Project would not conflict with the environmental goals,  
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
 
 objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or Community Plan or other 

applicable land use plans. Relevant goals and guidelines from the City 
of San Diego General Plan and the UCP were compared against the 
compatibility of the goals of the Project. Implementation of the Project 
would maintain existing conditions. As discussed in Section 4.1.4.2, 
Significance of Impacts, because the Project would result in a 
community plan amendment, the Project would no longer be 
inconsistent with the UCP and UCP Transportation Element. Further, 
this portion of the Project would not conflict with any goals, objectives, 
and recommendations of the City of San Diego General Plan, the North 
City LCP, or any coastal regulations. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 
Section 4.4, Air Quality, subsection 4.4.4.1, Impact Analysis, discussed 
potential conflicts or obstruction to the implementation of applicable air 
quality plans. As discussed, the air quality plans for the SDAB, at the 
time of this analysis, include the CO maintenance plan, the federal 2012 
maintenance plan for the ozone NAAQS, and the RAQS (SDAB is in 
nonattainment for state ozone standards). While the SDAB is designated 
as a nonattainment area for the state PM10, and PM2.5 standards, the 
California CAA does not require preparation of attainment plans for 
these pollutants, and no such plans have been prepared. There are no 
other air quality attainment plans or maintenance plans for the SDAB. 
As stated in subsection 4.4.4.2, Significance of Impacts, “Because the 
Project would not be consistent with the assumptions for roadway 
design and VMT in the General Plan and the RAQS, the Project would 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan.” Therefore, impacts related to criteria pollutant and precursor 
emissions compared to the current assumptions in the RAQS would 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan and would be significant and unmitigated at the program level. 

 
Citizens-2-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-3 Please see response to comment GJB-1-3. 
 
 
Citizens-2-4 Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-46 through Citizens-2-50. 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-5 Please see response to comment GJB-1-4. In addition, the commenter is 

concerned with the environmental impacts related to the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative (the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative has been revised for the Final 
PEIR). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (d) discusses the 
requirements for evaluating alternatives: 

 
“Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information 
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major 
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative 
may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would 
cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be 
caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the 
alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant 
effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles 
(1981) 124 Cal.App.3d 1).”  
 
As addressed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, the Project 
alternatives analysis complied with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, 
which requires a comparative evaluation of the Project with alternatives 
to the Project, including a No Project Alternative. Consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this section focuses on alternatives 
to the Project that are capable of avoiding or substantially reducing any 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
 

significant adverse impacts associated with the Project, despite the 
possibility that the alternatives may impede attainment of Project 
objectives or prove less cost efficient. In addition, implementation of a 
project alternative may potentially result in new impacts that would not 
have resulted from the Project. Table 9-1 of Chapter 9.0, Alternatives 
Analysis, provides a matrix displaying the major characteristics and 
significant environmental effects of each alternative. The State CEQA 
Guidelines require that the analysis of project alternatives provide 
sufficient information about each alternative in order to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Project. 
Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, is consistent with these 
requirements.  

 
As revised in Section 9.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project Objectives. The No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative evaluates the impacts of the removal of the Regents 
Road Bridge project from the UCP and would minimize impacts to 
biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to the other 
alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new structure 
over Rose Canyon and would not involve improvements outside of the 
existing Genesee Avenue right-of-way. This would consist of restriping 
the existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway within the existing 
right-of-way and potentially involve modification of the existing median. 
Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide 
transportation improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic 
impacts related to roadways, intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp 
metering due to greater capacity when compared to the Project. Based 
on the discussion provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is selected 
as the environmentally superior alternative among the other proposed 
alternatives. Please refer to the Clarifications and Modifications section 
for text revisions. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
 

 
Citizens-2-6 The commenter is correct in that the Summary document of the Draft 

PEIR issued by the Planning Department contained an error in omitting 
that the Project would have significant and unmitigated impacts to 
public services and facilities under “Environmental Determination.” The 
Summary document of the Final PEIR to be issued by the Planning 
Department will be updated to correctly state that the Project would 
result in significant and unmitigated impacts to the topic areas of 
transportation/circulation, air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
noise, and public services and facilities. The Draft PEIR did correctly 
discuss that the Project would result in significant and unmitigated 
impacts to public services and facilities in ES.4 and Section 4.13, Public 
Services and Facilities. 

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 provides: 
 
(a) The lead agency shall provide public notice of the availability of a 
draft EIR at the same time as it sends a notice of completion to the 
Office of Planning and Research….Notice shall be mailed to the last 
known name and address of all organizations and individuals who have 
previously requested such notice in writing, and shall also be given by at 
least one of the following procedures: 
 
1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of 

general circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If 
more than one area is affected, the notice shall be published in the 
newspaper of largest circulation from among the newspapers of 
general circulation in those areas. 
 

2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area 
where the project is to be located. 
 

3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous 
to the parcel or parcels on which the project is located. Owners of 
such property shall be identified as shown on the latest equalized 
assessment roll. 



RTC-116 

LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 

Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, a Public Notice of the 
Draft PEIR was prepared and publicly distributed on June 17, 2016. 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a), the Public Notice 
was posted on the City of San Diego Planning Department website, 
posted on the City Clerk website, and published in the San Diego Daily 
Transcript. Additionally, the Public Notice was mailed to state, regional, 
and local agencies; to those who previously provided comment on the 
IS/NOP or otherwise requested to receive a Public Notice. Under 
“Recommended Finding,” the Public Notice did correctly state that the 
Project would result in significant and unmitigated impacts to public 
services and facilities. As such, the Draft PEIR circulated for public 
review was fully adequate under CEQA such that meaningful public 
review was not precluded. Thus, the error in the Summary document of 
the Draft PEIR does not trigger recirculation. 

 
Citizens-2-7 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, CEQA requires that the 

public review period for a Draft EIR be no less than 30 days and no 
longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a 
project is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State 
Agencies, the public review period should be no less than 45 days 
unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State 
Clearinghouse. As the Draft PEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse 
for review, a 45-day review period was required. The Draft PEIR was 
available for public review from June 17, 2016 through August 1, 2016, 
a 45-day time frame consistent with the public review period 
requirements under CEQA. As such, the requisite public review period 
was fulfilled pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. 

 
Further, in accordance with San Diego Municipal Code §128.0307, 
Requests for Additional Public Review Time on the Draft 
Environmental Document, “The Planning Director may approve a 
request from the affected officially recognized community planning 
group or interested party if there is no officially recognized community 
planning group for an additional review period not to exceed 14  
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calendar days. The additional time for review shall not extend the time 
for action beyond that required under law.” The University Community 
Planning Group, as “the affected officially recognized community 
planning group” did not request an additional review period beyond the 
45-day comment period occurring between June 17, 2016 and August 1, 
2016. 

 
Please see response to comment FRC-1-6 with regard to air quality and 
GHG emissions associated with vehicle travel. 

 
Citizens-2-8 Comment noted. 
 
Citizens-2-9 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-10. 
 
Citizens-2-10 Comment acknowledged. The Project includes removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge, which is identified as one of two north/south vehicular, 
bicycle and pedestrian connections in the UCP. Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2 include improvements to the Genesee Avenue 
corridor to address vehicle congestion and improve existing linkages for 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians within the community. 

 
 
 
Citizens-2-11 Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-10 and Citizens-2-50. 
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Citizens-2-12 As stated in the comment, the Project would result in a significant 

impact with regard to criteria pollutant emissions and would conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-13 This comment restates findings from the Draft PEIR, but includes 

additional description that implies some degree of significance not 
indicated in the 2006 DEIR. No further response is required. 
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Citizens-2-14 The CAP includes measures that indirectly relate to the Project as stated 

in subsequent responses. For example, the comment references page 23 
of the CAP with a goal to promote reduction in VMT. However, 
Strategy 3 of the CAP includes actions to increase mass transit, 
implement the Bicycle Master Plan, and support transit-oriented 
development. These actions, and other measures, do not directly relate 
to the removal of a planned improvement from the UCP. 

 
Citizens-2-15 The discussion on page 23 of the CAP is a general description of 

Strategy 3. The actual measures related to reducing vehicle fuel 
consumption are Actions 3.4 and 3.5, which relate to the 
implementation of Traffic Signal and Roundabouts Master Plans of the 
CAP and aim to reduce VMT and promote effective land use by 
implementing transit-oriented development within Transit Priority 
Areas. As such, the Project does not relate to transit-oriented 
development and, thus, the CAP does not directly pertain to roadway 
projects. 

 
Citizens-2-16 Comment noted. 
 
Citizens-2-17 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-14. The comment correctly 

states that the removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would 
eliminate the plans to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each 
side of the bridge that would provide bicycle connectivity from the 
north and south sides of Rose Canyon. As discussed in Section 4.5 of 
the Draft PEIR, the Project was conservatively assumed to not be 
consistent with the City of San Diego CAP. The Final PEIR has been 
revised to include additional discussion of Strategy 3. Refer to the 
Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised 
text. 
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Citizens-2-18 Comment noted. This comment states that the Draft PEIR does not 

acknowledge the consequences of the City’s approval of the Project on 
future public and private development projects. Per CEQA Legislation 
15121(a), the purpose of a Draft PEIR is to inform decision makers and 
the public of the significant environmental effects of a project. It is not 
the purpose of the Draft PEIR to analyze either the consequences on 
future projects or any financial impacts on future projects; thus, no 
further response is required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-19 Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-18 and Citizens-2-22. 
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Citizens-2-20 The comment restates findings from the Draft PEIR, and the 

assumptions from the transportation network are used to estimate any 
mobile source emissions for the region. The Draft PEIR included a typo 
and should state "SDAPCD is currently developing an update to the 
RAQS," not SANDAG. The Final PEIR includes updates to that 
discussion. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications chapter of the 
Final PEIR for revised text. 

 
Citizens-2-21 Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-18 and Citizens-2-22. 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-22 The comment makes several assumptions in that the emissions from one 

project would "cause the RAQS to fall out of compliance" with the 
applicable air quality standards, subsequent projects would rely on 
consistency with that "out of compliance" RAQS, and then those 
development projects would be subject to the effects of successful legal 
challenge. There is no basis to assume any of those actions would occur. 
The impact related to the increase in criteria pollutant emissions is based 
on mass emissions (e.g., pounds per day) consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines and standard practices. And, as stated in the City of San 
Diego CEQA Guidelines, "there are no state recommended models for 
assessing regional ozone concentrations or local PM10 concentration 
from mobile sources." In addition, the Project would not be anticipated 
to result in traffic volumes that would cause a CO hotspot. Therefore, 
the findings in the Draft PEIR are consistent with program-level 
requirements and supported by a complete analysis. 
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Citizens-2-23 Comment acknowledged. The last paragraph under Section 9.2, 

Alternatives Considered, has been revised to clarify that the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative (the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative has been revised for the Final 
PEIR) is the environmentally superior alternative. Refer to the 
Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised 
text. Further, Section 9.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, states 
that No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. 

 
An evaluation and response to comments received on the Draft PEIR is 
included in this document, which has been prepared pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 provides: 
 
a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant 

new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given 
of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under 
Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the 
term “information” can include changes in the project or 
environmental setting as well as additional data or other 
information. New information added to an EIR is not 
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a 
feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring 
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recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

 
1) A new significant environmental impact would result from 

the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to 
be implemented. 

 
2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 

impact would result unless mitigation measures are 
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

 
3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 

considerably different from others previously analyzed 
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

 
4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 

inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded.(Mountain 
Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 
Cal.App.3d 1043) 

 
In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of 
San Diego as the lead agency has evaluated the comments received 
during the 45-day public review period from June 17, 2016 through 
August 1, 2016. The Final PEIR includes the Public Comment Letters 
and Responses and Clarifications and Modifications section that 
includes errata, clarifications, and additions to the Draft PEIR. None of 
the clarifications or amplifications set forth herein change the 
significance conclusions presented in the Draft PEIR or substantially 
alter the analysis presented for public review. Furthermore, the Draft 
PEIR circulated for public review was fully adequate under CEQA such 
that meaningful public review was not precluded. Thus, the 
clarifications provided in these Public Comment Letters and Responses 
and Clarifications and Modifications sections do not constitute 
significant new information that might trigger recirculation. 
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Citizens-2-24 Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft PEIR, including Table 

9-1, has been revised to reflect the magnitude of significance (LS = less 
than significant, NS = no significant impacts, SU = significant and 
unmitigated, or SM = significant but mitigable) rather than “Greater 
than Project” for impacts in the alternatives analysis. The affected 
subsections are described in further detail in the responses to comments 
Citizens-2-25 through Citizens-2-36 below. Refer to the Clarifications 
and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised text. 

 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-25 Section 9.2.1.1 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant impacts 
(SM) to Land Use as compared to the Project. However, the impacts of 
the No Project Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation 
implemented at the project level. 

 
 In addition, while the land use impacts discussion has been called into 

question as being duplicative and a “double-counting” of the biological 
resources impacts analysis discussion, it should be noted that impacts in 
the land use section are analyzed in response to the Land Use questions 
in the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (Initial 
Study Checklist question #3 on page 45, Significance Threshold #6 on 
page 46), as derived from Appendix G, Land Use and Planning question 
“c” (“applicable natural community conservation plan”) of the CEQA 
Statute and Guidelines. 
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Citizens-2-26 Section 9.2.1.4 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant 
construction-related impacts (SM) to Air Quality as compared to the 
Project. However, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be 
less than significant when implemented at the project level. Table 9-1 
has also been revised to reflect less than significant (LS) impacts to air 
quality plans and criteria pollutants for the No Project Alternative rather 
than “Less than Project,” and no significant impacts (NS) for 
construction has been added to Table 9-1 for the Project. 

  
Citizens-2-27 Section 9.2.1.6 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

reflect that the No Project Alternative would have less than significant 
(LS) construction and operation impacts to Energy. 
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Citizens-2-28 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-27.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-29 Section 9.2.1.7 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant 
construction-related impacts (SM) to Noise as compared to the Project. 
Table 9-1 has also been revised to reflect significant (SM) impacts to 
established standards (operational noise) with construction of the 
Regents Road Bridge, and less than significant impacts to established 
standards (operational noise) with the Genesee Avenue Widening. 
However, the significant impacts of the No Project Alternative would be 
less than significant with mitigation implemented at the project level.  

 
 For the Project, Table 9-1 has been revised to clarify significant and 

unmitigated (SU) for established standards (operational noise) with the 
Genesee Avenue Widening only, and less than significant (LS) impacts 
has been added for established standards (operational noise) with 
construction of the Regents Road Bridge. No significant impacts (NS) 
has also been added for construction for the Project. 
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Citizens-2-30 Section 9.2.1.8 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant impacts 
(SM) to Historical Resources as compared to the Project. However, the 
impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant 
with mitigation implemented at the project level. 
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Citizens-2-31 The City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea 

Plan permits utility lines and roads, provided they are conditionally 
compatible with the biological objectives of the MSCP and are in 
compliance with the policies in Section 1.4.2 on page 45 of the Subarea 
Plan. Specifically, Construction and Maintenance Policy #2 states that, 
“All new development for utilities and facilities within or crossing the 
MHPA shall be planned, designed, located and constructed to minimize 
environmental impacts. All such activities must avoid disturbing the 
habitat of MSCP covered species, and wetlands. If avoidance is 
infeasible, mitigation will be required.” Policy #4 states that 
“Construction and maintenance activities in wildlife corridors must 
avoid significant disruption of corridor usage. Environmental 
documents and mitigation monitoring and reporting programs covering 
such development must clearly specify how this will be achieved…” 
Due to the No Project Alternative involving construction of the Regents 
Road Bridge and the reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue across Rose 
Canyon as compared to the Project (no construction), there is the 
potential for significant environmental impacts to biological resources, 
which will require mitigation. 

 
 Section 9.2.1.9 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

clarify that both the construction of the Regents Road Bridge and the 
widening of Genesee Avenue components of the No Project Alternative 
would have significant impacts (SM) to Biological Resources as 
compared to the Project, including jurisdictional habitats as is analyzed 
in Section 4.9.1.2 on page 4.9-8 and Section 4.9.1.3 on page 4.9-21. 
However, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than 
significant with mitigation implemented at the project level. 
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Citizens-2-32 Due to nature of the No Project Alternative involving construction (the 

Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue) as 
compared to the Project (no construction), and the Impact Analyses 
provided in Sections 4.10.4, 4.10.5, and 4.10.6, there is the potential for 
significant environmental impacts to Geologic Conditions, which would 
require mitigation. Section 9.2.1.10 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR 
have been revised to reflect that the No Project Alternative would have 
significant impacts (SM) to Geologic Conditions as compared to the 
Project. However, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be 
less than significant with mitigation implemented at the project level. 

 
Citizens-2-33 Section 9.2.1.11 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

clarify that the No Project Alternative would have less than significant 
(LS) impacts to Paleontological Resources. 

 
 
 
Citizens-2-34 Due to very nature of the No Project Alternative involving construction 

(the Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue) as 
compared to the Project (no construction), the potential for significant 
environmental impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality would be 
greater than the Project. However, the construction of the two 
components of the No Project Alternative would require compliance 
with the Municipal Permit, the City’s Storm Water Standards, and the 
Model BMP Design Manual to maintain predevelopment hydrology, as 
well as the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures, 
which incorporate LID site design and treatment control BMPs. Because 
compliance with these regulations is mandatory, impacts to Hydrology 
and Water Quality from the No Project Alternative would be less than 
significant. Section 9.2.1.12 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been 
revised to reflect that the No Project Alternative would have less than 
significant impacts (LS) to Hydrology and Water Quality.  
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Citizens-2-35 Section 9.2.1.14 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant impacts 
(SM) to Public Utilities as compared to the Project. Installation, 
extension, and relocation of on-site utilities would be required under the 
No Project Alternative. In addition, construction and demolition 
activities associated with the construction of the Regents Road Bridge 
and the widening of Genesee Avenue would generate solid waste that 
may require the preparation of a Waste Management Plan if the Project 
will generate 60 tons or more of solid waste. However, the impacts of 
the No Project Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation 
implemented at the project level. 

 
Citizens-2-36 Section 9.2.1.15 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

clarify that the No Project Alternative would have less than significant 
(LS) impacts to wildland fires, emergency plans, and AIAs, and a 
significant impact (SM) to hazardous materials for Health and Safety. 

 
As stated in Section 4.15.1 on page 4.15-8, CAL FIRE’s Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone maps designate the northern portion of the UCP Area as 
“Very High.” In addition, the eastern portions of the UCP contain areas 
designated as “High” to “Very High.” Rose Canyon and Marian Bear 
Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon are designated as “Very High.” 
Due to these conditions, the No Project Alternative’s use of construction 
equipment, similar to any powered equipment or vehicle, can be a 
source of potential fire, due to electrical sparks and use of flammable 
materials that could ignite and spread quickly to surrounding areas and 
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fuel sources. Therefore, greater potential exists for exposure to wildland 
fires with the No Project Alternative as compared to the Project. 
However, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than 
significant with adherence to the required brush management 
regulations, and preparation of a Brush Management Plan and Program 
at the project level. 

 
In addition, due to the previous uses surrounding the Regents Road 
Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening sites, unidentified areas of soil 
contamination may be encountered during construction of the No 
Project Alternative. Any contaminated soil or groundwater encountered 
within the confines of the construction areas or modification of 
groundwater monitoring wells during construction activities would be 
considered a significant impact. However, the impacts of the No Project 
Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation implemented 
at the project level. 

 
Citizens-2-37 Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the objective of 

Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft PEIR is to focus on 
alternatives to the Project that are capable of avoiding or substantially 
reducing any significant adverse impacts associated with the Project, 
despite the possibility that the alternatives may impede attainment of 
project objectives or prove less cost efficient. In addition, 
implementation of a project alternative may potentially result in new 
impacts that would not have resulted from the proposed project. The 
State CEQA Guidelines require that the analysis of project alternatives 
provide sufficient information about each alternative in order to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project.  

 
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, Draft PEIR Chapter 9.0 included 
a comparative evaluation of a range of project alternatives. According to 
CEQA, the goal of the project alternatives analysis is not to evaluate 
each and every potential alternative to the proposed project; instead, the 
overall aim of the alternatives analysis is to evaluate a range of feasible  
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project alternatives that could potentially reduce project impacts 
identified in the Draft PEIR. The Draft PEIR Chapter 9.0, Alternatives 
Analysis, is consistent with this goal. 
 
Table 9-1 has been revised to reflect the magnitude of significance (LS 
= less than significant, NS = no significant impacts, SU = significant 
and unmitigated, or SM = significant but mitigable) rather than “Greater 
than Project” for impacts in the alternatives analysis.  
 
When compared to the other proposed alternatives described in Chapter 
9.0, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative (the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative has been revised 
for the Final PEIR) is considered the environmentally superior 
alternative because it would result in fewer impacts to 
transportation/circulation, air quality (operation), GHGs, and noise 
(operation) since this alternative would not result in the construction of 
a bridge structure. Further, the other proposed alternatives, which would 
result in the construction of either Regents Road Bridge or a Pedestrian 
Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve less open space 
and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on this 
analysis, both Table 9-1 and Section 9.3 have been revised to clarify the 
findings for the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative (the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative has 
been revised for the Final PEIR) as the environmentally superior 
alternative. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications section of the 
Final PEIR for revised text. 
 

Citizens-2-38 Comment noted. 
 
Citizens-2-39 Please see response to comment Citizens 2-24. The environmentally 

superior alternative includes a comprehensive look at all factors 
evaluated in the PEIR and not solely transportation.  
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Citizens-2-40 Please see responses to comments Citizens 2-24 and Citizens 2-37. 
 
Citizens-2-41 Please see responses to comments Citizens 2-24 and Citizens 2-37. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-42 Please see responses to comments FRC-1-10, Citizens 2-24, and 

Citizens 2-37. 
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Citizens-2-43 Please see response to comment Citizens 1-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-44 Please see response to comment Citizens-1-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-135 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-45 Please see response to comment Citizens-1-5. 
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Citizens-2-46 Reasons for utilizing HCM 2000 Methodologies rather than 2010 

Methodologies are included in Chapter 3 (page 3-5) of the 
Transportation Impact Study provided in Appendix C. There are 
currently no methods or significant thresholds established by the City of 
San Diego for evaluating pedestrian and bicycle by level of service, nor 
other metrics. With no set thresholds established, the lead agency has 
the right to decide how impacts are analyzed in a CEQA document. 
Nevertheless, pedestrian evaluations for this effort were qualitative, 
focusing on access to transit. Additionally, bicycle evaluations for this 
effort included a qualitative measure of a bicyclist's level of stress 
(BLTS). 

 
 
 
Citizens-2-47 While Series 13 growth forecasts were adopted at the time this study 

was initiated, the model was not available for use by local agencies. 
Series 13 subarea modeling procedures had not been established nor 
performed at that time. Series 13 changed processes from a four-step 
model previously used in Series 12 to a new activity-based model and, 
therefore, requires new procedures and inputs to be developed and 
agreed upon at the subarea modeling level. These processes include land 
use assumptions, model calibration techniques, and traffic analysis zone 
(TAZ) modifications. The uncertainty of the Series 13 subarea model 
results and the timing of the necessary modeling work was determined 
to be insufficient for these efforts. Series 12 provided a level of 
confidence in its results due to past experience using its subarea 
modeling procedures and developing calibrated results. 
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Citizens-2-48 Future traffic conditions were determined based on future SANDAG 

models. Method for determining future peak hour turning movements at  
 the study intersections is included in Chapter 7 (page 7-1) of the 

Transportation Impact Study provided in Appendix C. 
 
Citizens-2-49 Study area intersection selection criteria are included in Chapter 2 (page 

2-1) of the Transportation Impact Study (Appendix C). The SANTEC 
recommendations are for project-level analysis. For regional level, per 
City of San Diego recommendations, study area intersections should be 
within the community boundary with the option to extend one TAZ 
farther from the boundary. The area south of SR-52 is within the 
Clairemont Community. The Clairemont Mesa Community Plan Update 
is currently underway. 

 
Citizens-2-50 The commenter assesses that the Draft PEIR did not fully evaluate the 

impacts related to energy use and consumption in relation to VMT. As 
discussed in Section 4.4.4.1, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.4, Air 
Quality, the Project would increase the total regional VMT compared to 
the Adopted UCP. The commenter’s assertion that the conclusion that 
the Project “would not result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or 
other forms of energy above those of existing conditions,” provided in 
Section 4.6.5.2 of Section 4.6, Energy, is incorrect. The Project differs 
from traditional projects in that it removes planned elements from the 
UCP. As discussed in Section 4.4.4.1, Impact Analysis, the Project does 
not include the construction of new residential or commercial buildings; 
therefore, it would not directly increase population or regional 
employment that would cause a net increase in regional VMT. However, 
the transportation network changes as a result of the Project have not 
been included in the regional emissions analysis of the RAQS. The 
Project requires an amendment to the General Plan and, as determined 
in this analysis (see Issue 2 in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation), 
would increase the total regional VMT compared to the Adopted UCP. 
Estimated VMT for the Project is essentially based on the current 
roadway network conditions demonstrated at a future year. As discussed 
in 4.4.5.1, Impact Analysis, this methodology was utilized to better  
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 account for increased roadway demands from cumulative planned 

growth that would affect traffic operations. As such, the Draft PEIR was 
correct in the determination that energy consumption associated with 
excessive amounts of fuel would not result in an increased reliance on 
fossil fuels above that which already exists under current roadway 
network conditions. 

 
Citizens-2-51 Please see response to comment FRC-1-6. 
 
Citizens-2-52 Commenter states that the Draft PEIR failed to describe the rationale for 

selecting alternatives to be discussed. As stated in Section 9.1, Rationale 
for Alternative Selection, “in developing the alternatives to be addressed 
in this chapter, consideration was given to each alternative’s ability to 
meet the basic objectives of the Project and to eliminate or reduce 
potentially significant environmental impacts.” Section 9.1.1 
summarizes the significant impacts of the Project and states that the 
alternatives were first evaluated to see if they could reduce or avoid any 
or all significant impacts. Section 9.1.2 discusses the specific objectives 
of the Project and states that the objectives assisted the City in 
developing a reasonable range of alternatives. Sections 9.1.1 and 9.1.2, 
which precede the analysis of alternatives, meet the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(c) by adequately describing the rationale for selecting 
the alternatives to be discussed.  

 
Citizens-2-53 During the 30-day scoping process that began on December 2, 2015 and 

ended on January 4, 2016, there were no additional alternatives 
considered and rejected as infeasible. As such, page 1-6 of Chapter 1.0, 
Introduction and page 9-1 of Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, has 
removed any statement related to discussion of alternatives that were 
considered, but rejected. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications 
section of the Final PEIR for revised text. 
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Citizens-2-54 Comment noted. 
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Citizens-2-55 Please see responses to comments GJB-1-4 and Citizens-2-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-56 Sections 9.2.3.2, 9.2.3.3, and 9.2.3.4 have been revised within the Final 

PEIR to include the environmental topics noted by the commenter. It 
should be noted that Section 9.2.3.3 of the Draft PEIR already included 
discussion of retaining walls and crib walls related to visual effects and 
neighborhood character.  

 
Citizens-2-57 Please see responses to comments GJB-1-4 and Citizens-2-37. 
 
Citizens-2-58 The commenter questions the inclusion of Fire Station 9 as part of the 

analysis in Section 4.13, Public Services and Facilities. The discussion 
incorporates the conclusions of the Transportation Impact Study 
(Appendix C). According to Chapter 14, Emergency Response (page 
14-1), the City of San Diego Fire Department provided input regarding 
the existing response times specific to the Project area, which included 
the following three fire stations: Station 35, Station 27, and Station 9. 
The Draft PEIR included a discussion of all three fire stations in order to 
maintain consistency with the analysis provided in the Transportation 
Impact Study.  
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Citizens-2-59 Page 2-16 of the Final PEIR has been revised to remove the following 

sentence: “A more detailed analysis of the project alternatives in the 
context of the CMCP is provided in Section 4.1 of this PEIR.” Refer to 
the Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for 
revised text. 

 
Citizens-2-60 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-31. 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-61 As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, “the 

determination of significance regarding any inconsistency with 
development regulations or plan policies is evaluated in terms of the 
potential for the inconsistency to result in physical changes to the 
environment that could result in the creation of secondary 
environmental impacts considered significant under CEQA.” CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss 
inconsistencies with applicable plans that the decision makers should 
address. A project is considered consistent with the provisions of the 
identified regional and local plan if it meets the general intent of the 
plans, and would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the 
land use plan or policy. If a project is determined to be inconsistent with 
specific objectives or policies of a land use plan, but is largely  
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 consistent with the land use goals of that plan and would not preclude 

the attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan, the project 
would not be considered inconsistent with the plan. In addition, 
inconsistency with specific objectives or policies of a land use plan does 
not necessarily mean that the project would result in a significant impact 
on the physical environment.”  

 
 As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use, subsection 4.1.4, Impact 

Analysis, the Project would not conflict with the environmental goals, 
objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or Community Plan or other 
applicable land use plans. Relevant goals and guidelines from the City 
of San Diego General Plan and the UCP were compared against the 
compatibility of the goals of the Project. Implementation of the Project 
would maintain existing conditions. As discussed in Section 4.1.4.2, 
Significance of Impacts, because the Project would result in a 
community plan amendment, the Project would no longer be 
inconsistent with the UCP and UCP Transportation Element. Further, 
this portion of the Project would not conflict with any goals, objectives, 
and recommendations of the City of San Diego General Plan, the North 
City LCP, or any coastal regulations. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 
Citizens-2-62 The following revisions will be made on the Final PEIR to provide 

further clarification. Table 4.2-11 (page 4.2-37) of the Final PEIR will 
be revised to add additional explanation regarding the Roadway 
Segment Discussion on page 4.2-36. In addition, Table 4.2-12 (page 
4.2-37) of the Final PEIR will be revised to show all impacted roadway 
segments and "no improvement proposed" will be added on applicable 
segments that do not have feasible mitigation measures. Refer to the 
Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised 
text. 

 
Citizens-2-63 Please see response comment Citizens-2-62. 
 
Citizens-2-64 Please see response comment Citizens-1-5. 
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Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-65 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-20. Contrary to the 

comment, the Draft PEIR does assess the air quality impacts of the 
Project. Although SANDAG will update regional VMT with future 
plans, the Draft PEIR also states that the Project would increase the total 
regional VMT compared to the Adopted UCP and "the increase in VMT 
and change in the roadway network as a result of the Project would not 
have been accounted for in the current RAQS." Therefore, the Project 
could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan. 

 
Citizens-2-66 Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-7 and Citizens-1-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-67 Please see responses to comments FRC-1-6 and FRC-1-19. 
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Citizens-2-68 Please see response comment Citizens-2-14 and 2-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-69 Please see response comment Citizens-1-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-70 Comment noted. 
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Citizens-2-71 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-72 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
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Citizens-2-73 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-46. 
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Citizens-2-74 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-47. 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-75 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-48. 
 
 
Citizens-2-76 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-49. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-77 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-50. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizens-2-78 Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-46, Citizens-2-49, and 

Citizens-2-50. 
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Citizens-2-79 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy 

of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Citizens-2-80 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy 

of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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FRC-2-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
FRC-2-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
 
 
 
 
FRC-2-3 The commenter states that the original Regents Road Bridge design as 

described in Section ES.1.2 and Section 3.2.2, which consisted of 
constructing “two separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose 
Canyon to connect the south and north ends of Regents Road” is 
erroneous. The commenter mentions that this concern was brought to the 
City’s attention in a letter from D. Knight to S. Morrison dated January 4, 
2016. The commenter claims that to connect the 1,472-foot span between 
the north and south Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon, the 
construction of a new 600-foot road within Rose Canyon Open Space Park 
would be required. This comment is acknowledged.  
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Section 3.2.2, Removal of Regents Road Bridge, in Chapter 3.0, Project 
Description, provides details of all features of the Regents Road Bridge 
construction, including the four-lane road that would have been built by 
filling of a tributary canyon and cutting through a ridge. The preliminary 
design for the Regents Road Bridge as originally described in the 
University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR 
(SCH#2004031011) prepared by the City of San Diego in 2006 was a 
product of extensive evaluation by the City to serve as a basis for 
assessing the environmental consequences as well as feasibility. The 
description of Regents Road Bridge provided in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft 
PEIR is consistent with the description provided in the University City 
North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR. 

 
FRC-2-4 Please see response to comment FRC-2-3. 
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FRC-3-1 Commenter provides revisions to the University City North/South 

Transportation Corridor Study EIR (SCH#2004031011) prepared by the 
City of San Diego in 2006. This comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Reiger, Ed (June 26, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ER-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-190 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Reiger, Ed (June 26, 2016) 
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Hugh McCutchen Jr. (July 4, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
HM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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LT-1-1 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-24. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LT-1-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10. 
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LT-1-3 The commenter questions what would occur if the Project is implemented. 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 
would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area that are 
associated with the Project. However, the proposed mitigation measure 
improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any 
impact fee or CIP and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. If 
implemented, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 would reduce 
impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred 
to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the 
Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



RTC-195 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Lisa Sutton (July 13, 2016) 
 
 
 

LS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.  

 
LS-1-2 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
LS-1-3 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
LS-1-4 Comment acknowledged. As discussed in Section 9.2.1.9 on page 9-17 of 

the Draft PEIR, impacts under the No Project Alternative would be greater 
than those identified for the Project because less land would be preserved 
in open space. The proposed changes at Rose Canyon would result in 
greater impacts related to Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats and greater 
impacts to aquatic resources including vernal pools and wetlands 
compared to the Project. 

 
LS-1-5 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
LS-1-6 The changes in air pollutants were estimated for the Project using standard 

and accepted models. The CEQA Guidelines do not require monitoring of 
actual air quality conditions for the EIR. In addition, it is not possible to 
monitor impacts of changes to planned projects at the time of the analysis.  
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Lisa Sutton (July 13, 2016) 
 

LS-1-7 As discussed in Section 9.2.1.7 on page 9-16 of the Draft PEIR, impacts 
under the No Project Alternative are anticipated to expose people to noise 
levels that exceed City standards. As shown in Table 4.7-2, Future Year 
With Project in comparison to Future Year With Adopted UCP, ADT and 
peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor would 
substantially decrease by more than half. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the 
distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Regents 
Road Corridor decreases by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With Project 
compared to With Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not expose people to current or 
future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the 
Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). However, 
impacts under the No Project Alternative are anticipated to expose people 
to noise levels that exceed City standards. As such, the No Project 
Alternative would require mitigation measures to be determined at the 
project level. 

 
LS-1-8 Comment acknowledged. 
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Feroza Ardeshir (July 17, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
FA-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Barbara Franklin (July 17, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
BF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 
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Tom Remillard (July 17, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
TR-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Hallie Burch (July 18, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Michael Duffey (July 18, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
MD-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 
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Walker Fillius (July 18, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
WF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Jan and Jim Hawkins (July 18, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JJH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Andrea and Carl Ito (July 18, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
ACI-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 
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Richard Quinonez (July 18, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
RQ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Tama Becker-Varano (July 19, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
TBV-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Tracy Gratteau (July 19, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TG-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
TG-1-2 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
TG-1-3 As discussed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, impacts to emergency 

services under the No Project Alternative would be slightly improved 
when compared to the Project in the future year. However, as with the 
Project, the No Project Alternative would result in operational 
deterioration as shown in Table 9-2 when compared to the City’s target 
average response times. Based on the program-level analysis, impacts 
associated with emergency service response times under the Project and 
the No Project Alternative would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level. 

 
TG-1-4 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Tracy Gratteau (July 19, 2016) 
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Petr Krysl (July 19, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
PK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Lisa Smith (July 19, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
LSM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LSM-1-2 Comment acknowledged. As discussed in Section 9.2.1.9 on page 9-17 of 

the Draft PEIR, impacts under the No Project Alternative would be greater 
than those identified for the Project because less land would be preserved 
in open space. The proposed changes at Rose Canyon would result in 
greater impacts related to Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats and greater 
impacts to aquatic resources including vernal pools and wetlands 
compared to the Project. 

 
LSM-1-3 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
LSM-1-4 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
LSM-1-5 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of 
the administrative record. 
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Shelley Plumb (July 20, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
SP-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Sandra S. Goldsmith (July 21, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
SG-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Sandra S. Goldsmith (July 21, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-214 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Karen Liu (July 22, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
KL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-216 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Sam Strong (July 22, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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LB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Mackenzie Forgey (July 23, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Richard M. Larsen (July 23, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
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Kim Morch (July 23, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-221 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Bill and Joan Breher (July 24, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
BJB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-222 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Bill and Joan Breher (July 24, 2016) 
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RTC-223 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Randy Fillat (July 24, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-224 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Randy Fillat (July 24, 2016) 
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RTC-225 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Randy Fillat (July 24, 2016) 
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RTC-226 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Randy Fillat (July 24, 2016) 
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RTC-227 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 

William G. Griswold (July 24, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
WG-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-228 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Jan Hawkins (July 24, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
JH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-229 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Christopher Nielsen and Dr. Paula M.D. Fitzgerald (July 24, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
NF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



RTC-230 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Sam Strong (July 24, 2016) 
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RTC-231 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Sam Strong (July 24, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SS-2-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



RTC-232 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Diane Ahern (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
DA-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP. 
Commenter also reiterates the Project’s significant and unmitigated 
environmental impacts and that the No Project Alternative would result in 
fewer impacts than the Project, similar to what is discussed in Table 9-1. 
Please see response to comment Citizens-2-24 as Table 9-1 has been 
revised in the Final PEIR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-233 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Dan Gertler (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DG-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-234 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Cynthia Jenson-Elliott (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
CJE-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-235 

LETTER RESPONSE 

E.L. Lotecka (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ELL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-236 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Elisa Parker (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
EP-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of 
the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



RTC-237 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
KR-1-1 Commenter is asking why the University Community Plan Amendment 

PEIR was given a shorter public comment period of 45 days compared 
to the Uptown Community Plan Update EIR’s 60-day public comment 
period. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, CEQA requires 
that the public review period for a Draft EIR be no less than 30 days and 
no longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a 
project is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State 
Agencies, the public review period should be no less than 45 days 
unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State 
Clearinghouse. As the Draft PEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse 
for review, a 45-day review period was required. The Draft PEIR was 
available for public review from June 17, 2016 through August 1, 2016, 
a 45-day timeframe consistent with the public review period 
requirements under CEQA. As such, the requisite public review period 
was fulfilled pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. 

 
In accordance with San Diego Municipal Code §128.0307, Requests for 
Additional Public Review Time on the Draft Environmental Document, 
“The Planning Director may approve a request from the affected 
officially recognized community planning group or interested party if 
there is no officially recognized community planning group for an 
additional review period not to exceed 14 calendar days. The additional 
time for review shall not extend the time for action beyond that required 
under law.” The University Community Planning Group, as “the 
affected officially recognized community planning group” did not 
request an additional review period beyond the 45 day comment period 
occurring between June 17, 2016 and August 1, 2016. 

 
 
 
 
 



RTC-238 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
KR-2-1 The CAP Consistency Checklist is applicable to new land use 

development projects. As such, the Project is not considered new land use 
development; therefore, completion of the CAP checklist is not required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-239 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KR-3-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-240 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KR-4-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-241 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 

Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KR-5-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
KR-5-2 As discussed in response to comment KR-2-1, the Project is not 

considered a land use development project. In addition, as discussed in 
Section 4.5 of the Draft PEIR, the Project was conservatively assumed to 
not be consistent with the City of San Diego CAP. That finding does not 
affect the approval of the Project. 

 
KR-5-3 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
KR-5-4 Please see response to comment Citizens-1-5. 
 
KR-5-5 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-242 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Marcia Munn (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MM-1-2 Updates have been made to Draft PEIR Section 2.1.2 (page 2-4), Section 

2.1.3.5 (page 2-7), Section 2.1.4.5 (page 2-12), and Section 4.2.1.2 (page 
4.2-10) to add additional text discussing the existing public transit in the 
South University Area. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications 
section of the Final PEIR for revised text. 

 
 
 
 
 
MM-1-3 Comment acknowledged. Section 4.2.8 of the Draft PEIR discusses 

alternative transportation. This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-243 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Marcia Munn (July 25, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
MM-1-4 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PPEIR, but is part of the administrative record and will be 
considered by the City during the decision-making process. 

 
 
 
 
MM-1-5 The Draft PPEIR includes analysis of public services and facilities. As 

discussed on page 4.13-19 of the Draft PEIR, the Project would result in 
an increase in projected traffic in the future year. The impact on police and 
fire and emergency service response times would be significant. 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 would result in improvements to 
intersection and road segment operations, and traffic conditions would 
deteriorate significantly with removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Further, the proposed 
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently 
included in any impact fee or CIP and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this 
time. Therefore, impacts to emergency service providers associated with 
the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 

 
MM-1-6 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-244 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Marcia Munn (July 25, 2016) 
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RTC-245 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Virgil Elliott (July 26, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

VE-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
VE-1-2 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
VE-1-3 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-246 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

E.L. Lotecka (July 26, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ELL-2-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-247 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Susan Breisch (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
SB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-248 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Robert Byrnes and Theresa Fassel (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
RBTF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-249 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

James DeShazo (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JD-1-1 As discussed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, on page 9-1 of the 

Draft PEIR, CEQA requires that a discussion of alternatives to the project 
be provided. Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 
states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe a range of reasonable alternatives to 
the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.” Section 15126.6(f) further states, 
“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of 
reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary 
to permit a reasoned choice.” This is defined in the same section of the 
CEQA Guidelines as not meaning every conceivable alternative to the 
project, but only a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. 

 
 Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid significant 

impacts, the discussion of alternatives should focus on alternatives “to the 
project or its location” that will substantially lessen or avoid the significant 
effects of the project, even if the alternatives might impede the attainment 
of the project objectives or be more expensive (Section 15126.6(b)). 

 
 Therefore, the alternatives identified in the Draft PEIR analysis considered 

(1) significant impacts from the Project that could be reduced or avoided 
by an alternatives, (2) project objectives, and (3) feasibility of the 
alternatives available. The alternatives presented in the Draft PEIR are in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 



RTC-250 

LETTER RESPONSE 
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James DeShazo (July 27, 2016) 
 
JD-1-2 The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee 

Avenue Alternative is now the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative in the Final EIR.  

 
As revised in Section 9.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project Objectives. The No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative evaluates the impacts of the removal of the Regents 
Road Bridge project from the UCP and would minimize impacts to 
biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to the other 
alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new structure 
over Rose Canyon and would not involve improvements outside of the 
existing Genesee Avenue right-of-way. This would consist of restriping the 
existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway within the existing right-
of-way and potentially involve modification of the existing median. Lastly, 
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide transportation improvements 
that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts related to roadways, 
intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due to greater capacity 
when compared to the Project. Based on the discussion provided above, 
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative is selected as the environmentally superior 
alternative among the other proposed alternatives. Please refer to the 
Clarifications and Modifications section for text revisions. 

 
JD-1-3 Please see response to comment JD-1-2. 
 
JD-1-4 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-251 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 

James DeShazo (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JD-2-1 See response to comment JD-1-1 above. 
 
JD-2-2 See response to comment JD-1-2 above. 
 
 
JD-2-3 See response to comment JD-1-3 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-252 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Lynda Gilgun (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
LG-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-253 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Chiwei Hung (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
CH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-254 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Ariane Jansma (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
AJ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-255 

LETTER RESPONSE 

E.L. Loctecka (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ELL-3-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-256 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

E.L. Loctecka (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ELL-4-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-257 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LR-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
LR-1-2 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
LR-1-3 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposed the removal of both the 

Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the 
UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but 
is part of the administrative record. 

 
LR-1-4 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
LR-1-5 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-258 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LR-1-6 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-259 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LR-1-7  Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LR-1-8 Comment acknowledged. Commenter discusses the addition of a new fire 

station in the UCP area, which is not related to the Project. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the 
administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-260 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LR-1-9 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
LR-1-10 The commenter assesses that Figure 4.2-6 does not match the traffic 

patterns on the Genesee Corridor. Figure 4.2-6 displays the Existing 
Roadway Segments Level of Service (LOS). Each roadway segment in the 
study area was evaluated by comparing the average daily traffic (ADT) 
volume (based on ADT counts conducted in May 2015) with the 
roadway's theoretical capacity based on its classification. This is a 
volume-to-capacity comparison and is a planning tool used to determine 
the general traffic demand on a segment. For more information on 
roadway segment LOS, refer to page 3-7 of the Transportation Impact 
Study (Appendix C). 

 
LR-1-11 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
LR-1-12  Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 



RTC-261 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
LR-1-13  Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-262 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-263 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-264 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-265 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-266 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-267 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-268 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Heather K. Rogers (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-269 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Heather K. Rogers (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HR-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-270 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Heather K. Rogers (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-271 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Phoenix Von Hendy (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
PVH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-272 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

R.G. Wilkins (July 27, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RGW-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-273 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

R.G. Wilkins (July 27, 2016) 
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RTC-274 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Valerie Crane and Robert Cox (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-275 

LETTER RESPONSE 

  
 
 
 

Valerie Crane and Robert Cox (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CC-1-2 Comment acknowledged. Commenters oppose the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of 
the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-276 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 

James DeShazo (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JD-3-1 The removal of Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not 

eliminate any plans to expand the bicycle facilities along the roadway. The 
Class II Bike Lane would remain in place along Genesee Avenue. The 
removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the 
plans to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each side of the 
bridge that would provide bicycle connectivity from the north and south 
sides of Rose Canyon. As discussed in Section 4.5 of the Draft PEIR, the 
Project was conservatively assumed to not be consistent with the City of 
San Diego CAP.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-277 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

C. Faye Duggan (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
CFD-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-278 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Marty Eberhardt (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ME-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-279 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Phil Hastings (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
PH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-280 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 

Dorothy V. Jahn (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
DJ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-281 

LETTER RESPONSE 

John W. and Anna Lewis (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JAL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JAL-1-2 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 



RTC-282 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

John W. and Anna Lewis (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
JAL-1-3 Comment acknowledged. The impacts mentioned by the commenter are 

discussed in the Draft PEIR in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of 
the administrative record. 

 
JAL-1-4 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
JAL-1-5 Commenter is referring to Condition 27 of the Planned Residential 

Development Permit (PRD No. 84-0314) for the University Terrace 
development, which per Exhibit “A” required Angelucci Development, 
Inc. to install landscaping as part of the design in the median of Genesee 
Avenue, just north of Governor Drive and adjacent to the project, as a 
condition of their permit. Subdivision Board Resolution No. 3968 initially 
required the developer to extend the existing median to prevent left turns 
to northbound Genesee Avenue. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
JAL-1-6 Comment acknowledged. Commenters oppose the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. Commenter also states that many 
assumptions in the Draft PEIR are inaccurate, misleading, and incorrect, 
but does not go into depth on what those are. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-283 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
GM-1-2 Updates have been made to Draft PEIR Section 2.1.2 (page 2-4), Section 

2.1.3.5 (page 2-7), Section 2.1.4.5 (page 2-12), and Section 4.2.1.2 (page 
4.2-10) to add additional text discussing the existing public transit in the 
South University Area. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications 
section of the Final PEIR for revised text. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
GM-1-3 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
GM-1-4 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 



RTC-284 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GM-1-5 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GM-1-6 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-285 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016) 
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RTC-286 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016) 
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RTC-287 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016) 
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RTC-288 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Lisa G. Medeiros (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LGM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-289 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Ramona Partow (July 28, 2016) 
 
RP-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-290 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Robert Schlaug (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses opposition to the removal 

of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
RS-1-2 Comment acknowledged. Analysis did not reveal the need to barricade 

Millikin Street. If cut through traffic is a problem in the future, residents of 
the neighborhood can put a request through traffic operations to have a 
Traffic Calming Study completed. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
RS-1-3 Please see response to comment RS-1-2. 
 
RS-1-4 Please see response to comment RS-1-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-291 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Cheryl Stigall (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
CS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-292 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Emily Troemel (July 28, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ET-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-293 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Barry Bernstein (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-294 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Bill Colburn (July 29, 2016) 
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RTC-295 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bill Colburn (July 29, 2016) 
 
BC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



RTC-296 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Peter Dragin (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
PD-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-297 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Anne-Marie Groves (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AMG-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-298 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Lane and Marilyn Hauck (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
LMH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-299 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Andrea and Carl Ito (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ACI-2-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-300 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Katherine Lazzaro (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KLA-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-301 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

E.L. Lotecka (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ELL-5-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-302 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

E.L. Lotecka (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ELL-6-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-303 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016) 
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RTC-304 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HMA-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
HMA-1-2 The commenter discusses his concerns with the traffic study area. A study 

area intersection selection criterion is included in Chapter 2 (page 2-1) of 
the Transportation Impact Study (Appendix C). The SANTEC 
recommendations are for project-level analysis. For regional level, per 
City of San Diego recommendations, study area intersections should be 
within the community boundary with the option to extend one traffic 
analysis zone (TAZ) farther from the boundary. The area south of SR-52 is 
within the Clairemont Mesa Community. The Clairemont Mesa 
Community Plan Update is currently underway. 

 
HMA-1-3 As requested by the commenter, Figure 4.2-1, Traffic Study Area 

Roadway and Freeway Segments, of the Final PEIR has been revised to 
highlight I-5 between La Jolla Village Drive and SR-52 and highlight SR-
52 between I-5 and I-805. 

 
HMA-1-4   The commenter contends that the segments analyzed in this table are 

inconsistent with the segments shown in Figure 4.2.1. Please see Table 
4.2-7, Existing Freeway Segments with Unacceptable LOS, of the Final 
PEIR. 



RTC-305 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016) 
 
HMA-1-5 The commenter requests incorporation of SB 743 in the list of relevant 

regulations as discussed in Section 4.2.2, Regulatory Framework, in 
Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation. At the time of the preparation of 
the Draft PEIR, SB 743 had not been implemented and, therefore, was not 
included as a relevant regulation. Please refer to the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research for further updates on SB 743. 

 
HMA-1-6 Please see response to comment HMA-1-2. 
 
HMA-1-7 Please see response to comment HMA-1-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HMA-1-8 Comment noted. 
 
 
HMA-1-9 As requested by the commenter, Appendix E of the Transportation Impact 

Study has been updated to add existing Synchro worksheets and other 
existing references. 

 
HMA-1-10 The commenter expresses concern that the traffic analysis does not include 

any comparison to the existing community plan. As discussed in Section 
4.2.4.1, the Future Year with Adopted UCP assumes that the Adopted 
UCP and all the transportation improvements associated with the current 
plan would continue to be implemented (including planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge). In addition, Future Year 
Conditions, as described on page 2-7 of the Transportation Impact Study 
(Appendix C), includes future community build-out conditions based on 
land use and network assumptions within the University Community Plan 
area and superimposed on the SANDAG 2035 regional model. 



RTC-306 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016) 
 
HMA-1-11 Existing lane configurations at intersections were verified as the report 

was being prepared and future configurations were determined based on 
information included in the Facilities Finance Plan for the community. 
Additional changes that occur from private development requirements are 
not able to be identified until the developments apply for approvals and 
project-level traffic evaluations are performed. In response to the specific 
intersection of La Jolla Village Drive and Towne Centre Drive, the three 
turn lanes being added as a project-level requirement were evaluated for 
each of the four future year alternatives included in the Transportation 
Impact Study (Appendix C) and it was concluded that those additional 
lanes would not change the conclusions of the EIR. Each alternative would 
continue to operate at LOS E or F during both AM and PM peak hours and 
each alternative would continue to have a significant, unmitigated impact 
at that location.  

 
HMA-1-12 Please see response to comment HMA-1-11. 
 
HMA-1-13 The commenter asserts that the future Synchro worksheets included in the 

Transportation Impact Study (Appendix C) should be revised to be within 
the allowable range. For the future analysis, peak hour factors (PHFs) that 
were documented less than 0.80 in existing conditions were adjusted to be 
equal to 0.80. PHFs documented greater than 0.95 in existing conditions 
were maintained in future analyses as it was assumed that if traffic is 
spread that equally already, it would not change in the future. For 
movements with no volumes, the PHFs may show less than 0.80 but do 
not affect the analysis. 

 
HMA-1-14 The commenter asserts that the future Synchro worksheets should be 

adjusted to reflect available green time versus showing maximum splits. 
The signal timing used in the Synchro outputs accurately reflects the 
signal timings. In the timing graphics included in the Synchro worksheets, 
areas that show green time not fully extended to their potential reflect the 
green time allocated to that movement, but it would be extended and 
remain green if the complementing phase is green.  

 



RTC-307 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HMA-1-15 Please see responses to comments HMA-1-1 through HMA-1-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



RTC-308 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016) 
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RTC-309 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016) 
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RTC-310 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CN-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of both the 

Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the 
UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but 
is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CN-1-2 Comment acknowledged. Additional existing condition details related to 

east South University are included in the Final PEIR. Refer to the 
Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised text. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-311 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016) 
 
CN-1-3 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CN-1-4 Commenter reiterates text from the Draft PEIR related to police and 

fire/emergency services. This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-312 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CN-1-5 Comment acknowledged. Details related to the AT&SF railroad tracks are 

included in Section 4.7, Noise, and Section 4.8, Historical Resources, of 
the Draft PEIR. Commenter requests details be added to the Final PEIR 
regarding the day and night use of the tracks and recent construction in 
Rose Canyon. However, the requested details have not been added as they 
would not contribute to the environmental analysis. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CN-1-6 Comment acknowledged. Section 2.1.3.5, Existing Transit, on page 2-8 of 

the Final PEIR has been revised to clarify the existing transit conditions 
for the South University area. The existing transit conditions are further 
discussed in the Existing Conditions Report prepared by the City of San 
Diego on December 2015. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications 
section of the Final PEIR for revised text. 



RTC-313 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016) 
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RTC-314 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
CN-1-7 Comments noted. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-315 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016) 
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RTC-316 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016) 
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RTC-317 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Elizabeth Pelling (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
EPE-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-318 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Diane Speed (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-319 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Nancy M. Sturm (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NMS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment will be considered by 
the City during the decision-making process.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-320 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Alice M. Tana (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AMT-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of both the 

Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the 
UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but 
is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-321 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Alice M. Tana (July 29, 2016) 
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RTC-322 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Stephanie Webber (July 29, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
SW-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-323 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Victoria Barham (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
VB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-324 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Mike Colburn (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. Commenter mentions the higher 
GHGs emissions that would occur if Regents Road Bridge is not 
constructed, which is discussed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, of 
the Draft PEIR. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-325 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Aibhilin Cronin (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
AC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-326 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the 

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-327 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JF-2-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the 

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-328 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JF-3-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the 

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. The Draft PEIR discusses consistency with the goals 
of the 2015 RTP/SCS, Climate Action Strategy, and City of San Diego 
CAP in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-329 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JF-4-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the 

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-330 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JF-5-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the 

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-331 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JF-6-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the 

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative.  

 
 As noted in Section 9.2.2.9, the analysis provided in the No Project 

Alternative is applicable to the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. As discussed in Section 
9.2.1.9 on page 9-17 of the Draft PEIR, impacts under the No Project 
Alternative would be greater than those identified for the Project because 
less land would be preserved in open space. Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge would result in greater impacts related to Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB 
habitats and greater impacts to aquatic resources including vernal pools 
and wetlands compared to the Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-332 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JF-7-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the 

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-333 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Michael Leavenworth (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ML-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-334 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Christine Mailoux (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-335 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Bob Riffenburgh (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
BR-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-336 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Don Steele (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DST-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-337 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Nancy Steele (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
NS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-338 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Christine Wan (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
CW-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-339 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Patricia A. Wilson (July 30, 2016) 
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RTC-340 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Patricia A. Wilson (July 30, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PAW-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-341 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Patricia A. Wilson (July 30, 2016) 
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RTC-342 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Dan Amelang (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
DAM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-343 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-344 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GJB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
GJB-1-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
GJB-1-3 The commenter recommends evaluating the environmental impact of 

TRA-1 and TRA-2 in the PEIR. The Mitigation Framework is explained at 
the beginning of Section 4.2.4.3. As it states in the section, project-level 
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed mitigation would be 
completed at such a time the improvements are implemented. Projects, 
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this 
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review.  

 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-345 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-346 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GJB-1-4 The grade-separated intersection at Governor Drive and Genesee Avenue 

was included in this Draft PEIR as mitigation to intersection deficiencies 
at this location and acknowledgement that it would also benefit the arterial 
flow along Genesee Avenue between SR 52 and Nobel Drive. At the 
intersection with Governor Drive, additional through lanes cannot be 
added without changing curbs, so the grade separation provides increased 
input within the existing intersection footprint. It is included in the 
following proposed alternatives: the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative (the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative has been revised for the Final PEIR); the Pedestrian Bike 
Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative; and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and 
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. 



RTC-347 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-348 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GJB-1-5 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-56. 
 
 
 
 
GJB-1-6 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-57. 
 
 
GJB-1-7 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-349 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-350 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Karen Basbaum (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
KB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-351 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Jacob Birnbaum and Janina Zukotynski (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
BZ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-352 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Iris Clauss (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
IC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-353 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Jeanne Beach Eigner (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
JBE-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-354 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Jeanne Beach Eigner (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-355 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

John Lee Evans (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
JLE-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-356 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Barbara Fitzsimmons (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BFI-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-357 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Barbara Fitzsimmons (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-358 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Barbara Fitzsimmons (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-359 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JF-8-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-360 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Gary and Nancy Frederich (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
GNF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-361 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Harry Griswold (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
HG-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-362 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Heidi Hansen (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
HH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-363 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Lisa Heikoff (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
LH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-364 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Charley Herzfeld (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
CHE-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-365 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Elinor M. Jacobs (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EMJ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-366 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Keith Jenne (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
KJ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-367 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Keith Jenne (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-368 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Erik and Kristin Kistler (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
EKK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-369 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Henry F. Krous (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
HFK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-370 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Adam Lakritz (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
AL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-371 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 

Adam Lakritz (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-372 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Keith Lazerson (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
KLZ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-373 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Dinesh Martien (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
DM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-374 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Fabrice Pierre (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
FP-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-375 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Joseph Steinbach (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
JS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-376 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Devon A. Thompson (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
DAT-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-377 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Devon A. Thompson (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-378 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Luke Zabrocki (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
LZ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-379 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Mariette Kobrak (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
MK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-380 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Marlene Petrie (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
MP-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-381 

LETTER RESPONSE 

MaryAnn and Rob Klima (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
MRK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-382 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Patricia Brounstein (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-383 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Robert A. Jacobs (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RAJ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-384 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Russell Craig (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
RC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-385 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Roger Cavnaugh (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RCA-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-386 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Roxieann Danner (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RD-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-387 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Roxieann Danner (July 31, 2016) 
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RTC-388 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Susan Hathaway (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
SH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-389 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Sid and Rita Schipper (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
SRS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-390 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Susan Traganza (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
ST-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-391 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Valerie and Garey Ramey (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
VGR-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-392 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Vicki Lindblade (July 31, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
VL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
VL-1-2 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
VL-1-3 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
VL-1-4  Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-393 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Avi Butbul (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
AB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-394 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Becky McKeand (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
BM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-395 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Ben Stevenson (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
BS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-396 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Ciaran N. Cronin (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CNC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-397 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CP-1-1 Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good faith effort was made 

during the preparation of the Draft PEIR. The legal requirements of the 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15082, NOP and Determination of Scope of 
PEIR, were met. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15082, an NOP was 
prepared and circulated on December 2, 2015, which began a 30-day 
comment period that ended on January 4, 2016. Approximately 100 
comment letters were received on the NOP during this time and were 
considered in preparation of the PEIR. A scoping meeting was held on 
December 16, 2015, starting at 6:00 p.m. at the Nobel Recreation Center 
Meeting Room #2, located at 8810 Judicial Drive, San Diego, California 
92122, to inform the public about the Project and receive comments. 
Appendix A of the Draft PEIR includes all the comment letters received 
during the NOP review period. In addition, the public was advised during 
the scoping meeting and in responses to email/phone inquiries about an 
extension that the NOP and scoping meeting were just the beginning of the 
public input process for the environmental review document, and that 
there would be other opportunities to become involved throughout the 
Project. In addition, the public was advised that, while the NOP states a 
30-day deadline for the receipt of comments, public comments would be 
accepted throughout the EIR process, and that there would be additional 



RTC-398 

LETTER RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016) 
 
 opportunities to provide comment on the Project, such as during public 

review of the draft environmental document and any public hearings. The 
public was also encouraged to provide their contact information so they 
could receive future notices. All applicable requirements established by 
the CEQA Guidelines related to the preparation, notice, and public review 
and comment to the NOP prepared for the Project have been adequately 
followed and complied with. 
 

CP-1-2 Commenter incorrectly asserts that the public review period for the Draft 
PEIR was limited to 30 days. Public review for the Project consisted of a 
45-day comment period occurring from June 17, 2016 to August 1, 2016. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, CEQA requires that the 
public review period for a Draft EIR be no less than 30 days and no longer 
than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a project is 
submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State Agencies, the 
public review period should be no less than 45 days unless a shorter 
period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse. As 
the Draft PEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse for review, a 45-day 
review period was required. The Draft PEIR was available for public 
review from June 17, 2016 through August 1, 2016, a 45-day time frame 
consistent with the public review period requirements under CEQA. As 
such, the requisite public review period was fulfilled pursuant to the 
CEQA Guidelines. 

 
In accordance with San Diego Municipal Code §128.0307, Requests for 
Additional Public Review Time on the Draft Environmental Document, 
“The Planning Director may approve a request from the affected officially 
recognized community planning group or interested party if there is no 
officially recognized community planning group for an additional review 
period not to exceed 14 calendar days. The additional time for review shall 
not extend the time for action beyond that required under law.” The 
University Community Planning Group, as “the affected officially 
recognized community planning group” did not request an additional 
review period beyond the 45-day comment period. 
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LETTER RESPONSE 

Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016) 
 

CP-1-3 Please see response to comment CP-1-1. 
 
CP-1-4 Please see response to comment Citizens-1-4. 
 
CP-1-5 Please see response to comment Citizens-1-4. 
 
CP-1-6 Comment noted. 
 
CP-1-7 Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-10 and GJB-1-4. 
 
CP-1-8 Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-10 and GJB-1-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CP-1-9 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
CP-1-10 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
CP-1-11 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 



RTC-400 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016) 
 
CP-1-12 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
CP-1-13 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
CP-1-14 Please see response to comment Citizens-1-5. 
 
 
 
 
CP-1-15 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-401 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CP-1-16 Please see responses to comments CP-1-1 through CP-1-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-402 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-403 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016) 
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RTC-404 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Donna Andonian (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
DAN-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-405 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Elliot Cavnaugh (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
EC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-406 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Greg and Jan Shaughnessy (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GJS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-407 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Isabelle Kay (August 1, 2016) 
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RTC-408 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Isabelle Kay (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-409 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Isabelle Kay (August 1, 2016) 
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RTC-410 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Joe Bride (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
JB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-411 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Joseph H. Brooks (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
JHB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-412 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Joseph H. Brooks (August 1, 2016) 
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RTC-413 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

John P. Bott (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JPB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-414 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Karen C. Arden (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KCA-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents 

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-415 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Karen Hughes (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
KH-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-416 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Kristen Jensen-Pergakes (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KJP-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-417 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Karen Straus (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-418 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Karen Straus (August 1, 2016) 
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RTC-419 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Kevin Wirsing (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KW-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-420 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Megan Bryden (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
MB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-421 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Michele McKeand (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
MMK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-422 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Michael R. Pelling (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
MRP-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-423 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Margie Watkins (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
MW-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of both the 

Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the 
UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but 
is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-424 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 
 

Margie Watkins (August 1, 2016) 
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RTC-425 

LETTER RESPONSE 
I Naomi McLean (August 1, 2016) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
NM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-426 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Robert Brucker (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
RB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-427 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Robert E. and Amy E. Murad (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
REM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-428 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Roisin Heather Cronin (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
RHC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-429 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Susan J. Sifton (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SJS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for preserving 

Rose Canyon. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-430 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Sandra Lippe (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of 

the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative 
record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-431 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Joan Selleck and Paul Maschel (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-432 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 
 
 
 

Jerry Wanetick and Ann Kennedy (August 1, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of 

both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects 
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-433 

LETTER RESPONSE 

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (June 23, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RINCON-1-1 Comment noted. As new development is proposed, the City will comply 

with AB 52 requirements for contact and consultation with the Native 
American Heritage Commission and interested tribes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RTC-434 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Pala Band of Missions Indians (July 5, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PALA-1-1 Comment noted. As new development is proposed, the City will comply 

with AB 52 requirements for contact and consultation with the Native 
American Heritage Commission and interested tribes. 
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CLARIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS 
 
 
In response to the comments received during public review and to City staff input subsequent to 
distribution of the Draft PEIR, minor revisions, clarifications and/or additions have been made to 
the document which do not change the conclusions of the Final PEIR regarding the project’s 
potential environmental impacts and required mitigation. As defined in CEQA Section 15088.5, 
these revisions, clarifications, or additions to the document – which are shown in strikeout/ 
underline format – do not represent “significant new information” and therefore recirculation of 
the Draft PEIR is not warranted. No new significant environmental impacts would occur from 
these modifications, and similarly, no substantial increase in the severity of environmental 
impacts would occur. Table CM-1 summarizes the clarifications and modifications to the Final 
PEIR. However, minor text changes, such as fixes for typographical errors, that were made to the 
Final EIR are not included in Table CM-1. 
 

Table CM-1 
Clarifications and Modifications 

Section/Page # of 
the Final PEIR Clarification and Modification 

Universal Clarifications and Modifications 

All references to “UCSD” have been replaced with “UC San Diego” in the Final PEIR.  

All references to “discretionary projects” have been replaced with “projects” in the Final PEIR. 

All references to “ministerial projects” have been replaced with “projects” in the Final PEIR. 

All references to “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative” have 
been replaced with “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative” 

Figure 2-2, Figure 4.1-1, Figure 4.1-2, Figure 4.1-3, Figure 4.1-4, Figure 4.7-1, Figure 4.13-1, and Figure 4.15-1 
 
All suggested revisions to the figures regarding UC San Diego lands have been revised accordingly. The universal 
revisions to the figures include the following: 
 

• Added Scripps Institution of Oceanography to “outside city jurisdiction” 
• Removed Scripps Hospital (east side of I-5) from “outside city jurisdiction” 
• Removed VA Hospital (west side of I-5) from “outside city jurisdiction”  

Executive Summary  

Section ES.6.2, Environmentally 
Superior Alternative, Pages ES-
11 through ES-12 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify 
which alternative is the environmentally superior alternative among other 
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alternatives considered. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative, the PEIR must also identify which of the other 
alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and 
the analysis further detailed in Section 9.0 of the PEIR, the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would be considered environmentally superior because it would 
reduce impacts compared to the other proposed alternatives that preserve more 
open space as it would not construct a bridge structure. This alternative would 
not involve widening of Genesee Avenue. Instead, the alternative would restripe 
the existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway. The No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor 
Drive. All proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-
of-way. As such, therefore, resulting this alternative would result in fewer 
impacts to transportation/circulation (roadway segments, freeway segments, 
and ramps), air quality (operation criteria pollutants), and GHGs, and noise 
(operation). Implementation of the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would eliminate one of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project. The No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would not result in a significant impact related to noise (Issue 3). 
 
Further, in contrast to other alternatives the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in 
reduced impacts to land use, historical resources, biological resources, and 
geological conditions. 
 
However, as with the other alternatives, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in greater impacts to land use, visual effects and neighborhood 
character, air quality (construction), energy, noise (construction), historical 
resources, biological resources, geological conditions, paleontological 
resources, hydrology and water quality, public utilities, and health and safety, 
when compared to the Project.  
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in 
terms of impacts to public services and facilities and population and housing.  
 
Additionally, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project 
Objectives. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative evaluates the impacts of the 
removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP and would 
minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to 
the other alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new 
structure over Rose Canyon, would not widen Genesee Avenue, and would 
perform all proposed roadway improvements within the existing right-of-way. 
Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide 
transportation improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts 
related to roadways, intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due 
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to greater capacity when compared to the Project. Further, the other proposed 
alternatives, which would result in the construction of either Regents Road 
Bridge or a Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve 
less open space and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on 
the discussion provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is selected as the 
environmentally superior alternative. 

Chapter 1.0 Introduction  

Section 1.2, Scope and Structure 
of the PEIR, Page 1-6 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Chapter 9.0: Alternatives to the Project. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6, this chapter considers alternatives to the Project that could reduce 
one or more of the significant environmental impacts identified in Chapter 4.0. 
In addition, alternatives that were considered but rejected from more detailed 
analysis are also identified. 

Chapter 2.0 Environmental Setting 

Section 2.1.2, University 
Community Area, under 
“University Community Area 
Contexts” Page 2-4 (third 
paragraph) 

“Scripps Institute” has been replaced with “Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography.” 

Section 2.1.2 University 
Community Area, under 
“Existing Transit,” Page 2-4 
(first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Several types of transit currently serve the UCP Area. There are 14 
Metropolitan Transit Service (MTS) routes that serve the University 
community including the SuperLoop (201/202 and 204), Rapid Route 237, and 
Coaster Connection Routes 978 and 979. There is also one North County 
Transit District (NCTD) Breeze Route (Route 101). Three of the 14 MTS 
routes serve the southern University community (south of Rose Canyon); MTS 
Route 41 runs from UC San Diego to Fashion Valley, MTS Route 50 runs 
from UTC to downtown, and MTS Route 105 Runs from UTC to Old Town. 
UCSD UC San Diego Transportation Services provides eight shuttle routes 
that serve the UCP Area. The shuttle routes specifically serve the campus, 
medical centers, and other key points off campus. Students, faculty, and staff 
can ride the shuttles for free. All shuttles operate during academic quarters 
with some shuttles operating year-round. 

Section 2.1.3.5, Existing Transit, 
Page 2-8 (second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Other bus routes serving the Genesee Avenue Corridor include MTS 105 (Old 
Town – University City). Bus stops are located along Governor Drive (MTS 
41, 50, and 105), Decoro Street (MTS 41 and 50), Centurion Square (MTS 41 
and 50), Luigi Terrace (MTS 41 and 50), Calgary Drive (MTS 41 and 50), 
Governor Drive, Radcliffe Lane, April Court, and SR 52 (Ramp). Generally, 
the MTS bus routes within the Project vicinity operate approximately every 10 
to 15 minutes on both weekdays and/or weekends. This route does not run 
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from the southern University area (south of Rose Canyon) on weekends. 

Section 2.1.3.7, Emergency 
Services, Pages 2-9 through 2-10 
(sixth paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Police protection to the Genesee Avenue Corridor areas is provided by the 
SDPD Northern Division, located at 4275 Eastgate Mall. The Northern 
Division serves a population of 225,234 people and encompasses 41.3 square 
miles. The Project site is located specifically in Beat 115 of the Northern 
Division (SDPD 2016a). The SDPD has mutual aid agreements with all other 
law enforcement agencies in San Diego County. As of February June 2016, a 
total of 109 118 sworn police officers and one civilian employee were 
assigned to Northern Patrol Operations. Of those, approximately 90 full-duty 
officers are performing field operations. On average, approximately 45 43 
officers are divided among three shifts per day, who patrol the Northern 
Division (approximately 15 14 patrolling officers at any given time). The 
Northern Division’s average response time for 2015 was 7.3 minutes for 
Priority E – Imminent Threat to life calls. Beat 115’s average response time 
for the same category of calls was 8.3 minutes. The Northern Division and 
Beat 115 average response times exceed the City’s target average response 
time of 7.0 minutes for these priority-type calls (SDPD 2016b, Citygate 2011). 

Section 2.1.4.5, Existing Transit, 
Page 2-12 (second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Other bus routes serving the Regents Road Corridor include MTS 41 (Fashion 
Valley - UCSD UC San Diego), 50 (UTC Express), and 105 (Old Town – 
University City). Bus stops are located along Nobel Drive (MTS 41, 50, and 
105), Decoro Street (MTS 41 and 50), Centurion Square (MTS 41 and 50), 
Luigi Terrace (MTS 41 and 50), Calgary Drive (MTS 41 and 50), Governor 
Drive, Radcliffe Lane, April Court, and SR 52 (Ramp). Generally, the MTS 
bus routes within the Project vicinity operate approximately every 10 to 15 
minutes on weekdays and/or weekends. MTS Route 50 does not run on 
weekends. MTS Route 105 does not run from the southern University area 
(south of Rose Canyon) on weekends. 

Section 2.2.1, General Plans and 
Zoning, under “University 
Community Plan,” Page 2-13 
(third paragraph) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following to clarify the 
description of the land uses within the South University area:  
 
South University is bordered by three freeways: I-5 on the west, I-805 on the 
east, and SR 52 on the south. These freeways and two major canyons, Rose 
Canyon on the north and San Clemente Canyon (Marian Bear Memorial Park) 
on the south, isolate as well as define the South University Subarea. Access to 
the subarea is available from Regents Road and Genesee Avenue from the 
south, Genesee Avenue from the north, and the Governor Drive exit off of I-
805 from the east. The South University Subarea is planned to be a 
homogeneous, single-family residential neighborhood, drawing its distinct 
identity from Rose Canyon to the north and San Clemente Canyon (Marian 
Bear Memorial Park) to the south. Land uses consist primarily of single-family 
residential development. Commercial centers are clustered along Governor 
Drive at Regents Road and Genesee Avenue, which primarily serve the daily 
needs of area residents. An office park has been developed on the south side of 
Governor Drive at I-805, which serves as an employment center. South 
University also includes new areas of higher density residential neighborhoods 
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on the south side of Governor Drive near I-805. A 9-hole golf course also 
exists south of Governor Drive. 

Section 2.2.1, General Plans and 
Zoning, under “Clairmont Mesa 
Community Plan,” Page 2-16 
(first paragraph)  

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan 

 
The Clairemont Mesa Community Plan (CMCP) was adopted by the City 
Council on September 26, 1989 (City of San Diego 2011c). The Clairemont 
Mesa community is located to the south of this subarea on the other side of SR 
52. The CMCP is intended to provide guidance for the orderly growth of the 
Clairemont Mesa community. Major goals of this plan include preserving and 
enhancing Marian Bear Memorial Park, and improving the street system to 
accommodate growth. The analyzed changes along the Regents Road Corridor 
would be consistent with the CMCP. A more detailed analysis of the project 
alternatives in the context of the CMCP is provided in Section 4.1 of this 
PEIR. 

Chapter 3.0 Project Description 

Chapter 3.2.2 Removal of Regents Road Bridge 

Section 3.2.2, Removal of 
Regents Road Bridge, Page 3-3 
(eighth bullet) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The proposed 12-space parking lot that would have been built north adjacent 
to of the present terminus of Regents Road on the south side of Rose Canyon 
would not be constructed. This would have provided parking for persons 
accessing Rose Canyon from an existing trail. 

Chapter 4.0 Environmental Analysis 

Chapter 4.2 Transportation/Circulation 

Section 4.2.1.2, Existing 
Mobility Network, under “Bus 
Routes,” Pages 4.2-10 through 
4.2-12 (first and second 
paragraphs) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Bus Routes 
 
Fourteen MTS routes serve the UCP Area, including the SuperLoop (201/202 
and 204), Rapid Route 237, and Coaster Connection Routes 978 and 979. 
There is also one NCTD Breeze Route (Route 101). Three of the 14 MTS 
routes serve the southern University community (south of Rose Canyon). 
 
The combination of the MTS, NCTD, and UCSD UC San Diego bus/shuttle 
routes covers the majority of the UCP Area and provides connections to 
transfer stations and COASTER/AMTRAK stations that allow users to access 
other bus routes, trolley lines, and regional services. The southern University 
community (south of Rose Canyon) is served by three MTS bus routes with 
bus stops along Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. 
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Table 4.2-6, Intersections 
Operating at Unacceptable Level 
of Service, Page 4.2-20  

See clarifications and modifications to Table 4.2-6, Intersections Operating at 
Unacceptable Level of Service on Page 4.2-20 of the Final PEIR. 

Section 4.2.1.3, Existing 
Operating Conditions, under 
“Intersections,” Page 4.2-21 
(first and second paragraphs) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
As shown in Table 4.2-6, the following seven four study area intersections are 
currently operating at LOS E or F during both the AM and PM peak hour 
within the UCP Area: 
 

• Genesee Avenue/I-5 SB Ramps – AM: LOS E / PM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive – AM: LOS E / PM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 eastbound (EB) Ramps – AM: LOS E / 

PM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Villa La Jolla Drive – AM: LOS E / PM: 

LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Towne Center Drive – AM: LOS F / PM: 

LOS F 
• Regents Road/SR 52 EB Ramps – AM: LOS F / PM: LOS E 
• Governor Drive/I-805 NB Ramps – AM: LOS F / PM: LOS F 

 
The following intersections operate at LOS E or F during one peak hour period 
as shown in Table 4.2-6: 
 

• Genesee Avenue/I-5 SB Ramps – PM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/I-5 NB Ramps – PM: LOS F 
• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive – AM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street – PM: LOS F 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square – AM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/ SR 52 westbound (WB) Ramps – PM: LOS F 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 eastbound (EB) Ramps – PM: LOS F 
• Genesee Avenue/Appleton Street/Lehrer Drive – AM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Torrey Pines Road – PM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Road – PM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Executive Way – PM: LOS E 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-805 SB Ramps – AM: LOS F 
• Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall – PM: LOS F 
• Miramar Road/Camino Santa Fe – PM: LOS F 
• Regents Road/Luna Avenue – PM: LOS E 
• Regents Road/SR 52 EB Ramps – AM: LOS E 
• North Torrey Pines Road/La Jolla Shores Drive – PM: LOS E 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps – PM: LOS F 

Section 4.2.3, Significance 
Determination, under 
“Methodologies and 
Assumptions, Future Condition 
Improvements,” Page 4.2-28 
(second paragraph) 

The reference to the “new Eastgate Mall” has been replaced with “new Gilman 
Bridge.” 
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Table 4.2-9, Future Year 
Roadway Segments with 
Unacceptable Level of Service, 
Page 4.2-30 

See clarifications and modifications to Table 4.2-9, Future Year Roadway 
Segments with Unacceptable Level of Service on Page 4.2-30 of the Final 
PEIR. 

Section 4.2.4.1 Impact Analysis, 
under “Roadway Segments, 
Future Year with Project,” Page 
4.2-32 (first, second, and third 
paragraphs) 
 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Future Year with Project 
 
Table 4.2-9 outlines the significant impacts anticipated along roadway 
segments with implementation of the Future Year with Project. With 
implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway segments within the 
traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions which 
exceed the significance thresholds. 
 
Under the Future Year with Project, the four three following roadway 
segments would result in LOS E or F and these unacceptable operating 
conditions would not occur under Future Year with Adopted UCP. Thus, the 
impact at these segments can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E) 
• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 
• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS 

E) 
 
As shown in Table 4.2-9, 1413 of the segments that would be operating at 
unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse with 
implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP. 
These 1413 segments are considered to have a significant decrease in 
operation due to an exceedance of the V/C ratio thresholds (Table 4.2-8) when 
comparing the Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP.  

Table 4.2-10, Future Year 
Intersections with Unacceptable 
Level of Service, Pages 4.2-33 
through 4.2-34 

See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-10, Future Year Intersections 
with Unacceptable Level of Service on Pages 4.2-33 through 4.2-34 of the 
Final PEIR 

Section 4.2.4.1 Impact Analysis, 
under “Intersections, Future 
Year with Project,” Page 4.2-35 
(second, third, and fourth 
paragraphs) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
With implementation of the Project, 3028 intersections would operate at 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions which exceed the significance 
thresholds by future year. Some of the intersections would have significant 
impacts during both the AM and PM peak hours, while others would 
experience a significant impact during only one of the peak periods.  
 
Under the Future Year with Project, the following intersections would result in 
unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period 
indicated. However, under Future Year with Adopted UCP, these intersections 
would operate at acceptable LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can 
be specifically attributed to the Project.  
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• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-10, 2119 of the intersections operating at unacceptable 
LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one or both of the 
peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year 
with Adopted UCP. These 2119 intersections are considered to have a 
significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time 
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to 
Future Year with Adopted UCP.  

Section 4.2.4.2 Significance of 
Impacts, under “Roadway 
Segments,”Page 4.2-36 (first 
paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Roadway Segments 
 
Deteriorated traffic conditions would result in significant impacts at 2120 
roadway segments with implementation of the Project in the future year (Table 
4.2-11 is provided for informational purposes). For informational purposes, 
Table 4.2-1311 is presented and summarizes the level of significance for 
roadway segments after implementation of mitigation measures discussed in 
Section 4.2.4.3. As shown in Table 4.2-11, oOf the 2120 roadway segments 
within the traffic study area that would degrade to unacceptable operating 
conditions which exceed the significance thresholds, nine segments have 
feasible measures available to reduce impacts. EightSix of the nine segments 
would be improved to operate at LOS D or better and the impact would be 
mitigated to less than significant. The remaining segment would be improved 
by the improvement measures; however, while the measures would improve 
the segment operations, the LOS would not be improved to an acceptable 
LOS. Two segments operating at unacceptable conditions would not trigger an 
impact. Thus, impacts along 13 roadway segments would remain significant 
and unmitigated (Issues 1, 3, and 4) even after incorporation of Mitigation 
Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 specified in Section 4.2.4.3 (Table 4.2-13, which 
is provided for informational purposes).  

Section 4.2.4.2 Significance of 
Impacts, under “Intersections,” 
Page 4.2-36 (second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Intersections 
 
With implementation of the Project, 3130 intersections would operate at 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions by future year during one or both of 
the peak periods. ThirtyTwenty-eight of the 3130 intersections exceed the 
significance thresholds. NineOne of these significantly impacted intersections 
under the Project would operate at acceptable LOS with implementation of 



Clarifications and Modifications 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page CM-9 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

Section/Page # of 
the Final PEIR Clarification and Modification 

Future Year with Adopted UCP. Also, 2119 of the intersections operating at 
unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one 
or both of the peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to 
Future Year with Adopted UCP. For informational purposes, Table 4.2-12 is 
presented and summarizes the level of significance for intersections after 
implementation of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.2-12, 1819 of the 
3130 intersections that would operate at LOS E or F in the future year do not 
have feasible measures available to bring operations to an acceptable 
LOSreduce impacts. Of the 28 intersections that exceed the significance 
thresholds, 18 of the intersections do not have feasible measures available to 
reduce impacts. However, while the measures would improve the intersection 
operations, the delay time would not be reduced to below a level of 
significance. The impacts at the 2018 study area intersections would remain 
significant and unmitigated (Issues 1, 3, and 4) even after incorporation of 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-3 (Table 4.2-14 which is provided for 
informational purposes). Thus, the Project would result in an increase in 
projected traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system and the impact would be significant. 

Table 4.2-11,  
Future Year Roadway Segment 
Operation with Implementation 
of Mitigation, Pages 4.2-37 
through 4.2-39 

See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-11 on Pages 4.2-37 through 
4.2-39 of the Final PEIR. 

Table 4.2-12, Future Year 
Intersection Operation with 
Implementation of Mitigation, 
Page 4.2-40 through 4.2-42 

See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-12, Future Year Intersection 
Operation with Implementation of Mitigation on Pages 4.2-40 through 4.2-42 
of the Final PEIR. 

Table 4.2-13, Summary of 
Impacted Roadway Segments 
after Mitigation, Page 4.2-43 

See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-13, Summary of Impacted 
Roadway Segments after Mitigation on Page 4.2-43. 

Table 4.2-14, Summary of 
Impacted Intersections after 
Mitigation, Page 4.2-44 

See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-14, Summary of Impacted 
Intersections after Mitigation, Page 4.2-44. 

Section 4.2.4.3, Mitigation 
Framework, Pages 4.2-46 
through 4.2-47 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 

• TRA-2.4: Genesee Avenue and SR 52 Westbound Ramps 
(Intersection 18): An Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) will be 
conducted to determine the best measure for mitigation. One option is to 
sSignalize the intersection and square up ramps, adding a protected phase 
for northbound left-turns from Genesee Avenue to the SR 52 ramp, and 
add a second right-turn lane on the exit ramp. 

 
• TRA-2.13: Governor Drive and I-805 Northbound Ramps 

(Intersection 79): An ICE will be conducted to determine the best 
measure for mitigation. One option is to iInstall roundabout control at this 
roadway intersection. 
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Section 4.2.4.4, Significance 
after Mitigation, Page 4.2-47 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic 
conditions would result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, 
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this 
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed, 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. 
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North 
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment 
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or Capital Improvements 
Program (CIP), and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic 
impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated 
at the program level.  

Section 4.2.6.4, Significance 
after Mitigation, Page 2-54 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic 
conditions would result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, 
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this 
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed, 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. 
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North 
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment 
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or Capital Improvements 
Program (CIP), and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic 
impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated 
at the program level.  

Section 4.2.7.4, Significance 
after Mitigation, Pages 2-55 
through 4.2-56 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic 
conditions would result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, 
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this 
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed, 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. 
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North 
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment 
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
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Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or Capital Improvements 
Program (CIP), and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic 
impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated 
at the program level. 

Section 4.2.8.4, Significance 
after Mitigation, Page 2-58 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic 
conditions would result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, 
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this 
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed, 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. 
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North 
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment 
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or Capital Improvements 
Program (CIP), and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic 
impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated 
at the program level. 

Chapter 4.4 Air Quality 

Section 4.4.4.1 Impact Analysis, 
Pahe 4.4-16 (eighth paragraph) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The Project requires an amendment to the General Plan and as determined in 
this analysis (see Issue 2 and in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation), 
would increase the total regional VMT compared to the Adopted UCP. 
SANDAGSDAPCD is currently developing an update to the RAQS and an 
ozone attainment plan for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS. Any changes to the 
transportation network and the General Plan as a result of the Project would be 
incorporated in the updates to future air quality attainment plans. However, the 
increase in VMT as a result of the Project has not been accounted for in the 
current RAQS. 

Section 4.4.5.1 Impact Analysis, 
under “Operational,” Page 4.4-
19 (seventh paragraph) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
As shown in Table 4.4-5, the net change in emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5 associated with the Project would not exceed applicable daily 
or annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego. However, the 
emission estimates were based on available detailed traffic data for freeways 
and arterials (e.g., peak hour speeds) that only account for 75 percent of the 
total VMT in the Project area. Therefore, to fully account for the impacts of 
the Project, including VMT on additional roadways such as collectors, the net 
changes in emissions were adjusted by 25 percent to account for the total 
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VMT in the Project area. This is considered conservative because it assumes 
the change in VMT and speeds on those additional roadways would be similar 
in magnitude with arterial and freeways. However, it is possible that the 
smaller roadways would not experience the same magnitude of VMT and 
speed change and could potentially be beneficial for Project-related emissions. 
Nevertheless, because specific information (e.g., peak hour speeds) is not 
available to support this assumption, it was conservatively assumed that the 
emissions would increase based on the percentage of VMT. Table 4.4-6 shows 
the adjusted total operational emissions from the Project. 

Section 4.4.5.3, Mitigation 
Framework, Page 4.2-41 (second 
paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
In general, implementation of these policies would preclude or reduce air 
quality impacts. Compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal 
standards is required of all projects and is not considered mitigation. However, 
it is possible that, for certain projects, adherence to the regulations would not 
adequately protect air quality, and such projects would require additional 
measures to avoid or reduce significant air quality impacts. These additional 
measures would be considered mitigation. Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and 
TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP 
Area that are associated with the Project. Development Impact Fees provide 
partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted 
with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP 
(City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). However, the proposed 
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently 
included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. 
If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and 
would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. However, tThese improvements to the transportation network would 
also affect criteria air pollutant emissions. Project-level analysis of the 
potential impacts of the proposed mitigation measures will be completed at 
such a time the improvements are implemented. Program-level improvements 
cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2. No additional feasible mitigation is available to reduce 
impacts associated with the Project.  

Section 4.4.6.1, Impact Analysis, 
Pages 4.4-22 through 4.4-23 
(sixth and seventh paragraphs) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
However, according to the traffic analysis and as discussed in Section 4.2, 
Transportation/Circulation, several roadway segments would operate at LOS E 
or F in the future year in the future year with implementation of the Project. 
Under the Project in the future year, the three two following roadway 
segments would result in LOS E or F and these unacceptable operating 
conditions would not occur with implementation of the Adopted UCP. Thus, 
the impact at these roadway segments can be specifically attributed to the 
Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 46,500 
ADT 
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• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 
54,600 ADT 

• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS 
E) 55,000 ADT 

 
Under the Project in the future year, the nine seven following intersections 
would result in unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the 
peak period indicated. However, in the future year with implementation of the 
Adopted UCP, these intersections would continue to operate at acceptable 
LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to 
the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

Chapter 4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Section 4.5.5.1 Impact Analysis, 
City of San Diego Climate 
Action Plan, Pages 4.5-17 
through 4.5-18  
 
 

City of San Diego Climate Action Plan 
 
The CAP does not include any goals or measures that directly relate to the 
Project or transportation infrastructure projects. Strategy 3 of the CAP 
includes actions to increase mass transit, implement the Bicycle Master Plan, 
and promote transit oriented development. These, and other measures in the 
CAP, do not directly relate to the removal of a planned improvement from the 
UCP. Actions 3.4 and 3.5 of the CAP, which relate to the implementation of 
Traffic Signal and Roundabouts Master Plans, aim to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled and promote effective land use by implementing transit-oriented 
development within Transit Priority Areas. These actions do not directly 
pertain to roadway projects. However, the CAP does include a goal to promote 
effective land use so as to reduce VMT. Action 3.6 of the CAP (Implement 
transit-oriented development within Transit Priority Areas) is intended to meet 
that goal and has a target to “reduce average vehicle commute distance by 2 
miles through implementation of the General Plan City of Villages Strategy by 
2035.” 
 
As discussed earlier, the overall VMT is projected to increase as a result of the 
Project. Although changes in trip distance were not directly evaluated for the 
Project, the Project could affect commute routes for local residents by 
increasing future trip distances as a result of rerouting trips to other existing 
local arterials. Therefore, it is conservatively assumed that the overall increase 
in VMT is not consistent with the goals of the CAP. 
 
In addition, t The removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would 
eliminate the plans to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each side 
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of the bridge that would provide bicycle connectivity from the north and south 
sides of Rose Canyon. Thus, removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge 
from the UCP would be in conflict with planned bicycle network 
improvements as envisioned in local alternative transportation planning 
documents.  

Section 4.5.5.2 Singificance of 
Impacts, Page 4.5-18 

Given the increase in VMT and GHG emissions from mobile sources, the 
Project would not be consistent with the goals of the 2015 RTP/SCS, Climate 
Action Strategy, and City of San Diego CAP. Because the overall VMT is 
projected to increase as a result of the Project, the Project could affect 
commute routes for local residents by increasing future trip distances as a 
result of rerouting trips to other existing local arterials. Further, the removal of 
the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the plans to include a 
6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each side of the bridge that would provide 
bicycle connectivity from the north and south sides of Rose Canyon. 
Therefore, the Project could conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The impact would be 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 

Chapter 4.7 Noise 

Section 4.7.6.3, Mitigation 
Framework, Pages 4.7-30 
through 4.7-31 (first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local 
regulations, provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level 
noise mitigation measures for discretionary projects. Discretionary pProjects 
with the potential to result in significant noise impacts are subject to site-
specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Noise Element, 
including the City’s 2015 General Plan Amendments; the UCP, Noise 
Element; the City’s Municipal Code, Noise Ordinance; and the City’s CEQA 
Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary process. The 
following Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measure NOI-1) shall be 
required of all discretionary projects on a case by case basis with the potential 
to result in significant noise impacts. Noise impacts would be significant with 
the removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP. Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1 would address the significant impacts related to operational 
noise along the Genesee Avenue Corridor. 

Chapter 4.11 Paleontological Resources 

Section 4.11.4.1, Impact 
Analysis, Pages 4.11-5 through 
4.11-6 (first, second, and third 
paragraphs) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Because human understanding of history is obtained, in part, through the 
discovery and analysis of paleontological resources, activities that excavate or 
grade geologic formations which could contain fossil resources would be 
significant. The Project impact area is underlain by geological formations 
which are considered to have a high and/or moderate potential for containing 
fossil resources.  
 
Excavation and/or grading activities implemented in accordance with the 
Project that involve excavation into the underlying geologic formation could 
expose the formations and associated fossil remains. These projects, both 
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ministerial and discretionary could destroy paleontological resources if the 
fossil remains are not recovered and salvaged. In addition, discretionary 
projects proposing shallow grading where formations are exposed and where 
fossil localities have already been identified would also result in a potentially 
significant impact. Thus, impacts resulting from discretionary development 
would be potentially significant. 
 
Ministerial Projects implemented in accordance with the Project would likely 
result in a certain amount of disturbance to the native bedrock within the study 
area. Since ministerial projects are not subject to a discretionary review 
process, there would be no mechanism to screen for grading quantities and 
geologic formation sensitivity and apply appropriate requirements for 
paleontological monitoring. Thus, impacts related to ministerial activities 
associated with the Project would be potentially significant. 

Chapter 4.12 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Section 4.12.2.3, Local, Page 
4.12-19  

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
City of San Diego Drainage Design Requirements Council Policies 

Chapter 4.13 Public Services and Facilities 

Section 4.13.1.1(a), Police 
Protection Services, Page 4.13-1 
(second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
As of February June 2016, a total of 109 118 sworn police officers and one 
civilian employee were assigned to Northern Patrol Operations. Of those, 
approximately 90 full-duty officers are performing field operations. On 
average, approximately 45 43 officers are divided among three shifts per day, 
who patrol the Northern Division (approximately 15 14 patrolling officers at 
any given time). The Northern Division is currently staffed at 83 percent of its 
recommended staffing level (recommended staffing is derived from a formula 
based on call for service, response times, etc.) and frequently operates at one 
to two officers below its recommended staffing level for each work shift 
(SDPD 2016). 

Section 4.13.4.1(a), Police 
Protection Services, Pages 4.13-
15 through 4.13-16 (second 
paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, there would be 
significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections in the future 
year with implementation of the Project. Future Year is the scenario used for 
transportation modeling purposes. While some transportation impacts would 
occur regardless of implementation of the Project, some operational 
deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. The Project proposes 
transportation improvements as Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, 
described in Section 4.2.4.3. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding 
for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An 
amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the 
community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of 
San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements 
cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures 
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TRA-1 and TRA-2. These would make alterations to the existing roadway 
network in an effort to improve areas of poor operation. Even with 
implementation of these transportation mitigation measures, significant traffic 
impacts would still result and would present increased difficulty in police 
accessing areas within the community due to poor traffic conditions, including 
long queue lengths, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other 
traffic-related delays.  

Section 4.13.4.1(b), Fire and 
Emergency Services, Page 4.13-
17 (fourth paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Future Year with Project conditions would result in a total of 2120 roadway 
segments within the traffic study area to degrade to unacceptable operating 
conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds. With implementation 
of the Project, 3028 intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions which exceed the significance thresholds by future year. 
Under the Project in the future year, the following intersections would result in 
unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period 
indicated. Some of those intersections currently operate at LOS E or F, but 
would continue to experience significantly worsened conditions with 
implementation of the Project. Some of these intersections would have 
significant impacts during both the AM and PM peak hours, while others 
would experience a significant impact during only one of the peak periods. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

Section 4.13.4.4, Significance 
After Mitigation, Page 4.13-
20(first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The Project would result in an increase in projected traffic in the future year, 
which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system. The impact on police and fire and emergency service response 
times would be significant. While Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 
would result in improvements to intersection and road segment operations, the 
traffic conditions would deteriorate significantly with removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North 
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment 
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even 
with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. Further, the 
proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not 
currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at 
this time. Therefore, impacts to emergency service providers associated with 
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the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 

Chapter 5.0 Cumulative Impacts 

Section 5.2.2.1.1 Impact 
Analysis, under “Roadway 
Segments,” Page 5-7 (first and 
second paragraphs) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Roadway Segments 
 
With implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway segments within 
the traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions 
which exceed the significance thresholds. Under Future Year with Project, the 
fourthree roadway segments listed below would be characterized by LOS E or 
F. These unacceptable operating conditions would not occur with 
implementation of the Adopted UCP transportation improvements. Thus, the 
impacts at these segments can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E) 
• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 
• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS 

E) 
 
As shown in Table 4.2-9, 1413 of the segments that would be operating at 
unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse with 
implementation of the Project as compared to the Adopted UCP. These 1413 
segments are considered to have a significant decrease in operation due to an 
exceedance of the V/C ratio thresholds (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the 
Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP. Implementation of the Project 
would eliminate two significant impacts associated with the Adopted UCP that 
would occur in the future year along two segments of Regents Road: 
 

• SR 52 WB Ramps to SR 52 EB Ramps 
• SR 52 EB Ramps to Luna Avenue 

Section 5.2.2.1.1 Impact 
Analysis, under “Intersections,” 
Page 5-8 (first and second 
paragraphs) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Intersections 
 
With implementation of the Project, 3130 intersections would degrade to 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions by future year. ThirtyTwenty-eight of 
the 3130 intersections exceed the significance thresholds. Some of those 
intersections currently operate at LOS E or F, but would continue to 
experience significantly worsened conditions. Some of the intersections would 
be characterized by significant impacts during both the AM and PM peak 
hours, while others would experience a significant impact during only one of 
the peak periods. Under Future Year with Project, the nineseven following 
intersections would be characterized by unacceptable operating conditions of 
LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. However, in Future Year with 
Adopted UCP, these intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable 
LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to 
the Project. 



Clarifications and Modifications 
 

 
Page CM-18 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

Section/Page # of 
the Final PEIR Clarification and Modification 

 
• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-10, 2119 of the intersections operating at unacceptable 
LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one or both of the 
peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year 
with Adopted UCP. These 2119 intersections are considered to have a 
significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time 
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to 
Future Year with Adopted UCP. Implementation of the Project would 
eliminate significant impacts associated with Future Year with Adopted UCP 
that would occur in the future year at three intersections along Regents Road: 
 

• Regents Road/Arriba Street (AM and PM) 
• Regents Road/Governor Drive (AM and PM) 
• Regents Road/Luna Avenue (AM) 

Section 5.2.2.1.2, Significance of 
Impacts, under “Roadway 
Segments,” Page 5-10  

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Roadway Segments 
 
Deteriorated traffic conditions would result in significant impacts at 2120 
roadway segments with implementation of the Project in the future year. Of 
the 2120 roadway segments within the traffic study area that would degrade to 
unacceptable operating conditions, nine segments have feasible measures 
available to reduce impacts (Table 4.12-11). EightSix of the nine segments 
would be improved to operate better than existing conditions and the impact 
would be mitigated to less than significant (Table 4.12-13). The remaining 
segment would be improved by the improvement measures; however, while 
the measures would improve the segment operations, the LOS would not be 
improved to operations better than existing. Two segments operating at 
unacceptable conditions would not trigger an impact. Thus, impacts along 
1314 roadway segments would remain significant.  

Section 5.2.2.1.2, Significance of 
Impacts, under “Intersections,” 
Page 5-10 (first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Intersections 
 
With implementation of the Project, 3130 intersections would degrade to 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions by future year during one or both of 
the peak periods. ThirtyTwenty-eight of these 3130 intersections exceed the 
significance thresholds. Twenty-oneNineteen of the intersections operating at 
unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one 
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or both of the peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to 
Future Year with Adopted UCP. These 2119 intersections are considered to 
have a significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time 
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to 
Future Year with Adopted UCP. Of these 3028 intersections that exceed the 
significance thresholds, 18 intersections operating at LOS E or F in the future 
year do not have feasible measures available to reduce impacts (Table 4.2-14). 
Two intersections, Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street and La Jolla Village 
Drive/Villa La Jolla Drive, have mitigation measures proposed. However, 
while the proposed mitigation measures would improve the intersection 
operations, the delay time would not be reduced to below a level of 
significance. The impacts at the remaining 1110 intersections would be 
improved to operate at an LOS D or better and the significant impact would be 
mitigated in both the AM and PM peak hours. Table 4.2-12 summarizes the 
level of significance for intersections after implementation of mitigation 
measures. The impacts at the 2018 study area intersections would remain 
significant and unmitigated even after incorporation of Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2 specified in Section 4.2.4.3. Thus, the Project would result 
in an increase in projected traffic congestion that is substantial in relation to 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system and the impact would 
be significant.  

Section 5.2.2.1.4, Significance 
After Mitigation, Page 5-11 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic 
conditions would result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, 
including implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this 
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed, 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. 
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North 
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment 
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot 
be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the 
Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. As 
such, the Project’s contribution to the aforementioned impacts when 
considered in conjunction with past, present, and future projects would be 
cumulatively considerable. 

Chapter 8.0 Mandatory Discussion Areas 

Section 8.1, Significant 
Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project 
is Implemented, under 
“Transportation/Circulation - 
Increase in Projected Traffic 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, deteriorated traffic 
conditions would result in significant impacts at 2120 roadway segments under 
Future Year with Project. Four of these significantly impacted roadway 
segments under the Project would continue to operate at acceptable LOS with 
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Which Is Substantial in Relation 
to the Existing Traffic Load and 
Capacity of the Street System,” 
Page 8-2  

implementation of the Adopted UCP. Also, 13 of the roadway segments that 
would be operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be 
significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to the 
Adopted UCP. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, with implementation 
of the Project, 3028 intersections would degrade to unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions which exceed the significance thresholds during one or 
both of the peak periods by future year. Eight of these significantly impacted 
intersections under the Project would operate at acceptable LOS with 
implementation of the Adopted UCP. Also, 2119 of the intersections operating 
at unacceptable LOS in Future Year with Project would be significantly worse 
during one or both of the peak hours with implementation of the Project as 
compared to the Adopted UCP. Thus, the Project would result in an increase in 
projected traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system. The impact would be significant. 
 
All discretionary projects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s 
General Plan, Transportation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s 
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary 
process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 
and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area 
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program 
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed 
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the 
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan 
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, 
City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 

Section 8.1, Significant 
Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project 
is Implemented, under 
“Transportation/Circulation - 
Result in the Addition of a 
Substantial Amount of Traffic to 
a Congested Freeway Segment, 
Interchange, or Ramp,” Page 8-3 
(second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s 
General Plan, Transportation Mobility Element (City of San Diego 2008); the 
UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of 
San Diego 2011), through the discretionary process. If implemented, 
Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would 
reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be 
referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of 
the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. However, 
significant traffic impacts would still result at the program level. Development 
Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure 
improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University 
City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for 
implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 
2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with 
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implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the 
proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not 
currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at 
this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 

Section 8.1, Significant 
Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project 
is Implemented, under 
“Transportation/Circulation - 
Result in a Substantial Impact 
upon Existing or Planned 
Transportation Systems,” Page 
8-4 (second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s 
General Plan, Transportation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s 
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary 
process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 
and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area 
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program 
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed 
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the 
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan 
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, 
City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot 
be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the 
Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 

Section 8.1, Significant 
Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project 
is Implemented, under 
“Transportation/Circulation - 
Result in Substantial Alterations 
to Present Circulation 
Movements, Including Effects 
on Existing Public Access 
Areas,” Pages 8-4 through 8-5 
(second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s 
General Plan, Transportation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s 
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary 
process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 
and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area 
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program 
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed 
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the 
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan 
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, 
City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot 
be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the 
Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
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Section 8.1, Significant 
Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project 
is Implemented, under 
“Transportation/Circulation - 
Conflict with Adopted Policies, 
Plans, or Programs Supporting 
Alternative Transportation 
Modes,” Page 8-5 (second 
paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s 
General Plan, Transportation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s 
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary 
process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 
and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area 
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program 
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed 
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the 
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan 
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, 
City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot 
be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the 
Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 

Section 8.1, Significant 
Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project 
is Implemented, under “Air 
Quality - Cause a Violation of 
Any Air Quality Standard or 
Contribute Substantially to an 
Existing or Projected Air Quality 
Violation,” Page 8-6 (second 
paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The net increase in emissions of ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 would not exceed 
applicable daily or annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego 
(Table 4.4-6,). However, the net increase in emissions of (i.e., ozone precursor 
in an ozone nonattainment area) and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area) for the 
total Project area VMT would exceed the applicable annual thresholds 
established by the City of San Diego. Considering that the Project’s long-term 
operations would exceed annual thresholds of significance for NOX and CO, 
operation of the Project could violate an ambient air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing violation. Discretionary pProjects with 
the potential to result in significant impacts related to air quality are subject to 
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan; the UCP; the 
City’s Municipal Code; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds, through the discretionary process. Further, Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 through TRA-2 provided in Section 4.2.4.3 would reduce significant 
traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections. However, significant 
traffic impacts would still result at the program level. Development Impact 
Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements 
(TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would 
be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation 
of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-
level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation of 
mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any 
impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, 
traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and 
unmitigated at the program level. 
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Section 8.1, Significant 
Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project 
is Implemented, under “Public 
Services and Facilities - Result 
in an Impact to Police Service 
and Fire and Emergency Service 
Response Times,” Page 8-8 
(second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
With implementation of the Project, traffic conditions would degrade to 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions by the future year, which is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. If 
implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and 
would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program 
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed 
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the 
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan 
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, 
City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot 
be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, impacts to emergency service providers 
associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level. 

Section 8.2, Significant 
Irreversible Environmental 
Changes, under “Primary and 
Secondary Impacts,” Page 8-10 
(second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Implementation of the Project would remove the planned widening of Genesee 
Avenue and the construction of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. With 
implementation of the Project, future traffic conditions would worsen on 
certain roadway segments, intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway 
segments by future year. While some significant transportation impacts would 
occur regardless of implementation of the Project, some operational 
deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Even with implementation 
of the Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided in Section 4.2.4.3, 
significant traffic impacts would result and present increased difficulty in 
accessing areas due to poor traffic conditions including long queue lengths, 
crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related 
delays. Further, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 are not currently 
included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. 
The Project would not provide access to areas that were previously 
inaccessible. Therefore, the Project would not have primary and secondary 
impacts related to access to previously inaccessible areas. 

Chapter 9.0 Alternatives Analysis 

Section 9.1 Rationale for 
Alternatives Selection, Page 9-1 
(fourth paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The alternatives identified in this analysis are intended to further reduce or 
avoid significant environmental impacts associated with the Project. In 
accordance with Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the following 
analysis of alternatives is preceded by a brief description of the rationale for 
selecting the alternatives to be discussed. In developing the alternatives to be 
addressed in this chapter, consideration was given to each alternative’s ability 
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to meet the basic objectives of the Project and to eliminate or reduce 
potentially significant environmental impacts. In addition, this PEIR also 
provides a discussion on alternatives that were considered but rejected. 

Section 9.2, Alternatives 
Considered, Page 9-6 (second 
paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify 
an environmentally superior alternative. In instances when a No Project 
alternative represents the environmentally superior alternative, the above-
referenced section of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the PEIR also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other 
alternatives considered. Based on the evaluation presented below, it was 
determined that the Project No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is the environmentally 
superior “build” alternative among the alternatives considered. The No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative was determined to be the environmentally superior “build” 
alternative. 

Section 9.2.1.1, Land Use Page 
9-6 (first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result 
in greater impacts related to land use policies when compared to the Project. 
The proposed Rose CanyonRegents Road Bridge under the No Project 
Alternative would result in a loss of habitat. In addition, the widening of 
Genesee Avenue over Rose Canyon would result in impacts to vegetation 
communities as well as fringes of habitat that occur along the existing Genesee 
Avenue alignment. As a result, the No Project Alternative would have greater 
MHPA impacts when compared to the Project. However, the No Project 
Alternative would connect the present north and south termini on either side of 
Regents Road with a bridge across Rose Canyon, and, therefore, open up an 
area previously inaccessible. In this regard, the No Project Alternative would 
provide a greater community benefit by improving access within the UCP 
Area when compared to the Project. However, because of the greater MHPA 
impacts, the No Project Alternative would have significant but mitigable 
impacts when compared to the Project. 

Table 9-1, Comparison of 
Project Alternatives – Proposed 
Elements, Pages 9-7 and 9-8 

See clarifications and modifications to Table 9-1 Comparison of Project 
Alternatives – Proposed Elements on Pages 9-7 and 9-8 of the Final PEIR. 

Section 9.2.1.2 
Transportation/Circulation, Page 
9-12 through 9-13 (first and 
second paragraphs) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are addressed in the 
Transportation Impact Study provided as Appendix C. Implementation of the 
No Project Alternative would have potentially reduced impacts to roadway 
segments and intersections compared to those of the Project. Under the No 
Project Alternative in future year, there would be a total of 19 roadway 
segments operating at an unacceptable LOS in exceedance of the significance 
thresholds. With implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway 
segments within the traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable 
operating conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds. Under the 
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Project, 1413 of the segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in 
future year would be significantly worse as compared to the No Project 
Alternative. In addition, under the Project in future year, the fourthree 
following roadway segments would result in LOS E or F and these 
unacceptable operating conditions would not occur with implementation of the 
No Project Alternative. Thus, the impact at these segments can be specifically 
attributed to the Project. 

• Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E) 
• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 
• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS 

E) 

The No Project Alternative would result in reduced traffic impacts related to 
intersections when compared to the Project. Under the No Project Alternative 
in future year, there would be 28 significantly impacted intersections operating 
at an unacceptable LOS E or F during at least one of the peak hours. With 
implementation of the Project, 3028 intersections would degrade to 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions in exceedance of the significance 
thresholds. Under the Project, 2119 of the intersections operating at 
unacceptable LOS in future year would be significantly worse during one or 
both of the peak hours as compared to the No Project Alternative. These 2119 
intersections are considered to have a significant decrease in operations due to 
an exceedance of the delay time thresholds for LOS E and F when comparing 
the Project to the No Project Alternative in future year. In addition, under the 
Project in future year, the nineseven following intersections would result in 
unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period 
indicated. However, in future year with implementation of the No Project 
Alternative, these intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable 
LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to 
the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

Section 9.2.1.4 Air Quality, Page 
9-14 (second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Operational impacts for the No Project Alternative would result in reduced air 
quality impacts related to air quality plans when compared to the Project. The 
construction of Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue in 
the No Project Alternative are in the UCP Transportation Element and are, 
therefore, included in the 2050 RTP/SCS. The No Project Alternative impacts 
related to air quality plans and criteria pollutants are less than significant when 
compared to the Project. 
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Section 9.2.1.6 Energy, Page 9-
15 (second paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would result in greater 
energy demand as the Project as the No Project Alternative would modify or 
construct new transportation facilities. The No Project Alternative is 
anticipated to reduce VMT and reliance on fossil fuels. The No Project 
Alternative would require additional electrical power to accommodate traffic 
signal modifications and street lighting. The No Project Alternative would 
have less than significant impacts. 

Section 9.2.1.7 Noise, Pages 9-
15 through 9-17 (first, second, 
and third paragraphs) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result 
in greater noise impacts related to construction when compared to the Project. 
The No Project Alternative could potentially result in a substantial temporary 
or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive 
receptors during construction activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving). 
Unlike the Project, the No Project Alternative would also result in construction 
noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the No 
Project Alternative impacts related to construction would be significant and 
mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the widening of Genesee Avenue in the 
No Project Alternative would result in reduced operational noise impacts when 
compared to the Project. As discussed in Section 4.7.1.6, noise measurements 
conducted were used to determine the site-specific distances between the 
TNM-predicted hourly noise level and the 24-hour CNEL level. TNM was 
utilized to develop conceptual distances (in feet, from the center of the 
roadway centerline) of various CNEL threshold contours (i.e., 60, 65, and 70 
dBA CNEL) along the Genesee Avenue and Regents Road Corridors, and SR 
52, with and without the Project, and their net change, as shown in Table 
4.7-4. As shown in Table 4.7-4, With Project compared to Without Project, the 
distances of the CNEL contours increase away from the centerline of the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor, decrease along the Regents Road Corridor, and 
essentially remain unchanged along the SR 52 corridor. The changes in CNEL 
distances identify where potential noise impacts would occur with respect to 
exceeding the City’s residential exterior CNEL noise standards with the 
Project. Under the Project, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the 
centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases within the residences. 
Therefore, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the 
UCP would expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that 
exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of 
San Diego 2008a). Unlike the No Project Alternative, this is a potentially 
significant impact under the Project. Discretionary pProjects implemented in 
accordance with the Project with the potential to result in significant 
operational noise impacts shall be required to implement the Mitigation 
Framework (Mitigation Measure NOI-1). However, impacts to operational 
noise would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level under the 
Project. The construction of Genesee Avenue Widening in the No Project 
Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to established 
standards/operation when compared to the Project. 
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Based on the program-level analysis, the construction of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge in the No Project Alternative would result in greater operational 
noise impacts when compared to the Project. As shown in Table 4.7-2 in 
Section 4.7, Noise, Future Year With Project in comparison to Future Year 
With Adopted UCP, ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents 
Road Corridor would substantially decrease by more than half. As shown in 
Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of 
the Regents Road Corridor decreases by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With 
Project compared to With Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the 
planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not expose people to 
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established 
in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Impacts 
under the Project would be less than significant. However, impacts under the 
No Project Alternative are anticipated to expose people to noise levels that 
exceed City standards. As such, the No Project Alternative would require 
mitigation measures to be determined at the project level. The No Project 
Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts related to established 
standards/operation with the construction of Regents Road Bridge when 
compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.1.8 Historical 
Resources, Page 9-17 (last 
sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The No Project Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts 
related to historical resources when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.1.9 Biological 
Resources, Page 9-17 (last 
sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to biological 
resources resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would 
be greater than those identified for the Project because less land would be 
preserved in open space under this alternative. Genesee Avenue and Regents 
Road would remain as they are today under the Project. The No Project 
Alternative would result in greater MHPA compatibility impacts when 
compared to the Project. The proposed changes at Rose Canyon under the No 
Project Alternative would result in a loss of habitat. The planned widening of 
Genesee Avenue and the construction of Regents Road Bridge in the No 
Project Alternative would result in greater impacts related to Tier I, II, IIIA, 
and IIIB habitats when compared to the Project. The No Project Alternative 
would result in greater impacts related to aquatic resources, including vernal 
pools and wetlands. Both the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the 
Regents Road Bridge construction projects are expected to involve removal of 
vegetation (clearing, brushing, and trimming) and grading (filling, backfilling, 
compacting, leveling, etc.). The widening of Genesee Avenue over Rose 
Canyon would result in significant permanent and temporary impacts to 
jurisdictional habitats. As such, the No Project Alternative would have 
significant but mitigable impacts related to biological resources when 
compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.1.10 Geological 
Conditions, Page 9-18 (last 
sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The construction of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road 
Bridge would expose people or structures to additional geologic hazards 
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beyond existing conditions; therefore, significant but mitigable impacts would 
occur under the No Project Alternative when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.1.11 Paleontological 
Resources, Page 9-18 (last 
sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to 
paleontological resources. 

Section 9.2.1.12 Hydrology and 
Water Quality, Page 9-19 (last 
sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
As such, hydrology and water quality impacts would be greater under the No 
Project Alternative when compared to the Project; however, overall impacts 
under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant when 
compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.1.14 Public Utilities, 
Pages 9-20 through 9-21 (last 
sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Overall impacts to public utilities under the No Project Alternative would be 
significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.1.15 Health and 
Safety, Page 9-21 through Page 
9-22 (first, second, and third 
paragraphs) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure 
to wildland fires from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be 
greater than those identified for the Project. The No Project Alternative would 
entail construction activities in the vicinity of dry brush and other dense 
vegetation vulnerable to ignition, which could result in a temporary increase in 
the potential for accidental wildfires. Implementation of the No Project 
Alternative would be required to adhere to brush management regulations, 
specifically the City’s Fire Prevention Bureau Policy B-08-1, Clarification of 
Brush Management Regulations and Landscape Standards and required 
preparation of a Brush Management Plan and Program in order to obtain 
discretionary, grading, and/or building permits (City of San Diego 2010b). The 
No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to 
wildland fires similar to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure 
of hazardous materials under the No Project Alternative would be greater than 
those identified for the Project. Implementation of the No Project Alternative 
would result in the exposure of hazards that could be encountered during 
grading and/or construction-related activities. Construction activities under the 
No Project Alternative are short term and would be subject to federal, state, 
and local health and safety requirements. The No Project Alternative would 
have significant but mitigable impacts related to hazardous materials when 
compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to 
impairment of an adopted emergency response plan under the No Project 
Alternative would be similar to those identified for the Project. Both the 
Project and the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation of, or 
physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. 
The No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to 
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emergency response plans similar to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure 
of people to AIAs would be similar to those identified for the Project. MCAS 
Miramar is approximately 1 mile to the east of the UCP Area. Montgomery 
Field is approximately 5 miles southeast of Regents Road. Implementation of 
both the Project and the No Project Alternative would not result in structures 
that would impair heliport or private airstrip operations. Any helicopter 
operations would be undertaken in accordance with FAA safety and flight 
regulations. As with the Project, the No Project Alternative would also require 
adherence to applicable regulations imposed by federal, state, and local 
agencies. The No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts 
related to AIAs similar to the Project. 

Section 9.2.2.1 Land Use, Page 
9-22 (last sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have 
significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.2.2 
Transportation/Circulation, 
Pages 9-22 through 9-23 (first 
and second paragraphs) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Impacts associated with the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative are addressed in the Transportation 
Impact Study provided in Appendix C. As provided in Appendix C, 
traffic/circulation impacts associated with implementation of the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would result in similar traffic impacts related to roadway segments when 
compared to the Project. There would be a total of 21 roadway segments 
operating at an unacceptable LOS with a significant impact under the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. With implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway 
segments within the traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable 
operating conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds 
 
The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would result in reduced traffic impacts related to 
intersections when compared to the Project. There would be a total of 29 
intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS with significant impact under 
the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. With implementation of the Project, 3028 intersections 
would degrade to unacceptable LOS operating conditions in exceedance of the 
significance thresholds. Under the Project, 20 of the intersections operating at 
unacceptable LOS in future year would be significantly worse during one or 
both of the peak hours as compared to the Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. These 2120 
intersections are considered to have a significant decrease in operations due to 
an exceedance of the delay time thresholds for LOS E and F when comparing 
the Project to the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative in future year. In addition, under the Project in 
future year, the three following intersections would result in unacceptable 
operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. 
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However, in future year with implementation of the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative, these 
intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS. Thus, the 
impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 

Section 9.2.2.3 Visual Effects 
and Neighborhood Character, 
Pages 9-24 through 9-25 (last 
sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be significant 
but mitigable when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.2.4 Air Quality, Page 
9-25 (first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater 
construction emissions compared to the Project. The Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
construct the planned Regents Road Bridge, but not widen Genesee Avenue. 
As such, a substantial number of trips associated with construction activities 
would result. Operation of construction equipment would also generate air 
pollutants from the combustion of diesel fuel or gasoline. Emissions from 
earthwork associated with soil import/export and grading would occur. The 
major potential impact would be from settling dust, which could be a 
temporary nuisance to local residents near any of the construction zones. 
These impacts would not occur under the Project. Therefore, the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
impacts related to construction would be significant but mitigable when 
compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.2.7 Noise, Pages 9-
27 through 9-28 (first and second 
paragraphs) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater noise 
impacts related to construction when compared to the Project. The 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would potentially result in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors during 
construction activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue 
and Governor Drive. Unlike the Project, the Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also result in 
construction noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, 
the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction would be significant and 
mitigable when compared to the Project. 
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Based on the program-level analysis, the construction of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge would result in greater operational noise impacts when compared 
to the Project. ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road 
Corridor are anticipated to increase with construction of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL 
contour from the centerline of the Regents Road Corridor is anticipated to 
decrease by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With Project. Therefore, the 
construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge would expose people to 
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established 
in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). In 
addition, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would remove of the widening of Genesee 
Avenue from the UCP. As discussed in Section 9.2, Noise, the removal of the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to 
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established 
in the Noise Element of the General Plan because the distance of the 65 dBA 
CNEL contour from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases 
to the residences (see Table 4.7-4). The construction of planned Regents Road 
Bridge and the removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP 
would combine for greater operational noise impacts under the Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative when 
compared to the Project. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have significant but 
mitigable impacts related to the construction of the Regents Road Bridge. 
However, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would have significant but unmitigable impacts 
related to the removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue similar to the 
Project.  

Section 9.2.3.1 Land Use, Page 
9-31 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in greater similar impacts related to land use policies when compared to 
the Project. This alternative would result in the reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue which would consist of restriping the existing four-lane roadway to a 
six-lane roadway. This alternative would not involve widening of Genesee 
Avenue. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at 
Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. All proposed roadway improvements 
would be within the existing right-of-way, therefore impacts to vegetation 
communities in Rose Canyon and fringe habitat that occur along the existing 
Genesee Avenue alignment would not result. As a result, the No Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would have greater similar MHPA impacts when compared to the 
Project. As such, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have less than 
significant impacts as with the Project. 

Section 9.2.3.2 
Transportation/Circulation, Page 
9-31 (first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Impacts associated with the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
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Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative are addressed in 
the Transportation Impact Study provided in Appendix C. As provided in 
Appendix C, traffic/circulation impacts associated with implementation of No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would have the potential to reduce impacts to 
roadway segments and intersections compared to those of the Project. Under 
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative, the number of roadway segments locations 
that would operate at poor LOS (E or F) is a total of 22 roadway segments, 20 
of which are a significant impact. Under the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, the 
number of intersection locations that would operate at poor LOS (E or F) 
during at least one peak period are 3129 intersections, 2927 of which are a 
significant impact. 

Section 9.2.3.3 Visual Effects 
and Neighborhood Character, 
Page 33 (last sentence) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in 
greater visual impacts related to obstruction of a vista or scenic view from 
public viewing when compared to the Project. Unlike the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative, the Project would remove construction elements from the UCP, 
which would not result in any visual impacts. The No Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would introduce a new structure that would dominate previously unobstructed 
views. The primary structural/architectural features created by the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening would be the retaining walls and crib walls that 
would be constructed along both sides of the widened roadway. Due to tThe 
height and length of the grade-separated intersection retaining walls and the 
would be in extreme contrast to the existing neighborhood character; impacts 
would be considered significant. Therefore, the impacts of the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to alteration of public views and 
visual character would be greater than the Project. Overall, the aesthetic 
impacts related to the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be significant but 
mitigable when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.3.4 Air Quality, 
Pages 9-33 through 9-34  
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in greater construction emissions compared to the Project. The No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue. As such, a 
substantial number of trips associated with construction activities would result. 
Operation of construction equipment would also generate air pollutants from 
the combustion of diesel fuel or gasoline. Emissions from earthwork 
associated with soil import/export and grading would occur. The major 
potential impact would be from settling dust, which could be a temporary 
nuisance to local residents near any of the construction zones. These impacts 
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would not occur under the Project. Therefore, impacts related to construction 
would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Operational impacts for the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in 
similar air quality impacts related to air quality plans when compared to the 
Project. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be partially consistent 
with the adopted community plan land use designations upon which the RAQS 
and SIP were based. The widening of Reconfiguring Genesee Avenue from an 
existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway is included in the 2050 
RTP/SCS, and there would be no significant regional air quality impacts 
associated with its implementation. However, the No Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would not construct Regents Road Bridge, similar to the Project. As such, the 
Project and the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not be consistent with 
the assumptions for roadway design and VMT in the General Plan and the 
RAQS. As such, both could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan. The Project’s and the No Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative’s 
impact to air quality plans would be significant and unmitigated.  
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in reduced criteria pollutant 
emissions when compared to the Project and is not anticipated to exceed the 
thresholds. The widening reconfiguring of Genesee Avenue is anticipated to 
result in VMT and speed change that would result in a reduction in overall 
operational emissions. Long-term operations associated with the Project would 
exceed annual thresholds of significance for NOX (i.e., ozone precursor in an 
ozone nonattainment area) and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area). Air quality 
emission under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not exceed criteria 
pollutant emissions thresholds and would result in less than significant 
impacts, in contrast to the Project.  

Section 9.2.3.7, Noise, Pages 9-
35 through 9-36 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in greater noise impacts related to construction when compared to the 
Project. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-
sensitive receptors in proximity to the grade separation construction activities 
(i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. 
Unlike the Project, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also result in 
construction noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, 
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction would be significant but 
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mitigable when compared to the Project. 

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in reduced operational noise impacts when compared to the Project. The 
No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in noise impacts related to the 
construction of Regents Road Bridge. In addition, the widening of Genesee 
Avenue would further reduce noise impacts. As discussed in Section 4.7.1.6, 
noise measurements conducted were used to determine the site-specific 
distances between the TNM-predicted hourly noise level and the 24-hour 
CNEL level. TNM was utilized to develop conceptual distances (in feet, from 
the center of the roadway centerline) of various CNEL threshold contours (i.e., 
60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL) along the Genesee Avenue and Regents Road 
Corridors, and SR 52, with and without the Project, and their net change, as 
shown in Table 4.7-4. As shown in Table 4.7-4, With Project compared to 
Without Project, the distances of the CNEL contours increase away from the 
centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor, decrease along the Regents Road 
Corridor, and essentially remain unchanged along the SR 52 corridor. The 
changes in CNEL distances identify where potential noise impacts would 
occur with respect to exceeding the City’s residential exterior CNEL noise 
standards with the Project. Under the Project, the distance of the 65 dBA 
CNEL contour from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases 
within the residences under the Project. Therefore, the removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to current or 
future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the 
Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Unlike the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative, this is a potentially significant impact under the 
Project. Under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, operational noise impacts 
would be less than significant when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.3.8, Historical 
Resources, Page 9-36 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. No impacts to prehistoric sites, historic buildings, religious or 
sacred sites, or disturbance to human remains would result from the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative because all proposed roadway improvements would be within the 
existing right-of-way. As such, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have less than 
significant impacts. 

Section 9.2.3.9, Biological 
Resources, Page 9-36 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The analysis provided in Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. The No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would result in similar impacts related to land use policies when 
compared to the Project. All proposed roadway improvements would be within 
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the existing right-of-way, therefore impacts to vegetation communities in Rose 
Canyon and fringe habitat that occur along the existing Genesee Avenue 
alignment would not result. As a result, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have 
similar MHPA impacts to the Project. As such, the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would have less than significant impacts. 

Section 9.2.3.10, Geological 
Conditions, Page 9-36 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have no significant 
impact related to geologic conditions as with the Project. 

Section 9.2.3.11, Paleontological 
Resources, Pages 9-36 through 
9-37 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative woud have less than 
significant related to paleontological resources. 

Section 9.2.4.1, Land Use, Page 
9-39 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would have significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.4.2, 
Transportation/Circulation, Page 
9-40 (last sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Impacts associated with the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access 
and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative related to roadway 
segments, intersections, freeway segments, and freeway ramp metering would 
be significant and unmitigated; however, these impacts would be reduced 
when compared to the Project.  

Section 9.2.4.3 Visual Effects 
and Neighborhood Character, 
Page 9-40 (second paragraph, 
last sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.4.4 Air Quality, 
Page 9-41 (first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction 
would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
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Section 9.2.4.7 Noise, Pages 9-
42 through 9-43 (first and second 
paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in greater noise impacts related to construction when compared to the 
Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-
sensitive receptors in proximity to the grade separation construction activities 
(i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. 
Unlike the Project, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also result in construction 
noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the impacts 
under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative related to construction would be significant and 
mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue. Under the 
Project, it was determined that the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening from the UCP would expose people to current or future 
transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise 
Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a), as shown in Table 
4.7-4 where the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of 
the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases to the residences. This is a potentially 
significant impact under the Project in contrast to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have reduced operational 
noise impacts than the Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have less than 
significant impacts related to established standards/operation with the 
construction of Genesee Avenue Widening, but would have significant but 
mitigable impacts related to established standards/operation with the 
construction of the pedestrian bike bridge. 

Section 9.2.5.1 Land Use, Page 
9-45 (last sentence) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would have significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.5.2 
Transportation/Circulation, Page 
9-46 (last sentence) 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Overall, impacts associated with the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative related to roadway 
segments, freeway segments, and freeway ramp metering would be significant 
and unmitigated; these impacts would be similar to the Project. Impacts to 
intersections under this alternative are anticipated to be significant and 
unmitigated, but slightly reduced impacts when compared to the Project. 
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Section 9.2.5.3 Visual Effects 
and Neighborhood Character, 
Page 9-47 (last sentence) 
 
 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.5.4 Air Quality, Page 
9-47 (last sentence) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction 
would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 

Section 9.2.5.7 Noise, Pages 9-
48 through 9-49 (first paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in similar noise impacts related to construction when compared to the 
Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-
sensitive receptors in proximity to the grade separation construction activities 
(i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. 
The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative may result in construction noise impacts to 
sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the impacts under the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative related to construction would be significant and mitigable 
when compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in greater operational noise impacts when compared to the Project with 
the construction of the pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access. ADT 
and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor are anticipated 
to increase with the construction of the pedestrian bike bridge with emergency 
access. Under the Project and as shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 
dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Regents Road Corridor 
decreases by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With Project compared to With 
Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge 
from the UCP would not expose people to current or future transportation 
noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the 
General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Impacts under the Project would be 
less than significant. However, impacts under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative are 
anticipated to expose people to noise levels that exceed City standards. The 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would have significant and unmitigated impacts related to 
established standards/operation with the construction of Genesee Avenue 
Widening, but would have significant but mitigable impacts related to 
established standards/operation with the construction of the pedestrian bike 
bridge. 
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Section 9.2.5.13 Public Services 
and Facilities, Page 9-50 (second 
paragraph) 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
Despite the slight improvement in emergency response times when compared 
to the Project, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to experience 
operational deterioration when compared to the City’s target average response 
times of 7.5 minutes. Response times for all fire stations under the Pedestrian 
Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative are anticipated to increase from years 2014 and 2015 average 
response times. Based on the program-level analysis, impacts associated with 
emergency service response times under the Project and the Pedestrian Bike 
Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would remain significant and unmitigated at the program-level 
under the Project. 

Section 9.3, Environmentally 
Superior Alternative, Pages 9-51 
through 9-52 

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:  
 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify 
which alternative is the environmentally superior alternative among other 
alternatives considered. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative, the PEIR must also identify which of the other 
alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and 
the analysis further detailed in Section 9.0 of the PEIR, the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would be considered environmentally superior because it would 
reduce impacts compared to the other proposed alternatives that preserve more 
open space as it would not construct a bridge structure. This alternative would 
not involve widening of Genesee Avenue. Instead, the alternative would restripe 
the existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway. The No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor 
Drive. All proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-
of-way. As such, therefore, resulting this alternative would result in fewer 
impacts to transportation/circulation (roadway segments, freeway segments, 
and ramps), air quality (operation criteria pollutants), and GHGs, and noise 
(operation). Implementation of the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would eliminate one of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project. The No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would not result in a significant impact related to noise (Issue 3). 
 
Further, in contrast to other alternatives the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in 
reduced impacts to land use, historical resources, biological resources, and 
geological conditions. 
 
However, as with the other alternatives, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in greater impacts to land use, visual effects and neighborhood 
character, air quality (construction), energy, noise (construction), historical 
resources, biological resources, geological conditions, paleontological 
resources, hydrology and water quality, public utilities, and health and safety, 
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when compared to the Project.  
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in 
terms of impacts to public services and facilities and population and housing.  
 
Additionally, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project 
Objectives. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative evaluates the impacts of the 
removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP and would 
minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to 
the other alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new 
structure over Rose Canyon, would not widen Genesee Avenue, and would 
perform all proposed roadway improvements within the existing right-of-way. 
Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide 
transportation improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts 
related to roadways, intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due 
to greater capacity when compared to the Project. Further, the other proposed 
alternatives, which would result in the construction of either Regents Road 
Bridge or a Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve 
less open space and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on 
the discussion provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is selected as 
the environmentally superior alternative. 

Chapter 10.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Chapter 10.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been removed from the Final PEIR and is now 
Exhibit C. Please see Exhibit C for all clarifications and modifications. 

Figures 

Figure 4.12-1, Watershed  The following revisions have been made: 
 

• Title has been changed to “Watershed Areas” 
• The boundary between Miramar Reservoir Hydrological Area, the 

Miramar Hydrological Area, and the Scripps Hydrological Area has 
been defined. 

• References to “Rose Canyon Creek” have been revised to “Rose 
Creek. 

• References to “San Clemente Canyon Creek” have been revised to 
“San Clemente Creek.” 

Appendices 

Appendix E, Transportation 
Impact Study  

See clarification and modifications to Transportation Impact Study in 
Appendix E.  

 



Clarifications and Modifications 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
This Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) has been prepared by the City of San Diego 
(hereafter “City”) for the University Community Plan (UCP) Amendment (hereafter “Project”) 
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended 
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (CCR, Title 14, 
Section 15000 et seq.). In addition, this PEIR has been prepared in accordance with City of San 
Diego Environmental Impact Report Guidelines (2005). The PEIR relies on the most recent City 
of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a). As an 
informational document, this PEIR is intended for use by the City of San Diego decision makers 
and members of the general public in evaluating the potential environmental effects of the 
Project. 
 
ES.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The City of San Diego is proposing to amend the 1987 UCP and, in particular, the UCP 
Transportation Element in order to reflect planned mobility improvements that have been 
approved or completed and to analyze the environmental impacts of development without the 
construction of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge. In addition 
to the amendment to the UCP, an amendment to the North University City Public Facilities 
Financing Plan (PFFP) (City of San Diego 2014a) would be required. The UCP is guided by the 
framework and policy direction in the City’s General Plan and reflects citywide policies and 
programs from the General Plan for the UCP Area (2014b). 
 
This PEIR analyzes the impacts related to removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening 
and the Regents Road Bridge projects from the UCP and, in particular, the UCP Transportation 
Element. The Project would remove the planned Genesee Avenue Widening project that would 
expand the roadway from four to six lanes between State Route (SR) 52 and Nobel Drive, add 26 
feet of width to the roadway, construct retaining walls, and reduce the arterial median. The 
Project would also remove the planned Regents Road Bridge project, which would construct two 
separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the present north and 
south Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon.  
 
ES.1.1   Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within 
the UCP Area. The corridor extends along Genesee Avenue from approximately Las Palmas 
Square, north of Nobel Drive, to south of SR 52. The planned Genesee Avenue Widening would 
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have involved adding a travel lane in each direction between SR 52 and Nobel Drive in an effort 
to increase the capacity of this roadway to carry anticipated traffic volumes. 
 
ES.1.2   Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The Regents Road Corridor is also located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within 
the UCP Area. The corridor extends along Regents Road from approximately Caminito Terviso 
on the north side of Rose Canyon south to San Clemente Canyon. The planned Regents Road 
Bridge design consisted of two separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures to be constructed 
across Rose Canyon, connecting the south and north ends of Regents Road that currently 
terminate near Lahitte Court on the south and Caminito Cassis on the north. The bridge was 
originally designed to be 870 feet long. 
 
ES.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING 
 
The Project is located within the UCP Area in the City of San Diego. The City of San Diego 
covers approximately 206,989 acres in southwestern San Diego County, in Southern California. 
The City of San Diego is bordered on the north by the City of Del Mar, the City of Poway, and 
unincorporated San Diego County land. On the east, the City of San Diego is bordered by the 
Cities of Santee, El Cajon, La Mesa, and Lemon Grove, as well as unincorporated San Diego 
County land. To the south, the City of San Diego is bordered by the Cities of Coronado, Chula 
Vista, and National City, and the United States-Mexico border. The Pacific Ocean is located on 
the City of San Diego’s western border. 
 
The UCP Area encompasses approximately 8,500 acres and is bound by Los Peñasquitos Lagoon 
and the east-facing slopes of Sorrento Valley on the north; the tracks of the Atchison, Topeka, 
and Santa Fe Railway, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the east; 
SR 52 on the south; and Interstate 5 (I-5), Gilman Drive, North Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla 
Farms Road, and the Pacific Ocean on the west. The UCP Area also contains two state-
controlled properties—the University of California, San Diego (UCSD UC San Diego) and 
Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve, which lie outside the land use jurisdiction of the City. 
 
The UCP Area encompasses UCSD UC San Diego; the Westfield University Town Centre 
shopping center; and many high-tech, bio-tech, and clean-tech businesses and research facilities, 
as well residential and commercial land uses. Sometimes referred to as the “Golden Triangle,” 
the UCP Area is roughly bordered by La Jolla on the west, SR 52 on the south, Sorrento Valley 
Road on the north, and I-805 on the east. Rose Canyon separates the higher-density apartments, 
condominiums, and town homes of North University from the mainly single-family homes of 
South University. 
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ES.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
Per CEQA, the Project has been developed to meet the following primary objectives: 
 

• Evaluate the environmental impacts of the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and the Regents Road Bridge projects. 

• Minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon. 

• Identify transportation improvements and accommodations for multiple modes of travel 
(i.e., transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicle), as part of a balanced transportation 
network. 

• Consider the effects of the Project on the General Plan City of Villages strategies related 
to emergency access and multi-modal transportation. 

 
ES.4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
 
Chapter 4.0 of this PEIR presents the environmental analysis of the Project. Table ES-1 
summarizes the significant impacts identified in the environmental analysis for each issue area. 
Table ES-1 also outlines the mitigation measures proposed to reduce and/or avoid the 
environmental effects, with a conclusion as to whether the impact has been mitigated to below a 
level of significance. 
 
Based on the analysis presented in Chapter 4.0, the Project would result in significant and 
unmitigated impacts to the topic areas of transportation/circulation, air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG), noise, and public services and facilities. Based on the analysis provided in 
Chapter 5.0, the Project would result in significant and unmitigated cumulative impacts to 
transportation/circulation, air quality, GHGs, noise, and public services and facilities. 
 
The Project would result in less than significant impacts with no mitigation required for the issue 
areas of land use, visual effects and neighborhood character, and health and safety. 
 
No significant impacts were identified for the issue areas of energy, historical resources, 
biological resources, geologic conditions, paleontological resources, hydrology and water 
quality, public utilities, and population and housing.  
 
Pursuant to Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines, agricultural and forestry resources and 
mineral resources were determined by the City of San Diego, as the lead agency, not to have the 
potential to cause adverse impacts, and, therefore, have not been addressed in detail in this PEIR. 
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Table ES-1 
Significant Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 

Issue Area Impact Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance After 
Mitigation 

Transportation/Circulation 
Would the Project result in an 
increase in projected traffic 
which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street 
system? 

Issue 1: The Project would result 
in an increase in projected traffic 
that is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system and the impact 
would be significant. 

Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section 
4.2, Transportation/Circulation. 

Significant and 
Unmitigated 

Would the Project result in 
the addition of a substantial 
amount of traffic to a 
congested freeway segment, 
interchange, or ramp? 

Issue 2: The Project would result 
in the addition of a substantial 
amount of traffic to a congested 
freeway segment, interchange, or 
ramp and the impact would be 
significant. 

No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and 
Unmitigated 

Would the Project result in a 
substantial impact upon 
existing or planned 
transportation systems? 

Issue 3: The Project would result 
in a substantial impact upon 
existing or planned transportation 
systems and the impact would be 
significant. 

Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section 
4.2, Transportation/Circulation. 

Significant and 
Unmitigated 

Would the Project result in 
substantial alterations to 
present circulation 
movements, including effects 
on existing public access to 
beaches, parks, or other open 
space areas? 

Issue 4: The Project would result 
in a substantial impact to present 
circulation movements, including 
effects on existing public access 
areas and the impact would be 
significant. 

Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section 
4.2, Transportation/Circulation. 

Significant and 
Unmitigated 

Would the Project conflict 
with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs supporting 
alternative transportation 
modes? 

Issue 5: The Project would 
conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation modes 
identified in the Bicycle Master 
Plan and the impact would be 
significant. 

Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section 
4.2, Transportation/Circulation. 

Significant and 
Unmitigated 
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Issue Area Impact Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance After 
Mitigation 

Air Quality 
Would the Project conflict 
with or obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

Issue 1: The Project would 
conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan. 

No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and 
Unmitigated 

Would the Project cause a 
violation of any air quality 
standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality 
violation? 

Issue 2: The Project would cause a 
violation of air quality standards or 
contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation. 

Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section 
4.2, Transportation/Circulation. No additional feasible mitigation 
is available. 

Significant and 
Unmitigated 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Would the project generate 
GHG emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact 
on the environment? 

Issue 1: The Project would 
increase greenhouse gas emissions 
compared to the Adopted UCP. 

No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and 
Unmitigated 

Would the project conflict 
with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of GHG? 

Issue 2: The Project would 
conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation for the 
purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions, including the 2015 
RTP/SCS, Climate Action 
Strategy, and City of San Diego 
CAP. 

No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and 
Unmitigated 

Noise 
Would the project expose 
people to current or future 
transportation noise levels 
that exceed standards 
established in the Noise 
Element of the General Plan? 

Issue 3: The Project would expose 
people to current or future 
transportation noise levels that 
exceed standards established in the 
Noise Element of the General Plan 
as the distance of the 65 dBA 
CNEL contour from the centerline 
of the Genesee Avenue Corridor 
increases. 

Mitigation measure NOI-1 as described in Section 4.7, Noise. Significant and 
Unmitigated 
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Issue Area Impact Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance After 
Mitigation 

Public Services and Facilities 
Would the Project have an 
effect upon, or result in a 
need for new or altered 
governmental services in any 
of the following areas: police 
protection, parks or other 
recreational facilities, fire/life 
safety protection, libraries, 
schools, and maintenance of 
public facilities, including 
roads? 

Issue 1: The Project would result 
in an increase in projected traffic 
in the future year, which is 
substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system. The impact on 
police service response times and 
fire and emergency service 
response times would be 
significant. 

Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section 
4.2, Transportation/Circulation. 

Significant and 
Unmitigated 
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ES.5 POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 
 
Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good faith effort has been made during the 
preparation of the PEIR to contact all responsible and trustee agencies; organizations; persons 
who may have an interest in the Project; and all government agencies, including the State 
Clearinghouse. This includes the circulation of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on December 2, 
2015, which began a 30-day comment period that ended on January 4, 2016. Approximately 100 
comment letters were received on the NOP during this time and were considered in preparation 
of the PEIR. The comments included the following issues: 
 

• Air quality and greenhouse gases 
• Biology 
• Mixed-use development 
• Traffic and parking 
• Multimodal transportation 
• Contamination and health risks 
• Noise 
• Safe access 
• Emergency services 

• Welfare of children 
• Storm water, flooding, and wetlands 
• Water quality 
• Open space 
• Notice of Preparation 
• Project description 
• Visual impacts 
• Cumulative impacts 
• Alternatives 

 
A scoping meeting was held on December 16, 2015, starting at 6:00 p.m. at the Nobel Recreation 
Center Meeting Room #2, located at 8810 Judicial Drive, San Diego, California 92122, to inform 
the public about the Project and receive comments. Twenty-seven individuals spoke at the 
scoping meeting. The issues they raised included the timing of the NOP and its review period, 
impacts to Rose Canyon Open Space Park (Rose Canyon), traffic and circulation, multimodal 
alternatives, air quality impacts to schools (i.e., Doyle Elementary, Spreckels Elementary, etc.), 
compliance with the City’s Climate Action Plan, downstream water quality impacts 
(e.g., impacts to Marian Bear Memorial Park, Mission Bay Park), impact on biological resources, 
emergency access, open space and preservation, and traffic-related incidents. 
 
In reviewing the Project, the City determined that it could result in potentially significant 
environmental impacts based on the City’s current CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a). Through this process, the City identified potentially 
significant environmental impacts associated with the following issues: 
 

• Land Use 
• Transportation/Circulation 
• Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

• Biological Resources 
• Geologic Conditions 
• Paleontological Resources 
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• Air Quality 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Energy 
• Noise 
• Historical Resources 

• Hydrology/Water Quality 
• Public Services and Facilities 
• Public Utilities 
• Health and Safety 
• Population and Housing 

 
ES.6 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
CEQA mandates that alternatives to the Project be analyzed. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA 
Guidelines requires the discussion of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the 
location of the Project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project,” even if the 
alternatives would impede the attainment of the Project objectives to some degree. Chapter 9.0 of 
this PEIR provides the Project alternatives and their consideration. 
 
ES.6.1   Alternatives Considered 
 
This PEIR analyzes five alternatives. The alternatives include variations of including and 
removing the widening of Genesee Avenue, the construction of the Regents Road Bridge, and 
implementing various multimodal improvements. 
 
No Project Alternative – Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee 
Avenue 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that an EIR evaluate a “no project” alternative 
along with its impacts. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to 
allow a lead agency to compare the impacts of approving the project to the impacts of not 
approving it. Specifically, Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) requires that an EIR for a development 
project on an identifiable property address the no project alternative as “circumstances under 
which the project does not proceed.” 

 
The No Project Alternative would result in the planned widening of Genesee Avenue and the 
construction of the Regents Road Bridge. Genesee Avenue is currently a four-lane road. The No 
Project Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue from four to six lanes between SR 52 and 
Nobel Drive. This would involve adding a travel lane in each direction between SR 52 and Nobel 
Drive in an effort to increase the capacity of this roadway to carry anticipated traffic volumes. 
The No Project Alternative would involve widening of the bridge crossing Rose Canyon, 
construction of retaining walls and temporary construction easements, which may result in 
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property acquisition. This alternative would also include a new traffic signal at the Genesee 
Avenue intersection with SR 52 westbound ramps. 
 
The No Project Alternative would involve construction of two separate parallel two-lane bridge 
structures across Rose Canyon to connect the present north and south Regents Road termini on 
either side of the canyon. The bridge/roadway would extend north from the present end of 
Regents Road on the south side of Rose Canyon just north of Lahitte Court, over a tributary 
drainage to Rose Canyon (which would be filled, not spanned), and through a small ridge 
adjacent to Rose Canyon. The bridge portion spanning Rose Canyon would be approximately 
870 feet long. 
 
The No Project Alternative would include construction of surface-level improvements at the 
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. These improvements would be the addition 
of a northbound and a southbound through lane, maintaining exclusive right-turn lanes in each 
direction. This requires some modifications to the existing curb to accommodate the right-turn 
pockets. 
 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
 
The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would involve construction of two separate parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose 
Canyon as described in the No Project Alternative. This alternative would not result in the 
widening of Genesee Avenue. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would include repurposing the existing footprint of Genesee 
Avenue to have three through lanes in each direction by reducing median width, adjusting lane 
utilizations at intersections, and narrowing lanes. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct surface-level improvements at the 
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. These improvements would be the addition 
of a northbound and a southbound through lane, maintaining exclusive right-turn lanes in each 
direction. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would require modifications to the existing curb to accommodate the right-turn 
pockets. This alternative would include a new traffic signal at the Genesee Avenue intersection 
with SR 52 westbound ramps. 

 
No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative  
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would not involve construction of the bridge structures spanning Regents Road. This 
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alternative would result in the widening reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue which would consist 
of restriping the existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway. This alternative would not 
involve widening of Genesee Avenue. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated 
intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive, removing northbound and southbound 
through-movements at the existing intersection and replacing them with two northbound and 
southbound through-lanes in an undercrossing. The topography of Genesee Avenue approaching 
this intersection allows for the intersection to remain at its current elevation and an undercrossing 
to be constructed beneath it. Separating the through traffic on Genesee Avenue would significantly 
increase flow between the north and south areas of the UCP Area. All proposed roadway 
improvements would be within the existing right-of-way. Under the No Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, businesses at the 
intersection would still have access and provide services to the adjacent community, but would 
experience less traffic on their adjacent roads. This alternative would include a new traffic signal at 
the Genesee Avenue intersection with SR 52 westbound ramps. 

 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative  

The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would involve construction of a single bridge structure across Rose Canyon to 
connect the present north and south termini on either side of Regents Road. The pedestrian bike 
bridge with emergency access would extend north from the present end of Regents Road on the 
south side of Rose Canyon just north of Lahitte Court, over a tributary drainage to Rose Canyon 
(which would be filled, not spanned), and through a small ridge adjacent to Rose Canyon. The 
bridge portion spanning Rose Canyon would be approximately 870 feet long. The bridge structure 
would provide emergency access that would improve access times for emergency service 
providers. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would result in the widening of Genesee Avenue and would include all the 
features as described in the No Project Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also construct a grade-separated 
intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive as described in the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 

 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative 
 
The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would involve construction of the single-lane bridge structure spanning Regents 
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Road as described in the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative. The bridge structure would provide emergency access that would 
improve access times for emergency service providers. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would include repurposing 
the existing footprint of Genesee Avenue to have three through lanes in each direction by 
reducing median width, adjusting lane utilizations at intersections, and narrowing lanes, as 
described in the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and 
Governor Drive as described in the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
The environmental analysis of the alternatives presented above is summarized in Chapter 9.0 in 
Table 9-1, which compares the project elements for each alternative along with the Project. The 
analysis presented in this discussion is addressed qualitatively in this PEIR as this is a program-
level document. 
 
ES.6.2   Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify which alternative is 
the environmentally superior alternative among other alternatives considered. If the No Project 
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the PEIR must also identify which of the 
other alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and the analysis 
further detailed in Section 9.0 of the PEIR, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be considered environmentally 
superior because it would reduce impacts compared to the other proposed alternatives that 
preserve more open space as it would not construct a bridge structure. This alternative would not 
involve widening of Genesee Avenue. Instead, the alternative would restripe the existing four-lane 
roadway to a six-lane roadway. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue 
and Governor Drive. All proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-of-
way. As such, therefore, resulting this alternative would result in fewer impacts to 
transportation/circulation (roadway segments, freeway segments, and ramps), air quality 
(operation criteria pollutants), and GHGs, and noise (operation). Implementation of the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would eliminate one of the significant impacts associated with the Project. The No Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in 
a significant impact related to noise (Issue 3). 
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Further, in contrast to other alternatives the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in reduced impacts to land use, 
historical resources, biological resources, and geological conditions. 
 
However, as with the other alternatives, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater impacts to 
land use, visual effects and neighborhood character, air quality (construction), energy, noise 
(construction), historical resources, biological resources, geological conditions, paleontological 
resources, hydrology and water quality, public utilities, and health and safety, when compared to 
the Project.  
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in terms of impacts to public 
services and facilities and population and housing.  
 
Additionally, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project Objectives. The No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative evaluates 
the impacts of the removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP and would 
minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to the other 
alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new structure over Rose Canyon, 
would not widen Genesee Avenue, and would perform all proposed roadway improvements 
within the existing right-of-way. Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide transportation 
improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts related to roadways, 
intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due to greater capacity when compared to 
the Project. Further, the other proposed alternatives, which would result in the construction of 
either Regents Road Bridge or a Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve 
less open space and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on the discussion 
provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative is selected as the environmentally superior alternative. 
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CHAPTER 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 
This Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) has been prepared by the City of San Diego 
(hereafter “City”) for the University Community Plan (UCP) Amendment (hereafter “Project”) 
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended 
(Public Resources Code [PRC], Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). The PEIR relies on the City’s most 
recent CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a). 
 
The Project is located within the UCP area (hereafter “UCP Area”). The Project would amend 
the 1987 UCP and, in particular, the UCP Transportation Element in order to reflect planned 
mobility improvements that have been approved or completed and to analyze the environmental 
impacts of development without the construction of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and 
the Regents Road Bridge. In addition to the amendment to the UCP, an amendment to the North 
University City Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) (City of San Diego 2014a) would be 
required (City of San Diego 2014b).  
 
The City’s Community Plan Preparation Manual indicates that the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for each community plan may tier off the PEIR prepared for the General Plan. Therefore, it 
was determined that this PEIR would be prepared as a PEIR and incorporate by reference the 
Final PEIR for the General Plan (State Clearinghouse No. 2006091032), which was approved by 
City Council on July 2009, in its entirety. The Final General Plan PEIR is available for review at 
the City’s Development Services Department, located at 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, 
California 92101. 
 
Per Section 21067 of CEQA and Sections 15367, and 15050 through 15053 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the City is the lead agency under whose authority this document has been prepared. 
As an informational document, this PEIR is intended for use by the City of San Diego decision 
makers and members of the general public in evaluating the potential environmental effects of 
the Project. 
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1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS – CEQA COMPLIANCE 
 
1.1.1 Legal Authority 
 
An EIR is an informational document used by a lead agency (in this case, the City of San Diego) 
when considering approval of a project. The purpose of an EIR is to provide public agencies and 
members of the general public with detailed information concerning the environmental effects 
associated with the implementation of a project. An EIR should analyze the environmental 
consequences of a project, identify ways to reduce or avoid potential environmental effects 
resulting from the project, and identify alternatives to the project that are capable of avoiding or 
reducing impacts. CEQA requires that all state and local government agencies consider the 
environmental consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority. This PEIR 
provides information to be used in the planning and decision-making process. It is not the 
purpose of an EIR to recommend approval or denial of a project. 
 
1.1.2 Lead Agency 
 
As lead agency, the City has determined that a PEIR shall be prepared for the Project pursuant to 
the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168). This PEIR provides decision makers, public agencies, 
and the public with detailed information about the potential significant adverse environmental 
impacts of the Project. By recognizing the environmental impacts of the Project, decision makers 
will have a better understanding of the physical and environmental changes that would 
accompany the approval of the Project. The PEIR includes recommended mitigation measures 
which, should they be implemented, would lessen impacts and provide the lead agency with 
ways to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects of the Project on the environment, 
whenever feasible. Alternatives to the Project are presented to evaluate alternative development 
scenarios that can further reduce or avoid significant impacts associated with the Project. 
 
Prior to approval of the Project, the City, as lead agency and the decision-making entity, is 
required to certify that the PEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, that the 
information in this PEIR has been considered, and that the PEIR reflects the independent 
judgment of the City. CEQA requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a project against 
its unavoidable environmental consequences. If environmental impacts are identified as 
significant and unmitigated, the City may still approve the project if it finds that social, 
economic, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable impacts. The City would then be required 
to state in writing the specific reasons for approving the Project based on information in the 
PEIR and other information sources in the administrative record. This reasoning is called a 
“statement of overriding considerations” (PRC Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15093). 
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In addition, the City, as lead agency, must adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
(MMRP) describing those mitigation measures that are determined to be feasible, and were 
adopted and made a condition of project approval in order to avoid or mitigate significant effects 
on the environment (PRC Section 21081.6; CEQA Guidelines Section 15097). The MMRP is 
adopted at the time of project approval and is designed to ensure compliance with the project 
description and mitigation measures of the PEIR during and after project implementation. If the 
City decides to approve the Project, it would be responsible for verifying that implementation of 
the MMRP for this Project occurs. 
 
The PEIR would primarily be used by the City during approval of discretionary actions and 
permits. These actions and permits are described in further detail in Section 1.4. 
 
1.1.3 Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting 
 
Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good faith effort has been made during the 
preparation of the PEIR to contact all responsible and trustee agencies; organizations; persons 
who may have an interest in the Project; and all government agencies, including the State 
Clearinghouse. This includes the circulation of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on December 2, 
2015, which began a 30-day comment period that ended on January 4, 2016 (Appendix A). 
Approximately 100 comment letters were received on the NOP during this time and were 
considered in preparation of the PEIR. The comments included the following issues: 
 

• Air quality and greenhouse gases 
• Biology 
• Mixed-use development 
• Traffic and parking 
• Multimodal transportation 
• Contamination and health risks 
• Noise 
• Safe access 
• Emergency services 

• Welfare of children 
• Storm water, flooding, and wetlands 
• Water quality 
• Open space 
• Notice of Preparation 
• Project description 
• Visual impacts 
• Cumulative impacts 
• Alternatives 

 
A scoping meeting was held on December 16, 2015, starting at 6:00 p.m. at the Nobel Recreation 
Center Meeting Room #2, located at 8810 Judicial Drive, San Diego, California 92122, to inform 
the public about the Project and receive comments. Twenty-seven individuals spoke at the 
scoping meeting. The issues they raised included the timing of the NOP and its review period, 
impacts to Rose Canyon Open Space Park (Rose Canyon), traffic and circulation, multimodal 
alternatives, air quality impacts to schools (i.e., Doyle Elementary, Spreckels Elementary, etc.), 
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compliance with the City’s Climate Action Plan, downstream water quality impacts 
(e.g., impacts to Marian Bear Memorial Park, Mission Bay Park), impact on biological resources, 
emergency access, open space and preservation, and traffic-related incidents. Appendix B 
provides a transcript of the scoping meeting. 
 
In reviewing the Project, the City determined that it could result in potentially significant 
environmental impacts based on the City’s current CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a). Through this process, the City identified potentially 
significant environmental impacts associated with the following issues: 
 

• Land Use 
• Transportation/Circulation 
• Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
• Air Quality 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Energy 
• Noise 
• Historical Resources 

• Biological Resources 
• Geologic Conditions 
• Paleontological Resources 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Public Services and Facilities 
• Public Utilities 
• Health and Safety 
• Population and Housing 

 
1.2 SCOPE AND STRUCTURE OF THE PEIR 
 
This PEIR analyzes impacts related to removing the widening of Genesee Avenue and removing 
the construction of the Regents Road Bridge projects from the UCP and, in particular, the UCP 
Transportation Element. The Project would remove the planned Genesee Avenue Widening 
project that would expand the roadway from four to six lanes between State Route (SR) 52 and 
Nobel Drive. The Project would also remove the planned Regents Road Bridge project, which 
would construct two separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect 
the present north and south Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon.  
 
This PEIR analyzes five alternatives. The alternatives include variations of including and 
removing the widening of Genesee Avenue, the construction of the Regents Road Bridge, and 
implementing various multimodal improvements. 
 
The PEIR contains the following chapters: 
 
Executive Summary. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15123, this section summarizes the 
environmental consequences that would result from the Project, provides a summary table that 
lists the Project’s anticipated significant environmental impacts, describes recommended 
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mitigation measures, and indicates the level of significance of impacts after implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures. 
 
Chapter 1.0: Introduction. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(a) this chapter provides an 
introduction and overview of the Project and describes the purpose of the PEIR and the CEQA 
process. 
 
Chapter 2.0: Environmental Setting. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, this chapter 
describes the existing Project site conditions. It focuses on the circulation network and also 
covers land uses in the Project site, community plan designations, and existing zoning. The 
section provides baseline (existing conditions) information for environmental resource issues 
analyzed in Chapter 4.0. 
 
Chapter 3.0: Project Description. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, this chapter details the 
Project components, including the Project’s purpose and objectives, Project features, anticipated 
program development, and necessary discretionary permits required for implementation of the 
Project. 
 
Chapter 4.0: Environmental Analysis. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, this chapter 
describes the existing conditions for each of the environmental topics, states the environmental 
issues identified for the Project by the City, and evaluates the potential significant environmental 
impacts of the Project and recommended mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the significance 
of potential impacts. 
 
Chapter 5.0: Cumulative Impacts. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, this chapter analyzes 
the potential significant Project effects that, when considered with other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could compound or increase environmental 
impacts. 
 
Chapter 6.0: Growth Inducement. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d), this chapter 
analyzes the ways in which the Project could foster economic or population growth, either 
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding area. 
 
Chapter 7.0: Effects Found Not to Be Significant. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, this 
chapter analyzes potential environmental effects identified by the City that, after detailed 
analysis, were determined not to be significant. This section also provides an analysis on growth-
inducing impacts of the Project, such as the ways in which the Project could foster economic or 
population growth, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding area. 
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Chapter 8.0: Mandatory Discussion Areas. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b)(c), this 
chapter identifies the changes in the local environment that would result from implementation of 
the Project, and analyzes potential environmental effects identified by the City that, after detailed 
analysis, were determined unavoidable if the Project is implemented. 
 
Chapter 9.0: Alternatives to the Project. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this chapter 
considers alternatives to the Project that could reduce one or more of the significant 
environmental impacts identified in Chapter 4.0. In addition, alternatives that were considered 
but rejected from more detailed analysis are also identified. 

Chapter 10.0: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). CEQA (Section 
15126.4) requires that this chapter list all the mitigation measures required to be implemented by 
the Project, the entity required to monitor the satisfactory completion of the MMRP, and at what 
point in the process the mitigation measures are to be accomplished. 
 
Chapter 11.0: References. This chapter provides a list of the sources referenced in the PEIR. 
 
Chapter 12.0: Preparers of This Report. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15129, this chapter 
identifies the persons and organizations that participated in the preparation of the PEIR. 
 
Appendices: The NOP/scoping comment letters that were prepared for the Project are provided 
in the Appendices for public review. 
 
1.3 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 
 
Amending the UCP Transportation Element is a discretionary act of the City to ensure 
compliance with the established planning policies and development criteria of the City’s 
General Plan. The required permits or discretionary actions applicable to the Project are 
described below. 
 
The Project would require City of San Diego approval of the following discretionary actions. 
 

• Amendment to the UCP Transportation Element and General Plan Mobility Element to 
remove the widening of Genesee Avenue and the construction of the Regents Road 
Bridge.  

• Amendment to the North University City PFFP. 

• Approval and certification of a Final EIR. 
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1.4 INTENDED USES OF THE PEIR 
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, a PEIR may serve as the EIR for subsequent activities or 
implementing actions, including development of public and private projects, to the extent it 
contemplates and adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts of those subsequent 
projects. The PEIR may be used as a basis for future Initial Studies to evaluate potential impacts 
of future activities. In addition, it may be used as a first-tier PEIR for later environmental 
documents, thereby focusing later review of projects on specific environmental effects of those 
projects that were not fully evaluated in the PEIR. It may also serve as a database for the 
environmental setting; cumulative impacts; project alternatives; and other sections of later, 
project-specific environmental documents. In this way, the PEIR will streamline and focus future 
project-specific environmental documents on just those impacts that were not previously 
analyzed. 
 
Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines encourages agencies to tier environmental analyses for 
separate but related projects. The Guidelines indicate that tiering is appropriate when the 
sequence of analysis is from a PEIR prepared for a general plan, policy, or program to a PEIR or 
Negative Declaration for another plan, policy, or program of lesser scope, or to a site-specific 
PEIR or Negative Declaration. Discretionary actions occurring on this Project site will be 
examined in light of this PEIR to determine whether an additional environmental analysis must 
be conducted and documentation prepared. If a subsequent project or later activity would have 
effects that were not examined in this PEIR, or were not examined at an appropriate level of 
detail to be used for the later activity, an Initial Study would need to be prepared, leading to a 
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), or an EIR. Any lead agency for a 
later project pursuant to, and consistent with, this Project and this PEIR should limit the EIR, 
MND, or Negative Declaration on the later projects to effects that: 
 

1. Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in this PEIR; or 

2. Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions 
in the project, by imposition of conditions, or other means. 

 
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the certified PEIR would satisfy CEQA 
requirements for subsequent activities if the following conditions can be met: 
 

• Pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures 
would be required (Section 15168(c)(2)); and 

• All feasible mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the PEIR will be 
incorporated (Section 15168(c)(3)). 
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Preparation of project-level technical studies may be required when certain conditions apply to 
project-specific activities or implementation of mitigation measures associated with the Project. 
Any required project-specific technical studies would be used to determine whether such activity 
is within the scope of the PEIR and whether the PEIR adequately analyzes the activity for CEQA 
purposes. 
 
1.4.1 Agencies Expected to Use the PEIR 
 
The following agencies are anticipated to consider this PEIR in their approval processes: 
 

• City of San Diego 
• California Coastal Commission 

 
1.4.2 Future Actions and Approvals Required 
 
Discretionary pProjects implemented in accordance with the UCP amendment would require 
subsequent review in accordance with CEQA and/or ministerial review depending on the specific 
public improvement. Subsequent projects may include, but are not limited to, public right-of-way 
and infrastructure improvements, which may require approval of a street vacation, development 
permits, demolition and/or grading permits, and public improvement plans. 
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CHAPTER 2.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 
 
2.1 OVERVIEW 
 
2.1.1 Regional Overview 
 
As discussed in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, the Project is located within the UCP Area in the City 
of San Diego (see Figure 2-1, Regional Map). The City of San Diego covers approximately 
206,989 acres in southwestern San Diego County, in Southern California. The City of San Diego 
is bordered on the north by the City of Del Mar, the City of Poway, and unincorporated San 
Diego County land. On the east, the City of San Diego is bordered by the Cities of Santee, 
El Cajon, La Mesa, and Lemon Grove, as well as unincorporated San Diego County land. To the 
south, the City of San Diego is bordered by the Cities of Coronado, Chula Vista, and National 
City, and the United States-Mexico border. The Pacific Ocean is located on the City of San 
Diego’s western border. 
 
2.1.2 University Community Area 
 
University Community Area Context 
 
The UCP Area encompasses approximately 8,500 acres and is bound by Los Peñasquitos Lagoon 
and the east-facing slopes of Sorrento Valley on the north; the tracks of the Atchison, Topeka, 
and Santa Fe Railway (AT&SF), Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, and Interstate 805 
(I-805) on the east; SR 52 on the south; and Interstate 5 (I-5), Gilman Drive, North Torrey Pines 
Road, La Jolla Farms Road, and the Pacific Ocean on the west. The UCP Area also contains two 
state-controlled properties—the University of California, San Diego (UCSD) UC San Diego and 
Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve, which lie outside the land use jurisdiction of the City. 
 
The UCP Area encompasses UCSD UC San Diego; the Westfield University Town Centre 
(Westfield UTC) shopping center; and many high-tech, bio-tech, and clean-tech businesses and 
research facilities, as well as residential and commercial land uses (see Figure 2-2, Vicinity 
Map). Sometimes referred to as the “Golden Triangle,” the UCP Area is roughly bordered by La 
Jolla on the west, SR 52 on the south, Sorrento Valley Road on the north, and I-805 on the east. 
Rose Canyon separates the higher-density apartments, condominiums, and town homes of North 
University from the mainly single-family homes of South University. 
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Neighboring communities include Torrey Pines, Mira Mesa, Clairemont Mesa, and La Jolla. The 
Torrey Pines community is located north of the UCP Area. The Mira Mesa community is located 
east of the UCP Area. Mira Mesa is home to approximately 62,500 people, residing in 20,400 
dwelling units. The eastern portion of the Mira Mesa community known as Sorrento Valley is 
designated for development as an industrial park, which is adjacent to the science research and 
open space areas in the University community. Approximately 60 percent of the Mira Mesa 
community has been built, with 12 percent undeveloped (City of San Diego 2011b). The 
Clairemont Mesa community is located to the south of the UCP Area on the other side of SR 52. 
Industrial parks border I-5 and higher-density residential development is located along portions 
of the major roads. The northeastern portion of the La Jolla community borders the UCP Area to 
both the south and the west. The La Jolla Community Plan generally shows the land south of the 
Salk Institute designated as low-density residential development. However, the Blackhorse 
Farm’s portion immediately to the west of North Torrey Pines Road and south of the Salk 
Institute is proposed to include an Executive Conference Center related to UCSD UC San Diego, 
as well as various types of residential uses. South of this residential area is the Scripps Institution 
of Oceanography, which is a part of the UCSD UC San Diego campus. Residential development 
in the La Jolla Shores Planned District lies to the south of Scripps Institute Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography and La Jolla Village Drive (City of San Diego 2014b). 
 
Existing Transit 
 
Several types of transit currently serve the UCP Area. There are 14 Metropolitan Transit Service 
(MTS) routes that serve the University community including the SuperLoop (201/202 and 204), 
Rapid Route 237, and Coaster Connection Routes 978 and 979. There is also one North County 
Transit District (NCTD) Breeze Route (Route 101). Three of the 14 MTS routes serve the 
southern University community (south of Rose Canyon); MTS Route 41 runs from UC San 
Diego to Fashion Valley, MTS Route 50 runs from UTC to downtown, and MTS Route 105 
Runs from UTC to Old Town. UCSD UC San Diego Transportation Services provides eight 
shuttle routes that serve the UCP Area. The shuttle routes specifically serve the campus, medical 
centers, and other key points off campus. Students, faculty, and staff can ride the shuttles for 
free. All shuttles operate during academic quarters with some shuttles operating year-round. 
 
Two rail lines travel through the UCP Area: the NCTD COASTER and the AMTRAK Pacific 
Surfliner. The closest COASTER/AMTRAK station is located in Sorrento Valley, one exit north 
of the community on I-5. Access to this station is provided by shuttle service to limited portions 
of the University community. The rail services provide connections north and south of the 
community and connect to other regional rail services. Both the COASTER and the Pacific 
Surfliner services are part of the 351-mile-long Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo Rail 
Corridor that travels through a six-county coastal region in Southern California. 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
There are currently about 7.9 miles of bicycle facilities within the UCP Area with over half 
composed of Class III Bike Routes. Class III Bike Routes provide cyclists with the lowest level 
of separation from vehicular travel. Two interstate freeways (I-5 and I-805) and one state route 
(SR 52) form barriers to pedestrian travel between the UCP Area and its surrounding 
communities. 
 
Emergency Services 
 
The UCP Area is served by the City of San Diego Police Department (SDPD), specifically the 
Northern Division located at 4275 Eastgate Mall. The Northern Division serves a population of 
225,234 people and encompasses 41.3 square miles. As of February 2016, total of 109 sworn 
police officers are assigned to Northern Patrol Operations. Of those, 90 full-duty officers are 
performing field operations. The Project site is located specifically in Beat 115 of the Northern 
Division. The SDPD has mutual aid agreements with all other law enforcement agencies in San 
Diego County (SDPD 2016a). 
 
The City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department (SDFRD) provides fire protection and 
emergency services to the Project site through existing facilities. The City’s Fire – Rescue 
Department Station 35 (Station 35), located at 4285 Eastgate Mall, serves the UCP Area and its 
surrounding areas. The City’s Fire Station 27, located at 5064 Clairemont Drive, also serves the 
UCP Area, West Clairemont, and surrounding areas. Fire Station 9, located at 7870 Ardath Lane, 
serves La Jolla and its surrounding areas. In addition, Squad 56, located at 3034 Governor Drive, 
near Regents Road, serves the South University area and is staffed seven days a week from 8:00 
a.m. to 8:00 p.m.  
 
2.1.3 Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
2.1.3.1 Location 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within 
the UCP Area (Figure 2-2, Vicinity Map). The Genesee Avenue Corridor extends along Genesee 
Avenue from approximately Las Palmas Square, north of Nobel Drive, to south of SR 52. 
 
2.1.3.2 Existing Land Uses 
 
Within the Genesee Avenue Corridor, Genesee Avenue extends for approximately 2 miles and 
currently has four lanes of traffic (two in each direction), as shown in Figure 2-2. The median is 
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currently 18 feet wide, and the parkway1 is 10 feet wide. The Genesee Avenue Corridor includes 
actively used AT&SF railroad tracks and a portion of Rose Canyon. The railroad tracks are 
considered a historic structure and are within Rose Canyon. 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor begins just north of Nobel Drive, with the Costa Verde shopping 
center on the western side of Genesee Avenue and a parking lot for the Westfield UTC shopping 
center on the eastern side. South of Nobel Drive are several multi-family residential 
developments on both sides of Genesee Avenue. Continuing south, multi-family residential 
development is located on the east side of Genesee Avenue, and single-family residential is 
located on the west side of Genesee Avenue, just north of Rose Canyon. Just south of Rose 
Canyon on the east side of Genesee Avenue is University City High School. From here, multi-
family residential is located west of Genesee Avenue. Multi-family residential development is 
located to the west of the Genesee Avenue and Calgary Drive intersection and single-family 
residential development is located to the east. At the intersection of Genesee Avenue and 
Governor Drive, gas stations are located on each of the four corners. South of the gas stations, 
the University Square shopping center is located on the east side of Genesee Avenue. All Saints 
Lutheran Church and multi-family residential are located on the west side of Genesee Avenue, 
south of Governor Drive. Multi-family residential is located on both sides of Genesee Avenue 
near Caminito Araya, and on the west side of Genesee Avenue near Caminito Baeza. Just north 
of San Clemente Canyon in the area of Tamilynne Court and Zenako Street on the east side of 
Genesee Avenue are single-family residences at the top of a slope above Genesee Avenue. The 
southernmost portion of the Genesee Avenue Corridor encompasses a portion of SR 52, and a 
portion of Marian Bear Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon. 
 
2.1.3.3 Surrounding Land Uses 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is surrounded on all sides by residential and commercial uses, 
along with schools and parks (Figure 2-2). The Costa Verde Specific Plan area, including 
commercial and multi-family residential uses, is located northwest of the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor. The Westfield UTC shopping center is located to the northeast of the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor. Farther south, the Genesee Avenue Corridor is surrounded to the east and west largely 
by multi-family residential developments. South of Rose Canyon, the Genesee Avenue Corridor 
is surrounded by University City High School and a mix of multi-family and single-family 
residential uses to the east. To the west is a combination of multi-family and single-family 
residential uses. Several commercial uses surround the Genesee Avenue Corridor to the east and 
west along Governor Drive; in addition, Curie Elementary School and the University 
Community Library are located on Governor Drive to the east. South of Governor Dive is a mix 
                                                           
1 According to the San Diego Municipal Code, Ch. 11: Land Development Procedures, parkway means the area 

within the public right-of-way between the curb of a street and the public right-of-way line. 
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of multi-family and single-family residential uses to the east and west, along with Standley 
Middle School and Standley Community Park to the west of the Genesee Avenue Corridor. 
Farther south and north of San Clemente Canyon are largely single-family homes with some 
multi-family residential developments. South of the Genesee Avenue Corridor are single-family 
homes. 
 
2.1.3.4 Topography and Drainage 
 
According to U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps for the La Jolla and Del Mar 
7.5-minute quadrangles, elevations in the Genesee Avenue Corridor range from approximately 
200 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in Rose Canyon to 300 feet AMSL near Nobel Drive 
(USGS 2015). On the north side of Rose Canyon, drainage flows generally south from Nobel 
Drive to Rose Canyon. On the south side of Rose Canyon, Governor Drive is a local topographic 
high point between Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon. Drainage north of Governor Drive 
flows generally north to Rose Canyon and drainage south of Governor Drive flows generally 
south to San Clemente Canyon. 
 
Elevations and extent of the 100-year floodplain for Rose Creek around Genesee Avenue are 
mapped on Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) Panels (06073C1601G and 06073C1602G) (FEMA 2012). Below Genesee Avenue and 
south of SR 52, the 100-year floodplain is shown as only approximately 70 feet wide, compared 
to 300 feet wide several hundred feet upstream. This was identified as Zone AE, which is areas 
of high risk subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event. At the Genesee 
Avenue overcrossing, flow in Rose Creek is confined to a box culvert. The creek flows generally 
east to west, until it reaches I-5, where it turns southward and parallels the east side of the 
freeway, joining San Clemente Creek and finally entering Mission Bay. This area was also 
identified as Zone AE and Zone X. Zone X is areas of moderate to low risk with a 0.2-percent-
annual-chance flood event. 
 
2.1.3.5 Existing Transit 
 
MTS provides bus service via the SuperLoop. SuperLoop Rapid Routes 201, 202, and 204 
provide high-frequency service in the north University City/Golden Triangle area, 7 days a week. 
Interim service began in June 2009 and expanded in September 2010 to include La Jolla Colony, 
and again in June 2012 to areas east of Genesee Avenue. To date, 19 SuperLoop Rapid stations 
have been installed, and improvements to roadways and traffic signals have been completed in 
several locations on the route. The entire SuperLoop Rapid route is approximately 9 miles. On 
June 10, 2012, SuperLoop service expanded to areas east of Genesee Avenue, adding additional 
stops along Executive Drive, Judicial Drive, and Nobel Drive, including the Nobel Athletic Area 
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and Library. The new Route 204 runs clockwise and connects with other transit services at the 
Westfield UTC Transit Center, located on Genesee Avenue. SuperLoop Rapid operates 7 days a 
week from 5:45 a.m. until 10 p.m. Routes 201 and 202 run every 10 minutes during peak 
commute hours and every 15 minutes at other times. Route 204 runs every 15 minutes 
(SANDAG 2015a). 
 
Other bus routes serving the Genesee Avenue Corridor include MTS 105 (Old Town – 
University City). Bus stops are located along Governor Drive (MTS 41, 50, and 105), Decoro 
Street (MTS 41 and 50), Centurion Square (MTS 41 and 50), Luigi Terrace (MTS 41 and 50), 
Calgary Drive (MTS 41 and 50), Governor Drive, Radcliffe Lane, April Court, and SR 52 
(Ramp). Generally, the MTS bus routes within the Project vicinity operate approximately every 
10 to 15 minutes on both weekdays and/or weekends. This route does not run from the southern 
University area (south of Rose Canyon) on weekends. 
 
2.1.3.6 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
The UCP designates the Genesee Avenue Corridor as an existing Class II bicycle route. Class II 
bicycle routes are defined as restricted right-of-way located on the paved road surface alongside 
the traffic lane nearest the curb and identified by special signs, lane striping, and other pavement 
markings. 
 
Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, curb ramps, and other amenities such as street trees for 
shading. Pedestrian bridges are currently built at the following locations to minimize the need for 
pedestrians to cross the wide, high-volume streets: (1) Genesee Avenue near Executive Square; 
(2) La Jolla Village Drive east of Genesee Avenue; and (3) Genesee Avenue between La Jolla 
Village Drive and Esplanade Court. 
 
2.1.3.7 Emergency Services 
 
Fire Station 35 and Fire Station 27 serve the Genesee Avenue Corridor. Fire Station 35 is located 
at 4285 Eastgate Mall, and its district is 11.32 square miles. Fire Station 35 apparatus includes 
one fire engine, one aerial truck, one chemical rig, one brush engine (Type III) rig, and one 
Battalion Chief Vehicle. In fiscal year 2015, the fire engine made 4,017 responses, the aerial 
truck made 1,785 responses, and the Battalion Chief vehicle made 546 responses (SDFRD 
2016a). Four firefighters staff the engine at all times, and four firefighters staff the truck 
company at all times. Station 35 is also staffed with a Battalion Chief and two medics, for a total 
of 11 people. 
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Fire Station 27 is located at 5064 Clairemont Drive and serves West Clairemont, the UCP Area, 
and surrounding areas. Fire Station 27’s district is 5.8 square miles and houses one fire engine. 
The fire engine made 2,600 responses in fiscal year 2015 (SDFRD 2016b). The station is staffed 
by four firefighters per 24-hour shift. 
 
Fire Station 9 is located at 7870 Ardath Lane and serves La Jolla and its surrounding areas. 
Engine 9's district is 4.72 square miles and houses a fire engine and a Paramedic Unit. The fire 
engine made 1,824 responses in fiscal year 2015 (SDFRD 2016b).  
 
In addition, Squad 56, located at 3034 Governor Drive, near Regents Road, also serves the South 
University area and is staffed seven days a week from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Operations began in 
January 2016. In order to provide fire-rescue services to underserved areas, Squad 56 consists of 
a Fast Response Squad (FRS), which is a two person fire crew, rather than the traditional four 
person crew. FRS is staged at under-deployed areas where it can respond more quickly than the 
nearest fire engine and begin patient treatment or fire. One member of the crew is a Fire 
Captain/EMT and the other is a Firefighter/Paramedic. Squad 56 has a complement of tools, 
equipment, and medical supplies. It carries a small quantity of water and foam, but does not have 
the capability to hook up to a hydrant. The FRS crew can treat patients and extinguish small fires 
(SDFRD 2016c).  
 
At this time, no data is available for Squad 56. As such, only Fire Station 35, Fire Station 27, and 
Fire Station 9 are analyzed in this PEIR. The General Plan states that the response time for 
SDFRD to treat medical patients and control small fires, with the first-due unit arriving within 
the City’s target average of 7.5 minutes, is 90 percent of the time from the receipt of the 9-1-1 
call in fire dispatch. This equates to 1-minute dispatch time, 1.5-minute company turnout time, 
and 5-minute drive time in the most populated areas (Citygate 2011). Based on the 90 percent 
fractile response times for years 2014 and 2015, the average response time for Fire Station 35 
was 8.82 minutes and for Fire Station 27 was 8.05 minutes. The response times for both Station 
35 and Station 27 did not meet the City’s target average of 7.5 minutes. Fire Station 9 did meet 
the City’s target average response times for years 2014 and 2015 with a response time of 7.53 
minutes. 
 
Police protection to the Genesee Avenue Corridor areas is provided by the SDPD Northern 
Division, located at 4275 Eastgate Mall. The Northern Division serves a population of 225,234 
people and encompasses 41.3 square miles. The Project site is located specifically in Beat 115 of 
the Northern Division (SDPD 2016a). The SDPD has mutual aid agreements with all other law 
enforcement agencies in San Diego County. As of February June 2016, a total of 109 118 sworn 
police officers and one civilian employee were assigned to Northern Patrol Operations. Of those, 
approximately 90 full-duty officers are performing field operations. On average, approximately 
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45 43 officers are divided among three shifts per day, who patrol the Northern Division 
(approximately 15 14 patrolling officers at any given time). The Northern Division’s average 
response time for 2015 was 7.3 minutes for Priority E – Imminent Threat to life calls. Beat 115’s 
average response time for the same category of calls was 8.3 minutes. The Northern Division and 
Beat 115 average response times exceed the City’s target average response time of 7.0 minutes 
for these priority-type calls (SDPD 2016b, Citygate 2011). 
 
2.1.4 Regents Road Corridor 
 
2.1.4.1 Location 
 
The Regents Road Corridor is also located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within 
the UCP Area (Figure 2-2). The corridor extends along Regents Road from approximately 
Caminito Terviso on the north side of Rose Canyon south to San Clemente Canyon. 
 
2.1.4.2 Existing Land Uses 
 
The Regents Road Corridor extends for approximately 1.6 miles and currently has four lanes of 
traffic (two in each direction), except over Rose Canyon where there is no roadway. The Regents 
Road Corridor contains AT&SF railroad tracks and a portion of Rose Canyon. The railroad 
tracks are considered a historic structure and are within Rose Canyon. The Regents Road 
Corridor begins north of Rose Canyon, just south of Porte de Merano Court. At the northernmost 
end of the corridor are multi-family residential developments on both sides of Regents Road. 
Regents Road is blocked off from traffic just past the multi-family residential developments, 
although the pavement continues to the northern edge of Rose Canyon. Single-family homes are 
located on the east side of Regents Road off of Lahitte Court, east of the Rose Canyon trailhead. 
Commercial uses are located on the northwest and northeast corners of the intersection of 
Regents Road and Governor Drive. A church is located at the southwestern corner, and multi-
family residential uses are located at the southeastern corner of Regents Road and Governor 
Drive. Single-family homes on both sides of Regents Road are located south of Governor Drive. 
Nearing the terminus of the Regents Road Corridor, the slopes on both sides of the roadway 
become steeper. The southernmost portion of the Regents Road Corridor includes portions of SR 
52 and San Clemente Canyon. 
 
2.1.4.3 Surrounding Land Uses 
 
The Regents Road Corridor is surrounded on all sides by residences and commercial uses, along 
with schools and parks (Figure 2-2). To the northeast of the Regents Road Corridor are Doyle 
Elementary School and Doyle Community Park, as well as multi-family residential 
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developments. To the northeast are also multi-family residential developments. South of Rose 
Canyon, single-family homes are adjacent to the Regents Road Corridor, including homes at the 
west end of Mercer Lane, at the west edge of Lahitte Court, at the west edge of Millikin Avenue, 
and along Buisson Street where it parallels Regents Road. The Regents Road Corridor is 
surrounded by commercial uses to the east and west along Governor Drive. South of Governor 
Drive are mostly single-family homes to the east and west. Standley Community Park is located 
to the east. Spreckels Elementary School is located east of Regents Road and south of 
Governor’s Drive along Stadium Street. South of the Regents Road Corridor are single-family 
homes. 
 
2.1.4.4 Topography and Drainage 
 
According to USGS topographic maps for the La Jolla and Del Mar 7.5-minute quadrangles, 
elevations in the Regents Road Corridor range from approximately 200 feet AMSL in Rose 
Canyon to nearly 350 feet AMSL near Governor Drive (USGS 2015). On the north side of Rose 
Canyon, drainage flows generally south from the residential development to Rose Canyon. On 
the south side of Rose Canyon, Governor Drive is a local topographic high point between Rose 
Canyon and San Clemente Canyon. Drainage north of Governor Drive flows generally north to 
Rose Canyon and drainage south of Governor Drive flows generally south to San Clemente 
Canyon. 
 
Elevations and extent of the 100-year floodplain for Rose Creek around a projected alignment of 
Regents Road are mapped on FEMA FIRM Panels 1601 and 1602 (FEMA 2012). Below a 
projected alignment of Regents Road, the 100-year floodplain is shown as approximately 250 
feet wide, with a water surface elevation of approximately 170 feet AMSL. At the previously 
planned Regents Road overcrossing, flow in Rose Creek is in an open channel. The creek flows 
generally east to west, until it reaches I-5, where it turns southward and parallels the east side of 
the freeway, joining San Clemente Creek and finally entering Mission Bay. This area was 
identified as Zone A, Zone AE, and Zone X. Zone A and Zone AE are high risk areas subject to 
inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event. Zone X is areas of moderate to low risk 
with a 0.2-percent-annual-chance flood event. 
 
2.1.4.5 Existing Transit 
 
MTS provides bus service via the SuperLoop. SuperLoop Rapid Routes 201 and 202 provide 
high-frequency service in the North University /Golden Triangle area, 7 days a week. Within the 
Regents Road Corridor, SuperLoop bus stops are located at Nobel Drive (SuperLoop 202) and 
Ariba Street (SuperLoop 201). SuperLoop Rapid operates 7 days a week from 5:45 a.m. until 10 
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p.m. Routes 201 and 202 run every 10 minutes during peak commute hours and every 15 minutes 
at other times (SANDAG 2015a). 
 
Other bus routes serving the Regents Road Corridor include MTS 41 (Fashion Valley - UCSD 
UC San Diego), 50 (UTC Express), and 105 (Old Town – University City). Bus stops are located 
along Nobel Drive (MTS 41, 50, and 105), Decoro Street (MTS 41 and 50), Centurion Square 
(MTS 41 and 50), Luigi Terrace (MTS 41 and 50), Calgary Drive (MTS 41 and 50), Governor 
Drive, Radcliffe Lane, April Court, and SR 52 (Ramp). Generally, the MTS bus routes within the 
Project vicinity operate approximately every 10 to 15 minutes on weekdays and/or weekends. 
MTS Route 50 does not run on weekends. MTS Route 105 does not run from the southern 
University area (south of Rose Canyon) on weekends. 
 
2.1.4.6 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
The UCP designates the Regents Road Corridor as a proposed Class II bicycle route. Pedestrian 
facilities include sidewalks, curb ramps, and other amenities such as street trees for shading. 
 
2.1.4.7 Emergency Services 
 
The emergency services for the Regents Road Corridor would be the same as those described for 
the Genesee Avenue Corridor. 
 
2.2 PLANNING CONTEXT 
 
2.2.1 General Plans and Zoning 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
The City’s General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a) sets forth a comprehensive, long-term plan 
that prescribes overall goals and policies for development within the City of San Diego. 
According to the General Plan, the UCP Area, which includes the Genesee Avenue and Regents 
Road Corridors, is located within the Urbanized Lands designation. Urbanized Lands are 
characterized by older, recently developed, and developing communities at urban and suburban 
levels of density and intensity. 
 
The Project would build upon the goals and strategies in the General Plan. The UCP is intended 
to further express General Plan policies by amending the UCP and UCP Transportation Element 
to reflect planned mobility improvements that have been approved or completed. The two 
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documents work together to establish the framework for growth and development in the UCP 
Area. 
 
University Community Plan 
 
The UCP was adopted by the City Council on July 7, 1987, and reprinted October 2014 to 
incorporate subsequent community plan amendments adopted by the City Council (City of San 
Diego 2014b). Four subareas are identified in the UCP. The Genesee Avenue and Regents Road 
Corridors are within the Central Subarea and South University Subarea. 
 
The Central Subarea is bounded by I-805, I-5, Genesee Avenue and Regents Road, La Jolla 
Village Drive, Gilman Drive, and Rose Canyon. The Central Subarea, north of Rose Canyon, is 
designed to be the most urban subarea characterized by intense, multi-use urban development. It 
is planned to be one of the major residential, commercial, and office nodes in the City. It 
contains two regional commercial centers at the intersections of La Jolla Village Drive and 
Genesee Avenue, and Nobel Drive and I-5. These centers are connected by a corridor of office 
and high-density residential development. The Central Subarea is a diverse, mixed-use area of 
relatively intense development. Generally, higher-intensity development is found in the east-west 
corridor contained by Eastgate Mall and Nobel Drive, while lower-intensity development is 
found at the edges of the subarea. 
 
South University is bordered by three freeways: I-5 on the west, I-805 on the east, and SR 52 on 
the south. These freeways and two major canyons, Rose Canyon on the north and San Clemente 
Canyon (Marian Bear Memorial Park) on the south, isolate as well as define the South University 
Subarea. Access to the subarea is available from Regents Road and Genesee Avenue from the 
south, Genesee Avenue from the north, and the Governor Drive exit off of I-805 from the east. 
The South University Subarea is planned to be a homogeneous, single-family residential 
neighborhood, drawing its distinct identity from Rose Canyon to the north and San Clemente 
Canyon (Marian Bear Memorial Park) to the south. Land uses consist primarily of single-family 
residential development. Commercial centers are clustered along Governor Drive at Regents 
Road and Genesee Avenue, which primarily serve the daily needs of area residents. An office 
park has been developed on the south side of Governor Drive at I-805, which serves as an 
employment center. South University also includes new areas of higher density residential 
neighborhoods on the south side of Governor Drive near I-805. A 9-hole golf course also exists 
south of Governor Drive. 
 
The UCP identifies the Genesee Avenue Corridor as a unifying urban design element in the 
community. The intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive is identified as a “special-
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treatment” intersection. The plan calls for the design to include a landscaped median in all roads 
having six lanes and over, directional road signs, and additional landscaping and illumination. 
 
The UCP identifies a portion of the Regents Road Corridor (between Governor Avenue and 
Nobel Drive) as an “urban path,” which is defined as a primary pedestrian network. The UCP 
calls for at-grade crossing devices to be installed at various points to ensure pedestrian network 
continuity. 
 
The Adopted UCP recognizes Genesee Avenue and Regents Road as critical linkages where 
specific improvements have been identified (City of San Diego 2014b). The following highlights 
the applicable planned widening concepts for each corridor under the Adopted UCP: 
 
The “III. Linkages” section of the Adopted UCP identifies the proposed modifications to 
Genesee Avenue and Regents Road. 
 

III. Linkages 

 Genesee Avenue 

 Section C: Genesee Avenue: Regents Road to Nobel Drive. This portion of 
Genesee Avenue includes both four and six-lane sections with some parking and 
an 18-foot median. Improvements proposed include completion of the widening to 
a six-lane major arterial and dual left-turn lane. 

 Section D: Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to State Route 52. This portion of 
Genesee Avenue is currently a four-lane facility with an 18-foot median. The 1987 
UCP proposes widening to a six-lane Prime Arterial. The widening of this part of 
Genesee is proposed to be accomplished within the existing right-of-way by 
narrowing the median. Components of this widening are to include: 

a. A median of at least eight feet in width. 

b. Retention of existing contiguous sidewalks. 

c. Class II bike lanes in both directions. 

d. No parking. 

 Regents Road 

 Section A: Regents Road: Executive Drive to Governor Drive. The plan includes 
the bridging of Rose Canyon to connect North and South University City. 
Components of these improvements are to include: 
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a. Landscaping of medians including the median in Regents Road south 
of Nobel Drive. 

b. Median landscaping costs should be included in the North University 
City Public Facilities Financing Plan and Facilities Benefit 
Assessment. 

c. Contiguous sidewalks except on portion between Executive Drive and 
Nobel Drive 

d. (Urban Node) which should have non-contiguous sidewalks with 
landscaped parkways. 

e. Class II bike lanes in both directions. 

f. The bridge spanning Rose Canyon should include landscaping 
cascading down the sides to continue the vegetated character of the 
site. 

The “Subarea 4: South University” section of the Adopted UCP identifies the Regents Road 
Bridge as a planned improvement and lists the following objective: 
 

OBJECTIVE: 

Ensure that the Regents Road Bridge across Rose Canyon is compatible with the natural 
beauty of the canyon. 

 
In addition, the Adopted UCP Transportation Element also identifies these improvements for 
Genesee Avenue. 
 

IV. PROPOSALS 

 Streets and Highways 

1. Street Network 

 The existing street system should be maintained and operational 
improvements made, based on proven need, to increase efficiency and 
accommodate planned growth. Transportation improvements required above 
and beyond those shown in the 1983 plan are listed below: 

a. Widen Genesee Avenue to six lanes from Nobel Drive to SR-52. 
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Clairemont Mesa Community Plan 
 
The Clairemont Mesa Community Plan (CMCP) was adopted by the City Council on September 
26, 1989 (City of San Diego 2011c). The Clairemont Mesa community is located to the south of 
this subarea on the other side of SR 52. The CMCP is intended to provide guidance for the 
orderly growth of the Clairemont Mesa community. Major goals of this plan include preserving 
and enhancing Marian Bear Memorial Park, and improving the street system to accommodate 
growth. The analyzed changes along the Regents Road Corridor would be consistent with the 
CMCP. A more detailed analysis of the project alternatives in the context of the CMCP is 
provided in Section 4.1 of this PEIR. 
 
University of California, San Diego Long Range Development Plan 
 
The UCSD UC San Diego Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) provides data essential to the 
programming of municipal public services and private development to support UCSD UC San 
Diego. It is a general land use plan and capacity analysis that guides the physical development of 
the campus through 2020–2021. Based upon academic and student life goals, the LRDP 
identifies institutional and development objectives, delineates campus land uses, and estimates 
the campus building capacity. This plan was last updated in 2004. 
 
Floodplains/Floodway 
 
Portions of the UCP Area are located within the FEMA 100-year floodplain of Rose Creek and 
San Clemente Creek (see Section 4.12 of the PEIR). 
 
2.2.2 Regional Plans 
 
In accordance with the requirement of Section 15125(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this 
environmental setting discussion includes statements relative to conformance with applicable 
regional plans. In addition to the City’s General Plan, the following regional plans are assessed 
for consistency. 
 
City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program/Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
 
The City of San Diego adopted a Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea plan 
in 1997. The goal of the City of San Diego’s MSCP was to create a habitat preserve system 
known as the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) in order to coordinate conservation efforts 
on a regional scale while allowing development projects to occur. 
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The City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 1997) was prepared pursuant to 
the general outline for Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP)/ Habitat Conservation 
Plan (HCP) documents developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to meet the requirements of the Natural 
Communities Conservation Planning Act of 1992 (NCCP Act) and the Federal Endangered 
Species Act (FESA). The City’s NCCP/HCP fulfilled the requirements for issuance of incidental 
take authorization under Section 2835 of the state’s NCCP Act and an incidental take permit 
under Section 10 of the FESA. The MSCP identifies certain species as “covered,” that are 
adequately conserved, within the MHPA. The Subarea Plan specifies conditions of coverage for 
each covered species that must be applied when those species occur in a project area. 
 
In addition, through the Land Development Code (LDC) Biology Guidelines (Biology 
Guidelines) (City of San Diego 2012a), the City regulates development activities in 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESLs) according to project location, within or outside of the 
MHPA. The City of San Diego Municipal Code (City’s Municipal Code) established ESL 
regulations to ensure protection of resources consistent with CEQA and the City of San Diego’s 
MSCP. ESLs include lands within the MHPA, wetlands, sensitive vegetation communities, 
habitat for listed species, lands supporting narrow endemics, and steep slopes. The regulations 
encourage avoidance and minimization of impacts to ESLs. The City’s Biology Guidelines 
define the survey and impact assessment methodologies and mitigation requirements for 
unavoidable impacts (City of San Diego 2012a). 
 
Sensitive biological resources are defined by the City’s Municipal Code (City of San Diego 
2012a) as: 
 

• Lands that have been included in the MHPA as identified in the City of San Diego’s 
MSCP Subarea Plan; 

• Wetlands (as defined by the Municipal Code, Section 113.0103); 

• Lands outside of the MHPA that contain Tier I habitats, Tier II habitats, Tier IIIA 
habitats, or Tier IIIB habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines; 

• Lands supporting species or subspecies listed as rare, endangered, or threatened; 

• Lands containing habitats with narrow endemic species as listed in the Biology 
Guidelines; and 

• Lands containing habitats of covered species as listed in the Biology Guidelines. 
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Upon compliance with the MSCP Subarea Plan and the Biology Guidelines, the City is able to 
issue “take” authorization for covered species. Prior to the adoption of the MSCP, this “take” 
authorization would have required project-by-project review with the regulatory agencies. Thus, 
the MSCP provides for the preservation of a network of habitat and open space, protecting 
biodiversity, and enhancing the region’s quality of life. The plan is designed to preserve native 
vegetation and meet the habitat needs of multiple species, rather than focusing preservation 
efforts on one species at a time. By identifying priority areas for conservation and other areas for 
development, the MSCP streamlined permit procedures for development projects that impact 
habitat. It also provides an economic benefit by reducing constraints on development and 
decreasing the costs of compliance with federal and state laws that protect biological resources. 
 
North City Local Coastal Program 
 
The California Coastal Act of 1976 requires all jurisdictions within the Coastal zone to prepare a 
Local Coastal Program (LCP). The LCP includes issue identification, a land use plan, and 
implementation ordinances. To respond to individual community concerns, the LCP of the City 
of San Diego has been divided into 12 segments. The Coastal zone portions of the UCP have 
been incorporated into the North City LCP segment. The North City LCP also encompasses 
portions of the community plan areas for Torrey Pines, North City West, Mira Mesa, Sorrento 
Hills, La Jolla, and the adjacent open space and urban reserve areas identified in the General 
Plan. These areas are considered as a group because of their unique resource interrelationships 
created by the Los Peñasquitos and San Dieguito watersheds. 
 
Land Development Code 
 
Chapters 11 through 15 of the City’s Municipal Code are referred to as the LDC, as they contain 
the City’s land development regulations that dictate how land is to be developed and used within 
the City. The LDC contains citywide base zones and the planned district ordinances that specify 
permitted land use; development standards, such as density, floor-area ratio (FAR), and other 
requirements for given zoning classifications; overlay zones; and other supplemental regulations 
that provide additional development requirements. 
 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan 
 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan is an update of the Regional Comprehensive Plan for the 
San Diego Region (RCP) and the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (2050 RTP/SCS), combined into one document. The Regional Plan provides a blueprint 
for San Diego’s regional transportation system in order to effectively serve existing and 
projected workers and residents within the San Diego region. In addition to the 2050 RTP, the 
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Regional Plan includes an SCS, in compliance with Senate Bill (SB) 375. The SCS aims to 
create sustainable, mixed-use communities conducive to public transit, walking, and biking by 
focusing future growth in the previously developed, western portion of the region along the 
major existing transit and transportation corridors. The purpose of the SCS is to help the region 
meet the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions set by ARB. The Regional Plan has a 
horizon year of 2050 and projects regional growth and the construction of transportation projects 
over this time period. The Regional Plan was adopted by the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) Board on October 9, 2015. 
 
San Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy 
 
The San Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) was developed to identify feasible 
emission control measures and provide expeditious progress toward attaining the state ozone 
standards. The two pollutants addressed in the RAQS are volatile organic compounds (VOC) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), which are precursors to the formation of ozone. The San Diego County 
Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) is responsible for RAQS development and 
implementation. 

Congestion Management Program 
 
The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Congestion Management Process in 
Transportation Management Areas (TMA) (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 
450.320) requires that each TMA address congestion management through a process involving 
an analysis of multimodal metropolitan-wide strategies that are cooperatively developed to foster 
safety and integrated management of new and existing transportation facilities eligible for federal 
funding. SANDAG has been designated as the TMA for the San Diego region. The 2050 RTP 
meets FHWA requirements by incorporating the following federal congestion management 
process: performance monitoring and measurement of the regional transportation system, 
multimodal alternatives and non-single occupancy vehicle (SOV) analysis, land use impact 
analysis, the provision of congestion management tools, and integration with the regional 
transportation improvement program process. 
 
California State Proposition 111, passed by voters in 1990, established a requirement that 
urbanized areas prepare and regularly update a Congestion Management Program (CMP). The 
requirements within the state CMP were developed to monitor the performance of the 
transportation system, develop programs to address near-term and long-term congestion, and 
better integrate transportation and land use planning. SANDAG provided regular updates for the 
state CMP from 1991 through 2008. In October 2009, the San Diego region elected to be exempt 
from the CMP and, since this decision was made, SANDAG has been abiding by the FHWA’s 
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Congestion Management Process in TMA to ensure the region’s continued compliance with the 
federal congestion management process. 
 
Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin 
 
The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Basin Plan is designed to 
preserve and enhance water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all regional waters 
(RWQCB 1994). Specifically, the Basin Plan (1) designates beneficial uses for surface and 
ground waters; (2) sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to 
protect the designated beneficial uses and conform to the state’s antidegradation policy; 
(3) describes implementation programs to protect the beneficial uses of all waters in the region; 
and (4) describes surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the Basin 
Plan (California Water Code sections 13240 thru 13244, and section 13050(j)). Additionally, the 
Basin Plan incorporates by reference all applicable state and RWQCB plans and policies. 
 
San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission 
 
The Project site is located within an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The 
ALUCP safeguards the general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity of San Diego 
International Airport (SDIA) and the public in general. The ALUCP provides policies and 
criteria for the City of San Diego to implement and for the San Diego County Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) to use when reviewing development proposals that require rezones and/or 
plan amendments. The City of San Diego implements the ALUCP policies and criteria with the 
Supplemental Development Regulations contained in the Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Overlay Zone (Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 15 of the City’s Municipal Code). 
 
In San Diego County, the ALUC function rests with the Board of the San Diego County 
Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA), in accordance with section 21670.3 of the California 
Public Utilities Code. As established by state law (Pub. Util. Code, Section 21670), the ALUC 
has the responsibility both “to provide for the orderly development of airports” and “to prevent 
the creation of new noise and safety problems.” ALUC policies thus have the dual objective of 
protecting against constraints on airport expansion and operations that can result from 
encroachment of incompatible land uses and minimizing the public’s exposure to excessive noise 
and safety hazards. To meet these objectives, the ALUCPs address potential compatibility 
impacts related to four specific airport-related factors/layers: (1) Noise—Exposure to aircraft 
noise; (2) Safety—Land use factors that affect safety both for people on the ground and the 
occupants of aircraft; (3) Airspace Protection—Protection of Airport airspace; and 
(4) Overflight—Annoyance and other general concerns related to aircraft overflights. 
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Compatibility policies concerning each of these factors/layers are described in the ALUCP. Each 
factor/layer is addressed separately. Proposed land use development actions must comply with 
the compatibility policies and maps for each compatibility factor/layer. The ALUCP has 
designated Airport Influence Areas (AIAs) for areas that may be significantly influenced by 
airport-related activities. The AIA serves as the plan boundaries for the ALUCP. To facilitate 
implementation and reduce unnecessary referrals of projects to the ALUC, the AIA is divided 
into Review Area 1 and Review Area 2, and consists of locations where noise and/or safety 
concerns may necessitate limitations on the types of land uses. Specifically, Review Area 1 
encompasses locations exposed to noise levels of community noise level equivalent (CNEL) 60 
decibels (dB) or greater, the safety zones, air space protection, and overflight. Review Area 2 
encompasses the portions of the overflight and airspace protection factors/layers not 
encompassed within Review Area 1. Limits on the heights of structures, particularly in areas of 
high terrain, are the only restrictions on land uses within Review Area 2. The additional function 
of this area is to define where various mechanisms to alert prospective property owners about the 
nearby airport are appropriate. 

Montgomery Field ALUCP 
 
Montgomery Field is located approximately 3 miles to the southeast of the UCP Area. The 
southeastern portion of the Project (just northwest of the I-805 and SR 52 interchange) is within 
Review Area 2 of the AIA for Montgomery Field. No portion of the UCP Area is located within 
Review Area 1 of the AIA for Montgomery Field. The Montgomery Field ALUCP is the 
fundamental tool used by the SDCRAA, acting in its capacity as the San Diego County ALUC, 
in fulfilling its purpose of promoting airport land use compatibility with Montgomery Field. 
Specifically, this ALUCP (1) provides for the orderly growth of the airport and the area 
surrounding the airport; and (2) safeguards the general welfare of the inhabitants within the 
vicinity of the airport and the public in general (Pub. Util. Code Section 21675(a)). In essence, 
this ALUCP serves as a tool for the ALUC to use in fulfilling its duty to review land use plans 
and development proposals within the AIA at Montgomery Field. The ALUCP provides 
compatibility policies and criteria applicable to local agencies in their preparation or amendment 
of general plans and to landowners in their design of new development. 
 
MCAS Miramar ALUCP 
 
MCAS Miramar is located approximately 1 mile to the east of the UCP Area. The Project is 
within the ALUCP boundaries for MCAS Miramar. The MCAS Miramar AIA is defined as “the 
area in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, or airspace protection 
factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses” (ALUC 2011). 
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Portions of the UCP Area are within both Review Area 1 and Review Area 2 of the AIA for 
MCAS Miramar. 
 
The MCAS Miramar ALUCP designates accident potential zones (APZs), which are sets of 
safety-related zones beyond the ends of military airport runways. Typically, three types of zones 
are established: a clear zone closest to the runway end, then APZ I and APZ II. The potential for 
aircraft accidents and the corresponding need for land use restrictions are greatest with the clear 
zone and diminish with increased distance from the runway. The UCP Area is not located within 
an APZ. 
 
The MCAS Miramar ALUCP also identifies the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Height 
Notification Boundary and Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77 Airspace Surfaces. The Project 
is located within the FAA Height Notification Boundary and the Part 77 Surfaces for MCAS 
Miramar. Title 14 United States Code (USC) Chapter 1, Subchapter E, Part 77 – Aeronautics and 
Space – Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace (Part 77), establishes 
requirements for notifying the FAA of certain construction activities and alterations to existing 
structures, in order to ensure there are no obstructions to navigable airspace. The boundary 
extends 20,000 feet from the runway. Within the boundary, Part 77 requires that the FAA be 
notified of any proposed construction or alteration having a height greater than an imaginary 
surface extending 100 feet outward and 1 foot upward (slope of 100:1) from the runway. Outside 
the boundary, projects that include construction or alteration exceeding 200 feet in height above 
ground level are required to notify the FAA. 
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CHAPTER 3.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
 
This PEIR analyzes the impacts related to removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening 
and the Regents Road Bridge projects from the UCP and, in particular, the UCP Transportation 
Element. The Project would remove the planned Genesee Avenue Widening project that would 
expand the roadway from four to six lanes between SR 52 and Nobel Drive. The Project would 
also remove the planned Regents Road Bridge project, which would construct two separate, 
parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the present north and south 
Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon.  
 
3.1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR contain a “statement of the objectives sought by the proposed 
project.” Under CEQA, “[a] clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency 
develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers 
in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations. The statement of objectives 
should include the underlying fundamental purpose of the project” (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124[b]). 
 
3.1.1 Project Purpose 
 
The UCP and original UCP EIR (No. 86-0278) was adopted and certified on July 7, 1987 (R-
268789). The UCP Transportation Element was based on the traffic studies performed in the 
original EIR. In addition, the North University City PFFP, which incorporated the transportation 
facilities identified in the UCP, was adopted on April 12, 1988 (FL-270740). The transportation 
thresholds in the North University City PFFP were last updated on June 26, 2012 (R-307508), 
based on modeling prepared in 1997. The 1987 UCP and the North University City PFFP do not 
reflect the most recent development and traffic patterns. The overarching goal of the Project is to 
amend the UCP Transportation Element in order to reflect planned mobility improvements that 
have been approved or completed and to analyze the environmental impacts of development 
without the construction of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road 
Bridge. In addition to the amendment to the UCP, the North University City PFFP would be 
subsequently updated. 
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3.1.2 Project Objectives 
 
Per CEQA, the Project has been developed to meet the following primary objectives: 
 

• Evaluate the environmental impacts of the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and the Regents Road Bridge projects. 

• Minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon. 

• Identify transportation improvements and accommodations for multiple modes of travel 
(i.e., transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicle), as part of a balanced transportation 
network. 

• Consider the effects of the Project on the General Plan City of Villages strategies related 
to emergency access and multi-modal transportation. 

 
3.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
3.2.1 Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within 
the UCP Area. The corridor extends along Genesee Avenue from approximately Las Palmas 
Square, north of Nobel Drive, to south of SR 52. The planned Genesee Avenue Widening would 
have involved adding a travel lane in each direction between SR 52 and Nobel Drive in an effort 
to increase the capacity of this roadway to carry anticipated traffic volumes. Under the Project, 
Genesee Avenue would not include any of the proposed elements described below: 
 

• Genesee Avenue would not be widened to include an additional 26 feet that would allow 
a 13-foot-wide travel lane to be added in each direction. 

• There would be no reduction in the central median, the landscaped portion of the 
parkway, or in the existing width of the four travel lanes from 13 feet each to 11 feet 
each. 

• No retaining walls would be constructed. 

• Parking along Genesee Avenue southbound from Nobel Drive to Decoro Street and south 
of Governor Drive would not be eliminated. 

• The road cross section at Governor Drive would not be constructed, nor would the 
parkway width be reduced to accommodate an additional lane of travel in each direction. 
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• Grading associated with the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not occur. 

• Genesee Avenue over the railroad tracks in Rose Canyon would not be widened to 
accommodate three travel lanes in north and south directions. 

 
3.2.2 Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The Regents Road Corridor is also located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within 
the UCP Area. The corridor extends along Regents Road from approximately Caminito Terviso 
on the north side of Rose Canyon south to San Clemente Canyon. Under the Project, the 
following elements would not be included:  
 

• The planned Regents Road Bridge would not be constructed. The original design 
consisted of two separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures to be constructed across 
Rose Canyon, connecting the south and north ends of Regents Road that currently 
terminate near Lahitte Court on the south and Caminito Cassis on the north. The bridge 
was originally designed to be 870 feet long.  

 
• Roadway modifications that would widen sections of Regents Road from approximately 

400 feet north of Governor Drive to Lahitte Court, totaling a distance of 950 feet, would 
not be implemented. This would have accommodated two travel lanes in each direction, a 
6-foot-wide striped bike lane and 10-foot-wide parkway along each edge, and a 14-foot-
wide center median. 

• Widening along the west (southbound) side of the existing road would not occur. 

• The proposed retaining wall from Millikin Avenue to the south along the new west edge 
would not be constructed. 

• The proposed retaining wall along the new west edge from Lahitte Court south would not 
be constructed. 

• The four-lane road that would have been built by filling a portion of a tributary canyon 
and cutting through a ridge for 700 feet north of Lahitte Court would not be constructed. 

• There would be no displacement of the existing trailhead. 

• The proposed 12-space parking lot that would have been built north adjacent to of the 
present terminus of Regents Road on the south side of Rose Canyon would not be 
constructed. This would have provided parking for persons accessing Rose Canyon from 
an existing trail. 
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• No roadway resurfacing would occur. 

• No grading associated with the planned Regents Road Bridge would occur. 
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CHAPTER 4.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 
4.1 LAND USE 
 
Land use within the UCP Area is regulated by the City’s General Plan (Figure 4.1-1), the UCP 
(City of San Diego 2014b), the City’s LDC, the LCP where applicable, the MCAS Miramar 
ALUCP, and the Montgomery Field ALUCP. Additionally, the Project site is within the City’s 
MSCP area as described in Section 4.9, Biological Resources. 
 
This PEIR section addresses the consistency of the Project with the development regulations of 
the LDC and with the goals and policies contained in the City of San Diego General Plan, UCP, 
LCP, MCAS Miramar ALUCP, Montgomery Field ALUCP, and City of San Diego MSCP 
Subarea Plan. The determination of significance regarding any inconsistency with development 
regulations or plan policies is evaluated in terms of the potential for the inconsistency to result in 
physical changes to the environment that could result in the creation of secondary environmental 
impacts considered significant under CEQA. 
 
4.1.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Existing land uses within and adjacent to the affected roadway corridors are characterized in the 
context of the City of San Diego regulating documents as cited above. 
 
4.1.1.1 UCP Area 
 
The UCP Area is bounded by Los Peñasquitos Lagoon and the east-facing slopes of Sorrento 
Valley on the north; the tracks of the AT&SF, MCAS Miramar, and I-805 on the east; SR 52 on 
the south; and I-5, Gilman Drive, North Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla Farms Road, and the Pacific 
Ocean on the west. The 2014 UCP divides the community into four subareas. The discussion 
below utilizes these same designations to provide the existing land use conditions for the UCP 
Area. The four subareas consist of Subarea 1: Torrey Pines; Subarea 2: Central; Subarea 3: 
Miramar; and Subarea 4: South University (Figure 4.1-2) (City of San Diego 2014b). 
 
Subarea 1: Torrey Pines 
 
The Torrey Pines Subarea includes the Torrey Pines Mesa and surrounding slopes, and the UC 
San Diego campus. The area is bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean and by North Torrey 
Pines Road adjacent to the campus, on the south by La Jolla Village Drive, on the east by 
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Genesee Avenue and Regents Road, and on the north by Sorrento Valley and Los Peñasquitos 
Lagoon. Access to the subarea is available from Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla Scenic Drive, and 
Gilman Drive from the south; La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue from the east; and 
Torrey Pines Road from the north. The only major roadways in the area include Genesee Avenue 
and North Torrey Pines Road. 
 
Most of the Torrey Pines Subarea consists of parks and recreation areas. Torrey Pines State 
Natural Reserve occupies most of the land north of Genesee Avenue and west of North Torrey 
Pines Road. Substantial areas east of North Torrey Pines Road are also a part of the state reserve. 
In addition, UC San Diego owns a large, natural reserve located on the northern portion of the 
west campus immediately south of Genesee Avenue. The Torrey Pines City Park is located at 
11480 N. Torrey Pines Road, and the Villa La Jolla Park is located at the intersection of Via 
Marin and Via Mallorca. 
 
Other land uses within the Torrey Pines Subarea include UC San Diego educational facilities, the 
Veteran’s Affairs Hospital located near La Jolla Village Drive, Scripps Green Hospital at 10666 
N. Torrey Pines Road, and private development east of North Torrey Pines Road consisting of 
science, research, and development parks. 
 
Subarea 2: Central 
 
The Central Subarea is bounded by I-805, I-5, Genesee and Regents Roads, La Jolla Village 
Drive, Gilman Drive, and Rose Canyon. It is the most urban of the four subareas of the 
community. Most of the Central Subarea is developed or has received approval for development. 
It contains two regional commercial centers at the intersections of La Jolla Village Drive and 
Genesee Avenue, and Nobel Drive and I-5. 
 
Land uses in this subarea consist of scientific research, business park, office, visitor commercial, 
and residential development. High-density residential development can be found south of La 
Jolla Village Drive and north of Eastgate Mall between Genesee Avenue and Towne Center 
Drive. 
 
Other land uses include park and recreation areas. The Doyle Community Park is located at 8175 
Regents Road, Mandel-Weiss Eastgate City Park is located at the intersection of Eastgate Mall 
and Regents Road, La Jolla Colony Private Park is located at the intersection of Palmilla Drive 
and Arriba Street, and the Nobel Athletic Field is located at 8810 Judicial Drive. 
 
There are also educational facilities consisting of Doyle Elementary School (3950 Berino Court), 
Doyle Park Kidz Kamp (8175 Regents Road), La Jolla Country Day School (9490 Genesee 
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Avenue), Kadim Independent Day School (9001 Towne Center Drive), and Torah High School 
(9001 Towne Center Drive). 
 
The North University Community Branch Library located at 8820 Judicial Drive is also within 
the Central Subarea. In addition, this subarea includes a number of hospitals or intermediate care 
facilities, including: 
 

• UCSD UC San Diego Thornton Hospital at 9300 Campus Point Drive, 
• UCSD UC San Diego Health System at 4520 Executive Drive, 
• UCSD UC San Diego Medical Group at 4150 Regents Park Row Suite 300, 
• Scripps Clinic La Jolla at 4320 La Jolla Village Drive, 
• Scripps Memorial Hospital La Jolla at 9888 Genesee Avenue, and 
• Integrated Medical Centers at 4445 Eastgate Mall #410. 

 
Subarea 3: Miramar 
 
The Miramar Subarea includes all of the planning area east of I-805. The northern portion of the 
subarea is part of Carrol Canyon. The predominant land use in this subarea is made up of 
industrial uses, including warehouses, distribution centers, storage facilities, and automotive-
related commercial uses in a typical strip commercial pattern. MCAS Miramar lies east of the 
UCP Area. 
 
Subarea 4: South University 
 
The South University Subarea is defined as an urbanized area in the General Plan. The subarea is 
bordered by three freeways: I-5 on the west, I-805 on the east, and SR 52 on the south. These 
freeways and two major canyons, Rose Canyon on the north and San Clemente Canyon (Marian 
Bear Memorial Park) on the south, isolate as well as define the South University Subarea. Access 
to the subarea is available from Regents Road and Genesee Avenue from the south, Genesee 
Avenue from the north, and the Governor Drive exit off of I-805 from the east. No access is 
planned from the west. Governor Drive connects most land uses in the subarea, as it is the only 
major east-west street. Governor Drive terminates at Stresemann Street (City of San Diego 
2014b). 
 
The predominant land use in this subarea is single-family residential development. The subarea 
houses approximately 16,700 persons in 5,700 dwelling units. Commercial centers are clustered 
along Governor Drive at Regents Road and Genesee Avenue. An office park has been developed 
on the south side of Governor Drive at I-805, which serves as an employment center. 
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Other land uses include the University Community Branch Library located at 4155 Governor 
Drive and educational facilities that include University High School (6949 Genesee Avenue), 
Marie Curie Elementary School (4080 Governor Drive), Standley Middle School (6298 Radcliffe 
Drive), and Spreckels Elementary School (6033 Stadium Street). There are also park and 
recreation facilities that include Rose Canyon, which forms the northern boundary, and San 
Clemente Canyon (Marian Bear Memorial Park), which forms the southern boundary of the 
subarea. Standley Community Park (3585 Governor Drive) is located south of Governor Drive 
between Stadium Street and Radcliffe Drive, University Gardens Park is located on Gullstrand 
Street north of Governor Drive, University Village Park is located at Florey Street and 
Gullstrand Street, and Marcy Park is located at Stresemann Street. 
 
4.1.1.2 Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
As discussed in Section 2.2, Genesee Avenue extends for approximately 2 miles within the UCP 
Area and currently has four lanes of traffic (two in each direction). The median is currently 18 
feet wide with a 10-foot parkway. The Genesee Avenue Corridor begins just north of Nobel 
Drive and extends south to Marian Bear Memorial Park and SR 52. North of Rose Canyon, the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor includes the Costa Verde and UTC shopping centers, several multi-
family residential developments, and some single-family homes. The Genesee Avenue Corridor 
includes railroad tracks and a portion of open space within Rose Canyon. South of Rose Canyon 
is University City High School, multi-family residential, single-family residential, and gas 
stations. The University Square shopping center is located on the east side of Genesee Avenue, 
and multi-family residential is located on the east and west sides. The southernmost portion of 
the Genesee Avenue Corridor encompasses a portion of SR 52 and a portion of Marian Bear 
Memorial Park, which is within San Clemente Canyon. 
 
Surrounding Land Uses 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is surrounded on all sides by existing residential and commercial 
uses, along with schools and parks (Figure 4.1-1). Residential and commercial uses are located 
north of the Genesee Avenue Corridor. Farther south, the Genesee Avenue Corridor is 
surrounded to the east and west by multi-family residential developments. South of Rose 
Canyon, the Genesee Avenue Corridor is surrounded by a mix of multi-family and single-family 
residential uses. Several commercial uses surround the Genesee Avenue Corridor to the east and 
west along Governor Drive. South of Governor Drive is a mix of multi-family and single-family 
residential uses, along with Standley Middle School and Standley Community Park to the west 
of the Genesee Avenue Corridor and Curie Elementary School to the east. Farther south and 
north of San Clemente Canyon are single-family homes with some multi-family residential 
developments. South of the Genesee Avenue Corridor are single-family homes. 
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4.1.1.3 Regents Road Corridor 
 
The Regents Road Corridor extends for approximately 1.6 miles. Within the Regents Road 
Corridor, Regents Road currently has four lanes of traffic (two in each direction) except over 
Rose Canyon, where there is currently no roadway. The Regents Road Corridor begins just north 
of Rose Canyon, where there are multi-family residential developments on both sides of Regents 
Road. The Regents Road Corridor contains railroad tracks and a portion of open space within 
Rose Canyon. The southern portion of Rose Canyon within the Regents Road Corridor includes 
a trailhead for Rose Canyon with signage and an informal dirt parking lot on the west side of 
Regents Road. Single-family homes are located south of Rose Canyon. Commercial uses are 
located at the intersection of Regents Road and Governor Drive, along with a church and multi-
family residential uses. Farther south along Regents Road are single-family homes. The 
southernmost portion of the Regents Road Corridor includes portions of SR 52 and San 
Clemente Canyon. 
 
Surrounding Land Uses 
 
The Regents Road Corridor is surrounded on all sides by residences and commercial uses, along 
with schools and parks (Figure 4.1-1). To the northeast of the Regents Road Corridor are Doyle 
Elementary School and Doyle Community Park, as well as multi-family residential 
developments. To the northwest are also multi-family residential developments. South of Rose 
Canyon, the Regents Road Corridor is surrounded by single-family homes. The Regents Road 
Corridor is surrounded by commercial uses to the east and west along Governor Drive. South of 
Governor Drive, there are largely single-family homes to the east and west, and Standley 
Community Park is located to the east of the Regents Road Corridor. South of the Regents Road 
Corridor are single-family homes. 
 
4.1.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
Applicable regulations and the associated agencies with regulatory authority and oversight are 
described below. The regulations discussed are limited to state and local, as there were no 
applicable federal land use regulations for the Project. 
 
4.1.2.1 State 
 
North City Local Coastal Program 
 
The California Coastal Act of 1976 requires all jurisdictions within the Coastal zone to prepare 
an LCP. The LCP includes issue identification, a land use plan, and implementation ordinances. 
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To respond to individual community concerns, the LCP of the City of San Diego has been 
divided into 12 segments. The coastal zone portions of the UCP have been incorporated into the 
North City LCP. The area within the coastal zone and subject to the LCP is the northern portion 
of the plan area, which does not include the Genesee Avenue Corridor or the Regents Road 
Corridor. The coastal zone boundary bifurcates UCSD UC San Diego and generally includes the 
area north of Gilman Drive, east of I-5, and extends to the northern boundary of the UCP. The 
North City LCP also encompasses portions of the community plan areas for Torrey Pines, North 
City West, Mira Mesa, Sorrento Hills, La Jolla, and the adjacent open space and urban reserve 
areas identified in the General Plan. 
 
4.1.2.2 Local 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
As required by State Planning and Zoning Law, the City developed a “comprehensive, long-term 
plan for the physical development of the City, and of any land outside its boundaries that bears 
relation to its planning”. For the City of San Diego, this plan is known as the General Plan (City 
of San Diego 2008a). The General Plan consists of development policies in the form of Findings, 
Goals, Guidelines, Standards, and Recommendations for a variety of land use elements. The 
General Plan also references a series of community plans, which are intended to provide more 
area-specific guidance on development in San Diego. The General Plan’s planned land use 
designations for the UCP range from Residential; Public and Semi-Public Facilities; Institutional 
Employment; Commercial Employment, Industrial, Retail, and Services; to Park, Open Space, 
and Recreation as shown in Figure 4.1-1, General Plan Land Use. 
 
The majority of residential land is within the southern portion of the planning area located south 
of La Jolla Village Drive, and UCSD UC San Diego is located within the west-central planning 
area. Park, open space, and recreation land is located at the north (Torrey Pines State Natural 
Preserve), as well as in other areas interspersed throughout the planning area such as Rose 
Canyon and San Clemente Canyon in the southern area, and along the eastern boundary adjacent 
to Industrial Employment land uses and UCSD UC San Diego. Commercial Employment, Retail, 
and Services are predominantly located along La Jolla Village Drive, along I-5 between La Jolla 
Village Drive and south of Nobel Drive, and in pockets, including areas along Regents Road and 
Genesee Avenue. 
 
The Land Use and Community Planning Element (Land Use Element) of the General Plan guides 
future growth and development into a sustainable citywide development pattern while 
maintaining or enhancing the quality of life. The relevant goals and policies of the Land Use 



4.1  Land Use 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 4.1-9 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

Element, as well as other applicable General Plan Elements, for the Project are discussed below 
in the impact analysis section. 

University Community Plan 
 
The UCP was adopted by the San Diego City Council in July 1987 and was most recently 
amended in August 2014, amending the LCP Land Use Maps to include the North Coast 
Corridor Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program Project Overlay 
Map and Project Overlay Improvements. The UCP is a refinement of citywide goals contained in 
the General Plan and is intended to serve as a comprehensive guide for residential, recreational, 
industrial, commercial, office, and multi-use developments; open space preservation and 
recreation; and development of a transportation network within the plan area. As presented in 
Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, the UCP Generalized Land Use map is presented in Figure 
4.1-1. The UCP is comprised of 12 elements: Urban Design, Transportation, Development 
Intensity, Housing/Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Public Facilities, Open Space and 
Recreation, Noise, Safety, Resource Management, and General Plan Consistency. 
  
Land Development Code 
 
Chapters 11 through 15 of the City’s Municipal Code are referred to as the LDC, as they contain 
the City’s land development regulations that dictate how land is to be developed and used within 
the City. The LDC contains citywide base zones and the planned district ordinances that specify 
permitted land use; development standards, such as density, FAR, and other requirements for 
given zoning classifications; overlay zones; and other supplemental regulations that provide 
additional development requirements. 
 
The Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone 
 
The Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) is contained in City of San Diego 
Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 14. The CPIOZ is implemented to provide 
supplemental development regulations that are tailored to specific sites within community plan 
areas of the City. The intent of these regulations is to ensure that development proposals are 
reviewed for consistency with the use and development criteria that have been adopted for 
specific sites as part of the community plan update process. The UCP contains CPIOZ Type A 
and Type B. 
 
Development on properties identified as CPIOZ Type A that is consistent with the community 
plan, the base zone regulations, and these supplemental regulations would be processed in 
accordance with the procedures of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone 
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(Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 14). Development on parcels designated CPIOZ 
Type A that is not consistent with the community plan, base zone regulations, and these 
supplemental regulations is processed as a CPIOZ Type B, as described below. 

Development proposals on parcels identified as CPIOZ Type B require discretionary review to 
determine if the development proposal is consistent with the community plan and these 
supplemental regulations. Development proposals on any parcel identified as CPIOZ Type B are 
required to obtain discretionary approval processed as a Site Development Permit, per Municipal 
Code Chapter 12, Article 6, Division 5. 
 
Transit Area Overlay Zone 
 
One area within the UCP is located within the Transit Area Overlay Zone. The Transit Area 
Overlay Zone (contained in City of San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 
10) reduces off-street parking requirements in areas that receive a high level of transit service. 
Section 132.1001, Diagram 132-10A identifies the area near I-5 and Gilman Drive as a transit 
area. Properties within the Transit Area Overlay Zone are subject to supplemental parking 
regulations contained in Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 5 of the City’s Municipal Code. 
 
Coastal Zone Overlay 
 
Portions of the UCP are located within the Coastal Zone Overlay (contained in City of San Diego 
Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 4), as depicted in Diagram 132-04. This overlay 
is intended to protect and enhance the quality of public access and coastal resources. 
 
Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone 
 
Generally, the area within the UCP west of I-5 is located within the Coastal Height Limit 
Overlay Zone. The Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone (contained in City of San Diego 
Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 5) provides supplemental height limitations and 
permit requirements for specific coastal areas. 
 
Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone 
 
The area generally located within Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve is located within the 
Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone (contained in City of San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 13, 
Article 2, Division 6). This overlay is intended to protect and enhance the quality of sensitive 
coastal bluffs, coastal beaches, and wetlands. Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve is outside the 
zoning jurisdiction of the City but is within the UCP Area. 
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Parking Impact Overlay Zone 
 
The area generally located within Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve is located within the 
Parking Impact Overlay Zone (contained in City of San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 13, 
Article 2, Division 8), as depicted in Diagram 132-08A. This overlay is intended to provide 
supplemental parking regulations for specified coastal beach and campus areas that have parking 
impacts. The intent of this overlay zone is to identify areas of high parking demand and increase 
the off-street parking requirements accordingly. Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve and UCSD 
UC San Diego are outside the zoning jurisdiction of the City but are within the UCP Area. 
 
City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program/Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
 
Refer to description provided in Section 2.2.2 
 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan 
 
Refer to description provided in Section 2.2.2 
 
San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission 
 
Refer to the description provided in Section 2.2.2, Regional Plans, and Figures 4.1-3 through 
4.1-5. 
 
Montgomery Field ALUCP 
 
Refer to description provided in Section 2.2.2, Regional Plans, and Figures 4.1-3 through 4.1-5. 
 
MCAS Miramar ALUCP 
 
Refer to description provided in Section 2.2.2, Regional Plans, and Figures 4.1-3 through 4.1-5. 
 
4.1.3 Significance Determination Thresholds  
 
Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2011a), which have been modified to 
reflect a programmatic analysis for the Project, impacts related to land use would be significant if 
the Project would: 
 

1. Conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or 
Community Plan or other applicable land use plans; 
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2. Conflict with the provisions of the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP) Subarea Plan or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan; 

3. Result in land uses which are not compatible with an adopted Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP); or 

4. Physically divide an established community. 
 
4.1.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines 
of a General Plan or Community Plan or other applicable land use plans? 

 
4.1.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Relevant goals and guidelines from the City of San Diego General Plan and the UCP are 
discussed below. The two components of the Project—the removal of Genesee Avenue 
Widening and the removal of Regents Road Bridge—are analyzed below under their respective 
headings for compatibility with these goals and guidelines. 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
The City of San Diego General Plan guides the long-term development of the City. The policies 
applicable and relevant to the Project can be found in several General Plan elements, including 
the Land Use and Community Planning; Mobility; Urban Design; Public Facilities, Services and 
Safety; and Noise.  
 
University Community Plan 
 
The UCP establishes planning and development controls within the University community, 
representing a refinement of citywide goals contained in the City’s Progress Guide, General Plan 
and earlier community plans. The relevant goals and objectives applicable to the Project can be 
found in the UCP’s Urban Design, Open Space and Recreation. Safety, and Conservation 
Elements. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Implementation of the Project would maintain existing conditions. Removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening would be consistent with the General Plan Land Use Element. The 
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removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue would not result in unsafe pedestrian routes, and 
existing parking. Genesee Avenue would remain as it is currently operating, and landscaping and 
transit design would remain consistent with the Urban Design Element, including Policy UD-B-
5, of the City’s General Plan. Public facilities, as discussed in detail in Section 4.13, Public 
Services and Facilities and Section 4.14, Public Utilities, of this PEIR have been analyzed for 
potential impacts due to the Project. Section 4.13, Public Services and Facilities and Section 
4.14, Public Utilities, of this PEIR is consistent with the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety 
Element of the General Plan. Genesee Avenue is an existing roadway that was subject to the 
guidelines from the Noise Element of the General Plan, including incorporating site design and 
construction techniques to ensure compatibility with surrounding uses and utilizing standard 
methods for attenuating noise during its original construction. 
 
The UCP contains similar goals to the General Plan in many of its elements, including Urban 
Design, Open Space and Recreation, Safety, and Conservation. As with the General Plan, the 
removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not conflict with any of 
the goals in these elements. Further, this portion of the Project would not conflict with the Safety 
Element of the UCP, as it would not create or increase geologic hazards, further discussed in 
Section 4.10, Geologic Conditions, of this PEIR. Therefore, this portion of the Project would not 
fundamentally conflict with the goals, objectives, and policies of the City’s General Plan and the 
UCP. 
 
This portion of the Project is located outside of the boundaries of the North City LCP. This 
portion of the Project would not involve the construction or demolition of any new or existing 
features within the coastal zone; therefore, no conflicts with the LCP or coastal regulations 
would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Implementation of the Project would maintain existing conditions. Removal of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge construction would not impede the UCP from complying with City of San 
Diego Land Use guidelines. The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge would not result 
in unsafe pedestrian routes, and the existing Rose Canyon trailhead at Regents Road and Lahitte 
Court would not be displaced, which would be consistent with the City of San Diego General 
Plan Mobility Element. Because Regents Road would remain as it is under existing conditions, 
landscaping and transit design would remain consistent with the Urban Design Element of the 
City’s General Plan. Public facilities, as discussed in detail in Section 4.13, Public Services and 
Facilities and Section 4.14, Public Utilities, of this PEIR, have been analyzed for potential 
impacts due to the Project. This is consistent with the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety 
Element of the General Plan. Regents Road is an existing roadway that was subject to the 
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guidelines from the Noise Element of the General Plan, including incorporating site design and 
construction techniques to ensure compatibility with surrounding uses and utilizing standards 
methods for attenuating noise during its original construction. 
 
The UCP contains similar goals to the City of San Diego General Plan in many of its elements, 
including Urban Design, Open Space and Recreation, Safety, and Conservation. As with the 
General Plan guidelines, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would 
not conflict with any of the goals in these elements. Further, this portion of the Project would not 
conflict with the Safety Element of the UCP, as it would not create or increase geologic hazards, 
further discussed in Section 4.10, Geologic Conditions, of this PEIR. 
 
This portion of the Project is located outside of the boundaries of the North City LCP. This 
portion of the Project would not involve the construction or demolition of any new or existing 
features within the coastal zone; therefore, no conflicts with the LCP or coastal regulations 
would occur. 
 
4.1.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Because the Project would result in a community plan amendment, the Project would no longer 
be inconsistent with the UCP and UCP Transportation Element. Further, this portion of the 
Project would not conflict with any goals, objectives, and recommendations of the City of San 
Diego General Plan, the North City LCP, or any coastal regulations. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
  
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Because the Project would result in a community plan amendment, the Project would no longer 
be inconsistent with the UCP and UCP Transportation Element. Further, this portion of the 
Project would not conflict with any goals, objectives, and recommendations of the City of San 
Diego General Plan, the North City LCP, or any coastal regulations. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
4.1.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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4.1.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project conflict with the provisions of the City’s Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 
 
4.1.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
City of San Diego’s MSCP 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor contains portions of both Rose and San Clemente Canyons, which 
are designated MHPA lands. These areas are designated as urban habitat areas and provide 
habitat for native species, as well as shelter and forage for migrating species. Further discussion 
on species covered by the MSCP and the MHPA land in this area is provided in Section 4.9, 
Biological Resources. 
 
Per Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP, roads and utility lines are allowed within the City’s MHPA, as 
long as they adhere to the stated planning policies and design guidelines. Land uses adjacent to 
MHPA boundaries are managed to ensure minimal impacts to the MHPA. Land uses adjacent to 
the MHPA within the Genesee Avenue Corridor include Residential, Institutional, and Public 
and Semi-Public Faculties. The MSCP contains guidelines on managing new and existing 
development adjacent to the MHPA. 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not impact lands of the MHPA 
within the Genesee Avenue Corridor, or conflict with the provisions of the City’s MSCP. This 
aspect of the Project would not involve any construction or demolition activities, and would not 
change the area from its existing conditions. The UCP Area is currently in compliance with the 
guidelines stated in the MSCP for development within and adjacent to the MHPA within the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor. See Section 4.9, Biological Resources, and Section 4.12, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, for best management practices (BMPs) and low impact developments (LIDs) 
that would be implemented at the Project site to reduce impacts. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
City of San Diego’s MSCP 
 
The Regents Road Corridor contains portions of both Rose and San Clemente Canyons, which 
are designated MHPA lands. These areas are designated as urban habitat areas and provide 
habitat for native species, as well as shelter and forage for migrating species. Further discussion 
on species covered by the MSCP and the MHPA lands in this area is provided in Section 4.9, 
Biological Resources. 
 
Per Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP, roads and utility lines are allowed within the City’s MHPA, as 
long as they adhere to the stated planning policies and design guidelines. Land uses adjacent to 
MHPA boundaries are managed to ensure minimal impacts to the MHPA. Land use adjacent to 
the MHPA within the Regents Road Corridor is residential. The MSCP contains guidelines and 
implementation instructions on managing new and existing development adjacent to the MHPA. 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not impact lands of the 
MHPA within the Regents Road Corridor, or conflict with the provisions of the City’s MSCP. 
This aspect of the Project would not involve any construction or demolition activities, and would 
not change the area from its existing conditions. The UCP Area is currently in compliance with 
the guidelines stated in the MSCP for development within and adjacent to the MHPA within the 
Regents Road Corridor. 
 
4.1.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not conflict with 
adopted environmental plans, including the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan. Therefore, 
no significant impact would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not conflict with adopted 
environmental plans, including the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan. Therefore, no 
significant impact would occur. 
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4.1.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.1.6 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 3: Would the Project result in land uses which are not compatible with an adopted 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)? 
 
4.1.6.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening aspect of the Project would not change 
any existing land use designations in the UCP Area. Additionally, no new structures would be 
constructed. Therefore, no conflicts with the adopted ALUCPs for MCAS Miramar and 
Montgomery Field would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not involve the 
construction of any new or demolition of existing structures. There would be no change in 
existing conditions, and no change in designated land uses. This aspect of the Project would not 
conflict with the adopted ALUCPs for MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field. 
 
4.1.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not result in land uses that are not 
compatible with the adopted ALUCPs for MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field. Therefore, no 
significant impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not result in land uses that 
are not compatible with the adopted ALUCPs for MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field. 
Therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
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4.1.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.1.7 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 4: Would the Project physically divide an established community? 
 
4.1.7.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Genesee Avenue is an existing roadway within the UCP Area. Implementation of this portion of 
the Project would maintain existing conditions. The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening from the UCP would not involve construction or modification of the existing roadway; 
therefore, this would not physically divide an established community. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Regents Road is an existing roadway within the UCP Area. Implementation of the Project would 
maintain existing conditions. The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP 
would not involve construction or modification of the existing roadway; therefore, this would not 
physically divide an established community. 
 
4.1.7.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not physically divide an 
established community; therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not physically divide an 
established community; therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
 
4.1.7.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
 
This section summarizes the physical and operational conditions of the UCP Area mobility 
system. This section also identifies the resulting traffic and transportation impacts and related 
potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of implementation of the Project. 
Information presented in the discussion is provided in Appendix C of this PEIR. 
 
4.2.1 Existing Conditions 
 
For the purposes of this analysis, existing conditions represents the traffic conditions of the street 
network as it exists in 2015. Appendix C of this PEIR contains the existing conditions 
information used as a baseline for this report. 
 
4.2.1.1 Approach  
 
Traffic Study Area 
 
The approach to defining the traffic study area roadways and intersections is described in this 
section. Freeways and natural barriers are considered as general study area boundaries. The 
primary study area encompasses the UCP Area and up to one roadway segment and key 
intersection beyond the UCP boundary. 
 
Roadway Segments 
 
A total of 68 roadway segments within the traffic study area were selected based on several 
factors, including: 
 

• Existing Transportation Element roadways functioning or classified as a Collector or 
higher 

• Anticipated Transportation Element roadways functioning or classified as a Collector or 
higher 

• Roadways providing access to/from freeways. 
 
The roadway segments selected for analysis are shown in Figure 4.2-1. 
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Freeway Segments 
 
Three freeways, I-5, I-805, and SR 52, provide regional access to the UCP Area and freeway 
access is provided by local arterial roadways. Freeway segments adjacent to the community and 
freeway entrance ramps that are controlled by ramp meters are included in the study area, as 
shown in Figure 4.2-1. 
 
Intersections 
 
Traffic study area intersections within the UCP Area include those where both intersecting 
streets meet one of the following criteria: 
 

• Four lanes or wider 
• Three lanes and carries over 15,000 average daily traffic (ADT) 
• Two lanes and carries over 10,000 ADT 
• Intersections that provide access to/from freeways located within the UCP Area 
• Signalized intersections along corridors where travel time analysis was performed 

 
Figure 4.2-2 shows the traffic study area intersections selected for analysis. It should be noted 
that some intersections selected for the traffic study area are located just outside the UCP Area 
boundary. These intersections were included in the analysis because they may influence or 
impact the flow of transportation within the UCP Area. Based on these criteria, 80 study 
intersections were selected for inclusion in the traffic analysis (77 signalized, three unsignalized). 
 
Level of Service Definition 
 
Vehicular level of service (LOS) is a quantitative measure that represents quality of service for 
the driver. These conditions are generally described in terms of such factors as speed, travel time, 
freedom to maneuver, comfort, convenience, and safety. LOS A represents the best operating 
conditions from a driver’s perspective (free-flow operations, unimpeded ability to maneuver) 
while LOS F represents the worst (flow at extremely low speed, high delay, extensive queuing). 
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Existing Conditions Methodology 
 
Roadway Segments 
 
Roadway segment LOS standards and thresholds provide the basis for analysis of arterial 
roadway segment performance. The analysis of roadway segment LOS is based on the functional 
classification of the roadway, the maximum capacity, roadway geometrics, and existing or 
forecasted ADT volumes. LOS D is considered acceptable for Mobility Element roadway 
segments in the City of San Diego (City of San Diego 1998). Table 4.2-1 presents the City’s 
roadway functional classifications, and LOS standards utilized to analyze roadways. 

 

Table 4.2-1 
City of San Diego - Roadway Segment Daily Capacity and 

Level of Service Standards 

Roadway Functional Classification Level of Service 
A B C D E 

Expressway (6-lane) <30,000 <42,000 <60,000 <70,000 <80,000 
Prime Arterial (6-lane) <25,000 <35,000 <50,000 <55,000 <60,000 
Major Arterial (6-lane, divided) <20,000 <28,000 <40,000 <45,000 <50,000 
Major Arterial (4-lane, divided) <15,000 <21,000 <30,000 <35,000 <40,000 
Collector (3-lane w/ center left-turn lane) <7,500 <10,500 <15,000 <19,000 <22,500 
Collector (4-lane w/o center lane) <5,000 <7,000 <10,000 <13,000 <15,000 Collector (2-lane w/ center left-turn lane) 
Collector (2-lane no fronting property) <4,000 <5,500 <7,500 <9,000 <10,000 
Collector (2-lane w/ commercial fronting) <2,500 <3,500 <5,000 <6,500 <8,000 Collector (2-lane multi-family) 
Sub-Collector (2-lane single-family) - - <2,200 - - 
Source: City of San Diego 1998 

 
Intersections 
 
The signalized intersection analysis conforms to the operational analysis methodology outlined 
in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board Special Report 
209 (TRB 2000). This method defines LOS in terms of delay, or more specifically, average 
control delay per vehicle (seconds per vehicle). The LOS criteria used for this technique are 
described in Table 4.2-2. Synchro 9 (Trafficware) software was used to analyze the operations of 
both signalized and unsignalized intersections. The City of San Diego considers LOS D or better 
during the morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) peak hours to be acceptable intersection LOS 
(City of San Diego 1998). Table 4.2-2 presents the delay and LOS standards utilized to analyze 
signalized and unsignalized intersections. 
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Table 4.2-2 
Highway Capacity Manual Operational Analysis Method 

Intersection Level of Service 

LOS 

Average Control Delay 
Per Vehicle 
(seconds) Level of Service Characteristics 

Signalized Unsignalized 

A <10.0 <10.0 

Volume-to-capacity ratio is low and either progression is 
exceptionally favorable or the cycle length is very short. If it is due 
to favorable progression, most vehicles arrive during the green 
indication and travel through the intersection without stopping. 

B 10.1 – 20.0 10.1 – 15.0 Volume-to-capacity ratio is low and progression is highly favorable 
or the cycle length is short. More vehicles stop than with LOS A. 

C 20.1 – 35.0 15.1 – 25.0 
Progression is favorable or the cycle length is moderate. The 
number of vehicles stopping is significant, although many vehicles 
still pass through the intersection without stopping. 

D 35.1 – 55.0 25.1 – 35.0 
Volume-to-capacity ratio is high and either progression is 
ineffective or the cycle length is long. Many vehicles stop and 
individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

E 55.1 – 80.0 35.1 – 50.0 Volume-to-capacity ratio is high, progression is unfavorable, and the 
cycle length is long. Individual cycle failures are frequent. 

F >80.0 >50.0 Volume-to-capacity ratio is very high, progression is very poor, and 
the cycle length is long. Most cycles fail to clear the queue. 

Source: TRB 2000 
 
Unsignalized intersections, including two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) and all-way stop-
controlled (AWSC) intersections, were analyzed using the 2000 HCM unsignalized intersection 
analysis methodology. The Synchro 9 software supports this methodology and was utilized to 
produce LOS results. The LOS for a TWSC intersection is determined by the computed or 
measured control delay and is defined for each minor movement. The LOS for an AWSC 
intersection is determined by the computed or measured average control delay of all movements. 
 
Freeway Segments and Ramp Meters 
 
Freeway segments were analyzed during the AM and PM peak hours based on the methodologies 
outlined in the 2000 HCM. The free-flow speed of each freeway segment was calculated based 
on a base free-flow speed of 65 miles per hour (mph), which is consistent with California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) requirements for analyzing freeway segments. Factors 
affecting the free-flow speed of each segment include the lane width, lateral clearance, number 
of lanes, interchange density, and geometric design. Based on each segment’s free-flow speed, 
the density was calculated, which is the primary factor for determining the segment’s LOS. 
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Ramp metering is a means of controlling the volume of traffic entering the freeway with the goal 
of improving the safety, traffic operations, and flow on the freeway main lanes. Freeway ramp 
meter analysis estimates the peak hour queues and delays at freeway ramps by comparing 
existing volumes to the meter rate at the given location. The fixed rate approach was used for the 
analysis and is based solely on the specific time intervals that ramp meters are programmed to 
release traffic. To the extent possible, the meter rate in the field is set such that the queue length 
does not exceed the available storage, smooth flows on the freeway mainline are maintained, and 
there is no interference to arterial traffic. The excess demand at a freeway ramp forms the basis 
for calculating the maximum queues and maximum delays anticipated at each location. 
Substantial queues and delays can form where demand significantly exceeds the meter rate. 
 
4.2.1.2 Existing Mobility Network 
 
The UCP Area mobility network is composed of diverse elements, including roadway and 
freeway systems, commuter and intercity passenger rail, public transit (bus service and light rail 
currently under construction), shuttle services, and bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 
 
Regional accessibility to the UCP Area is provided primarily by regional freeways (I-5, I-805, 
and SR 52) via interchanges with arterial streets. Regional access is provided via the NCTD 
COASTER and AMTRAK Pacific Surfliner at the Sorrento Valley station located just north of 
the UCP Area. Within the UCP Area, various mobility elements use the local arterial street 
system with larger inter-community roadways connecting to adjacent communities and a 
network of arterial streets connecting residential, commercial, and industrial areas within the 
community. Key elements of the mobility network are described below. The UCP Area roadway 
network is shown in Figure 4.2-1. 
 
Freeways 
 
Interstate 5 is a significant north-south interstate highway that traverses the western United 
States from the Mexican border to the Canadian border. I-5 is located on the western half of the 
UCP Area and has interchanges at Genesee Avenue, La Jolla Village Drive, Gilman Drive, and 
Nobel Drive. 
 
Interstate 805 is contained within the San Diego metropolitan area. Termini are both located 
along I-5, one near the Mexican border and the other near Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve. I-
805 is located on the eastern half of the UCP Area and has interchanges at La Jolla Village 
Drive/Miramar Road, Nobel Drive, and Governor Drive. 
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State Route 52 is an east-west state highway that connects La Jolla on the west end at the 
termini with I-5 with the City of Santee and SR 67 on the east end. SR 52 is located on the south 
side of the UCP Area and has interchanges at Regents Road and Genesee Avenue. 
 

Transportation Element Roadways 
 

Table 4.2-3 provides a brief description of the existing Transportation Element roadways within 
the UCP Area. Ultimate roadway classifications are taken from the Adopted UCP, last updated 
October 2014. The portions of the roadways described are intended to reflect the areas within the 
University Community and may not reflect the entirety of the roadway. 
 

Table 4.2-3 
Transportation Element Roadway Descriptions 

Roadway Current Build 
Speed 
Limit 
(mph) 

Community Plan 
Classification 

Built to 
Ultimate 

Classification 
Eastgate Mall 
Regents Rd to 
Genesee Ave 

2-lane Collector, continuous two-way left-turn 
lane, angled parking on both sides 25 4-lane Collector No 

Genesee Ave to  
Towne Center Dr 

4-lane Collector, continuous two-way left-turn 
lane, no parking, bike lanes on both sides 25 4-lane Major 

Arterial No 

Towne Center Dr to  
I-805 Overpass 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised median, no 
parking, bike lanes on both sides 35  

4-lane Collector Yes 

I-805 Overpass to 
Eastgate Dr 

2-lane Collector, no parking, bike lanes on 
both sides  45 4-lane Collector No 

Eastgate Dr to  
Miramar Rd 

2-lane Collector with a continuous left-turn 
lane, parking on north side 45 4-lane Collector No 

Executive Drive     
Regents Rd to 
Regents Park Row 

4-lane Collector, continuous two-way left-
turn lane 30 4-lane Collector Portions 

Executive Way 
4-lane Collector, continuous two-way left-
turn lane, parallel parking available on both 
sides 

N/A 4-lane Collector Yes 

Genesee Avenue     
North Torrey Pines Rd 
to I-5 

6-lane Prime Arterial, no parking, raised 
medians, bike lanes on both sides  45 6-lane Prime 

Arterial Yes 

Over I-5 4-lane Major Arterial with no parking 45 4-lane Major 
Arterial Yes 

I-5 to 
La Jolla Village Dr 

6-lane Prime Arterial, no parking, raised 
medians, bike lanes on both sides  45 

6-lane Prime 
Arterial, 6-lane 
Major Arterial 

Yes 

La Jolla Village Dr to 
Esplanade Ct 

6-lane Major Arterial, no parking, raised 
medians, bike and bus lanes,  45 6-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Esplanade Ct to 
Nobel Dr 

6-lane Major Arterial, parking on west side, 
raised medians, bike lanes on both sides  45 6-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Nobel Dr to 
Lehrer Dr 

4-lane Major Arterial, no parking, raised 
medians, bike lanes on both sides  45 6-lane Major 

Arterial Portions 

Gilman Drive     
UCSD UC San 
DiegoCampus to Via 
Alicante 

4-lane Collector, street parking, bike lanes on 
both sides 45 4-lane Major 

Arterial No 
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Roadway Current Build 
Speed 
Limit 
(mph) 

Community Plan 
Classification 

Built to 
Ultimate 

Classification 
Via Alicante to 
I-5 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking on west side, bike lanes 45 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Golden Haven Drive 4-lane Major Arterial, no parking, raised 
medians, bike lanes on both sides 35 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Governor Drive 4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking, bike lanes 35 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Judicial Drive 4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking, bike lanes (south of Executive Dr.) N/A 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

La Jolla Scenic Drive 4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking N/A N/A N/A 

La Jolla Village Drive     
Revelle College Dr to 
Villa La Jolla Dr 

6-lane Prime Arterial, parallel parking, bike 
lanes (west of La Jolla Scenic Dr) 45 6-lane Prime 

Arterial Portions 

Villa La Jolla Dr to I-5 
SB Ramps 

7-lane Prime Arterial, raised medians, no 
parking  45 8-lane Prime 

Arterial No 

I-5 SB Ramps to 
Towne Center Dr 

6-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking 45 6-lane Prime 

Arterial No 

Towne Center Dr to 
I-805 SB Ramps 

7-lane Prime Arterial, raised median, no 
parking 45 8-lane Prime 

Arterial No 

Lebon Drive     
Palmilla Dr to 
Nobel Dr 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking on both sides 35 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Nobel Drive to 
La Jolla Village Dr 

a 5-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, no 
parking 35 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Miramar Road     

I-805 to Eastgate Mall 8-lane Prime Arterial raised medians, no 
parking, bike lanes 50 8-lane Prime 

Arterial Yes 

Eastgate Mall to 
Camino Santa Fe 

6-lane Prime Arterial with raised medians, 
no parking, bike lanes 50 6-lane Prime 

Arterial Yes 

North Torrey Pines 
Road     

Science Park Rd to 
Genesee Ave 

6-lane Prime Arterial, raised medians, no 
parking, bike lanes 45 6-lane Prime 

Arterial Yes 

Genesee Ave to 
Revelle College Dr 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, no 
parking, bike lanes 45 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Nobel Drive     
Villa La Jolla Dr and I-
5 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, no 
parking, bike lanes 40 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

I-5 to Genesee Ave 6-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking, bike lanes 40 6-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Genesee Ave to Towne 
Centre Dr 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking on the south side, bike lanes 35 6-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Towne Centre Dr to 
Judicial Dr 

6-lane Prime Arterial, raised medians, no 
parking, bike lanes 45 6-lane Prime 

Arterial Yes 

Judicial Dr to 
Avenue of Flags 

5-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, no 
parking, bike lanes 45 5-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Avenue of Flags to 
Miramar Rd 

4-lane Major Arterial with raised medians, no 
parking, bike lanes N/A 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Regents Road     
Genesee Ave to 
Eastgate Mall 

2-lane Collector, continuous left-turn lane, no 
parking 25 4-lane Major 

Arterial No 
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Roadway Current Build 
Speed 
Limit 
(mph) 

Community Plan 
Classification 

Built to 
Ultimate 

Classification 
Eastgate Mall to 
La Jolla Village Dr 

4-lane Collector, continuous left-turn lane, no 
parking, bike lanes 25 4-lane Major 

Arterial No 

La Jolla Village Dr to 
Nobel Dr 

5-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking on both sides  25 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Nobel Dr to Terminus 
at Rose Canyon 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking on both sides 40 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

South of Rose Canyon 
to Governor Dr 2-lane Collector, no parking 50 4-lane Major 

Arterial No 

Governor Dr to  
Luna Ave 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, no 
parking, bike lanes 50 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

Torrey Pines Road 4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, bike 
lanes N/A N/A N/A 

Towne Centre Drive 
4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking, bike lanes (between Executive Dr and 
La Jolla Village Dr) 

40 4-lane Major 
Arterial Yes 

Villa La Jolla Drive     
South of  
VA Medical Center 

4-lane Major Arterial, raised medians, parallel 
parking on both sides 40 4-lane Major 

Arterial Yes 

North of 
VA Medical Center 2-lane Collector, no parking 25 2-lane Collector Yes 

NA= Not assigned a classification in the UCP. 
SB=southbound 

 
 
Transit 
 
Several modes of transit currently serve the UCP Area as described below. Figure 4.2-3 shows a 
summary of the existing transit network within the UCP Area. 
 
Shuttle Services 
 
The UCSD UC San Diego Transportation Services provides eight shuttle routes that serve the 
UCP Area. The shuttle routes specifically serve the campus, medical centers, and other key 
points off campus. Students, faculty, and staff can ride the shuttles for free. All shuttles operate 
during academic quarters with some shuttles operating year-round. 
 
Bus Routes 
 
Fourteen MTS routes serve the UCP Area, including the SuperLoop (201/202 and 204), Rapid 
Route 237, and Coaster Connection Routes 978 and 979. There is also one NCTD Breeze Route 
(Route 101). Three of the 14 MTS routes serve the southern University community (south of 
Rose Canyon). 
 



Transit Network

Figure 4.2-3
Existing Transit NetworkI
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The combination of the MTS, NCTD, and UCSD UC San Diego bus/shuttle routes covers the 
majority of the UCP Area and provides connections to transfer stations and 
COASTER/AMTRAK stations that allow users to access other bus routes, trolley lines, and 
regional services. The southern University region (south of Rose Canyon) is served by three 
MTS bus routes with bus stops along Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. 
 

Rail Service 
 

Both the NCTD COASTER and AMTRAK Pacific Surfliner travel through the UCP Area as 
described below. The nearest station is located in Sorrento Valley, one exit north of the UCP 
Area from I-5. 
 

NCTD COASTER is a commuter rail line operated by NCTD that runs north and south between 
Oceanside and downtown San Diego through the UCP Area. The COASTER serves eight 
stations and it takes approximately an hour to travel the entire route. The rail line provides 11 
daily round-trip services Monday through Thursday, 13 round-trip services on Fridays, six 
round-trip services on Saturdays, and four round-trip services on Sundays and holidays. The 
COASTER provides expanded service for special events as needed (such as Padres games). 
 

AMTRAK Pacific Surfliner is a passenger rail line operated by AMTRAK that runs north and south 
between San Luis Obispo and downtown San Diego through the UCP Area. The Pacific Surfliner 
serves 30 stations, including the eight COASTER stations. The rail line offers 12 daily round-trip 
services between San Diego and Los Angeles, and between Santa Barbara and San Diego. 
 

Bicycle Facilities 
 

Bicycle facilities are an integral component of the UCP Area transportation system, providing 
local and regional connections. The City has developed a network of designated Class I, II, and 
III bikeways as part of their Bicycle Master Plan efforts (City of San Diego 2013a). A Class I 
facility provides for bicycles to travel on a paved right-of-way completely separated from any 
street or highway. A Class II facility provides bicycles an exclusive or semi-exclusive lane of 
travel on a roadway separated by a painted line. A Class III facility provides for a shared use 
with pedestrian or motor vehicle traffic and is only identified by signage and/or pavement 
markings. A Class IV (Cycle Track) facility provides bicycle travel within the roadway right-of-
way, but separated from vehicle lanes by physical barriers or buffers. 
 

There are currently about 69 miles of bicycle facilities within the UCP Area with the majority 
composed of Class II Bicycle Lanes. Class II Bicycle Lanes provide cyclists with a minor level of 
separation from vehicular travel. Table 4.2-4 summarizes the mileage of existing bicycle facilities 
in the UCP Area. Figure 4.2-4 shows the existing bicycle network throughout the UCP Area. 



Existing Bike Facilities

Figure 4.2-4
Existing Bicycle FacilitiesI
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Table 4.2-4 
Mileage of Existing Bicycle Facilities within the UCP Area 

Facility Type Mileage % of Total Bicycle Facility % of Total Roadway 
Class I Multi-Use Path 1.8 3% 1% 
Class II Bicycle Lane 59.7 87% 29% 
Class III Bicycle Route 7.4 11% 4% 
Class IV Cycle Track - 0% 0% 

Total 68.9 100% 33% 
 
 
Pedestrian Facilities 
 
Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, curb ramps, and other amenities such as street trees for 
shading. Figure 4.2-5 shows existing sidewalks as well as pedestrian barriers. The UCP Area 
consists of many wide roadways carrying six or more travel lanes, which limit pedestrian 
crossing locations to signalized locations only. Pedestrian bridges are currently built at the 
following locations to minimize the need for pedestrians to cross the wide, busy streets: 
(1) Genesee Avenue near Executive Square; (2) La Jolla Village Drive east of Genesee Avenue; 
and (3) Genesee Avenue between La Jolla Village Drive and Esplanade Court. 
 
4.2.1.3 Existing Operating Conditions 
 
This section describes key intersections and roadway and freeway segments, as well as existing 
peak hour intersection traffic volumes, daily roadway and freeway traffic volumes, and existing 
LOS.  
 
Roadway Segments 
 
A total of 68 roadway segments were included in the existing conditions ADT-based analysis. 
Each roadway segment in the study area was evaluated by comparing the daily traffic volume 
with the roadway’s theoretical capacity based on its classification. The existing ADT LOS for 
roadway segments in the UCP Area is illustrated in Figure 4.2-6. All roadway segments function 
at an acceptable LOS D or better within the UCP Area, except for the nine following segments 
that are currently operating at LOS E or F: 
 

• Eastgate Mall – between Judicial Drive and Eastgate Drive (LOS F) 
• Eastgate Mall – between Eastgate Drive and Miramar Road (LOS E) 
• Genesee Avenue – between I-5 southbound (SB) Ramps and I-5 northbound (NB) Ramps 

(LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive – between Villa La Jolla Drive and I-5 SB Ramps (LOS F) 
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• La Jolla Village Drive – between I-5 SB Ramps and I-5 NB Ramps (LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive – between Genesee Avenue and Towne Centre Drive (LOS E) 
• Miramar Road – between I-805 SB Ramps and I-805 NB Ramps (LOS F) 
• Miramar Road – between Eastgate Mall and Camino Santa Fe (LOS F) 

 
Table 4.2-5 presents the results of the roadway segment analysis for the nine segments listed 
above operating at unacceptable LOS on a typical weekday. 
 

Table 4.2-5 
Existing Level of Service for Unacceptable Roadway Segments 

Roadway Segment 
Existing Functional 

Classification 
LOS E 

Capacity ADT 
V/C 
ratio LOS 

Eastgate Mall  Judicial Dr to 
Eastgate Dr 

2-lane Collector (no 
fronting property) 

10,000 10,096 1.010 F 

Eastgate Mall  Eastgate Dr to 
Miramar Rd 

2-lane Collector 
(continuous left turn 

lane) 

15,000 14,668 0.978 E 

Genesee Avenue I-5 SB Ramps to 
I-5 NB Ramps 

4-lane Major Arterial 40,000 49,051 1.226 F 

La Jolla Village 
Drive  

Villa La Jolla Dr to 
I-5 SB Ramps 

6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 62,258 1.038 F 

La Jolla Village 
Drive  

I-5 SB Ramps to 
I-5 NB Ramps 

6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 51,391 1.028 F 

La Jolla Village 
Drive  

Genesee Ave to 
Towne Center Dr 

6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 45,117 0.902 E 

Miramar Road  I-805 SB Ramps to 
I-805 NB Ramps 

6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 66,139 1.102 F 

Miramar Road  Eastgate Mall to 
Camino Santa Fe 

6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 67,748 1.129 F 

ADT = average daily traffic; V/C = volume to capacity ratio; LOS = level of service 
SB = southbound; NB = northbound 

 
Intersections 
 
A total of 80 study intersections were analyzed as part of the existing conditions assessment, 
with six of these intersections located in adjacent communities. Peak hour LOS analyses were 
performed for the AM and PM peak hour at each of the intersections within the study area. 
Figure 4.2-7 shows the existing AM peak hour LOS at each study area intersection, and Figure 
4.2-8 shows the existing PM peak hour LOS. 
 
Table 4.2-6 displays the LOS analysis results for the study area intersections, all signalized, 
currently operating at unacceptable LOS during the AM and/or PM peak hours, including AM 
and PM peak hour delay and LOS.  
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Table 4.2-6 
Intersections Operating at Unacceptable Level of Service 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Average Delay 
(seconds) LOS Average Delay 

(seconds) LOS 

Genesee Avenue/ 
I-5 SB Ramps 66.329.8 EC 69.763.0 E 

Genesee Avenue/ 
I-5 NB Ramps 43.732.3 DC Exceeds calculable 

limit 35.9 FD 

Genesee Avenue/ 
La Jolla Village Drive 76.5 E 35.9 D 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Decoro Street 28.6 C 119.8 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Centurion Square 66.6 E 14.3 B 

Genesee Avenue/ Governor 
Drive 67.4 E 66.5 E 

Genesee Avenue/ 
SR 52 WB Ramps 27.516.0 DC 371.8 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
SR 52 EB Ramps 55.842.7 ED 132.0126.7 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Appleton Street/Lehrer Drive 109.8 F 43.0 D 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Torrey Pines Road 27.4 C 106.2 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/Villa 
La Jolla Drive 55.4 E 202.2 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Regents Road 55.0 D 132.4 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Executive Way 18.9 B 62.6 E 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Towne Center Drive 80.6 F 124.2 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
I-805 SB Ramps 112.8112.1 F 17.716.6 B 

Miramar Road/ 
Eastgate Mall 17.0 B 91.8 F 

Miramar Road/ 
Camino Santa Fe 36.8 D 81.4 F 

Regents Road/ 
SR 52 EB Ramps 99.163.6 FE 57.016.5 EB 

Regents Road/ 
Luna Avenue 42.6 D 61.6 E 

N Torrey Pines Road/ 
La Jolla Shores Drive 40.4 D 60.6 E 

Gilman Drive/ 
I-5 SB Ramps 9.7 A 169.1 F 

Governor Drive/ 
I-805 NB Ramps 

Exceeds calculable 
limit F Exceeds calculable 

limit F 

          EB = eastbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound; WB = westbound 
          Bold = Exceeds acceptable LOS D and significance threshold, indicating significant impact 
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As shown in Table 4.2-6, the following seven four study area intersections are currently 
operating at LOS E or F during both the AM and PM peak hour within the UCP Area: 
 

• Genesee Avenue/I-5 SB Ramps – AM: LOS E / PM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive – AM: LOS E / PM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 eastbound (EB) Ramps – AM: LOS E / PM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Villa La Jolla Drive – AM: LOS E / PM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Towne Center Drive – AM: LOS F / PM: LOS F 
• Regents Road/SR 52 EB Ramps – AM: LOS F / PM: LOS E 
• Governor Drive/I-805 NB Ramps – AM: LOS F / PM: LOS F 

 

The following intersections operate at LOS E or F during one peak hour period as shown in 
Table 4.2-6: 
 

• Genesee Avenue/I-5 SB Ramps – PM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/I-5 NB Ramps – PM: LOS F 
• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive – AM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street – PM: LOS F 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square – AM: LOS E 
• Genesee Avenue/ SR 52 westbound (WB) Ramps – PM: LOS F 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 eastbound (EB) Ramps – PM: LOS F 
• Genesee Avenue/Appleton Street/Lehrer Drive – AM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Torrey Pines Road – PM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Road – PM: LOS F 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Executive Way – PM: LOS E 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-805 SB Ramps – AM: LOS F 
• Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall – PM: LOS F 
• Miramar Road/Camino Santa Fe – PM: LOS F 
• Regents Road/Luna Avenue – PM: LOS E 
• Regents Road/SR 52 EB Ramps – AM: LOS E 
• North Torrey Pines Road/La Jolla Shores Drive – PM: LOS E 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps – PM: LOS F 

 

Freeways 
 

Freeway Segments 
 

Three regional corridors (I-5, I-805, and SR 52) run adjacent to or traverse the UCP Area, 
carrying significant levels of traffic while providing regional access. As shown in Table 4.2-7, 
seven freeway segments within the traffic study area are currently operating at LOS E or F. 
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Table 4.2-7 
Existing Freeway Segments with Unacceptable LOS 

Freeway Segment Peak Hour Direction LOS 

I-5 Between SR 52 and Gilman Drive AM Northbound LOS E 
PM Southbound LOS F 

I-805 Between SR 52 and Governor Drive AM Northbound LOS E 
PM Southbound LOS F 

I-805 Between Governor Drive and Nobel Drive AM Northbound LOS F 
PM Southbound LOS E 

I-805 Between Nobel Drive and La Jolla Village 
Drive 

AM Northbound LOS E 
PM Southbound LOS E 

I-805 Between La Jolla Village Drive and Mira 
Mesa Boulevard 

AM Northbound LOS E 
PM Southbound LOS E 

SR 52 Between Regents Road and Genesee 
Avenue PM Eastbound LOS F 

SR 52 Between Genesee Avenue and I-805 AM Eastbound LOS E 
PM Eastbound LOS F 

 
 
In general, the failing freeway segments as listed above are those that move traffic toward the 
UCP Area in the morning and away from the UCP Area in the afternoon. 
 
Ramp Metering 
 
Freeway ramp metering analysis was conducted at the I-5 northbound and southbound on-ramps 
at Gilman Drive, Nobel Drive, and La Jolla Village Drive, and at the I-805 northbound and 
southbound on-ramps at La Jolla Village Drive, Nobel Drive, and Governor Drive. The 
I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange was under construction at the time of this study and ramp 
meters were removed and not operating. 
 
Five ramps were found to be over capacity in the PM peak hour: 
 

• I-5 SB and Gilman Drive 
• I-5 SB and La Jolla Village Drive (WB to SB) 
• I-5 SB and La Jolla Village Drive (EB to SB) 
• I-805 SB and Nobel Drive 
• I-805 SB and Governor Drive 

 
The meter rate adequately controls the expected demand with delays resulting in less than 15 
minutes, except at the I-805 southbound and Nobel Drive ramp during the PM peak (21-minute 
delay). 
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4.2.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
Applicable regulations that apply to the transportation system and the associated agencies with 
regulatory authority and oversight are described below. 
 
4.2.2.1 Federal 
 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 specifies that a federally funded 
transportation project requiring the use of publicly owned parks, recreation areas, historic sites 
(including those owned privately), wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and many other types of 
resources can be approved only if there is no feasible and prudent alternate to using that land and 
if the project is planned to minimize harm to the property. General procedures are as follows: 
 
A specific finding is required. Section 4(f) lands may be used for federal aid highways only if: 
 

• There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and 

• The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, 
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use. 

Each federally funded transportation project that would affect Section 4(f) resources must 
include a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative. 

Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) 

 
In 1982, the federal government passed the STAA. This act requires states to allow larger trucks 
on the “national network,” which is composed of the interstate system plus the non-interstate 
federal-aid primary system. “Larger trucks” include (1) doubles with 28.5-foot trailers, (2) 
singles with 48-foot semi-trailers and unlimited kingpin-to-rear axle distance, (3) unlimited 
length for both vehicle combinations, and (4) widths up to 102 inches. I-5 and SR 78 are defined 
as STAA routes. 

4.2.2.2 State 
 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
 
Caltrans is the primary state agency responsible for transportation issues. One of its duties is the 
construction and maintenance of the state highway system. Caltrans has established standards for 
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street traffic flow and has developed procedures to determine if intersections require 
improvements. For projects that may physically affect facilities under its administration, Caltrans 
requires encroachment permits before any construction work may be undertaken. For projects 
that would not physically affect facilities, but may influence traffic flow and LOS at such 
facilities, Caltrans may recommend measures to mitigate the traffic impacts of such projects. 
 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) 
 
The CTC consists of nine members appointed by the California Governor. CTC is responsible 
for the programming and allocating of funds for the construction of highway, passenger rail, and 
transit improvements throughout the state. CTC is responsible for adopting the State 
Transportation Improvement Program and the State Highway Operation and Protection Program. 
 
Assembly Bill (AB) 32 
 
With AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, the State of California committed itself 
to reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. ARB is coordinating the response to comply 
with AB 32. 
 
In 2007, ARB adopted a list of early action programs that could be put in place by January 1, 
2010. In 2008, ARB defined its 1990 baseline level of emissions, and by 2011 it completed its 
major rule making for reducing GHG emissions. Rules on emissions, as well as market-based 
mechanisms like the proposed cap and trade program, took effect in 2012. 
 
On December 11, 2008, ARB adopted its Proposed Scoping Plan for AB 32. This scoping plan 
included the approval of SB 375, discussed below, as the means for achieving regional 
transportation-related GHG targets. SB 375 provides guidance on how curbing emissions from 
cars and light trucks can help the state comply with AB 32. 
 
AB 1358 – California Complete Streets Act of 2008 
 
Supporting some of the previously referenced regulations/requirements, the California Complete 
Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358) requires circulation elements as of January 1, 2011, to 
accommodate the transportation system from a multimodal perspective, including public transit, 
walking, and biking, which have traditionally been marginalized in comparison to autos in 
contemporary American urban planning. 
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SB 375 
 
SB 375 has four key components. First, SB 375 requires regional GHG emissions targets. ARB’s 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee will guide the adoption of targets to be met by 2020 and 
future years for each Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in the state. For San Diego, the 
MPO is SANDAG (see below). These targets, which MPOs may propose themselves, will be 
updated every 8 years in conjunction with the revision schedule for housing and transportation 
elements. 
 
Second, MPOs will be required to create an SCS that provides a plan for meeting regional 
targets. The SCS and the RTP must be consistent with each other, including action items and 
financing decisions. If the SCS does not meet the regional target, the MPO must produce an 
alternative planning strategy that details an alternative plan to meet the target. 
 
Third, SB 375 requires that regional housing elements and transportation plans (also prepared by 
SANDAG as the MPO for San Diego County) be synchronized on 8-year schedules. In addition, 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation numbers must conform to the SCS. 
 
Finally, MPOs must use transportation and air emissions modeling techniques consistent with 
guidelines prepared by the CTC. Regional transportation planning agencies are encouraged, but 
not required, to use travel demand models consistent with the CTC guidelines. 

The SANDAG region was the first region in the state that adopted an SCS and RTP update under 
SB 375. 
 
4.2.2.3 Local 
 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan 
 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan is an update of the RCP and the 2050 RTP/SCS, 
combined into one document. The Regional Plan provides a blueprint for San Diego’s regional 
transportation system in order to effectively serve existing and projected workers and residents 
within the San Diego region. The Regional Plan has a horizon year of 2050 and projects regional 
growth and the construction of transportation projects over this time period. The Regional Plan 
was adopted by the SANDAG Board on October 9, 2015. 
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City of San Diego General Plan 
 
The Mobility Element of the City of San Diego General Plan defines the policies regarding 
traffic flow and transportation facility design. The purpose of the Mobility Element is “to 
improve mobility through development of a balanced, multimodal transportation network.” The 
main goals of the Mobility Element pertain to walkable communities, transit first, street and 
freeway system, intelligent transportation systems (ITS), Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM), bicycling, parking management, airports, passenger rail, goods movement/freight, and 
regional transportation coordination and financing. 
 
UCP Transportation Element 

 
The purpose of the Adopted UCP Transportation Element is to establish goals and policies to 
guide future street network and design, street classification, LOS, transit facilities and service, 
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, and facility improvements needed to support future 
travel needs within the UCP Area. 
 
City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan (Update December 2013) 

 
The City’s Bicycle Master Plan Update (City of San Diego 2013a) provides a framework for 
making cycling a more practical and convenient transportation option for a wider variety of San 
Diegans with varying riding purposes and skill levels. The plan update evaluates and builds on 
the 2002 Bicycle Master Plan so that it reflects changes in bicycle user needs and changes to the 
City’s bicycle network and overall infrastructure. 
 
The City Bicycle Master Plan proposes the following traffic study area roadways for bicycle 
facilities: 
 

• Eastgate Mall – Class II (Bike Lane)  
• Executive Drive – Class III (Bike Route)  
• Governor Drive, west of Genesee Avenue – Class II (Bike Lane) or III (Bike Route) 
• Judicial Drive– Class II (Bike Lane)  
• La Jolla Scenic Drive – Class II (Bike Lane)  
• La Jolla Village Drive – Class II (Bike Lane)  
• Lebon Drive – Class II (Bike Lane)  
• Nobel Drive, between I-5 and Lebon Drive – Class II (Bike Lane) 
• Nobel Drive, between Lebon Drive and Regents Road – Class II (Bike Lane) or III (Bike 

Route) 
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• Nobel Drive, between Regents Road and Miramar Road – Class II (Bike Lane) 
• Regents Road, south of Nobel Drive – Class II (Bike Lane) or Class III (Bike Route)  
• Regents Road, north of Governor Drive – Class II (Bike Lane) or Class III (Bike Route)  
• Towne Centre Drive – Class II (Bike Lane) or Class III (Bike Route)  

4.2.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a), which 
have been adapted to guide a programmatic analysis, a significant traffic circulation impact 
would occur if implementation of the Project would: 
 

1. Result in an increase in projected traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street system;  

2. Result in the addition of a substantial amount of traffic to a congested freeway segment, 
interchange, or ramp; 

3. Result in a substantial impact upon existing or planned transportation systems;  

4. Result in substantial alterations to present circulation movements, including effects on 
existing public access to beaches, parks, or other open space areas; or 

5. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation 
modes. 

 
Generally, a significant impact is identified when the addition of traffic results in LOS dropping 
from LOS D or better to substandard LOS E or F. Table 4.2-8 summarizes the significant impact 
thresholds for facilities operating at a substandard LOS with and without the Project. These 
thresholds, as applied to roadway segments, are based upon an acceptable increase in the V/C 
ratio. 
 
 

Table 4.2-8 
City of San Diego Measures of Significant Project Traffic Impacts 

LOS with 
Project 

Allowable Change Due to Impact 
Roadway Segments Intersection 

Delay 
(sec) V/C 

Speed decrease 
(mph) 

E 0.02 1.0 2.0 

F 0.01 0.5 1.0 
Source: City of San Diego 2011a 
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Methodology and Assumptions 
 
Future Condition Improvements 
 
A traffic model was prepared by SANDAG for existing and future community buildout 
conditions. Traffic counts obtained in 2015 were used to calibrate the existing model results. 
Using the attributes included in the calibrated existing model, the future land use assumptions 
and roadway network variations were input to estimate future volumes. The model data provide 
roadway and freeway volumes, and were not used for intersection volumes. Future peak hour 
turning movements at the study area intersections were developed using methodologies from 
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) 255 – Highway Traffic Data for 
Urbanized Area Project Planning and Design, Chapter 8. NCHRP Report 255 is a compilation of 
the best techniques that are currently being used in urban areas to forecast future traffic volumes. 
These techniques were identified through a survey of state and local agencies with follow-up 
field visits to obtain detailed information on procedural steps and typical applications. The 
method used to forecast the future turning movement volumes evaluation is the NCHRP’s 
“Directional Volume Forecast.” Existing daily segment traffic volumes and peak hour 
intersection turning movements were counted in the field. Future year daily traffic volumes were 
obtained from the forecast model forecast. For the purposes of this analysis, the term “future 
year” is defined as the community buildout conditions that were developed based on buildout 
land use and network assumptions within the UCP Area and superimposed on the SANDAG 
2035 regional model. The land use assumptions, model calibration process, and supporting 
worksheets for calculating future volumes and the resulting peak hour intersection turning 
movement volumes are included in Appendix C. 
 
Four roadway changes located outside of the traffic study area were included in the future year 
modeling. These roadway changes were included as they have an influence on traffic conditions 
within the study area: 
 

• Voigt Drive west of Campus Point reconfiguration as part of Mid-Coast Trolley project, 
including Campus Point/Voigt Drive intersection modification 

• New Eastgate Mall Gilman Bridge connection across I-5 

• Charmant Drive changes from one to two lanes 

• North Torrey Pines Road modified to have four lanes instead of five lanes north of Callan 
Drive 
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The following changes to the freeway network were also included in the future year model and 
reflected in the freeway analysis: 
 

• I-805 high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, throughout study area 

• New on ramp from Governor Drive to SB I-805 

• Direct Access Ramp (DARs) at I-805 and Nobel Drive 

• I-5 HOV lanes, north of La Jolla Village Drive 

• DARs at I-5 and Voigt Drive 

• DARs at I-805 and Carroll Canyon (outside of community influence) 

• Carroll Canyon extension to Sorrento Valley Road (outside of community influence) 

• Carroll Canyon to I-805 SB Ramp modification (outside of community influence) 
 
4.2.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project result in an increase in projected traffic which is substantial in 

relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system? 
 
4.2.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Roadway Segments 
 
Table 4.2-8 details the thresholds used for determining a significant impact for a roadway 
segment. A significant impact would result if a roadway segment degrades to LOS E or F. 
Additionally, if a segment is already operating at an unacceptable LOS, the significance 
threshold is an increase in V/C ratio of 0.02 for LOS E or 0.01 for LOS F.  
 
Future Year with Adopted UCP 
 
Table 4.2-9 outlines the significant impacts anticipated along roadway segments that would 
occur in the future year. Future Year with Adopted UCP assumes that the Adopted UCP and all 
the transportation improvements associated with the current plan would continue to be 
implemented (including planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge). Under 
these conditions, in the future year a total of 19 roadway segments would operate at an 
unacceptable LOS in exceedance of the significance thresholds. 
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Table 4.2-9 
Future Year Roadway Segments with Unacceptable Level of Service 

Roadway Segment 
Existing 

Functional 
Classification 

LOS E 
Capacity 

Existing  Future Year with 
Adopted UCP 

Future Year with 
Project 

ADT V/C 
ratio LOS ADT V/C 

ratio LOS ADT V/C 
ratio LOS 

Eastgate Mall 
Genesee Ave to Easter Way 4-lane Collector 30,000 14,767 0.492 C 25,000 0.833 E 25,400 0.847 E 
Judicial Dr to Eastgate Dr 2-lane Collector 10,000 10,096 1.01 F 19,500 1.950 F 19,400 1.940 F 
Eastgate Dr to Miramar Rd 2-lane Collector 15,000 14,668 0.978 E 28,800 1.920 F 29,200 1.947 F 
Genesee Avenue 
La Jolla Village Dr to Esplanade Ct 4-lane Major 

Arterial  
40,000 28,054 0.701 C       

6-lane Major 
Arterial 

50,000    41,800 0.836 D 46.400 0.928 E 

Nobel Dr to Centurion Sq 4-lane Major 
Arterial  

40,000 30,922 0.773 D    46,500 1.163 F 

6-lane Major 
Arterial 

50,000    39,600 0.792 C    

Centurion Sq to Governor Dr 4-lane Major 
Arterial 

40,000 30,325 0.758 D    54,600 1.365 F 

6-lane Major 
Arterial 

50,000    43,900 0.878 D    

Governor Dr to SR 52 WB Ramp 4-lane Major 
Arterial 

40,000 30,325 0.758 D    43,500 1.088 F 

6-lane Major 
Arterial 

50,000    48,700 0.974 E    

SR52 WB Ramp to SR 52 EB Ramp 4-lane Major 
Arterial 

40,000 31,170 0.779 D 37,300 0.933 E 38,000 0.950 E 

SR52 EB Ramp to Lehrer Dr 4-lane Major 
Arterial 

40,000 30,581 0.765 D 37,100 0.928 E 38,400 0.960 E 

La Jolla Village Drive 
Revelle College Dr to Villa La Jolla 6-lane Prime 

Arterial 
60,000 44,520 0.742 C 54,300 0.905 D 55,000 0.917 ED 

Villa La Jolla Dr to I-5 SB Ramps 6-lane Prime 
Arterial 

60,000 62,258 1.038 F 76,400 1.273 F 76,800 1.280 F 

 I-5 SB Ramps to I-5 NB Ramps 6-lane Major 
Arterial 

50,000 51,391 1.028 F 59,400 1.188 F 60,900 1.218 F 
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Roadway Segment 
Existing 

Functional 
Classification 

LOS E 
Capacity 

Existing  Future Year with 
Adopted UCP 

Future Year with 
Project 

ADT V/C 
ratio LOS ADT V/C 

ratio LOS ADT V/C 
ratio LOS 

I-5 NB Ramps to Lebon Dr 6-lane Major 
Arterial  

50,000 44,335 0.887 D 52,000 1.040 F 53,200 1.064 F 

Lebon Dr to Regents Rd 6-lane Major 
Arterial  

50,000 42,863 0.857 D 49,900 0.998 E 51,500 1.030 F 

Regents Rd to Genesee Ave 6-lane Major 
Arterial  

50,000 38,474 0.769 C 52,400 1.048 F 50,700 1.014 F 

Genesee Ave to Executive Way 6-lane Major 
Arterial  

50,000 45,117 0.902 E 49,400 0.988 E 49,200 0.984 E 

Executive Way to Towne Center Dr 6-lane Major 
Arterial  

50,000 45,117 0.902 E 67,600 1.352 F 69,500 1.390 F 

Miramar Road 
I-805 SB Ramps to I-805 NB Ramps 6-lane Prime 

Arterial 
60,000 66,139 1.102 F 64,600 1.077 F 66,000 1.100 F 

Eastgate Mall to Miramar Mall 6-lane Prime 
Arterial 

60,000 67,748 1.129 F       

7-lane Prime 
Arterial 

70,000    72,200 1.031 F 72,000 1.031 F 

Miramar Mall to Camino Santa Fe 6-lane Prime 
Arterial  

60,000 67,749 1.129 F 72,200 1.203 F 72,200 1.203 F 

Nobel Drive 
Villa La Jolla Dr to I-5 SB Ramp 4-lane Major 

Arterial 
40,000 26,284 .0657 C 47,500 1.188 F 47,600 1.190 F 

I-5 SB Ramp to I-5 NB Ramp 4-lane Major 
Arterial 

40,000 27,642 0.691 C 40,800 1.020 F 41,700 1.043 F 

Regents Road 
SR 52 WB Ramps to SR 52 EB 
Ramps 

4-lane Major 
Arterial 

40,000 19,957 0.499 B 35,300 0.883 E 23,500 0.588 C 

SR 52 EB Ramps to Luna Ave 4-lane Major 
Arterial 

40,000 21,268 0.532 C 40,600 1.015 F 25,600 0.640 C 

Torrey Pines Road 
La Jolla Village Dr to South 4-lane Major 

Arterial 
40,000 26,620 0.666 C 35,600 0.890 E 36,800 0.920 E 

Bold = Exceeds acceptable LOS D and significance threshold, indicating significant impact 

Shaded cell = Future Year with Project results in significant operational decrease as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP condition. 
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Future Year with Project 
 
Table 4.2-9 outlines the significant impacts anticipated along roadway segments with 
implementation of the Future Year with Project. With implementation of the Project, a total of 
2120 roadway segments within the traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable operating 
conditions which exceed the significance thresholds. 
 
Under the Future Year with Project, the four three following roadway segments would result in 
LOS E or F and these unacceptable operating conditions would not occur under Future Year with 
Adopted UCP. Thus, the impact at these segments can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E) 
• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 
• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS E) 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-9, 1413 of the segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in 
the future year would be significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to 
Future Year with Adopted UCP. These 1413 segments are considered to have a significant 
decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the V/C ratio thresholds (Table 4.2-8) when 
comparing the Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP.  
 
Implementation of the Project would eliminate two significant impacts along two segments of 
Regents Road: 
 

• SR 52 WB Ramps to SR 52 EB Ramps 
• SR 52 EB Ramps to Luna Avenue 

 
Intersections 
 
A significant impact to an intersection is considered to occur when conditions degrade to an 
unacceptable LOS E or F. As shown in Table 4.2-8, when already operating at LOS E or F, the 
significance threshold is an increase in intersection delay of two seconds for LOS E or one 
second for LOS F. 
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Future year with Adopted UCP 
 
Table 4.2-10 outlines the study area intersections with unacceptable LOS in future year. Future 
Year with Adopted UCP assumes that all the transportation improvements associated with the 
current plan would continue to be implemented (including planned Genesee Avenue Widening 
and Regents Road Bridge). Under these conditions, 29 intersections would operate at an 
unacceptable LOS E or F during at least one of the peak hours. Twenty-eight of these 29 
intersections exceed significance thresholds. 
 

Table 4.2-10 
Future Year Intersections with Unacceptable Level of Service 

Intersection Peak 
Hour 

Existing Future Year with 
Adopted UCP 

Future Year with 
Project 

Delay 
(seconds) LOS Delay 

(seconds) LOS Delay 
(seconds) LOS 

Genesee Avenue/ 
John Hopkins Drive  

AM 17.9 B 132.3 F 98.5 F 
PM 27.6 C 44.2 D 35.4 D 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Scripps Hospital 

AM 20.2 C 60.7 E 61.3 E 
PM 21.3 C 74.8 E 71.5 E 

Genesee Avenue/ 
La Jolla Village Drive 

AM 77.1 E 121.5 F 121.4 F 
PM 35.8 D 48.8 D 59.5 E 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Esplanade Court 

AM 21.4 C 36.8 D 54.5 D 
PM 38.2 D 86.4 F 97.9 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Nobel Drive 

AM 32.9 C 36.1 D 97.9 F 
PM 42.6 D 60.6 E 91.2 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Decoro Street 

AM 28.6 C 24.0 D 112.1 F 
PM 119.8 F 69.0 E 314.4 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Centurion Square 

AM 66.6 E 30.3 C 154.1 F 
PM 14.3 B 9.2 A 95.2 F 

Genesee Avenue/ Governor 
Drive 

AM 67.4 E 102.0 F 163.7 F 
PM 66.5 E 51.4 D 110.3 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
SR 52 WB Ramps 

AM 27.516.0 DC 27.719.8 DC 45.918.6 EC 
PM 371.8 F 783.3 F 603.8 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
SR 52 EB Ramps 

AM 55.842.7 ED 53.243.6 D 69.649.9 ED 
PM 132.0126.7 F 50.046.1 D 62.758.0 E 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Appleton St/Lehrer Drive 

AM 109.8 F 166.2 F 184.1 F 
PM 43.0 D 60.9 E 66.4 E 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Torrey Pines Road 

AM 27.4 C 49.1 D 53.1 D 
PM 106.2 F 178.2 F 183.9 F 

La Jolla Village Drive EB/ 
Gillman Drive 

AM 13.0 B 16.5 C 17.8 C 
PM 24.5 C 141.8 F 170.9 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/ Villa 
La Jolla Drive 

AM 55.4 E 123.0 F 127.0 F 
PM 202.2 F 328.4 F 330.0 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
I-5 SB Off-Ramp 

AM 31.528.7 C 41.638.7 D 48.045.0 D 
PM 52.819.3 DB 52.2 19.1 DB 68.626.0 EC 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Regents Road 

AM 55.0 D 71.8 E 64.9 E 
PM 132.4 F 203.4 F 202.1 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Executive Way 

AM 19.0 B 83.0 F 75.8 E 
PM 61.8 E 233.6 F 266.6 F 
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Intersection Peak 
Hour 

Existing Future Year with 
Adopted UCP 

Future Year with 
Project 

Delay 
(seconds) LOS Delay 

(seconds) LOS Delay 
(seconds) LOS 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Towne Center Drive 

AM 104.6 F 156.6 F 161.2 F 
PM 129.3 F 167.8 F 171.5 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
I-805 SB Ramps 

AM 112.8112.1 F 173.3174.3 F 171.7171.3 F 
PM 17.7 16.6 B 18.516.4 B 20.416.5 CB 

Miramar Road/ 
Eastgate Mall 

AM 15.9 B 23.0 C 23.0 C 
PM 74.9 E 104.0 F 104.2 F 

Miramar Road/ 
Camino Santa Fe 

AM 36.8 D 43.0 D 44.4 D 
PM 81.4 F 141.9 F 124.8 F 

Nobel Drive/ 
La Jolla Village Square Drive 

AM 19.8 B 25.5 C 25.5 C 
PM 45.4 D 167.8 F 150.6 F 

Nobel Drive/ 
I-5 SB On Ramp 

AM 3.7 A 3.2 A 3.5 A 
PM 13.4 B 114.2 F 125.1 F 

Nobel Drive/ 
Regents Road 

AM 48.4 D 37.9 D 34.7 C 
PM 53.6 D 69.8 E 89.9 F 

Regents Road/ 
Arriba Street 

AM 27.6 C 68.6 E 29.0 C 
PM 25.2 C 72.0 E 25.4 C 

Regents Road/ 
Governor Drive 

AM 24.0 C 95.5 F 37.1 D 
PM 21.9 C 88.7 F 33.1 C 

Regents Road/ 
Luna Avenue 

AM 42.6 D 64.7 E 54.5 D 
PM 61.6 E 95.2 F 66.6 E 

N Torrey Pines Road/ 
La Jolla Shores Drive 

AM 40.4 D 60.4 E 61.3 E 
PM 60.6 E 167.1 F 169.9 F 

Gilman Drive/ 
I-5 SB Ramps 

AM 9.7 A 9.4 A 10.5 B 
PM 169.1 F 50.9 D 82.9 F1 

Towne Center Drive/ 
Eastgate Mall 

AM 25.7 C 31.3 C 31.7 C 
PM 39.9 D 65.9 E 69.8 E 

Executive Way / 
Executive Drive 

AM 12.3 B 16.7 B 17.1 B 
PM 13.4 B 362.0 F 355.9 F 

Judicial Drive/ 
Eastgate Mall 

AM 23.0 C 37.8 D 33.6 C 
PM 25.9 C 75.8 E 67.6 F 

Governor Drive/ 
I-805 NB Ramps 

AM ECL F ECL F ECL F 
PM ECL F 722.4 F ECL F 

1This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F in the future year; however, the intersection delay would 
be reduced by approximately 87 seconds compared to current conditions and thus is not considered a significant 
impact when compared to Existing Conditions.  

ECL = Exceeds calculable limit 

Bold = Exceeds acceptable LOS D and significance threshold, indicating significant impact.  

Shaded Cell = Project results in significant operational decrease as compared to Adopted UCP 
implementation in the future year 

 
 
Future Year with Project 
 
Table 4.2-10 presents the modeled intersection operations with Project implementation in the 
future year for both the AM and PM peak hours. Within the table, bold LOS levels indicate a 
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significant impact which is an unacceptable operating condition that exceeds the significance 
thresholds per Table 4.2-8.  
 
With implementation of the Project, 3028 intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions which exceed the significance thresholds by future year. Some of the 
intersections would have significant impacts during both the AM and PM peak hours, while 
others would experience a significant impact during only one of the peak periods.  
 
Under the Future Year with Project, the following intersections would result in unacceptable 
operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. However, under Future 
Year with Adopted UCP, these intersections would operate at acceptable LOS. Thus, the impact 
at these intersections can be specifically attributed to the Project.  
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-10, 2119 of the intersections operating at unacceptable LOS in the future 
year would be significantly worse during one or both of the peak hours with implementation of 
the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP. These 2119 intersections are 
considered to have a significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time 
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to Future Year with 
Adopted UCP.  
 
Implementation of the Project would eliminate significant impacts that would occur under Future 
Year with Adopted UCP at three intersections along Regents Road: 

• Regents Road/Arriba Street (AM and PM) 
• Regents Road/Governor Drive (AM and PM) 
• Regents Road/Luna Avenue (AM) 
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4.2.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 

Roadway Segments 
 

Deteriorated traffic conditions would result in significant impacts at 2120 roadway segments with 
implementation of the Project in the future year (Table 4.2-11 is provided for informational 
purposes). For informational purposes, Table 4.2-1311 is presented and summarizes the level of 
significance for roadway segments after implementation of mitigation measures discussed in 
Section 4.2.4.3. As shown in Table 4.2-11, oOf the 2120 roadway segments within the traffic study 
area that would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions which exceed the significance 
thresholds, nine segments have feasible measures available to reduce impacts. EightSix of the nine 
segments would be improved to operate at LOS D or better and the impact would be mitigated to 
less than significant. The remaining segment would be improved by the improvement measures; 
however, while the measures would improve the segment operations, the LOS would not be 
improved to an acceptable LOS. Two segments operating at unacceptable conditions would not 
trigger an impact. Thus, impacts along 13 roadway segments would remain significant and 
unmitigated (Issues 1, 3, and 4) even after incorporation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2 specified in Section 4.2.4.3 (Table 4.2-13, which is provided for informational purposes).  
 

Intersections 
 

With implementation of the Project, 3130 intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions by future year during one or both of the peak periods. ThirtyTwenty-eight 
of the 3130 intersections exceed the significance thresholds. NineOne of these significantly 
impacted intersections under the Project would operate at acceptable LOS with implementation 
of Future Year with Adopted UCP. Also, 2119 of the intersections operating at unacceptable 
LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one or both of the peak hours with 
implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP. For informational 
purposes, Table 4.2-12 is presented and summarizes the level of significance for intersections 
after implementation of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.2-12, 1819 of the 3130 
intersections that would operate at LOS E or F in the future year do not have feasible measures 
available to bring operations to an acceptable LOSreduce impacts. Of the 28 intersections that 
exceed the significance thresholds, 18 of the intersections do not have feasible measures 
available to reduce impacts. However, while the measures would improve the intersection 
operations, the delay time would not be reduced to below a level of significance. The impacts at 
the 2018 study area intersections would remain significant and unmitigated (Issues 1, 3, and 4) 
even after incorporation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 (Table 4.2-14 which is 
provided for informational purposes). Thus, the Project would result in an increase in projected 
traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system 
and the impact would be significant. 
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Table 4.2-11 
Future Year Roadway Segment Operation with Implementation of Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Roadway Segment 
Current or 

UCP Buildout 
Configuration 

Classification LOS E 
Capacity 

Future Year with 
Project 

Future Year 
with Mitigation Description of 

Measure 
ADT V/C 

ratio LOS ADT V/C 
ratio LOS 

Eastgate Mall  
Genesee Ave to Easter 
Way 

Current 
Configuration 4 Lane Collector 30,000 25,400 0.847 E 25,400 0.847 E No improvement 

proposed. 

Judicial Dr to Eastgate 
Dr 

Current 
Configuration 2 Lane Collector 10,000 19,400 1.940 F -- -- -- 

Widen the roadway to 
a 4-lane Collector 
with a continuous left-
turn lane. UCP Buildout 4 Lane Collector 30,000 -- -- -- 19,400 0.647 C 

Eastgate Dr to Miramar 
Rd 

Current 
Configuration 2 Lane Collector 10,000 29,200 1.947 F -- -- -- Widen the roadway to 

a 4-lane Collector 
with a continuous left-
turn lane. UCP Buildout 4 Lane Collector 30,000 -- -- -- 29,200 0.973 E 

Genesee Avenue  

La Jolla Village Dr to 
Esplanade Ct 

Current 
Configuration 6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 46,400 0.928 E -- -- -- Repurpose the right of 

way to provide for a 
6-lane Prime Arterial. UCP Buildout 6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 -- -- -- 46,400 0.773 C 

Nobel Dr to Centurion 
Square 

Current 
Configuration 

4 Lane Major 
Arterial 40,000 46,500 1.163 F 46,500 1.163 F No improvement 

proposed. 
Centurion Square to 
Governor Dr 

Current 
Configuration 

4 Lane Major 
Arterial 40,000 54,600 1.365 F 54,600 1.365 F No improvement 

proposed. 
Governor Dr to SR-52 
WB Ramps 

Current 
Configuration 

4 Lane Major 
Arterial 40,000 43,500 1.088 F 43,500 1.088 F No improvement 

proposed. 
SR-52 WB Ramps to 
SR-52 EB Ramps 

Current 
Configuration 

4 Lane Major 
Arterial 40,000 38,000 0.950 E 38,000 0.950 E No improvement 

proposed. 
SR-52 EB Ramps to 
Lehrer Dr 

Current 
Configuration 

4 Lane Major 
Arterial 40,000 38,400 0.960 E 38,400 0.960 E No improvement 

proposed. 
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Roadway Segment 
Current or 

UCP Buildout 
Configuration 

Classification LOS E 
Capacity 

Future Year with 
Project 

Future Year 
with Mitigation Description of 

Measure 
ADT V/C 

ratio LOS ADT V/C 
ratio LOS 

La Jolla Village Drive  
Villa La Jolla Drive to I-
5 SB Ramps 

Current 
Configuration 

6 Lane Prime 
Arterial 60,000 76,800 1.280 F 76,800 1.280 F No improvement 

proposed. 

I-5 SB Ramps to I-5 NB 
Ramps 

Current 
Configuration 6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 60,900 1.218 F -- 

60,900 
-- -- Repurpose the right of 

way to provide for a 
6-lane Prime Arterial. UCP Buildout 6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 -- -- -- 1.015 F 

I-5 NB Ramps to Lebon 
Dr 

Current 
Configuration 6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 53,200 1.064 F -- 

53,200 
-- -- Repurpose the right of 

way to provide for a 
6-lane Prime Arterial. UCP Buildout 6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 -- -- -- 0.887 D 

Lebon Dr to Regents Rd 
Current 

Configuration 6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 51,500 1.030 F -- 
51,500 

-- -- Repurpose the right of 
way to provide for a 
6-lane Prime Arterial. UCP Buildout 6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 -- -- -- 0.858 D 

Regents Rd to Genesee 
Ave 

Current 
Configuration 6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 50,700 1.014 F -- 

50,700 
-- -- Repurpose the right of 

way to provide for a 
6-lane Prime Arterial. UCP Buildout 6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 -- -- -- 0.845 D 

Genesee Ave to 
Executive Way 

Current 
Configuration 6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 49,200 0.984 E -- 

49,200 
-- -- Repurpose the right of 

way to provide for a 
6-lane Prime Arterial. UCP Buildout 6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 -- -- -- 0.820 C 

Executive Way to 
Towne Center Dr 

Current 
Configuration 6-lane Major Arterial 50,000 69,500 1.390 F 

-- 
-- -- Repurpose the right of 

way to provide for a 
6-lane Prime Arterial. UCP Buildout 6-lane Prime Arterial 60,000 -- -- -- 1.158 F 

Miramar Road 
I-805 SB Ramps to I-
805 NB Ramps 

Current 
Configuration 

6 Lane Prime 
Arterial 60,000 66,000 1.100 F1 66,000 1.100 F1 No improvement 

proposed. 
Eastgate Mall to 
Miramar Mall 

Current 
Configuration 

7 Lane Prime 
Arterial 70,000 72,200 1.031 F2 72,200 1.031 F2 No improvement 

proposed. 
Miramar Mall to 
Camino Santa Fe 

Current 
Configuration 

6 Lane Prime 
Arterial 60,000 72,200 1.203 F 72,200 1.203 F No improvement 

proposed. 
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Roadway Segment 
Current or 

UCP Buildout 
Configuration 

Classification LOS E 
Capacity 

Future Year with 
Project 

Future Year 
with Mitigation Description of 

Measure 
ADT V/C 

ratio LOS ADT V/C 
ratio LOS 

Nobel Drive 
Villa La Jolla Dr to I-5 
SB On Ramp 

Current 
Configuration 

4 Lane Major 
Arterial 40,000 47,600 1.190 F 47,600 1.190 F No improvement 

proposed. 
I-5 SB On Ramp to I-5 
NB Off 
Ramp/University Center 
Lane 

Current 
Configuration 

4 Lane Major 
Arterial 40,000 41,700 1.043 F 41,700 1.043 F No improvement 

proposed. 

Torrey Pines Road 
La Jolla Village Drive to 
South 

Current 
Configuration 

4 Lane Major 
Arterial 40,000 36,800 0.920 E 36,800 0.920 E No improvement 

proposed. 
Bold = Exceeds acceptable LOS D threshold indicating significant impact. 
1 - This roadway segment would operate at a LOS F in the future year, however the v/c ratio would decrease compared to current conditions and thus is not 
considered a significant impact. 
2 - This roadway segment would operate at a LOS F in the future year, however the v/c ratio would decrease compared to current conditions and thus is not 
considered a significant impact. 
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Table 4.2-12 
Future Year Intersection Operation with Implementation of Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Intersection Peak 
Hour 

Existing Future Year With 
Project 

Future Year After 
Mitigation Description of Measure Delay 

(seconds) LOS Delay 
(seconds) LOS Delay 

(seconds) LOS 

Genesee Avenue/ 
John Hopkins Drive  

AM 17.9 B 98.5 F 19.3 B Convert one WB through lane on Genesee 
Ave to a right-turn lane. PM 27.6 C 35.4 D 35.5 D 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Scripps Hospital 

AM 20.2 C 61.3 E 61.3 E No improvement proposed. PM 21.3 C 71.5 E 71.5 E 
Genesee Avenue/ 
La Jolla Village Drive 

AM 77.1 E 121.4 F 121.4 F No improvement proposed. PM 35.8 D 59.5 E 59.5 E 
Genesee Avenue/ 
Esplanade Court 

AM 21.4 C 54.5 D 54.5 D No improvement proposed. PM 38.2 D 97.9 F 97.9 F 
Genesee Avenue/ 
Nobel Drive 

AM 32.9 C 97.9 F 97.9 F No improvement proposed. PM 42.6 D 91.2 F 91.2 F 

Genesee Avenue/ 
Decoro Street 

AM 28.6 C 112.1 F 75.7 E Stripe EB and WB right-turn lanes on 
Decoro Street.  

PM 119.8 F 314.1 F 265.7 F 
Genesee Avenue/ 
Centurion Square 

AM 66.6 E 154.1 F 154.1 F No improvement proposed.  PM 14.3 B 95.2 F 95.2 F 

Genesee Avenue/ Governor 
Drive 

AM 67.4 E 163.7 F 48.7 D 
Construct grade-separated intersection, 
removing NB and SB through movements. 
Two NB and SB through lanes required in 
the undercrossing. PM 66.5 E 110.3 F 54.6 D 

Genesee Avenue/ 
SR 52 WB Ramps 

AM 27.516.0 DC 45.918.6 EC 19.3 B Signalize intersection, square up ramps, add 
a protected phase for NB left-turns from 
Genesee Ave to SR 52 ramp. Add second 
right-turn lane exiting ramp. 

PM 371.8 F 603.8 F 38.4 D 

Genesee Avenue/ 
SR 52 EB Ramps 

AM 55.842.7 ED 69.649.9 ED 49.9 D No improvement proposed. PM 132.0126.7 F 62.758.0 E1 58.0 E1 
Genesee Avenue/ 
Appleton Street/Lehrer Drive 

AM 109.8 F 184.1 F 184.1 F No improvement proposed. PM 43.0 D 66.4 E 66.4 E 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Torrey Pines Road 

AM 27.4 C 53.1 D 23.4 C Move pedestrian crossing from east leg to 
the west leg of the intersection and modify 
the signal phasing. PM 106.2 F 183.9 F 51.9 D 
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Intersection Peak 
Hour 

Existing Future Year With 
Project 

Future Year After 
Mitigation Description of Measure Delay 

(seconds) LOS Delay 
(seconds) LOS Delay 

(seconds) LOS 

La Jolla Village Drive EB/ 
Gillman Drive 

AM 13.0 B 17.8 C 19.9 B 
Signalize intersection and install a protected 
SB left-turn phase. Restripe EB ramp 
approach to have a shared left-right and an 
exclusive right lane. PM 24.5 C 170.9 F 25.8 C 

La Jolla Village Drive/ Villa 
La Jolla Drive 

AM 55.4 E 127.0 F 88.6 F Add second WB right-turn lane from La 
Jolla Village Dr to Villa La Jolla Dr. PM 202.2 F 330.0 F 312.9 F 

La Jolla Village Drive/ 
I-5 SB Off-Ramp 

AM 31.5 C 48.0 D -- -- No improvement proposed. PM 52.8 D 68.6 E -- -- 
La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Regents Road 

AM 55.0 D 64.9 E 64.9 E No improvement proposed. PM 132.4 F 202.1 F 202.1 F 
La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Executive Way 

AM 18.9 B 75.8 E 75.8 E No improvement proposed. PM 62.6 E 266.6 F 266.6 F 
La Jolla Village Drive/ 
Towne Center Drive 

AM 80.6 F 161.2 F 161.2 F No improvement proposed. PM 124.2 F 171.5 F 171.5 F 
La Jolla Village Drive/ 
I-805 SB Ramps 

AM 112.8112.1 F 171.7171.3 F 171.3 F No improvement proposed. PM 17.716.6 B 20.416.5 CB 16.5 B 

Miramar Road/ 
Eastgate Mall 

AM 17.0 B 23.0 C 21.6 C Modify the SB Eastgate Mall approach to 
have two left-turn lanes and one right-turn 
lane. PM 91.8 F 104.2 F 48.0 D 

Miramar Road/ 
Camino Santa Fe 

AM 36.8 D 44.4 D 44.4 D No improvement proposed. PM 81.4 F 124.8 F 124.8 F 
Nobel Drive/ 
La Jolla Village Square Drive 

AM 19.8 B 25.5 C 25.5 C No improvement proposed. PM 45.4 D 150.6 F 150.6 F 
Nobel Drive/ 
I-5 SB On-Ramp 

AM 3.7 A 3.5 A 3.5 A No improvement proposed. PM 13.4 B 125.1 F 125.1 F 
Nobel Drive/ 
Regents Road 

AM 48.4 D 34.7 C 34.7 C 
No improvement proposed. 

PM 53.6 D 89.9 F 89.9 F 
Regents Road/ 
Luna Avenue 

AM 42.6 D 54.5 D 54.5 D 
No improvement proposed. 

PM 61.6 E 66.6 E 66.6 E 
N Torrey Pines Road/ 
La Jolla Shores Drive 

AM 40.4 D 61.3 E 61.3 E 
No improvement proposed. 

PM 60.6 E 169.9 F 169.9 F 
Gilman Drive/ 
I-5 SB Ramps 

AM 9.7 A 10.5 B 11.7 B Convert one of the WB through lanes to a 
second left-turn lane. PM 169.1 F 82.9 F2 33.2 C 
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Intersection Peak 
Hour 

Existing Future Year With 
Project 

Future Year After 
Mitigation Description of Measure Delay 

(seconds) LOS Delay 
(seconds) LOS Delay 

(seconds) LOS 

Towne Center Drive/ 
Eastgate Mall 

AM 25.7 C 31.7 C 31.3 C Add second WB left-turn lane from 
Eastgate Mall to Towne Centre Drive. PM 39.9 D 69.8 E 52.5 D 

Executive Way / 
Executive Drive 

AM 12.3 B 17.1 B 21.8 C Modify EB and WB left-turns to protected-
permissive instead of permissive. PM 13.4 B 355.9 F 50.9 D 

Judicial Drive/ 
Eastgate Mall 

AM 23.0 C 33.6 C 21.8 C Modify NB and SB approach of Judicial 
Drive to be split-phased. Restripe NB 
approach to have a left-turn lane, shared 
left-through-right lane, right-turn lane. 

PM 
25.9 C 67.6 E 46.2 D 

Governor Drive/ 
I-805 NB Ramps 

AM ECL F ECL F -- C Install roundabout. 
PM ECL F ECL F -- B 

1 This intersection would operate at LOS E in the future year; however, the intersection delay would be reduced by approximately 74 seconds compared to 
current conditions and thus is not considered a significant impact. 
2This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F in the future year before mitigation; however, the intersection delay would be reduced by 
approximately 87 seconds compared to current conditions and thus is not considered a significant impact. 
ECL = Exceeds calculable limit 

Bold = Exceeds acceptable LOS D and significance thresholds, indicating significant impact. 
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Table 4.2-13 
Summary of Impacted Roadway Segments after Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Roadway Segment 

Impact 
Directly 

Attributable 
to Project 

Mitigated to 
Less than 

Significant 

Partially 
Mitigated, 
Not Less 

than 
Significant 

Significant 
after 

Mitigation 

Eastgate Mall: Genesee Avenue to Easter Way    X 
Eastgate Mall: Judicial Drive to Eastgate Drive  X   
Eastgate Mall: Eastgate Drive to Miramar Road  X   
Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to 
Esplande Court X X   

Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion 
Square X   X 

Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor 
Drive X   X 

Genesee Avenue: Governor Drive to SR 52 WB 
Ramp    X 

Genesee Avenue: SR 52 WB Ramp to SR 52 EB 
Ramp    X 

Genesee Avenue: SR 52 EB Ramp to Lehrer 
Drive    X 

La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to 
Villa La Jolla X   X 

La Jolla Village Drive: Villa La Jolla Dr to I-5 
SB Ramps    X 

La Jolla Village Drive: I-5 SB Ramps to I-5 NB 
Ramps  X   

La Jolla Village Drive: I-5 NB Ramps to Lebon 
Drive  X   

La Jolla Village Drive: Lebon Drive to Regents 
Road  X   

La Jolla Village Drive: Regents Road to Genesee 
Avenue  X   

La Jolla Village Drive: Genesee Avenue to 
Executive Way  X   

La Jolla Village Drive: Executive Way to Towne 
Center Drive   X X 

Miramar Road: Miramar Mall to Camino Santa 
Fe    X 

Nobel Drive: Villa La Jolla Dr to I-5 SB Ramp    X 
Nobel Drive: I-5 SB ramp to I-5 NB Ramp    X 
Torrey Pines Road: La Jolla Village Drive to 
South    X 
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Table 4.2-14 
Summary of Impacted Intersections after Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Intersection 
Impact Directly 
attributable to 

Project 

Mitigated to 
Less than 

Significant 

Partially 
Mitigated, Not 

Less than 
Significant 

Significant 
after 

Mitigation 

Genesee Avenue/ John Hopkins Drive   X   
Genesee Avenue/Scripps Hospital    X 

Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive    X 
Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Court    X 

Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive    X 
Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street X  X X 

Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square X   X 
Genesee Avenue/ Governor Drive  X   

Genesee Avenue/ SR 52 WB Ramps  X   
Genesee Avenue/ SR 52 EB Ramps1 X   X 

Genesee Avenue/Appleton Street/Lehrer Drive    X 
La Jolla Village Drive/Torrey Pines Road  X   
La Jolla Village Drive EB/Gilman Drive  X   

La Jolla Village Drive/ Villa La Jolla Drive   X X 
La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off-Ramp X   X 

La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Road    X 
La Jolla Village Drive/Executive Way    X 

La Jolla Village Drive/ Towne Center Drive    X 
La Jolla Village Drive/I-805 SB Ramps    X 

Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall  X   
Miramar Road/Camino Santa Fe    X 

Nobel Drive/La Jolla Village Square Drive    X 
Nobel Drive/I-5 SB On-Ramp    X 

Nobel Drive/Regents Road    X 
Regents Road/Luna Avenue    X 

N Torrey Pines Road/La Jolla Shores Drive    X 
Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps2 X X   

Towne Center Drive/Eastgate Mall  X   
Executive Way /Executive Drive  X   

Judicial Drive/Eastgate Mall  X   
Governor Drive/ I-805 NB Ramps  X   

1 This intersection would operate at LOS E in the future year; however, the intersection delay would be reduced by 
approximately 74 seconds compared to current conditions and thus is not considered a significant impact. 
2This intersection would operate at LOS F in the future year before mitigation; however, the intersection delay 
would be reduced by approximately 87 seconds compared to current conditions and thus is not considered a 
significant impact. 
 
 
4.2.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level traffic mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Mobility 
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Transportation Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, 
through the discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and 
would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project 
as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element of the UCP. Hoewver, significant traffic 
impacts would still result at the program-level. Project-level analysis of the potential impacts of 
the proposed mitigation measures would be completed at such a time the improvements are 
implemented. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE TRA-1: Roadway segments shall be enhanced with the 
following: 

 
• TRA-1.1: Regents Road from Executive Drive to Genesee Avenue: Widen the 

roadway to a four-lane Major Arterial with bicycle lanes, including relocation of the 
Genesee Avenue and Regents Road intersection to the east. 

• TRA-1.2: Miramar Road from 1-805 Ramps to 300 feet east of Eastgate Mall: 
Widen the roadway to an eight-lane Prime Arterial. 

• TRA-1.3: Eastgate Mall from Judicial Drive to Eastgate Drive: Widen roadway to 
a four-lane Collector with a continuous left-turn lane and additional right-of way to 
accommodate bicycle facilities, excluding widening the bridge over I-805.  

• TRA-1.4: Eastgate Mall from Eastgate Drive to Miramar Road: Widen roadway 
to a four-lane Collector with a continuous left-turn lane and additional right-of way to 
accommodate protected bicycle facilities.  

• TRA-1.5: Genesee Avenue from La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court: 
Repurpose the right-of-way to provide for a six-lane Prime Arterial with Class II bike 
facility with buffers. 

• TRA-1.6: Genesee Avenue from Nobel Drive to SR 52 WB Ramps: Repurpose the 
right-of-way to provide for a modified six-lane Major Arterial from Nobel Drive to 
Decoro Street, modified six-lane Prime Arterial from Decoro Street to Centurion 
Square, and modified six-lane Major Arterial from Centurion Square to SR 52 WB 
Ramps with bicycle facilities that include a shared pedestrian-bicycle facility 
accommodated on widened sidewalks or Class II bike facility with buffers as right-of-
way permits. 

• TRA-1.7: La Jolla Village Drive from I-5 Northbound Ramps to Towne Centre 
Drive: Repurpose the right-of-way to a 6-lane Prime Arterial. This entails removal of 
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on-street parking and provides acceleration and deceleration lanes at existing 
driveways. 

• TRA-1.8: Genesee Avenue between SR 52 and North Torrey Pines Road: 
Implement adaptive traffic control and transit signal priority measures. 

• TRA-1.9: La Jolla Village Drive between Torrey Pines Road and I-805: 
Implement adaptive traffic control and transit signal priority measures. 

• TRA-1.10: Nobel Drive between La Jolla Village Square and Miramar Road: 
Implement adaptive traffic control and transit signal priority measures. 

 
MITIGATION MEASURE TRA-2: Intersections shall be enhanced with the following: 

 
• TRA-2.1: Genesee Avenue and John Hopkins Drive (Intersection 2): Repurpose one of 

the five westbound through lanes on Genesee Avenue to become a second right-turn lane. 

• TRA-2.2: Genesee Avenue and Decoro Street (Intersection 15): Stripe eastbound and 
westbound right-turn lanes on Decoro Street. On-street parking would need to be removed to 
add the right-turn pockets. 

• TRA-2.3: Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive (Intersection 17): Construct of a grade-
separated intersection (removing northbound and southbound through-movements), and 
construct two northbound and southbound through-lanes in the undercrossing. 

• TRA-2.4: Genesee Avenue and SR 52 Westbound Ramps (Intersection 18): An 
Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) will be conducted to determine the best measure for 
mitigation. One option is to sSignalize the intersection and square up ramps, adding a 
protected phase for northbound left-turns from Genesee Avenue to the SR 52 ramp, and add a 
second right-turn lane on the exit ramp. 

• TRA-2.5: La Jolla Village Drive and Torrey Pines Road (Intersection 21): Relocate the 
pedestrian crossing from the east leg to the west leg of the intersection and implement signal 
phasing modification to improve operation. 

• TRA-2.6: La Jolla Village Drive Eastbound Ramps and Gilman Drive (Intersection 
23b): Signalize the intersection, install a protected southbound left-turn phase, and restripe 
eastbound ramp approach to have a shared left-right lane and an exclusive right-turn lane. 

• TRA-2.7: La Jolla Village Drive and Villa La Jolla Drive (Intersection 24): Construct a 
second westbound right-turn lane from La Jolla Village Drive to Villa La Jolla Drive. 
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• TRA-2.8: Miramar Road and Eastgate Mall (Intersection 34): Modify the southbound 
Eastgate Mall approach to have two left-turn lanes and one right-turn lane. 

• TRA-2.9: Gilman Drive and I-5 Southbound Ramps (Intersection 69): Convert one of 
the westbound through lanes to a second left-turn lane. 

• TRA-2.10: Towne Center Drive and Eastgate Mall (Intersection 73): Construct a second 
westbound left-turn lane from Eastgate Mall to Towne Centre Drive. 

• TRA-2.11: Executive Way and Executive Drive (Intersection 76): Traffic signal 
modification for eastbound and westbound left-turns to be “protected-permissive” instead of 
“permissive.” 

• TRA-2.12: Judicial Drive and Eastgate Mall (Intersection 77): Traffic signal modification 
for northbound and southbound approach of Judicial Drive to be “split-phased” in the traffic 
signal, and restripe the northbound approach to have a left-turn lane, shared left-through-right 
lane, and right-turn lane. 

• TRA-2.13: Governor Drive and I-805 Northbound Ramps (Intersection 79): An ICE will 
be conducted to determine the best measure for mitigation. One option is to iInstall 
roundabout control at this roadway intersection. 

 
4.2.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic conditions would 
result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, including implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures, tiering off this PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. 
As discussed, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. Development Impact 
Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-
2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community 
plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with 
implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or 
Capital Improvements Program (CIP), and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, 
traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level.  
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4.2.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project result in the addition of a substantial amount of traffic to a 

congested freeway segment, interchange, or ramp? 
 
The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds provide guidance for evaluation of 
environmental impacts related to transportation. Generally, a significant impact is identified 
when the addition of project traffic results in LOS dropping from LOS D or better to substandard 
LOS E or F. Table 4.2-15 summarizes the significant impact thresholds for freeway facilities 
operating at a substandard LOS with and without the Project. These thresholds, as applied to 
segments, are based upon an acceptable increase in the V/C ratio. 
 

Table 4.2-15 
City of San Diego Measures of Significant Project Traffic Freeway Impacts 

LOS with 
Project 

Allowable Change Due to Impact 
Freeway Segments 

Ramp Metering1 Delay 
(min) V/C Speed decrease (mph) 

E 0.01 1.0 2.0 

F 0.005 0.5 1.0 
1For metered freeway ramps, LOS does not apply. However, ramp meter delays above 15 
minutes are considered excessive. 
Source: City of San Diego 2011a 

4.2.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Freeway Segments 
 
Table 4.2-15 describes that a freeway segment impact is considered significant when the 
operation condition deteriorates to an unacceptable LOS of E or F. Or, when already operating at 
LOS E or F, a significant impact is caused when speeds decrease more than 1 mph at LOS E or 
0.5 mph at LOS F.  
 
Future Year with Adopted UCP 
 
Table 4.2-16 outlines the significant impacts anticipated along study area freeway segments that 
would occur in the future year. This assumes that the Adopted UCP and all the transportation 
improvements associated with the current plan would continue to be implemented (including 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge). Under these conditions, in the 
future year eight freeway segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS E or F. 
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Table 4.2-16 
Future Year Freeway Segments with Unacceptable LOS 

Freeway Segment Direction 
Existing Future Year with Adopted UCP Future Year with Project 

Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS 
AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

I-5 

SR 52 to Gilman Drive 
NB 45.6 59.6 E D 30.4 59.9 E D 25.0 57.9 F D 
SB 60.0 43.9 D E 66.2 27.6 C E 65.1 21.9 D F 

I-805 

SR 52 to Governor Drive 
NB 47.6 59.7 E D 20.1 55.4 F D 17.0 54.3 F D 
SB 60.0 34.5 D F 70.0 5.0 B F 70.0 5.0 B F 

Governor Drive to 
Nobel Drive 

NB 41.3 60.0 E D 7.4 59.9 F D 5.0 59.0 F D 
SB 60.0 48.4 D E 69.4 22.2 C F 69.3 19.3 C F 

Nobel Drive to 
La Jolla Village Drive 

NB 49.6 60.0 E D 32.1 65.5 E C 30.5 65.2 E D 
SB 60.0 54.3 D E 70.0 41.8 B E 70.0 40.5 B E 

La Jolla Village Drive to Mira 
Mesa Boulevard 

NB 50.0 60.0 E D 35.1 66.1 E C 35.0 66.1 E C 
SB 60.0 54.5 D E 70.0 44.2 B E 70.0 44.1 B E 

SR 52 

I-5 to Regents Road 
EB 60.0 45.1 D E 65.0 16.7 D F 63.9 10.8 D F 

WB 55.3 60.0 E D 39.9 60.6 E D 36.1 59.1 E D 

Regents Road to 
Genesee Avenue 

EB 59.3 47.7 D E 53.3 21.8 D F 53.7 22.9 D F 

WB 57.1 59.9 D D 44.8 58.2 E D 45.4 58.5 E D 

Genesee Avenue to 
I-805 

EB 57.6 39.9 D E 45.2 5.0 E F 47.3 8.2 E F 

WB 53.7 59.2 E D 33.9 51.9 E D 36.6 53.5 E D 

Bold = exceeds threshold indicating significant impact 

Shaded Cell = Project results in a significant operational decrease as compared to Adopted UCP implementation in the future year 
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Future Year with Project 
 
As detailed in Table 4.2-16, eight freeway segments included in the analysis would have 
significant impacts in the future year (same as the eight segments identified for Future Year with 
Adopted UCP. These impacts are a result of operating conditions worsening to unacceptable 
levels and also the continued deterioration in speed within segments already experiencing poor 
operating conditions.  
 
As shown by the shaded cells in Table 4.2-16, five of the freeway segments that would be 
operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse with 
implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP during at least one 
of the peak periods. These five freeway segments are considered to have a significant decrease in 
operation due to a decrease in speed which exceed the threshold (Table 4.2-15) when comparing 
the Project to the Future Year with Adopted UCP.  
 
Freeway Ramp Metering 
 
As outlined in Table 4.2-15, when assessing impacts at freeway ramps, an impact was considered 
significant when the traffic conditions result in an increase in delay of more than 2 minutes for 
ramps with less than a 15-minute delay, or an increase in delay of more than 1 minute for ramps 
with delays greater than 15 minutes. 
 
Future Year with Adopted UCP 
 
Table 4.2-17 outlines the significant impacts anticipated at study area freeway ramps that would 
occur in future year. Future Year with Adopted UCP assumes that the Adopted UCP and all the 
transportation improvements associated with the existing plan would continue to be implemented 
(including planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge). Under these 
conditions, in the future year there would be a total of eight freeway ramps operating at an 
unacceptable LOS. All eight significant delays occur during the PM peak hour. 
 
Future Year with Project 
 
As shown in Table 4.2-17, eight freeway ramps would experience significant increases in delay 
in the future year (same as those identified under Future Year with Adopted UCP). The table 
provides the excess demand at the ramps and the resulting delay in minutes. As indicated in the 
table, all impacts would occur in the PM peak hour with the longest delay extending almost 2.5 
hours.  
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Table 4.2-17 
Future Year Freeway Ramps with Unacceptable Delay 

Freeway Ramp 
Existing Future Year Adopted 

UCP 
Future Year  
with Project 

Excess 
Demand 

Delay 
(min) 

Excess 
Demand 

Delay 
(min) 

Excess 
Demand 

Delay 
(min) 

I-5 SB and Gilman Drive  22 2 556 70 656 82 
I-5 SB and Nobel Drive  0 0 296 34 436 50 
I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive 
WB to NB  0 0 252 27 192 21 

I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive 
EB to NB  Ramp meter not on 492 46 517 48 

I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive 
WB to SB  11 1 246 23 293 27 

I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive 
EB to SB  89 9 736 129 823 144 

I-5 NB and Genesee Avenue Ramp meter not on 582 70 574 69 

I-805 SB and Nobel Drive 80 21 88 23 130 34 

Bold = exceeds threshold indicating significant impact 

Shaded 
Cell 

= Future Year with Project results in a significant operational decrease as 
compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP 

 
As shown by the shaded cells in Table 4.2-17, six of the freeway ramps that would be operating 
at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse with implementation of the 
Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP. These six segments are considered to 
have a significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay thresholds (Table 
4.2-15) when comparing the Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP.  
 
Implementation of the Project would significantly lessen the delay that would occur at the I-5 
NB and La Jolla Village Drive WB to NB freeway ramp as compared to Future Year with 
Adopted UCP.  
 
4.2.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Freeway Segments 
 
Deteriorated traffic conditions would result in significant impacts at eight freeway segments with 
implementation of the Project in the future year and all of these impacts would also be 
anticipated to occur under Future Year with Adopted UCP. However, five of the freeway 
segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly 
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worse with implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP during 
at least one of the peak periods 
 
Freeway Ramp Metering 
 
Deteriorated operating conditions would result in significant impacts at eight freeway ramps with 
implementation of the Project in the future year and all of these impacts would also be 
anticipated to occur in the future year under Future Year with Adopted UCP. However, six of the 
freeway ramps that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be 
significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted 
UCP. Thus, the Project would result in the addition of a substantial amount of traffic to a 
congested freeway segment, interchange, or ramp, and the impact would be significant. 
 
4.2.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur along 
study area freeway segments and freeway ramps in the future year.  
 
4.2.5.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur along 
study area freeway segments in the future year. Thus, impacts at eight freeway segments would 
remain significant and unmitigated (Issues 2, 3, and 4): 
 

• I-5: SR 52 to Gilman Drive 
• I-805: SR 52 to Governor Drive 
• I-805: Governor Drive to Nobel Drive 
• I-805: Nobel Drive to La Jolla Village Drive 
• I-805: La Jolla Village Drive to Mira Mesa Boulevard 
• SR 52: I-5 to Regents Road 
• SR 52: Regents Road to Genesee Ave 
• SR 52: Genesee Avenue to I-805 

 
Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur at freeway 
ramps in the future year. Thus, impacts at eight freeway ramps would remain significant and 
unmitigated (Issues 2, 3, and 4): 

• I-5 SB and Gilman Drive 
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• I-5 SB and Nobel Drive 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive WB to NB 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive EB to NB 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive WB to SB 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive EB to SB 
• I-5 NB and Genesee Avenue 
• I-805 SB and Nobel Drive 

 
4.2.6 Impact Analysis 

 
Issue 3: Would the Project result in a substantial impact upon existing or planned 

transportation systems? 
 
4.2.6.1 Impact Analysis 
 
As shown in the analysis of Issues 1 and 2, there would be significant traffic impacts to roadway 
segments, intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway segments by future year with 
implementation of the Project. As described in the analysis above, some transportation impacts 
would occur regardless of implementation of the Project, and some operational deterioration 
would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road 
Bridge from the UCP. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, 
significant traffic impacts would still result.  
 
4.2.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
The Project would result in a substantial impact upon existing or planned transportation systems, 
and the impact would be significant. 
 
4.2.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level traffic mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, 
Transportation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds, through the discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework 
(Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the 
UCP Area and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
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approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. Project-level 
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed mitigation measures would be completed at 
such a time the improvements are implemented. 
  
4.2.6.4 Significance after Mitigation 
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic conditions would 
result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, including implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures, tiering off this PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. 
As discussed, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. Development Impact 
Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-
2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community 
plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with 
implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or 
Capital Improvements Program (CIP), and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, 
traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level.  
 
4.2.7 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 4: Would the Project result in substantial alterations to present circulation 

movements, including effects on existing public access to beaches, parks, or other 
open space areas? 

 
4.2.7.1 Impact Analysis 
 
As shown in the analysis of Issues 1 and 2, significant traffic impacts would occur to existing 
circulation movements. With implementation of the Project, future traffic conditions would 
worsen on certain roadway segments, intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway segments by the 
future year. While some significant transportation impacts would occur regardless of 
implementation of the Project, some operational deterioration would be worsened by removal of 
the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 

The Project proposes Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, described in Section 4.2.4.3, that 
would make alterations to the existing roadway network in an effort to improve areas of poor 
operation. None of the mitigation measures would substantially change the existing roadway 
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network or circulation movements, but would make adjustments to the existing roadways to 
improve traffic operations. Even with implementation of the mitigation measures, significant 
traffic impacts would still result and would present increased difficulty in accessing areas due to 
poor traffic conditions, including long queues, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, 
and other traffic-related delays. While these traffic-related delays would be significant, all public 
or private locations would still be accessible via the transportation network with implementation 
of the Project. 
 
4.2.7.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
The Project would result in a substantial impact to present circulation movements, including 
effects on existing public access areas and the impact would be significant. 
 
4.2.7.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level traffic mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, 
Transportation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds, through the discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework 
(Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the 
UCP Area and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. Project-level 
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed mitigation measures would be completed at 
such a time the improvements are implemented. 
 
4.2.7.4 Significance after Mitigation 
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic conditions would 
result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, including implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures, tiering off this PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. 
As discussed, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. Development Impact 
Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-
2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community 
plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with 
implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the proposed mitigation 
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measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or 
Capital Improvements Program (CIP), and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, 
traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level.  
 
4.2.8 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 5: Would the Project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation modes? 
 
4.2.8.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Bicycle Facilities 
 
As shown in Figure 4.2-2, Genesee Avenue currently includes a Class II Bike Lane along almost the 
entire length of the roadway from North Torrey Pines Road to SR 52. The City Bicycle Master Plan 
does not include additional bicycle facilities along Genesee Avenue. The removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not eliminate any 
plans to expand the bicycle facilities along the roadway. The Class II Bike Lane would remain in 
place along Genesee Avenue. 
 
The City Bicycle Master Plan proposes Regents Road as a Class II (Bike Lane) or Class III (Bike 
Route) facility south of Nobel Drive and north of Governor Drive. Specifically, a Class II Bike 
Lane is shown crossing Rose Canyon on Regents Road in the Bicycle Master Plan (City of San 
Diego 2013a). The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the 
plans to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each side of the bridge that would provide 
bicycle connectivity between the north and south sides of Rose Canyon. The elimination of this 
potential north-south bicycle connection across Rose Canyon would be in conflict with some of 
the overarching goals and policies of transit plans to provide balanced and safe bicycle networks 
within and between communities. Thus, removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the 
UCP would be in conflict with planned bicycle network improvements as envisioned in local 
alternative transportation planning documents. 
 
A variety of improvements in Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 include the 
accommodation of bicycle facilities along widened or improved roadways. The mitigation 
measures are based on planning documents such as the San Diego Regional Bike Plan, City of 
San Diego Pedestrian Planning Effort, Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity, and the 
UCP. Implementation of the mitigation measures would not conflict with policies or plans 
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related to bicycle facilities, but would serve to implement some of the planned bicycle facilities 
and work toward achieving more complete bicycle networks as envisioned. 
 
Pedestrian Facilities 
 
Elimination of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge from the 
UCP would also remove any sidewalk improvements associated with those projects, including 
the new Regents Road pedestrian crossing over Rose Canyon. However, Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2 have been based in part on the City of San Diego Pedestrian Planning Effort 
and would provide improvements to pedestrian facilities such as widened sidewalks and 
relocation of pedestrian crossings, as well as a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue 
and Governor Drive as (Mitigation Measure TRA-2.3). Such improvements would result in 
better accessibility and safety for pedestrians. 
 
Alternative Transit Modes 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor and Regents Road Corridor both serve as transit routes for bus 
service (see Figure 4.2-3). The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents 
Road Bridge from the UCP would not alter the ability of these roadways to continue serving as 
transportation corridors for public transit in the same capacity that they currently do. The Project 
would not impact service or access associated with rail service in Sorrento Valley. 
 
4.2.8.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
With implementation of the Project, the alternative modes of transit in the UCP Area would 
continue to operate in the same capacity as they do under current conditions. The removal of the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not be in conflict with alternative 
transportation policies and would not impede the ability to implement bicycle, pedestrian, or 
other alternative transit improvements in the future. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 would be consistent with the 
applicable plans and policies related to alternative transportation and would serve to implement 
some of the planned improvements and work toward achieving the overall goals. 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the planned 
crossing of Rose Canyon that would have been designed to accommodate pedestrians and 
bicyclists. This connection was identified in the Bicycle Master Plan. Because this future linkage 
would no longer occur with implementation of the Project, the loss of this planned pedestrian and 



4.2  Transportation/Circulation 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 4.2-58 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

bicycle connection would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation modes, and the impact would be significant. 
 
4.2.8.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level traffic mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, 
Transportation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds, through the discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework 
(Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the 
UCP Area and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and 
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. Project-level 
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed mitigation measures would be completed at 
such a time the improvements are implemented. 
 
4.2.8.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic conditions would 
result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, including implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures, tiering off this PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. 
As discussed, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. Development Impact 
Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-
2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community 
plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with 
implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or 
Capital Improvements Program (CIP), and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, 
traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level.  
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4.3 VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 
 
This section describes the aesthetic setting and regulatory framework and discusses the potential 
effects of the Project on views and visual character and in relation to light and glare. 
 
4.3.1 Existing Conditions 
 
4.3.1.1 UCP Area 
 
Views and Visual Character2 
 
The visual character of the UCP Area consists of built-up urban areas interspersed with canyons, 
hillsides, bluffs and other unique landforms that provide visual amenities, which separate and 
define urban areas. The area’s steepest slopes occur along the coastline, on the south side of 
Sorrento Valley and along the southern slopes of Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon. The 
coastal bluffs are the most scenic landform in the community, providing expansive ocean views 
and lying entirely within the Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve and Torrey Pines City Park. The 
UCP Area also includes over 14,000 feet of shoreline, most of which consists of a sandy beach 
bordered by sheer cliffs or relatively undisturbed coastal canyons. Major canyon systems in the 
community include Sorrento Valley, Soledad Canyon, Rose Canyon, and San Clemente Canyon. 
In the vicinity of the Westfield UTC shopping center, the topography is a series of side canyons 
and rounded ridges that form the transition from the more pronounced major canyons to the mesa 
tops that generally lie in the vicinity of Miramar Road, north of Westfield UTC shopping center 
and UCSD UC San Diego. In addition, the wide valley floors and adjacent hillsides of Rose 
Canyon and San Clemente Canyon provide a unique character to the adjacent neighborhoods and 
to the community as a whole (City of San Diego 2014b). 
 
The San Diego region includes several officially designated scenic highways protected by the 
California Scenic Highway Program, administered by Caltrans. Designated scenic highways are 
located in areas of outstanding natural beauty and are provided with special conservation 
treatment to keep the natural views protected. No designated scenic highways are located within 
the UCP Area. 
 
Neighborhood Character 
 
The 2014 UCP divides the community into four subareas (see Figure 4.1-2). The four subareas 
consist of Subarea 1: Torrey Pines; Subarea 2: Central; Subarea 3: Miramar; and Subarea 4: 
                                                           
2 In this CEQA context, views include specific views from publicly accessible areas, and visual character includes 

the general visual context from publicly accessible areas. 
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South University. The Torrey Pines Subarea includes the Torrey Pines Mesa and surrounding 
slopes, and the UCSD UC San Diego campus. The area is bounded on the west by the Pacific 
Ocean and by North Torrey Pines Road adjacent to the campus, on the south by La Jolla Village 
Drive, on the east by Genesee Avenue and Regents Road, and on the north by Sorrento Valley 
and Los Peñasquitos Lagoon. UCSD UC San Diego is the urban focal point of this subarea and is 
known as a major center of scientific research. The UCSD UC San Diego campus, Salk Institute, 
and Scripps Clinic and Research Foundation are some examples of the uses currently located 
within the community. However, the Torrey Pines Subarea is also characterized by the open 
space areas of the Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve. This subarea consists of low-scale 
buildings set in a space dominated by the natural coastal landscape. The Central Subarea is the 
most urban subarea characterized by intense, multi-use urban development. It also consists of 
major residential, commercial, and office nodes in the City. The bold, contemporary high-rise 
residential, commercial, and office structures of the Golden Triangle provide a strong identity for 
this subarea. The Miramar Subarea is dominated by open spaces with restricted industrial 
development. This subarea is impacted by overflights of MCAS Miramar. The South University 
Subarea is characterized as a homogeneous, single-family residential neighborhood that draws its 
distinct identity from Rose Canyon to its north and San Clemente Canyon (Marian Bear 
Memorial Park) to its south (City of San Diego 2014b). 
 
Light and Glare 
 
The portions of the UCP Area near UCSD UC San Diego, large commercial retail areas (e.g. the 
Costa Verde and Westfield UTC shopping centers) are typically associated with groups of mid-
rise commercial, office, and residential buildings. These facilities are internally lit and have 
associated outdoor entry and security lighting, parking lot lighting, lit signage, and landscape 
lighting. The area is also extensively lit by streetlights, motor vehicles, and transit vehicles 
traveling through the area. 
 
4.3.1.2 Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
Views and Visual Character 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is presently used as a four-lane road from approximately Las 
Palmas Square Drive south to SR 52. The Genesee Avenue Corridor is bisected by the AT&SF 
railroad tracks and crosses Rose Canyon. Views along the Genesee Avenue Corridor are 
generally from motorists and pedestrians traversing Genesee Avenue and from residents who live 
along the Genesee Avenue Corridor. There are also views of the Genesee Avenue Corridor from 
intersecting streets. Views from motorists traveling along Genesee Avenue are direct and 
prolonged, particularly while idling during times of heavy congestion. Traveling south on 
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Genesee Avenue from Las Palmas Square Drive, views are dominated by commercial centers. 
The Costa Verde Center is to the west and a parking lot for the Westfield UTC shopping center is 
east of Genesee Avenue. South of Nobel Drive, views are of multi-family residential 
developments. Continuing south toward Rose Canyon, motorists can view the AT&SF railroad 
tracks below the Genesee Avenue overpass. From here, Genesee Avenue passes Rose Canyon, 
which provides a visually open space and natural vegetated setting. This portion of Genesee 
Avenue contains a landscaped median. To the east of the Genesee Avenue Corridor is University 
City High School. Heading farther south, views are dominated by multi-family and single-family 
residential developments. Marie Curie Elementary School is to the east. The intersection of 
Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive provides views of typical urban commercial roadway 
development; gas stations are located on each of the four corners. South of Governor Drive and 
the associated urban commercial and housing developments, the views are of vegetated 
embankments along both directions. This continues until the Genesee Avenue Corridor 
terminates at SR 52. 
 
The level of urbanization surrounding the Genesee Avenue Corridor affects the quality of views 
from surrounding areas. For example, the multi-story residences provide views of the Genesee 
Avenue Corridor for a number of residences and block views from adjacent buildings. Unlike 
most residential uses, some residences on higher levels of the multi-story apartments may have 
clear views of the Genesee Avenue Corridor. 
 
Neighborhood Character 
 
The neighborhood character of the Genesee Avenue Corridor can be described as urban, with 
mid-rise and low-rise structures including multi-family and single-family residential, 
commercial, and public uses such as parks and schools. North of Rose Canyon, the character is 
largely high-density multi-family residential and commercial. South of Rose Canyon and north 
of Governor Drive the character is residential, with a combination of multi-family and single-
family residential. At the intersection of Genesee Avenue with Governor Drive, the character is 
composed of several retail commercial uses. Farther south is characterized by single-family 
residential uses (City of San Diego 2014b). 
 
Light and Glare 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is surrounded by diverse land uses, each contributing to sources 
of light and glare. The urban uses along the roadway incorporate lighting into their 
developments. The highly commercial areas (such as Costa Verde, Westfield UTC, and 
University Square shopping centers) are internally lit and also have associated outdoor entry and 
security lighting, parking lot lighting, signage that is lit, landscape lighting, and other sources of 
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night lighting. Residential areas have less intensive sources of light but can include parking lot 
lighting, outdoor security lighting, and landscape lighting. In addition to these light sources, the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor is also extensively lit by streetlights, motor vehicles, and transit 
vehicles traveling on the street and on SR 52. Mid-rise buildings along the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor are occasional sources of glare, during periods when their windows and light-colored 
reflective building materials reflect the sun’s rays. However, these occurrences are relatively 
minor and intermittent. 
 
4.3.1.3 Regents Road Corridor 
 
Views and Visual Character 
 
The Regents Road Corridor extends for approximately 1.6 miles and currently has four lanes of 
traffic, except over Rose Canyon where there is no roadway. The corridor extends along Regents 
Road from approximately Caminito Terviso on the north side of Rose Canyon south to San 
Clemente Canyon. Views along the Regents Road Corridor would generally be from motorists 
and pedestrians on Regents Road and residents living along the Regents Road Corridor. There 
are also views of the Regents Road Corridor from intersecting streets. Views from motorists 
traveling along Regents Road are direct and prolonged, particularly while idling during times of 
heavy congestion. The views north of Rose Canyon are dominated by multi-family residential 
developments. The Doyle Community Park is a prominent feature of this portion of the Regents 
Road Corridor, though many park elements are obstructed by the parking lot and landscaping 
adjacent to the road. Immediately south of Rose Canyon, Regents Road is two lanes, with views 
of the slopes of Rose Canyon to the west. Going south and passing Milliken Avenue, Regents 
Road turns into four lanes. Here, the views are dominated by single-family residential 
developments. Approaching Governor Drive, the viewshed consists of multi-family and 
commercial uses lining the roadway. South of Governor Drive, Regents Road becomes a 
depressed roadway with vegetated embankments along both directions. Single-family residential 
homes are set back and buffered from the road along this segment. This continues until the 
Regents Road Corridor terminates at SR 52. 
 
Neighborhood Character 
 
Similar to the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the neighborhood character can be described as urban, 
with mid-rise and low-rise structures including multi-family and single-family residential, 
commercial, and public uses such as parks and schools. At the northernmost end of the Regents 
Road Corridor are multi-family residential developments on both sides of Regents Road. Regents 
Road terminates just past the multi-family residential developments, although the pavement 
continues to the northern edge of Rose Canyon. South of Rose Canyon, Regents Road is 
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generally lined with a mix of single-family, multi-family, and commercial uses. The level of 
urbanization surrounding the Project site affects the quality of views from surrounding areas. For 
example, the multi-story residences provide views of the Regents Road Corridor for a number of 
residences and block views from adjacent buildings. Unlike most single-family residential uses, 
some residences on higher levels of the multi-story apartments may have clear views of the 
Regents Road Corridor. 
 
Light and Glare 
 
The Regents Road Corridor is surrounded by diverse land uses, each contributing to sources of 
light and glare similar to that described for the Genesee Avenue Corridor. The surrounding 
development has night lighting associated with existing buildings and developments, parking 
lots, and street lighting. The Regents Road Corridor does not have any other night-lighted areas, 
nor does it have nearby areas of substantial glare or shading from buildings. 
 
4.3.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.3.2.1 State 
 
California Energy Code 
 
The California Energy Code (24 CCR Part 6) creates standards to reduce energy consumption. 
The type of luminaries and the allowable wattage of certain outdoor lighting applications are 
regulated. 
 
Scenic Highway Program 
 
Recognizing the growing need to protect the state’s scenic beauty, the California State legislature 
established the Scenic Highway Program in 1963. The program is administered by Caltrans and 
consists of laws, incentives, and guidelines that are intended to protect the scenic, historic, and 
recreational resources within designated scenic highway corridors. Scenic corridors consist of 
land that is visible from, adjacent to, and outside the highway right-of-way, and is composed 
primarily of scenic and natural features. Topography, vegetation, viewing distance, and/or 
jurisdictional lines determine the corridor boundaries (Caltrans 2008). When a city or county 
nominates an eligible scenic highway for official designation, it must identify and define the 
scenic corridor of the highway. Because a scenic corridor is the land generally adjacent to and 
visible from the highway, it is identified using a motorist’s line of vision. A reasonable boundary 
is selected when the view extends to the distant horizon. No designated scenic highways are 
located within the UCP Area. 
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4.3.2.2 Local 
 
City of San Diego Municipal Code 
 
Lighting Regulations 
 
Lighting within the City is controlled by the City’s Outdoor Lighting Regulations per Section 
142.0740 of the City’s Municipal Code (City of San Diego 2014c). The City’s Outdoor Lighting 
Regulations are intended to protect surrounding land uses as well as activities related to 
astronomy at the Palomar and Mount Laguna observatories from excessive light generated by 
new development. 
 
Glare Regulations 
 
Glare within the City is controlled by City’s Municipal Code Section 142.0730 (Glare 
Regulations). The City’s Glare Regulations (City of San Diego 2012c) include the following: 
 

• A maximum of 50 percent of the exterior of a building may be comprised of reflective 
material that has a light-reflectivity factor greater than 30 percent (Section 142.0730 (a)). 

• Reflective building materials shall not be permitted where the City Manager determines 
that their use would contribute to potential traffic hazards, diminished quality of riparian 
habitat, or reduced enjoyment of public open space (Section 142.0730 (b)). 

 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
The Urban Design Element of the City of San Diego General Plan guides physical development 
toward a desired scale and character consistent with the social, economic, and aesthetic values of 
the City, and addresses urban form and design through policies aimed at respecting the natural 
environment, preserving open space systems, and targeting new growth into compact villages. 
The plan establishes goals and policies for the pattern and scale of development and the character 
of the built environment. It is intended that the urban design policies be further supplemented 
with site-specific community plan recommendations. Goals and policies related to visual effects 
and neighborhood character most specific to the Project are included in Table 4.3-1. 
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Table 4.3-1 
City of San Diego General Plan – Urban Design Element 

Goals and Policies 

Goals: General Urban 
Design 

A pattern and scale of development that provides visual diversity, choice of lifestyle, 
opportunities for social interaction, and that respects desirable community character and 
context.  

Goals: General Urban 
Design 

Utilization of landscape as an important aesthetic and unifying element throughout the 
City. 

UD-A.1. Preserve and protect natural landforms and features.  
UD-A.2. Use open space and landscape to define and link communities.  
UD-A.3. Design development adjacent to natural features in a sensitive manner to highlight and 

complement the natural environment in areas designated for development. 
UD-A.5. Design buildings that contribute to a positive neighborhood character and relate to 

neighborhood and community context. 
UD-A.6. Create street frontages with architectural and landscape interest to provide visual appeal to 

the streetscape and enhance the pedestrian experience. 
UD-A.8. Landscape materials and design should enhance structures, create and define public and 

private spaces, and provide shade, aesthetic appeal, and environmental benefits. 
UD-A.9. Incorporate existing and proposed transit stops or stations into project design. Provide 

attractively designed transit stops and stations that are adjacent to active uses, 
recognizable by the public, and reflect desired neighborhood character.  

UD-A.11. Encourage the use of underground or above-ground parking structures, rather than surface 
parking lots, to reduce land area devoted to parking. 

UD-A.12. Reduce the amount and visual impact of surface parking lots. 
UD-A13. Provide lighting from a variety of sources at appropriate intensities and qualities for 

safety. 
UD-A.14. Design project signage to effectively utilize sign area and complement the character of the 

structure and setting. 
UD-A.16. Minimize the visual and functional impact of utility systems and equipment on streets, 

sidewalks, and the public realm. 
Goals: Distinctive 
Neighborhoods and 
Residential Design  

Architectural design that contributes to the creation and preservation of neighborhood 
character and vitality. 

UD-B.1. Recognize that the quality of a neighborhood is linked to the overall quality of the built 
environment. Projects should not be viewed singularly, but viewed as part of the larger 
neighborhood or community plan area in which they are located for design continuity and 
compatibility. 

UD-B.4. Create street frontages with architectural and landscape interest for both pedestrians and 
neighboring residents. 

UD-B.5. Design or retrofit streets to improve walkability, strengthen connectivity, and enhance 
community identity. 

UD-B.7. Work with community groups and property owners to ensure adequate street maintenance, 
public landscape maintenance, law enforcement, code enforcement, and litter and graffiti 
control to maintain safe and attractive neighborhoods. 

UD-C.1. In villages and transit corridors identified in community plans, provide a mix of uses that 
create vibrant, active places in villages. 

UD-C.3. Develop and apply building design guidelines and regulations that create diversity rather 
than homogeneity, and improve the quality of infill development. 

UD-C.7. Enhance the public streetscape for greater walkability and neighborhood aesthetics. 
Source: City of San Diego, 2008 General Plan Urban Design Element 
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University Community Plan 
 
The UCP was adopted by the San Diego City Council in July 1987 and was most recently 
amended in August 2014 amending the Local Costal Program Land Use Maps to include the 
North Coast Corridor Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
Project Overlay Map. The UCP is a refinement of citywide goals contained in the General Plan 
and is intended to serve as a comprehensive guide for residential, recreational, industrial, 
commercial, office, and multi-use developments, open space preservation and recreation, and 
development of a transportation network within the plan area. 
 
The UCP Urban Design Element provides the urban design guidelines as well as the 
Development Intensity Element for the UCP Area. These policies are used to guide the form of 
urban growth in the UCP Area. The applicable goals from the Urban Design Element include the 
following: 
 

• Improve accessibility and use relationships within the community by establishing well-
defined, multi-modal linkage systems. 

• Establish standards which give physical design direction to private developments and 
public improvements. 

• Provide for the needs of pedestrians in all future design and development decisions. 

• Ensure that San Diego’s climate and the community’s unique topography and vegetation 
influence the planning and design of new projects. 

 
Land Development Code 
 
Chapters 11 through 15 of the City’s Municipal Code are referred to as the LDC, as they contain 
the City’s land development regulations that dictate how land is to be developed and used within 
the City. The LDC contains citywide base zones and the planned district ordinances that specify 
permitted land use and zoning based development standards. 
 
The Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone 
 
The CPIOZ is contained in City of San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 
14). The CPIOZ is implemented to provide supplemental development regulations that are 
tailored to specific sites within community plan areas of the City. The intent of these regulations 
is to ensure that development proposals are reviewed for consistency with the use and 
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development criteria that have been adopted for specific sites as part of the community plan 
update process. The UCP contains CPIOZ Type A & B  
 
Coastal Zone Overlay 
 
Portions of the UPC Area are located within the Coastal Zone Overlay (City of San Diego 
2014d). This overlay is intended to protect and enhance the quality of public access and coastal 
resources. 
 
Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone 
 
Generally, the area within the UPC Area west of I-5 is located within the Coastal Height Limit 
Overlay Zone. The Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone provides supplemental height limitations 
and permit requirements for specific coastal areas (City of San Diego 2014d). 
 
Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone 
 
The area generally located within the Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve is located within the 
Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone (City of San Diego 2014d) as depicted in Diagram 132-06A). 
This overlay is intended to protect and enhance the quality of sensitive coastal bluffs, coastal 
beaches, and wetlands. The Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve is outside the zoning jurisdiction 
of the City but is in the UCP. 
 
City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program/Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
 
The San Diego County MSCP Subregional Plan is a comprehensive, long-term habitat 
conservation planning program designed to provide permit-issuance authority for “take” of 
covered species to local jurisdictions in the southwestern San Diego County region. Through 
implementation of its MSCP individual Subarea Plan, the City of San Diego is a participant in 
the County’s MSCP Subregional Plan. The Subarea Plan designates the City’s MHPA a preserve 
area established to delineate core biological resource areas and corridors targeted for 
conservation. Limited development in these areas is allowed to occur and is regulated by the 
City’s Biology Guidelines for ESLs (City of San Diego 2012a). 
 
Section 1.4.2 of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan includes general planning policies and design 
guidelines for the planning of projects adjacent to or within the MHPA, including land use 
adjacency guidelines in Section 1.4.3 and Appendix A of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. 
Portions of Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon are designated MHPA. Guidelines most 
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applicable to the Project regarding visual and neighborhood character include those directing 
night lighting away from MHPA lands. 
 
4.3.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2011a), which have been modified to 
reflect a programmatic analysis for the Project, impacts related to visual effects and 
neighborhood character would be significant if the Project would: 
 

1. Result in a substantial obstruction of any vista or scenic view from a public viewing 
area as identified in the community plan; 

2. Result in the creation of a negative aesthetic site or project; 

3. Cause a substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area;  

4. Cause a loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or stand of mature trees as 
identified in the community plan; 

5. Create a substantial change in the existing landform; or 

6. Create substantial light or glare which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area. 

 
4.3.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project create any substantial obstruction of any vista or scenic view 
from a public viewing area as identified in the community plan? 
 
4.3.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor generally traverses through a highly urbanized setting not 
associated with scenic views. However, the Genesee Avenue Corridor crosses Rose Canyon, 
which is considered a natural scenic area. By removing the planned Genesee Avenue Widening 
from the UCP, the existing bridge and associated infrastructure would remain in place and there 
would be no visual change from existing conditions. The additional footings that would be 
necessary for a widened Genesee Avenue Bridge across Rose Canyon would not be installed and 
the bridge deck would not be expanded. The continued presence of the existing Genesee Avenue 
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roadway and bridge would not create new or increased view blockages of scenic public areas, 
views, or vistas. 

Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The Regents Road Corridor generally traverses through a highly urbanized setting not associated 
with scenic views, as the roadway terminates on both the north and south sides of Rose Canyon. 
By removing the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP, there would be no visual change 
from existing conditions. No new bridge, footings, or other associated visual elements of a 
bridge or roadway structure that could have the potential to interfere, obstruct, or block views of 
scenic resources in the Rose Canyon area would be constructed. The continued presence of 
Regents Road in its existing condition would not create new or increased view blockages of 
scenic public areas, views, or vistas. 
 
4.3.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The unaltered presence of the existing Genesee Avenue roadway and bridge would not create 
new or increased view blockages of scenic public areas, views, or vistas. Therefore, the removal 
of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not create any substantial 
obstruction of any vista or scenic view from a public viewing area as identified in the UCP. The 
impact would be less than significant. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The unaltered presence of the existing Regent Road roadway would not create new or increased 
view blockages of scenic public areas, views, or vistas. Therefore, the removal of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not create any substantial obstruction of any vista or 
scenic view from a public viewing area as identified in the UCP. The impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
4.3.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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4.3.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project result in the creation of a negative aesthetic site or project? 
 
4.3.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor generally traverses through a highly urbanized setting, with the 
exception of the natural open space associated with Rose Canyon. There are many highly 
developed roadways and transportation–related facilities throughout and adjacent to the Genesee 
Avenue Corridor. Visually, the existing Genesee Avenue roadway is of an appropriate size and 
scale based on the urban setting it traverses and similar roadway facilities in the immediate area. 
It is a normal part of the existing urban visual environment. The removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening from the UCP would eliminate the need for some very large retaining walls, 
cut slopes, and other landform alterations that would cause visual modifications to the existing 
viewshed. The continued presence of Genesee Avenue in its existing built condition would not 
create a new or altered negative aesthetic or change to community character within the roadway 
corridor. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The Regents Road Corridor generally traverses through a highly urbanized setting. As currently 
included in the UCP, a new bridge would be constructed across Rose Canyon to connect Regents 
Road as a through roadway. Development of a bridge and associated roadway modifications 
would introduce a new large and urban visual element that would affect the natural aesthetic 
character of the Rose Canyon area. The bridge columns, footings, abutments, and bridge surface 
would add substantial visual mass, bulk, and height that do not currently exist in that area of the 
natural canyon open space. 
 
By removing the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP, there would be no visual change 
from existing conditions. Under the Project, no new bridge, abutments, or other associated visual 
elements of a bridge or roadway structure that could have the potential to create a negative 
aesthetic in the natural visual setting of Rose Canyon would be constructed. The continued 
presence of Regents Road in its existing condition would not create a new or altered visual 
condition or change to community character. 
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4.3.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Retaining Genesee Avenue in its current built condition would not cause visual modifications to 
the existing viewshed or change to the community character. Therefore, the removal of the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not create a new or altered negative 
aesthetic within the UCP Area. The impact would be less than significant. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Retaining Regents Road in its current built condition with no new bridge structure across Rose 
Canyon would not cause visual modifications to the existing viewshed or change to the 
community character. Therefore, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP 
would not create a new or altered negative aesthetic within the UCP Area. The impact would be 
less than significant. 
 
4.3.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
4.3.6 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 3: Would the Project cause a substantial alteration to the existing or planned 
character of the area? 
 
4.3.6.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
As described in Section 4.3.1, the Genesee Avenue Corridor is mostly located through a highly 
urbanized environment with many areas already developed or at least partially built out. The 
Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon areas provide natural open space areas that are traversed 
by Genesee Avenue. 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in a 
substantial alteration to the character of the area. The existing road currently serves the UCP 
Area and operates as a major thoroughfare. While traffic conditions would likely continue to 
worsen with increased volume on Genesee Avenue in the future, the roadway is currently very 
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busy and heavy traffic is already expected as a normal travel condition. Elimination of the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and retention of the roadway in its current 
condition would not open up a new area for development or change the overall character of the 
community. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Similar to Genesee Avenue, the Regents Road Corridor is mostly located through a highly 
urbanized environment. The Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon areas provide natural open 
space areas in the vicinity of Regents Road. 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in a substantial 
alteration to the character of the area. The existing road currently serves the University 
community independently on both the north and south sides of Rose Canyon. Rose Canyon 
would remain in its current natural state and would not be affected or modified by the 
introduction of new built elements such as bridge columns, abutments, and the bridge surface. 
Without the bridge, operating conditions of the Regents Road would continue to be impacted by 
ongoing growth and associated increases in traffic volumes, but would not have substantial 
changes due to the new connection that would be provided if the bridge were constructed. Thus, 
elimination of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP and retention of the roadway in 
its current condition would not open up a new area for development or change the overall 
character of the community. In fact, the elimination of the planned Regents Road Bridge would 
continue to exclude the ability of travelers to access the opposite side of Rose Canyon via 
Regents Road, thus reducing access provided to and from the community. 
 
4.3.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Elimination of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and retention of the 
roadway in its current condition would not open up a new area for development or change the 
overall character of the community. The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from 
the UCP would not cause a substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area. 
The impact would be less than significant. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Elimination of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP and retention of the roadway in 
its current condition would not open up a new area for development or change the overall 
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character of the community. The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP 
would not cause a substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area. The 
impact would be less than significant. 
 
4.3.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
4.3.7 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 4: Would the Project cause a loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or stand of 
mature trees as identified in the community plan? 
 
4.3.7.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would eliminate any 
construction or roadway modification that would have been required to implement the road 
widening and bridge over Rose Canyon. Because Genesee Avenue would remain in its current 
configuration, no trees or other unique or distinctive landmark features would be affected or lost. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate any construction 
that would have been required to install the new bridge and roadway approaches within and 
adjacent to the natural vegetated areas of Rose Canyon. Because Regents Road would remain in 
its current configuration with no construction activities required, no trees or other unique or 
distinctive landmark features would be affected or lost. 
 
4.3.7.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor would remain in its current configuration with no construction 
activities; thus, no trees or other unique or distinctive landmark features would be affected or 
lost. The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not cause a 
loss of any distinctive or landmark trees, or stand of mature trees as identified in the community 
plan. There would be no impact. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The Regents Road Corridor would remain in its current configuration with no construction 
activities or new bridge structure; thus, no trees or other unique or distinctive landmark features 
would be affected or lost. The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would 
not cause a loss of any distinctive or landmark trees, or stand of mature trees as identified in the 
community plan. There would be no impact. 
 
4.3.7.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.3.8 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 5: Would the Project create a substantial change in the existing landform? 
 
4.3.8.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would eliminate any 
construction or roadway modification that would have been required to implement the road 
widening and bridge over Rose Canyon. Under the Project, Genesee Avenue would remain in its 
current configuration and would not require construction activities involving excavation or fill or 
other grading activities that could affect landforms or other scenic resources or alter more than 
2,000 cubic yards (cy) of earth per graded acre. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Similar to Genesee Avenue, removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would 
eliminate any construction or roadway modifications that would have been required to install the 
bridge over Rose Canyon. Under the Project, Regents Road would remain in its current 
configuration and would not require construction activities involving excavation or fill or other 
grading activities that could affect landforms or other scenic resources or alter more than 
2,000 cy of earth per graded acre. 
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4.3.8.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Genesee Avenue would remain in its current configuration and would not require construction 
activities involving excavation or fill or other grading activities that could affect landforms or 
other scenic resources or alter more than 2,000 cy of earth per graded acre. Thus, the removal of 
the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not create a substantial change in 
the existing landform. There would be no impact. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Regents Road would remain in its current configuration and would not require construction 
activities involving excavation or fill or other grading activities that could affect landforms or 
other scenic resources or alter more than 2,000 cy of earth per graded acre. Thus, the removal of 
the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not create a substantial change in the 
existing landform. There would be no impact. 
 
4.3.8.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.3.9 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 6: Would the Project create substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area? 
 
4.3.9.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor generally traverses through a highly urbanized setting, with the 
exception of the natural open space associated with the local canyons. There are many sources of 
lights associated with the roadway as well as in the surrounding urban setting. With removal of 
the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP as proposed by the Project, the existing 
Genesee Avenue roadway would remain in its current condition, including the existing street 
lighting and lights emitted by vehicle headlights. The ambient light emitted into the nighttime 
sky due to roadway operation would remain the same as the current condition. Maintenance of 
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Genesee Avenue in its current built condition would not create a new or altered source of light or 
glare or require the use of highly reflective material. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Similar to the description of Genesee Avenue, the Regents Road Corridor is located through a 
highly urbanized setting with a wide variety of light and glare sources associated with both the 
roadway and the surrounding development. With removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge 
from the UCP as proposed by the Project, the existing Regents Road would remain in its current 
condition, including the existing street lighting and lights emitted by vehicle headlights. The 
ambient light emitted into the nighttime sky due to roadway operation would remain the same as 
the current condition and there would continue to be no lighting across Rose Canyon at this 
location. Maintenance of Regents Road in its current built condition would not create a new or 
altered source of light or glare or require the use of highly reflective material. 
 
4.3.9.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Maintenance of Genesee Avenue in its current built condition would not create a new or altered 
source of light or glare or require the use of highly reflective material. The ambient light emitted 
into the nighttime sky due to street lighting and vehicle headlights would remain the same. Thus, 
the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not create 
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. 
There would be no impact. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Maintenance of Regents Road in its current built condition would not create a new or altered 
source of light or glare or require the use of highly reflective material. The ambient light emitted 
into the nighttime sky due to street lighting and vehicle headlights would remain the same. Thus, 
the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not create substantial light 
or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. There would be no 
impact. 
 
4.3.9.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.4 AIR QUALITY 
 
This section describes existing air quality conditions, summarizes applicable regulations, and 
analyzes potential short-term construction and long-term operational air quality impacts of the 
Project. In addition, mitigation measures are recommended, as necessary, to reduce significant 
air quality impacts. The emissions calculations are provided in Appendix D. 
 
4.4.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Air quality is defined by the concentration of pollutants related to human health. Concentrations 
of air pollutants are determined by the rate and location of pollutant emissions released by 
pollution sources, and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute such emissions. Natural 
factors that affect transport and dilution include terrain, wind, and sunlight. Therefore, ambient 
air quality conditions within the local air basin are influenced by such natural factors as 
topography, meteorology, and climate, in addition to the amount of air pollutant emissions 
released by existing air pollutant sources. 
 
Climate, Topography, and Meteorology 
 
Climate, topography, and meteorology influence regional and local ambient air quality. Southern 
California is characterized as a semiarid climate, although it contains three distinct zones of 
rainfall that coincide with the coast, mountain, and desert. The Project is located in the City of 
San Diego in the south coastal portion of San Diego County, and within the San Diego Air Basin 
(SDAB). The SDAB is a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills, bounded by 
the Pacific Ocean to the west and high mountain ranges to the east. The topography in the SDAB 
region varies greatly, from beaches on the west, to mountains and then desert to the east. 
 
The climate of the SDAB is characterized by warm, dry summers and mild winters. One of the 
main determinants of its climatology is a semipermanent high-pressure area in the eastern Pacific 
Ocean. This high-pressure cell maintains clear skies for much of the year. During the winter, this 
pattern changes, and low-pressure storms are brought into the region, causing widespread 
precipitation. During fall, the region often experiences dry, warm easterly winds, locally referred 
to as Santa Ana winds, which raise temperatures and lower humidity, often to less than 20 
percent. 
 
The local meteorology of the area is represented by measurements recorded at the SDIA station. 
The normal annual precipitation, which occurs primarily from October through April, is 
approximately 9 inches. Normal January temperatures range from an average minimum of 50 
degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to an average maximum of 65°F, and August temperatures range from an 
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average minimum of 67°F to an average maximum of 76°F (WRCC 2015). The predominant 
wind direction and speed, measured at the SDIA station, is from the west at approximately 6.0 
mph (WRCC 2015). 
 
A dominant characteristic of spring and summer is night and early morning cloudiness, locally 
known as the marine layer. Low clouds form regularly, frequently extending inland over the 
coastal foothills and valleys. These clouds usually dissipate during the morning, and afternoons 
are generally clear. 
 
A common atmospheric condition known as a temperature inversion affects air quality in the 
SDAB. During an inversion, air temperatures get warmer rather than cooler with increasing 
height. Inversion layers are important for local air quality, because they inhibit the dispersion of 
pollutants and result in a temporary degradation of air quality. The pollution potential of an area 
is largely dependent on a combination of winds, atmospheric stability, solar radiation, and 
terrain. The combination of low wind speeds and low-level inversions produces the greatest 
concentration of air pollutants. On days without inversions, or on days of winds averaging over 
15 mph, the atmospheric pollution potential is greatly reduced. 
 
Criteria Air Pollutants 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and ARB focus on the following air 
pollutants as indicators of ambient air quality: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead, and particulate matter (PM), which is subdivided into two 
classes based on particle size: PM equal to or less than 10 micrometers in diameter (PM10) and 
PM equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM2.5). Because the air quality standards 
for these air pollutants are regulated using human health and environmentally based criteria, they 
are commonly referred to as “criteria air pollutants.” The following paragraphs provide 
information on the source(s) and health effects of these pollutants: 
 
Ozone. Ozone is the principal component of smog and is formed in the atmosphere through a 
series of reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) in the 
presence of sunlight. ROG and NOX are called precursors of ozone. NOX includes various 
combinations of nitrogen and oxygen, including nitric oxide (NO), NO2, and others. Significant 
ozone concentrations are usually produced only in the summer, when atmospheric inversions are 
greatest and temperatures are high. ROG and NOX emissions are both considered critical in 
ozone formation. 

Ozone is a principal cause of lung and eye irritation in the urban environment. Individuals 
exercising outdoors; children; and people with preexisting lung disease, such as asthma and 
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chronic pulmonary lung disease, are considered the most susceptible subgroups for ozone effects. 
Short-term exposure (lasting for a few hours) to ozone can result in breathing pattern changes, 
reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the lung 
tissue, and some immunological changes. In recent years, a correlation between elevated ambient 
ozone levels and increases in daily hospital admission rates, as well as mortality, has also been 
reported. An increased risk for asthma has been found in children who participate in multiple 
sports and live in communities with high ozone levels. 
 
Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless and odorless gas that, in the urban environment, is 
associated primarily with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles. Relatively 
high concentrations are typically found near crowded intersections and along heavily used 
roadways carrying slow-moving traffic. Even under most severe meteorological and traffic 
conditions, high concentrations of CO are limited to locations within a relatively short distance 
(300 to 600 feet) of heavily traveled roadways. Vehicle traffic emissions can cause localized CO 
impacts, and severe vehicle congestion at major signalized intersections can generate elevated 
CO levels, called “hot spots,” which can be hazardous to human receptors adjacent to the 
intersections. 
 
Individuals with a deficient blood supply to the heart are the most susceptible to the adverse 
effects of CO exposure. The effects observed include earlier onset of chest pain with exercise, 
and electrocardiograph changes indicative of decreased oxygen supply to the heart. Inhaled CO 
has no direct toxic effect on the lungs, but exerts its effect on tissues by interfering with oxygen 
transport. Hence, conditions with an increased demand for oxygen supply can be adversely 
affected by exposure to CO. Individuals most at risk include fetuses, patients with diseases 
involving heart and blood vessels, and patients with chronic hypoxemia (oxygen deficiency) as 
seen at high altitudes. 
 
Nitrogen Dioxide. NO2 is a product of combustion and is generated in vehicles and in stationary 
sources, such as power plants and boilers. It is also formed when ozone reacts with NO in the 
atmosphere. As noted above, NO2 is part of the NOX family and is a principal contributor to 
ozone and smog generation. 

Population-based studies suggest that an increase in acute respiratory illness, including infections 
and respiratory symptoms in children, is associated with long-term exposure to NO2 at levels 
found in homes with gas stoves, which are higher than ambient levels found in Southern 
California. Increase in resistance to air flow and airway contraction is observed after short-term 
exposure to NO2 in healthy subjects. Larger decreases in lung functions are observed in 
individuals with asthma or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (e.g., chronic bronchitis, 
emphysema) than in healthy individuals, indicating a greater susceptibility of these subgroups. 
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Sulfur Dioxide. SO2 is a combustion product, with the primary source being power plants and 
heavy industries that use coal or oil as fuel. SO2 is also a product of diesel engine combustion. 
SO2 in the atmosphere contributes to the formation of acid rain. 
 
In asthmatics, increased resistance to air flow, as well as reduction in breathing capacity leading 
to severe breathing difficulties, is observed after acute exposure to SO2. In contrast, healthy 
individuals do not exhibit similar acute responses even after exposure to higher concentrations of 
SO2. Some population-based studies indicate that the mortality and morbidity effects associated 
with fine particles show a similar association with ambient SO2 levels. In these studies, efforts to 
separate the effects of SO2 from those of fine particles have not been successful. It is not clear 
whether the two pollutants act synergistically or one pollutant alone is the predominant factor. 
 
Lead. Lead is a highly toxic metal that may cause a range of human health effects. Previously, 
the lead used in gasoline anti-knock additives represented a major source of lead emissions to the 
atmosphere. USEPA began working to reduce lead emissions soon after its inception, issuing the 
first reduction standards in 1973. Lead emissions have significantly decreased due to the near 
elimination of leaded gasoline use. 
 
Fetuses, infants, and children are more sensitive than others to the adverse effects of lead 
exposure. Exposure to low levels of lead can adversely affect the development and function of 
the central nervous system, leading to learning disorders, distractibility, inability to follow 
simple commands, and lower intelligence quotient. In adults, increased lead levels are associated 
with increased blood pressure. Lead poisoning can cause anemia, lethargy, seizures, and death; 
although it appears that there are no direct effects of lead on the respiratory system. This analysis 
does not directly evaluate lead because little to no quantifiable and foreseeable emissions of 
these substances would be generated by the Project. Lead emissions have significantly decreased 
due to the near elimination of leaded fuel use. 
 
Particulate matter. PM is a complex mixture of extremely small particles and liquid droplets. 
PM is made up of a number of components, including acids (such as nitrates and sulfates), 
organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust particles. Natural sources of PM include windblown 
dust and ocean spray. 

The size of PM is directly linked to the potential for causing health problems. USEPA is 
concerned about particles that are 10 micrometers in diameter or smaller, because these particles 
generally pass through the throat and nose and enter the lungs. Once inhaled, these particles can 
affect the heart and lungs and cause serious health effects. Health studies have shown a 
significant association between exposure to PM and premature death. Other important effects 
include aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular disease, lung disease, decreased lung 
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function, asthma attacks, and certain cardiovascular problems, such as heart attacks and irregular 
heartbeat (USEPA 2007). Individuals particularly sensitive to fine particle exposure include 
older adults, people with heart and lung disease, and children. 
 
PM2.5. Fine particles, such as those found in smoke and haze, are PM2.5. Sources of fine particles 
include all types of combustion activities (motor vehicles, power plants, wood burning, etc.) and 
certain industrial processes. PM2.5 is also formed through reactions of gases, such as SO2 and 
NOX, in the atmosphere. PM2.5 is the major cause of reduced visibility (haze) in California. 
 
Daily fluctuations in PM2.5 concentration levels have also been related to hospital admissions for 
acute respiratory conditions in children, to school and kindergarten absences, to a decrease in 
respiratory lung volumes in normal children, and to increased medication use in children and 
adults with asthma. Recent studies show lung function growth in children is reduced with long-
term exposure to particulate matter. The elderly, people with preexisting respiratory or 
cardiovascular disease, and children appear to be more susceptible to the effects of high levels of 
PM10 and PM2.5. 
 
PM10. PM10 includes both fine and coarse dust particles; the fine particles are PM2.5. Coarse 
particles, such as those found near roadways and dusty industries, are larger than 2.5 
micrometers and smaller than 10 micrometers in diameter. Sources of coarse particles include 
crushing or grinding operations and dust from paved or unpaved roads. Control of PM10 is 
primarily achieved through the control of dust at construction and industrial sites, the cleaning of 
paved roads, and the wetting or paving of frequently used unpaved roads. 
 
Air Quality Standards 
 
Health-based air quality standards have been established for the aforementioned pollutants by 
ARB at the state level and by USEPA at the national level. These standards were established to 
protect the public within a margin of safety from adverse health impacts due to exposure to air 
pollution. California has also established standards for sulfates, visibility-reducing particles, 
hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride. Table 4.4-1 presents the California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS) and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
 
Attainment Status in the SDAB 
 
Both USEPA and ARB use ambient air quality monitoring data to designate areas according to 
their attainment status for criteria air pollutants. The purpose of these designations is to identify 
the areas with air quality problems and initiate planning efforts for improvement. The three basic 
designation categories are nonattainment, attainment, and unclassified. An “attainment”  
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Table 4.4-1 
National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 
California Standards a National Standards b 

Concentration c Primary c,d Secondary c,e 

Ozone 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 μg/m3) – Same as primary 
standard 8 hours 0.070 ppm (137 μg/m3) 0.070 ppm (137 μg/m3) 

Respirable particulate 
matter (PM10)f 

24 hours 50 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 Same as primary 
standard Annual arithmetic mean 20 μg/m3 – 

Fine particulate matter 
(PM2.5) f 

24 hours – 35 μg/m3 Same as primary 
standard 

Annual arithmetic mean 12 μg/m3 12 μg/m3 15 μg/m3 

Carbon monoxide 8 hours 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) None 1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 

Nitrogen dioxide g Annual arithmetic mean 0.030 ppm (57 μg/m3) 0.053 ppm (100 μg/m3) Same as primary 
standard 

1 hour 0.18 ppm (339 μg/m3) 100 ppb (188 μg/m3) None 

Sulfur dioxide h 

Annual arithmetic mean – 0.030 ppm 
(for certain areas) h – 

24 hours 0.04 ppm (105 μg/m3) 0.14 ppm 
(for certain areas) h – 

3 hours — – 0.5 ppm  
(1,300 μg/m3) 

1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 μg/m3) 75 ppb (196 μg/m3) – 

Lead i,j 
30-day average 1.5 μg/m3 – – 

Calendar quarter – 1.5 μg/m3 

(for certain areas) j Same as primary 
standard Rolling 3-month average – 0.15 μg/m3 

Visibility-reducing  
particles  8 hours See footnote j 

No national standards Sulfates 24 hours 25 μg/m3 
Hydrogen sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm (42 μg/m3) 
Vinyl chloride i 24 hours 0.01 ppm (26 μg/m3) 
Notes: mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = respirable particulat  
matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic  
meter 
a California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1- and 24-

hour), nitrogen dioxide, and particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility-
reducing particles), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to 
be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the 
Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of 
Regulations. 

b National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on 
annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 
ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration 
measured at each site in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the 
standard. For PM10, the 24-hour is attained when the expected number of days 
per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is 
equal to or less than 1. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98% of 
the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the 
standards. Contact EPA for further clarification and current national policies. 

c Concentration expressed first in the units in which it was promulgated. 
Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference temperature of 
25 degrees Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most 
measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 
25°C and reference pressure of 760 torr; parts per million (ppm) in this table 
refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

d National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an 
adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. 

e National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the 
public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

f On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was 
lowered from 15 μg/m3 to 12.0 μg/m3. The existing national 24-hour PM2.5 
standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 μg/m3, as was the annual 
secondary standard of 15 μg/m3. The existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary 
and secondary) of 150 μg/m3 also were retained. The form of the annual 
primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years. 

Source: ARB 2015a 

g To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th 
percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 
100 ppb. Note the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). 
California standards are in units of ppm. To directly compare the national 1-hour 
standard to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In 
this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm. 

h On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-
hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To attain the 1-hour national 
standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily 
maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 
national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until 1 year after an area is 
designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for 
the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans 
to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved. 

 Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of ppb. California standards are in 
units of ppm. To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California 
standard, the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 
ppb is identical of 0.075 ppm. 

i The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 
toxic air contaminants with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects 
determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at 
levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

j The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling 3-
month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 µg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains 
in effect until 1 year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in 
areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in 
effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standards are 
approved. 
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designation for an area signifies that pollutant concentrations did not exceed the established 
standard. In most cases, areas designated or redesignated as attainment must develop and 
implement maintenance plans, which are designed to ensure continued compliance with the 
standard. 
  
In contrast to attainment, a “nonattainment” designation indicates that a pollutant concentration 
has exceeded the established standard. Nonattainment may differ in severity. To identify the 
severity of the problem and the extent of planning and actions required to meet the standard, 
nonattainment areas are assigned a classification that is commensurate with the severity of their 
air quality problem (e.g., moderate, serious, severe, extreme). In addition, the California 
designations include a subcategory of nonattainment-transitional, which is given to 
nonattainment areas that are progressing and nearing attainment. Finally, an unclassified 
designation indicates that insufficient data exist to determine attainment or nonattainment. 
 
As shown in Table 4.4-2, the SDAB currently meets NAAQS for all criteria air pollutants except 
ozone (8-hour), and meets the CAAQS for all criteria air pollutants except ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5. The SDAB currently falls under a federal maintenance plan for 8-hour ozone. The SDAB 
is currently classified as a state nonattainment area for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. 
 

Table 4.4-2 
San Diego Air Basin Attainment Designations 

Pollutant State (CAAQS) Federal (NAAQS) 
Ozone (1-hour)  Nonattainment  Attainment  
Ozone (8-hour) Nonattainment Nonattainment 
Carbon Monoxide  Attainment  Unclassified/Attainment  
Nitrogen Dioxide  Unclassified/Attainment  Unclassified/Attainment  
Sulfur Dioxide  Unclassified/Attainment  Unclassified/Attainment  
PM10  Nonattainment  Unclassified  
PM2.5  Nonattainment  Unclassified  
Sulfates  Attainment  N/A 
Hydrogen Sulfide  Unclassified  N/A  
Visibility Reducing Particles  Unclassified/Attainment  N/A  
Lead  Unclassified/Attainment  Unclassified/Attainment  

Source: ARB 2015b 
N/A = not applicable; no standard. 
 

Existing Air Quality in the SDAB 
 
Ambient air pollutant concentrations in the SDAB are measured at air quality monitoring stations 
operated by ARB and SDAPCD. Ambient air quality data were taken from the closest station to 
the Project site with recent measurements located at 1110 Beardsley Street, San Diego, 
California. Table 4.4-3 presents the most recent data from the monitoring station as summaries of 
the exceedances of standards and the highest pollutant levels recorded for years 2013 through 
2015. These concentrations represent the existing, or baseline conditions, for the Project. 



4.4  Air Quality 
 

 
Page 4.4-8 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

Table 4.4-3 
Ambient Air Quality Summary – San Diego Monitoring Station 

Pollutant Standards 2013 2014 2015 
Carbon Monoxide (CO)1    

National maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 
State maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 
State maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 

2.1 
2.1 
3.0 

1.9 
1.9 
2.7 

1.9 
1.9 
2.6 

Number of Days Standard Exceeded    
NAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm) 0 0 0 
CAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm) 
CAAQS 1-hour (>20.0 ppm)  

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)     
State maximum 1-hour concentration (ppb) 72 75 62 
Annual Average (ppb) 14 13 14 

Number of Days Standard Exceeded    
CAAQS 1-hour  0 0 0 

Ozone     
State maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.063 0.093 0.089 
National maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.053 0.072 0.067 

Number of Days Standard Exceeded    
CAAQS 1-hour (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 
CAAQS 8- hour (>0.070 ppm)/NAAQS 8-hour 
(>0.075 ppm) 0/0 2/0 0/0 

Particulate Matter (PM10)    

National maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 90.0 40.0 43.0 

State maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 92.0 41.0 42.0 

State annual average concentration (µg/m3) 25.4 23.8 * 
Estimated Number of Days Standard Exceeded    

NAAQS 24-hour (>150 µg/m3) 0 0 * 

CAAQS 24-hour (>50 µg/m3) 6 0 * 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)    
National maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 37.4 36.7 33.4 

State maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 37.4 37.2 33.4 

National annual average concentration (µg/m3) 10.3 10.1 * 

State annual average concentration (µg/m3) 10.4 10.2 * 
Estimated Number of Days Standard Exceeded    

NAAQS 24-hour (>35 µg/m3) 1.1 1.0 * 
1 San Diego-1110 Beardsley Street Air Monitoring Station 
* = Not Available   µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter;   CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards;   ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion 
Source: ARB 2016 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php); USEPA 2016 
(http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html) 
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As shown in Table 4.4-3, ambient air concentrations of CO, NO2, and 1-hour ozone at the San 
Diego air monitoring station have not exceeded the NAAQS or CAAQS in the past 3 years. PM10 
exceeded the CAAQS in 2013. Ozone 8-hour concentrations exceeded the CAAQS in 2014. 
PM2.5 concentrations exceeded the NAAQS in 2013 and 2014. 
 
Toxic Air Contaminants 
 
In addition to criteria pollutants, both federal and state air quality regulations also focus on toxic 
air contaminants (TACs). TACs can be separated into carcinogens and noncarcinogens based on 
the nature of the effects associated with exposure to the pollutant. For regulatory purposes, 
carcinogens are assumed to have no safe threshold below which health impacts would not occur. 
Any exposure to a carcinogen poses some risk of contracting cancer. Noncarcinogens differ in 
that there is generally assumed to be a safe level of exposure below which no negative health 
impact is believed to occur. These levels are determined on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. 
 
TACs may be emitted by stationary, area, or mobile sources. Common stationary sources of 
TAC emissions include gasoline stations, dry cleaners, and diesel backup generators, which are 
subject to local air district permit requirements. The other, often more significant, sources of 
TAC emissions are motor vehicles on freeways, high-volume roadways, or other areas with high 
numbers of diesel vehicles, such as distribution centers. Off-road mobile sources are also major 
contributors of TAC emissions and include construction equipment, ships, and trains. 
 
Particulate exhaust emissions from diesel-fueled engines (diesel particulate matter, or DPM) 
were identified as a TAC by ARB in 1998. Federal and state efforts to reduce DPM emissions 
have focused on the use of improved fuels, adding particulate filters to engines, and requiring the 
production of new-technology engines that emit fewer exhaust particulates. 
 
Diesel engines tend to produce a much higher ratio of fine particulates than other types of 
internal combustion engines. The fine particles that make up DPM tend to penetrate deep into the 
lungs, and the rough surfaces of these particles makes it easy for them to bind with other toxins 
within the exhaust, thus increasing the hazards of particle inhalation. Long-term exposure to 
DPM is known to lead to chronic, serious health problems including cardiovascular disease, 
cardiopulmonary disease, and lung cancer. 
 
SDAPCD samples for TACs at the El Cajon and Chula Vista monitoring stations. Excluding 
DPM emissions, data from these stations indicate that the background ambient cancer risk in 
2012 due to air toxics was 120 in one million in Chula Vista and 139 in one million in El Cajon. 
There is no current methodology for directly measuring DPM concentrations. Based on ARB 
estimates using measurements of elemental carbon, DPM emissions could add an additional 354 
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in one million to the ambient cancer risk levels in San Diego County (SDAPCD 2009). In 
addition, ARB estimates that risk from DPM decreased by about 50 percent from 870 in one 
million since 1990. 
 
Odor 
 
Odors are considered an air quality issue both at the local level (e.g., odor from wastewater 
treatment) and at the regional level (e.g., smoke from wildfires). Odors are generally regarded as 
an annoyance rather than a health hazard. However, manifestations of a person’s reaction to foul 
odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological (e.g., 
circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). 
 
Several examples of common land use types that generate substantial odors include wastewater 
treatment plants, landfills, composting/green waste facilities, recycling facilities, petroleum 
refineries, chemical manufacturing plants, painting/coating operations, rendering plants, and 
food packaging plants. 
 
Sensitive Receptors 
 
Some members of the population are especially sensitive to air pollutant emissions and should be 
given special consideration when evaluating air quality impacts from projects. These include 
children, the elderly, people with preexisting respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and 
others who engage in frequent exercise. Air quality regulators typically define sensitive receptors 
as schools, hospitals, resident care facilities, daycare centers, or other facilities that may house 
individuals with health conditions that would be adversely impacted by changes in air quality. 
 
Residential areas are also considered sensitive to air pollution because residents (including 
children and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained 
exposure to pollutants present. Recreational land uses are considered moderately sensitive to air 
pollution. Exercise places a high demand on respiratory functions, which can be impaired by air 
pollution even though exposure periods during exercise are generally short. In addition, 
noticeable air pollution can detract from the enjoyment of recreation. Industrial and commercial 
areas are considered the least sensitive to air pollution. Exposure periods are relatively short and 
intermittent as the majority of the workers tend to stay indoors most of the time. 
 
Within the corridor, Genesee Avenue extends for approximately 2 miles. The corridor begins just 
north of Nobel Drive. The Genesee Avenue Corridor encompasses a portion of SR 52, and a 
portion of the Marian Bear Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon. The Genesee Avenue 
Corridor includes residential and commercial land uses. Included within the corridor on either 
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side of Genesee Avenue are many residences and small commercial uses, as well as a few public 
uses, railroad tracks, Rose Canyon, San Clemente Canyon, and SR 52. Schools and parks within 
the vicinity of the Genesee Avenue Corridor are listed below: 
 

• University City High School (6949 Genesee Avenue) 
• Curie Elementary School (4080 Governor Drive) 
• Standley Middle School (6298 Radcliffe Drive) 
• Rose Canyon Open Space Park 
• Marian Bear Memorial Park 

 
The Regents Road Corridor is also located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within 
the UCP Area. The corridor extends along Regents Road from approximately Caminito Terviso 
on the north side of Rose Canyon south to San Clemente Canyon and is approximately 1,000 feet 
wide. Existing uses within the corridor on either side of Regents Road include residential areas, a 
small amount of commercial uses, railroad tracks, Rose Canyon, San Clemente Canyon, and SR 
52. Schools and parks within the vicinity of the Regents Road Corridor are listed below: 
 

• Doyle Elementary School (3950 Berino Court) 
• Speckles Elementary School (6033 Stadium Street) 
• Doyle Community Park and Doyle Park Kidz Kamp (8175 Regents Road) 
• Rose Canyon Open Space Park 
• Marian Bear Memorial Park 

 
Commercial lands proximate to the Project site are located to the north toward La Jolla Village 
Drive, along Nobel Drive, and along Governor Drive. Commercial land uses including offices, 
stores, and restaurants are considered the least sensitive to air pollution. 
 
4.4.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.4.2.1 Federal 
 
Clean Air Act 
 
USEPA, under the provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA), requires each state with regions that 
have not attained the NAAQS to prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP), detailing how these 
standards are to be met in each local area. The SIP is a legal agreement between each state and 
the federal government to commit resources to improving air quality. It serves as the template for 
conducting regional and project-level air quality analysis. The SIP is not a single document, but a 
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compilation of new and previously submitted attainment plans, emissions reduction programs, 
district rules, state regulations, and federal controls. 
 
4.4.2.2 State 
 
California Air Resources Board 
 
ARB is the lead agency for developing the SIP in California. Local air districts and other 
agencies prepare Air Quality Attainment Plans (AQAPs) or Air Quality Management Plans 
(AQMPs), and submit them to ARB for review, approval, and incorporation into the applicable 
SIP. ARB also maintains air quality monitoring stations throughout the state in conjunction with 
local air districts. Data collected at these stations are used by ARB to classify air basins as being 
in attainment or nonattainment with respect to each pollutant and to monitor progress in attaining 
air quality standards. 
 
The California CAA requires that each area exceeding the CAAQS for ozone, CO, SO2, and NO2 
develop a plan aimed at achieving those standards (California Health and Safety Code [HSC] 
40911 et seq.). The California HSC, Section 40914, requires air districts to design a plan that 
achieves an annual reduction in district-wide emissions of 5 percent or more, averaged every 
consecutive 3-year period. To satisfy this requirement, the local air districts have to develop and 
implement air pollution reduction measures, which are described in their AQAPs/AQMPs, and 
outline strategies for achieving the CAAQS for any criteria pollutants for which the region is 
classified as nonattainment. 
 
ARB has established emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for various types of 
equipment. California gasoline specifications are governed by both state and federal agencies. 
During the past decade, federal and state agencies have imposed numerous requirements on the 
production and sale of gasoline in California. ARB has also adopted control measures for DPM 
and more stringent emissions standards for various on-road mobile sources of emissions, 
including transit buses and off-road diesel equipment (e.g., tractors, generators). 
 
Toxic Air Contaminants 
 
The CAA Amendments of 1990 expanded the regulation of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), 
which is the federal government terminology for TACs, establishing a list of 172 individual 
compounds and 17 compound categories to be regulated as HAPs. USEPA established stringent, 
technology-based emissions standards for stationary sources of emissions of these listed 
substances. 
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At the state level, TACs in California are regulated primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act 
AB 1807 [Chapter 1047, Statutes of 1983]) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and 
Assessment Act (AB 2588 [Chapter 1252, Statutes of 1987]). ARB continues to implement an 
ongoing program to identify TACs, assess their public health risks, and develop air toxics control 
measures to reduce toxic emissions from specific source categories statewide. Local air districts 
then must adopt and implement the state-approved emission reduction measures. 
 
4.4.2.3 Local 
 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
 
SDAPCD is the agency responsible for protecting the public health and welfare through the 
administration of federal and state air quality laws and policies. Included in SDAPCD’s tasks are 
the monitoring of air pollution, the preparation of San Diego County’s portion of the SIP, and the 
promulgation of rules and regulations. The SIP includes strategies and tactics to be used to attain 
and maintain acceptable air quality in San Diego County; this list of strategies is called the San 
Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) (SDAPCD 2009). The rules and regulations 
include procedures and requirements to control the emission of pollutants and prevent significant 
adverse impacts. 
 
The following SDAPCD rules and regulations would apply to the Project: 
 

• Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 51: Nuisance. Prohibits the discharge, from any source, 
of such quantities of air contaminants or other materials that cause or have a tendency to 
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, annoyance to people and/or the public, or damage to 
any business or property. 

• Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 55: Fugitive Dust. Regulates fugitive dust emissions 
from any commercial construction or demolition activity capable of generating fugitive 
dust emissions, including active operations, open storage piles, and inactive disturbed 
areas, as well as track-out and carry-out onto paved roads beyond a project site. 

 
University Community Plan 
 
The UCP provides a series of general goals for the development of land that has been established 
by the City of San Diego General Plan. These include goals related to air quality and are outlined 
below: 
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General Plan Goals 
A. Preservation of Environmental Quality 

1. Reduction of air, noise, and water pollution. 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
The City of San Diego adopted an updated General Plan in 2008. The following policies 
contained in the Conservation Element of the General Plan are applicable to the Project: 
 

CE-F.6 Encourage and provide incentives for the use of alternatives to single-
occupancy vehicle use, including using public transit, carpooling, 
vanpooling, teleworking, bicycling and walking. Continue to implement 
programs to provide City employees with incentives for the use of 
alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles. 

 
4.4.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
The City (2011a) has approved guidelines for determining significance based on Appendix G.III 
of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provide guidance that a project would have a significant 
environmental impact if it would: 

 
1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

2. Cause a violation of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation; 

3. Expose sensitive receptors (including, but not limited to, residences, schools, hospitals, 
resident care facilities, or day-care centers) to substantial pollutant concentrations;  

4. Exceed 100 pounds per day of PM10 dust; or 

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 
 
As stated in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management board or air pollution control district may be relied on to 
make the impact determinations for specific program elements. SDAPCD has not developed 
quantitative significance thresholds for CEQA projects. However, the City of San Diego has 
established recommended screening level thresholds of significance for regional pollutant 
emissions. Therefore, the City of San Diego screening thresholds of significance for regional 
pollutant emissions were used to analyze the impacts of the Project. 
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4.4.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 
 
4.4.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
A significant impact related to air quality would occur if implementation of the Project would 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 
 
Air quality plans describe air pollution control strategies to be implemented by a city, county, or 
regional air district. The primary purpose of an air quality plan is to bring an area that does not 
attain federal or state ambient air quality standards into compliance with those standards 
pursuant to the requirements of the CAA and California CAA. 
 
At the time of this analysis, the air quality plans for the SDAB include the CO maintenance plan, 
the federal 2012 maintenance plan for the ozone NAAQS, and the RAQS (SDAB is in 
nonattainment for state ozone standards). While the SDAB is designated as a nonattainment area 
for the state PM10, and PM2.5 standards, the California CAA does not require preparation of 
attainment plans for these pollutants, and no such plans have been prepared. There are no other 
air quality attainment plans or maintenance plans for the SDAB. 
 
The RAQS includes emission control programs for mobile sources to reduce NOx and ROG 
within the region. These measures include incentive programs, Transportation Control Measures 
(TCMs), and an Indirect Source Program. Under these categories, specific programs are included 
as part of the RAQS. 
 
The RAQS Incentive Programs provide funding to reduce emissions of ozone precursors and 
include the Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Attainment Program and the Vehicle Registration 
Fund Program. TCMs are designed to reduce emissions from motor vehicles through alternative 
transportation modes, reducing congestion, and traffic flow improvements. TCMs included 
within the RAQS include the Transit Improvement and Expansion Program, Vanpool Program, 
HOV Lanes, Park-and-Ride Facilities, Bicycle Facilities, and Traffic Signal Improvements. 
Indirect Source Programs include outreach and assistance to local governments to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled and encourage smart growth policies.  
 
Projects that are consistent with the assumptions used in the development of the RAQS would 
not conflict with or obstruct attainment of the air quality levels, which would help the region 
achieve ambient air quality standards. The Project would remove the widening of Genesee 
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Avenue and construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Therefore, 
construction-related emissions associated with those activities would not occur and contribute to 
regional air quality emissions. 
 
Long-term operational emissions forecasts rely on projections of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
by the MPOs, such as SANDAG, and population, employment, and land use projections made by 
local jurisdictions in their respective general plans. The Project does not include the construction 
of new residential or commercial buildings; therefore, it would not directly increase population 
or regional employment that would cause a net increase in regional VMT. However, the 
transportation network changes as a result of the Project have not been included in the regional 
emissions analysis of the RAQS. 
 
The Project requires an amendment to the General Plan and as determined in this analysis (see 
Issue 2 and in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation), would increase the total regional VMT 
compared to the Adopted UCP. SANDAGSDAPCD is currently developing an update to the 
RAQS and an ozone attainment plan for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS. Any changes to the 
transportation network and the General Plan as a result of the Project would be incorporated in 
the updates to future air quality attainment plans. However, the increase in VMT as a result of 
the Project has not been accounted for in the current RAQS. 
 
4.4.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Because the Project would not be consistent with the assumptions for roadway design and VMT 
in the General Plan and the RAQS, the Project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan. Therefore, the impact would be significant. 

4.4.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There are no mitigation measures available that could reduce this impact at the program level. 
 
4.4.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
Discretionary pProjects implemented in accordance with the UCP shall be required to 
demonstrate their consistency with applicable air quality plans. Impacts related to criteria 
pollutant and precursor emissions compared to the current assumptions in the RAQS would 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan and would be 
significant and unmitigated at the program-level. 
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4.4.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project cause a violation of any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 
 
4.4.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
If the emissions of the Project are found to be below the screening level thresholds, the Project 
would not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation. The screening level thresholds are shown in Table 4.4-4. 
 

Table 4.4-4 
Regional Pollutant Emission Screening Level Thresholds of Significance 

 ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5
1 Lead 

Pounds per hour – 25 100 25 – – – 
Pounds per day 137 250 550 250 100 55 3.2 
Tons per year 15 40 100 40 15 10 0.6 
1Threshold for PM2.5 from South Coast Air Quality Management District 
ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; PM10 = suspended 
particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter 
- = No threshold proposed 
Source: City of San Diego 2011a 
 
The Project does not develop land uses, but rather would affect the future roadway network and 
subsequent traffic operations. This analysis evaluates the impacts of not building the planned 
Regents Road Bridge or widening Genesee Avenue together. The finding of significance for the 
CEQA thresholds cannot be determined separately and must be based on emissions for the entire 
Project. 
 
Construction 
 
The Project would remove the widening of Genesee Avenue and construction of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Therefore, construction-related emissions associated with 
those activities would not occur.  
 
Any construction activities would comply with all construction-related SDAPCD rules and 
regulations, including Rules 50 and 55. Projects tiering off this PEIR would be subject to 
subsequent project-level environmental review to evaluate construction-related emissions. 
Projects with the potential to result in a substantial increase in emissions (i.e., exceed screening 
thresholds shown in Table 4.4-4) would result in significant impacts. 
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Operational 
 
The Project would remove planned changes to the physical roadway network that would affect 
future vehicle circulation on local roadways and freeways. As on-road vehicles would need to 
reroute future trips without the planned changes in the Adopted UCP (e.g., Regents Road 
Bridge), it is anticipated that the Project would affect the average daily volumes on various local 
roadway segments. Re-routed trips would cause changes to average daily volumes on roadways 
that would affect V/C ratios, LOS, and ultimately average vehicle speeds on those roadway 
segments in the Project area. The operational analysis evaluates how the change in traffic 
volumes and vehicle speeds on the local roadway network as result of the Project would affect 
air quality emissions. 
 
Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, provide additional detail on the traffic modeling analysis 
and describes various freeway and arterial segments that would be affected as a result of the 
Project (Kimley-Horn 2016). For the freeway analysis, the traffic analysis modeled ADT and 
peak hour speeds along affected freeway segments for I-5, I-805, and SR 52. For the arterials 
analysis, the ADT and peak hour speeds were modeled along affected arterial segments for 
Genesee Avenue, La Jolla Village Drive, Nobel Drive, and Regents Road, which are the largest 
arterials affected by the Project. 
 
The modeled ADTs were multiplied by the segment lengths to determine VMT associated with 
each freeway and arterial segment affected by the Project. Average daily vehicle speeds were 
calculated for each freeway and arterial segment using an average of peak hour speeds. The 
changes in emission estimates are based on the VMT for the freeway and arterial segments and 
changes in average daily vehicle speeds on those segments as a result of the Project. 
 
ARB’s Emissions Factor (EMFAC) model can be used to develop vehicle emission factors based 
on the location, operational year, vehicle type, fuel type, and vehicle speed. EMFAC2014 is the 
most current on-road mobile source emissions model at the time of this analysis. For this 
analysis, all traffic modeling was conducted for the future year as discussed in Section 4.2, 
Transportation/Circulation. San Diego County was selected as the geographical location, which 
is the most specific geography to the Project available in EMFAC. Emission factors for each 
vehicle class by speed bin (e.g., 5, 10, 15 mph) were obtained from EMFAC. A composite 
emission factor was developed for each speed bin, weighted by the percentage of VMT for each 
vehicle type within that speed bin. For each freeway or arterial segment, the appropriate speed 
bin emission factor was selected and multiplied by the corresponding VMT to calculate annual 
emissions on the segment.  
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Considering that the Adopted UCP roadway projects have not yet been completed at the time of 
this analysis, an analysis of existing emissions compared with Project-related improvements, 
which would be the same current roadway network, would not fully disclose the impacts of the 
Project. Rather, comparing future traffic operations with the Adopted UCP and the UCP without 
the planned Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening (i.e., Project) provides the best 
indicator of the Project’s long-term effect on mobile-source emissions. Furthermore, the full 
implications of the Project versus the Adopted UCP are better demonstrated at a future year that 
accounts for increased roadway demands from cumulative planned growth that would affect 
traffic operations (e.g., VMT and vehicle speeds). 
 
This analysis compares daily and annual criteria pollutant and precursor emissions associated 
with the Project and Adopted UCP traffic operations in the future year. Table 4.4-5 shows the 
estimated daily and annual emissions for the freeways and arterials in the Project area in the 
future year. 
 

Table 4.4-5 
Freeway and Arterial – Daily and Annual Operational Emissions 

 ROG NOX CO PM10 
1 PM2.5

12 
Daily Emissions 

Adopted UCP 240.56 1,407.36 4,233.28 12.15 11.36 
Project 248.38 1,426.83 4,315.64 12.46 11.64 
Net Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 7.82 19.47 82.35 0.31 0.28 
Threshold of Significance (lbs/day) 137 250 550 100 55 
Significant Impact? No No No No No 

Annual Emissions 
Adopted UCP 39.06 222.72 707.45 1.98 1.85 
Project 45.33 260.40 787.60 2.27 2.12 
Net Annual Emissions (tons/year) 6.27 37.68 80.15 0.29 0.27 
Threshold of Significance 
(tons/year) 15 40 100 100 55 

Significant Impact? No No No No No 
1 PM10 emissions shown include the sum of particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter 0 to 2.5 microns and particulate 
matter with aerodynamic diameter 2.5 to 10 microns. 
ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = suspended particulate matter; 
PM2.5 = fine particulate matter 
Source: Estimated by AECOM in 2016 

 
As shown in Table 4.4-5, the net change in emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 
associated with the Project would not exceed applicable daily or annual thresholds established by 
the City of San Diego. However, the emission estimates were based on available detailed traffic 
data for freeways and arterials (e.g., peak hour speeds) that only account for 75 percent of the 
total VMT in the Project area. Therefore, to fully account for the impacts of the Project, 
including VMT on additional roadways such as collectors, the net changes in emissions were 
adjusted by 25 percent to account for the total VMT in the Project area. This is considered 
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conservative because it assumes the change in VMT and speeds on those additional roadways 
would be similar in magnitude with arterial and freeways. However, it is possible that the smaller 
roadways would not experience the same magnitude of VMT and speed change and could 
potentially be beneficial for Project-related emissions. Nevertheless, because specific 
information (e.g., peak hour speeds) is not available to support this assumption, it was 
conservatively assumed that the emissions would increase based on the percentage of VMT. 
Table 4.4-6 shows the adjusted total operational emissions from the Project. 
 

Table 4.4-6 
Estimated Net Change Based on Total Project VMT 

 ROG NOX CO PM10 
1 PM2.5

1 
Daily Emissions 

Net Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 14.33 48.63 178.13 0.61 0.56 
Threshold of Significance (lbs/day) 137 250 550 100 55 
Significant Impact? No No No No No 

Annual Emissions 
Net Annual Emissions (tons/year) 9.01 53.99 118.62 0.42 0.39 
Threshold of Significance (tons/year) 15 40 100 100 55 
Significant Impact? No Yes Yes No No 

1 PM10 emissions shown include the sum of particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter 0 to 2.5 microns and particulate 
matter with aerodynamic diameter 2.5 to 10 microns. 
ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = suspended particulate matter; 
PM2.5 = fine particulate matter 
Source: Estimated by AECOM in 2016 

 
As shown in Table 4.4-6, the net increase in emissions of ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 would not 
exceed applicable daily or annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego. However, the 
net increase in emissions of NOX and CO for the total Project area VMT would exceed the 
applicable annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego. 
 
4.4.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Considering that the Project’s long-term operations would exceed annual thresholds of 
significance for NOX (i.e., ozone precursor in an ozone nonattainment area) and CO (i.e., CO 
maintenance area), operation of the Project could violate an ambient air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. This impact would be 
significant. 
 
4.4.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level air quality mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. All projects with the potential to result in significant impacts related to air 
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quality are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan; the UCP; 
the City’s Municipal Code; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, 
through the discretionary process. 
 
In general, implementation of these policies would preclude or reduce air quality impacts. 
Compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal standards is required of all projects and is 
not considered mitigation. However, it is possible that, for certain projects, adherence to the 
regulations would not adequately protect air quality, and such projects would require additional 
measures to avoid or reduce significant air quality impacts. These additional measures would be 
considered mitigation. Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts 
to the circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. Development 
Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the 
community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, 
City of San Diego 2014b). However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 
and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed 
at this time. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) 
would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred to the 
City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project as part of the 
amendment to the Transportation Element. However, tThese improvements to the transportation 
network would also affect criteria air pollutant emissions. Project-level analysis of the potential 
impacts of the proposed mitigation measures will be completed at such a time the improvements 
are implemented. Program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with 
implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. No additional feasible mitigation is 
available to reduce impacts associated with the Project.  
 
4.4.5.4 Significance after Mitigation 
 
Air quality impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level. 
 
4.4.6 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 3: Would the Project expose sensitive receptors (including, but not limited to, 
residences, schools, hospitals, resident care facilities, or day-care centers) to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 
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4.4.6.1 Impact Analysis 
 
A significant impact related to air quality would occur if implementation of the Project would 
generate emissions on a local level that expose sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations 
that exceed ambient air quality standards or established health risk thresholds. 
 
The primary mobile-source pollutant of localized concern is CO. Local mobile-source CO 
emissions near roadway intersections and segments are a direct function of traffic volume, speed, 
and delay. Transport of CO is limited since it disperses rapidly with distance from the source 
under normal meteorological conditions. However, under specific meteorological conditions, CO 
concentrations near roadways and/or intersections may reach unhealthy levels related to local 
sensitive land uses such as residential areas, hospitals, schools, and childcare facilities. 
 
CO concentration is a direct function of motor vehicle activity, particularly during peak commute 
hours, and meteorological conditions. Under specific meteorological conditions, CO 
concentrations may reach unhealthy levels with respect to local sensitive land uses, such as 
residential areas, schools, preschools, playgrounds, and hospitals. As a result, air districts 
typically recommend analysis of CO emissions at a local rather than a regional level. 
 
Because increased CO concentrations are usually associated with roadways that are congested 
and with heavy traffic volumes, many agencies have established conservative screening criteria 
to determine with fair certainty that, if not violated, project-generated, long-term operational 
local mobile-source emissions of CO would not result in, or substantially contribute to, 
emissions concentrations that exceed the 1-hour ambient air quality standard of 20 parts per 
million (ppm) or the 8-hour standard of 9.0 ppm. 
 
The City of San Diego indicates that if a proposed development causes a four- or six-lane road to 
deteriorate to LOS E or worse, the resulting longer queue at the traffic signals could cause a 
localized significant air quality impact. Implementation of the Project would eliminate 
significant traffic impacts associated with the Adopted UCP that would occur in the future year 
along two segments of Regents Road and at three intersections along Regents Road. 
 
However, according to the traffic analysis and as discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/ 
Circulation, several roadway segments would operate at LOS E or F in the future year in the 
future year with implementation of the Project. Under the Project in the future year, the three two 
following roadway segments would result in LOS E or F and these unacceptable operating 
conditions would not occur with implementation of the Adopted UCP. Thus, the impact at these 
roadway segments can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
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• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 46,500 ADT 
• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 54,600 ADT 
• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS E) 55,000 ADT 

 
Under the Project in the future year, the nine seven following intersections would result in 
unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. However, in 
the future year with implementation of the Adopted UCP, these intersections would continue to 
operate at acceptable LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed 
to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

In addition to the changes in LOS as required by the City of San Diego CEQA Significance 
Thresholds, overall traffic volumes and how they affect V/C ratio also affect the ability of a 
roadway or intersection to result in a CO hot spot. While the City of San Diego does not provide 
additional guidance on traffic volumes, other agencies throughout the state have provided 
estimates of traffic volumes that could result in a CO hot spot. The Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District’s (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2012) suggest that projects 
would not result in a CO impact if the project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at 
affected intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles per hour. Furthermore, the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s (SMAQMD) screening criteria find that a 
project would not result in significant localized CO impacts if it would not result in an affected 
intersection experiencing more than 31,600 vehicles per hour (SMAQMD 2013). 
 
Genesee Avenue and La Jolla Village Drive, which are the roadway segments that have 
unacceptable LOS and the highest daily volumes, have a maximum volume of approximately 
55,000 vehicles per day. Therefore, the peak hour volume at any point during the day, which is 
typically 10 percent of the daily volume, would not exceed any of the screening thresholds that 
are anticipated to result in a CO hot spot. 
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Furthermore, as shown in Table 4.4-3, the maximum CO concentration registered in the Project 
area in the last 3 years (i.e., 2.1 ppm) is approximately 23 percent of the CAAQS/NAAQS. As a 
result of improvements in technology and vehicle emission standards, CO emission factors are 
projected to decrease in future years. These improvements would also reduce the concentration 
of CO emissions. Thus, it is unlikely that the Project would cause an exceedance of the CAAQS. 
 
4.4.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
The CO concentrations resulting from the Project would not violate the CAAQS for either the 1-
hour period (20 ppm) or the 8-hour period (9.0 ppm). This impact would be less than significant. 
 
4.4.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
4.4.7 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 4: Would the Project exceed 100 pounds per day of PM10 dust? 
 
4.4.7.1 Impact Analysis 
 
A significant impact would occur if implementation of the Project would exceed 100 pounds per 
day of PM dust. 
 
Construction grading and demolition dust accounts for approximately 30 percent of all PM10 
emissions in the SDAB (City of San Diego 2011a). Road dust from paved and unpaved roads, 
accounts for approximately 47 percent of all PM10 emissions (City of San Diego 2011a). The 
Project would generate PM10 emissions from operational activities, including increased on-road 
motor vehicles activities as described above. However, as indicated in Table 4.4-6, the net 
increase in total operational PM10 emissions, even considering the conservative scaling of 
emission, was estimated to be less than 1 pound per day. 
 
4.4.7.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
The Project would not exceed 100 pounds per day of PM dust. This impact would be less than 
significant. 
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4.4.7.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
4.4.8 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 5: Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 
 
4.4.8.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Two situations increase the potential for odor problems. The first occurs when a new odor source 
is located near existing receptors. The second occurs when new receptors are developed near 
existing sources of odors. 
 
The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous factors, including the nature, 
frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the presence of sensitive 
receptors. While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they still can be very 
unpleasant, leading to considerable distress and often generating citizen complaints to local 
governments and regulatory agencies. 
 
The Project would remove the widening of Genesee Avenue and construction of the Regents 
Road Bridge from the UCP.  
 
The Project would remove planned changes to the physical roadway network and would not 
develop any odor-producing land uses. The current operation of the transportation network does 
not generate objectionable odors, and any odors generated by the Project would be similar to 
existing odors associated with on-road mobile sources in the area. 
 
4.4.8.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
The Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. The 
impact would be less than significant. 
 
4.4.8.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
This section describes global climate change and existing greenhouse gas (GHG) emission 
sources; summarizes applicable federal, state, and local regulations; and analyzes the potential 
effects of GHGs from the Project on global climate change. 
 
4.5.1 Existing Conditions 
 
GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural and anthropogenic 
sources, and are formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. Natural 
sources of GHGs include the respiration of humans, animals, and plants; decomposition of 
organic matter; and evaporation from the oceans. Anthropogenic sources include the combustion 
of fossil fuels, waste treatment, and agricultural processes. The following are GHGs that are 
widely accepted as the principal contributors to human-induced global climate change: 
 

• Carbon dioxide (CO2) 
• Methane (CH4) 
• Nitrous oxide (N2O) 
• Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 
• Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 
• Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 
• Nitrogen trifluoride (NF3) 

 
Global warming potential (GWP) is a concept developed to compare the ability of each GHG to 
trap heat in the atmosphere relative to CO2. The GWP of a GHG is based on several factors, 
including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared radiation and length of time 
(i.e., lifetime) that the gas remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”). The reference gas 
for GWP is CO2; therefore, CO2 has a GWP of 1. The other main GHGs attributed to human 
activity include CH4, which has a GWP of 28, and N2O, which has a GWP of 265 (IPCC 2013). 
For example, 1 ton of CH4 has the same contribution to the greenhouse effect as approximately 
28 tons of CO2. GHGs with lower emissions rates than CO2 may still contribute to climate 
change, because they are more effective at absorbing outgoing infrared radiation than CO2 (i.e., 
high GWP). The concept of CO2-equivalents (CO2e) is used to account for the different GWP 
potentials of GHGs to absorb infrared radiation. 
 
The UCP Area is currently a source of anthropogenic GHG emissions, with emissions generated 
by vehicular traffic and by energy use, water use, and solid waste disposal practices of existing 
development. 
 



4.5  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

 
Page 4.5-2 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

GHG Emissions Sources 
 
GHG emissions contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human 
activities. For purposes of accounting for and regulating GHG emissions, sources of GHG 
emissions are grouped into emission categories. ARB identifies the following main GHG 
emission categories that account for most anthropogenic GHG emissions generated within 
California: 
 

• Transportation: On-road motor vehicles, off-road equipment, recreational vehicles, 
aviation, ships, and rail 

• Electric Power: Use and production of electrical energy 

• Industrial: Mainly stationary sources (e.g., boilers and engines) associated with process 
emissions 

• Commercial and Residential: Area sources, such as landscape maintenance equipment, 
fireplaces, and consumption of natural gas for space and water heating 

• Agriculture: Agricultural sources that include off-road farm equipment; irrigation pumps; 
crop residue burning (CO2); and emissions from flooded soils, livestock waste, crop 
residue decomposition, and fertilizer volatilization (CH4 and N2O) 

• High GWP: Refrigerants for stationary and mobile-source air conditioning and 
refrigeration, electrical insulation (e.g., SF6), and various consumer products that use 
pressurized containers 

• Recycling and Waste: Waste management facilities and landfills; primary emissions are 
CO2 from combustion and CH4 from landfills and wastewater treatment 

 
California 
 
ARB performs an annual GHG inventory for emissions and sinks of the six major GHGs. As 
shown in Figure 4.5-1, California produced approximately 459 million metric tons (MMT) of 
CO2e in 2013. Combustion of fossil fuel in the transportation category was the single largest 
source of California’s GHG emissions in 2013, accounting for 37 percent of total GHG 
emissions in the state. The transportation category was followed by the industrial category, 
which accounts for 23 percent of California’s total GHG emissions, and the electric power 
category (including in-state and out-of-state sources), which accounts for 20 percent of total 
GHG emissions in California, and (ARB 2013). 
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Figure 4.5-1. 2013 California GHG Emissions by Category 
 
 
San Diego County 
 
The University of San Diego School of Law, Energy Policy Initiative Center, prepared a GHG 
inventory for San Diego County in 2008. The inventory was updated using the best available 
data, and total GHG emissions in San Diego County in 2012 were estimated to be 32.9 MMT of 
CO2e. This represents an 11 percent increase compared to 1990 emissions levels of 29.5 MMT 
CO2e (University of San Diego 2014). Transportation is the largest emissions sector, accounting 
for approximately 14 MMT of CO2e, or 41 percent of total emissions. Energy consumption, 
including electricity and natural gas use, is the next largest source of emissions, at 32 percent of 
the total. 
 
In July 2015, San Diego County Planning & Development Services (PDS) initiated development 
of a Climate Action Plan (CAP). The CAP is intended to be a comprehensive plan to reduce 
GHG emissions in the unincorporated communities of San Diego County. The CAP is 
anticipated to be adopted in the fall of 2017. 
 
City of San Diego 
 
The City of San Diego CAP includes a quantitative inventory of GHG emissions for the baseline 
year of 2010 and a projection of emissions for 2020 and 2035. The most recent GHG inventory 
for the year 2010 estimated the total emissions at 13.0 MMT CO2e per year (City of San Diego 
2015a). Transportation is the largest emissions sector, accounting for approximately 55 percent 
of total emissions. Energy consumption is the next largest source of emissions, at 40 percent of 
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the total. Accounting for future population and economic growth, the City estimates that GHG 
emissions will increase to approximately 14.1 MMT CO2e in 2020 and 16.7 MMT CO2e in 2035. 
 
The CAP includes City-specific targets to reduce GHGs by 2020 and 2035, helping to achieve 
statewide 2020 and 2030 targets, and putting the City on the trajectory of meeting its share of the 
2050 statewide target. The City’s reduction targets are 11.0 MMT CO2e in 2020, 7.8 MMT of 
CO2e in 2030, and 6.5 MMT of CO2e in 2035. 
 
4.5.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.5.2.1 Federal 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
USEPA is the federal agency responsible for implementing the federal CAA. The Supreme Court 
of the United States ruled on April 2, 2007, that CO2 is an air pollutant as defined under the 
CAA, and that USEPA has the authority to regulate emissions of GHGs. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Findings under the Federal Clean Air Act 
 
On December 7, 2009, USEPA signed two distinct findings regarding GHGs under section 
202(a) of the CAA: 
 

• Endangerment Finding: The Administrator finds that the current and projected 
concentrations of the six key well-mixed GHGs in the atmosphere—CO2, CH4, N2O, 
HFCs, PFCs, and SF6—threaten the public health and welfare of current and future 
generations. 

• Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator finds that the combined emissions of 
these well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle 
engines contribute to the GHG pollution which threatens public health and welfare. 

 
Although these findings did not themselves impose any requirements on industries or other 
entities, this action was a prerequisite to finalizing USEPA’s Proposed Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Standards for Light-Duty Vehicles. On May 7, 2010, the final Light-Duty Vehicle 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards were 
published in the Federal Register. The emissions standards will require model year 2016 vehicles 
to meet an estimated combined average emissions level of 250 grams of CO2 per mile, which is 
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equivalent to 35.5 miles per gallon if the automobile industry were to meet this CO2 level solely 
through fuel economy improvements. 
 
On August 28, 2012, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and USEPA issued a joint 
Final Rulemaking requiring additional federal GHG and fuel economy standards for model year 
2017 through 2025 passenger cars and light-duty trucks. The standards would require these 
vehicles to meet an estimated combined average emissions level of 163 grams of CO2 per mile in 
model year 2025, which is equivalent to 54.5 miles per gallon if the improvements were made 
solely through fuel efficiency. 
 
In addition to the standards for light-duty vehicles, DOT and USEPA adopted complementary 
standards to reduce GHG emissions and improve the fuel efficiency of heavy-duty trucks and 
buses on September 15, 2011. These standards together form a comprehensive heavy-duty 
national program for all on-road vehicles rated at a gross vehicle weight at or above 8,500 
pounds for model years 2014 through 2018. The standards will phase in with increasing 
stringency in each model year from 2014 to 2018. The USEPA standards adopted for 2018 will 
represent an average per-vehicle reduction in GHG emissions of 17 percent for diesel vehicles 
and 12 percent for gasoline vehicles (USEPA 2011). 
 
Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule 
 
On September 22, 2009, USEPA published the Final Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule 
(Reporting Rule) in the Federal Register. The Reporting Rule requires reporting of GHG data 
and other relevant information from fossil fuel and industrial GHG suppliers, vehicle and engine 
manufacturers, and all facilities that would emit 25,000 metric tons (MT) or more of CO2e per 
year. Facility owners are required to submit an annual report with detailed calculations of facility 
GHG emissions on March 31 for emissions from the previous calendar year. The Reporting Rule 
also mandates recordkeeping and administrative requirements to enable USEPA to verify the 
annual GHG emissions reports. 
 
Council on Environmental Quality Guidance 
 
On December 18, 2014, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) released revised draft 
guidance that supersedes the draft GHG and climate change guidance released by CEQ in 
February 2010. The revised draft guidance applies to all proposed federal agency actions, 
including land and resource management actions. This guidance explains that agencies should 
consider both the potential effects of a proposed action on climate change, as indicated by its 
estimated GHG emissions, and the implications of climate change for the environmental effects 
of a proposed action (CEQ 2014). The guidance encourages agencies to draw from their 
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experience and expertise to determine the appropriate level (broad, programmatic or project- or 
site-specific) and type (quantitative or qualitative) of analysis required to comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The guidance recommends that agencies consider 25,000 
MT CO2e on an annual basis as a reference point below which a quantitative analysis of GHG 
emissions is not recommended unless it is easily accomplished based on available tools and data 
(CEQ 2014). 
 
4.5.2.2 State 
 
ARB is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution 
control programs in California and for implementing the California CAA. 
 
Assembly Bill 1493 
 
AB 1493 requires ARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile and light 
truck GHG emissions. These stricter emissions standards were designed to apply to automobiles 
and light trucks beginning with model year 2009. In June 2009, the USEPA Administrator 
granted a CAA waiver of preemption to California. This waiver allowed California to implement 
its own GHG emissions standards for motor vehicles beginning with model year 2009. California 
agencies worked with federal agencies to conduct joint rulemaking to reduce GHG emissions for 
passenger car model years 2017 to 2025. 
 
Executive Order S-3-05 
 
Executive Order S-3-05, signed in June 2005, proclaimed that California is vulnerable to the 
impacts of climate change. Executive Order S-3-05 declared that increased temperatures could 
reduce the Sierra Nevada’s snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and 
potentially cause a rise in sea levels. To combat those concerns, the executive order established 
total GHG emissions targets. Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, 
the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80 percent below the 1990 level by 2050. 
 
Assembly Bill 32 
 
In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32; 
California HSC Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq.). AB 32 further details and puts into law 
the mid-term GHG reduction target established in Executive Order S-3-05: reduce GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 also identifies ARB as the state agency responsible for 
the design and implementation of emissions limits, regulations, and other measures to meet the 
target. 



4.5  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 4.5-7 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

In December 2008, ARB adopted its Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan), which 
contains the main strategies California will implement to achieve the required GHG reductions 
required by AB 32 (ARB 2008). The Scoping Plan also includes ARB-recommended GHG 
reductions for each emissions sector of California’s GHG inventory. ARB further acknowledges 
that decisions about how land is used will have large impacts on the GHG emissions that will 
result from the transportation, housing, industry, forestry, water, agriculture, electricity, and 
natural gas emissions sectors. 
 
ARB is required to update the Scoping Plan at least once every 5 years to evaluate progress and 
develop future inventories that may guide this process. ARB approved the first update to the 
Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework in June 2014 (ARB 2014). The 
Scoping Plan update includes a status of the 2008 Scoping Plan measures and other federal, state, 
and local efforts to reduce GHG emissions in California, and potential actions to further reduce 
GHG emissions by 2020. 
 
Executive Order S-1-07 
 
Executive Order S-1-07, which was signed by then California governor Arnold Schwarzenegger 
in 2007, proclaims that the transportation sector is the main source of GHG emissions in 
California, at more than 40 percent of statewide emissions. Executive Order S-1-07 establishes a 
goal that the carbon intensity of transportation fuels sold in California should be reduced by a 
minimum of 10 percent by 2020. ARB adopted the low carbon fuel standard (LCFS) on April 23, 
2009. In November 2015, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved readoption of the 
LCFS. 
 
Senate Bill 97 
 
SB 97 required the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to develop recommended 
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for addressing GHG emissions. The amendments became 
effective on March 18, 2010. 
 
Senate Bill 375 
 
SB 375, signed in September 2008, aligns regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG 
reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation. SB 375 requires MPOs to adopt an SCS 
or an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), which will prescribe land use allocation in that 
MPO’s RTP. On September 23, 2010, ARB adopted regional GHG targets for passenger vehicles 
and light trucks for 2020 and 2035 for the 18 MPOs in California. If MPOs do not meet the GHG 
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reduction targets, transportation projects would not be eligible for funding programmed after 
January 1, 2012. 

This bill also extends the minimum time period for the Regional Housing Needs Allocation cycle 
from 5 years to 8 years for local governments located within an MPO that meet certain 
requirements. City or county land use policies (including general plans) are not required to be 
consistent with the RTP (and associated SCS or APS). However, new provisions of CEQA 
would incentivize qualified projects that are consistent with an approved SCS or APS, 
categorized as “transit priority projects.” 
 
SANDAG’s current GHG targets are per capita CO2 emission reductions from passenger 
vehicles of 7 percent by 2020 and 13 percent by 2035, relative to 2005 levels. SANDAG adopted 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (2015 RTP/SCS), which is the current version of the 
RTP/SCS in October 2015. SANDAG’s estimate of GHG emissions reductions from the 2015 
RTP/SCS indicates that the plan would result in per capita emissions reductions of 15 percent by 
2020 and 21 percent by 2035 from a base year of 2005. Therefore, ARB determined that, if 
implemented, it would achieve the reduction targets for the San Diego region in compliance with 
SB 375. 
 
ARB is required to update the regional GHG targets at least every 8 years, and may revise them 
every 4 years. ARB is revising the 2035 GHG targets for the four largest MPOs, including 
SANDAG, by the end of 2016. 
 
Executive Order B-30-15 
 
In April 2015, Governor Edmund Brown issued an executive order establishing a statewide GHG 
reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The emission reduction target acts as an 
interim goal between the AB 32 goal (i.e., achieve 1990 emission levels by 2020) and Governor 
Brown’s Executive Order S-03-05 goal of reducing statewide emissions 80 percent below 1990 
levels by 2050. In addition, the executive order aligns California’s 2030 GHG reduction goal 
with the European Union’s reduction target (i.e., 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030) that was 
adopted in October 2014. 
 
4.4.2.3 Local 
 
ARB also acknowledges that local governments have broad influence and, in some cases, 
exclusive jurisdiction over activities that contribute to significant direct and indirect GHG 
emissions through their planning and permitting processes, local ordinances, outreach and 
education efforts, and municipal operations. 
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San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
 
In San Diego County, SDAPCD is the agency responsible for protecting public health and 
welfare through the administration of federal and state air quality laws and policies. SDAPCD 
has no regulations relative to GHG emissions. 
 
City of San Diego 
 
General Plan 
 
The City of San Diego adopted an updated General Plan in 2008. Table 4.5-1 contains policies in 
the Conservation Element of the General Plan that are applicable to the Project. 
 

Table 4.5-1 
City of San Diego General Plan Relevant Elements and Policies 

 
Conservation Element 

CE-A.2. Reduce the City’s carbon footprint. Develop and adopt new or amended regulations, programs, 
and incentives as appropriate to implement the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan to: 

o Create sustainable and efficient land use patterns to reduce vehicular trips and preserve 
open space; 

o Reduce fuel emission levels by encouraging alternative modes of transportation and 
increasing fuel efficiency; 

o Improve energy efficiency, especially in the transportation sector and buildings and 
appliances; 

o Reduce the Urban Heat Island effect through sustainable design and building practices; 
o Reduce waste by improving management and recycling programs. 

CE-A.5. Employ sustainable or “green” building techniques for the construction and operation of 
buildings. 

o Develop and implement sustainable building standards for new and significant remodels of 
residential and commercial buildings to maximize energy efficiency, and to achieve overall 
net zero energy consumption by 2020 for new residential buildings and 2030 for new 
commercial buildings. 

CE-A.8. Reduce construction and demolition waste in accordance with Public Facilities Element, Policy 
PF-I.2, or by renovating or adding on to existing buildings, rather than constructing new buildings. 
CE-A.9. Reuse building materials, use materials that have recycled content, or use materials that are 
derived from sustainable or rapidly renewable sources to the extent possible, through factors including: 

o Scheduling time for deconstruction and recycling activities to take place during project 
demolition and construction phases; 

o Using life cycle costing in decision-making for materials and construction techniques. Life 
cycle costing analyzes the costs and benefits over the life of a particular product, 
technology, or system. 

CE-A.10. Include features in buildings to facilitate recycling of waste generated by building occupants 
and associated refuse storage areas. 

o Provide permanent, adequate, and convenient space for individual building occupants to 
collect refuse and recyclable material. 

o Provide a recyclables collection area that serves the entire building or project. The space 
should allow for the separation, collection and storage of paper, glass, plastic, metals, yard 
waste and other materials as needed. 
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Conservation Element 
CE-A.11. Implement sustainable landscape design and maintenance. 

o Strategically plant deciduous shade trees, evergreen trees, and drought tolerant native 
vegetation, as appropriate, to contribute to sustainable development goals. 

o Reduce use of lawn types that require high levels of irrigation. 
o Minimize the use of landscape equipment powered by fossil fuels. 
o Implement water conservation measures in site/building design and landscaping. 
o Encourage the use of high efficiency irrigation technology, and recycled site water to 

reduce the use of potable water for irrigation. Use recycled water to meet the needs of 
development projects to the maximum extent feasible. 

CE-A.12. Reduce the San Diego Urban Heat Island, through actions such as: 
o Using cool roofing materials, such as reflective, low heat retention tiles, membranes and 

coatings, or vegetated eco-roofs to reduce heat build-up; 
o Planting trees and other vegetation, to provide shade and cool air temperatures; 
o Reducing heat build-up in parking lots through increased shading or use of cool paving 

materials as feasible. 
 
Climate Action Plan 
 
As discussed earlier, the City of San Diego adopted a CAP in December 2015 (City of San Diego 
2015a). The CAP quantifies GHG emissions; establishes reduction targets for 2020 and 2035; 
identifies strategies and measures to reduce GHG levels; and provides guidance for monitoring 
progress on an annual basis. The City of San Diego CAP identifies a comprehensive set of goals 
and actions, including ordinances, policies, resolutions, programs, and incentives that the City 
can use to reduce GHG emissions. The CAP includes goals, actions and targets to achieve the 
following strategies (1) water and energy efficiency buildings, (2) clean and renewable energy, 
(3) bicycling, walking, transit and land use, (4) zero waste, and (5) climate resiliency. 
 
4.5.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
The CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G Environmental Checklist, includes the following two 
questions regarding assessment of GHG emissions:  
 

1) Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment?   

2) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emission of GHGs?   

 
As stated in the Guidelines, these questions are “intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of 
impacts and do not necessarily represent thresholds of significance” (Title 14, Division 6, 
Chapter 3 Guidelines for Implementation of the CEQA, Appendix G, VII Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions). The CEQA Guidelines require lead agencies to adopt GHG thresholds of 
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significance. When adopting these thresholds, the Guidelines allow lead agencies to develop 
their own significance threshold and/or to consider thresholds of significance adopted or 
recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided that the thresholds 
are supported by substantial evidence.  
 
Section 15064.4 of the amended Guidelines includes the following requirements for determining 
the significance of impacts from GHG emissions:  
 

(a) The determination of the significance of greenhouse gas emissions calls for a careful 
judgment by the lead agency consistent with the provisions in section 15064. A lead 
agency should make a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and 
factual data, to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting 
from a project. A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, in the context of a 
particular project, whether to:  
 
(1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a 

project, and which model or methodology to use. The lead agency has discretion to 
select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate provided it supports 
its decision with substantial evidence. The lead agency should explain the 
limitations of the particular model or methodology selected for use; and/or   

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards.   
 
While the amendments require calculation of a project’s contribution, they do not establish a 
standard by which to judge a significant effect or a means to establish such a standard. Project 
GHG emissions were developed as outlined above. In order to determine significance of the 
impacts associated with implementation of the Project, an inventory was also developed based on 
the Adopted UCP (No Project). Emissions from the Project were then compared to the GHG 
emissions inventory for the Adopted UCP. If emissions from buildout of the Project are less than 
those that would be generated by the Adopted UCP, impacts related to GHG emissions are 
considered to be less than significant provided the Project otherwise implements the land use-
related strategies identified in the CAP. If emissions from buildout of the Project are greater than 
those of the Adopted UCP, impacts related to GHG emissions could still be less than significant 
if the increase in GHG emissions is a direct result of implementing CAP strategies and the 
General Plan’s City of Villages Strategy.  
 
As discussed above, implementation of the City’s CAP would result in citywide GHG reductions 
consistent with its proportionate share of Statewide GHG emissions targets. The CAP assumes 
future population and economic growth based on the community plans that were in effect at the 
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time the CAP was being developed. Therefore, community plan amendments that would result in 
a reduction in GHG at buildout compared to GHG emissions at buildout under the adopted 
community plan would result in further GHG reductions. However, the CAP is a Citywide 
program and the General Plan City of Villages Strategy calls for redevelopment, infill, and new 
growth to be targeted into compact, mixed-use, and walkable villages that are connected to the 
regional transit system. Concentrating new growth in an area can result in that area having 
greater GHG emissions than allowing the less intensive land uses to remain. Thus, consistency 
with the City of Villages Strategy can result in specific areas having an increase in GHG 
emissions, while Citywide resulting in a decrease of GHG emissions. This is why this section 
will take a two-tiered approach in discussing GHG emissions: 1) a quantitative analysis of 
emissions associated with the Project and emissions associated with the Adopted UCP (No 
Project); and 2) a discussion of whether or not the Project is consistent with the CAP. 
 
Methodology and Assumptions 
 
Operational 
 
The Project would remove planned changes to the physical roadway network that would affect 
future vehicle circulation on local roadways and freeways. As on-road vehicles would need to 
reroute future trips without the planned changes in the Adopted UCP (e.g., Regents Road 
Bridge), it is anticipated that the Project would affect the average daily volumes on various local 
roadway segments Rerouted trips would cause changes to average daily volumes on roadways 
that would affect average vehicle speeds on those roadway segments in the Project area. The 
operational analysis evaluates how the change in traffic volumes and vehicle speeds on the local 
roadway network as result of the Project would affect GHG emissions. 
 
Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, and Appendix C provide additional detail on the traffic 
modeling analysis and indicate how various freeway and arterial segments would be affected as a 
result of the Project (Kimley-Horn 2016). For the freeway analysis, the traffic analysis modeled 
ADT and peak hour speeds along affected freeway segments for I-5, I-805, and SR 52. For the 
arterials analysis, the ADT and peak hour speeds were modeled along affected arterial segments 
for Genesee Avenue, La Jolla Village Drive, Nobel Drive, and Regents Road, which are the 
largest arterials affected by the Project. 
 
The modeled ADT was multiplied by the segment lengths to determine the VMT associated with 
each freeway and arterial segment affected by the Project. Average daily vehicle speeds were 
calculated for each freeway and arterial segment using an average of peak hour speeds. The 
changes in emission estimates are based on the VMT for the freeway and arterial segments and 
changes in average daily vehicle speeds on those segments as a result of the Project. 
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ARB’s Emissions Factor (EMFAC) model can be used to develop vehicle emission factors based 
on the location, operational year, vehicle type, fuel type, and vehicle speed. EMFAC2014 is the 
most current on-road mobile source emissions model at the time of this analysis. For this 
analysis, all traffic modeling was conducted for the future year. San Diego County was selected 
as the geographical location, which is the most specific geographical location to the Project 
available in EMFAC. Emission factors for each vehicle class by speed bin (e.g., 5, 10, 15 mph) 
were obtained from EMFAC. A composite emission factor was developed for each speed bin, 
weighted by the percentage of VMT for each vehicle type within that speed bin. For each 
freeway or arterial segment, the appropriate speed bin emission factor was selected and 
multiplied by the corresponding VMT to calculate annual emissions on the segment.  
 
The Project does not alter or develop land uses, but rather would affect the future roadway 
network and subsequent traffic operations. This analysis evaluates the impacts of not building the 
planned Regents Road Bridge or widening Genesee Avenue. The finding of significance for the 
CEQA thresholds cannot be determined separately and must be based on emissions for the entire 
project. 
 
Considering that the Adopted UCP roadway projects have not yet been completed at the time of 
this analysis, an analysis of existing emissions compared with Project-related improvements, 
which would be the same current roadway network, would not fully disclose the impacts of the 
Project. Rather, comparing traffic operations with the Adopted UCP (i.e., No Project) and the 
UCP without the planned Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening (i.e., Project) 
provides the best indicator of the Project’s long-term effect on mobile-source GHG emissions. 
Furthermore, the full implications of the Project versus the Adopted UCP are better demonstrated 
at a future year that accounts for increased roadway demands from cumulative planned growth 
that would affect traffic operations (e.g., VMT and vehicle speeds). Therefore, this analysis 
compares annual GHG emissions associated with the Project and Adopted UCP traffic operations 
in the future year to determine if the Project would result in significant GHG emissions. 
 
4.5.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment? 
 
4.5.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Changes to community plans, such as the UCP, present unique challenges for assessing GHG 
impacts, as these plans include strategies for horizons of 20 years or longer. Due to the 
interaction of land use development and roadway design, transportation-related GHG emissions 
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are most effectively analyzed at a regional level (e.g., SANDAG RTP/SCS) to determine 
significant impacts. To achieve regional targets for GHG emission reductions, future land use 
development and transportation infrastructure must be planned and implemented in the most 
GHG-efficient manner possible. Travel forecasting models are used to estimate changes to traffic 
operations (e.g., volumes, VMT, vehicle speed) as a result of implementing regional plans and 
are designed to be responsive to development density, transit service levels, induced travel and 
land development, and bicycle and pedestrian travel. Table 4.5-2 shows the estimated annual 
GHG emissions for the Adopted UCP and the Project in the future year. 
 

Table 4.5-2 
Estimated Annual GHG Emissions 

Roadway Type 
Adopted UCP 

(MT CO2e) 

Future Year 
with Project 
(MT CO2e) 

Net Change 
(MT CO2e) 

Freeway 253,963  258,429  4,466  
Arterial 139,748  137,875  (1,874) 
     Genesee Avenue 35,264  41,375  6,110  
     La Jolla Village Drive 60,598  61,349  751  
     Nobel Drive 24,095  24,543  447  
     Regents Road 19,790  10,608   (9,182) 
Total 393,711  396,304  2,593  
GHG = greenhouse gases; MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
Note: The “Arterial” category includes a summary of all individual roadway segments. The 
Total is based on the sum of the “Freeway” and “Arterial” categories. Totals may not add due 
to rounding. 
Source: Modeled by AECOM in 2016 

 
As shown in Table 4.5-2, the changes in VMT and average speed associated with the Project 
result in a net increase of 4,466 MT CO2e per year on freeways and a net decrease of 
approximately 1,874 MT CO2e per year on arterials. The decrease in arterial-related GHG 
emissions is primarily associated with changes to Regents Road (i.e., deletion of the bridge and 
associated roadway segment). Although the Project would reduce GHG emissions on Regents 
Road without the planned Regents Road Bridge, other affected arterials and freeway segments 
would experience increases in GHG emissions as a result of rerouted vehicle trips and increased 
volumes on those segments. Overall, the Project results in a net increase of 2,593 MT CO2e per 
year. 
 
Given that transportation is the largest emission sector in California and the City of San Diego, 
one of the main strategies to reduce GHG emissions is to make California’s transportation 
system more efficient. The highest levels of CO2 from mobile sources, such as automobiles, 
occur at stop-and-go speeds (0 to 25 mph) and speeds faster than 55 mph. To the extent that a 
project relieves congestion (e.g., less idling/wait time, higher average vehicle speeds) and 
improves travel times in high-congestion travel corridors, GHG emissions, particularly CO2, may 
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be reduced. Based on the analysis of the change in VMT and speeds on freeway and arterial 
segments in the Project area, the Project would not improve overall traffic operations and would 
result in a net increase in overall GHG emissions in the Project area. 

4.5.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
The total GHG emissions for the Project would increase compared to the Adopted UCP. In 
addition, the analysis does not include all vehicle travel and operations in the area as a result of 
the Project, and additional vehicle travel and congestion, similar to the overall trend identified in 
this analysis, could further increase the Project’s estimated change in GHG emissions. These 
changes would be analyzed during the next update to the 2015 RTP/SCS for consistency with the 
long-term GHG reduction goals in AB 32 and SB 375. There are no additional measures that 
could reduce emissions in the Project area. Since the Project increases emissions compared the 
Adopted UCP and the regional GHG impacts have not yet been analyzed in the 2015 RTP/SCS, 
the Project would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a 
significant impact on the environment. 
 
4.5.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There are no mitigation measures available that could reduce this impact at the program level. 
 
4.5.4.4 Significance after Mitigation 
 
Discretionary pProjects implemented in accordance with the UCP shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts related to long-term GHG emissions. The 
Project’s impact on GHG emissions would be significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
4.5.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG? 
 
4.5.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
A significant impact would occur if implementation of the project would conflict with any 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
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SANDAG RTP/SCS 
 
SB 375 includes emission reduction goals for 2020 and 2035, and aligns regional transportation 
planning efforts and land use and housing allocations to achieve regional GHG reduction targets. 
As discussed earlier, SANDAG adopted the 2015 RTP/SCS in October 2015. The 2015 
RTP/SCS provides a blueprint for San Diego’s regional transportation system in order to 
effectively serve existing and projected workers and residents within the San Diego region. 
 
The 2015 RTP/SCS aims to create sustainable, mixed-use communities conducive to public 
transit, walking, and biking by focusing future growth in the previously developed, western 
portion of the region along the major existing transit and transportation corridors. SANDAG’s 
estimate of GHG emissions reductions from the 2015 RTP/SCS indicates that the plan would 
result in per capita emissions reductions of 15 percent by 2020 and 21 percent by 2035 from a 
base year of 2005. 
 
SANDAG plans are developed based on land use, population, and commercial/industrial growth 
projections from local jurisdictions in the region, including the City of San Diego. The City of 
San Diego General Plan was approved in 2008 and includes strategies that focus growth into 
mixed-use activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly and linked to an improved regional transit 
system. 
 
The UCP is guided by the framework and policy direction in the City’s General Plan and reflects 
new citywide policies and programs from the General Plan for the UCP Area. The Project would 
amend the UCP and in particular, the UCP Transportation Element. The Project would require an 
amendment to the UCP Transportation Element and General Plan Mobility Element to remove 
the planned widening of Genesee Avenue and the construction of the Regents Road Bridge. 
 
Projects consistent with the City of San Diego’s General Plan would be considered to comply 
with the planning efforts in the 2015 RTP/SCS, which was designed to achieve the region’s fair-
share GHG emission reductions pursuant to SB 375. The changes in the planned transportation 
network that would occur as a result of the Project have not been included in the regional 
emissions analysis of the 2015 RTP/SCS. Since the Project requires an amendment to the 
General Plan and also results in a net increase in overall GHG emissions compared to the 
Adopted UCP and General Plan, the Project is not consistent with the 2015 RTP/SCS. 
Consistency with SB 375 would be determined during the next update to the 2015 RTP/SCS. 
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SANDAG Climate Action Strategy 
 
At the time of this writing, SANDAG has not adopted a CAP that meets the requirements 
identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. However, SANDAG published a Climate 
Action Strategy (Strategy) in 2010 that was prepared under a partnership with the California 
Energy Commission (CEC) (SANDAG 2010). The Strategy acts as a guide for SANDAG and 
local governments and policymakers in addressing climate change. 
 
The Strategy identifies goals, objectives, and policy measures in the areas of transportation, land 
use, buildings, and energy use. The Strategy emphasizes those areas where the greatest impact 
and GHG reductions can be made at the local and regional levels, including land use pattern and 
transportation infrastructure. The goals of the Strategy include reducing total VMT and 
minimizing GHG emissions when vehicles are used. Table 4.5-3 shows the daily VMT 
associated with the Adopted UCP and the Project. 
 

Table 4.5-3 
Estimated VMT 

 Adopted UCP Project 
Daily VMT 3,827,967 3,864,082  
Source: Kimley-Horn 2016 

 
As shown in Tables 4.5-2 and 4.5-3, the Project would increase the total regional VMT and GHG 
emissions compared to the Adopted UCP. Therefore, the Project would not be consistent with the 
Strategy. 
 
City of San Diego Climate Action Plan 
 
The CAP does not include any goals or measures that directly relate to the Project or 
transportation infrastructure projects. Strategy 3 of the CAP includes actions to increase mass 
transit, implement the Bicycle Master Plan, and promote transit oriented development. These, 
and other measures in the CAP, do not directly relate to the removal of a planned improvement 
from the UCP. Actions 3.4 and 3.5 of the CAP, which relate to the implementation of Traffic 
Signal and Roundabouts Master Plans, aim to reduce vehicle miles traveled and promote 
effective land use by implementing transit-oriented development within Transit Priority Areas. 
These actions do not directly pertain to roadway projects. However, the CAP does include a goal 
to promote effective land use so as to reduce VMT. Action 3.6 of the CAP (Implement transit-
oriented development within Transit Priority Areas) is intended to meet that goal and has a target 
to “reduce average vehicle commute distance by 2 miles through implementation of the General 
Plan City of Villages Strategy by 2035.” 
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As discussed earlier, the overall VMT is projected to increase as a result of the Project. Although 
changes in trip distance were not directly evaluated for the Project, the Project could affect 
commute routes for local residents by increasing future trip distances as a result of rerouting trips 
to other existing local arterials. Therefore, it is conservatively assumed that the overall increase 
in VMT is not consistent with the goals of the CAP. 

In addition, tThe removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the plans 
to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each side of the bridge that would provide 
bicycle connectivity from the north and south sides of Rose Canyon. Thus, removal of the 
planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would be in conflict with planned bicycle network 
improvements as envisioned in local alternative transportation planning documents.  

4.5.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Given the increase in VMT and GHG emissions from mobile sources, the Project would not be 
consistent with the goals of the 2015 RTP/SCS, Climate Action Strategy, and City of San Diego 
CAP. Because the overall VMT is projected to increase as a result of the Project, the Project 
could affect commute routes for local residents by increasing future trip distances as a result of 
rerouting trips to other existing local arterials. Further, the removal of the Regents Road Bridge 
from the UCP would eliminate the plans to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each 
side of the bridge that would provide bicycle connectivity from the north and south sides of Rose 
Canyon. Therefore, the Project could conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation for 
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The impact would be significant and unmitigated at the 
program level. 
 
4.5.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There are no mitigation measures available that could reduce this impact at the program level. 
 
4.5.5.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
Discretionary pProjects implemented in accordance with the UPC shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts related to long-term GHG emissions. The 
Project’s impact on GHG emissions would be significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
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4.6 ENERGY 
 
PRC Section 21100(b)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 require EIRs to analyze energy 
use and conservation as applicable to a project, and in particular to describe any wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy caused by a project, along with a description 
of applicable feasible mitigation measures. 
 
The analysis of energy conservation consists of a summary of the energy regulatory framework, 
the existing conditions within the UCP Area and a discussion of the Project’s potential impacts 
on energy resources. This section evaluates potential impacts to energy conservation in 
accordance with Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines and federal, state, and regional 
regulations. 
 
4.6.1 Existing Conditions 
 
In 2013, total energy usage of the State of California was 7,684 trillion British thermal units 
(BTUs). This energy use can be broken down by sector with the largest user being 
Transportation at 37.8 percent, followed by Industrial at 23.6 percent, and both Residential and 
Commercial sectors at 19.3 percent (DOE 2014). 
 
Electricity 
 
Electricity generation is typically measured in gigawatt-hours (GWh), megawatt-hours (MWh), 
or kilowatt-hours (kWh). In 2012, total electricity consumed in California was 302,113 GWh 
(CEC 2014). Nuclear power typically provided 20 percent of the state’s total electricity 
generation. However, the reactors at the San Onofre nuclear plant were shut down in 2012, 
reducing the amount of electricity generation from nuclear power. California’s electrical system 
has also become more reliant on renewable energy sources, including cogeneration, wind energy, 
solar energy, geothermal energy, and hydroelectric plants. However, the recent drought has led 
to less hydropower (reduced from 20 percent to 10 percent of California’s total electricity 
generation) and increased natural gas generation. In 2014, 9.9 million megawatts (MW) were 
produced by utility-scale solar plants in California, an increase of 6.1 million MWh from 2013 
(DOE 2015). 
 
Natural Gas 
 
In 2013, California consumed 2,414,518 million cubic feet of natural gas and produced 252,310 
million cubic feet. With the state’s natural gas reserves declining, California production satisfies 
about one-tenth of state demand (DOE 2012). 
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Transportation Fuels 
 
Although gasoline consumption has been declining since 2008, it is still the dominant fuel used 
in transportation (CEC 2014). In 2012, total gasoline consumed in the state was 14.6 billion 
gallons (BOE 2014a). Diesel fuel is the second most used transportation fuel in California behind 
gasoline. In 2012, more than 2.6 billion gallons of diesel were sold in California (BOE 2014b). 
Passenger cars and light-duty trucks are the largest consumers of transportation fuel in the state 
and the San Diego region. Passenger cars and light-duty trucks account for 1.6 billion gallons of 
gasoline and diesel fuel per year, or approximately 85 percent of total energy consumption by 
on-road vehicles in the San Diego region (SANDAG 2014a). 
 
California leads the nation in registered alternatively fueled vehicles and requires all California 
motorists to use, at a minimum, a specific blend of gasoline called California Reformulated 
Gasoline (CaRFG). In ozone nonattainment areas, motorists face even stricter requirements and 
must use California Oxygenated Reformulated Gasoline. As a result, California leads the nation 
in retail sales of reformulated gasoline. In 2013, California was also home to almost half of all of 
the nation’s 104,000 plug-in hybrid electric vehicles. 
 
4.6.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.6.2.1 Federal 
 
National Energy Act 
 
The National Energy Act was approved by the U.S. Congress in 1978. The Act included the 
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (Public Law 95-617), Energy Tax Act (Public Law 
95-318), National Energy Conservation Policy Act (NECPA) (Public Law 95-619), Power Plant 
and Industrial Fuel Use Act (Public Law 95-620), and the Natural Gas Policy Act (Public Law 
95-621). The intent of the National Energy Act was to promote greater use of renewable energy, 
provide residential consumers with energy conservation audits to encourage slower growth of 
electricity demand, and promote fuel efficiency. 
 
Energy Policy Act 
 
Adopted in 2005, the Energy Policy Act included a comprehensive set of provisions to address 
energy issues. The Energy Policy Act included tax incentives for the following: energy 
conservation improvements in commercial and residential buildings; fossil fuel production and 
clean coal facilities; and construction and operation of nuclear power plants. Subsidies were also 
included for geothermal, wind energy, and other alternative energy producers. 
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Energy Independence and Security Act 
 
Signed into law in December 2007, the Energy Independence and Security Act included an 
increase in auto mileage standards and addressed conservation measures and building efficiency. 
The Energy Independence and Security Act also included a new energy grant program for use by 
local governments in implementing energy-efficiency initiatives, as well as a variety of green 
building incentives and programs. 
 
4.6.2.2 State 
 
California Public Utilities Commission 
 
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates privately owned electric, natural 
gas, telecommunication, water, railroad, rail transit, and passenger transportation companies. 
CEC is California’s energy policy and planning agency. It was established by the Warren-Alquist 
Act in 1974, in response to the energy crisis of the early 1970s and the state’s unsustainable 
growing demand for energy resources. CEC is committed to reducing energy costs and 
environmental impacts of energy use, such as GHG emissions, while ensuring a safe, resilient, 
and reliable supply of energy (CEC 2015). 
 
California Energy Code 
 
The California Energy Code (CCR Title 24) provides energy conservation standards for all new 
and renovated commercial and residential buildings constructed in California. These energy 
efficiency building standards are updated approximately every 3 years. On July 1, 2014, the 
California Building Standards Commission adopted the current 2013 California Green Building 
Standards Code for all new construction statewide. The code sets targets for energy efficiency, 
water consumption, diversion of construction waste from landfills, and use of environmentally 
sensitive materials in construction and design. 
 
Senate Bill 1078 
 
SB 1078 established California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard in 2002. SB 1078 required retail 
sellers of electricity, including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators, to 
provide at least 20 percent of their supply from renewable sources by 2017. SB 107 changed the 
target date to 2010. Executive Order S-14-08 expanded the state’s Renewable Energy Standard 
to 33 percent renewable power by 2020. This new goal was codified in 2011 with the passage of 
SB X1-2. 
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Executive Order B-16-12 
 
Executive Order B-16-12 orders state entities under the direction of the governor, including 
ARB, CEC, and CPUC, to support the rapid commercialization of zero emission vehicles 
(ZEVs). The executive order calls for infrastructure to support up to one million ZEVs by 2020, 
over 1.5 million ZEVs on California roads by 2025, and annual displacement of at least 1.5 
billion gallons of petroleum fuels by 2025 (State of California 2015). 
 
4.6.2.3 Local 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
The City of San Diego adopted an updated General Plan in 2008. Section I. Sustainable Energy 
in the Conservation Element of the City’s General Plan discusses conservation measures, such as 
establishing more local energy sources or promoting more land uses and transportation policies 
that promote energy efficiency. 
 
Applicable policies from the Sustainable Energy section of the Conservation Element are: 
 

CE-I.1. Maintain a centralized Energy Conservation and Management Program 
and Comprehensive Plan for all City operations. 

 
CE-I.8. Improve fuel-efficiency to reduce consumption of fossil fuels. 
 
CE-I.9. Implement local and regional transportation policies that improve mobility 

and increase energy efficiency and conservation. 
 
CE-I.13. Promote and conduct energy conservation education. 

 
University Community Plan 
 
While existing service to the region is adequate, energy is a regional resource in limited supply, 
and conservation is critical to future supply. The relevant energy goal from the UCP’s Resource 
Management Element is: 
 

• Develop a transportation system designed to move people and goods safely and 
efficiently within the community, including linkages with other communities, and with 
due consideration for energy conservation. 
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4.6.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
Section 15126.4 (a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall describe feasible 
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts, including, where relevant, the 
inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy. 
 
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Energy Conservation, provides guidance for EIRs regarding 
potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing 
the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy. The Resources Agency 
amended Appendix F to make it clear that an energy analysis is mandatory. However, the 
Resources Agency also clarified that the energy analysis is limited to effects that are applicable 
to the project (Resources Agency 2009). Furthermore, Appendix F is not described as a threshold 
for determining the significance of impacts. Appendix F merely seeks inclusion of information in 
the EIR to the extent relative and applicable to the project. 
 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds for the purpose of this PEIR, impacts 
to energy resources would be significant if the Project would: 
 

1. Result in the use of excessive amounts of electrical power; or 
2. Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy (including natural 

gas, oil, etc.). 
 

4.6.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the construction and operation of the Project result in the use of excessive 
amounts of electrical power? 
 
4.6.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not involve 
construction or modification of the existing roadway. As such, the removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in significant impacts to energy 
supply as no development or population growth is anticipated to occur. Energy resources would 
not be consumed as this would not involve construction or operation of development. As such, 
the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in the 
excess use of electrical power compared to existing conditions. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not involve construction 
or modification of the existing roadway. As such, the removal of the planned Regents Road 
Bridge from the UCP would not result in significant impacts to energy supply as no development 
or population growth is anticipated to occur. Energy resources would not be consumed as this 
would not involve construction or operation of development. As such, the removal of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge would not result in the excess use of electrical power compared to existing 
conditions. 
 
4.6.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
There would be no increase in demand for electrical power, above that of existing conditions, as 
a result of the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP. Therefore, no 
use of excessive amounts of electrical power would occur, and no significant impacts would 
occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
There would be no increased demand or use of excessive amounts of electrical power, above that 
of existing conditions, due to the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 
Therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
 
4.6.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.6.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of 
energy (including natural gas, oil, etc.)? 
 
4.6.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Impacts on energy conservation are considered significant if implementation of the Project 
would result in an increased reliance on fossil fuels and decreased reliance on renewable energy 
sources. 
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Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not involve 
construction or modification of the existing roadway. This would neither result in an increased 
reliance on fossil fuels nor a decreased reliance on renewable energy resources above that which 
already exists under current conditions. As such, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening from the UCP would not use excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not involve construction 
or modification of the existing roadway. This would neither result in an increased reliance on 
fossil fuels nor a decreased reliance on renewable energy resources above that which already 
exists under current conditions. As such, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from 
the UCP would not use excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy. 
 
4.6.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in the use 
of excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy above those of existing conditions. 
Therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in the use of 
excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy above those of existing conditions. Therefore, 
no significant impact would occur. 
 
4.6.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required. 
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4.7 NOISE 
 
This section evaluates potential noise impacts associated with the Project, specifically the 
potential for the Project to cause a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels within or around the Project site, or to expose people to noise levels that exceed applicable 
noise standards. 
 
4.7.1 Existing Conditions 
 
4.7.1.1 Fundamentals of Environmental Acoustics 
 
Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound. The effects of noise on people 
can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep disturbance, and, 
in the extreme, hearing impairment. The unit of measurement used to describe a noise level is the 
decibel (dB); decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound amplitude in a 
manner similar to the Richter scale used for earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of 
a noise source, such as doubling of traffic volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dB; a 
halving of the energy would result in a 3 dB decrease. 
 
Human Perception of Noise 
 
The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the sound spectrum. Therefore, a 
method called “A-weighting” is used to filter sound level at higher and lower frequencies, 
approximating the frequency response of an average young ear when listening to most ordinary 
everyday sounds. When people make relative judgments of the loudness or annoyance of a 
sound, their judgments correlate well with the A-scale levels of those sounds. Therefore, the 
“A-weighted” noise scale is used for measurements and standards involving the human 
perception of noise. In this report, all noise levels are A-weighted and “dBA” is understood to 
identify the A-weighted dB. Table 4.7-1 provides typical noise levels associated with common 
activities. 
 
Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with acoustical energy. The perception of 
noise is not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of acoustical energy. Two noise sources do not 
sound twice as loud as one source. It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear can barely 
perceive changes of 3 dBA (increase or decrease); that a change of 5 dBA is readily perceptible; 
and that an increase (or decrease) of 10 dBA sounds about twice (or half) as loud (Caltrans 
2011). 
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Table 4.7-1 
Common Indoor and Outdoor Noise Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities 
Noise Level 

(dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

 110 Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 1,000 feet 100  

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 feet 90  

Diesel Truck at 50 feet, at 50 mph 80 Food Blender at 3 feet 
Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime 
Gas Lawn Mower at 100 feet 70 Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

Commercial Area 
Heavy Traffic at 300 feet 60 Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Quiet Urban Daytime 50 Large Business Office 
Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 Theater, Large Conference Room (Background) 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 30 Library 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 20 Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (Background) 

 10 Broadcast/Recording Studio 

 0 Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 
Source: Caltrans 2013 
 
Averaging Noise Levels 
 
In addition to noise levels at any given moment, the duration and averaging of noise levels over 
time is also important for the assessment of potential noise disturbance. Community noise levels 
vary continuously and most environmental noise includes a conglomeration of frequencies from 
distant sources that create a relatively steady background noise in which no particular source is 
identifiable. Noise levels varying over time are averaged over a period of time, usually hour(s), 
expressed as dBA Leq, which typically assumes a 1-hour average noise level, as used in this 
analysis. The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the highest sound level occurring during the 
averaging period, while Lmin is the minimum noise level. 
 
Time of day is also an important factor to consider when assessing potential community noise 
impacts, as noise levels that may be acceptable during the daytime (i.e., 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) 
may create disturbance during evening (i.e., 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or at night (i.e., 10:00 p.m. 
to 7:00 a.m.), when people are typically at home engaging in noise sensitive activities such as 
sleeping. To characterize average noise levels over a 24-hour period, the Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) descriptor is used, which is calculated from hourly Leq values, adding 
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5 dBA to each of the evening hourly Leq levels and adding 10 dBA to each of the night hourly 
Leq levels, to reflect the heightened noise sensitivity and greater disturbance potential from 
evening and nighttime noise, respectively. 
 
Noise-Sensitive Receptors 
 
Noise-sensitive receptors are land uses associated with indoor and/or outdoor activities that may 
be subject to stress and/or significant interference from noise on sleeping, studying, or 
convalescing activities. The 2015 amendments to the Noise Element of the City’s General Plan 
defines noise-sensitive land uses to include, but not necessarily be limited to, residential uses, 
hospitals, nursing facilities, intermediate care facilities, child educational facilities, libraries, 
parks and recreation facilities, and museums (City of San Diego 2015). 
 
In addition to human receptors, special-status wildlife species have been afforded protection or 
special recognition by federal, state, or local resource agencies or organizations. Special-status 
species typically have relatively limited distribution and may require specialized habitat 
conditions. Special-status bird species may be considered noise-sensitive, specifically, during 
their breeding season. Temporary, indirect impacts are likely to arise from construction-
generated noise resulting in destruction and/or avoidance of habitat by wildlife. Impacts to noise 
sensitive biological resources and habitat are discussed in Section 4.9, Biological Resources. 
 
Noise Attenuation 
 
From the noise source to the receiver, noise level changes both in level and frequency as it 
traverses the path between these two points. The most obvious change is the decrease in noise 
levels as the distance from the source increases. For a stationary noise source (or point source), 
the attenuation rate or drop-off in noise level would be at least -6 dBA for each doubling of 
unobstructed distance between source and the receiver. For a linear noise source, such as vehicle 
traffic on a major roadway, the attenuation rate or drop-off in noise level would be 
approximately -3 dBA for each doubling of unobstructed distance between source and the 
receiver. 
 
In addition to distance, noise levels may be further reduced due to ground absorption, 
atmospheric effects and refraction, shielding by natural terrain and man-made geographic 
features (e.g., noise barriers), diffraction, and reflection. An acoustically “soft” ground surface, 
characterized as being porous and, thus, sound absorptive, between source and receiver can 
further reduce noise levels by up to -5 dBA. In addition, a large barrier between a noise source 
and a receiver can significantly attenuate noise levels (i.e., from 5 to 10 dBA) at that receiver. 
The amount of attenuation provided by this “shielding” depends on many factors that include 
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barrier height, length, materials of composition, and its proximity to either the source or the 
receiver. Barriers can include natural terrain features, such as hills and dense woods, as well as 
man-made features, such as buildings and walls. Walls or berms are often specifically created to 
reduce noise. 
 
4.7.1.2 Existing Noise Sources 
 
The existing noise environment of the Project site is primarily influenced by noise from vehicle 
traffic on the roadways adjacent to and in proximity to the Project site, aircraft from MCAS 
Miramar, and railroad trains along the AT&SF in Rose Canyon. Traffic noise levels from 
roadways adjacent to the Project site are based primarily on traffic volume in ADT, vehicle mix 
percentage (i.e., automobiles, trucks, etc.), and vehicle speed. 
 
Primary 
 
The predominant source of traffic noise is from the Genesee Avenue and Regents Road 
Corridors, 1-5, I-805, and SR 52. 
 

• Genesee Avenue. Genesee Avenue is a north-south, 4- and 6-lane Arterial. Between 
Nobel Drive and Lehrer Drive, Genesee Avenue is classified as a 4-lane Major Arterial. 
Access to SR 52 is provided at these interchanges with Genesee Avenue. The ultimate 
street classification in the adopted Community Plan for Genesee Avenue is a 6-lane 
Collector between Nobel Drive and SR 52 Ramps. Genesee Avenue has reached the 
ultimate street classification in the adopted Community Plan on all other road segments. 
The posted speed limit is 45 mph. Genesee Avenue experiences poor LOS from the I-5 
interchange and south of Nobel Drive to the SR 52 interchange during both the AM and 
PM peak periods. In addition, from the I-5 southbound ramps to the I-5 northbound ramp, 
the anticipated ADT is 49,051, which is above existing capacity. 
 

• Regents Road. Regents Road is classified as a 6-lane Prime Arterial; however, near Rose 
Canyon Regents Road is a two-way, north-south roadway divided by Rose Canyon. 
South of Nobel Drive, Regents Road is classified as a 4-lane Major Arterial. South of 
Rose Canyon, north of Governor Drive, Regents Road is classified as a 2-lane Collector. 
Between Governor Drive and Luna Avenue, Regents Road is classified as a 4-lane Major 
Arterial. Access to SR 52 is provided along Regents Road. The ultimate street 
classification in the adopted Community Plan for Regents Road is a 4-lane Major 
Arterial. The posted speed limits along Regents Road are between 25 mph to 50 mph. 
Regents Road experiences poor LOS at the SR 52 interchange during both the AM and 
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PM peak periods. All roadway study segments along Regents Road were found to operate 
at an acceptable LOS D or better, and generate ADT below existing capacity. 
 

• I-5. I-5 is a significant north-south interstate highway that is located on the western half 
of the UCP Area and has interchanges at Genesee Avenue, La Jolla Village Drive, 
Gilman Drive, and Nobel Drive. I-5 operates at LOS E northbound during AM peak 
periods and LOS F during PM peak periods between SR 52 and Gilman Drive (see Table 
4.7-2). 
 

• I-805. I-805 is located on the eastern half of the UCP Area and has interchanges at La 
Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road, Nobel Drive, and Governor Drive. I-805 generally 
operates at LOS E or LOS F during both AM and PM peak periods (see Table 4.7-2). 
 

• SR 52. SR 52 is an east-west state highway that connects La Jolla on the west end at the 
termini with I-5 and Santee on the east end. SR 52 is located on the south side of the 
University community with interchanges at Regents Road and Genesee Avenue. SR 52 
operates as LOS E for the segment between Genesee Avenue and I-805 during the AM 
peak period, and LOS F between the segments of Regents Road and I-5 during the PM 
peak period. All failing segments are in the eastbound direction (see Table 4.7-2). 
 

Secondary 
 
The secondary noise sources on the Project site result from aircraft noise from MCAS Miramar, 
and train activity along railroad tracks through Rose Canyon including AMTRAK and 
COASTER passenger trains, and freight trains. MCAS Miramar is located east and southeast of 
the Project area. The MCAS Miramar ALUCP has noise contours and a compatibility matrix for 
aircraft-produced noise impacts. The Genesee Avenue and Regents Road Corridors are located 
well outside the 65 dBA CNEL contour boundary. Single-event noise may be periodically 
audible within the corridor from jet aircraft take-off or helicopter flyover activities; however, 
MCAS aircraft noise is not a major contributor to the noise environment of the Project. 
 
Noise levels from MCAS Miramar exceeding 65 dBA CNEL impact land uses in the northern 
and eastern portions of the UCP Area. The most severe noise levels, up to 75 dBA CNEL, impact 
land uses along Eastgate Mall and Miramar Road east of I-805. The land in this area consists of 
level mesas, partially developed industrial land uses, and the slopes along Soledad Canyon and 
Sorrento Valley. The only existing land uses that are incompatible with the ALUCP are the 
residential units near the eastern edge of the South UCP Area and the Torrey Pines Inn. Both of 
these developments were approved prior to the establishment of aircraft noise compatibility 
standards (City of San Diego 2014b). 
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The AT&SF is a source of passenger and freight train noise along Rose Canyon and Sorrento 
Valley. Peak noise levels from passing trains can generate 85 dBA at 100 feet from passing train. 
However, noise levels currently do not exceed 65 dBA as close as 25 feet from the train activity 
because of the intermittent nature of the train noise based on the frequency of passing trains (City 
of San Diego 2014b). 
 
Human activities in residential areas also generate noise from landscaping, home and vehicle 
maintenance, and voices. 
 
4.7.1.3 Noise-Sensitive Land Uses 
 
As discussed in Section 4.7.1.1, the City defines noise-sensitive land uses to include, but not 
necessarily be limited to, residential uses, hospitals, nursing facilities, intermediate care facilities, 
child educational facilities, libraries, parks and recreation facilities, and museums (City of San 
Diego 2015b). In addition, special-status wildlife species may be considered noise sensitive, 
specifically, during their breeding season. Noise-sensitive receptors applicable to the Project are 
identified below for the Genesee Avenue Corridor and Regents Road Corridor in the South 
University Subarea of the UCP Area. 
 
The South University Subarea is an urbanized area bordered by I-5 on the west, I-805 on the 
east, SR 52 on the south, and Rose Canyon on the north. The two major canyons, Rose Canyon 
on the north and San Clemente Canyon on the south, isolate as well as define the South 
University Subarea. Access to the subarea is available from Regents Road and Genesee Avenue 
from the south, Genesee Avenue from the north and Governor Drive off of I-805 from the east. 
Governor Drive connects most land uses in the subarea as it is the only major east-west street, 
which terminates at Stresemann Street to the west (City of San Diego 2014b). 
 
Noise-sensitive receptors along the Project roadway corridors include single-family residential 
development and educational facilities that include University High School (6949 Genesee 
Avenue) and Marie Curie Elementary School (4080 Governor Drive). Park and recreation 
facilities are also found within the South University Subarea. Rose Canyon forms the northern 
boundary, while San Clemente Canyon (Marian Bear Memorial Park) forms the southern 
boundary of the subarea. Standley Community Park (3585 Governor Drive) is located south of 
Governor Drive between Stadium Street and Radcliffe Drive. 
 
Other noise-sensitive receptors include medical facilities (Partners Urgent Care UTC at 4085 
Governor Drive); a library (University Community Branch Library at 4155 Governor Drive); and 
child care facilities (Curie Extended Day Child Care at 4080 Governor Drive and Lighthouse 
Early Childhood Center at 5055 Governor Drive). 
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4.7.1.4 Project Roadway Corridors 
 
Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
The dominant noise source in the Genesee Avenue Corridor is vehicle traffic. Secondary sources 
of noise are related to train and aircraft activity. Periodic train noise is generated as trains pass 
through Rose Canyon and cross under the Genesee Avenue Corridor. 
 
Aircraft noise is generated from aircraft activity from MCAS Miramar, which is located east and 
southeast of the Project site. The Genesee Avenue Corridor is located well outside of the 65 dB 
CNEL contour boundary. Single-event noise may be periodically audible within the corridor 
from jet aircraft take-off or helicopter flyover activities, but not at levels that significantly 
change CNEL levels in the community. 
 
Regents Road Corridor 
 
The primary sources of noise along the Regents Road Corridor, north and south of Rose Canyon, 
are primarily from distant transportation-related activities, due to its division in both directions at 
Rose Canyon (i.e., no through traffic). Secondary noise sources include train traffic 
intermittently emanating from the rail line depressed within Rose Canyon. The canyon shields 
off-site nearby residential land uses from train noise such that baseline noise levels are 
moderately low at most residences within the Regents Road Corridor. 
 
An additional secondary source of noise is aircraft activity related to MCAS Miramar, which is 
located east and southeast of the Project site. The Regents Road Corridor is located well outside 
the 65 dBA CNEL contour boundary. Single-event noise may be periodically audible within the 
corridor from jet aircraft take-off or helicopter flyover activities, but not at levels that 
significantly change CNEL levels in the community. 
 
Project Traffic Volumes 
 
Project traffic data, including ADT volumes and peak hour AM and PM volumes for Project 
roadways and freeways, are provided in Table 4.7-2 for Existing Conditions, Future Year with 
Adopted UCP, and Future Year with Project. Future Year with Adopted UCP assumes that the 
Adopted UCP and all the transportation improvements associated with the current plan would 
continue to be implemented (including planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road 
Bridge). Future Year with Project assumes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 
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Table 4.7-2 
Existing and Future Project Roadway Traffic Volumes 

Roadway/ 
Freeway Project Segment 

ADT Volumes Peak Hour Volumes 

Adopted 
UCP 

Future Year 
with 

Adopted UCP 

Future Year 
with 

Project Direction 
Peak 

Period 
Adopted 

UCP 

Future Year 
with 

Adopted UCP 

Future 
Year with 

Project 
No Bridge 

No Widening 
 Bridge 

& Widening 
No Bridge 

No Widening 
  No Bridge 

No Widening 
 Bridge 

& Widening 
No Bridge 

No Widening 
Regents 
Road 

Nobel Drive to Rose 
Canyon  

10,688 27,000 11,600 NB AM 93 1,499 97 
PM 122 1,738 121 

SB AM 382 888 422 
PM 747 1,699 685 

Rose Canyon to 
Governors Drive 

1,940 30,000 2,400 NB AM 93 1,499 97 
PM 122 1,738 121 

SB AM 382 888 422 
PM 747 1,699 685 

Governors Drive to  
SR 52 

16,181 30,300 17,800 NB AM 828 1,629 909 
PM 697 926 754 

SB AM 384 897 472 
PM 460 1,410 527 

Genesee 
Avenue 

Noble Drive to 
Centurion Square  

30,922 39,600 46,500 NB 
 

AM 2,264 2,225 2,918 
PM 923 1,048 1,378 

SB AM 393 565 700 
PM 1,709 2,365 2,798 

Centurion Square to 
SR 52 

30,325 43,900 54,600 NB AM 1,357 1,629 2,918 
PM 786 920 1,378 

SB 
 

AM 1,090 990 1,294 
PM 2,351 2,755 3,483 

SR 52 Regents Road to 
Genesee Avenue (EB) 

42,541 53,666 52,954 EB AM 3,119 4,515 4,484 
PM 4,316 6,092 6,051 

Regents Road to 
Genesee Avenue (WB) 

45,063 56,428  56,383 WB AM 3,564 5,030 4,996 
PM 2,945 4,157 4,129 

Source: Kimley-Horn 2016 
Note: Roadway segment traffic volumes (i.e., Genesee Avenue and Regents Road) provided as ADT; freeway segment (i.e., SR 52) provided as peak hour volumes. 
With Project = Removal of both Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening (existing condition). 
Without Project = Construction of Regents Road Bridge and widening of Genesee Avenue (from 4 to 6 lanes). 
ADT = average daily traffic    EB = Eastbound    WB = Westbound     
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As shown in Table 4.7-2, in Future Year with Adopted UCP in comparison to existing 
conditions, the ADT and peak hour volumes substantially increase along the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor and Regents Road Corridor. In Future Year with Project, the ADT and peak hour traffic 
volumes moderately increase along the Regents Road Corridor in comparison to existing 
conditions, while the Genesee Avenue Corridor and SR 52 are projected to experience a 
significant increase in ADT and peak hour traffic volumes in comparison to existing conditions. 
 
As shown in Table 4.7-2, Future Year with Project in comparison to Future Year with Adopted 
UCP, ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor substantially 
decrease (i.e., more than half). The Genesee Avenue Corridor shows a moderate increase in peak 
hour traffic volumes. SR 52 volumes would decrease slightly. 
 
Traffic noise levels provide an estimate of the contribution of traffic noise on ambient noise 
levels at noise-sensitive receptors (i.e., residences) along roadway/freeway segments. Traffic 
noise is approximated as a line source, which attenuates with distance at a rate of 3 dBA per 
doubling of distance. Ambient noise levels within the UCP Area would also include the 
contribution of noise levels from other sources (i.e., aircraft, commercial, industrial, residential) 
on-site and surrounding areas. 
 
4.7.1.5 Ambient Noise Measurements 
 
To provide a traffic noise baseline for the Project roadway segments affected by the Project and 
to document the relationship between hourly and 24-hour CNEL levels, ambient noise level 
measurements and observations were performed at noise-sensitive receptors in proximity to the 
Project segments of the affected roadways. Noise measurements were conducted using ANSI 
Type 1 or 2 sound level meters (SLMs), which were programmed in “slow” response mode, and 
to measure noise levels in A-weighted mode. All noise measurements were conducted 
approximately 5 feet above ground level using stationary tripods. SLMs were calibrated before 
and after each measurement. 
 
On Thursday, February 5, 2016, a long-term (LT) continuous 24-hour noise measurement was 
conducted at residences in proximity and/or adjacent to each of the three Project roadway 
segment corridors of Genesee Avenue (LT-1), Regents Road (LT-2), and SR 52 (LT-3). The 
noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 4.7-1. The primary noise source at each 
location was vehicle traffic. Noise level measurements and observations are summarized in 
Table 4.7-3. 
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Table 4.7-3 
Ambient Noise Measurement Summary 

Site 
ID* 

Measurement 
Location CNEL 

Peak 
Hour 

Leq 
(peak hour) 

CNEL minus 
Leq (peak hour) 

LT-1 Genesee Avenue 71.9 12:30 PM 70.9 1.0 
LT-2 Regents Road 57.7 6:50 AM 57.3 0.5 
LT-3 SR 52 73.9 4:20 PM 71.6 2.3 

 
The CNEL values ranged from 57.7 to 73.9 dBA CNEL. The peak hour (i.e., the hour with the 
greatest traffic volumes at full speed) occurs during the midday and late afternoon commute 
period for LT-1 and LT-3, respectively, and early morning for LT-2. The peak hour Leq noise 
levels ranged from 57.3 to 71.6 dBA Leq (peak hour). 
 
4.7.1.6 Noise Modeling 
 
No detailed traffic noise model analysis (e.g., modeling of specific roadways using the FHWA 
Traffic Noise Model [TNM]) was conducted. Noise measurements conducted were used to 
determine the site-specific distances between the TNM-predicted hourly noise level and the 
24-hour CNEL level. As shown in Table 4.7-3, the calculated difference between measured 
CNEL and Leq peak hour values recorded at each discrete measurement location during the field 
survey were used to convert future modeled Leq levels to future dBA CNEL. TNM was utilized 
to develop conceptual distances (in feet, from the center of the roadway centerline) of various 
CNEL threshold contours (i.e., 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL) along the Genesee Avenue and 
Regents Road Corridors, and SR 52, with and without the Project, and their net change, as shown 
in Table 4.7-4. 
 
As shown in Table 4.7-4, With Project compared to With Adopted UCP, the distance of the 
CNEL contours increase away from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor, decrease 
along the Regents Road Corridor, and essentially remain unchanged along the SR 52 corridor. 
The changes in CNEL distances identify where potential noise impacts would occur with respect 
to exceeding the City’s residential exterior CNEL noise standards with the Project. Figures 4.7-2 
through 4.7-5 illustrate the changes in the CNEL contour distances along the Genesee Avenue 
and Regents Road Corridors. Figure 4.7-1 provides a key to the location of Figures 4.7-2 through 
4.7-5. 
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Table 4.7-4 
CNEL Noise Contour Distances 

CNEL 
(dBA Leq) 

Distance From Roadway Centerline (feet) 

Change 
With 

Adopted UCP With Project 
Genesee Avenue – Nobel Drive to Centurion Square 

70 66 84 +18 
65 145 170 +25 
60 228 270 +45 

Genesee Avenue – Centurion Square to SR 52 
70 80 96 +16 
65 162 176 +14 
60 241 270 +29 

Regents Road – Nobel Drive to Rose Canyon 
70 61 15 -46 
65 138 69 -69 
60 235 153 -82 

Regents Road – Rose Canyon to Governor Drive 
70 52 23 -29 
65 101 58 -43 
60 175 107 -68 

Regents Road – Governor Drive to SR 52 
70 61 41 -20 
65 147 93 -54 
60 242 191 -51 

SR 52 – Regents Road to Genesee Avenue 
70 330 330 0 
65 487 484 -3 
60 720 720 0 

 
4.7.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.7.2.1 Federal 
 
The federal government actively advocates that local jurisdictions use their land use regulatory 
authority to arrange new development in such a way that “noise-sensitive” uses are prohibited 
from being sited adjacent to a highway or, alternately, that the developments are planned and 
constructed in such a manner that potential noise impacts are minimized. Federal noise and 
vibration policies, programs, and/or guidelines developed by the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) and the FHWA are used to calculate construction noise and vibration levels and perform 
impact analyses. 
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4.7.2.2 State 
 
Title 24 of the California Administrative Code 
 
Title 24 of the California Administrative Code requires that residential structures, other than 
detached single-family dwellings, be designed to prevent the intrusion of exterior noise so that 
the interior noise level with windows closed and attributable to exterior sources does not exceed 
45 dBA CNEL in any habitable room. The California State Building Code Section 1208A.8.2 
implements this standard by stating that “interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources 
shall not exceed 45 dBA CNEL in any habitable room.” 
 
California Environmental Quality Act 
 
Appendix G of CEQA Guidelines (CCR, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000–15387) 
provides thresholds of significance for noise, although specific lead agencies may develop their 
own threshold of significance. This report uses thresholds established by the City of San Diego. 
 
4.7.2.3 Local 
 
Applicable plans and ordinances with respect to noise include the City’s General Plan, Noise 
Element, including the City’s 2015 General Plan Amendments; the UCP, Noise Element; the 
City’s Municipal Code, Noise Ordinance; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds. 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
2008 City of San Diego General Plan – Noise Element. The Noise Element of the City of San 
Diego General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a) provides goals and policies to guide compatible 
land uses and incorporate noise attenuation measures for new uses, which was amended by the 
City’s 2015 General Plan Amendments (City of San Diego 2015b). The goal of the Noise 
Element is controlling noise to acceptable levels at its source. Specific goals and policies of the 
Noise Element applicable to the Project include noise and land use compatibility, motor vehicle 
traffic noise, trolley and train noise, commercial and mixed-use activity noise, construction and 
public activity noise, and noise attenuating measures provided to guide development. 
 
Noise and Land Use Compatibility. The Noise Element provides land use and noise compatibility 
guidelines for land use categories and exterior exposure levels, as shown below in Table 4.7-5 
Land Use – Noise Compatibility Guidelines. The land uses described provide examples of uses 
under each land use category. 
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Table 4.7-5 
Land Use – Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

Land Use Category 
Exterior Noise Exposure 

(dBA CNEL) 
 60 65 70 75 

     

Parks and Recreational 

Parks, Active and Passive Recreation      
Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf Courses; Water Recreational Facilities; Indoor Recreation 
Facilities      

Agricultural 
Crop Raising & Farming; Community Gardens, Aquaculture, Dairies; Horticulture Nurserie  
& Greenhouses; Animal Raising, Maintain & Keeping; Commercial Stables       

Residential 

Single Dwelling Units; Mobile Homes  45    

Multiple Dwelling Units *For uses affected by aircraft noise, refer to Policies NE-D.2. & NE-D.3.   45 45*   

Institutional 
Hospitals; Nursing Facilities; Intermediate Care Facilities; Kindergarten through Grade 12; 
Libraries; Museums; Child Care Facilities  45    

 
Educational Facilities including Vocational./Trade Schools and Colleges and Universities  45 45   

Cemeteries       

Retail Sales 
Building Supplies/Equipment; Food, Beverages & Groceries; Pets & Pet Supplies; Sundries  
Pharmaceutical, & Convenience Sales; Wearing Apparel & Accessories   50 50  

Commercial Services 
Building Services; Business Support; Eating & Drinking; Financial Institutions; Maintenanc  
& Repair, Personal Services; Assembly & Entertainment (includes public and religious 
assembly); Radio & Television Studios; Golf Course Support 

  50 50   

Visitor Accommodations   45 45 45  

Offices 
Business & Professional; Government; Medical, Dental & Health Practitioner; Regional & 
Corporate Headquarters   50 50  

Vehicle and Vehicular Equipment Sales and Services Use      
Commercial or Personal Vehicle Repair & Maintenance; Commercial or Personal Vehicle 
Sales & Rentals; Vehicle Equipment & Supplies Sales & Rentals; Vehicle Parking       

Wholesale, Distribution, Storage Use Category      
Equipment & Materials Storage Yards; Moving & Storage Facilities; Warehouse;  
Wholesale Distribution       

Industrial      
Heavy Manufacturing; Light Manufacturing; Marine Industry; Trucking & Transportation 
Terminals; Mining & Extractive Industries       

Research & Development     50  
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Land Use Category 
Exterior Noise Exposure 

(dBA CNEL) 
 60 65 70 75 

     

 

Compatible 
Indoor Uses Standard construction methods should attenuate exterior noise to an 

acceptable indoor noise level. Refer to Section I.  

Outdoor Uses Activities associated with the land use may be carried out. 
 

 

Conditionally 
Compatible 

Indoor Uses 
Building structure must attenuate exterior noise to the indoor noise level 
indicated by the number (45 or 50) for occupied areas. Refer to Section 
I. 

 
45, 50 

Outdoor Uses 
Feasible noise mitigation techniques should be analyzed and 
incorporated to make the outdoor activities acceptable. Refer to Section 
I. 

 

 

Incompatible 
Indoor Uses New construction should not be undertaken.  

Outdoor Uses Severe noise interference makes outdoor activities unacceptable. 
 

Source: City of San Diego 2015b 
 
As shown in Table 4.7-5, single and multiple dwelling units are “compatible” in areas with 
exterior noise levels up to 60 dBA CNEL, and “conditionally compatible” for single dwelling 
units in areas with exterior noise levels of 65 dBA CNEL, and multiple dwelling units of 60 to 
70 dBA CNEL, provided that the building structure attenuates interior noise levels to 45 dBA 
CNEL. 
 
The City of San Diego assumes that standard construction techniques would provide a 15 dB 
reduction of exterior noise levels to an interior receiver (City of San Diego 2015b). With these 
criteria, standard construction could be assumed to result in interior noise levels of 45 dBA 
CNEL or less when exterior sources are 60 dBA CNEL or less. When exterior noise levels are 
greater than 60 dBA CNEL and the interior threshold is 45 dBA CNEL, consideration of specific 
construction techniques is required. 
 
Motor Vehicle Traffic Noise 
 
Traffic noise level is dependent upon traffic volume, speed, flow, vehicle mix, pavement type 
and condition, and the use of barriers, as well as distance to the receptor. At higher speeds, 
typically on freeways, highways, and Prime Arterials, the noise from tire/pavement interaction 
can be greater than from vehicle exhaust and engine noise. Noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to 
freeways and highways should be buffered from excessive noise levels by intervening, less 
sensitive, industrial-commercial uses or shielded by sound walls or landscaped berms. The City 
can, however, influence daily traffic volumes and reduce peak hour traffic by promoting 
alternative transportation modes and integration of mixed-use infill development. The peak hour 



4.7  Noise 
 

 
Page 4.7-20 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

traffic may or may not be the worst-case noise levels since higher traffic volumes can lead to 
higher congestion and lower operating speeds. The worst-case noise levels may occur in hours 
with lower volumes and higher speeds. 

Although not generally considered “compatible,” the City conditionally allows multiple unit and 
mixed-use residential uses up to 75 dBA CNEL in areas affected primarily by motor vehicle 
traffic noise with existing residential uses. Any future residential use above the 70 dBA CNEL 
must include noise attenuation measures to ensure an interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL and 
be located in an area where a community plan allows multiple unit and mixed-use residential 
uses. 

UCP Noise Element 

The Noise Element of the UCP identified that noise within the UCP Area is primarily caused by 
transportation functions, which consists of aircraft activity from MCAS Miramar, vehicle traffic 
on local major roadways, and train activity on the local AT&SF rail line (City of San Diego 
2014b). 

Noise Ordinance 

The City’s Noise Ordinance is contained in the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 5, Article 9.5, 
Noise Abatement and Control (City of San Diego 2010a). The noise ordinance regulates noise 
generated by on-site sources associated with Project operation, such as heating, ventilation, and 
air conditioning (HVAC) units. The noise limits of the City Noise Ordinance for various land 
uses by time of day are shown in Table 4.7-6. 
 

Table 4.7-6 
Property Line Noise-Level Limits by Land Use and Time of Day 

Land Use Zone Time of Day 
One-Hour Average 

Sound Level (dBA Leq) 

1. Single-Family Residential  
7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 50 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 45 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 40 

2. Multi-Family Residential 
(Up to a maximum density of 1/2,000)  

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 55 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 50 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 45 

3. All Other Residential  
7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 60 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 55 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 50 

4. Commercial  
7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 65 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 60 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 60 

5. Industrial or Agricultural  Any time 75 
Source: City of San Diego 2010a 
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The City’s Noise Ordinance also regulates noise produced by construction activities. 
Construction activities are prohibited between the hours of 7 p.m. of any day and 7 a.m. the 
following day, and legal holidays, except in the case of an emergency. Section 59.5.0404 of the 
Noise Ordinance limits construction noise to an average sound level of 75 dBA at the affected 
property line during the 12-hour period from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (City of San Diego 2010a). 
 
Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds outline the criteria and thresholds used 
to determine whether Project impacts are significant (City of San Diego 2011a). Thresholds 
applicable to the Project include traffic noise, stationary noise generators, sensitive wildlife, 
construction noise, and noise/land use compatibility, which have been used in this analysis for 
identifying significant noise impacts applicable to the Project. Traffic Noise Significance 
Thresholds are provided for structures affected by traffic noise to determine interior and exterior 
noise impacts from traffic-generated noise in Table 4.7-7. 
 

Table 4.7-7 
Traffic Noise Significance Thresholds (dBA CNEL) 

Structure of Proposed Use 
That Would Be Impacted by 

Traffic Noise Interior Space 

Exterior 
Usable 
Space1 

General Indication of Potential 
Significance 

Single-family detached 45 dB 65 dB 
Structure or outdoor usable area2 
is <50 feet from the center of the 
closest (outside) lane on a street 
with existing or future ADTs 
>7,500 

Multi-family, school, library, 
hospital, day care center, hotel, 
motel, park, convalescent home 

Development 
Services 
Department 
(DSD) ensures 
45 dB pursuant 
to Title 24 

65 dB 

Office, church, business, 
professional uses n/a 70 dB 

Structure or outdoor usable area 
is <50 feet from the center of the 
closest lane on a street with 
existing or future ADTs >20,000 

Commercial, retail, industrial, 
outdoor spectator sports uses n/a 75 dB 

Structure or outdoor usable area 
is <50 feet from the center of the 
closest lane on a street with 
existing or future ADTs >40,000 

1 If a project is currently at or exceeds the significance thresholds for traffic noise described above and 
noise levels would result in less than a 3-dB increase, then the impact is not considered significant. 
2 Exterior usable areas do not include residential front yards or balconies unless the areas such as 
balconies are part of the required usable open space calculation for multi-family units. 
Source: City of San Diego 2011a 
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As shown in Table 4.7-7, the noise level at exterior usable open space for single- and multi-
family residences should not exceed 65 dBA CNEL and for commercial or retail space should 
not exceed 75 dBA CNEL. Table 4.7-7 further specifies that outdoor usable areas would 
generally indicate a significant noise impact if located closer than 50 feet from the centerline of 
the closest traffic lane of a street with existing or future daily traffic volumes greater than 20,000 
ADT. 
 
Noise significance thresholds for noise generated by adjacent stationary sources such as HVAC 
units are identified in the City’s Noise Ordinance. A project that would generate noise levels at 
the property line that exceed the City’s Noise Ordinance Standards, as reflected in Property Line 
Noise-Level Limits by Land Use and Time of Day (Table 4.7-6), is considered potentially 
significant. Although noise levels could be consistent with the City’s Noise Ordinance Standards, 
a noise level above 65 dBA CNEL at the residential property line could be considered a 
significant environmental impact. 
 
Noise significance thresholds for noise impacts to sensitive wildlife are provided for certain 
avian species during their breeding season, depending upon the location of the project, such as in 
or adjacent to an MHPA, whether or not the project is occupied by California gnatcatcher, least 
Bell’s vireo, southern willow flycatcher, least tern, cactus wren, tricolored blackbird, or western 
snowy plover, and whether or not noise levels from the project, including construction during the 
breeding season of these species, would exceed 60 dBA or an existing ambient noise level if 
above 60 dBA. In addition, significant noise impacts to the California gnatcatcher are only 
analyzed if the project is within an MHPA; there are no restrictions for the gnatcatcher outside 
the MHPA any time of year. 
 
Noise significance thresholds for construction noise are provided by the allowable construction 
hours and noise level limit identified in the City’s Noise Ordinance (City of San Diego 2010a). 
Construction activity is prohibited between the hours of 7 p.m. of any day and 7a.m. of the 
following day, and on legal holidays, except in the case of an emergency. Construction noise 
levels measured at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned residential shall not 
exceed an average sound level greater than 75 dB during the 12-hour period from 7 a.m. to 
7 p.m. (City of San Diego 2010a). Additionally, where temporary construction noise would 
substantially interfere with normal business communication, or affect sensitive receptors such as 
day care facilities, a significant noise impact may be identified. 
 
Noise significance thresholds for noise/land use compatibility are provided in the City’s General 
Plan Noise Element (City of San Diego 2015b), as shown in Table 4.7-2, which indicates the 
City’s exterior unconditional “compatible” noise level standard for residential uses (single-
family and multi-family dwelling units) of 60 dBA CNEL. The City assumes that standard 
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construction design techniques would provide a 15 dB reduction of exterior noise levels to 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL or less when exterior sources are 60 dBA CNEL or less. 
When exterior noise levels are greater than 60 dBA CNEL, consideration of specific construction 
techniques is required. Multi-family dwelling units with exterior noise levels of up to 70 dBA 
CNEL are “conditionally compatible” provided that the building structure attenuates interior 
noise levels to 45 dBA CNEL (City of San Diego 2015b). 
 
4.7.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
The following thresholds are based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds and 
Noise Ordinance, as applicable to the Project. 
  
A significant noise impact would occur if the Project would: 
 

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

2. Expose people to noise levels which exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance; or 

3. Expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards 
established in the Noise Element of the General Plan. 

 
4.7.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project result in or create a significant increase in the existing ambient 
noise levels? 
 
4.7.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Construction 
 
Construction noise is considered temporary and short term. Construction noise at its source 
varies depending on construction activities and duration, and the type and use of equipment 
involved. Noise impacts from construction are dependent on the construction noise levels 
generated, the timing and duration of the construction activities, proximity to sensitive receptors, 
and noise regulations and standards. Construction equipment can be stationary or mobile. 
Stationary equipment operates in one location for various periods of time with fixed-power 
operation, such as pumps, generators, and compressors, or a variable noise operation, such as 
pile drivers, rock drills, and pavement breakers. Mobile equipment such as bulldozers, graders, 
and loaders moves around the construction site (FTA 2006). Heavy construction equipment 
typically operates for short periods at full power followed by extended periods of operation at 
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lower power, idling, or powered-off conditions. Typically, site preparation involves demolition, 
grading, compacting, and excavating, which would include the use of backhoes, bulldozers, 
loaders, excavation equipment (e.g., graders and scrapers), pile drivers, and compaction 
equipment. Finishing activities may include the use of pneumatic hand tools, scrapers, concrete 
trucks, vibrators, and haul trucks. Typical maximum noise levels generated by various pieces of 
construction equipment are listed in Table 4.7-8. 
 

Table 4.7-8 
Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment 

Noise Level 
(dBA Lmax) 
at 50 Feet 

Auger Drill Rig 85 
Backhoe 80 
Blasting 94 
Chain Saw 85 
Clam Shovel 93 
Compactor (ground)  80 
Compressor (air) 80 
Concrete Batch Plant * 80 
Concrete Crushing Plant ** 86 
Concrete Mixer Truck 85 
Concrete Pump 82 
Concrete Saw  90 
Crane (mobile or stationary) 85 
Dozer  85 
Dump Truck 84 
Excavator  85 
Front End Loader  80 
Generator (25 KVA or less)  70 
Generator (more than 25 KVA) 82 
Grader 85 
Hydra Break Ram  90 
Impact Pile Driver (diesel or drop) 95 
Insitu Soil Sampling Rig 84 
Jackhammer 85 
Mounted Impact Hammer (hoe ram) 90 
Paver 85 
Pneumatic Tools  85 
Pumps  77 
Rock Drill 85 
Scraper  85 
Tractor 84 
Vacuum Excavator (vac-truck) 85 
Vibratory Concrete Mixer 80 
Vibratory Pile Driver 95 

Source: Thalheimer 2000, FTA 2006,  
KVA = kilovolt amps 
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As shown in Table 4.7-8, maximum construction equipment noise levels range from 70 to 95 
dBA Lmax, depending upon the piece of equipment operating (FTA 2006). In typical construction 
projects, grading and impact activities typically generate the highest noise levels. Grading 
involves the largest, heaviest equipment and typically includes bulldozers, excavators, dump 
trucks, front-end loaders, and graders with maximum noise levels range from 80 to 85 dBA Lmax. 
Impact equipment includes pile drivers, rock drills, pavement breakers, concrete crushers, and 
industrial/concrete saws with maximum noise levels range from 90 to 95 dBA Lmax. Each phase 
of construction has a specific equipment mix, depending on the work to be accomplished during 
that phase. Each phase also has its own noise characteristics; some phases would have higher 
continuous noise levels than others, and some have high-impact noise levels. 
 
Typical construction projects, with equipment moving from one point to another, work breaks, 
and idle time, have hourly average noise levels (Leq) that are lower than loud short-term, or 
instantaneous, peak noise events shown in Table 4.7-7. The Leq of each phase is determined by 
combining the Leq contributions from each piece of equipment used in that phase (FTA 2006). 
Therefore, typically, hourly average noise levels from heavy construction equipment would be 
approximately 75 to 80 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the center of the construction activities, and 
approximately 90 dBA Leq at 50 feet for impact equipment. Noise levels of other construction 
activities would be less. 
 
Roadway widening and bridge construction includes various demolition and construction 
activities, such as demolition of structures and pavement, site preparation including import and 
placement of fill, pile driving for the bridge foundation, and construction of the bridge and 
roadways widening. Construction noise is generated during the construction phases. 
 
Noise levels from construction activities attenuate with distance at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling 
of distance over acoustically hard sites, such as streets and parking lots. Intervening structures 
and/or topography between noise source and receptor would further attenuate noise levels. These 
factors generally limit the distance construction noise travels and ensure noise impacts from 
construction are localized. 
 
Project construction noise can be predicted at the representative nearby noise-sensitive receivers 
based on the “general assessment” methodology (FTA 2006), which presumes the two loudest 
pieces of equipment associated with an activity are operating at full power and located at the 
geographic center of a construction area or zone. The expected major noise producer(s) is based 
on the available anticipated roster of project construction equipment and schedule, and their 
location for each construction activity phase. Reference data from the FHWA’s Roadway 
Construction Noise Model (RCNM) User’s Guide (FHWA 2006) can be used to define the sound 
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source levels and acoustical usage factors (i.e., what percentage of time would equipment operate 
at full power) of construction equipment or activities. 
 
Operation 
 
Operational noise is typically considered permanent, i.e., for the duration of the operation of the 
constructed facilities. A significant permanent increase is conservatively defined as a direct 
Project-related permanent ambient increase of 3 dBA CNEL or greater. An increase of 3 dBA is 
perceived by the human ear as a barely perceptible increase. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Construction 
 
The Project would remove the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP. As such, 
construction activities would not occur in proximity to nearby residences. Therefore, the removal 
of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors in the 
Project vicinity. 
 
Operation 
 
The Project would remove the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP. Traffic volumes on 
Genesee Avenue would not substantially increase (i.e., more than double) in the future year with 
the Project compared to existing traffic volumes on Genesee Avenue, as shown in Table 4.7-2. 
Therefore, existing ambient noise levels would not increase by 3 dBA CNEL on Genesee 
Avenue. Therefore, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would 
not result in a substantial permanent increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive 
receptors in the Project vicinity due to the Project. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Construction 
 
The Project would remove the construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 
As such, construction activities would not occur in proximity to nearby residences along the 
Regents Road Corridor. Therefore, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the 
UCP would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise 
levels at noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity. 
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Operation 
 
The Project would remove the construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 
Traffic volumes on the Regents Road Corridor would not substantially increase (i.e., more than 
double) in the future year with the Project compared to existing traffic volumes on Regents 
Road, as shown in Table 4.7-2. Therefore, existing ambient noise levels would not increase by 3 
dBA CNEL or greater on the Regents Road Corridor with the Project. Therefore, the removal of 
the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in a substantial permanent 
increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity due to 
the Project. 
 
4.7.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in a 
substantial temporary or periodic, or permanent increase in existing ambient noise levels at 
noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity due to Project construction and operation. No 
impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in a substantial 
temporary or periodic, or permanent increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive 
receptors in the Project vicinity due to Project construction and operation. No impacts would 
occur. 
 
4.7.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.7.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project expose people to noise levels which exceed the City’s adopted 
noise ordinance? 
 



4.7  Noise 
 

 
Page 4.7-28 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

4.7.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Construction 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not involve 
construction or modification of the existing roadway that would result in the exposure of 
sensitive receptors to construction-related noise levels that exceed the City’s adopted noise 
ordinance for construction. 
 
Operation 
 
The City’s noise ordinance limits operational noise levels at adjacent property lines for various 
land uses (i.e., residential, commercial, and industrial) by time of day (i.e., day, evening, and 
night) for noise generated on-site (Table 4.7-6) (City of San Diego 2010a). The City’s noise 
ordinance does not regulate traffic noise on roadways. The removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening would not construct facilities on adjacent land uses (i.e., residential, 
commercial, or industrial) that would generate operational noise applicable to the sound level 
limits in the City’s noise ordinance. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Construction 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not involve construction 
or modification of the existing roadway that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
construction-related noise levels that exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance for construction. 
 
Operation 
 
The City’s noise ordinance limits operational noise levels at adjacent property lines for various 
land uses (i.e., residential, commercial, and industrial) by time of day (i.e., day, evening, and 
night) for noise generated on-site (Table 4.7-6) (City of San Diego 2010a). The City’s noise 
ordinance does not regulate traffic noise on roadways. The removal of the planned Regents Road 
Bridge would not construct facilities on adjacent land uses (i.e., residential, commercial, or 
industrial) that would generate operational noise applicable to the sound level limits in the City’s 
noise ordinance. 
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4.7.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not expose people 
to noise levels that exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance for construction and operation. No 
impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not expose people to 
noise levels that exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance for construction and operation. No 
impacts would occur. 
 
4.7.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.7.6 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 3: Would the project expose people to current or future transportation noise levels 
that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan? 
 
4.7.6.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge 
 
Under the Project, the planned widening of Genesee Avenue and the construction of the Regents 
Road Bridge would not occur. As shown in Table 4.7-2, the Genesee Avenue Corridor shows a 
moderate increase in peak hour traffic volumes and SR 52 volumes would decrease slightly. As 
shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor increases. Therefore, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening from the UCP would expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that 
exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (i.e., exterior standard of 
up to 65 dBA CNEL residential; interior standard of 45 dBA CNEL residential) (City of San 
Diego 2008a). 
 
As shown in Table 4.7-2, Future Year With Project in comparison to Future Year With Adopted 
UCP, ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor would substantially 
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decrease by more than half. SR 52 volumes would decrease slightly. As shown in Table 4.7-4, 
the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour decreases from the centerline of the Regents Road 
Corridor With Project compared to With Adopted UCP, at distances ranging from 43 to 69 feet 
to the residences along the corridor. Figures 4.7-4 through 4.7-5 illustrate the changes in the 65 
dBA CNEL contour distances along the Regents Road Corridor. The distance of the 65 dBA 
CNEL contour from the centerline of the Project segment of SR 52 essentially remains 
unchanged. Therefore, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not 
expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in 
the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). 
 
4.7.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge 
 
As shown in Table 4.7-2, the Genesee Avenue Corridor shows a moderate increase in peak hour 
traffic volumes. SR 52 volumes would decrease slightly. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance 
of the 65 dBA CNEL contour increases from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor to 
the residences With Project compared to With Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to current or future 
transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General 
Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). This is a potentially significant impact. Therefore, mitigation is 
required. 
 
As shown in Table 4.7-2, Future Year with Project in comparison to Future Year With Adopted 
UCP, ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor would substantially 
decrease by more than half. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour 
from the centerline of the Regents Road Corridor decreases to the residences With Project 
compared to With Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge 
from the UCP would not expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that 
exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 
2008a). Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
4.7.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level noise mitigation measures for 
Discretionary projects. Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant noise 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Noise 
Element, including the City’s 2015 General Plan Amendments; the UCP, Noise Element; the 
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City’s Municipal Code, Noise Ordinance; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds, through the discretionary process. The following Mitigation Framework (Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1) shall be required of all discretionary projects on a case by case basis with the 
potential to result in significant noise impacts. Noise impacts would be significant with the 
removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would 
address the significant impacts related to operational noise along the Genesee Avenue Corridor. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE NOI-1 (IMPLEMENT NOISE CONTROL 
MEASURES): Prior to the issuance of building permits, site-specific interior noise 
analyses demonstrating compliance with the interior noise compatibility standards of the 
City’s General Plan and other applicable regulations shall be prepared for noise-sensitive 
land uses located in areas where the exterior noise levels exceed the noise compatibility 
standards of the City’s General Plan. Noise control measures, including but not limited to 
increasing roof, wall, window, and door sound attenuation ratings; placing HVAC in 
noise-reducing enclosures; or designing buildings so that no windows face freeways or 
major roadways may be used to achieve the noise compatibility standards. Exact noise 
mitigation measures and their effectiveness shall be determined by the site-specific 
exterior noise analyses. 
 
Prior to the issuance of building permits, site-specific exterior noise analyses that 
demonstrate that the Project would not place future residential receptors in locations 
where the exterior existing or future noise levels would exceed the noise compatibility 
standards of the City’s General Plan shall be required as part of the review of future 
residential development proposals. Noise reduction measures, including but not limited to 
building noise barriers, increased building setbacks, speed reductions on surrounding 
roadways, alternative pavement surfaces, or other relevant noise attenuation measures, 
may be used to achieve the noise compatibility standards. Exact noise mitigation 
measures and their effectiveness shall be determined by the site-specific exterior noise 
analyses. 
 

4.7.6.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
Development implemented in accordance with the Project that would potentially result in 
significant noise impacts shall be required to implement Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which 
addresses the significant impacts related to operational noise along the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor. If effective noise measures cannot be implemented for existing and future residences 
along the Genesee Avenue Corridor, operational noise impacts would be significant and 
unmitigated at the program level. 
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4.8 HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
 
In accordance with the City of San Diego’s Historical Resource Guidelines (City of San Diego 
2001) and Land Development Code, this section describes the environmental effects of the 
construction and use of the Project on historical resources under the jurisdiction of the lead 
agency, the City of San Diego. For purposes of this analysis, historical resources include various 
types of cultural resources, including historical buildings, structures, objects, districts, and 
landscapes; traditional cultural places; and prehistoric and historic archaeological sites. The 
following provides a summary analysis of the steps taken to identify, evaluate, and consider the 
impacts to historical resources within and near the Project corridors. 
 
4.8.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Historical resources (also referred to as cultural resources) are physical features, both natural and 
constructed, which reflect past human existence and are of historical, archaeological, scientific, 
educational, cultural, architectural, aesthetic, or traditional significance. These resources may 
include such physical objects and features as archaeological sites and artifacts, buildings, groups 
of buildings, structures, districts, street furniture, signs, cultural properties, and landscapes. 
Historical resources in the San Diego region span a timeframe of at least the last 10,000 years 
and include both the prehistoric and historic periods. For purposes of the PEIR, historical 
resources consist of archaeological sites, tribal cultural resources, and the built environment 
resources that are determined to be significant under CEQA. 
 
Background – Archaeological Resources 
 
Prehistoric Setting 
 
The prehistoric cultural sequence in San Diego County is generally thought of in three basic 
periods: the Paleoindian, locally characterized by the San Dieguito complex; the Archaic, 
characterized by the cobble and core technology of the La Jollan and Pauma complexes; and the 
Late Prehistoric, marked by the appearance of ceramics, small arrow points, and cremation burial 
practices. Late Prehistoric materials found in southern San Diego County, known as Yuman I 
and Yuman II, are believed to represent the ancestral Kumeyaay. 
 
Paleoindian Period 
 
In San Diego County, the Paleoindian period is represented by the San Dieguito complex, as 
identified by Rogers (1929, 1939, 1945) and Warren (1966, 1968; Warren et al. 1993). The 
earliest well-documented sites in the San Diego area belonging to the San Dieguito complex are 
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thought to be older than 9,000 years (Warren 1967). Related materials, sometimes called the 
Lake Mojave complex, have been found in the Mojave Desert and in the Great Basin (e.g., 
Campbell et al. 1937; Warren and Ore 1978). Diagnostic artifact types and categories associated 
with the San Dieguito complex include scraper planes, choppers, scraping tools, crescentics, and 
elongated bifacial knives, as well as Silver Lake, Lake Mojave, and leaf-shaped projectile points 
(Rogers 1939; Warren 1967). Like the Lake Mojave complex, the San Dieguito complex is 
thought to represent an early emphasis on generalized hunting. There are few or no milling 
implements in most San Dieguito components. In areas adjacent to the coast, many Paleoindian 
period sites have probably been covered by rising sea levels since the end of the Pleistocene. In 
more inland regions, alluvial sedimentation in valley areas may have covered these materials. 
The stable mesa landforms in the region, the abundance of appropriate lithic material, and soil 
column exposures along areas such as the San Dieguito River have made the foothills an 
important area for Paleoindian research. 
 
Archaic Period 
 
The Archaic period (8000 to 1500 B.P.) brought a shift toward a more generalized economy and 
an increased emphasis on seed resources, small game, and shellfish. The local cultural 
manifestations of the Archaic period are called the La Jollan complex along the coast and the 
Pauma complex inland (True 1958). Pauma complex sites lack the shell that dominates many La 
Jollan complex site assemblages. The La Jollan tool assemblage is dominated by rough, cobble-
based choppers and scrapers, as well as slab and basin metates. There has been considerable 
debate about whether San Dieguito and La Jollan patterns might represent the same people using 
different environments and subsistence techniques, or whether they are separate cultural patterns 
(e.g., Bull 1983; Gallegos 1987; Warren et al. 1993). However, there seems to have been some 
reorientation in settlement from coastal sites to inland settings during the latter portion of this 
period in what is now northern San Diego County. This appears at approximately 4,000 years 
ago and is thought to relate to the final phases of Holocene sea level rise and resultant siltation of 
the formerly productive coastal lagoons in what is now northern San Diego County. Conversely, 
there appears to be no significant silting in Mission Bay and San Diego Bay, and no reduction in 
settlement along the coast south of Mission Bay (Gallegos 1987; Warren et al. 1993). 
 
Late Prehistoric Period 
 
The Late Prehistoric period (1500 B.P. to 200 B.P.) is characterized by higher population 
densities and elaborations in social, political, and technological systems. Economic systems 
diversified and intensified during this period with the continued elaboration of trade networks, 
the use of shell-bead currency, and the appearance of more labor-intensive but effective 
technological innovations. Subsistence is thought to have focused on acorns and grass seeds, 
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with small game serving as a primary protein resource and big game as a secondary resource. 
Fish and shellfish were also secondary resources, except in areas immediately adjacent to the 
coast where they assumed primary importance (Bean and Shipek 1978:552; Sparkman 
1908:200). The settlement system was characterized by seasonal villages where people used a 
central-based collecting subsistence strategy. Artifactual material is characterized by the 
presence of arrow shaft straighteners, pendants, comales (heating stones), Tizon Brownware 
pottery, ceramic figurines reminiscent of Hohokam styles, ceramic “Yuman bow pipes,” ceramic 
rattles, miniature pottery vessels, various cobble-based tools (e.g., scrapers, choppers, 
hammerstones), bone awls, manos and metates, and mortars and pestles. The arrow-point 
assemblage is dominated by the Desert Side-notched series, but the Cottonwood series and the 
Dos Cabazas Serrated type also occur. Late Prehistoric materials found in southern San Diego 
County, known as Yuman I and Yuman II, are believed to represent the ancestral Kumeyaay. 
 
Ethnohistory 
 
The Ethnohistoric Period, sometimes referred to as the ethnographic present, commences with 
the earliest European arrival in what is now San Diego and continued through the Spanish and 
Mexican periods and into the American period. The founding of Mission San Diego de Alcalá in 
1769 brought about profound changes in the lives of the Kumeyaay. The coastal Kumeyaay died 
from introduced diseases or were brought into the mission system. Earliest accounts of Native 
American life in what is now San Diego were recorded as a means to salvage scientific 
knowledge of native lifeways. These accounts were often based on limited interviews or biased 
data collection techniques. Later researchers and local Native Americans began to uncover and 
make public significant contributions in the understanding of native culture and language. These 
studies have continued to the present day, and involve archaeologists and ethnographers working 
in conjunction with Native Americans to address the continued cultural significance of sites and 
landscapes across San Diego County. The Kumeyaay are the identified Most Likely Descendants 
for all Native American human remains found in the City. 
 
The Kumeyaay had a hunting and gathering economy based primarily on various plant resources. 
Grass seeds were probably the primary food, supplemented by various other seeds such as sage 
(Salvia spp.), sagebrush (Artemisia californica), lamb’s quarters (Chenopodium album), and pine 
nuts (Pinus sp.). Small game was a major source of protein, but deer were hunted as well. 
Coastal bands ate a great deal of fish, taking them with lines, nets, and bows and arrows. Balsas 
or reed boats were used (Kroeber 1925; Luomala 1978). Shellfish and other littoral resources 
also were important to coastal people. Settlements were moved to areas where wild foods were in 
season. For example, inland bands might move into desert areas in the spring to gather agave 
(Agave deserti), then to higher-altitude areas in the fall to gather acorns (Cline 1984). Coastal 
bands lived in semi-permanent villages focused on more seasonally stable inshore and littoral 
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resources. However, they still often travelled to what is now Torrey Pines and La Rumarosa (in 
northern Baja California) to harvest pine nuts, and to Cuyamaca and Mount Laguna for acorns 
(Shipek 1970:27–28). 
 
Villages and campsites were generally located in areas where water was readily available, 
preferably on a year-round basis. The San Diego, Tijuana, and Otay Rivers provided important 
resources for local inhabitants, not only as a reliable source of water, but also as a major 
transportation corridor through the region. Creeks acted in a similar way, providing fresh water 
resources and transportation routes between the coastal and mountain regions. The village of La 
Rinconada was located near Mission Bay and Rose Creek, just a few miles southwest of the 
Project area. It is believed to have been occupied for over 3,000 years, from the Archaic period 
up until historic times (Garcia-Herbst 2009). Recorded as CA-SDI-5017, La Rinconada was 
originally documented by Malcom Rogers in 1929 as two sites: SDM-W-150 and SDM-W-152. 
Rogers excavated four trenches at the site and encountered a subsurface midden that ranged in 
thickness from 30 to 91 centimeters. He documented several cobble hearths and house pits in the 
site as well. 
 
Ystagua (CA-SDI-4513, CA-SDI-4609; CA-SDI-5443), a National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) listed site, is another major village site in the vicinity of the Project area, located just 
inland from the coast near the mouth of Peñasquitos Creek in present-day Sorrento Valley. The 
site today has been impacted by construction of homes and the railroad, but extensive intact 
midden deposits are known to exist throughout the site. Lithic tools, ceramics, shell beads, trade 
beads, bone tools, and faunal bone, are just some of the artifacts that have been documented at 
Ystagua. Human remains have also been encountered and the site has a high level of cultural 
sensitivity (RBF Consulting 2009). 
 
Background – Historic Setting 
 
Post-contact historic occupation within San Diego County between the late 1700s to the present 
can be divided into three major periods: the Spanish Period from 1769-1821, the Mexican Period 
from 1821-1848, and the American Period from 1848-present. Each historic period is discussed 
below. 
 
Spanish Period (1769-1821) 
 
The Spanish period represents a time of European exploration and settlement. Dual military and 
religious contingents established the San Diego Presidio and the Mission San Diego de Alcala. 
The mission system used Native American labor to build the infrastructure needed for European 
settlement. By about 1821, the traditional lifeways were disrupted and Native American 
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populations were tied economically to the missions. In addition to providing new construction 
methods and architectural styles, the mission system introduced horses, cattle, and other 
agricultural goods and implements to the area. The cultural systems and institutions established 
by the Spanish continued to influence the region beyond 1821, when California came under 
Mexican rule. 
 
Mexican Period (1821-1848) 
 
The Mexican period retained many of the Spanish institutions and laws; however, in 1834, the 
mission system was secularized. This allowed for increased Mexican settlement, but it also 
meant that many Native Americans were dispossessed. After secularization, large tracts of land 
were granted to individuals and families, and a rancho system was established. The land was 
used primarily for grazing cattle (Pourade 1961:73). Cattle ranching dominated the agricultural 
activities, and the development of the hide and tallow trade within the United States increased 
during the early part of this period. The Pueblo of San Diego was established at this time, and 
Native American influence greatly declined. The Mexican period ended when Mexico ceded 
California to the United States after the Mexican-American War (1846–1848). 
 
American Period (1848-present) 
 
Very early in the American period, gold was discovered in California. Few Mexican ranchos 
remained intact because of land claim disputes. Development of the railroads opened up much of 
the country to settlement. The homestead system encouraged American settlement beyond the 
coastal plain. The growth and decline of communities occurred in response to an increasing and 
shifting population, fostering a “boom and bust” cycle. As early as 1868, San Diego was 
promoted as a natural sanitarium, and many people suffering from tuberculosis came to the area 
seeking a cure in the moderate climate. 

History of Rose Canyon 
 
In 1769, the first explorers of Rose Canyon, Governor Gaspar de Portolá and Friar Francisco 
Junipero Serra, noted a large Native American population in the area. The route the Portolá 
expedition traveled north up the coast was named “El Camino Real” (“The Royal Road” or “The 
King’s Highway”). El Camino Real became a major road used during the Spanish Period of the 
early 1800s, and stagecoaches used the road during the late 1800s, until 1883 when the railroad 
was built. 
 
By the mid-1800s Rose Canyon was settled by ranchers and dairymen. In 1852, Louis Rose, one 
of San Diego’s original pioneers, acquired 740 acres that included the mouth of San Clemente 
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Canyon. By 1856, Rose’s ranch grew to 1,920 acres, and included a tannery and a brickyard. The 
importance of Rose Canyon includes the centuries of Native American occupation of the area, 
the continuation of historic ranching activities into the 1940s, and the development of the 
railroad system through the canyon in 1883 (City of San Diego 2006). 
 
4.8.1.1 Prehistoric Cultural Resources Constraints Results 
 
Archaeological resources include prehistoric and historic locations or sites where human actions 
have resulted in detectable changes to the area. This can include changes in the soil, as well as 
the presence of physical cultural remains. Archaeological resources can have a surface 
component, a subsurface component, or both. Historic archaeological resources are those dating 
after European contact. These resources may include subsurface features such as wells, cisterns, 
or privies. Other historic archaeological remains include artifact concentrations, building 
foundations, or remnants of structures. A archival records search and literature review was 
conducted at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) of the California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) in March 2016 to identify previously conducted cultural resources 
investigations and previously identified cultural resources within the Project corridors and a 1/4-
mile radius. The results of the records search indicated that a total of 42 previous investigations 
have been conducted, dating to between 1968 and 2013 and 18 cultural resources have been 
recorded within a 1/4-mile radius of the Project corridors. Previous archival research in the UCP 
Area dates back to 1982 and 2004. In March 2004, Gallegos & Associates prepared a cultural 
resources study for the Project in support of the University City North/South Transportation 
Corridor Study EIR (City of San Diego 2006). The study included background research on the 
history of Rose Canyon, an archaeological records search and literature review, and an intensive 
archaeological field survey of the Project corridors. The following discussion summarizes the 
results of these investigations. 
 
Based on the record searches conducted in 1982, 2004, and 2016, the majority of the previously 
recorded sites occur along the mesa areas overlooking Sorrento Valley and on the Torrey Pines 
Mesa. Several sites have also been recorded on the UCSD UC San Diego campus (City of San 
Diego 2006/2016). The records search provides background information about the number and 
types of archaeological sites that might be present in the Project corridors and vicinity. Three 
prehistoric archaeological sites and a single isolate have been recorded within the Project 
corridors, and five prehistoric archaeological sites and nine isolates were identified in the 1/4-
mile search buffer. In addition to the records search, historic maps were reviewed to identify 
built environment resources. The railroad tracks originally belonging to the Atchison, Topeka, 
and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railroad was identified within both Project corridors (City of San Diego 
2006). 
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Cultural sensitivity levels for the Project impact area are rated low, moderate, or high based on 
the results of an archival records search using the CHRIS data, Sacred Lands File check by the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and regional environmental factors. A low 
sensitivity rating indicates that there are few or no previously recorded resources within the area. 
Resources at this level would not be expected to be complex, with little to no site structure or 
artifact diversity. The potential for identification of additional resources in such areas would be 
low. A moderate sensitivity rating indicates that some previously recorded resources were 
identified within the area. These are more complex resources consisting of more site structure, 
diversity of feature types, and diversity of artifact types. The potential for the presence of 
additional resources in such areas would be moderate.  
 

Areas identified as high sensitivity would indicate that the records search identified several 
previously recorded sites within the area. These resources may range from moderately complex 
to highly complex, with more-defined living areas or specialized work space areas and a large 
breadth of features and artifact assemblages. The potential for identification of additional 
resources in such areas would be high. Sensitivity ratings may be adjusted based on the amount 
of disturbance that has occurred, which may have previously impacted archaeological resources. 
 

Because the majority of the community is developed and there is very little undeveloped land 
within the Project impact area, with the exception of canyon areas, the cultural sensitivity for the 
overall Project impact area is considered low. However, within the Rose Canyon, multiple cultural 
resources are present; therefore, the cultural sensitivity rating in these areas is considered high. As 
such, the Project impact area contains two sensitivity ratings as illustrated in Figure 4.8-1.  
 
4.8.2 Regulatory Framework 
 

4.8.2.1 State 
 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applies to all discretionary projects 
undertaken or subject to approval by the public agencies in California (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15002(i)). CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21001(b), (c)) states that it is 
the policy of the State of California to “take all action necessary to provide the people of this 
state with… historic environmental qualities…and preserve for future generations examples of 
the major periods of California history.” The CEQA Guidelines require that historical and unique 
archaeological resources be taken into account during the environmental review process. Section 
15064.5 of the Guidelines states that “a project with an effect that may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant 
effect on the environment.” 
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Historical Resources 
 
The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.5(a)) define a “historical resource” as including the 
following: 
 

• A resource listed in, or eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR); 

• A resource listed in a local register of historical resources (as defined at PRC Section 
5020.1(k)); 

• A resource identified as significant in a historical resources survey meeting the 
requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); or 

• Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals 
of California. (Generally, a resource is considered by the lead agency to be “historically 
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR. See further 
discussion of the CRHR below.) 

 
A project that causes a “substantial adverse change” in the significance of a historical resource 
may have a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)). The 
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.5(b)(1)) define “substantial adverse change” as “physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” Generally, the 
significance of a historical resource is “materially impaired” when a project demolishes or 
materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that 
convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in or eligibility for the CRHR, or 
its inclusion in a local register of historical resources (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2)). 
 
Mitigation measures are discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. Generally, by 
following the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties or the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Weeks and Grimmer 1995), impacts can 
be considered as mitigated to below a level of significance (CEQA Section 15064.5(b)). 
 
Archaeological Resources 
 
If the resource in question is an archaeological site, CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.5(c)(1)) 
require that the lead agency first determine if the site is a historical resource as defined in Section 
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15064.5(a). If the site qualifies as a historical resource, potential adverse impacts must be 
considered in the same manner as a historical resource (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(c)(2)). If the archaeological site does not qualify as a historical resource but does qualify 
as a unique archaeological resource, then the archaeological site is treated in accordance with 
CEQA Section 21083.2 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(3)). In practice, most 
archaeological sites that meet the definition of a unique archaeological resource will also meet 
the definition of a historical resource. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines Section 21083.2(g) defines a “unique archaeological resource” as an 
archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without 
merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of 
the following criteria: 
 

• Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions, and there 
is public information in that information. 

• Has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest or best example of its type. 

• Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic 
event or person. 

 
Tribal Cultural Resources 
 
The CEQA Guidelines Section 21074(a)(1) defines “tribal cultural resources” as sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe that are either included in or determined to be eligible to the California Register 
of Historical Resources, or included in a local register of historical resources as defined in 
subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1; or a resource determined by the local agency, in its discretion 
and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 and shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) 
is a tribal cultural resource to the extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of 
the size and scope of the landscape. A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique 
archaeological resource as defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique 
archaeological resource” as defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal 
cultural resource if it conforms with the criteria of subdivision (a). 
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California Register of Historical Resources 
 
The CRHR program was designed for use by state and local agencies, private groups, and 
citizens to identify, evaluate, register, and protect California’s historical resources. A historical 
resource can include any object, building, structure, site, area, or place that is determined to be 
historically or archaeologically significant. The CRHR is an authoritative guide to the state’s 
significant archaeological and historic architectural resources. The list of these resources can be 
used for state and local planning purposes, the eligibility determinations can be used for state 
historic preservation grant funding, and listing in the CRHR provides a certain measure of 
protection under CEQA. In addition, properties designated under municipal or county ordinances 
are also eligible for listing in the CRHR. A historical resource must be significant at the local, 
state, or national level under one or more of the following criteria defined in the California Code 
of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4850: 
 

1. It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of 
California or the United States; 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national 
history; 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or 
history of the local area, California, or the nation. 

 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.5, Section 5097.9 and Section 622.5 
 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.5 states that a person shall not knowingly excavate, harm, 
or destroy any historic or prehistoric ruins or sites on public lands, unless granted permission by 
the public agency that has jurisdiction over those lands. Violations are classified as a 
misdemeanor, punishable by fine and/or imprisonment. The section outlines the specific 
parameters of addressing the violation. 
 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.9 states consultation with the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) is required whenever Native American graves are found. Pursuant to 
Health and Safety Code (HSC) subdivision c of Section 7050.5 (see below), when the NAHC is 
notified of human remains, it shall immediately notify those persons it believes to be the Most 
Likely Descendants (MLDs). Section 5097.98 1(b) states: “Upon the discovery of the Native 
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American remains, the landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally 
accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native American human 
remains are located, is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the 
landowner has discussed and conferred, as prescribed in this section, with the most likely 
descendants regarding their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of 
multiple human remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants all 
reasonable options regarding the descendants’ preferences for treatment.” It also states possible 
preferences the MLD may have for treatments, including preservation in place, nondestructive 
removal and analysis, relinquishment to the MLD, or other appropriate treatment. 
 
Public Resources Code Section 622.5 establishes that any person, who is not the owner thereof, 
who willfully injures, disfigures, defaces, or destroys an object of archaeological or historical 
value on private or public lands is guilty of a misdemeanor. 
 
Public Notice to California Native American Indian Tribes (Government Code Section 65092) 
 
In the event of a public hearing, Government Code Section 65092 states that California Native 
American tribes on the contact list of the NAHC are included in the definition of “person” to 
whom notice of the public hearing will be sent to by local governments or agencies. 
 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that in the event of discovery or recognition of 
any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further 
excavation or disturbance of the site, or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent 
remains, until the County Coroner has examined the remains. If the Coroner determines, or has 
reason to believe, the remains to be those of a Native American, the Coroner shall contact the 
NAHC by telephone within 24 hours. In addition, any person who mutilates or disinters, 
wantonly disturbs, or willfully removes any human remains in or from any location other than a 
dedicated cemetery without authority of law is guilty of a misdemeanor. 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 18 
 
SB 18 requires cities and counties to contact and consult with California Native American tribes 
prior to amending or adopting any general plan or specific plan, or designating land as open 
space. On January 29, 2016, the City initiated SB 18 and sent notices to 19 local tribes based on 
the list provided by the NAHC. The notice included information that a PEIR was being prepared 
for this Project, giving the tribes 90 days to request consultation or additional information. One 
response was received from the Pala Tribal Historic Preservation Office on behalf of Robert 
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Smith, Tribal Chairman for the Pala Band of Mission Indians. The letter acknowledges that the 
project is not within the boundaries of the recognized Pala Indian Reservation, as well as the 
territory the tribe considers as its Traditional Use Area. The letter indicates no objection to the 
continuation of project activities and defers to the wishes of tribes in closer proximity to the 
project area. The 45-day notice would be sent in accordance with SB18 requirements. 
 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 
 
AB 52 (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) was passed on September 25, 2014, and applies to all 
projects that file a notice of preparation or notice of negative declaration or mitigated negative 
declaration on or after July 1, 2015. The bill requires that a lead agency begin consultation with a 
California Native American tribe if that tribe has requested, in writing, to be kept informed of 
Projects by the lead agency, prior to the determination whether a negative declaration, mitigated 
negative declaration, or environmental impact report will be prepared. The bill also specifies 
mitigation measures that may be considered to avoid or minimize impacts on tribal cultural 
resources. Additionally, AB 52 directs the Office of Planning and Research to revise Appendix G 
of the CEQA Guidelines to separate the consideration of tribal cultural resources from 
paleontological resources by July 1, 2016.  
 
The Project was initiated by the San Diego City Council in October 2014, after the passing of 
AB 52 and the NOP was distributed in December 2015. Although both actions occurred after the 
passing of AB 52, to date, the City of San Diego has not received any formal consultation 
request letters by a California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated 
with the geographic area of the Project. Therefore, consultation was not required. However, the 
City informally consulted with the Director of Cultural Resources for the Iipay Nation of Santa 
Ysabel in response to an email on another project in the same area. The project scope and 
proposed mitigation framework was discussed and agreement was reached regarding proper 
treatment of Tribal Cultural Resources and no further consultation is required.  
 
4.8.2.2 Local 
 
City of San Diego General Plan – Historic Preservation Element 
 
The City of San Diego’s Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan provides guidance on 
archaeological and historic site preservation in San Diego and sets a series of goals for the City 
for the preservation of historic resources, the first of which is to preserve significant historical 
resources. These goals are realized through implementation of policies that encourage the 
identification and preservation of historical resources. Policies HP-A.1 through HP-A.5 are 
associated with the overall identification and preservation of historical resources. This includes 
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policies to provide for comprehensive historic resource planning and integration into citywide 
planning documents. These policies also focus on coordinated planning and preservation of tribal 
resources, promoting the relationship with Kumeyaay/Diegueño tribes. Historic Preservation 
policies HP-B.1 through HP-B.4 address the benefits of historical preservation planning and the 
need for incentivizing maintenance, restoration, and rehabilitation of designated historical 
resources.  
 
City of San Diego Municipal Code: Historical Resources Regulations 
 
In January 2000, the City’s Historical Resources Regulations (Regulations), part of the SDMC 
(Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2: Purpose of Historical Resources Regulations or Sections 
143.0201-143.0280), were adopted, providing a balance between sound historic preservation 
principles and the rights of private property owners.  
 
The Regulations have been developed to implement applicable local, state, and federal policies 
and mandates. Included in these are the City’s General Plan, CEQA, and Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Historical resources, in the context of the City’s 
Regulations, include site improvements, buildings, structures, historic districts, signs, features 
(including significant trees or other landscaping), places, place names, interior elements and 
fixtures designated in conjunction with a property, or other objects historical, archaeological, 
scientific, educational, cultural, architectural, aesthetic, or traditional significance to the citizens 
of the city. These include structures, buildings, archaeological sites, objects, districts, or 
landscapes having physical evidence of human activities. These are usually over 45 years old, 
and they may have been altered or still be in use.  
 
The Regulations authorize promulgation and publishing of the Historical Resources Guidelines 
(Guidelines) and are incorporated in the San Diego LDC - Land Development Manual by 
reference. These Guidelines set up a Development Review Process to review projects in the City. 
This process is composed of two aspects: the implementation of the Regulations, explained 
below, and the determination of impacts and mitigation under CEQA.  
 
Compliance with the Regulations begins with the determination of the need for a site- specific 
survey for a project. Section 143.0212(b) of the Regulations requires that historical resource 
sensitivity maps be used to identify properties in the City that have a probability of containing 
archaeological sites. These maps are based on records maintained by the SCIC of the California 
Historic Resources Information System and San Diego Museum of Man, as well as site-specific 
information in the City’s files. If records show an archaeological site exists on or immediately 
adjacent to a subject property, the City shall require a survey. In general, archaeological surveys 
are required when the proposed development is on a previously undeveloped parcel, if a known 
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resource is recorded on the parcel or within a one-mile radius, or if a qualified consultant or 
knowledgeable City staff member recommends it. A historic property (built environment) survey 
can be required on a project if the properties are over 45 years old and appear to have integrity of 
setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  
 
Section 143.0212(d) of the Regulations states that if a property-specific survey is required, it 
shall be conducted according to the Guidelines criteria. Using the survey results and other 
available applicable information, the City shall determine whether a historical resource exists, 
whether it is eligible for designation as a designated historical resource, and precisely where it is 
located. 
 
Historical Resources Register 
 
As compared to CEQA, the City provides a broader set of criteria for eligibility for the City’s 
Historical Resources Register. As stated in the City’s Guidelines, “Any improvement, building, 
structure, sign, interior element and fixture, feature, site, place, district, area, or object may be 
designated a historical resource by the City of San Diego’s Historical Resources Board (HRB) if 
it meets any of the following criteria:” 
 

a. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s, a community’s, or a 
neighborhood’s, historical, archaeological, cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, 
engineering, landscaping or architectural development; 

b. Is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national history; 

c. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction or 
is a valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship; 

d. Is representative of the notable work or a master builder, designer, architect, engineer, 
landscape architect, interior designer, artist, or craftsman; 

e. Is listed or has been determined eligible by the National Park Service for listing in the 
NRHP or is listed or has been determined eligible by the State Historical Preservation 
Office (SHPO) for listing in the CRHR; or 

f. Is a finite group of resources related to one another in a clearly distinguishable way or is 
a geographically definable area or neighborhood containing improvements which have a 
special character, historical interest or aesthetic value, or which represent one or more 
architectural periods or styles in the history and development of the City. 
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4.8.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
Historical resources significance determination, pursuant to the City of San Diego’s Significance 
Determination Thresholds, consists first of determining the sensitivity or significance of 
identified historical resources and, secondly, determining direct and indirect impacts that would 
result from project implementation. Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, 
impacts related to historical resources would be significant if the Project would result in: 
 

1. An alteration, including the adverse physical or aesthetic effects and/or the 
destruction of a prehistoric or historic building (including an architecturally 
significant building), structure, object, or site; 

2. Any impact on existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area; or 

3. The disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. 

 
The City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds define a significant 
historic resource as one which qualifies for the California Register of Historical Resources or is 
listed in a local historic register or deemed significant in a historical resource survey, as provided 
under Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code; though even a resource that is not listed 
in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register, not included in a local register, or 
not deemed significant in a historical resource survey may nonetheless be historically significant 
for purposes of CEQA. The City’s Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG) state the significance 
of a resource may be determined based on the potential for the resource to address important 
research questions as documented in a site specific technical report prepared as part of the 
environmental review process.  
 
Research priorities for the prehistoric, ethnohistoric and historic periods of San Diego history are 
discussed in Appendix A to the Historical Resources Guidelines. As a baseline, the City of San 
Diego has established the following criteria to be used in the determination of significance under 
CEQA:  
 

• An archaeological site must consist of at least three associated artifacts/ecofacts (within a 
50 square meter area) or a single feature and must be at least 45 years of age. 
Archaeological sites containing only a surface component are generally considered not 
significant, unless demonstrated otherwise. Such site types may include isolated finds, 
bedrock milling stations, sparse lithic scatters, and shellfish processing stations. All other 
archaeological sites are considered potentially significant. The determination of 
significance is based on a number of factors specific to a particular site including site 
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size, type and integrity; presence or absence of a subsurface deposit, soil stratigraphy, 
features, diagnostics, and datable material; artifact and ecofact density; assemblage 
complexity; cultural affiliation; association with an important person or event; and ethnic 
importance.  

• The determination of significance for historic buildings, structures, objects and 
landscapes is based on age, location, context, association with an important person or 
event, uniqueness, and integrity.  

• A site will be considered to possess ethnic significance if it is associated with a burial or 
cemetery; religious social or traditional activities of a discrete ethnic population; an 
important person or event as defined by a discrete ethnic population; or the mythology of 
a discrete ethnic population.   

 
4.8.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would implementation of the Project result in an alteration, including the adverse 
physical or aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic building 
(including an architecturally significant building), structure, object, or site? 
 
4.8.4.1 Impacts  
 
Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources 
 
The records search and literature review identified a total of 18 previously recorded 
archaeological resources within ¼-mile of the Project, eight are prehistoric sites and 10 are 
prehistoric isolates. Of the 18 archaeological resources, only four overlap with the Project impact 
area and may be directly impacted by project activities, including: CA-SDI-4956 (P-37-004956), 
CA-SDI-10,437 (P-37-010437), CA-SDI-12,556 (P-37-012556) and P-37-013716. In addition to 
the records search, historic maps were reviewed to identify built environment resources. The 
railroad tracks originally belonging to the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railroad 
was identified within both Project corridors. These five resources are discussed below.  
 
Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
Two previously recorded archaeological resources [(CA-SDI-4956 (P-37-004956) and CA-SDI-
12,556 (P-37-012556)] and the AT&SF Railroad tracks were identified within the Genesee 
Avenue Corridor. 
 



4.8  Historical Resources 
 

 
Page 4.8-18 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

• CA-SDI-4956 (P-37-004956). CA-SDI-4956 (P-37-004956) was first recorded in 1977 
as a 60 by 20 meter disturbed quarry site, consisting of incomplete stone tools and 
debitage (the waste material from manufacturing stone tools). A testing program in 
support of the University City High School project evaluated the site as not significant. 
The site was destroyed by development of University City High School. 
 

• CA-SDI-12,556 (P-37-012556). CA-SDI-12,556 (P-37-012556) was originally recorded 
in 1992 for the Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer project. The site was described as a widely 
dispersed artifact scatter with a possible buried midden deposit. A testing program 
resulted in the recovery of 1,753 artifacts, including: debitage, cores, stone tools, manos, 
metates, and pottery. Three radiocarbon dates on materials recovered from the site dated 
prehistoric occupation of the site from approximately 3,000 B.C. to 1100 A.D. CA-SDI-
12,556 was evaluated as significant under CEQA and eligible for nomination to the 
National Register under criteria 36 CFR 60.4. Installation of the Rose Canyon Trunk 
Sewer resulted in minimal damage to the periphery of the site. 

 
• AT&SF Railroad. The AT&SF Railroad was part of the original California Southern 

Railroad that connected National City to Oceanside, then on into San Bernardino, and 
eventually connecting with the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad in Arizona. By the late 19th 
century, the tracks traveled through Rose Canyon and depots were built in National City, 
San Diego, Del Mar, Encinitas, Carlsbad, Oceanside, Vista, San Marcos, Escondido, and 
Fallbrook. Remains of railroad sidings, trestles, and the original route along the south 
side of the canyon still exist. 

 
Regents Road Corridor 
 
One previously recorded prehistoric archaeological site [CA-SDI-10,437 (P-37-010437)], one 
previously recorded isolate (P-37-013716), and the historic AT&SF Railroad were identified 
within the Regents Road Corridor. 
 

• CA-SDI-10,437 (P-37-010437). CA-SDI-10,437 (P-37-010437) was originally recorded 
next to Rose Creek in 1986 and consisted of a lithic scatter of debitage and stone tools. A 
testing program of the site was conducted in 1992 for the Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer 
project, which recovered 547 artifacts, including: stone tools, debitage, manos, metates, 
and pottery. The site was classified as a campsite and evaluated as significant under 
CEQA. Installation of the Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer caused only minimal damage to the 
periphery of the site. The site was revisited in 1994 during which additional artifacts were 
identified north of the railroad tracks, extending the site boundary approximately 200 feet 
to the north. 
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• P-37-013716. A single quartzite flake was identified near Rose Creek, as part of the Rose 
Canyon Trunk Sewer Pretrenching project. Isolated artifacts are not considered 
significant cultural resources under CEQA. 
 

• AT&SF Railroad. Between 1926 and 1927 a small railroad installation called the 
“Elvira Station” (CA-SDI-11,783H) was constructed west of the Regents Road Corridor. 
It was demolished in 1959 during the transition from steam to diesel locomotives. During 
the 1992 cultural resources study for the Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer Project, foundations 
of the caretaker’s house and portions of the barracks used by railroad maintenance 
workers were located just outside of the Regents Road Corridor. 

 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in the 
alteration and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic building, including an architecturally 
significant building or site. Therefore, no impacts to prehistoric or historic buildings or sites 
would result from the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in the alteration 
and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic building, including an architecturally significant 
building or site. Therefore, no impacts to prehistoric or historic buildings or sites would result 
from the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 
 
4.8.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
No impacts to prehistoric or historic buildings or sites would result from the removal of the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening or the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 
 
4.8.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required. 
 
4.8.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2 and 3: Would implementation of the Project result in any impact to existing 
religious or sacred uses or the disturbance of any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries within the potential impact area? 
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4.8.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge would not result in any impacts on 
religious or sacred use, or the disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. The Project supports the historic preservation goals of the City’s General Plan which 
contains policies that address the treatment of religious or sacred sites and human remains. 
Native American consultation early in the subsequent project review process would be required 
to identify tribal cultural resources and to develop adequate treatment and mitigation for 
significant archaeological sites with cultural and religious significance to the Native American 
community in accordance with all applicable local, state and federal regulations and guidelines. 
The City’s regulatory framework, along with federal and state regulations, also addresses these 
issues and provides for the development of mitigation measures in the case that such resources 
are encountered.  
 
4.8.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge would not result in 
any impacts on religious or sacred uses, or the disturbance of any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries. No significant impact would occur. 
 
4.8.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.9 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
The following discussion summarizes the key points of the University City Transportation 
Corridor Biological Resources Report and Impact Analysis (City of San Diego 2006), included 
in the Environmental Impact Report for the University City North/South Transportation Corridor 
Study from June 2006 (2006 EIR), which analyzed the construction of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge. Information in this section has been 
summarized from the 2006 EIR (City of San Diego 2006). In addition, an assessment of the 
potential federal and state jurisdictional waters, included as Appendix E, was conducted in 2016 
to observe whether site conditions for these aquatic resources have changed since the previous 
delineation which was conducted in 2004 (AECOM 2016). This assessment did not include a 
formal delineation based on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) guidelines (1987). Site 
conditions have changed in some instances resulting in some differences in the presence/absence 
of some communities and their extent since 2004. Additionally, the 2016 assessment was 
restricted to the areas of permanent and temporary impacts previously identified in the 2006 EIR 
and did not cover the entire UCP Area. As such, discrepancies in the communities and acreages 
between the Vegetation Communities and Waters of the U.S. and State subsections below is the 
result of the use of different databases and sources for the vegetation communities (based on 
2006 reports) and the potential waters of the U.S. and State (based on 2016 assessment which 
was over a smaller area than the area assessed in 2004). 
 
4.9.1 Existing Conditions 
 
4.9.1.1 UCP Area 
 
The biological resources within the UCP Area occur primarily in the undeveloped canyon 
bottoms and adjacent steep slopes. Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon contain riparian 
vegetation, consisting of oak and sycamore trees with associated undergrowth. The north- and 
east-facing canyon slopes are vegetated with dense chaparral while more open vegetation and 
grasslands occur on the drier, west- and south-facing slopes. The hillsides along Sorrento Valley 
contain native vegetation, while areas near Eastgate Mall east of I-805 contain vernal pool 
resources. The Torrey pines mesa, coastal canyons and bluffs, as well as the slopes and mesas 
bordering Peñasquitos Lagoon contain diverse plant species, such as the Torrey pine tree, and 
several types of native chaparral associations, coastal sage scrub, and inland sage scrub (City of 
San Diego 2006). 
 
The existing conditions investigation conducted for the 2006 EIR and documented in the 
biological resources report (Merkel 2006) confirmed the presence of biological resources typical 
of the canyon/mesa complex within the urban interface. Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon 
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are riparian corridors generally running east and west through the UCP Area. The canyon slopes 
and much of the floor are covered with a patchwork of non-native grassland and native habitats. 
Various riparian habitats occupy the bottomlands and various forms of chaparral and sage scrub 
extend up from the canyon bottoms to the urbanized mesas. Rose Canyon contains the majority 
of the sensitive resources in the UCP Area. The native habitats in both Rose Canyon and San 
Clemente Canyon are part of the City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP)/Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Urban Subarea. 
 
4.9.1.2 Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
Existing biological resources conditions in the Genesee Avenue Corridor are summarized below 
as vegetation communities, waters of the U.S. and State, wildlife, sensitive resources, and 
wildlife corridors. 
 
Vegetation Communities 
 
Fourteen vegetation communities were identified and mapped within the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor: Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, Southern Willow Scrub, Mule Fat 
Scrub, Coast Live Oak Woodland, Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Chamise Chaparral, Coastal 
Sage/Chaparral Scrub, Native Grassland, Non-Native Grassland, Eucalyptus Woodland, Exotic 
Plantings, Urban/Developed, Ruderal Disturbed Lands, and Native Plant Garden. Vegetation 
communities are mapped in Figure 4.9-1. The vegetation communities are described below. 
Acreages of occurrence of the various vegetation communities are presented in Table 4.9-1. 
Detailed descriptions of the vegetation types are contained in Section 4.9.1.1. 
 
The City’s Biology Guidelines document assigns a “Tier” rating to denote the importance of 
upland vegetation types. Tier I indicates rare uplands habitats including native grassland, 
maritime chaparral and oak woodlands. Tier II represents uncommon uplands including coastal 
sage scrub. Tier IIIA is assigned to common uplands including mixed Chaparral and Chamise 
Chaparral. Tier III B is also common upland habitat including non-native grasslands. Tier IV 
encompasses other uplands including disturbed, agriculture and eucalyptus. 
 
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest 
 
This broad-leaved riparian vegetation type is well developed in both San Clemente and Rose 
Canyon. Dominant canopy species include Western Sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Arroyo 
Willow (Salix lasiolepis), and Lance-leaf Willow (Salix lucida ssp. lasiandra). Other tall canopy 
trees include Goodding’s Black Willow (Salix gooddingii) and Fremont Cottonwood (Populus 
fremontii ssp. fremontii). Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia) occurs sporadically along the upper 
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embankments of the creeks. It should be noted that although Western Sycamore and Coast Live 
Oak are not typical components of Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, no other 
Holland/Oberbauer category better suits the on-site conditions. A high diversity of understory 
shrubs and herbaceous species are also present. These include Mule Fat (Baccharis salicifolia), 
Poison Oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), California Rose (Rosa californica), San Diego 
Sagewort (Artemisia palmeri), and Spiny Rush (Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii). 
 

Table 4.9-1 
Acreage Summary of Vegetation Communities 

Vegetation 
Community 

City of San 
Diego 

Vegetation 
Community 

Tier1 

Genesee Ave. 
Corridor 
(acres) 

Regents Rd. 
Corridor (acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

Riparian Vegetation Communities 
Southern Cottonwood -Willow Riparian 
Forest (Holland Code 61330) 

N/A 16.76 12.40 29.16 

Southern Willow Scrub (Holland Code 
63320) 

N/A 1.91 1.41 3.32 

Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh 
(Holland Code 52410) 

N/A 0.00 0.08 0.08 

Mule Fat Scrub (Holland Code 63310) N/A 0.06 0.00 0.06 
Native Grassland (Wet Meadow) (Holland 
Code 42100) 

Tier I 0.00 0.33 0.33 

Upland Vegetation Communities and Other Cover Types 
Coast Live Oak Woodland (Holland Code 
71160) 

Tier I 15.59 1.28 16.87 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (Holland Code 
32500) 

Tier II 16.83 30.07 46.90 

Chamise Chaparral (Holland Code 37200) Tier IIIA 0.22 0.19 0.41 
Coastal Sage/Chaparral Scrub (Holland 
Code 37G00) 

Tier II 0.54 0.00 0.54 

Native Grassland (Holland/Oberbauer 
Code 42100) 

Tier I 0.04 0.00 0.04 

Non-Native Grassland (Holland Code 
42200) 

Tier IIIB 25.42 19.89 45.31 

Eucalyptus Woodland (Holland/Oberbauer 
Code 79100) 

Tier IV 9.46 3.30 12.76 

Exotic Plantings (Holland/Oberbauer Code 
11000) 

Tier IV 44.37 32.49 76.86 

Urban Developed (Holland/Oberbauer 
Code 12000) 

N/A 191.86 121.55 313.41 

Disturbed Habitat (Holland/Oberbauer 
Code 11300) 

Tier IV 0.66 4.70 5.36 

Native Plant Garden Tier IIIA 0.76 0.00 0.76 
Total  324.48 227.69 552.17 

Source: City of San Diego 2012 
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Southern Willow Scrub 
 
Southern Willow Scrub habitat occurs within tributary drainages to both San Clemente and Rose 
Canyon and typically lacks taller trees such as Western Sycamore and Fremont Cottonwood 
found in Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest. This habitat is dominated by Arroyo 
Willow, which typically varies from 15 to 25 feet in height. Secondary canopy species include 
taller trees such as Goodding’s Black Willow and Lance-leaf Willow. Understory species include 
Narrow-leaved Willow (Salix exigua), Mule Fat, Poison Oak, Great Marsh Evening Primrose 
(Oenothera elata ssp. hirsutissima), and Tall Flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis). 
 
Mule Fat Scrub 
 
One small area of narrowly configured Mule Fat Scrub is found along an unvegetated 
cobblestone drainage channel in San Clemente Canyon within the Genesee Avenue Corridor. 
This vegetation type is dominated by Mule Fat. The understory consists of Coyote Bush 
(Baccharis pilularis), and non-native grasses such as Slender Wild Oat, both non-wetland 
indicator plants. 
 
Coast Live Oak Woodland 
 
Large stands of Coast Live Oak Woodland occur on the relatively mesic north-facing slopes of 
San Clemente Canyon. A dense canopy of mature Coast Live Oak trees occurs in this area. The 
understory consists mostly of leaf litter. Coast Live Oaks have cupped leaves with spine-tipped 
margins, which secure the leaves to the ground and provide the trees with a natural mulch. This 
mulch keeps the tree’s roots cool and moist, as well as precludes competition from other 
potentially invasive species. As a result, understory plants are naturally limited but include 
several shade-adapted species such as Fuchsia-flowered Gooseberry (Ribes speciosum), Meadow 
Rue (Thalictrum fendleri var. polycarpum), and California Rose. Coast Live Oak Woodland is a 
Tier I habitat. 
 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 
 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub is comprised of mostly drought deciduous subshrubs, which range 
from two to four feet in height. Various forms of this habitat occur on-site. Most commonly 
represented is a type that is dominated by Poison Oak. This type is typical of steep north and 
east-facing slopes occurring immediately below urban landscaping, where moist soil conditions 
support thick stands of Poison Oak. Other species include California Sagebrush (Artemisia 
californica), San Diego Monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantiacus), as well as taller shrubs such as 
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Lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and Blue Elderberry 
(Sambucus mexicana). Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub is a Tier II habitat. 
 
On drier south-and west-facing slopes, this habitat is more characteristic of typical Coastal Sage 
Scrub. Dominant species include California Sagebrush, Flat-top Buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum var. foliolosum), White Sage (Salvia apiana), and Laurel Sumac (Malosma 
laurina). 
 
Chamise Chaparral 
 
Small areas of Common Chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum) surrounded by Diegan Coastal 
Sage Scrub vegetation occur on a west-facing slope just east of Regents Road and south of 
Governor Drive. Chamise Chaparral is a Tier IIIA habitat. 
 
Coastal Sage/Chaparral Scrub 
 
An ecotone of coastal sage scrub and chaparral plant species occurs on a north-facing slope just 
south of University City High School. The area is relatively disturbed with various pedestrian 
trails. Species include typical sage scrub plants, such as California Sagebrush, Flat-top 
Buckwheat, and Black Sage as well as chaparral associates, such as Common Chamise and 
Toyon. Coastal Sage/Chaparral Scrub is a Tier II habitat. 
 
Native Grassland 
 
Small patches of Native Grassland were identified within the UCP Area. In some of these areas, 
clay soils support typical native perennial grassland habitat consisting mostly of Purple 
Needlegrass (Nassella pulchra) mixed with some Non-Native Grasses such as Wild Oat (Avena 
barbata) and Red Brome (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens). Other clay associates including 
bulbs/corms such as Sharp-toothed Sanicle (Sanicula arguta), Wild Hyacinth (Dichelostemma 
capitatum ssp. capitatum), and Common Goldenstar (Bloomeria crocea) would also be expected 
in these areas during the spring. This habitat also includes an area of Beardless Wild Ryegrass 
(Leymus triticoides), which occurs in moist soils adjacent to Southern Cottonwood-Willow 
Riparian Forest habitat. Native Grassland is a Tier I habitat. 
 
Non-Native Grassland 
 
Non-Native Grassland is mapped for extensive areas within the Genesee Avenue Corridor and 
supports mostly Non-Native Grass and forb species. Weedy grass species include Ripgut Grass 
(Bromus diandrus), Slender Wild Oat, Red Brome, and Soft Chess (Bromus hordeceus). Non-
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native forbs include Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), Horseweed (Conyza bonariensis), 
and Common Sow Thistle (Sonchus oleraceus). Native forbs with weedy tendencies such as 
Doveweed (Eremocarpus setigerus) and Telegraph Weed (Heterotheca grandiflora) are also 
present. Non-Native Grassland is a Tier IIIB habitat. 
 
Eucalyptus Woodland 
 
Eucalyptus Woodland is mapped for areas dominated by Eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus spp.) 
generally adjacent to urban/developed lands in the Genesee Avenue Corridor. These non-native 
species release allelopathic chemicals from their stems and leaves which precludes most 
understory growth. The understory includes mostly leaf litter or in some cases exotic ground 
cover species such as Hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis). Eucalyptus Woodland is a Tier IV 
habitat. 
 
Exotic Plantings 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor includes various landscaped slopes adjacent to urban 
development. Numerous exotic tree and shrub species, including invasive species such as Acacia 
(Acacia latifolia), Peruvian Pepper (Schinus molle), Ngaio (Myoporum laetum), Hottentot-fig, 
and Pampas Grass (Cortaderia jubata), are present in these areas. Exotic plantings account for a 
total of approximately 44 acres within the Genesee Avenue Corridor. Exotic plantings is a Tier 
IV habitat. 
 
Urban/Developed 
 
Much of the Genesee Avenue Corridor is comprised of residential and urban development that is 
devoid of native habitats. Vegetation within these developed areas includes mostly ornamental 
vegetation, which is of little biological value. Urban/Developed is a Tier IV habitat. 
 
Disturbed Land 
 
Disturbed Land includes areas that consist of bare ground or non-native ruderal species such as 
Russian Thistle (Salsola tragus), Garland Chrysanthemum (Chrysanthemum coronarium), or 
Horseweed (Conyza Canadensis). In the Genesee Avenue Corridor, disturbed land occurs in the 
southernmost portion of the Corridor, south of SR 52 and west of Genesee Avenue. These areas 
typically have less than 30 percent cover attributable to annual Non-Native Grasses. Disturbed 
Land is a Tier IV habitat. 
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Native Plant Garden 
 
A native plant garden is located on the south side of Rose Creek, just west of Genesee Avenue. 
Several sage scrub and chaparral-associated species have been planted in this area including 
Nuttall’s Scrub Oak (Quercus dumosa), Wart-stemmed Ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucosus), 
Coulter’s Matilija Poppy (Romneya coulteri), Holly-leafed Cherry (Prunus ilicifolia spp. 
ilicifolia), and Bladderpod (Isomeris arborea). The native plant garden covers less than one acre.  
 
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. and State 
 
Within the Genesee Avenue Corridor, jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the US and state 
resources are distinguished by the canyon in which they were found. Potential federal and state 
jurisdictional wetlands/waters were found within both the Rose Canyon/Genesee Avenue and 
San Clemente Canyon/Genesee Avenue Corridors with wetlands consisting of Southern 
Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, Southern Willow Scrub and waters as unvegetated waters 
of the U.S./streambeds. The total area that falls under USACE jurisdiction is 1.34 acres. The 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) have jurisdiction over 3.20 acres. The total area that falls under the City of San Diego 
jurisdiction is 3.20 acres (Table 4.9-2). Potential federal and state jurisdictional waters in the 
Rose Canyon portion and the San Clemente Canyon portion of the Genesee Avenue Corridor are 
mapped in Figures 4.9-2A and 4.9-2B, respectively.  
 

Table 4.9-2 
Waters of the U.S. and State for the Genesee Avenue Corridor 

Jurisdiction 

U.S. Army 
Corps of 

Engineers 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Game 
City of 

San Diego 

Maximum 
Jurisdictiona

l Area 
Southern Willow Scrub (acres)1 0.03 0.18 0.18 0.18 
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian 
Forest (acres) 1.28 2.99 2.99 2.99 

Unvegetated Waters of the U.S./ 
Streambeds (acres) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 

Total by Jurisdiction (acres) 1.34 3.20 3.20 3.20 
1 includes mulefat scrub 
 
Wildlife 
 
Amphibians and Reptiles 
 
No amphibians were observed or detected within the UCP Area. However, species such as the 
Baja California Treefrog (Pseudacris hypochondriaca hypochondriaca), Western Spadefoot 
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(Spea hammondii), and Garden Slender Salamander (Batrachoseps major) have potential to 
occur on-site due to the presence of suitable habitat. 
 
Reptile species observed within a variety of habitats include Western Fence Lizard (Sceloporous 
occidentalis), Side-blotched Lizard (Uta stansburiana), Common Kingsnake (Lampropeltis 
getula), and Western Rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis). Additionally, the Ring-necked Snake 
(Diadophis punctatus), Two-striped Garter Snake (Thamnophis hammondi), Night Snake 
(Hypsiglena torquata), Long-nosed Snake (Rhinocheilus lecontei), and Yellow-bellied Racer 
(Coluber constrictor mormon) were recorded in Rose Canyon by herpetologist Laurence Klauber 
(Klauber, unpub. field notes). Other reptile species expected to be found on-site include the 
Coronado Skink (Plestiodon skiltonianus interparietalis), coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma 
coronatum), Southern Alligator Lizard (Eligaria multicarinata webbi), Red Diamond 
Rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber), coast patch-nosed snake (Salvadora hexalepis virgultea), and 
Striped Racer (Masticophis lateralis). The Orange- throated Whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra) 
and the Coastal Rosy Boa (Lichanura trivirgata roseofusca) may also occur in the canyons in 
limited numbers. The UCP Area is located outside of (west of) the current range of the Quino 
Checkerspot Butterfly per the USFWS Quino Survey Areas Map (USFWS 2005). 
 
Birds 
 
A total of 48 species of birds was observed within the UCP Area and surrounding habitat. 
Generally, findings were consistent with web-published “Friends of Rose Canyon Bird Species 
List” based on San Diego County Bird Atlas coverage of the canyon (Friends of Rose Canyon 
2003). 
 
White-tailed Kite (Elanus leucurus), Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Red-shouldered 
Hawk (Buteo lineatus), Cooper’s Hawk (Accipiter cooperii), Common Raven (Corax corax), and 
American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos) were observed on-site. Each of these species likely 
nests on-site as suitable habitat exists; however, no nests were observed. Fledgling White-tailed 
Kites were seen with adults at the tops of the tallest Western Sycamores. Additionally, in the 
spring of 2003, successful nesting by Red-shouldered Hawks resulted in three fledglings along 
the urbanized southern edge of Rose Canyon between Regents Road and Genesee Avenue. 
 
Other species observed in the riparian habitat during the surveys included Downy Woodpecker 
(Picoides pubescens), Acorn Woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus), Ash-throated Flycatcher 
(Myiarchus cinerascens), Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia), Black-headed Grosbeak 
(Pheucticus melanocephalus), Hooded Oriole (Icterus cucullatus), Bewick’s Wren (Thryomanes 
bewickii), Wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), Song 
Sparrow (Melospiza melodia), and House Wren (Troglodytes aedon). The Southern Cottonwood-
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Willow Riparian Forest and Southern Willow Scrub habitats on-site offer potentially suitable 
habitat to both the Least Bell’s Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extimus), which are federally listed endangered species. However, the 
focused, protocol surveys conducted for the Project and documented in the biological resources 
report (Merkel 2004) did not conclude either species’ presence on-site. 
 
The following species were also recorded in sage scrub habitat: Wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), 
Bewick’s Wren (Thryomanes bewickii), California Towhee (Pipilo crissalis), Spotted Towhee 
(Pipilo maculates), California Thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum), and California Gnatcatcher 
(Polioptila californica). 
 
The Eucalyptus Woodland that exists off-site, but in the vicinity of the UCP Area, is relatively 
expansive. This habitat is broadly utilized by larger birds for nesting (e.g., corvids and raptors), 
and by smaller species for perching (e.g., flycatchers). However, the Eucalyptus Woodland on-
site is relatively small and patchy; thus, uses by avian species are expected to be limited to 
perching and occasional foraging. 
 
Mammals 
 
Relatively few mammalian species were observed onsite. This is, in part, due to the fact that 
most native mammal species are primarily nocturnal and not easily observed during diurnal 
surveys. The California Ground Squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) and Desert Cottontail 
(Sylvilagus audubonii) were both infrequently seen onsite, although both are considered common 
to the area. Exposed soil occurs in many disturbed areas and is conducive to the presence of 
Botta’s Pocket Gopher (Thomomys bottae), which is expected to be found on-site. Mid-level 
predators such as Opossum (Didelphis virginiana), Long-tailed Weasel (Mustela frenata), 
Racoon (Procyon lotor), Gray Fox (Urocyon cineroargenteus), and Striped Skunk (Mephitis 
mephitis) were either observed or expected to occur. However, their populations are expected to 
be moderated by higher-level predators such as Coyote (Canis latrans) and Bobcat (Felis rufus), 
both of which were detected on-site during the biological resources surveys. The presence of 
higher-level predators such as Bobcat verifies the value of the canyon in providing habitat for all 
species throughout the food chain. 
 
Several rodent species are also expected to occur within the UCP Area, including: San Diego 
Pocket Mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax), Deer Mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus), Cactus 
Mouse (Peromyscus eremicus), California Vole (Microtus californicus), and House Mouse (Mus 
musculus). Although not observed, various bat species (Order Chiroptera) are expected to use 
the canyon habitats within the UCP Area. Such species include California Leaf-nosed Bat 
(Macrotis californicus), Mexican Long-tongued Bat (Choeronycteris mexicana), Western 
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Mastiff Bat (Eumops perotis), Hoary Bat (Lasiurus cinereus), and Yuma Myotis (Myotis 
yumanensis). 
 
Urban proximity dictates the occasional presence of domestic species of dog and cat (Canis 
familiaris and Felis catus, respectively). On several occasions dogs were seen on and off-leash in 
the canyon. Dogs do not carry out levels of predation that cats do since they are largely retained 
under the control of their owners and not given to independent nocturnal foraging. Cats are 
considered mid-level predators, and by virtue of their independent and nocturnal habits form a 
viable threat to birds and small mammals. The presence of higher-level predators serves to 
moderate this threat. 
 
Sensitive Resources 
 
Sensitive Plant Species 
 
Sensitive plants include those listed by the USFWS (USFWS) (2016), CDFW (2016), the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) (CNPS 2016), and MSCP Narrow Endemic Species 
(City of San Diego 1999 amended 2012). Six sensitive plant species were identified within the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor, and each is discussed below. 
 
San Diego Sagewort (Artemisia palmeri). Dense populations occur along Rose Creek at the 
Genesee Avenue crossing area. It is listed as CNPS Category 4.2 and is found in the 
Cottonwood-willow Riparian Forest. 
 
Clay-field Goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens). This plant is sporadic in areas of 
Non-native and Native Grassland habitats. It is listed as CNPS Category 1B.2. 
 
Spiny Rush (Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii). This plant occurs sporadically within wetland habitats 
of Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon. It is listed by CNPS as Category 4.2. 
 
Nuttall’s Scrub Oak (Quercus dumosa). This plant is found in the native plant garden located 
south of Rose Creek and west of Genesee Avenue. It is listed as CNPS Category 1B.1. 
 
Coulter’s Matilija Poppy (Romneya coulteri). This plant is also found in the native plant garden 
located south of Rose Creek and west of Genesee Avenue. It is listed as CNPS Category 4.2. 
 
Wart-stemmed Ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucosus). This plant is also part of the native plant 
garden located south of Rose Creek and west of Genesee Avenue. It is covered by the MSCP and 
is listed by the CNPS as Category 2B.2. 
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Willowy Monardella (Monardella viminea). It should be noted that historic populations of 
willowy monardella are known from San Clemente Canyon. The nearest historic locations are 
approximately one-half mile to the west, and just east of Genesee Avenue south of SR 52, but 
well out of the impact area of the modifications to Genesee Avenue. The latter population was 
searched for as part of the field survey for this analysis, but was not found. Similarly, the general 
botanical survey conducted within the boundaries of the UCP Area did not reveal the presence of 
this species. 

Sensitive Animal Species 
 
A total of seven sensitive wildlife species were identified within the Project site during biological 
resources surveys. They include White-tailed Kite, Cooper’s Hawk, Nuttall’s Woodpecker 
(Picoides nuttallii), California Gnatcatcher (in Regents Road Corridor only), California 
Thrasher, Yellow Warbler, and Yellow-breasted Chat (Icteria virens). 
 
Several raptors were observed or reported from the UCP Area, and many are suspected or known 
to nest on-site. Such species include Red-shouldered Hawk, Red-tailed Hawk, Barn Owl (Tyto 
alba), and Great Horned Owl (Bubo virginianus). Although none of the aforementioned species 
are considered sensitive, any active raptor nests are afforded protection under the California Fish 
and Game Code Section 3503.5, and native nesting birds are also protected more generally by 
Section 3503. Native nesting birds area also protected more generally under Code Section 3503. 
Additionally, although it was not concluded that all the sensitive species observed/detected on-
site are nesting in the area, there is a high likelihood that they do given the available, suitable 
habitat. 
 
Focused, protocol surveys were conducted for three federally listed avian species: Southwestern 
Willow Flycatcher, Least Bell’s Vireo, and California Gnatcatcher. The results of these surveys 
are included in Appendices 4 and 5 of the biological resources report. Neither Southwestern 
Willow Flycatcher nor Least Bell’s Vireo were detected in or near the UCP Area. California 
Gnatcatcher was not observed in the Genesee Avenue Corridor. 
 
Other sensitive species not observed during the biological resources survey work have been 
reported from the UCP Area by local residents or other interested parties. Such species include, 
but are not limited to Rufous-crowned Sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps), Black-chinned Sparrow 
(Spizella atrogularis), and Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus). 
 
Although Southwestern Pond Turtle (Emys marmorata pallida) and Arroyo Toad (Bufo 
californicus) are known from the region in habitats such as those that occur on-site, neither 
species was observed/detected during the biological resources surveys nor have they been 
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historically reported from the area. They are not expected to occur due to the absence of specific 
habitat conditions that are required by these species. The area lacks substantial, permanent 
ponding areas and sandy washes along stream courses that are necessary to support the pond 
turtle and Arroyo Toad, respectively. 
 
The Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) is a species that generally occurs in disturbed land 
and/or grasslands. This species occupies ground squirrel burrows, which are present on-site. The 
Burrowing Owl was not observed/detected during the recent surveys, nor has it been historically 
reported from the area. The grasslands and disturbed habitat on-site lack the specific habitat 
conditions that preferred by this species, such as open, flat terrain. Furthermore, the site’s 
location amongst urban development may also preclude the presence of this species. This species 
is not expected to be found on-site. 
 
No vernal pools were found within the Project area. The area lacks appropriate conditions for 
vernal pools; thus, no sensitive species associated with vernal pools (i.e., San Diego Fairy 
Shrimp [Branchinecta sandiegonensis]) are expected to occur on-site. 
 
A literature search of previously completed vernal pool surveys (Bauder 1986, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 1997, and City of San Diego 2004) revealed no historic locations of vernal 
pools within the UCP Area or its immediate vicinity. The nearest extant vernal pools are over 
one mile to the northeast in the vicinity of Nobel Drive and MCAS Miramar. 
 
Wildlife Corridors 
 
A wildlife corridor is a linear landscape feature utilized by resident or transient wildlife, and can 
be regional or local in nature. The corridor allows animal movement between two patches of 
more suitable habitat. A corridor is not expected to provide sufficient space and resources to 
meet all of the life history needs of its target species. Wildlife corridors are important insofar as 
they play a role in preserving species diversity. In the absence of corridors, habitats become 
isolated islands surrounded by development. Fragmented habitats support significantly lower 
numbers of species and increase the likelihood of extinction for species restricted to small areas. 
Connections between areas of open space are integral to maintaining biological diversity and 
population viability. 
 
The native habitats of Rose and San Clemente canyons are part of the City’s MSCP MHPA. 
Rose Canyon stretches westward from military lands east of I-805 to I-5. Here, the Rose Canyon 
habitats bend southward to the vicinity of the SR 52/I-5 interchange and form a constrained 
connection to San Clemente Canyon (Marian Bear Memorial Park), which in turn connects to the 
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eastern military lands. Both canyons are part of the MSCP’s Biological Core and Linkage Areas 
and Core Resource Areas. 
 
The MCAS Miramar Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) states, in part, 
“The entire eastern portion of MCAS Miramar provides important habitat linkage with adjacent 
open spaces. Rose and San Clemente canyons provide important corridors through western 
MCAS Miramar that connect open space areas west of the Station to eastern MCAS Miramar. 
These corridors link the wildlife (and to a lesser extent plants) of the Station to adjacent or 
nearby open space and regional corridors through Mission Trails Regional Park, Sycamore 
Canyon County Park, Marian Bear Regional Park, and Los Peñasquitos Canyon Preserve” 
(MCAS Miramar 2011). Mule deer, bobcat, and mountain lion have been documented in Rose 
Canyon in the western portion of MCAS Miramar (MCAS Miramar 2011). The INRMP goes on 
to say “…(wildlife) corridors connect western Miramar with open space west of I-805. San 
Clemente Canyon, which runs from the northeast corner of MCAS Miramar to the southwest 
corner, apparently dead ends into the I-805 and SR 52 interchange. However, there is a system of 
open drainages with dirt trails along the borders that provide access through the interchange into 
Marian Bear Regional Park on the west side of I-805. Rose Canyon, another east-west corridor 
within the open space of MCAS Miramar, funnels the movement of wildlife under the I-805 
bridge over the railroad easement within Rose Canyon. On the west side of I-805, this wildlife 
corridor continues along the railroad easement to the west until it connects with Marian Bear 
Regional Park at the end of San Clemente Canyon and continues south.” 
 
The portions of Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon associated with the Project lay within 
the MSCP’s “Urban Areas.” Urban MHPA areas contribute to the overall MHPA by providing 
habitat for native species to continue to reproduce and find new territories, or by providing 
necessary shelter and forage for migrating species. Rose Canyon, in conjunction with San 
Clemente Canyon, provides for the reproduction and dispersal of a variety of species. Plants and 
animals may disperse along the streamside habitats eastward toward the open space owned by 
the military, or between the two canyons through either the eastern, broad, military lands or the 
western, constrained corridor. The MCAS Miramar INRMP documents corridor use by Mule 
Deer, Mountain Lion, and Bobcat; the latter has been documented in Rose Canyon by residents 
living near the Project area. Evidence of Mule Deer was seen by Merkel & Associates biologists 
during fieldwork for the Nobel Drive Extension study in the mid- to late-90s in Rose Canyon just 
west of I-805. It would not be unreasonable to expect intermittent sightings of Mule Deer in the 
western portions of Rose Canyon, although the biologists have received no recent reports as of 
the date of this report. No evidence of Mule Deer was found during the course of field surveys 
for this Project. However, Mule Deer were seen in Rose Canyon in 2002. 
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The other large mammal known to inhabit MCAS Miramar, the Mountain Lion, could possibly 
use Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon as a movement corridor, and possibly a hunting 
area, but its occurrence is far less probable than that of Mule Deer. In 2002, as part of a study of 
sensitivities of mammalian carnivores in fragmented habitats in coastal southern California, 
Crooks reported no Mountain Lions in urban fragments. 
 
Rose Canyon functions as a wildlife corridor supporting movement of individuals (and thus 
genetic material) from within Rose Canyon to open space eastward and into San Clemente 
Canyon and vice versa. 
 
4.9.1.3 Regents Road Corridor 
 

Existing biological resources conditions in the Regents Road Corridor are summarized below as 
vegetation communities, waters of the U.S. and State, wildlife, sensitive resources, and wildlife 
corridors. 
 

Vegetation Communities 
 

Twelve vegetation communities were identified and mapped within the Regents Road Corridor: 
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, Southern Willow Scrub, Native Grassland (Wet 
Meadow), Coast Live Oak Woodland, Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Chamise Chaparral, Native 
Grassland, Non-Native Grassland, Eucalyptus Woodland, Exotic Plantings Urban/Developed, 
and Disturbed Lands (Figure 4.9-3). Refer to Table 4.9-1 for acreages of occurrence in the 
mapped corridor area. Detailed descriptions of the vegetation types are contained in Section 
4.9.1.1. 
 

The Rose Canyon Open Space Park has been subject to riparian habitat enhancement and 
restoration. In 1997, the City of San Diego applied for and received a Habitat Conservation Fund 
grant from the State of California Department of Parks and Recreation Local Agency Program. A 
major goal of the grant program was to remove noxious non-native species (e.g., Giant Reed 
[Arundo donax], Pampas Grass [Cortaderia jubata], Eucalyptus [Eucalyptus spp.], Acacia 
[Acacia spp.], German Ivy [Delairea odorata], Pepper Tree [Schinus spp.], Fennel [Foeniculum 
vulgare], and Castor-bean [Ricinus communis]) from Rose Creek and replace them with native 
plant material (Fremont Cottonwood, Willows [Salix spp.], and Mule Fat). The restoration effort 
also included some upland areas, which were planted with Mission Manzanita (Xylococcus 
bicolor), California Sagebrush, Laurel Sumac and Chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum). The 
enhancement/restoration efforts were completed in 2002. Much of the restoration activity is 
unmapped and unmarked, and in many cases indistinguishable from native habitats. Therefore, 
these restoration areas have not been called out separately in the following vegetation table or 
discussion. 
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Regents Road Corridor Vegetation Communities
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The 1996 Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer project also resulted in habitat restoration in Rose Canyon 
Open Space Park. Examination of the biological mitigation “as-built” plans for this project show 
that a high percentage of the Trunk Sewer line in the vicinity of Genesee Avenue and the 
Regents Road Bridge has been subject to vegetation restoration efforts. While most of the line 
was treated with an upland seed mix, some sections were also re-planted with riparian forest 
elements. While these impacts are noted in the Impact section of this report under the appropriate 
vegetation categories, they are also noted separately because the resource agencies may require 
higher mitigation ratios for impacts to previously restored areas. 
 
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest 
 
As discussed in Section 4.9.1.1, the Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest is a broad-
leaved riparian vegetation type that is well-developed in both the San Clemente and Rose 
canyons. 
 
Southern Willow Scrub 
 
The Southern Willow Scrub habitat within the Regents Road Corridor occurs within a tributary 
drainage to Rose Canyon, south of the railroad tracks. 
 
Coast Live Oak Woodland 
 
A stand of Coast Live Oak Woodland occurs in the southwest corner of the Regents Road 
Corridor. More specifically, this vegetation type is located in the San Clemente Canyon south of 
SR 52. 
 
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh 
 
Several small stands were found within the incised canyons at the base of the slopes of Rose 
Canyon. Another small stand was found in San Clemente Canyon. This habitat is dominated by 
Broad-leaved Cattail (Typha latifolia). 
 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 
 
This vegetation type occurs in Rose Canyon, along Regents Road, and in San Clemente Canyon 
south of SR 52. 
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Chamise Chaparral 
 
Small areas of Common Chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum) surrounded by Coastal Sage Scrub 
vegetation occur on a west-facing slope just east of Regents Road and north of Governor Drive. 
 
Native Grassland (Wet Meadow) 
 
This habitat classification includes an approximately 0.18-acre area of Beardless Wild Ryegrass 
(Leymus triticoides) which occurs in moist soils adjacent to Southern Cottonwood-Willow 
Riparian Forest habitat. 
 
Non-Native Grassland 
 
Non-Native Grassland is largely concentrated near Rose and San Clemente Canyons in the 
Regents Road Corridor. 
 
Eucalyptus Woodland 
 
Eucalyptus Woodland is mapped for areas dominated by Eucalyptus trees and is generally found 
adjacent to urban/developed lands in the Regents Road Corridor. 
 
Exotic Plantings 
 
The Regents Road Corridor includes various landscaped slopes adjacent to urban development 
which contain exotic tree and shrub species. Exotic plantings are notable along SR 52 near San 
Clemente Canyon, and in total cover more than 32 acres in the mapped corridor. 
 
Urban/Developed 
 
Much of the Regents Road Corridor is comprised of residential and urban development that is 
devoid of native habitats. Vegetation within these developed areas includes mostly ornamental 
vegetation that is of little biological value. 
 
Disturbed Land 
 
Disturbed Land includes areas that consist of bare ground or non-native ruderal species. In the 
Regents Road Corridor, disturbed land occurs north of SR 52, east of Regents Road. 
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Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. and State 
 
Potential wetlands and waters of the U.S. and State were found within the Regents Road 
Corridor: Southern Willow Scrub, Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, Herbaceous 
Riparian (equals the Native Grassland/Wet Meadow) and Unvegetated Waters of the 
U.S./streambed. The total area that falls under USACE jurisdiction is 0.97 acre. The CDFW and 
RWQCB have jurisdiction over 4.65 acres, and the City of San Diego has jurisdiction over 4.65 
acres (Table 4.9-3). Potential jurisdictional federal and state waters in the Regents Road Corridor 
are mapped in Figures 4.9-4A and B. 
 

Table 4.9-3 
Waters of the U.S. and State for the Regents Road Corridor 

Jurisdiction 
U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers 

California 
Department of 
Fish and Game City of San Diego 

Maximum 
Wetland 

Area 
Southern Willow Scrub (acres) 0.33 3.23 3.23 3.23 
Southern Cottonwood-Willow 
Riparian Forest (acres) 0.61 1.23 1.23 1.23 

Herbaceous Riparian1 (acres) 0 0.16 0.16 0.16 
Unvegetated Waters of the 
U.S./Streambeds (acres) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 

Total by Jurisdiction (acres) 0.97 4.65 4.65 4.65 
1 Includes Native Grassland – Wet Meadow 
 
Wildlife 
 
Refer to Section 4.9.1.1 and the discussion of wildlife in the Genesee Avenue Corridor. Wildlife 
found in the Regents Road Corridor would be the same as discussed in Section 4.9.1.1. 
 
Sensitive Resources 
 
Sensitive Plant Species 
 
Sensitive plants include those listed by USFWS (2016), CDFW (2016), CNPS (2016), and 
MSCP Narrow Endemic Species (City of San Diego 1997). Three sensitive plant species were 
identified within the Regents Road Corridor, and each is discussed below. In addition, one 
historic plant species was identified for the Regents Road Corridor. 
 
San Diego Sagewort. Dense populations occur along Rose Creek at both the Genesee and 
Regents Road crossing areas. It is listed as CNPS Category 4.2 and is found in the Cottonwood-
willow Riparian Forest 
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Clay-field Goldenbush. This plant is sporadic in areas of Non-native and Native Grassland 
habitats. It is listed as CNPS Category 1B.2. 
 
Spiny Rush. This plant occurs sporadically within wetland habitats of Rose Canyon and San 
Clemente Canyon. It is listed by CNPS as Category 4.2. 
 
Willowy Monardella. It should be noted that historic populations of willowy monardella are 
known from San Clemente Canyon. The nearest historic location is approximately one-quarter 
mile to the east of the corridor boundary, south of SR 52. This location is outside of the Project 
boundary. 
 
Sensitive Animal Species 
 
Refer to Section 4.9.1.1 and the discussion of sensitive animal species in the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor. Wildlife found in the Regents Road Corridor would be the same as discussed therein. 
Specifically, two male/female pairs of California gnatcatchers were found within the Regents 
Road Corridor in Rose Canyon. Although nesting was not confirmed, it was strongly suspected 
that at least one pair breeds onsite or in the vicinity, as juvenile birds were seen with one pair 
during early surveys. 
 
A eucalyptus tree in the Regents Road Corridor near Lahitte Court has been a historic nesting 
site for Coopers hawk, and in the spring of 2004 was a nesting site for great horned owl. 
 
Wildlife Corridors 
 
Refer to Section 4.9.1.1, Genesee Avenue Corridor, Wildlife Corridors for a full discussion of 
wildlife corridors within the Regents Road Corridor. 
 
4.9.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
Several regulations have been established by federal, state, and local agencies to protect and 
conserve biological resources. The descriptions below provide a brief overview of agency 
regulations that may or may not be applicable based on determination of impacts to the resources 
that occur within the Project area. 
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4.9.2.1 Federal 
 
Endangered Species Act 
 
The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) provides protections for species endangered or 
threatened with extinction. FESA prohibits the “take” of endangered or threatened wildlife 
species. “Take” is defined to include harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, 
killing, trapping, capturing, or collecting wildlife species or any attempt to engage in such 
conduct (FESA Section 3 [(3)(19)]). Harm is further defined to include significant habitat 
modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly 
impairing behavioral patterns (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 17.3). Harass is 
defined as actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to 
significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns (50 CFR Section 17.3). Actions that result in take 
can result in civil or criminal penalties. See Section 4.2.2.3 for a discussion of the habitat 
conservation plan (HCP) that addresses federally endangered and threatened species in the City 
of San Diego (i.e., the City of San Diego’s MSCP). Projects that are implemented consistent with 
San Diego Municipal Code, Land Development Code, Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 
2012a) would be allowed to “take” listed species with the City of San Diego’s authorization and 
approval. 
 
Clean Water Act 
 
Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the USACE is authorized to regulate 
any activity that would result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S., which include those waters listed in 33 CFR Part 328 (Definitions). USACE, 
with oversight by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), has the principal 
authority to issue CWA Section 404 Permits. 
 
Pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA, the RWQCB, Region 9, certifies that any discharge into 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. will comply with state water quality standards. RWQCB, as 
delegated by USEPA, has the principal authority to issue a CWA Section 401 water quality 
certification or waiver. 
 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
 
The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits any person unless permitted by 
regulations, to “pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for 
sale, sell, offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for 
transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means 
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whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any 
manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this Convention…for the protection of 
migratory birds…or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird” (16 U.S. Code 703). The list of 
migratory birds protected by the MBTA includes nearly all bird species native to the United 
States. The statute was extended in 1974 to include parts of birds, as well as eggs and nests. 
Thus, it is illegal under the MBTA to directly kill, or destroy a nest of, nearly any bird species, 
not just endangered species. Activities that result in removal or destruction of an active nest (a 
nest with eggs or young being attended by one or more adults) would violate the MBTA. 
Removal of unoccupied nests, or bird mortality resulting indirectly from a project, is not 
considered a violation of the MBTA. 
 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
 
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) is the primary law protecting eagles, 
including individuals, and their nests and eggs (16 USC Section 668 et seq.). It defines “take” to 
include “pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, destroy, molest, or 
disturb” (16 USC 668c). “Disturb” is defined by regulation at 50 CFR 22.3 in 2007 as “to agitate 
or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause,…(1) injury to an 
eagle, (2) a decrease in productivity…, or (3) nest abandonment…” (USFWS 2009). Under the 
BGEPA Eagle Permit Rule (50 CFR 22.26), USFWS may issue permits to authorize limited, 
non-purposeful take of bald eagles and golden eagles. 
 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management 
 
Executive Order (EO) 11988 requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- 
and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains, 
and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a 
practicable alternative. This EO provides an eight-step process that agencies carry out as part of 
their decision-making process for projects that have potential impacts to or within a floodplain. 
 
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands 
 
Pursuant to EO 11990, each federal agency is responsible for preparing implementing procedures 
for carrying out the provisions of the EO. The purpose of this EO is to “minimize the destruction, 
loss, or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of 
wetlands.” Each agency, to the extent permitted by law, must avoid undertaking or providing 
assistance for any activity located in wetlands, unless the head of the agency finds that there is no 
practical alternative to such activity, and the proposed action includes all practical measures to 
minimize harm to wetlands that may result from such actions. In making this finding, the head of 
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the agency may take into account economic, environmental, and other pertinent factors. Each 
agency must also provide opportunity for early public review of any plans or proposals for new 
construction in wetlands. 
 
Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species 
 
EO 13112 requires federal agencies to “prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide 
for their control and to minimize the economic, ecological, and human health effects that 
invasive species cause.” An invasive species is defined by the EO as “an alien species whose 
introduction does or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human 
health.” Alien species are defined, with respect to a particular ecosystem, as any species 
(including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of propagating that 
species) that is not native to that ecosystem. 
 
4.9.2.2 State 
 
California Fish and Game Code 
 
The California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) regulate the taking or possession of birds, 
mammals, fish, amphibians, and reptiles, as well as natural resources such as wetlands and 
waters of the state. Applicable sections of the CFGC are discussed in turn below. 
 
Section 1600 Et. Seq. – Streambed Alteration Agreement. 
 
Pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the CFGC, CDFW regulates activities of an applicant’s 
project that would substantially alter the flow, bed, channel, or bank of streams or lakes, unless 
certain conditions outlined by CDFW are met by the applicant. The limits of CDFW jurisdiction 
are defined in CFGC Section 1600 et seq. as the “bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream,3 or 
lake designated by CDFW in which there is at any time an existing fish or wildlife resource or 
from which these resources derive benefit.”4 However, in practice, CDFW usually extends its 
jurisdictional limit and assertion to the top of a bank of a stream, the bank of a lake, or outer edge 
of the riparian vegetation, whichever is wider. 
 

                                                           
3 Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) 1.72 defines a stream as “a body of water that flows at least 

periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This 
includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation.” 

4 This also includes the habitat upon which they depend for continued viability (California Fish and Game Code 
Division 5, Chapter 1, Section 45, and Division 2, Chapter 1, Section 711.2[a]). 
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In some cases, drainage ditches and retention ponds5 can be potentially considered under the 
regulatory administration of CDFW. CDFW provides specific guidance concerning its regulatory 
administration in California Code of Regulations Title 14 Section 720 (Designation of Waters of 
Department Interest): 
 
For the purpose of implementing Sections 1601 and 1603 of the Fish and Game Code, which 
requires submission to the department of general plans sufficient to indicate the nature of a project 
for construction by or on behalf of any person, governmental agency, state or local, and any 
public utility, of any project which will divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or bed of any 
river, stream, or lake designated by the department, or will use material from the streambeds 
designated by the department, all rivers, streams, lakes, and streambeds in the State of California, 
including all rivers, streams, and streambeds, which may have intermittent flows of water, are 
hereby designated for such purpose.= 
 
Section 1900 Et. Seq. – Native Plant Protection Act 
 
The Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) (CFGC Section 1900 et seq.) includes measures to 
preserve, protect, and enhance rare and endangered native plant species. Definitions for “rare and 
endangered” are different from those contained in the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA), although CESA-listed rare and endangered species are included in the list of species 
protected under the NPPA. 
 
Section 2050 Et Seq. – California Endangered Species Act 
 
CESA (Section 2050 et seq.) prohibits the “take” (defined as “to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or 
kill”) of state-listed species except as otherwise provided in state law. CESA is administered by 
and is similar to FESA. State lead agencies are required to consult with CDFW to ensure that 
their authorized actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any state-listed 
species or result in the degradation of occupied habitat. 
 
Under Section 2081, CDFW authorizes “take” of state-listed endangered, threatened, or 
candidate species through incidental take permits or memoranda of understanding if (1) the take 
is incidental to otherwise lawful activities, (2) impacts of the take are minimized and fully 
mitigated, (3) the permit is consistent with regulations adopted in accordance with any recovery 
plan for the species in questions, and (4) the applicant ensures suitable funding to implement the 
measures required by CDFW. 
 

                                                           
5 Title 14 CCR 1.56 defines a lake as a feature that “includes lakes or man-made reservoirs.” 
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See Section 4.2.2.3 for a discussion of the Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) that 
addresses state endangered and threatened species in the City of San Diego (i.e., the City of San 
Diego’s MSCP). Projects that are implemented consistent with San Diego Municipal Code, Land 
Development Code, Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2012a) would be allowed to “take” 
state listed species with the City of San Diego’s authorization and approval. 
 
Section 3503 and 3503.5 – Protection of Birds, Nests, and Raptors 
 
CFGC Section 3503 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or 
eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 specifically states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy 
any raptors (i.e., species in the orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes), including their nests or 
eggs. Typical violations of these codes include destruction of active nests resulting from removal 
of vegetation in which the nests are located. Violation of Section 3503.5 could also include 
failure of active raptor nests resulting from disturbance of nesting pairs by nearby project 
construction. This statute does not provide for the issuance of any type of incidental take permit. 
 
Section 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 – Fully Protected Species 
 
Protection of fully protected species is described in CFGC Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515. 
These species include certain fish, amphibian and reptile, bird, and mammal species. These 
statutes prohibit take or possession of fully protected species and do not provide for authorization 
of incidental take of fully protected species. 
 
Section 3513 – Migratory Birds 
 
This code protects California’s migratory birds by making it unlawful to take or possess any 
migratory nongame bird as designated in the MBTA or any part of such migratory nongame 
birds. 
 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act 
 
Pursuant to Section 13000 et seq. of the California Water Code (the 1969 Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act), RWQCB is authorized to regulate any activity that would result in 
discharges of waste or fill material to waters of the state, including “isolated” waters and 
wetlands (e.g., vernal pools and seeps). Waters of the state include any surface water or 
groundwater within the boundaries of the state (California Water Code Section 13050[e]). 
RWQCB also adopts and implements water quality control plans (basin plans) that recognize and 
are designed to maintain the unique characteristics of each region with regard to natural water 
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quality, actual and potential beneficial uses, maintaining water quality, and addressing the water 
quality problems of that region. 
 
Designated beneficial uses of state waters that may be protected against quality degradation 
include preservation and enhancement of fish, wildlife, designated biological habitats of special 
significance, and other aquatic resources or preserves. 
 
California Environmental Quality Act 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), Public Resources Code 21100 et 
seq., requires lead agencies to evaluate the environmental impact associated with a Project. 
CEQA requires that a local agency prepare a PEIR on any project it proposes to approve that 
may have a significant effect on the environment. The purpose of a PEIR is to provide decision 
makers, public agencies, and the general public with an objective document that fully discloses 
the potential environmental effects of a Project. The PEIR process is specifically designed to 
objectively evaluate and disclose potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
of a Project; to identify alternatives that may reduce or eliminate a project’s significant effects; 
and to identify feasible measures that mitigate significant effects of a project. In addition, CEQA 
requires that an EIR identify those adverse impacts that remain significant after mitigation. 
 
4.9.2.3 Local 
 
City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan 
 
The City of San Diego adopted the MSCP Subarea Plan in 1997. The goal of the City of San 
Diego’s MSCP was to create a habitat preserve system known as the MHPA in order to 
coordinate conservation efforts on a regional scale while allowing development projects to occur. 
 
The City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 1997) was prepared pursuant to 
the general outline for NCCP/HCP documents developed by USFWS and CDFW to meet the 
requirements of the California Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act of 1992 and the 
FESA. The City’s NCCP/HCP fulfilled the requirements for issuance of incidental take 
authorization under Section 2835 of the state’s NCCP Act and an incidental take permit under 
Section 10 of the FESA. The MSCP identifies certain species as “covered,” that are adequately 
conserved, within the MHPA. The Subarea Plan specifies conditions of coverage for each 
covered species that must be applied when those species occur in a project area. 
 
The City of San Diego Municipal Code established (Environmentally Sensitive Lands) ESL 
Regulations to ensure protection of sensitive biological resources consistent with CEQA and the 
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City of San Diego’s MSCP. The ESL Regulations include lands within the MHPA, wetlands and 
waters, sensitive upland vegetation communities, habitat for state and federally listed and MSCP 
covered species, lands supporting narrow endemic plant species, steep hillsides and floodplains. 
The regulations encourage avoidance and minimization of impacts to ESLs. In addition, the 
City’s Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2012a) serve as standards for the determination of 
impacts and mitigation under CEQA and the Coastal Act. The Biology Guidelines also serve to 
implement the MSCP by placing priority on the preservation of biological resources within the 
MHPA. The City’s Biology Guidelines also define the survey and impact assessment 
methodologies and mitigation requirements for unavoidable impacts (City of San Diego 2012a). 
 
Sensitive biological resources are defined by the San Diego Municipal Code (City of San Diego 
2012a) as: 
 

• Lands that have been included in the MHPA as identified in the City of San Diego’s 
MSCP Subarea Plan; 

• Wetlands (as defined by the Municipal Code, Section 113.0103); 

• Lands outside of the MHPA that contain Tier I habitats, Tier II habitats, Tier IIIA 
habitats, or Tier IIIB habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines; 

• Lands supporting species or subspecies listed as rare, endangered, or threatened; 

• Lands containing habitats with narrow endemic species as listed in the Biology 
Guidelines; and 

• Lands containing habitats of covered species as listed in the Biology Guidelines. 
 
Upon compliance with the MSCP Subarea Plan and the Biology Guidelines, the City is able to 
issue “take” authorization for covered species. Prior to the adoption of the MSCP, this “take” 
authorization would have required project-by-project review with the regulatory agencies. Thus, 
the MSCP provides for the preservation of a network of habitat and open space, protecting 
biodiversity, and enhancing the region’s quality of life. The plan is designed to preserve native 
vegetation and meet the habitat needs of multiple species, rather than focusing preservation 
efforts on one species at a time. By identifying priority areas for conservation and other areas for 
development, the MSCP streamlined permit procedures for development projects that impact 
habitat. It also provides an economic benefit by reducing constraints on development and 
decreasing the costs of compliance with federal and state laws that protect biological resources. 
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4.9.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
According to the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, a potential 
significant impact to biological resources would occur if implementation of the Project would: 
 

1. Result in substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species in the MSCP or 
other local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS; 

2. Result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I, Tier II, Tier IIIA or Tier IIIB 
habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development Manual or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS; 

3. Result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means; 

4. Substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
including linkages identified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites; 

5. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat 
conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the surrounding region 

6. Introduce land use within an area adjacent to the MHPA that would result in adverse edge 
effects; 

7. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources; or 

8. Introduce invasive species of plants into a natural open space area; 
 
4.9.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project result in substantial adverse impact, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status 
species in the MSCP or other local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS)? 
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4.9.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Direct impacts to plant and wildlife species include temporary or permanent loss of individuals 
or their habitat. Indirect impacts to plant and wildlife species include edge effects such as noise 
or introducing humans and/or pets to an area where access was previously limited. Direct 
impacts on state or federally listed species and all narrow endemics should be considered 
significant. Impacts on certain species covered by the MSCP and other species not covered by 
the MSCP should be considered significant on a case-by-case basis, taking into consideration 
extent of the impact and all pertinent information regarding distribution, rarity, and the level of 
habitat conservation afforded by the MSCP. Indirect impacts to species should be considered 
significant on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration all pertinent information regarding 
the species’ ecology. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and 
would not result in the addition of travel lanes, construction of retaining walls, changes to the 
existing 126-foot wide road cross section at Governor Drive, grading associated with the 
Genesee Avenue Widening, and widening of the existing bridge over the railroad tracks in Rose 
Canyon. Genesee Avenue would continue to exist as it does under current conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
New roadway construction, expansion and resurfacing of existing roadway, construction of 
retaining walls along Milliken Avenue and Lahitte Court, construction of a small parking lot, and 
displacement of the existing Rose Canyon trailhead at Regent Road and Lahitte Court would not 
occur with the construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge. The Regents Road Corridor 
would continue to exist as it does under current conditions. 
 
4.9.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in a 
substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in the MSCP or other local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction from the UCP would not result in a 
substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in the MSCP or other local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts. 
 
4.9.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.9.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I, Tier II, 
Tier IIIA or Tier IIIB habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land 
Development Manual or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS? 
 
4.9.5.1 Impact Analysis 

Sensitive vegetation communities may be directly or indirectly impacted. Direct impacts to 
sensitive vegetation communities include permanent or temporary ground disturbance, including 
removal of vegetation. Indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation communities include edge effects 
such as introduction of nonnative plant species. Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB upland habitats and all 
wetland and waters habitats are considered sensitive. Direct and indirect impacts to these 
resources are considered significant. Total upland (Tiers I–IIIB) impacts of 0.1 acre or greater 
and wetland (including riparian) impacts of 0.01 acre or greater are considered significant. 
However, total upland (Tiers I-IIIB) and wetland impacts of less than 0.01 acre are not 
considered significant. Additionally, impacts to nonnative grasslands (Tier IIIB) that are 
completely surrounded by existing urban development and totaling less than 1.0 acre are not 
considered significant. Indirect impacts should be considered significant on a case-by-case basis, 
taking into consideration all pertinent information regarding vegetation requirements. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and 
would result in no addition of travel lanes, no construction of retaining walls, no changes to the 
existing 126-foot wide road cross section at Governor Drive, no grading associated with the 
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Genesee Avenue Widening, and no widening of the existing bridge over the railroad tracks in 
Rose Canyon. Genesee Avenue would continue to exist as it does under current conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
New roadway construction, expansion and resurfacing of existing roadway, construction of 
retaining walls along Milliken Avenue and Lahitte Court, construction of a small parking lot, and 
displacement of an existing trailhead would not occur with the construction of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge. The Regents Road Corridor would continue to exist as it does under 
current conditions. 
 
4.9.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in substantial 
adverse impacts, on any Tier I Habitats, Tier II Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats, or Tier IIIB Habitats 
as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development Manual or on other sensitive 
natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or 
USFWS. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction from the UCP would not result in 
substantial adverse impacts, on any Tier I Habitats, Tier II Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats, or Tier 
IIIB Habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development Manual or on 
other sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by CDFW or USFWS. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts. 
 
4.9.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.9.6 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 3: Would the Project result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 
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4.9.6.1 Impact Analysis 

Wetlands may be directly or indirectly impacted. Direct impacts to wetlands include permanent 
or temporary ground disturbance, including removal of vegetation. Indirect impacts to wetlands 
include edge effects such as introduction of nonnative species. Wetlands are considered sensitive 
and declining habitats and direct impacts to these resources should be considered significant. 
Total wetland impacts of 0.01 acre or greater are considered significant. Indirect impacts should 
be considered significant on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration all pertinent 
information regarding wetland ecosystems. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and 
would not result in the addition of travel lanes, construction of retaining walls, changes to the 
existing 126-foot wide road cross section at Governor Drive, grading associated with the 
Genesee Avenue Widening, and widening of the existing bridge over the railroad tracks in Rose 
Canyon. Genesee Avenue would continue to exist as it does under current conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
New roadway construction, expansion and resurfacing of existing roadway, construction of 
retaining walls along Milliken Avenue and Lahitte Court, construction of a small parking lot, and 
displacement of an existing trailhead would not occur with the construction of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge. The Regents Road Corridor would continue to exist as it does under 
current conditions. 
 
4.9.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in substantial 
adverse impacts on federal and-or state waters or wetland habitats through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction from the UCP would not result in 
substantial adverse impacts on federal and-or state waters or wetland habitats through direct 
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removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts. 
 
4.9.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required. 
 
4.9.7 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 4: Would the Project substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, including linkages identified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 
 
4.9.7.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Regional or local wildlife corridors/linkages may be directly or indirectly impacted. Direct 
impacts to wildlife corridors include permanent or temporary removal of vegetation or 
development of barriers to movement. Indirect impacts to wildlife corridors include edge effects 
such as noise and lighting. The City’s Significance Determination Thresholds do not provide 
specific thresholds for impacts to corridors; therefore, direct and indirect impacts should be 
considered significant on a case-by-case basis, taking into consideration all pertinent ecological 
information regarding the plant and animal genetics and movement requirements. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and 
would not result in the addition of travel lanes, construction of retaining walls, changes to the 
existing 126-foot wide road cross section at Governor Drive, grading associated with the 
Genesee Avenue Widening, and widening of the existing bridge over the railroad tracks in Rose 
Canyon. Genesee Avenue would continue to exist as it does under current conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
New roadway construction, expansion and resurfacing of existing roadway, construction of 
retaining walls along Milliken Avenue and Lahitte Court, construction of a small parking lot, and 
displacement of an existing trailhead would not occur with the construction of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge. The Regents Road Corridor would continue to exist as it does under 
current conditions. 
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4.9.7.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not substantially 
interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, including linkages identified in the 
MSCP Plan, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction from the UCP would not 
substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, including linkages 
identified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, there 
would be no significant impacts. 
 
4.9.7.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.9.8 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 5: Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional or state 
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the surrounding region? 
 
Issue 6: Would the Project introduce land use within an area adjacent to the MHPA that 
would result in adverse edge effects? 

4.9.8.1 Impact Analysis 
 
The City’s Significance Determination Thresholds do not provide specific thresholds for 
conflicts with the adopted conservation plan; therefore, conflicts with adopted conservation plans 
should be considered significant on a case-by-case basis. Determining the level of consistency 
with adopted conservation plans provides a means for evaluating significance of impacts under 
Issue 5. Issue 6 is related to Issue 5 since the MHPA is designated by the MSCP, an adopted 
conservation plan within the City’s jurisdiction. Per the City’s Significance Determination 
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Thresholds, any encroachment into the MHPA would be considered a significant direct impact. 
In addition, introducing land use within an area adjacent to the MHPA that would result in 
adverse edge effects would also be considered a significant indirect impact. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and 
would not result in the addition of travel lanes, construction of retaining walls, changes to the 
existing 126-foot wide road cross section at Governor Drive, grading associated with the 
Genesee Avenue Widening, and widening of the existing bridge over the railroad tracks in Rose 
Canyon. Genesee Avenue would continue to exist as it does under current conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
New roadway construction, expansion and resurfacing of existing roadway, construction of 
retaining walls along Milliken Avenue and Lahitte Court, construction of a small parking lot, and 
displacement of an existing trailhead would not occur with the construction of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge. The Regents Road Corridor would continue to exist as it does under 
current conditions. 
 
4.9.8.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not conflict with the 
provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the surrounding region. The removal 
of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not introduce land use within an 
area adjacent to the MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects. Therefore, there would be 
no significant impacts. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not conflict with the 
provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the surrounding region. The removal 
of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not introduce land use within an area 
adjacent to the MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts. 
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4.9.8.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required. 
 
4.9.9 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 7: Would the Project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources? 
 
4.9.9.1 Impact Analysis 
 
The City’s Significance Determination Thresholds do not provide specific thresholds for 
conflicts with local policies or ordinances; therefore, conflicts with local policies and ordinances 
should be considered significant on a case-by-case basis. Determining the level of consistency 
with adopted policies and ordinances provides a means for evaluating significance of impacts 
under Issue 7. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and 
would not result in the addition of travel lanes, construction of retaining walls, changes to the 
existing 126-foot wide road cross section at Governor Drive, grading associated with the 
Genesee Avenue Widening, and widening of the existing bridge over the railroad tracks in Rose 
Canyon. Genesee Avenue would continue to exist as it does under current conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
New roadway construction, expansion and resurfacing of existing roadway, construction of 
retaining walls along Milliken Avenue and Lahitte Court, construction of a small parking lot, and 
displacement of an existing trailhead would not occur with the construction of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge. The Regents Road Corridor would continue to exist as it does under 
current conditions. 
 
4.9.9.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction from the UCP would not conflict 
with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. Therefore, there would be 
no significant impacts. 
 
4.9.9.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required. 
 
4.9.10 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 8: Would the Project introduce invasive species of plants into a natural open space 
area? 
 
4.9.10.1 Impact Analysis 
 
The City’s Significance Determination Thresholds do not provide specific thresholds for impacts 
associated with introduction of invasive plant species. For the purposes of this analysis, the 
introduction of any invasive plant species to natural open spaces is considered a significant 
impact. The introduction of invasive plant species can be considered either a direct or indirect 
impact on sensitive biological resources, depending on circumstances. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and 
would not result in the addition of travel lanes, construction of retaining walls, changes to the 
existing 126-foot wide road cross section at Governor Drive, grading associated with the 
Genesee Avenue Widening, and widening of the existing bridge over the railroad tracks in Rose 
Canyon. Genesee Avenue would continue to exist as it does under current conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
New roadway construction, expansion and resurfacing of existing roadway, construction of 
retaining walls along Milliken Avenue and Lahitte Court, construction of a small parking lot, and 
displacement of an existing trailhead would not occur with the construction of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge. The Regents Road Corridor would continue to exist as it does under 
current conditions. 
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4.9.10.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not introduce invasive 
species of plants into natural open space areas. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction from the UCP would not introduce 
invasive species of plants into natural open space areas. Therefore, there would be no significant 
impacts. 
 
4.9.10.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.10 GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS 
 
This section of the PEIR discusses potential impacts related to the Project associated with 
geologic and soil conditions. 
 
4.10.1 Existing Conditions 
 
4.10.1.1  Site Topography 
 
The UCP Area is located in an area characterized by canyons, mesas, and coastal bluffs. Major 
canyon systems in the community include Sorrento Valley, Soledad Canyon, Rose Canyon, and 
San Clemente Canyon. Various canyon open space systems with steep hillsides weave their way 
through the Project area. In the vicinity of the Westfield UTC shopping center, the topography is 
a series of side canyons and rounded ridges, which form the transition from the more pronounced 
major canyons to the mesa tops that generally lie in the vicinity of Miramar Road, north of the 
Westfield UTC shopping center and north of UCSD UC San Diego. The coastal bluffs are the 
most scenic landform in the community and lie entirely within the Torrey Pines State Natural 
Reserve and Torrey Pines City Park (City of San Diego 2014b). 
 
Most specific to the Project area is Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon. Rose Canyon, 
which consists of a well-defined valley floor bordered on the south by steep slopes, generally 
trends east-west and transects both the Genesee Avenue Corridor and Regents Road Corridor. 
San Clemente Canyon is located along the southern side of SR 52 and consists of a fairly broad 
floodplain and steep slopes. 
 
4.10.1.2  Geologic Setting 
 
The UCP Area is located in the coastal plain subprovince of the Peninsular Ranges 
physiographic province. The Peninsular Ranges are an elongate, northwest-trending mountain 
range formed by Mesozoic-age crystalline rocks. Following the mountain building event there 
was uplift, tilting, and erosion of the western margin of the Peninsular Ranges. These processes 
led to the formation of low relief topography west of the mountains (Kennedy and Tan 2008). 
 
Geologic Units 
 
The Project area is underlain by a variety of geologic units. The majority of the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor and Regents Road Corridor are underlain by Scripps Formation with very old paralic 
deposits (unit 10) surrounding the general area and located directly under the roadway in the 
northern portion near Governor Drive. Like the Genesee Avenue Corridor, a band of young 
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alluvial floodplain deposits cross the Regents Road Corridor near SR 52. Ardath Shale is also 
present along the Regents Road Corridor near SR 52 and is described below (Kennedy and Tan 
2008). 
 
Ardath Shale (Ta) – This unit is mostly uniform, weakly fissile olive gray silty shale. The upper 
layer contains thin beds of medium-grained sandstone, similar to thicker ones in the overlying 
Scripps Formation, and concretionary beds with molluscan fossils. 
 
Scripps Formation (Tsc) – The majority of the Genesee Avenue Corridor is directly underlain by 
the Scripps Formation. The Scripps Formation is mostly pale-yellowish-brown, medium-grained 
sandstone containing occasional cobble-conglomerate interbeds. 
 
Young Alluvial Floodplain Deposits (Qya) – A band of these deposits underlie the Genesee 
Avenue Corridor just south of SR 52. Young surficial deposits are sedimentary units that are 
slightly consolidated to cement and slightly to moderately dissected. Specifically, these alluvial 
floodplain deposits are poorly consolidated, poorly sorted, permeable floodplain deposits of 
sandy, silty or clay-bearing alluvium. 
 
Very Old Paralic Deposits (Qvop9) – These deposits surround a large area of the Genesee 
Avenue Corridor and directly under the roadway near Governor Drive. These very old surficial 
units are poorly sorted, moderately permeable, reddish-brown, interfingered strandline, beach, 
estuarine and colluvial deposits composed of siltstone, sandstone and conglomerate. These 
deposits rest on the Linda Vista terrace. 
 
Soils 
 
The National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) is the branch of the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) that maps and summarizes general information regarding 
soils in the United States. Based on the NRCS data, the soil map units displayed in Table 4.10-1 
below show the various soil types underlying the Project site. 
 
4.10.1.3  Geologic Hazards 
 
The geologic hazards considered in relation to the Project as part of this PEIR include seismic, 
soil, and slope stability considerations. This evaluation is based on published information and 
subsurface information in the Project vicinity, including the City of San Diego Seismic Safety 
Study (2008b). 
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Table 4.10-1 
Soils 

Map 
Symbol 

Soil 
Name Description 

AtF Altamont clay, 
30 to 50% slopes 

Well drained with very high runoff. Typically found on 
hills.  

CfB Chesterton fine sandy loam, 
2 to 5% slopes 

Moderately well drained with very high runoff. Typically 
found on hillslopes. 

GaF Gaviota fine sandy loam, 
30 to 50 % slopes 

Well drained with medium runoff. Typically found on 
hillslopes.  

HrD2 Huerhuero loam, 
9 to 15% slopes, eroded 

Moderately well drained with very high runoff. Typically 
found on marine terraces. 

HrE2 Huerhuero loam, 
15 to 30% slopes, eroded 

Moderately well drained with very high runoff. Typically 
found on marine terraces. 

RfF Redding cobbly loam, 
15 to 50% slopes 

Well drained with very high runoff. Typically found on 
terraces. 

RhC Redding-Urban Land complex, 
2 to 9% slopes 

Well drained with very high runoff. Typically found on 
marine terraces. 

SbC Salinas clay loam, 
2 to 9% slopes 

Well drained with high runoff. Typically found on alluvial 
fans. 

Source: NRCS 2015 
 
Faulting and Seismicity 
 
The UCP Area, along with the entire Southern California region, is located within a seismically 
active region with multiple major fault lines in the vicinity and is subject to moderate to severe 
seismic ground shaking. 
 
Ground Surface Rupture 
 
An active fault is generally defined as a fault that has had evidence of movement in Holocene 
time (last 11,000 years). These faults present the greatest risk of fault rupture hazard as well as 
being the potential sources of strong ground shaking in the region. Major known fault lines in the 
vicinity are generally located in the northern and western portions of the UCP Area, north of La 
Jolla Village Drive, and near I-5. The nearest active fault that appears capable of generating a 
damaging earthquake is the Rose Canyon Fault, which is mapped approximately 1 mile west of 
the Project near I-5. The City of San Diego Seismic Safety Maps also delineate a fault 
immediately west of Genesee Avenue at the intersection with Nobel Drive (City of San Diego 
2008a, 2014b). 
 
A fault is also mapped east of Regents Road near Millikin Avenue. Active faults are zoned by 
the State of California within Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones, or Earthquake Fault Zones 
(EFZs) and are mapped as active fault zones (Zone 11) on City of San Diego Seismic Safety 
Study maps (2008b). Genesee Avenue and Regents Road are not directly within an EFZ; 
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however, EFZs are mapped in the areas immediately surrounding the two local faults described 
in the paragraph above (City of San Diego 2008a). 
 
Liquefaction and Secondary Effects 
 
Liquefaction is a phenomenon where loose, saturated coarse-grained soils lose their strength and 
acquire some mobility from strong ground motion induced by earthquakes. The secondary 
effects of liquefaction include sand boils, settlement, reduced soil shear strength, lateral 
spreading, and global instability (flow slides in areas with sloping ground). Seismic settlement 
can also occur in dry sands. The City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study maps do not categorize 
the Genesee Avenue Corridor or Regents Road Corridor as having a high potential for 
liquefaction (City of San Diego 2008a). 
 
Geologic Instability and Landslides 
 
Slopes with a moderate or high risk of slope failure occur along the coastal bluffs and canyons 
west of Torrey Pines Mesa and along the south side of Sorrento Valley. The Ardath Shale 
formation found on both the north and south sides of Rose Canyon along the Regents Road 
Corridor is listed as a slide-prone formation. However, in these areas it is mapped as having a 
neutral or favorable geologic structure per the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study map 
(2008). The coastal bluffs west of Torrey Pines Mesa are highly unstable because joints and 
fractures inherent in the formation material are weakened by erosion from mesa-top runoff and 
groundwater seepage. In the southern reaches of the Genesee Avenue Corridor and Regents Road 
Corridor (generally south of Governor Drive), the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study map 
categorizes the land as Unit 53, which is described as low or sloping terrain, unfavorable 
geologic structure, low to moderate risk. Northern stretches of the roadway corridors (generally 
north of Governor Drive) are located in lands mapped as Unit 54, described as steeply sloping 
terrain, unfavorable or fault controlled geologic structure, moderate risk. North of Nobel Drive 
are areas mapped as Unit 51, described as level mesas underlain by terrace deposits and bedrock. 
Unit 51 areas are categorized as having nominal risk (City of San Diego 2008a). 
 
Landslides, block falls, and talus failures are among the identified hazards (City of San Diego 
2014b). Some slopes along Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon have a moderate or high risk 
of landslides (City of San Diego 2014b). Both the Genesee Avenue Corridor and Regents Road 
Corridor have small areas of landslide hazard zones mapped near the roadway alignments, based 
on the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study map (2008b). Along Genesee Avenue, just east of 
the Rose Canyon crossing, a small area is mapped as Geologic Hazard Category 21, Confirmed, 
known, or highly suspected landslide. This area is also mapped as a landslide deposit on the 
geologic map of the area (Kennedy and Tan 2008). Two small areas also mapped as Geologic 
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Hazard Category 21 are located along the eastern edge of Regents Road, just south of Lahitte 
Court (City of San Diego 2008a). 
 
Tsunamis and Seiches 
 
The Project location is at an inland location with elevations ranging from 200 to 300 feet above 
sea level and is outside of the tsunami inundation area. Based on Tsunami Inundation Maps for 
Emergency Planning prepared by the California Emergency Management Agency, the nearest 
area mapped to potentially be inundated by a tsunami is approximately 3 miles to the west near 
the coastal bluffs of La Jolla (CalEMA 2009). 
 
A wave created by earthquake shaking in an enclosed body of water is called a seiche. There are 
no significant enclosed bodies of water near the site. 
 
4.10.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.10.2.1  State 
 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972, and Amendments 
 
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was implemented by the State of California to 
mitigate the potential for surface faulting to cause distress to buildings used for human 
occupancy. 
 
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 
 
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act is a companion to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act that addresses public safety in California as it relates to seismic hazards, including 
strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, and other hazards. The Seismic Hazards 
Mapping Act requires mitigation of earthquake hazards to an acceptable level of risk.6 The first 
Official Seismic Hazard Zone Maps showing areas of potential liquefaction and landslides were 
issued in 1997. 
 
California Building Code 
 
The 2013 edition of the California Building Code (CBC) is based on the 2012 edition of the 
International Building Code, with revisions specifically tailored to geologic hazards in 
California. 
                                                           
6 “Acceptable level” of risk means that level that provides reasonable protection of the public safety, though it does 

not necessarily ensure continued structural integrity and functionality of a project [CCR Title 14, Section 
3721(a)]. 
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Chapter 16, Structural Design, of the CBC requires structural designs to be based on geologic 
information for seismic parameters, soil characteristics, and site geology. Chapter 18, Soils and 
Foundations, of the CBC defines the criteria for preparation of a geotechnical report. It also sets 
requirements for excavations and fills, foundations, and retaining structures with regard to 
expansive soils, subgrade bearing capacity, and seismic parameters, and also addresses 
waterproofing and damp-proofing foundations. Liquefaction potential at the site should be 
evaluated, if warranted. 
 
4.10.2.2  Local 
 
City of San Diego Municipal Code 
 
In conjunction with the CBC, the City’s Municipal Code requires the preparation of a 
geotechnical investigation report in accordance with the criteria in Section 145.1803 (City of San 
Diego 2016c). The City also requires the preparation of a preliminary geotechnical report in 
order to obtain development or construction permits. The City uses the San Diego Seismic Safety 
Study (2008b), which includes hazard maps and requirements for the level of geotechnical 
investigation, to evaluate the relative hazard of the site. The geotechnical report must address the 
hazards identified in the Seismic Safety Study and satisfy State of California requirements, 
including the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act of 1972. Geotechnical reports submitted 
in support of building and grading permits must present geotechnical recommendations specific 
to the Project and reference the Project drawings. 
 
University Community Plan 
 
The following policies contained in the Safety Element of the UCP are applicable to the Project: 
 

• Protect the public health and safety by guiding future development so that land use is 
compatible with identified geologic risks, including seismic and landslide hazards; and 
 

• Ensure that proposed development does not create or increase geologic hazards either on- 
or off-site. 

 
4.10.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2011), which have been modified to 
reflect a programmatic analysis for the Project, impacts related to geology and soils would be 
significant if the Project would: 
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1. Expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, 
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards; 

2. Result in a substantial increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off 
site; or 

3. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable 
as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-site or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 

 
4.10.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as 

earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? 
 
4.10.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The UCP Area is located within a seismically active region with multiple major fault lines in the 
vicinity. This includes the Rose Canyon Fault, which is located approximately 1 mile west of the 
Project, and a fault immediately west of Genesee Avenue at the intersection with Nobel Drive 
(City of San Diego 2008a, 2014b). The entire area is subject to moderate to severe seismic 
ground shaking. In the southern reaches of the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the land is described as 
low or sloping terrain, unfavorable geologic structure, low to moderate risk. In the northern 
portion of the roadway corridor, the geologic features are described as steeply sloping terrain, 
unfavorable or fault controlled geologic structure, moderate risk. The Genesee Avenue Corridor 
has small areas of landslide hazard zones, and the area along Genesee Avenue just east of the 
Rose Canyon crossing is confirmed, known, or highly suspected to have a landslide. 
 
While these geologic hazards exist, the proposed removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening would not expose people or structures to those geologic hazards beyond existing 
conditions. The Project site is currently developed and not constructing the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening and its associated features would not lead to additional exposure to hazards. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The UCP Area is located within a seismically active region with multiple major fault lines in the 
vicinity. This includes the Rose Canyon Fault, which is located approximately 1 mile west of the 
Project, and a fault east of Regents Road near Millikin Avenue. The entire area is subject to 
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moderate to severe seismic ground shaking. In the southern reaches of the Regents Road 
Corridor, the land is described as low or sloping terrain, unfavorable geologic structure, low to 
moderate risk. In the northern portion of the roadway corridor, the geologic features are 
described as steeply sloping terrain, unfavorable or fault controlled geologic structure, moderate 
risk. The Regents Road Corridor has small areas of landslide hazard zones. Two small areas also 
mapped as Confirmed, known, or highly suspected landslide are located along the eastern edge 
of Regents Road, just south of Lahitte Court. 
 
Not constructing the planned Regents Road Bridge and its associated Project components would 
not expose people or structures to additional geologic hazards beyond those they are already 
exposed to. 
 
4.10.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not expose people or structures to 
additional geologic hazards beyond existing conditions; therefore, no significant impact would 
occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not expose people or 
structures to additional geologic hazards beyond existing conditions; therefore, no significant 
impact would occur. 
 
4.10.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required. 
 
4.10.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project result in a substantial increase in wind or water erosion of 

soils, either on or off site? 
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4.10.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Soils in the Project area are generally well drained with very high runoff. Because there would 
be no construction, demolition, or grading activities associated with the removal of the Genesee 
Avenue Widening, there would be no potential for increases in soil erosions. Operations of the 
Project site would continue as they do under existing conditions; therefore, no increase would 
occur in the potential for soil erosion over existing conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Soils in the Project area are generally well drained with very high runoff. Because there would 
be no construction, demolition, or grading activities associated with the removal of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge construction, there would be no potential for increases in soil erosions. 
Operations of the Project site would continue as they do under existing conditions; therefore, no 
increase would occur in the potential for soil erosion over existing conditions. 
 
4.10.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project would not lead to a substantial increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on-
site or off-site, above existing conditions. Therefore, there would be no significant impact. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The Project would not lead to a substantial increase wind or water erosion of soils, either on-site 
or off-site, above existing conditions. Therefore, there would be no significant impact. 
 
4.10.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required. 
 
4.10.6 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 3: Would the Project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-site or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
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4.10.6.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The majority of the Genesee Avenue Corridor is underlain by the Scripps Formation, while there 
is a band of young alluvial floodplain deposits south of SR 52. Very old paralic deposits 
surround a large area of the corridor. The geologic units in the UCP Area are susceptible to 
landslides (City of San Diego 2008a). Soils at the Project site include various types of clays and 
loams on varying degrees of slopes. Generally, steeper slopes are more unstable and more 
susceptible to landslides. Loams, which make up the majority of the Project site, are generally 
more stable for building. 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not lead to the 
construction of any new facilities, and the Project site would continue to operate as it does under 
existing conditions. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The majority of the Regents Road Corridor is underlain by the Scripps Formation, while there 
are bands of young alluvial floodplain deposits and Ardath Shale near SR 52. Very old paralic 
deposits surround a large area of the corridor. It is common for areas of San Diego County 
underlain by Ardath Shale to experience landslides, and the other geologic units found in the 
UCP Area are susceptible to landslides (City of San Diego 2008a). Soils at the Project site 
include various types of clays and loams on varying degrees of slopes. Generally, steeper slopes 
are more unstable and more susceptible to landslides. 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP construction would not lead to 
the construction of any new facilities, and the Project site would continue to operate as it does 
under existing conditions. 
 
4.10.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not lead to any new construction, and 
would not cause a geologic unit or soil to become unstable. Geologic risk would not be greater 
than it is under existing conditions. Therefore, no significant impact would occur. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not lead to any new 
construction, and would not cause a geologic unit or soil to become unstable. Geologic risk 
would not be greater than it is under existing conditions. Therefore, no significant impact would 
occur. 
 
4.10.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required. 
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4.11 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
This section discusses potential impacts to paleontological resources resulting from 
implementation of the Project. No paleontological survey was conducted for the Project due to 
complete development of the Project site and lack of any native ground or soil exposures to 
examine. This section is based on a geotechnical investigation prepared by Geocon, Inc. detailed 
in the 2006 EIR. The geotechnical investigation discussed the paleontological sensitivity within 
the Project site. Additionally, the analysis is also based on a review of available literature, 
including the City’s General Plan, Kennedy maps, the City’s Paleontological Guidelines (2002), 
and the publication of Paleontological Resources, County of San Diego by Deméré and Walsh 
(1993). 
 
4.11.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Paleontological resources are nonrenewable resources that contribute to our knowledge of extinct 
and extant organisms and their past environments. Paleontological resources (fossils) are the 
remains and/or traces of prehistoric plant and animal life exclusive of human remains or artifacts 
that are generally older than 10,000 years, which marks the end of the last late Pleistocene glacial 
event and the beginning of the current period of warmer climatic conditions. Fossil remains such 
as bones, teeth, shells, and wood are found in the geologic deposits (rock formations) in which 
they were originally buried. 
 
Within San Diego County, there are a number of distinct geologic rock units (i.e., formations) 
that record portions of the past 450 million years of the earth’s history. However, the record is 
most complete for only the past 75 million years. In San Diego County, many sedimentary rock 
units containing paleontological resources are within the Coastal Plain Province, which contains 
marine and nonmarine sedimentary rock units deposited over the last 75 million years. Many of 
the level surfaces in the coastal areas, including most of the mesa tops and coastal benches, are 
elevated terraces from earlier marine sedimentary deposits. 
 
Local marine terrace deposits of the Lindavista Formation have produced large and diverse 
assemblages of marine invertebrate fossils along the coast and inland to elevations of about 300 
feet. Fossils known from the Coastal Plain Province are widespread and locally abundant and 
consist of remarkably diverse assemblages of marine invertebrates (e.g., clams, oysters, snails, 
cowries, crabs, and sea urchins) and marine vertebrates (e.g., sharks, rays, and bony fish). The 
existing ground surface elevation at the Project site ranges from approximately 17 to 35 feet 
AMSL and is approximately 300 feet below the mesa tops on the south and north rims of the 
valley. 
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Several areas within the City of San Diego contain accessible paleontological resources. 
Although no specific areas within the UCP Area are known to have produced significant 
paleontological resources, the community contains several geological rock units that have a 
recognized resource potential. In the UCP Area, the most abundant geologic formations 
containing fossils include the Scripps Formation and Ardath Shale. The Scripps Formation 
includes marine sediments and has a “medium” resource potential. The Ardath Shale contains 
some important marine invertebrate fossils and the resource potential is considered “medium to 
high.” The Bay Point Formation and Stadium Conglomerate occur near the future surface in a 
few isolated locations in the planning area, and these geologic units have a “low to medium” 
resource potential. The Scripps Formation and Ardath Shale are relatively common near the 
surface of the major slopes in the UCP Area. These formations occur along the coastline, on the 
slopes bordering San Clemente and Rose Canyons, and on adjacent finger canyons. Most of the 
Villa La Jolla area and slopes bordering I-5 also have these geologic formations near the ground 
surface. 
 
The potential for fossil remains at a location can be predicted through previous correlations that 
have been established between the fossil occurrence and the geologic formations within which 
they are buried. For this reason, knowledge of the geology of a particular area and the 
paleontological resource sensitivity of particular rock formations make it possible to predict 
where fossils will or will not be encountered. Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
4.11.1.1 Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is underlain by Terrace Deposits, Lindavista Formation, Stadium 
Conglomerate, and Scripps Foundation. Paleontological resource sensitivities, the potential for 
these formations, and their potential for occurrence at the site in its existing conditions are 
outlined below (City of San Diego 2006): 
 

• Terrace Deposits. Quaternary Terrace Deposits can be found in a thin 
discontinuous veneer along the sides of San Clemente and Rose Canyons in the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor. Important vertebrate fossils have been encountered in 
Terrace Deposits, including pond turtle, passenger pigeon, hawk, mole, gopher, 
squirrel, rabbit, and horse, as well as a diverse assemblage of “Ice Age” mammals, 
including ground sloth, shrew, mice, wolf, camel, deer, mastodon, and mammoth. 
Terrace Deposits are assigned a low resource sensitivity in this area. 

• Lindavista Formation. The Pleistocene age sedimentary deposits of the Lindavista 
Formation are located throughout the Genesee Avenue Corridor. Fossil localities are 
rare in the Lindavista Formation and have only been recorded in a few areas of 
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San Diego, such as Tierrasanta and Mira Mesa. However, fossils that have been 
recovered include clams, scallops, snails, barnacles, and sand dollars, as well as 
sparse remains of sharks and baleen whales. The Lindavista Formation is 
assigned a moderate paleontological resource sensitivity. 

• Stadium Conglomerate. A pocket of Stadium Conglomerate is located on the east 
side of Genesee Avenue, north of the railroad tracks within the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor. The Cypress Canyon member of Stadium Conglomerate has yielded 
abundant and diverse assemblages of fossil land mammals, including opossums, 
insectivores, bats, primates, rodents, carnivores, tapirs, brontotheres, protoreodonts, 
and other artiodactyls. Stadium Conglomerate is assigned a high paleontological 
resource sensitivity. 

• Scripps Formation. The Eocene-age Scripps Formation deposits are found 
throughout the length of the Genesee Avenue Corridor. The formation is entirely 
of marine origin and is considered to be potentially fossil-bearing nearly 
everywhere it occurs. Fossils encountered in this formation include clams, snails, 
crabs, sharks, rays, and bony fishes. Remains of fossil reptiles, such as crocodile and 
turtle; land mammals, such as uintathere, brontothere, rhinoceros, and artiodactyls; 
and pieces of fossil wood have also been recovered from this formation. The Scripps 
Formation is assigned a high paleontological sensitivity. 

 
4.11.1.2 Regents Road Corridor 
 
The Regents Road Corridor is also underlain by Terrace Deposits, Lindavista Formation, and 
Scripps Formation (see the preceding descriptions of these geologic formations). The Regents 
Road Corridor is also underlain by Ardath Shale, which is not present in the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor (City of San Diego 2006): 
 

• Terrace Deposits. The Terrace Deposits are found along the northern edge of 
Rose Canyon. This geologic unit is assigned a low resource sensitivity in this area. 

• Lindavista Formation. These deposits are found throughout the Regents Road 
Corridor. The Lindavista Formation has a moderate paleontological resource 
sensitivity. 

• Scripps Formation. These deposits are also found throughout the Regents Road 
Corridor. The Scripps Formation has a high resource sensitivity. 

• Ardath Shale. The Eocene-age Ardath Shale is found on the southern edge of 
Rose Canyon between alluvium/slopewash soil and the Scripps Formation. Ardath 
Shale has produced diverse and well-preserved assemblages of marine 
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microfossils; macroinvertebrates; and vertebrates, such as sharks, rays, and bony 
fish. Ardath Shale is assigned a high paleontological resource sensitivity. 

 
4.11.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.11.2.1 State 
 
California Environmental Quality Act 
 
The City of San Diego is the CEQA lead agency for the Project. CEQA Guidelines require a 
determination as to whether a Project would directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site. If a project would destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site, a paleontological assessment and mitigation and monitoring plan should be designed and 
implemented. 
 
Public Resources Code 
 
State requirements for paleontological resources assessment and management are codified in 
California PRC Chapter 1.7 Sections 5097.5 and 30244. Section 5097.5 defines any unauthorized 
disturbance or removal of a fossil site or fossil remains on public lands, including land under the 
jurisdiction of any city or city agency, as a misdemeanor and specifies that state agencies may 
undertake surveys, excavations, or other operations as necessary on state lands to preserve or 
record paleontological resources. Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation of adverse 
impacts on paleontological resources that occur as a result of development on public lands. 
 
4.11.2.2 Local 
 
City of San Diego 
 
Neither the City of San Diego General Plan nor the City’s Municipal Code mentions 
paleontological resources. However, the City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines (2002) 
provides steps to identify and mitigate significant impacts to paleontological resources, including 
implementation of MMRPs for both public and private projects. The UCP Resource 
Management Element includes a policy t o  “provide for the identification and recovery of 
significant paleontological resources.” It also recommends that “impacts to paleontological 
resources should be identified and mitigated, if necessary, through the environmental review 
process” (City of San Diego 2014b). 
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4.11.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
The City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance Thresholds provides guidance to determine 
potential significance to paleontological resources. Based on the City’s Thresholds, a significant 
impact related to paleontological resources would occur if the Project would: 
 

Result in development that requires: 
 

• over 1,000 cubic yards of excavation in a high resource potential geologic 
deposit/formation/rock unit; or 

• over 2,000 cubic yards of excavation in a moderate resource potential geologic 
deposit/formation/rock unit. 

 
The City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds also includes a Paleontological Determination Matrix 
to support the City’s significance thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a). Additionally, the 
significance thresholds provide the following additional guidance for determining significance:  
 
• If there are sedimentary rocks such as those found in the coastal areas, they usually contain 

fossils. 

• If there are granitic or volcanic rocks such as those found in the inland areas, they usually 
will not contain fossils. 

 
4.11.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project result in development that requires over 1,000 cubic yards of 
excavation in a high resource potential geologic deposit/formation/rock unit or over 2,000 
cubic yards of excavation in a moderate resource potential geologic deposit/ 
formation/rock unit?) 

 
4.11.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Because human understanding of history is obtained, in part, through the discovery and analysis 
of paleontological resources, activities that excavate or grade geologic formations which could 
contain fossil resources would be significant. The Project impact area is underlain by geological 
formations which are considered to have a high and/or moderate potential for containing fossil 
resources.  
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Excavation and/or grading activities implemented in accordance with the Project that involve 
excavation into the underlying geologic formation could expose the formations and associated 
fossil remains. These projects, both ministerial and discretionary could destroy paleontological 
resources if the fossil remains are not recovered and salvaged. In addition, discretionary projects 
proposing shallow grading where formations are exposed and where fossil localities have already 
been identified would also result in a potentially significant impact. Thus, impacts resulting from 
discretionary development would be potentially significant. 

 
Ministerial Projects implemented in accordance with the Project would likely result in a certain 
amount of disturbance to the native bedrock within the study area. Since ministerial projects are 
not subject to a discretionary review process, there would be no mechanism to screen for grading 
quantities and geologic formation sensitivity and apply appropriate requirements for 
paleontological monitoring. Thus, impacts related to ministerial activities associated with the 
Project would be potentially significant. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is underlain by Terrace Deposits, Lindavista Formation, 
Stadium Conglomerate, and Scripps Formation. Of these geologic formations, Lindavista 
Formation has moderate resource sensitivity while Stadium Conglomerate and Scripps 
Formation have high resource sensitivity. These types of formations are thought to have a 
strong potential, or are known for producing important fossil remains, respectively. However, 
the Project would not require over 2,000 cy of excavation in the Lindavista Formation, nor 
would it require over 1,000 cy of excavation in the Stadium Conglomerate or Scripps Formation. 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not require any 
construction, demolition, or grading activities within a moderate or high sensitivity formation. 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor would continue to remain in its currently developed state. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The Regents Road Corridor is underlain by Terrace Deposits, Lindavista Formation, Scripps 
Formation, and Ardath Shale. Of these geologic formations, the Lindavista Formation has 
moderate resource sensitivity while the Scripps Formation and Ardath Shale have high resource 
sensitivity. These types of formations are thought to have a strong potential, or are known for 
producing important fossil remains, respectively. However, the Project would not require 
over 2,000 cy of excavation in the Lindavista Formation, nor would it require over 1,000 cy of 
excavation in the Scripps Formation or Ardath Shale. The removal of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge construction would not require any construction, demolition, or grading activities 
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within a moderate or high sensitivity formation. The Regents Road Corridor would continue to 
remain in its currently developed state. 
 
4.11.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Implementation of the Project associated with the removal of planned Genesee Avenue Widening 
and removal of the Regents Road Bridge would not require excavation into a high or moderate 
sensitivity formation which could potentially destroy fossil resources. Therefore, there would be 
no significant impact.  
 
4.11.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 



4.11  Paleontological Resources 
 

 
Page 4.11-8 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 
 



4.12  Hydrology and Water Quality 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 4.12-1 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

4.12 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
This section describes the existing hydrologic and water quality conditions within the UCP Area, 
identifies current applicable regulations, and evaluates potential hydrology and water quality 
impacts associated with implementation of the Project. Avoidance and minimization measures 
are included as necessary. 
 
4.12.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Climate 
 
San Diego is characterized by a semiarid Mediterranean climate with rainfall averaging 
approximately 10 inches annually, mostly occurring between December and March. Winter 
storms can unexpectedly create flash-flood conditions in the canyons and floodplains adjacent to 
the Project site. Flooding in the Project area can occur during winter storm events, and 
occasionally during the summer when monsoonal moisture migrates northward from equatorial 
tropical storms. Temperatures range from an average summer temperature of 75 degrees °F to an 
average winter temperature of 65°F. 
 
Hydrology 
 
The Project area is located within the Miramar Hydrologic Area (HA) (906.40), Miramar 
Reservoir HA (906.10), and Scripps HA (906.30) of the Los Peñasquitos Hydrologic Unit (HU) 
(Figure 4.12-1). The Los Peñasquitos HU drains a highly urbanized area located in San Diego 
County. The Miramar HA drains to Mission Bay, a saltwater bay that is hydraulically connected 
to the Pacific Ocean. The Miramar Reservoir HA drains toward Los Peñasquitos Creek, which 
discharges to the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon, and ultimately the Pacific Ocean. The portion of the 
Scripps HA within the University Community drains toward the Pacific Ocean. The Miramar HA 
and Scripps HA are part of the Mission Bay Watershed Management Area, while the Miramar 
Reservoir HA is part of the Los Peñasquitos Watershed Management Area.  
 
Local Surface Drainage Features 
 
Rose Creek passes through the north end of the Project area, and San Clemente Creek passes 
through the southern end of the Project area. Rose Creek generally flows east to west, until it 
reaches I-5, where it turns southward and runs parallel along the east side of I-5. Rose Creek then 
converges with San Clemente Creek and discharges into Mission Bay, and ultimately the Pacific 
Ocean. 
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Governor Drive, which intersects the Project area, is a local topographic high point between 
Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon. In general, the Project area north of Governor Drive 
drains to Rose Creek and the Project area south of Governor Drive drains to San Clemente 
Creek. 
 
Groundwater Resources 
 
Groundwater beneath the study area within Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon is most 
likely relatively shallow (less than 20 feet below ground). In non-perched areas outside of the 
canyons, groundwater is likely relatively deep (100 feet or more below ground). Groundwater 
flows in a generally westward direction, but may also have a component of flow toward Rose 
Canyon. Groundwater depth and flow direction beneath the study area may vary due to 
proximity to creeks and streams, local irrigation practices, seasonal rainfall, and fracture systems 
in the underlying bedrock units. 
 
Floodplains 
 
Portions of the Project area are located within the FEMA 100-year and 500-year floodplains of 
Rose Creek and San Clemente Creek (Figure 4.12-2). 
 
Water Quality 
 
Pollutants in storm water runoff are a primary cause of water quality degradation in urbanized 
areas due to inadequate runoff treatment and control prior to discharging to a natural drainage or 
watercourse (e.g., Creek). Rapid growth and urbanization in the San Diego region have placed 
increased pressure on improving the quality of storm water runoff and protecting local surface 
water resources. Urbanization has the potential to introduce more anthropogenic pollutants 
within a watershed area, while also contributing to higher runoff volume (and subsequent 
receiving water impacts) from the increase in hardscape (impervious surfaces) that would impede 
water from otherwise infiltrating into the soil and being filtered naturally. 
 
The Project area is surrounded by major roadways, interstates, and existing development. 
Typical pollutants that can be expected from these land uses (human or wildlife) include 
sediment, nutrients, metals, organic compounds, trash and debris, oxygen-demanding substances, 
oil and grease, fertilizers, and bacteria. 
 
Beneficial Uses and Water Quality Objectives 
 
Beneficial uses are the uses of water necessary for the survival or well-being of humans, plants, 
and wildlife. 
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Beneficial uses identified in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (Basin 
Plan) (RWQCB 2011) for Rose Creek are: 
 

• REC-1: Contact Water Recreation 
• REC-2: Non-Contact Water Recreation 
• WARM: Warm Freshwater Habitat 
• WILD: Wildlife Habitat 

 
Beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan (RWQCB 2011) for San Clemente Creek are: 
 

• REC-1: Contact Water Recreation 
• REC-2: Non-Contact Water Recreation 
• WARM: Warm Freshwater Habitat 
• COLD: Cold Freshwater Habitat 
• WILD: Wildlife Habitat 
• RARE: Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species 
• SPWN: Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development 

 
Beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan (RWQCB 2011) for Mission Bay are: 
 

• IND: Industrial Service Supply 
• REC-1: Contact Water Recreation 
• REC-2: Non-Contact Water Recreation 
• COMM: Commercial and Sport Fishing 
• EST: Estuarine Habitat 
• WILD: Wildlife Habitat 
• RARE: Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species 
• MAR: Marine Habitat 
• MIGR: Migration of Aquatic Organisms 
• SPWN: Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development 
• SHELL: Shellfish Harvesting 

 
Beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan (RWQCB 2011) for the Pacific Ocean shoreline are: 
 

• IND: Industrial Service Supply 
• NAV: Navigation 
• REC-1: Contact Water Recreation 
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• REC-2: Non-Contact Water Recreation 
• COMM: Commercial and Sport Fishing 
• BIOL: Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance 
• WILD: Wildlife Habitat 
• RARE: Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species 
• MAR: Marine Habitat 
• AQUA: Aquaculture 
• MIGR: Migration of Aquatic Organisms 
• SPWN: Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development 
• SHELL: Shellfish Harvesting 

 
Under Section 303(d) of the 1972 CWA, states, territories, and authorized tribes are required to 
develop a list of water quality limited segments. Waters on the list do not meet water quality 
standards, even after point sources of pollution have installed the minimum required levels of 
pollution control technology. The law requires that states establish priority rankings for water 
bodies on the list and develop action plans, called Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), to 
improve water quality. Rose Creek is listed as impaired on the CWA Section 303(d) list 
(SWRCB 2015) for selenium and toxicity. Mission Bay at the mouth of Rose Creek is listed as 
impaired on the CWA Section 303(d) list (SWRCB 2015) for eutrophic conditions and lead. The 
Los Peñasquitos Lagoon Sediment TMDL is the first "third party stakeholder driven" TMDL 
adopted in the San Diego Region. The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board adopted 
Resolution No. R9-2012-0033, an amendment incorporating the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon 
Sediment TMDL into the San Diego Basin Plan, on June 13, 2012. This TMDL Basin Plan 
Amendment was approved by the State Water Resources Control Board on January 21, 2014, 
and by the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) on July 14, 2014. The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) approved the TMDL Basin Plan Amendment on 
October 30, 2014. 
 
There are no beneficial uses identified for groundwater within the Miramar HA and Scripps HA. 
The Miramar Reservoir HA does have existing beneficial uses (RWQCB 2011). 
 
Narrative and numeric water quality objectives (WQOs) for all surface waters and groundwater 
within the San Diego region are established for a variety of constituents (RWQCB 2011). WQOs 
for surface waters within the Miramar HA are established for total dissolved solids (TDS), 
chlorides, sulfate, percent sodium, nitrogen, phosphorus, iron, manganese, methylene blue 
activated substances (MBAS), boron, turbidity, color, and fluoride. See Table 3-2 in the Basin 
Plan (RWQCB 2011) for specific WQO thresholds for surface waters within the Miramar HA. 
WQOs for groundwater within the Miramar HA (east of I-15) and Miramar Reservoir HA are 
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established for TDS, chlorides, sulfate, percent sodium, nitrate, iron, manganese, MBAS, boron, 
turbidity, color, and fluoride. Scripps HA has no established WQOs for groundwater. See Table 
3-3 in the Basin Plan (RWQCB 2011) for specific WQO thresholds for groundwater within the 
Miramar HA, Miramar Reservoir HA, and Scripps HA. 
 
Two adjacent Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS), now called the Scripps ASBS 
and the La Jolla ASBS, were created along the La Jolla area coast in 1974. The California Ocean 
Plan was amended in 1983 to prohibit waste discharge into an ASBS. 
 
4.12.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
Various governing laws and regulations serve to protect surface water quality and hydrology by 
establishing water quality compliance standards or waste discharge requirements (WDRs). These 
mandates require implementation of a number of design, construction, and operational controls 
that include structural and nonstructural BMP requirements for proper management and water 
quality treatment/protection. Applicable regulations and the associated agencies with regulatory 
authority and oversight are described below. 
 
4.12.2.1 Federal 
 
Federal Clean Water Act of 1972 
 
The federal CWA of 1972 regulates surface water quality control and protection of beneficial 
uses of water. The purpose of the CWA is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the nation’s waters through prevention and elimination of pollution. The 
CWA applies to discharges of pollutants into waters of the U.S. The CWA establishes a 
framework for regulating storm water discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction 
activities under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations. In 
California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers the NPDES 
program. The following CWA sections are most relevant to the regulation of surface water in the 
Project area: 
 
CWA Section 208 
 
Section 208 of the CWA requires all states to assess damages to water quality from nonpoint 
source pollution and to develop either regulatory or nonregulatory programs to control the 
pollution. The state’s Section 208 program must meet USEPA approval. 
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CWA Section 303(d) 
 
CWA Section 303 requires states to adopt water quality standards for all surface waters of the 
U.S. As defined by the CWA, water quality standards consist of four elements: 
 

• Designated beneficial uses of water bodies, 

• Water quality criteria to protect designated uses, 

• An anti-degradation policy to maintain and protect existing uses and high quality waters, 
and 

• General policies addressing implementation issues. 
 
Under CWA Section 303(d), states, territories, and authorized tribes are required to develop a list 
of water bodies that are considered to be “impaired” from a water quality standpoint. Water 
bodies included on this list either do not meet or are not expected to meet water quality 
standards, even after the minimum required levels of pollution control technology have been 
implemented to reduce point-source discharges. The law requires that respective jurisdictions 
establish priority rankings for surface water bodies on the list and develop action plans to 
improve water quality and manage TMDLs of pollutants to surface waters. A TMDL is a 
calculation of the maximum amount of a specific pollutant that a water body can receive and still 
meet federal water quality standards as provided in the CWA (USEPA 2012). TMDLs account 
for all sources of pollution, including point sources, nonpoint sources, and natural background 
sources. 
 
The CWA Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies provides a prioritization and schedule for 
development of TMDLs for states. The SWRCB, in compliance with CWA Section 303(d), 
publishes the list of water quality-limited segments in California, which includes a priority 
schedule for development of TMDLs for each contaminant or “stressor” affecting the water body 
(SWRCB 2015). 
 
CWA Section 401 
 
Every applicant for a federal permit or license for any activity that may result in a discharge to a 
water body must obtain a CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the proposed activity 
and must comply with state water quality standards prescribed in the certification. In California, 
these certifications are issued by the SWRCB under the auspices of nine RWQCBs. Most 
certifications are issued in connection with CWA Section 404 USACE permits for dredge and fill 
discharges. 
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CWA Section 402 
 
CWA Section 402 sets forth regulations that prohibit the discharge of pollutants into waters of 
the U.S. from any point source without first obtaining an NPDES Permit. The SWRCB and nine 
RWQCBs administer the NPDES Permit program. The SWRCB implements the NPDES and the 
state’s water quality programs by regulating point-source discharges of wastewater and 
agricultural runoff to land and surface waters to protect their beneficial uses. To comply with the 
CWA water quality regulations, nine RWQCBs in California develop and enforce water quality 
objectives and implementation plans, issue waste discharge permits, take enforcement action, 
and monitor water quality within their hydrologic areas. 
 
Permitting the construction or modification of outfall structures, where the discharged effluent is 
authorized or otherwise complies with an NPDES Permit, also is governed under Section 404 as 
described below. 
 
Although the NPDES Permit program initially focused on point source discharges of municipal 
and industrial wastewater that were assigned individual permits for specific outfalls, results of 
the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program identified contaminated storm water as one of the 
primary causes of water quality impairment. To regulate storm water discharges, the SWRCB 
and San Diego RWQCB have issued permits for controlling industrial, construction, and 
municipal storm water discharges. 
 
CWA Section 404 
 
CWA Section 404 establishes a permit program, administered by USACE, regulating discharge 
of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Activities in waters of the 
U.S. that are regulated under this program include fills for development, water resource projects 
(such as dams and levees), infrastructure development (such as highways and airports), and 
conversion of wetlands to uplands for farming and forestry. CWA Section 404 permits are issued 
by USACE. 
 
Under CWA Section 404(e), USACE can issue general permits to authorize activities that have 
minimal individual and cumulative adverse environmental effects. USACE can issue nationwide 
permits, which is a general permit that authorizes activities across the country, unless revoked by 
a district or division commander. Nationwide permits authorize a wide variety of activities such 
as linear transportation projects, residential development, commercial and industrial 
developments, utility lines, road crossings, bank stabilization activities, wetland and stream 
restoration activities, and certain maintenance activities. 
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Federal Antidegradation Policy 
 
The federal antidegradation policy, now a part of the CWA, has been in existence since 1968. 
The policy protects existing uses, water quality, and national water resources. It directs states to 
adopt a statewide policy that includes the following primary provisions: 
 

• Existing instream uses and the water quality necessary to protect those uses shall be 
maintained and protected. 

• Where existing water quality is better than necessary to support fishing and swimming 
conditions, that quality shall be maintained and protected unless the state finds that 
allowing lower water quality is necessary for important local economic or social 
development. 

• Where high-quality waters constitute an outstanding national resource, such as waters of 
national and state parks, wildlife refuges, and waters of exceptional recreational or 
ecological significance, water quality shall be maintained and protected. 

 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
 
New construction and redevelopment in potentially hazardous floodplain areas is principally 
regulated under local zoning codes that consider FEMA floodplain mapping. The FIRM is the 
official map created and distributed by FEMA and the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
that delineates the Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) (areas subject to inundation by the base 
flood) for every county and community that participates in the NFIP. FIRMs contain flood risk 
information based on historic, meteorological, hydrologic, and hydraulic data, as well as open-
space conditions, flood control works, and development. 
 
The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 established the NFIP. The NFIP is a federal program 
administered by the Flood Insurance Administration of FEMA. It enables individuals who have 
property within the 100-year floodplain to purchase insurance against flood losses. Community 
participation and eligibility, flood hazard identification, mapping, and floodplain management 
aspects are administered by state and local programs and support directorate within FEMA. 
FEMA works with the states and local communities to identify flood hazard areas and publishes 
a flood hazard boundary map of those areas. 
 
Projects that affect the hydrologic or hydraulic characteristics of a flooding source and modify an 
existing regulatory floodway, effective Base Flood Elevations (BFEs), or a SFHA, may trigger 
the FEMA conditional letter of map revision (CLOMR)/letter of map revision (LOMR) process. 
 



4.12  Hydrology and Water Quality 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 4.12-11 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

4.12.2.2 State 
 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969 
 
Division 7 of the California Water Code governs water quality. This law, titled the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) and enacted in 1969, establishes a 
regulatory program to protect water quality and beneficial uses of state waters. 
 
The Porter-Cologne Act is California’s comprehensive water quality control law and is a 
complete regulatory program, designed to protect water quality and beneficial uses of the state’s 
waters. It requires the nine RWQCBs to adopt water quality control plans (basin plans) for 
watersheds areas within their regions. These basin plans are reviewed triennially and amended as 
necessary by the RWQCBs, subject to the approval of the California Office of Administrative 
Law, the SWRCB, and ultimately USEPA. Moreover, pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, these 
basin plans become part of the California Water Plan when such plans have been reported to the 
legislature (California Water Code, Section 13141). The Porter-Cologne Act also regulates 
discharges into a state water body that are not under federal jurisdiction. 
 
In some cases, an RWQCB may issue WDRs under the Porter-Cologne Act that define activities, 
such as the inclusion of specific features, effluent limitations, monitoring, and plan submittals 
that are to be implemented for protecting or benefiting water quality. WDRs can be issued to 
address both permanent and temporary discharges of a project. 
 
State Antidegradation Policy (Resolution 68-16) 
 
The state’s Antidegradation Policy restricts degradation of surface and ground waters. This 
policy protects water bodies where existing quality is higher than necessary for the protection of 
beneficial uses. The state policy establishes three conditions that must be met before the quality 
of high-quality waters may be lowered by waste discharges. The state must determine that 
lowering the quality of high-quality waters: 
 

• Will be consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the state, 

• Will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of such water, and 

• Will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in state policies (e.g., water 
quality objectives in Water Quality Control Plans). 
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Any activities that result in discharges to high-quality waters are required to: 
 

• Meet WDRs that will result in the best practicable treatment or control of the discharge 
necessary to avoid pollution or nuisance, and 

• Maintain the highest water quality consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of 
the state. 

 
The discharge would not be allowed under Resolution 68-16 if the discharge, even after 
treatment, would unreasonably affect beneficial uses or would not comply with applicable 
provisions of water quality control plans. 
 
Cobey-Alquist Flood Plain Management Act 
 
The Cobey-Alquist Act of 1967 encourages local governments to plan, adopt, and enforce land 
use regulations to accomplish floodplain management, in order to protect people and property 
from flooding hazards. This act also provides state financial assistance for flood control projects. 
 
Although not a regulation, floodplain management in the state is also assisted by the California’s 
Flood Future Report (DWR 2013), which includes information from more than 140 local, state, 
and federal agencies throughout California on exposure to flood risk, and identifies and 
addresses the barriers to improved flood management. The Flood Future Report provides 
information to assist decision making about policies and financial investments to improve public 
safety, foster environmental stewardship, and support economic stability. 
 
Construction General Permit 
 
Dischargers whose projects disturb 1 or more acres of soil, or less than 1 acre but are part of a 
larger common plan of development that in total disturbs 1 or more acres, are required to obtain 
coverage under the SWRCB’s Order 2009-0009-DWQ (as amended by Orders 2010-0014-DWQ 
and 2012-0006-DWQ), the Construction General Permit (SWRCB 2009). Construction and 
demolition (C&D) activities subject to this permit include clearing, grading, grubbing, and 
excavation, or any other activity that results in a land disturbance equal to or greater than 1 acre. 
 
Permit applicants are required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the SWRCB and to prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP must identify BMPs that are to be 
implemented to reduce construction impacts on receiving water quality based on potential 
pollutants. The Construction General Permit also includes requirements for risk-level assessment 
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for construction sites, a storm water effluent monitoring and reporting program, rain event action 
plans, and numeric action levels for pH and turbidity. 
 
California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 
 
All diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, 
stream, or lake in California that supports wildlife resources are subject to regulation by CDFW, 
pursuant to CFGC Section 1602. Section 1602 makes it unlawful for an entity (i.e., any person, 
state, local governmental agency, or public utility) to substantially divert or obstruct the natural 
flow or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake without first 
notifying CDFW of such activity. The regulatory definition of a stream is a body of water that 
flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supports 
fish or other aquatic life. This includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that 
supports or has supported riparian vegetation. CDFW’s jurisdiction within altered or artificial 
waterways is based on the value of those waterways to fish and wildlife. A Lake or Streambed 
Alteration Agreement must be obtained from CDFW for any activity that may substantially 
adversely affect an existing fish or wildlife resource. 
 
Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (Basin Plan) 
 
As described above, the Porter-Cologne Act requires that RWQCBs adopt water quality control 
plans (basin plans) for watersheds areas within their jurisdiction. These plans establish water 
quality standards for particular surface water bodies and groundwater resources. 
 
The San Diego RWQCB (Region 9) is responsible for the basin plan for the San Diego Basin. 
The RWQCB implements management plans to modify and adopt standards under provisions set 
forth in Section 303(c) of the CWA and California Water Code (Division 7, Section 13240). In 
addition to basin plan requirements, the RWQCB issues water quality certifications under CWA 
Section 401. The RWQCB also regulates discharges to, and the quality of, groundwater 
resources through the issuance of WDRs. WDRs are issued for discharges that specify 
limitations relative to the Basin Plan (RWQCB 2011). 
 
The basin plan for the San Diego Basin (RWQCB 2011) establishes WQOs for constituents that 
could potentially cause an adverse effect or impact on the beneficial uses of water. Specifically, 
the basin plan: 
 

• Designates beneficial uses for surface and ground waters. 
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• Sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect the 
designated beneficial uses and conform to California’s anti-degradation policy. 

• Describes implementation programs to protect beneficial uses of all waters in the region. 

• Describes surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the basin 
plan. 

• Incorporates by reference all applicable State and Regional Board plans and policies. 
 
San Diego Regional Municipal Storm Water Permit 
 
The San Diego Regional Municipal Storm Water Permit (Order R9-2013-0001 [as amended by 
Order R9-2015-0001 and Order R9-2015-0100]) (Municipal Permit) regulates the conditions 
under which storm water and non-storm water discharges into and from municipal separate storm 
water systems (MS4s) are prohibited or limited. The 18 incorporated cities, County of San 
Diego, SDCRAA, and San Diego Unified Port District each owns or operates an MS4, through 
which it discharges storm water and non-storm water into waters of the U.S. within the San 
Diego region. These entities are the County of San Diego Copermittees (Copermittees) which, 
along with the applicable Orange County and Riverside County Copermittees, are subject to the 
requirements of the Municipal Permit. 
 
The Municipal Permit establishes prohibitions and limitations with the goal of protecting water 
quality and designated beneficial uses of waters of the U.S. from adverse impacts caused by or 
contributed to by MS4 discharges. The Municipal Permit requires that each jurisdiction covered 
under the permit implement a Jurisdictional Runoff Management Program (JRMP) to control the 
contribution of pollutants to and the discharges from the MS4. The goal of the JRMPs is to 
implement water quality improvement strategies and runoff management programs that 
effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the Copermittees’ MS4s and reduce 
pollutants in discharges from the Copermittees’ MS4s to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). 
 
The Municipal Permit requires that the Copermittees develop a Water Quality Improvement Plan 
(WQIP) for each of 10 Watershed Management Areas (WMAs) in the San Diego region. These 
plans identify the highest priority water quality conditions within each watershed area and 
specific goals, strategies, and schedules to address those priorities, including numeric goals and 
action levels, and requirements for water quality monitoring and assessment. The Copermittees 
will implement strategies through their JRMPs to achieve the goals of the WQIPs. The Mission 
Bay WQIP and Los Peñasquitos WQIP () apply to the Project area, and are described in further 
detail below under 4.12.2.3. 
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The Copermittees have developed a Model BMP Design Manual (County of San Diego 2016) to 
conform to new development requirements of the Municipal Permit (Order R9-2013-0001). The 
Model BMP Design Manual provides procedures for planning, selecting, and designing on-site 
structural BMPs for new development and significant redevelopment projects in accordance with 
Provision E.3 of Order R9-2013-0001. The Model BMP Design Manuel is being implemented, 
replacing the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) previously in effect. 
 
The Model BMP Design Manual requires all projects to implement source-control BMPs to 
address specific sources of pollutants and apply site design BMPs to the development project 
site. If the project is a Priority Development Project (PDP), storm water pollutant control BMPs 
must be implemented and meet the following performance standards: 
 

• Retain on-site the pollutants contained in the volume of storm water runoff produced 
from a 24-hour, 85th percentile storm event by infiltration, evaporation, 
evapotranspiration, or harvest and reuse, and 

o Treat the remaining volume infeasible to retain on-site through biofiltration, and 

o Treat the remaining volume infeasible to treat through biofiltration with flow-
through treatment control BMPs and participate in alternative compliance 
methods to mitigate for the pollutants not being retained on-site. 

• Or, the project may be allowed to participate in an alternative compliance program in lieu 
of fully complying with the on-site performance standards if such a program is available 
in the jurisdiction of the project. Flow-through treatment control BMPs would also need 
to be implemented on-site. 

 
Under the Municipal Permit, Copermittees are required to implement storm water management 
requirements and controls, which include requirements for storm water BMPs during 
construction and post-construction, including implementing LID BMPs for development and 
significant redevelopment to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff from sites through more 
natural processes such as infiltration and biofiltration. The Model BMP Design Manual (County 
of San Diego 2016) provides guidance for the BMP selection process. Design techniques include 
minimizing impervious areas, conserving natural areas, and utilizing vegetation and landscaping 
for water quality treatment benefits. 
 
Copermittees are also required to comply with hydromodification management requirements per 
the Model BMP Design Manual to mitigate the potential for increased erosion in receiving 
waters due to increased runoff rates and durations often caused by development and increased 
impervious surfaces. 
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4.12.2.3 Local 
 
2013 San Diego Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 
 
The 2013 San Diego Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan (San Diego IRWM 
Program 2013) was prepared under the direction of a Regional Water Management Group 
consisting of the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), the County of San Diego, and 
the City of San Diego. The IRWM Plan builds on local water and regional management plans 
within the San Diego region and is aimed at developing long-term water supply reliability, 
improving water quality, and protecting natural resources. The statewide IRWM Program is 
supported by bond funding provided by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
to fund competitive grants for projects that improve water resources management. IRWM Plan 
goals are to: 
 

• Improve the reliability and sustainability of regional water supplies. 
• Protect and enhance water quality. 
• Protect and enhance our watersheds areas and natural resources. 
• Promote and support sustainable integrated water resource management. 

 
Integrated Flood Management Planning Study 
 
Appendix 7-B of the 2013 San Diego IRWM Plan (i.e., the Integrated Flood Management 
Planning Study) is a guidance document meant to facilitate an integrated water resources 
approach to flood management. The planning document defines general applicable strategies and 
approaches and provides planning level tools to guide flood management decision making on a 
watershed area basis. The focus of integrated planning is on balancing community flood 
management needs with environmental constraints and watershed area resources to ensure an 
acceptable solution with the flexibility to adapt to future changes. 
 
Dewatering Permits 
 
Discharges from specified groundwater extraction activities (such as construction dewatering) 
must be permitted either by the San Diego RWQCB under the General Order R9-2015-0013 for 
groundwater waste discharges to surface waters or authorized by the agency with jurisdiction if 
discharged to an MS4. Discharges via either of these mechanisms must meet applicable WQOs, 
constituent limitations, and pretreatment requirements. 
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City of San Diego General Plan – Conservation Element 
 
The stated urban runoff management goals of the City of San Diego General Plan’s Conservation 
Element are to protect and restore all water bodies and to preserve the natural attributes of both 
the floodplain and floodway without endangering life and property. The policies that have been 
adopted to meet these goals are as follows (City of San Diego 2008a): 
 

• Continue to develop and implement public education programs. 

• Apply water quality protection measures to land development projects early in the 
process—during project design, permitting, construction, and operations—in order to 
minimize the quantity of runoff generated on-site, the disruption of natural water flows 
and the contamination of storm water runoff. 

• Require contractors to comply with accepted storm water pollution prevention planning 
practices for all projects. 

• Continue to participate in the development and implementation of Watershed 
Management Plans for water quality and habitat protection. 

• Assure that City departments continue to use “Best Practice” procedures so that water 
quality objectives are routinely implemented. 

• Continue to encourage “Pollution Control” measures to promote the proper collection and 
disposal of pollutants at the source, rather than allowing them to enter the storm drain 
system. 

• Manage floodplains to address their multi-purpose use, including natural drainage, habitat 
preservation, and open space and passive recreation, while also protecting public health 
and safety. 

 
City of San Diego Municipal Code 
 
The City’s Municipal Code defines the regulations concerning hydrology, water quality, and 
floodways/floodplains in Chapter 4, Article 3, Division 3; Stormwater Management and 
Discharge Control (Water Quality Controls), Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2, Storm Water 
Runoff and Drainage Regulations (Drainage Regulations); and Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1 
(Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations). 
 
The purpose of the Water Quality Controls Regulations are to further ensure the health, safety, 
and general welfare of the citizens of the City of San Diego by controlling and eliminating non-
storm water discharges to the storm water conveyance system and reducing the pollutants in 



4.12  Hydrology and Water Quality 
 

 
Page 4.12-18 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

urban storm water discharges to the MEP. The Water Quality Controls are pursuant to the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (CWA, 33 USC Section 1251 et seq.) and Municipal Permit 
Order R9-2013-0001 (as amended) in order to protect and enhance the water quality of the City’s 
watercourses, water bodies, and wetlands. The Water Quality Controls prohibit most non-storm 
water discharges to the MS4 and any discharge that results in or contributes to the violation of 
the Municipal Permit. Any activities that could introduce pollutants to the MS4 are required to 
implement BMPs to reduce pollutant discharges to the MEP. 
 
All development must comply with the Drainage Regulations and implement measures designed 
to prevent erosion and control sediment, which serve to: 
 

• regulate the development of, and impacts to, drainage facilities; 

• limit water quality impacts from development; 

• minimize hazards due to flooding while minimizing the need for construction of flood 
control facilities; 

• minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive lands; 

• implement the provisions of federal and state regulations; and 

• protect the public health, safety, and welfare. 
 
The purpose of development regulations for environmentally sensitive lands, including SFHAs, 
is to protect, preserve, and where damaged, restore the environmentally sensitive lands of San 
Diego and the viability of the species supported by those lands. These regulations are intended to 
ensure that development occurs in a manner that protects the overall quality of the resources and 
the natural and topographic character of the area, encourages a sensitive form of development, 
and reduces hazards due to flooding in specific areas while minimizing the need for construction 
of flood control facilities. These regulations are intended to protect the public health, safety, and 
welfare while employing regulations that are consistent with sound resource conservation 
principles and the rights of private property owners. 
 
Development regulations for SFHAs are to provide regulations for development proposed within 
the floodway and floodplains. Development within SFHAs is allowed only if specific conditions 
are met. 
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City of San Diego Drainage Design RequirementsCouncil Policies 
 
Drainage Design Manual 
 
The 1984 City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual provides policies and procedures for 
projects to implement regarding hydrology, hydraulics, and design of associated infrastructure to 
attain reasonable standardization of drainage design throughout the City. The basic 
considerations are to protect the roadway and property against damage from artificial, storm, and 
subsurface waters; to provide for public health and safety; and to provide for low maintenance 
while taking into account the effect of the proposed improvement on traffic and property. 
 
Council Policy 800-04 
 
The purpose of Council Policy 800-04 Drainage Facilities is to establish guidelines for the 
construction and maintenance of storm water drainage facilities and to identify and assign 
general financial responsibilities for the construction of various types of drainage facilities. 
 
City of San Diego Storm Water Standards Manual 
 
The primary objectives of the City Storm Water Standards Manual are to: 
 

• Prohibit non-storm water discharges. 

• Reduce the discharge of pollutants to storm water conveyance systems to the maximum 
extent practicable by implementing BMPs during the project’s construction and post-
development (permanent) phases. 

• Provide consistency with the new Model BMP Design Manual. 

• Provide guidance for proper implementation of LID facilities and design approaches. 

• Provide guidance for conformance with regional hydromodification management 
requirements. 

 
This manual was updated, and was adopted and took effect in February 2016 to meet the 
requirements of the new Model BMP Design Manual in compliance with the Municipal Permit. 
 
City of San Diego Flood Mitigation Plan 
 
The City of San Diego prepared a citywide Flood Mitigation Plan (FMP) to meet the 
requirements of the FEMA Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000. The FMP meets the requirements 
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for plans prepared under the FEMA program and addresses options for reducing flood hazards to 
repetitive loss properties (RLPs) and other properties insured under the NFIP. 
 
The FMP has been developed to: 
 

• identify the flooding sources affecting the City of San Diego’s RLPs and Severe 
Repetitive Loss Properties (SRLPs), 

• provide specific guidance for potential mitigation measures and activities to best address 
the problems and needs associated with RLPs and SRLPs, 

• establish floodplain management goals that minimize flood damage to areas vulnerable to 
natural and human-caused flood disasters, 

• ensure the natural and beneficial functions of our floodplains are protected, and 

• promote flood insurance awareness throughout the City of San Diego and neighboring 
communities. 

 
Attainment of these objectives is accomplished through the utilization of existing programs and 
resources, involving those public agencies responsible for regulating development in SFHAs, 
and through verifying that policies and programs identified in the capabilities assessment are 
carried out. 
 
The FMP is intended to facilitate cooperation between state and local authorities, prompting 
them to work together. It encourages and rewards local and state pre-disaster planning and 
promotes sustainability as a strategy for disaster resistance. This enhanced planning network is 
intended to enable local and state governments to articulate accurate needs for mitigation, 
resulting in faster allocation of funding and more effective risk reduction projects. 
 
Mission Bay and Los Peñasquitos Water Quality Improvement Plans 
 
Provision B of the Municipal Permit requires development and implementation of Water Quality 
Improvement Plans (WQIPs) for watershed management areas, including those for the Mission 
Bay and Los Peñasquitos Watershed Management Areas. As mentioned earlier in the municipal 
storm water permit section above, the Mission Bay and Los Peñasquitos WQIPs apply to the 
Project area. These collaboratively developed WQIPs guide affected Copermittees’ jurisdictional 
runoff management programs towards achieving improved water quality in MS4 discharges and 
receiving waters. The City of San Diego was the lead in producing the Mission Bay and Los 
Peñasquitos WQIPs. The plans address only water flows and discharges from the storm drain 
systems maintained by the local agencies sharing authority in each area. Other discharges and 
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pollution sources are considered to the extent they affect conditions in the storm drain system. 
Improvements to water quality are achieved through evaluation, goal setting, and monitoring and 
reporting, including determining the highest priority water quality conditions, identifying 
sources, and formulating goals and strategies to address highest priority water quality conditions.  
 
The highest priority water quality conditions identified in the Mission Bay WQIP are: 
 
• High bacteria levels in creeks 

• Bacteria accumulations as measured during both wet and dry weather at beaches 

• Erosion and transport of soil and sediment into the Area of Special Biological Significance 
(ASBS) near La Jolla.  

 
The highest priority water quality conditions identified in the Los Peñasquitos WQIP are: 
 
• Freshwater discharges during dry weather 

• Transport of sediment from upstream sources (current and historical) during rain events 

• Bacteria accumulations as measured during both wet and dry weather at Torrey Pines State 
Beach near the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon mouth. 

 
4.12.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2011), which have been adapted to 
guide a programmatic analysis of the Project, a significant hydrology/water quality impact would 
occur if implementation of the Project would: 
 

1. Result in a substantial increase in impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff; 

2.  Result in substantial alteration to on- and offsite drainage patterns due to changes in 
runoff flow rates or volumes;  

3. Result in an increase in pollutant discharge to receiving waters during construction or 
operation; or 

4. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
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4.12.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project result in a substantial increase in impervious surfaces and 
associated increased runoff? 
 
4.12.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
With the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP, no increase would 
occur in impervious area or associated increased runoff. Impervious area and runoff rates and 
amounts would remain the same as existing conditions. Flooding would not be increased 
compared to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
With the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP, no increase would occur in 
impervious area or associated increased runoff. Impervious area and runoff rates and amounts 
would remain the same as existing conditions. Flooding would not be increased compared to 
existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.12.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Since no development would occur, impervious surface area and associated runoff would not 
increase compared to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Since no development would occur, impervious surface area and associated runoff would not 
increase compared to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.12.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.12.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project result in substantial alteration to on- and offsite drainage 
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes? 
 
4.12.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
With the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP, no development 
would occur. Impervious surface area, runoff rates and amounts, and flooding would not increase 
and drainage patterns would not change compared to existing conditions. No impacts would 
occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
With the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP, no development would 
occur. Impervious surface area, runoff rates and amounts, and flooding would not increase and 
drainage patterns would not change compared to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.12.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Since no development would occur, impervious surface area and associated runoff would not 
increase compared to existing conditions. Drainage patterns and the potential for flooding would 
remain the same as existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Since no development would occur, impervious surface area and associated runoff would not 
increase compared to existing conditions. Drainage patterns and the potential for flooding would 
remain the same as existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.12.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.12.6 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 3: Would the Project result in an increase in pollutant discharge to receiving waters 
during construction or operation? 
 
4.12.6.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
No construction would occur; therefore, no increase would occur in pollutant discharge to 
receiving waters compared to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
No construction would occur; therefore, no increase would occur in pollutant discharge to 
receiving waters compared to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.12.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Since no development would occur, there would be no increase in pollutant discharge compared 
to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Since no development would occur, there would be no increase in pollutant discharge compared 
to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.12.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.12.7 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 4: Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 
 
4.12.7.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
No construction would occur; therefore, the Project would not violate water quality standards or 
WDRs. No impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
No construction would occur; therefore, the Project would not violate water quality standards or 
WDRs. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.12.7.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Since no development would occur, the Project would not violate water quality standards or 
WDRs compared to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Since no development would occur, the Project would not violate water quality standards or 
WDRs compared to existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.12.7.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.13 PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 
 
This section includes a description of existing public services, a summary of applicable 
regulations, and analyses of potential short-term and long-term impacts of the Project. 
 
4.13.1 Existing Conditions 
 
4.13.1.1 UCP Area 
 
Public services are functions that serve residents on a community-wide basis (Figure 4.13-1). 
Public services are generally provided to an area based on population, although each public 
service provider has their own set of service standards. SANDAG demographic and 
socioeconomic estimates for the UCP Area in 2015 show that the total population of the UCP 
Area is 70,450 people with an average 2.18 persons per household. The area has 26,412 existing 
housing units (SANDAG 2015b). 
 
a. Police Protection Services 
 
The UCP Area is served by the SDPD, specifically the Northern Division located at 4275 Eastgate 
Mall. The Northern Division serves 11 San Diego neighborhoods totaling a population of 225,234 
people and encompasses 41.3 square miles. The Project site is located specifically in Beat 115 of 
the Northern Division (SDPD 2016). The SDPD has mutual aid agreements with all other law 
enforcement agencies in San Diego County. The SDPD currently utilizes a five-level priority calls 
dispatch system, which includes Priority E (Imminent Threat to Life), One, Two, Three, and Four. 
The calls are prioritized by the phone dispatcher and routed to the radio operator for dispatch to the 
field units. The priority system is designed as a guide, allowing the phone dispatcher and the radio 
dispatcher discretion to raise or lower the call priority as necessary based on the information 
received. Priority E and Priority One calls involve serious crimes in progress or those with a 
potential for injury. Priority Two calls include vandalism, disturbances, and property crimes. 
Priority Three includes calls after a crime has been committed, such as cold burglaries and loud 
music. Priority Four calls include parking complaints or lost and found reports. 
 
As of February June 2016, a total of 109 118 sworn police officers and one civilian employee 
were assigned to Northern Patrol Operations. Of those, approximately 90 full-duty officers are 
performing field operations. On average, approximately 45 43 officers are divided among three 
shifts per day, who patrol the Northern Division (approximately 15 14 patrolling officers at any 
given time). The Northern Division is currently staffed at 83 percent of its recommended staffing 
level (recommended staffing is derived from a formula based on call for service, response times, 
etc.) and frequently operates at one to two officers below its recommended staffing level for each 
work shift (SDPD 2016).  
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Response times on average for the Northern Division are 7.3 minutes for Priority E (Imminent 
Threat to Life) calls and 16.6 minutes for Priority One calls. Table 4.13-1 provides recent 
average response times for police services compared for each call priority category in 2015 for 
both the Northern Division and Beat 115. 
 

Table 4.13-1 
Average Response Time for Police Service 

Call Priority 
2015 Target Average 

Response Time1 

2015 Northern 
Division 
Average 

Response Time2 

2015 Northern 
Division, Beat 115 

Average 
Response Time2 

Priority E – Imminent threat to 
life 7.0 minutes 7.3 minutes 8.3 minutes 

Priority One – Serious crimes 
in progress 12.0 minutes 16.6 minutes 18.3 minutes 

Priority Two – Less serious 
crimes with no threat to life 25.0 minutes 36.0 minutes 37.8 minutes 

Priority Three – Reported after 
a crime has been committed 60.0 minutes 93.8 minutes 107.8 minutes 

Priority Four – Parking 
complaints, lost/found report 70.0 minutes 93.3 minutes 121.5 minutes 

1 Target calendar year 2015 average response times taken from Key Performance Indicators in City of San 
Diego Fiscal Year 2016 Adopted Budget, Police (City of San Diego 2016f). 

2 Numbers represent the average of the Quarterly Management Reports from Fiscal 3Q2015, 4Q2015, and 
1Q2016. 
Sources: SDPD 2016a and 2016b 
 
As shown in the table, the Northern Division response times as well as Beat 115 response times 
exceed the City’s target average response times for all priority type calls for year 2015 (SDPD 
2016b). The SDPD strives to maintain the response time goals as one of various other measures 
used to assess the level of service to the community. 
 
a. Fire and Emergency Services 
 
The SDFRD provides fire protection and emergency services to the UCP Area. The SDFRD’s 
goal is one firefighter per 1,000 citizens. The SDFRD currently utilizes a four-level priority calls 
dispatch system. Level 1 is the most serious (e.g., heart attack, shortness of breath), and the 
closest fire engine and an advanced life support ambulance respond to this type of call. In this 
case, the fire crew response goal is within 8 minutes of being dispatched, and the ambulance 
response goal is within 12 minutes for Level 1 (the most serious) calls. A Level 2 call is the next 
most serious; however, these calls are either reprioritized up to a Level 1 call or down to a Level 
3 call. Only the advanced life support ambulance responds to Level 2 calls; no fire station staff or 
equipment is deployed. The target response time for SDFRD to treat medical patients and/or 
control small fires is within 7.5 minutes, 90 percent of the time from the receipt of the 911 call in 
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fire dispatch. This equates to 2.5 minutes of turn-out time and 5 minutes of drive time in the most 
populated areas (Citygate 2011). 
 
Three fire stations primarily service the UCP Area: Station 35, Station 27, and Station 9. Fire 
Station 35 is located at 4285 Eastgate Mall and serves the UCP Area and its surrounding areas. 
Fire Station 35’s administrative district is 11.32 square miles. Fire Station 35 apparatus includes 
one fire engine, one aerial truck, one chemical rig, one brush engine (Type III) rig, and one 
Battalion Chief vehicle. In fiscal year 2015, the fire engine made 4,017 responses, the aerial 
truck made 1,785 responses, and the Battalion Chief vehicle made 546 responses (SDFRD 
2016a). Four firefighters staff the engine at all times, and four firefighters staff the truck 
company at all times. Station 35 is also staffed with a Battalion Chief and two medics, for a total 
of 11 people. 
 
Fire Station 27 is located at 5064 Clairemont Drive and primarily serves West Clairemont, the 
UCP Area, and surrounding areas. Fire Station 27’s administrative district is 5.8 square miles 
and houses one fire engine. The fire engine made 2,600 responses in fiscal year 2015 (SDFRD 
2016b). The station is staffed by four firefighters per 24-hour shift. 
 
Fire Station 9 is located at 7870 Ardath Lane and serves La Jolla and its surrounding areas. 
Engine 9's district is 4.72 square miles and houses a fire engine and a Paramedic Unit. The fire 
engine made 1,824 responses in fiscal year 2015 (SDFRD 2016b).  
 
The City of San Diego conducted a study to evaluate fire services deployment. One of the goals 
was to analyze whether the SDFRD’s performance measures are appropriate and achievable 
given the risks, topography, and special hazards to be protected in the City of San Diego 
(Citygate 2011). The study called out 19 gaps in service in the City of San Diego. Of these 19 
sites, the study identified six areas as most critical in improving response capabilities. One of 
these six most critical areas was located in the UCP Area (Stresemann Street and Governor 
Drive). Table 4.13-2 provides recent average response times for SDFRD compared to the 2015 
target average response time. For years 2014 and 2015, the 90th fractile response time was 
utilized7. A fractile analysis of response times is one of the most commonly used criteria to 
measure response effectiveness. The study recommended a 90th fractile arrival near the 7th 
minute of total response (Citygate 2011). 
 

                                                           
7 Fractile is used synonymously with percent, however SDFRD uses “fractile” in their reporting. 
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Table 4.13-2 
Fire and Emergency Services 

Responding Vehicle Station 

Years 2014 and 
2015 

Target Response 
Time 

Years 2014 and 
2015 

Average Response 
Time (90th Fractile) District Area 

Battalion 5, Engine 
35, Truck 35, Chem 
Rig 35, Brush 35 

Station 35 The goal response 
time is 7.5 minutes, 
which includes 2.5 
minutes of turn-out 
time and 5 minutes of 
drive time. 

8.82 minutes 11.3 square miles 

Engine 27 Station 27 8.05 minutes 5.8 square miles 
Engine 9, Medic 9 Station 9 7.53 minutes 4.7 square miles 

Source: SDFRD 2015a, 2015b; Citygate 2011 
 
As stated above, the City’s goal response time for years 2014 and 2015 is 7.5 minutes, which 
includes 2.5 minutes of turn-out time and 5 minutes of drive time. As shown in the table, the 
90th fractile response times for both Station 35 and Station 27 did not meet the City’s target 
average response times for years 2014 and 2015. Fire Station 35’s 90th fractile response time 
was 8.82 minutes, while Fire Station 27’s was 8.05 minutes. Fire Station 9 did meet the City’s 
target average response times for years 2014 and 2015 with a response time of 7.53 minutes. 
 
c. Schools 
 
Educational facilities in the UCP Area include public, private, and higher education institutions. 
The UCP Area is within the San Diego Unified School District. Three public elementary schools 
service the community as listed below. Torrey Pines Elementary in La Jolla also services the 
UCP Area population. 
 

• Curie Elementary – 4080 Governor Drive 
• Doyle Elementary – 3950 Berino Court 
• Spreckels Elementary – 6033 Stadium Street 

 
One public middle school is located in the UCP Area: 
 

• Standley Middle School – 6298 Radcliffe Avenue 
 
There is one public high school in the UCP Area: 
 

• University City Senior High – 6949 Genesee Avenue 
 
A private school, La Jolla Day Country School, serves pre-school through 12th grade, located at 
9490 Genesee Avenue. 
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Higher education is available through UCSD UC San Diego, which plays a major role in the 
UCP Area as the campus and state-controlled land covers approximately 1,100 acres. The 
university campus is located within the mid-western portion of the community planning area. 
UCSD UC San Diego had approximately 31,500 students enrolled in fall 2014. UCSD UC San 
Diego is recognized as a top research university and offers more than 100 undergraduate majors 
(UCSD UC San Diego 2016).  
 
d. Libraries 
 
The UCP Area is served by two public libraries. The University Community Branch Library is 
located at 4155 Governor Drive, approximately 0.2 mile east of the Governor Drive/Genesee 
Avenue intersection. The North University Community Branch Library is located at 8820 
Judicial Drive. 
 
e. Parks and Recreational Facilities 
 
A wide variety of parks and recreational facilities are located throughout the UCP Area, 
including regional open space resources to smaller neighborhood parks. UCP Area open spaces 
and parks include natural resources ranging from panoramic ocean views to vegetated canyon 
bottoms. Other recreational facilities and open spaces are associated with UCSD UC San Diego, 
private residential projects, urban plazas, and community centers such as the Lawrence Family 
Jewish Community Center. Population-based parks are usually located in proximity to residential 
development or school facilities and are categorized as neighborhood parks and community 
parks depending on their size and the area they serve. Additionally, some school facilities in the 
UCP Area are joint-use parks shared with the community. Information regarding parks and open 
space is cited from the UCP (2014) and the City Parks and Recreation website (City of San 
Diego 2016d). 
 
Open Space Parks 
 
Marian Bear Memorial Park 
 
Marian Bear Memorial Park is a regional park located in San Clemente Canyon. The park 
provides a natural setting with over 467 acres of dedicated natural parkland including finger 
canyons and mesas on the south side with a rich and diverse history. The park provides 3 miles 
of mostly flat trails along the length of the canyon with more challenging hiking available on the 
trails leading up to the mesa tops. Biking is permitted on the maintenance roads in the canyon. 
Major entries to the park are off Genesee Avenue and Regents Road where parking and picnic 
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areas with restroom facilities are available. A Park Ranger assigned to the park area provides 
interpretive programs, public assistance, guidance, enforcement, and protection. 

Rose Canyon Open Space Park 
 
Rose Canyon Open Space Park is a regional open space park that provides a natural trail 
experience that traverses from I-5 to I-805 through a wide variety of native San Diego habitats 
and along Rose Creek. The natural setting is enjoyed by hikers and bicyclists and boasts many 
wildlife species. There are four main trailheads that provide access to the trail system, including 
two off of Genesee Avenue and one off of Regents Road. Park Rangers offer interpretive walks 
and programs. Rose Canyon separates and defines the neighborhoods to the north and south. 
 
Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve 
 
Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve is a 1,750-acre reserve dedicated to preserving the Torrey 
Pine tree and other indigenous wildlife in its native environment. The park consists of coastal 
wilderness with pine forests and sandstone canyons. The park provides a trail network of over 8 
miles, including coastal trails along the cliffs that provide views of the Pacific Ocean. The park 
includes a Visitors Center and guided tours of the park are available. 
 
Torrey Pines City Park 
 
Torrey Pines City Park is a resource-based park located along the bluff tops and coastal beach 
and includes approximately 144 acres. The park is contiguous with the Torrey Pines State 
Natural Reserve and the Torrey Pines Municipal Golf Course. The park includes a trail system 
that has ocean views and scenic overlooks. Also within the park is the San Diego Gliderport. The 
park area has cultural significance to native tribes of the San Diego area and contains many 
cultural resources that are preserved throughout the park. 
 
Torrey Pines Golf Course 
 
Torrey Pines Golf Course has long been recognized as one of the nation’s premier municipal golf 
courses with views of the Pacific Ocean and a panoramic setting that hosts yearly PGA 
tournaments. Torrey Pines is open to both San Diego residents and nonresidents, owned and 
maintained by the City of San Diego. The facility offers two 18-hole championship courses, the 
north and south courses. Facilities include a driving range, practice putting greens, pro shop, and 
restaurant at the adjacent Lodge. 
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Population-Based Parks 
 
Standley Community Park 
 
Standley Park and Recreation Center is an approximately 21-acre park located at 3585 Governor 
Drive and includes outdoor park facilities, an aquatic center and a recreation center. The 
recreation center provides indoor gymnasium and sport courts, game room, racquetball courts, 
and meeting rooms. Youth and adult programming is offered through the center. The outdoor 
park features include playgrounds, picnic areas and shelters, horseshoe pits, basketball courts, 
tennis courts, lighted softball fields, and soccer fields. 
 
Doyle Community Park 
 
Doyle Park and Recreation Center is an approximately 26-acre park located at 8175 Regents 
Road. Facilities include a recreation center with a gymnasium, weight room, game room, and 
meeting rooms. Youth and adult programming is offered through the center. Outdoor facilities 
include basketball courts, sand volleyball courts, tot lots, softball fields, and barbeque/picnic 
areas. 
 
Nobel Athletic Area 
 
The Nobel Athletic Fields and Recreation Center is an approximately 32-acre park located at 
8810 Judicial Drive. The recreation center offers a gymnasium/athletic courts and community 
meeting rooms. Outdoor amenities include children’s play areas, off-leash dog park, two softball 
fields, two soccer fields, a multipurpose field, shaded picnic tables, barbeque pits, an exercise 
circuit, outdoor basketball, and a comfort station. The site is also home to the North University 
Branch Library. 
 
Marcy Neighborhood Park 
 
Marcy Neighborhood Park is an approximately 11-acre park located at 5504 Stresemann Street. 
The park offers a large grassy lawn area, playground, picnic tables and benches, and a loop path 
around the perimeter of the park. 
 
University Village Neighborhood Park 
 
University Village Neighborhood Park an approximately 4-acre park located at 7100 Florey 
Street. The park has open grassy lawn space and provides access to local hiking trails through the 
adjacent open space areas. 
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University Gardens Park 
 
University Gardens Park is an approximately 13-acre park located at 4850 Governor Drive. The 
park features a softball field and grassy lawn area and also provides a playground and picnic 
tables. 
 
Villa La Jolla Neighborhood Park 
 
Villa La Jolla Neighborhood Park is an approximately 6-acre park located at 8321 Via Mallorca. 
The park features a large open grassy area and is popular for dog walking. There is a children’s 
play area and sidewalks that loop through the park. 
 
Mandell-Weiss Community Park 
 
Mandell-Weiss Community Park (also known as Eastgate Park) is an approximately 10-acre 
joint-use park located at 4274 Eastgate Mall. The park includes a playground, grassy lawn areas, 
barbeque pits and picnic tables, softball field, tennis courts, and walking paths. 
 
Doyle Elementary Joint-Use Park 
 
Doyle Elementary Joint Use Park is an approximately 4-acre joint-use park located at Doyle 
Elementary School at 3950 Berino Court. This joint-use facility includes a grassy lawn field, 
playgrounds and sports courts. 
 
Spreckels Elementary Joint-Use Park 
 
Spreckels Elementary Joint Use Park is an approximately 2-acre joint-use park located at 
Spreckels Elementary School at 6033 Stadium Street. This joint-use facility includes a softball 
field. 
 
Standley Middle School Joint-Use Park 
 
Standley Middle School Joint-Use Park is an approximately 13-acre joint-use park located at 
Standley Middle School at 6298 Radcliffe Drive. This joint-use facility includes a softball fields, 
soccer fields and sports courts. 
 



4.13  Public Services and Facilities 
 

 
Page 4.13-10 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR 
 UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

4.13.1.2 Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
a. Police Protection Services 
 
As described in Section 4.13.1.1, the Northern Division of the SDPD provides police services for 
Beat 115 along the Genesee Avenue Corridor. The Northern Division headquarters is located off 
of Eastgate Mall, to the southeast of the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Eastgate Mall. 
Genesee Avenue serves as a main access to Eastgate Mall and multiple entry points to the police 
facility are located directly off of Genesee Avenue. Genesee Avenue serves as a main north-
south access route for police dispatch. 
 
b. Fire and Emergency Services 
 
Fire Station 35 is located adjacent to the SDPD Northern Division headquarters on Eastgate Mall 
and services the Genesee Avenue Corridor. The station is located to the southeast of the 
intersection of Genesee Avenue/Eastgate Mall and there are multiple entry points to the fire 
station located directly off of Genesee Avenue. Genesee Avenue serves as a main north-south 
access route for fire and emergency services dispatch. 
 
c. Schools 
 
School facilities are located throughout the UCP Area, as described in Section 4.13.1.1. Specific 
to the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the entrance to University City Senior High School is accessed 
directly from Genesee Avenue. Curie Elementary School is located at the northeast corner of the 
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. Standley Middle School is located to the 
southwest of the Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive intersection. 
 
d. Libraries 
 
Neither library in the UCP Area is accessed from Genesee Avenue. Library facilities would be 
the same as described for the UCP Area. 
 
e. Parks and Recreational Facilities 
 
Parks and open space recreation facilities are located throughout the UCP Area, as described in 
Section 4.13.1.1. Specific to the Genesee Avenue Corridor, there is some trail access for the 
Rose Canyon Open Space Park off of Genesee Avenue on the south side of the canyon. Genesee 
Avenue also provides primary access into a parking lot and trailheads for Marian Bear Memorial 
Park in San Clemente Canyon, immediately south of SR 52. 
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4.13.1.3 Regents Road Corridor 
 
a. Police Protection Services 
 
The Northern Division of the SDPD provides police services for Beat 115 along the Regents 
Road Corridor. The Northern Division headquarters is located off of Eastgate Mall, to the 
southwest of the intersection of Regents Road and Eastgate Mall. Regents Road serves as a main 
access to Eastgate Mall. 
 
b. Fire and Emergency Services 
 
Fire Station 35 is located adjacent to the SDPD Northern Division headquarters on Eastgate Mall 
and services the Regents Road Corridor. The station is located to the southwest of the 
intersection of Regents Road and Eastgate Mall. Regents Road serves as a main north-south 
access route for fire and emergency services dispatch. 
 
c. School 
 
No school facilities are located immediately off of Regents Road. Spreckels Elementary School 
is located approximately 0.2 mile east of the Regents Road/Governor Drive intersection. 
 
d. Libraries 
 
Neither library in the UCP Area is accessed from Regents Road. Library facilities would be the 
same as described for the UCP Area. 
 
e. Parks and Recreational Facilities 
 
Parks and open space recreation facilities are located throughout the UCP Area, as described in 
Section 4.13.1.1. Specific to the Regents Road Corridor, there is trail access into Rose Canyon 
Open Space Park at the dead ends of Regents Road on both the north and south sides of the 
canyon. Regents Road also provides primary access into parking lots and trailheads for Marian 
Bear Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon, immediately south of SR 52. Additionally, Doyle 
Community Park and the associated parking lots are accessed from Regents Road. 
 
4.13.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
Applicable regulations and the associated agencies with regulatory authority and oversight are 
described below. 
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4.13.2.1 State 
 
California Mutual Aid Plan 
 
The California Mutual Aid Plan establishes policies, procedures, and responsibilities for 
requesting and providing inter‐ and intra‐agency assistance in emergencies. The plan directs 
local agencies to develop automatic or mutual aid agreements, or to enter into agreements for 
assistance by hire (e.g., Schedule A contracts) where local needs are not met by the framework 
established by the Mutual Aid Plan. 
 
Assembly Bill 16 
 
AB 16 was passed in 2002 and created the Critically Overcrowded School Facilities program to 
supplement the construction provisions within the School Facilities Program (SFP). The SFP 
provides state funding assistance for new construction and modernization of facilities. The 
Critically Overcrowded School Facilities program allows school districts that have been 
determined by the California Department of Education (CDE) to have critically overcrowded 
facilities to apply for new construction projects without meeting all SFP program requirements 
(CDE 2015). Districts with SFP new construction eligibility and school sites included on a CDE 
list of source schools may apply (Chapter 33, Statutes of 2002). 
 
Senate Bill 50 
 
SB 50, or the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, restricts the ability of local agencies 
to deny project approvals on the basis that public school facilities (classrooms, auditoriums, etc.) 
are inadequate. School impact fees are collected at the time when building permits are issued. 
Payment of school fees is also collected at the time when building permits are issued. Payment of 
school fees is required by SB 50 for all new residential development projects and is considered 
“full and complete mitigation” of any school impacts. School impact fees are payments to offset 
capital cost impacts associated with new developments, which result primarily from costs of 
additional facilities, related furnishings and equipment, and projected capital maintenance 
requirements. As such, agencies cannot require additional mitigation for any school impacts 
(Chapter 407, Statutes of 1998). 
 
Quimby Act and Assembly Bill 1359 
 
Cities and counties have been authorized since the passage of the 1975 Quimby Act 
(Government Code Section 66477) to pass ordinances requiring that developers set aside land, 
donate conservation easements, or pay fees for park improvements. Revenues generated through 
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the Quimby Act cannot be used for the operation and maintenance of park facilities. The 
dedicated land or fees may only be used for the development or rehabilitation of neighborhood or 
community parks or recreational facilities in the subdivision they were provided for, according to 
AB 1359 (Chapter 412, Statutes of 2013), unless certain requirements are met and an exception 
is made. The goal of the Quimby Act is to require developers to help mitigate the impacts of 
property improvements. The act gives authority for passage of land dedication ordinances only to 
cities and counties. Special districts must work with cities and/or counties to receive parkland 
dedication and/or in‐lieu fees. The fees must be paid and land conveyed directly to the local 
public agencies that provide park and recreation services community-wide. 
 
4.13.2.2 Local 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
The General Plan contains a Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element (City of San Diego 
2008a, most recently updated in 2015) to address publicly managed and provided facilities and 
services. This element provides policies for financing, prioritization, developer, and City funding 
responsibilities for public facilities in San Diego. The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety 
Element addresses police, fire and rescue, schools, and libraries, among other public services. 
The following policies are relevant to the Project. 
 

Table 4.13-3 
City of San Diego General Plan, Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element 

Relevant Polices – Police Services 
PF-E.1 Provide a sufficient level of police services to all areas of the City by enforcing the law, 
investigating crimes, and working with the community to prevent crime. 
PF-E.2 Maintain average response time goals as development and population growth occurs. Averse 
response time guidelines are as follows: 
 

• Priority 1 Calls (serious crimes in progress) within 12 minutes. 
• Priority 2 Calls (less serious crimes with no threat to life) within 30 minutes. 
• Priority 3 Calls (minor crimes/request that are not urgent) within 90 minutes. 
• Priority 4 Calls (minor requests for police service) within 90 minutes. 

 
PF-E.6. Monitor how development affects average police response time goals and facility’s needs. 
PF-E.7. Maintain service levels to meet demands of continued growth and development, tourism, and 
other events requiring police services. 

a) Analyze the need for additional resources and related capital improvements when total annual 
police force out-of-service time incrementally increases by 125,000 hours over the baseline of 
740,000 in a given year. Out-of-service time is defined as the time it takes a police unit to 
resolve a call for service after it has been dispatched to an officer. 
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Relevant Polices – Fire-Rescue Services 
PF-D.1. Locate, staff, and equip fire stations to meet established response times as follows: 

a) To treat medical patients and control small fires, the first-due unit should arrive within 7.5 
minutes, 90 percent of the time from the receipt of the 911 call in fire dispatch. This equates to 
1-minute dispatch time, 1.5 minutes company turnout time and 5 minutes drive time in the 
most populated areas. 

b) To provide an effective response force for serious emergencies, a multiple-unit response of at 
least 17 personnel should arrive within 10.5 minutes from the time of 911-call receipt in fire 
dispatch, 90 percent of the time. 

• This response is designed to confine fires near the room of origin, to stop wildland 
fires to under 3 acres when noticed promptly, and to treat up to 5 medical patients at 
once. 

• This equates to 1-minute dispatch time, 1.5 minutes company turnout time and 8 
minutes drive time spacing for multiple units in the most populated areas. 

 
PF-D.2. Deploy to advanced life support emergency responses EMS personnel including a minimum of 
two members trained at the emergency medical technician-paramedic level and two members trained at 
the emergency medical technician-basic level arriving on scene within the established response time as 
follows: 

• Total response time for deployment and arrival of EMS first responder with 
Automatic External Defibrillator (AED) should be within four minutes to 90 percent 
of the incidents; and 

• Total response time for deployment and arrival of EMS for providing advanced life 
support should be within eight minutes to 90 percent of the incidents. 

 
PF-D.3. Adopt, monitor, and maintain service delivery objectives based on time standards for all fire, 
rescue, emergency response, and lifeguard services. 
PF-D.5. Maintain service levels to meet the demands of continued growth and development, tourism, 
and other events requiring fire-rescue services. 

a) Provide additional response units, and related capital improvements as necessary, whenever 
the yearly emergency incident volume of a single unit providing coverage for an area increases 
to the extent that availability of that unit for additional emergency responses and/or 
nonemergency training and maintenance activities is compromised. An excess of 2,500 
responses annually requires analysis to determine the need for additional services or facilities. 

PF-D.6. Provide public safety related facilities and services to assure that adequate levels of service are 
provided to existing and future development. 
PF-D.7. Evaluate fire-rescue infrastructure for adherence to public safety standards and sustainable 
development policies (see also Conservation Element, Section A) 

 
The General Plan also contains a Recreation Element that provides goals, guidelines, and 
policies for the City’s three use categories of parks and recreation: population-based, resource-
based, and open space. 
 

University Community Plan 
 

Community plans are designed in conjunction with the General Plan to provide location-based 
policies and recommendations specific to the City’s individual community planning areas. 
Community plans are written to refine the General Plan’s citywide policies, designate land uses 
and housing densities and include additional site-specific recommendations as needed. 
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The UCP (City of San Diego 2014b) contains a public facilities element that addresses the 
provision of schools and libraries as well as police and fire protection. The Open Space and 
Recreation Element of the UCP provide goals and proposals for existing and future parks, open 
space, and recreation facilities in the community. 
 
4.13.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
According to the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, a potential 
significant impact to public services and facilities would occur if implementation of the Project 
would:  
 

Have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in any 
of the following areas: police protection, parks or other recreational facilities, fire/life 
safety protection, libraries, schools, and maintenance of public facilities, including roads. 

 
4.13.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered 
governmental services in any of the following areas: police protection, parks or other 
recreational facilities, fire/life safety protection, libraries, schools, and maintenance of 
public facilities, including roads? 
 
4.13.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
a. Police Protection 
 
The Northern Division of the SDPD provides police services for Beat 115. Table 4.13-1 provides 
average response times for police service in 2015 for both the Northern Division and Beat 115. As 
shown in the table, the Northern Division average response times, as well as Beat 115 response 
times, exceed the City’s target average response times for all priority type calls for year 2015. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, there would be significant traffic 
impacts to roadway segments and intersections in the future year with implementation of the 
Project. Future Year is the scenario used for transportation modeling purposes. While some 
transportation impacts would occur regardless of implementation of the Project, some 
operational deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. The Project proposes transportation 
improvements as Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, described in Section 4.2.4.3. 
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure 
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improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be 
adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of 
San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. These would 
make alterations to the existing roadway network in an effort to improve areas of poor operation. 
Even with implementation of these transportation mitigation measures, significant traffic impacts 
would still result and would present increased difficulty in police accessing areas within the 
community due to poor traffic conditions, including long queue lengths, crowded maneuvering 
conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related delays.  
 
b. Fire and Emergency Services 
 
The SDFRD provides fire protection and emergency services to the UCP Area. As discussed, the 
City of San Diego conducted a study to evaluate fire services deployment. The study 
recommended a 90 percent arrival near the 7th minute of total response, or the 90th fractile 
response times (Citygate 2011). Table 4.13-2 provides the 90th fractile response time for years 
2014 and 2015. The City’s goal response time is 7.5 minutes, which includes 2.5 minutes of turn-
out time and 5 minutes of drive time. As shown in the table, the 90th fractile response times for 
both Station 35 and Station 27 did not meet the City’s target average response times for years 
2014 and 2015. Fire Station 35’s 90th fractile response time was 8.82 minutes, while Fire Station 
27 was 8.05 minutes. Fire Station 9 did meet the City’s target average response times for years 
2014 and 2015 with a response time of 7.53 minutes. 
 
Table 4.13-4 provides the average response times for years 2014 and 2015, and projected 
average response times for Future Year with Adopted UCP (which includes the construction of 
the widening of Genesee Avenue and Regents Road Bridge) and Future Year with Project. 
Because actual response times for future years are unknown, fractile analysis of response times 
could not be utilized. Instead, the projected average response times for Future Year with Project 
were compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP. The Future Year with Adopted UCP 
condition assumes the implementation of the Adopted UCP and all the transportation 
improvements associated with the current plan including the planned Genesee Avenue Widening 
and Regents Road Bridge. 
 
There would be significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections in the future 
year with implementation of the Project. As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, 
–Future Year with Adopted UCP, a total of 21 roadway segments would operate at an 
unacceptable LOS (Table 4.2-9) and 29 intersections (Table 4.2-10) operating at an unacceptable 
LOS. Twenty-eight of these 29 intersections exceed significance thresholds. 
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Table 4.13-4 
Fire and Emergency Services in Future Year 

Station 

Years 2014 and 
2015 

Target Response 
Time 

Years 2014 and 
2015 

90th Fractile 
Response Time 

Future Year 
Average Response 

Time – with 
Adopted UCP 

Future Year 
Average Response 

Time – with 
Project 

Station 35 The goal response 
time is 7.5 minutes, 
which includes 2.5 
minutes of turn-out 

time and 5 minutes of 
drive time. 

8.82 minutes 8.88 minutes 9.38 minutes 

Station 27 8.05 minutes 8.71 minutes 8.76 minutes 

Station 9 7.53 minutes 11.38 minutes 11.75 minutes 

Source: SDFRD 2016a, 2016b, Kimley-Horn 2016 
 
Future Year with Project conditions would result in a total of 2120 roadway segments within the 
traffic study area to degrade to unacceptable operating conditions in exceedance of the 
significance thresholds. With implementation of the Project, 3028 intersections would operate at 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions which exceed the significance thresholds by future year. 
Under the Project in the future year, the following intersections would result in unacceptable 
operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. Some of those intersections 
currently operate at LOS E or F, but would continue to experience significantly worsened 
conditions with implementation of the Project. Some of these intersections would have 
significant impacts during both the AM and PM peak hours, while others would experience a 
significant impact during only one of the peak periods. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

 
While some transportation impacts would occur regardless of implementation of the Project, 
some operational deterioration would be worsened by the removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. The Future Year with Adopted UCP 
scenario and the Future Year with Project scenario, as provided in Table 4.13-4, show a 
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substantial exceedance from the City’s target average response time of 7.5 minutes. Under the 
Future Year with Adopted UCP, Station 35 is projected to result in a 1.38-minute increase (8.88 
minutes) from the City’s average response time of 7.5 minutes, while Station 27 would result in a 
1.21-minute increase (8.71 minutes). Under the Future Year with Adopted UCP, Station 9 is 
projected to result in a 3.88-minute increase (11.38 minutes) from the City’s average response 
time of 7.5 minutes, Future Year with Project shows even more deterioration in response times. 
When compared to the City’s target response time of 7.5 minutes, Fire Station 35’s average 
response time results in a 1.88-minute increase (9.38 minutes), while Fire Station 27 results in a 
1.26-minute increase (8.76 minutes). Fire Station 9’s average response time results in a 4.25-
minute increase (11.75 minutes) under Future Year with Project. The Project proposes 
transportation improvements as Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, described in Section 
4.2.4.3. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure 
improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be 
adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of 
San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. These would 
make alterations to the existing roadway network in an effort to improve areas of poor operation. 
Even with implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, significant impacts on 
fire and emergency services would still result and would present increased difficulty in accessing 
areas within the community due to poor traffic conditions, including long queue lengths, 
crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related delays.  
 
c. Schools, Libraries, and Parks and Recreational Facilities 
 
There are no residential components included with the Project that could directly increase 
population and result in an increase in student enrollment levels. The Project would not cause the 
enrollment of the schools to increase and would, therefore, not have an impact on existing school 
facilities in the area and would not require construction of new facilities. In addition, there would 
be no increased wear on the existing libraries in the UCP Area, as the Project would not directly 
increase populations residing in the area. The Project would not create the need for new public 
parks or facilities, as it is not introducing new housing or population to the community. As such, 
public services such as schools, libraries, parks, and recreational facilities would not experience 
an increase in demand or need for services, as the Project would not generate population growth 
or other community changes that might increase demand or availability of those public services 
or create the need for new or expanded facilities. 
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4.13.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
a. Police Protection 
 
The Project would result in an increase in projected traffic in the future year, which is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. The impact on police 
service response times would be significant. 
 
b. Fire and Emergency Services 
 
The Project would result in an increase in projected traffic in the future year, which is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. The impact on fire and 
emergency service response times would be significant. 
 
c. Schools, Libraries, and Parks and Recreational Facilities 
 
The Project would not result in any significant impacts to schools, libraries, parks, and 
recreational facilities. 
 
4.13.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
a. Police Protection Services 
 
If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce 
impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project and will 
be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project as 
part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. Project-level analysis of the potential 
impacts of the proposed mitigation measures would be completed at such a time the 
improvements are implemented. 
  
b. Fire and Emergency Services 

 
See Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 described in Section 4.2, Transportation/ 
Circulation. 
 
c. Schools, Libraries, and Parks and Recreational Facilities 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.13.4.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
The Project would result in an increase in projected traffic in the future year, which is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. The impact on police and 
fire and emergency service response times would be significant. While Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2 would result in improvements to intersection and road segment operations, 
the traffic conditions would deteriorate significantly with removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Development Impact Fees provide 
partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An 
amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan 
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation 
of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. Further, the proposed mitigation measure 
improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, 
thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, impacts to emergency service providers 
associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
There are no residential components included with the Project that could directly increase 
population and result in an increase in student enrollment levels. The Project would not have an 
impact on existing school facilities in the area and would not require construction of new 
facilities. In addition, there would be no increased wear on the existing libraries in the UCP 
Area, as the Project would not directly increase populations residing in the area. The Project 
would not create the need for new public parks or recreation facilities, as it is not introducing 
new housing or population to the community. As such, the Project would not result in any 
significant impacts to schools, libraries, parks, and recreational facilities. 
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4.14 PUBLIC UTILITIES 
 
This section presents an overview of the public utility systems for the Project that includes water, 
wastewater/sewer, natural gas, communication systems, and solid waste management. 
 
4.14.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Water, Wastewater/Sewer, Natural Gas, Communication Systems, and Solid Waste 
Management 
 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California  
 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) is a regional wholesaler that delivers 
water to 26 member public agencies – 14 cities, 11 municipal water districts, and one county 
water authority. In turn, water is provided to more than 19 million people in Los Angeles, 
Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego and Ventura Counties. MWD currently delivers 
an average of 1.7 billion gallons of water per day within a 5,200-square-mile service area (MWD 
2015a). MWD imports water from Northern California via the State Water Project (SWP) and 
from the Colorado River via the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA). About 45 percent of Southern 
California’s water supply comes from these two sources (MWD 2015b). The CRA is composed 
of two reservoirs, five pumping stations, 63 miles of open canals, 92 miles of tunnels, 55 miles 
of concrete pipe, and 28 miles of pressurized siphons, with a delivery capacity of over 1.2 
million acre-feet a year (MAF) (MWD 2015c). 
 
About 30 percent of Southern California’s water comes from the SWP, the largest state-built 
water and power system in the nation. The SWP serves a population of nearly 25 million 
Californians from the Bay Area to San Diego. The SWP is operated and maintained by the DWR 
and includes 34 storage facilities, reservoirs, and lakes; 20 pumping plants; four pumping-
generating plants; five hydroelectric power plants; and about 700 miles of open canals and 
pipelines (MWD 2015c). MWF is the largest contractor on the SWP system, receiving about 50 
percent of the SWP’s supplies, roughly 1.2 MAF in an average year. Water from the SWP is 
delivered through the California Aqueduct, a 444-mile-long canal beginning at the south Delta 
and ending at Lake Perris in Riverside County. It varies in width from 50 to 110 feet and 19 to 
32 feet in depth. 
 
The California Aqueduct conveys SWP water into northern San Diego County via two aqueducts 
encompassing five large-diameter pipelines. SDCWA takes ownership of these facilities just 
south of the County line, and conveys SWP water farther south for distribution to member 
agencies. 
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Through its 2015 Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) Draft Update, MWD identified a mix of 
imported and local resources to provide long-term water supplies, including a planning buffer 
intended to address potential future supply and demand fluctuations. The 2015 Update addresses 
Southern California’s unprecedented drought conditions which have impacted local supplies and 
groundwater basins (MWD 2016). The 2015 IRP Update develops approaches for how MWD 
will advance conservation and local resources development and maximize its storage reserves in 
the future. 
 
San Diego County Water Authority  
 
SDCWA was formed in 1944 and became a member of MWD in 1946 to obtain Colorado River 
water for the San Diego region. SDCWA supplies water to the western third of San Diego 
County, including the Project site. SDCWA has 24 member agencies: six cities, five water 
districts, three irrigation districts, eight municipal water districts, one public utility district, and 
one federal agency (military base) (SDCWA 2016). Its service area includes about 951,000 acres 
and approximately 3.1 million people. As indicated in the SDCWA 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP), demand for water in SDCWA’s service area falls into two 
categories, Municipal and Industrial (includes residential, commercial, industrial, and 
institutional purposes) and Agricultural, with municipal and industrial uses making up about 80 
to 85 percent of water usage. 
 
The 2010 UWMP estimates that, by 2035, total normal water demands are expected to be 
785,685 acre-feet (AF) when adjusted for water conservation, an increase from 566,433 AF in 
2010. In fiscal year 2007, water demand in the SDCWA service area was 741,893 AF. This 
dropped to 566,443 AF by 2010 due to supply allocations, mild weather, and water use 
restrictions (SDCWA 2011). The 2010 UWMP projects water demands through 2035 using an 
econometric model to develop long-range demand forecasts. SDCWA’s model is known as 
CWA-MAIN, and it relates historic water demand patterns to variables including household 
incomes, price of water, and weather. The model also incorporates demographic and economic 
projections from SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Growth Forecast. Based on the CWA-MAIN 
model, projected normal water demands are forecasted. The total regional baseline demand 
forecast for 2015 (excluding conservation) is 654,022 AF; for 2020 is 722,040 AF; for 2025 is 
790,229 AF; for 2030 is 850,899 AF; and for 2035 is 903,213 AF. 
 
As part of its Capital Improvement Program, SDCWA implemented the Emergency and 
Carryover Storage Projects to increase storage capacity, enhance supply reliability, and more 
efficiently manage water supplies during catastrophic events and periods of drought. SDCWA 
also implements a demand management (or water conservation) program to reduce imported 
water consumption and enhance supply reliability through efforts such as public education; 
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residential water use surveys; and financial incentives for low-flow plumbing retrofits (toilets 
and showerheads), high-efficiency appliances, and low-water use landscaping. 
 
City of San Diego 
 
The City is the largest of SDCWA’s 24 member agencies, serving 210,726 acres and 
approximately 1.3 million people. Water storage, treatment, and delivery services are managed 
by the City Public Utilities Department, which provides water, wastewater, and recycled water 
services to 1.3 million water customers and 2.5 million wastewater customers in the San Diego 
region. The City purchases about 85 to 90 percent of its water from SDCWA. The City water 
system includes 3,300 miles of distribution pipeline, nine reservoirs with a capacity of 415,000 
AF, three water treatment plants, 29 distribution reservoirs and standpipes, and an average of 200 
million gallons of water delivered to customers daily (City of San Diego 2015c). 
 
The Public Utilities Department also manages the recycled water system, which includes three 
pump stations and over 80 miles of purple pipe delivering an annual average of over 10 million 
of gallons per day (mgd) for irrigation, manufacturing, and other non-potable uses. The 
wastewater system consists of the Municipal (Muni) System and Metropolitan (Metro) System. 
The Muni System consists of approximately 3,000 miles of pipelines and 79 sewer pump stations 
including East Mission Gorge Pump Station, Sewage Pump Station No. 64, Sewage Pump 
Station No. 65, and Peñasquitos Pump Station, and is primarily used to collect and convey 
wastewater from residences and businesses in the City of San Diego. The Metro System consists 
of three wastewater treatment plants, one biosolids processing facility, four large pump stations, 
and two outfalls, and provides treatment and disposal services for the City and 15 other agencies 
and districts within a 450-square-mile area stretching from Del Mar to the north, Alpine and 
Lakeside to the east, and San Ysidro to the south (City of San Diego 2013c). 
 
Wastewater 
 
Wastewater collection and treatment services are provided by the Wastewater Branch of the City 
Public Utilities Department, which collects, treats, and disposes of approximately 180 million 
gallons of sewage everyday (City of San Diego 2015d). The City wastewater system consists of 
two components: 
 
• The Metropolitan Sewerage Sub-System treats the wastewater from the City and 15 other 

cities and districts from a 450-square-mile area with a population of over 2.2 million. An 
average of 180 mgd of wastewater is treated. 
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• The Municipal Wastewater Collection Sub-System is responsible for the collection and 
conveyance of wastewater from residences and businesses in the City, serving a 330 square 
mile area with a population of 1.2 million people. 

 
The Wastewater Branch treats the wastewater generated in a 450-square-mile area stretching 
from Del Mar and Poway to the north, Alpine and Lakeside to the east, and the Mexican border 
to the south. In addition, wastewater collection services are provided to the City of San Diego 
(City of San Diego 2015c). The City’s wastewater facilities include the Point Loma Wastewater 
Treatment Plant, the North City Water Reclamation Plant, the South Bay Water Reclamation 
Plant, and the Metro Biosolids Center. 
 
Natural Gas Infrastructure 
 
Existing energy use is discussed in Section 4.6, Energy. 
 
Communications 
 
Communication facilities are provided to the area by utility providers such as Time Warner, 
AT&T, and Cox Communications, among other independent cable companies. Communication 
infrastructure is located above and below ground within private easements. The City also works 
with service providers to underground overhead wires, cables, conductors, and other overhead 
structures associated with communication systems in residential areas. 
 
Solid Waste Management 
 
Solid waste management is the responsibility of the City of San Diego Environmental Services 
Department (ESD). Solid waste management involves collection, disposal, and diversion from 
disposal. The County must demonstrate adequate capacity for long-term solid waste. The City is 
required to demonstrate adequate capacity for long-term solid waste disposal (15 years), pursuant 
to applicable requirements under the California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939, as 
described in Section 4.14.2.1). Specifically, the assessment is based on landfill capacity and 
related data provided in the Countywide Siting Element, which is prepared by the San Diego 
County Department of Public Works. Based on data from the most current Siting Element 
Review Report and other applicable sources, the following summary information is provided 
regarding existing landfill locations and capacities. 
 
Miramar Landfill is the nearest active solid waste facility to the project site. The Miramar 
Landfill is permitted to receive 8,000 tons per day, and on average it receives less than 1,000,000 
tons per year. As of June 30, 2014, Miramar Landfill had a remaining capacity of 15.5 million 
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cy, with a maximum permitted capacity of 87.8 million cy and a projected closing date of August 
31, 2025 (CalRecycle 2014). 
 
Additional active solid waste landfills within San Diego County include Borrego Springs 
Landfill, Otay Landfill, Sycamore Landfill, San Onofre Landfill, and Las Pulgas Landfill. Of 
these, the two closest facilities are Sycamore Landfill and Otay Landfill (CalRecycle 2015). 
 
Otay Landfill is on unincorporated County jurisdiction is located approximately 25 miles from 
the project site, with a remaining capacity of approximately 24.5 million cy as of March 31, 
2012. This landfill is permitted to receive a maximum of 5,830 tons per day with a maximum 
permitted capacity of 61.1 million cy (CalRecycle 2015). The projected closing date is February 
28, 2028. 
 
In an effort to address landfill capacity and solid waste concerns, the California Legislature 
passed the Integrated Waste Management Act in 1989 (AB 939), which mandated that all cities 
reduce waste disposed in landfills from generators within their borders by 50 percent by the year 
2000. Since 2004, the City has diverted more than 50 percent of its generated waste stream from 
disposal. The City adopted the Recycling Ordinance in November 2007 The State of California 
enacted AB 341 in 2011, which established a policy goal for California that not less than 75 
percent of solid waste generated be source-reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020. In July 
2012, the City updated the Recycling Ordinance (City of San Diego 2012b) to lower the 
exemption threshold for required recycling, thereby requiring all privately serviced businesses, 
commercial/institutional facilities, apartments, and condominiums generating 4 or more cubic 
yards of trash per week to recycle. On July 13, 2015, the City approved the Zero Waste Plan, 
which is described in Section 4.14.2.2. 
 
4.14.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.14.2.1 State 
 
Assembly Bill 939 
 
In 1989, California AB 939, known as the Integrated Waste Management Act, was passed to 
address the increasing trend in waste generation and the corresponding decrease in landfill 
capacity. AB 939 mandates reductions of waste disposal, with jurisdictions required to meet 
diversion goals of 25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000. “Diversion” means diversion 
from disposal in landfills. “Diversion” includes source reduction, or not generating waste in the 
first place, recycling, composting, and, to a limited degree, transformation. Pursuant to AB 939, 
the amount of waste “generated” is the sum of the amount disposed plus the amount diverted. 
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AB 939 established a California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) to oversee the 
disposal reporting system and facilities. The CIWMB has been replaced by a department entitled 
CalRecycle. In 2011, AB 341 established a policy goal for California that not less than 75 
percent of solid waste generated should be source-reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020. 
 
Assembly Bill 1826 
 
In October 2014 Governor Brown signed AB 1826 Chesbro (Chapter 727, Statutes of 2014), 
requiring businesses to recycle their organic waste on and after April 1, 2016, depending on the 
amount of waste they generate per week. This law also requires that on and after January 1, 
2016, local jurisdictions across the state implement an organic waste recycling program to divert 
organic waste generated by businesses, including multifamily residential dwellings that consist 
of five or more units (please note, however, that multifamily dwellings are not required to have a 
food waste diversion program). Organic waste (also referred to as organics throughout this 
resource) means food waste, green waste, landscape and pruning waste, nonhazardous wood 
waste, and food-soiled paper waste that is mixed in with food waste. This law phases in the 
mandatory recycling of commercial organics over time, while also offering an exemption process 
for rural counties. In particular, the minimum threshold of organic waste generation by 
businesses decreases over time, which means an increasingly greater proportion of the 
commercial sector will be required to comply. 
 
California Senate Bill 610 
 
Sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code were amended by the enactment of 
SB 610 in 2002. SB 610 requires an assessment of whether available water supplies are sufficient 
to serve the demand generated by a project, as well as the reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
demand in the region over the next 20 years under average normal year, single dry year, and 
multiple dry year conditions. Under SB 610, water assessments must be furnished to local 
governments for inclusion in any environmental documentation for certain projects (as defined in 
Water Code 10912(a)) subject to CEQA. For the purposes of SB 610, “project” means any of the 
following: 
 

1. A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 

2. A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 

3. A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having 
more than 250,000 square feet of floor space. 
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4. A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 

5. A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to 
house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more 
than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 

6. A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this 
subdivision. 

7. A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the 
amount of water required by a 500-dwelling unit project. 

 
California Urban Water Management Planning Act 
 
UWMPs are prepared by California’s urban water suppliers to support resource planning and 
ensure adequate water supplies are available to meet existing and future water demands. Every 
urban water supplier that either provides over 3,000 AF of water annually or serves more than 
3,000 or more connections is required to assess the reliability of its water sources over a 20-year 
planning horizon considering normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. This assessment is to 
be included in its UWMPs, which are to be prepared every 5 years and submitted to DWR. DWR 
then reviews submitted plans to ensure they have completed the requirements identified in the 
Urban Water Management Planning Act (Division 6 Part 2.6 of the Water Code Section 10610–
10656). 
 
California Executive Order B-29-15 
 
California Executive Order B-29-15 orders the SWRCB to impose restrictions to achieve a 25 
percent reduction statewide in potable urban water usage through February 28, 2016. It further 
requires water suppliers, such as the City, to reduce usage as compared to the amount used in 
2013. The executive order updates the State Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance to 
increase water efficiency standards for new and existing landscapes through more efficient 
irrigation systems, greywater usage, on-site storm water capture, and limiting the portion on 
landscapes that can be covered in turf. 
 
4.14.2.2 Local 
 

City of San Diego General Plan 
 

General Plan policies that pertain to public utilities include are provided in Table 4.14-1. 
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Table 4.14-1 
City of San Diego General Plan Relevant Elements and Policies 

 
Relevant Elements and Policies 
Urban Design Element 
UD-A.16. Minimize the visual and functional impact of utility systems and equipment on streets, sidewalks, and the 
public realm. 

a. Convert overhead utility wires and poles, and overhead structures such as those associated with 
supplying electric, communication, community antenna television, or similar services to underground. 
 

b. Design and locate public and private utility infrastructure, such as phone, cable and communications 
boxes, transformers, meters, fuel ports, back-flow preventors, ventilation grilles, grease interceptors, 
irrigation valves, and any similar elements, to be integrated into adjacent development and as 
inconspicuous as possible. To minimize obstructions, elements in the sidewalk and public right of way 
should be located in below grade vaults or building recesses that do not encroach on the right of way 
(to the maximum extent permitted by codes). If located in a landscaped setback, they should be as far 
from the sidewalk as possible, clustered and integrated into the landscape design, and screened from 
public view with plant and/or fencelike elements. 

 
c. Traffic operational features such as streetlights, traffic signals, control boxes, street signs and similar 

facilities should be located and consolidated on poles, to minimize clutter, improve safety, and 
maximize public pedestrian access, especially at intersections and sidewalk ramps. Other street utilities 
such as storm drains and vaults should be carefully located to afford proper placement of the vertical 
elements. 

Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element 
PF-F.1. Meet or exceed federal and state regulatory mandates cost effectively. 
PF-F.3. Minimize sewer spills by best practice infrastructure asset management practices. 
PF-F.4. Maintain conveyance and treatment capacity. 
PF-F.5. Construct and maintain facilities to accommodate regional growth projections that 
are consistent with sustainable development policies. 

PF-F.6. Coordinate land use planning and wastewater infrastructure planning to provide for future development and 
maintain adequate service levels. 
PF-G.1. Ensure that all storm water conveyance systems, structures, and maintenance 
practices are consistent with federal Clean Water Act and California Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES 
Permit standards. 

PF-G.2. Install infrastructure that includes components to capture, minimize, and/or prevent pollutants in urban 
runoff from reaching receiving waters and potable water supplies. 
PF-G.3 Meet and preferably exceed regulatory mandates to protect water quality in a cost-effective manner 
monitored through performance measures. 
PF-H.2. Require the provision and maintenance of essential water storage, treatment, supply facilities and 
infrastructure to serve existing and future development. 
PF-H.3. Coordinate land use planning and water infrastructure planning with local, state, and regional agencies to 
provide for future development. 
PF-I.2. Maximize waste reduction and diversion. 
PF-I.4. Promote litter prevention efforts and practices. 

PF-I.5. Plan for sufficient waste handling and disposal capacity to meet existing and future needs. Evaluate 
existing waste disposal facilities for potential expansion of sites for new disposal facilities. 
PF-L.3. Provide infrastructure to ensure seamless communications and universally available access to data for all 
internal and external groups. 
PF-L.5. Work with private telecommunication services providers to develop and maintain an integrated information 
infrastructure system. 
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Relevant Elements and Policies 
PF-L.13. Ensure proper reuse, recycling and waste diversion efforts of communications 
equipment and other technologies upon expiration of use. 
PF-M.1. Ensure that public utilities are provided, maintained, and operated in a cost-effective manner that protects 
residents and enhances the environment. 
PF-M.3. Integrate the design and siting of safe and efficient public utilities and associated facilities into early stages 
of the long range planning and development process, especially in redevelopment/urban areas where land constraints 
exist. 

 
University Community Plan 
 
The amended 2014 UCP Public Facilities Element has adopted the following policies for public 
utilities: 
 

1. Electrical Utilities 
 
Where it is economically feasible, overhead utility lines should be replaced by 
underground facilities. Undergrounding is not practical for transmission lines; however, 
new development should provide for the undergrounding of distribution service utility 
lines. If additional distribution lines are proposed in the community, they should be 
carefully reviewed for environmental, land use and aesthetic impacts. 

 
2. Sewer and Water Facilities 

 
Private development should finance its public utility needs and provide improvements 
both off-site and on-site in accordance with present Council policy. 

 
City of San Diego Zero Waste Plan 
 
On July 13, 2015, the City Council approved a Zero Waste Plan. The Zero Waste Plan is a 
framework of potential sustainable diversion strategies for future action that would be 
implemented in incremental steps to achieve 75 percent diversion by 2020, 90 percent diversion 
by 2035, and Zero Waste by 2040 (City of San Diego 2015f). 
 
City of San Diego Climate Action Plan 
 
The City of San Diego adopted a CAP in December 2015 (City of San Diego 2015a). The CAP 
quantifies GHG emissions, establishes citywide reduction targets for 2020 and 2035, identifies 
strategies and measures to reduce GHG levels, and provides guidance for monitoring progress on 
an annual basis. The City of San Diego CAP identifies a comprehensive set of goals and actions, 
including ordinances, policies, resolutions, programs, and incentives that the City can use to 
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reduce GHG emissions. The CAP includes strategies and actions that encourage (1) water and 
energy efficiency buildings, (2) clean and renewable energy, (3) bicycling, walking, transit and 
land use, (4) zero waste, and (5) climate resiliency. 
 
City of San Diego Ordinance 0-17327 (Mandatory Reuse Ordinance) 
 
This ordinance, adopted by the City Council in 1989, requires that “recycled water shall be used 
within the City where feasible and consistent with the legal requirements; preservation of public 
health, safety, and welfare; and the environment.” Compliance with this ordinance for new 
development is made a condition of tentative maps, land use permits, etc., based on the project’s 
location within an existing or proposed recycled water service area. 
 
City of San Diego Municipal Code 
 
In compliance with AB 939, the City is currently at a waste diversion rate of 67 percent. The 
City has adopted programs and policies requiring individual developments to incorporate 
recycling and waste reduction measures, and waste reduction and recycling programs have been 
implemented to assist the City in reducing waste in compliance with state law. 
 
The following sections of the City’s Municipal Code target waste reduction: 
 
• Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance. Chapter 6, Article 6, Division 6. This section 

(and related ordinances) requires project applicants to submit a Waste Management Form and 
deposit with the building permit or demolition/removal permit, to provide a general estimate 
of total project waste generation, including how much will be recycled. In order to obtain a 
refund on the deposit, the code requires the demonstration of a minimum diversion rate of 50 
percent for building permits or demolition/removal permits issued within 180 calendar days 
of the effective date of the ordinance. A minimum diversion rate of 75 percent is required for 
building permits or demolition/removal permits issued more than 180 calendar days after the 
effective date of the ordinance, provided that a certified recycling facility that accepts mixed 
construction and demolition debris operates within 25 miles of the City Administrative 
Building, located at 202 C Street, San Diego (City of San Diego 2014e).  

• Chapter 6, Article 6, Division 7 (Recycling Ordinance). This section requires all single-
family, multi-family, and commercial uses to participate in a recycling program by separating 
recyclable materials from other solid waste and depositing the recyclable materials in 
approved recycling containers. 

• Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 8 (Refuse and Recyclable Material Storage Regulations). This 
section is intended to encourage recycling through requirements to provide permanent, 
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adequate, and convenient space for the storage and collection of refuse and recyclable 
material. Specific requirements for new nonresidential development include the provision of 
at least one exterior refuse and recyclable material storage area per building, with related 
storage area capacity based on the gross floor area of associated buildings. 

 
City of San Diego Drought Restrictions 
 
Effective July 1, 2015, the City implemented mandatory watering restrictions limiting the 
watering of outdoor landscaping to a maximum of two days per week, five minutes per day, if 
using a standard sprinkler system to achieve the state mandated 16 percent reduction in water 
usage. Other restrictions (City of San Diego 2015g) include: 
 
• Stop operation of ornamental fountains, except to the extent needed for maintenance 

purposes. 

• Use a hand-held hose equipped with a positive shut-off nozzle or timed sprinkler system to 
water landscaped areas. 

• Irrigation is not permitted during a rain event or for at least 48 hours following a rain event. 

• The washing of automobiles, trucks, trailers, airplanes and other types of transportation 
equipment is only allowed between 6 p.m. and 10 a.m., and water shall not enter the storm 
drain. 

o NOTE: Mobile equipment washings are exempt from these regulations where the 
health, safety, and welfare of the public are contingent upon frequent vehicle 
cleanings, such as garbage trucks and vehicles to transport food products, livestock 
and perishables. Washing is permitted at any time at a commercial car wash. 

• Boats and boat engines are permitted to be washed down after use. 

• Use recycled or non-potable water for construction purposes when available. 

• Use of water from fire hydrants will be limited to firefighting, as well as meter installation by 
the Public Utilities Department as part of its Fire Hydrant Meter Program, and related 
activities necessary to maintain the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of San Diego. 

• Construction operations receiving water from a fire hydrant or water truck will not use water 
beyond normal activities. 

• Irrigation is permitted any day at any time as follows: 

1. As required by a landscape permit. 

2. For erosion control. 
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3. For establishment, repair or renovation of public use fields for schools and parks. 

4. For landscape establishment following a disaster.  
 
4.14.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
According to the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, a 
significant impact to public utilities would occur if the Project would: 
 

1. Result in a need for new systems, or require substantial alterations to existing 
utilities, the construction of which would create physical impacts with regard to the 
following utilities: natural gas, water, sewer, communication systems, and solid 
waste management; or  
 

2. Result in the use of excessive amounts of water. 
 
4.14.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the project result in a need for new systems, or require substantial 
alterations to existing utilities, the construction of which would create physical impacts 
with regard to the following utilities: natural gas, water, sewer, communication systems, 
and solid waste management? 
 
4.14.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Water 
 
The UCP Area is served by the City of San Diego’s Public Utilities Department. The City 
receives the majority of its water from SDCWA, who is a member of the MWD. The UCP Area 
has been included in SDCWA water demand projections and is accounted for by the Public 
Utilities Department when purchasing water supplies. 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP does not meet any of the 
thresholds set by SB 610; therefore, preparation of a Water Supply Assessment is not required. 
Genesee Avenue would remain in its existing condition. The removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening from the UCP would not create a demand for water above that which already 
exists under current conditions. 
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Wastewater/Sewer 
 
Wastewater treatment service for the UCP Area is provided by the City of San Diego Public 
Utilities Department. The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP 
would not increase the amount of wastewater generated in the UCP Area and would not require 
the construction of new wastewater or sewer facilities. 
 
Natural Gas 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not lead to the use of natural gas 
above existing conditions for the area. Genesee Avenue would not be widened; therefore, no 
natural gas or energy would be used since no construction activities would occur. Genesee 
Avenue would continue to operate as it does currently. 
 
Communication Systems 
 
Communications facilities are provided through private utility companies that have the capacity 
to serve the UCP Area. The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening project would 
not impair the ability of these companies to provide services to the constituents of the UCP Area, 
and would not lead to the need to expand or create new communications facilities. 
 
Solid Waste Management 
 
There would be no construction or demolition involved in the removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening project. Therefore, no additional solid waste would be generated by this 
portion of the Project. No new facilities would need to be constructed or services provided as a 
result of the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Water 
 
The UCP Area is served by the City of San Diego’s Public Utilities Department. The City 
receives the majority of its water from SDCWA, who is a member of MWD. The UCP Area has 
been included in SDCWA water demand projections and is accounted for by the Public Utilities 
Department when purchasing water supplies. 

It has been determined that the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP does 
not meet any of the thresholds set by SB 610; therefore, preparation of a Water Supply 
Assessment is not required. Regents Road would remain in its existing condition. The removal of 
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the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not create a demand for water above that 
which already exists under current conditions. 
 
Wastewater/Sewer 
 
Wastewater treatment service for the UCP Area is provided by the City of San Diego Public 
Utilities Department. The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not 
increase the amount of wastewater generated in the UCP Area and would not require the 
construction of new facilities. 
 
Natural Gas 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge would not lead to the use of natural gas above 
existing conditions for the UCP Area. The planned Regents Road Bridge would not be 
constructed, therefore, no natural gas or energy would be used since no construction activities 
would occur, and Regents Road would continue to operate as it does currently. 
 
Communication Systems 
 
Communications facilities are provided through private utility companies that have the capacity 
to serve the UCP Area. The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would 
not impair the ability of these companies to provide services to the constituents of the UCP Area 
and would not require the construction of expanded or new communications facilities. 
 
Solid Waste Management 
 
There would be no construction or demolition involved in the removal of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge. Therefore, no additional solid waste would be generated by the removal of the 
planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. No new facilities would need to be constructed or 
services provided as a result of the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 
 
4.14.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Water 
 
There would be no increase in water demand as a result of not widening Genesee Avenue. 
Therefore, no new water facilities would need to be constructed, and no significant impacts 
would occur. 
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Wastewater/Sewer 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not generate any wastewater 
above existing conditions. Therefore, no new wastewater or sewer facilities would need to be 
constructed, and no significant impact would occur. 
 
Natural Gas 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not result in the use of excessive 
fuel. No significant impact would occur. 
 
Communication Systems 
 
There would be no significant impacts to cable and telephone services, as these are available 
through private utility companies that have the capacity to serve the UCP Area. 
 
Solid Waste Management 
 
As there are no construction or demolition activities associated with the removal of the Genesee 
Avenue Widening, there would be no generation of additional solid waste. Therefore, the Project 
would not require the construction of new facilities, there would be no requirement for new 
services, and no significant impact would occur. 

Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Water 
 
No new water facilities would need to be constructed as a result of this Project. There would be 
no increase in demand above that of existing conditions due to the removal of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Therefore, no significant impact would occur. 
 
Wastewater/Sewer 
 
No additional wastewater would be generated above existing conditions as a result of the 
removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction from the UCP. No new facilities 
would need to be constructed; therefore, no significant impact would occur. 
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Natural Gas 
 
No excessive use of fuel or natural gas would result from the removal of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge from the UCP. Therefore, no significant impact would occur. 
 
Communication Systems 
 
There would be no significant impacts to cable and telephone services, as these are available 
through private utility companies that have the capacity to serve the UCP Area. 

Solid Waste Management 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in any solid 
waste generation above existing conditions, as there are no construction or demolition activities 
associated with this portion of the Project. Therefore, no new facilities would need to be 
constructed, no new services needed, and there would be no significant impact. 
 
4.14.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The Project would not require new water, wastewater/sewer, natural gas, communication 
systems, or solid waste disposal facilities to be built. No significant impact is anticipated as a 
result of the Project. 
 
4.14.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the project result in the use of excessive amounts of water? 
 
4.14.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in the use 
of an excessive amount of water. There would be no construction or demolition activities that 
would require the use of water. Conditions at the project site would remain the same as they are 
under existing conditions. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in the use of an 
excessive amount of water. There would be no construction or roadway surfacing activities that 
would require the use of water. Conditions, including landscaping, at the project site would 
remain the same as they are under existing conditions. 
 
4.14.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
There would not be an excessive use of water as a result of the removal of the Genesee Avenue 
Widening. Therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
There would not be an excessive use of water as a result of the removal of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge construction. Therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
 
4.14.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.15 HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
This section includes a description of pedestrian safety, existing known contamination sites or 
hazardous materials/toxic substances within the Project area, emergency access routes, the 
potential for wildland fires in the Project area, and AIAs within the Project area. Additionally, 
this section includes a summary of applicable regulations, and analyses of potential short-term 
and long-term impacts of the Project. 
 
4.15.1 Existing Conditions 
 
4.15.1.1 UCP Area 
 
Pedestrian Safety 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, pedestrian facilities in the UCP Area 
include sidewalks, curb ramps, and other amenities such as street trees for shading. Figure 4.2-5 
shows existing sidewalks, as well as pedestrian barriers. The UCP Area consists of many wide 
roadways carrying six or more travel lanes, which limit pedestrian crossing locations to 
signalized locations only. Pedestrian bridges are currently built at the following locations to 
minimize the need for pedestrians to cross wide, busy streets: (1) Genesee Avenue near 
Executive Square; (2) La Jolla Village Drive east of Genesee Avenue; and (3) Genesee Avenue 
between La Jolla Village Drive and Esplanade Court. 
 
Hazardous Materials 
 
Hazardous materials pass through the City of San Diego via the freeway, rail, and surface street 
systems. I-5, I-805, I-8, and I-15, and SRs 56, 52, 94, 163, and 905 pass through the City of San 
Diego. Transportation of hazardous materials by truck and rail is regulated by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT). The DOT regulations establish criteria for safe handling 
procedures. 
 
A review of regulatory databases was performed to evaluate past and existing environmental 
conditions within 1 mile of the UCP Area, including the storage, release, or disposal of 
hazardous substances. These databases include the Department of Toxic Substances Control’s 
(DTSC) EnviroStor database, which consists of National Priority List (NPL) sites, state response 
sites, voluntary cleanup sites, and school cleanup sites. GeoTracker® is managed by the 
SWRCB. The database manages sites that impact groundwater and those that require 
groundwater cleanup, including leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites, Cleanup 
Program sites, Land Disposal Sites, Military Sites, WDR Sites, Irrigated Lands Regulatory 
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Program, Permitted Underground Storage Tank (UST) sites, oil and gas monitoring, and DTSC 
Cleanup Sites and Hazardous Waste Permits throughout California. 
 
Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor Database 
 
DTSC maintains the EnviroStor database for identifying sites that have known contamination or 
sites that may require further investigation. The database includes the following site types: 
Federal Superfund sites (NPL); State Response, including Military Facilities and State 
Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and School sites. 
 
An online search on the DTSC EnviroStor site resulted in 11 listed sites within 1 mile of the 
UCP Area. Of these, there were three “Active” sites (General Atomics, SDG&E Co. Miramar 
Waste Management Facility, and Sunflower Properties Inc.) (DTSC 2007). The list of “Active” 
sites identified under EnviroStor is provided in Table 4.15-1: 
 

Table 4.15-1 
EnviroStor Active Sites within 1 Mile of the UCP Area 

Site 
Name 

EnviroStor 
ID Location 

Site 
Type 

Cleanup 
Status 

Contaminants 
of Concern 

General 
Atomics 80001461 3550 General 

Atomics Ct. 
Corrective 

Action 
Active – As of 

1/1/2008 

Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) 

1,4-Dioxane 
SDG&E Co. 

Miramar Waste 
Management 

Facility 

80001765 
6875 

Consolidated 
Way 

Corrective 
Action  

Active – As of 
1/1/2008  No Contaminants Found 

Sunflower 
Properties Inc. 37590003 

9755 
Distribution 

Ave. 

State 
Response or 

NPL 

Active – As of 
7/24/1998  

Halogenated Organic 
Compounds 

Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) 

Source: DTSC 2007 

 
State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker Database 
 
The SWRCB maintains the GeoTracker database for environmental data for regulated facilities 
in California. GeoTracker is the SWRCB’s data management system for managing sites that 
impact groundwater, especially those that require groundwater cleanup (USTs, Department of 
Defense, Site Cleanup Program), as well as permitted facilities such as operating USTs and land 
disposal sites. 
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An online search on the GeoTracker database resulted in 1,008 listed sites within 1 mile of the 
UCP Area. Of these, 54 are “Open” sites (SWRCB 2016). These sites are listed below in Table 
4.15-2. 
 
Schools 
 
As discussed in Section 4.13, Public Services and Facilities, educational facilities in the UCP 
Area include public, private, and higher education institutions. The UCP Area is within the San 
Diego Unified School District. 
 
Emergency Response Plans/Evacuation Routes 
 
Emergency Response Plans/Evacuation Routes are maintained at the federal, state, and local 
levels for all types of disasters, and include elements to maintain continuity of government, 
emergency function of government agencies, and the mobilizing and application of resources and 
information. Local governments have the primary responsibility for preparedness and response 
activities. The 2014 Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization and County of 
San Diego Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan (Emergency Plan) is for use by the 
County and all the cities within the county to respond to major emergencies and disasters, 
including earthquake, flooding, drought, dam failure, nuclear-related incidents, water, gas, 
energy shortage, terrorism, tsunami, wildland fires, urban fires, transportation accidents, 
hazardous materials incidents, and landslides. 
 
Response to major emergencies and disasters would be coordinated by the Operational Area 
(OA), defined as a county and its political jurisdictions, Emergency Operations Center (EOC). If 
evacuation is required, local jurisdictions work with the OA EOC, law enforcement officials, 
Caltrans, the California Highway Patrol, County Public Works, and other applicable 
agencies/departments to identify evacuation points and transportation routes. The following 
interstates and state highways within the UCP Area are identified in the Emergency Plan as the 
primary transportation routes for an evacuation effort in the region: I-5, I-805, and SR 52. Other 
identified evacuation routes within San Diego County include I-8; I-15; and SRs 54, 67, 75, 76, 
78, 94, 125, 163, and 905 (OES 2014). 
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Table 4.15-2 
GeoTracker Active Sites within 1 Mile of the UCP Area 

Site 
Name 

Global 
ID Location Cleanup 

Status 
Contaminants 

of Concern 
Marine Corps Air Station, 

Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 1a T10000001033 Miramar Rd. Open – Assessment & Interim 
Remedial Action None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 1b T10000001034 Miramar Way Open – Assessment & Interim 

Remedial Action None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 1d T10000001035 Panther Rd. Open – Assessment & Interim 

Remedial Action None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 1f T10000001036 Altair Ave. Open – Assessment & Interim 

Remedial Action None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 5 – 
San Clemente Canyon Disposal 

Area 

DOD100322200 Johnson Rd. Open – Assessment & Interim 
Remedial Action None Specified 

Kelly Park L10009058884 Kelly St. Open – Closed/With Monitoring Copper, Lead, Polynuclear Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

North Miramar Landfill L10006986192 5180 Convoy St. Open – Closed/With Monitoring 

Lead, Nitrate, Other Chlorinated 
Hydrocarbons, Other Solvent or Non-

Petroleum Hydrocarbon, Other 
Inorganic / Salt 

South Miramar Landfill L10003830787 Kearny Mesa–Sections 25/26 Open – Closed/With Monitoring 
Other Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, 

Other Inorganic/ Salt, 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) 

AT&T Data Center T10000002687 5732 Pacific Center Blvd. Open – Eligible for Closure Gasoline 
Chevron #94339 T0607301543 3860 Governor Dr. Open – Eligible for Closure Gasoline 

Texaco Refining & Marketing T0607357151 7785 Clairemont Mesa Blvd. Open – Eligible for Closure Gasoline 

C & R Transfer T06019782658 5803 Kearny Villa Rd. Open – Inactive 

Dichloroethene (DCE), Other 
Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, 

Trichloroethylene (TCE), Vinyl 
Chloride 

Moore Printed Circuits SLT19715245 6740 Nancy Ridge Dr. Open – Inactive None Specified 

West Miramar Sanitary Landfill L10004030235 5180 Convoy Open – Operating Other Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, 
Other Inorganic / Salt 

AM/PM/Arco #1986 T0607301828 6130 Balboa Ave. Open – Remediation Gasoline 
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Site 
Name 

Global 
ID Location Cleanup 

Status 
Contaminants 

of Concern 
Chevron Environmental 

Management Company (Former 
Texaco 21–1364) 

T0607301421 4409 Mission Bay Dr. Open – Remediation Gasoline 

Kyocera America Inc. T0608130389 11620 Sorrento Valley Rd. Open – Remediation Chlorinated Hydrocarbons 
Marine Corps Air Station, 

Miramar (MCAS) – MMRP Site 
5 – Skeet Range 1980 – IR Site 

19 

T10000004367 PO Box 452022 Open – Remediation None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – Outfall 126 T06019741848 MCAS Miramar Open – Remediation None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – Tank 936 T0607301031 Tank 936 Open – Remediation None Specified 

Mic Gastation, Inc. T0607303171 4592 Clairemont Dr. Open – Remediation Waste Oil / Motor / Hydraulic / 
Lubricating 

Prestige Stations Inc. #9750 T0607302349 2505 Morena Blvd. Open – Remediation Gasoline 

Ryder Truck Rental Inc. T0607300284 5345 Overland Ave. Open – Remediation Diesel, Gasoline, Waste Oil / Motor / 
Hydraulic / Lubricating 

Sunflower Property SL0607363006 9755 Distribution Ave. Open – Remediation Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 
801 Pearl Street T10000005198 801 Pearl St. Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

AM/PM Mini Market #5214 
PSI714 T06019784972 1875 Grand Ave. Open – Site Assessment Gasoline 

Bay View Plaza T10000006020 2565 Clairemont Drive Open – Site Assessment None Specified 
Chevron USA Inc. SS #94038 T0607301085 3063 Carmel Valley Rd. Open – Site Assessment Gasoline 

County Operation Center T10000003367 5555 Overland Dr. Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Epoch Corp–Linda Vista #166 T0607302693 7611 Linda Vista Rd. Open – Site Assessment 
Benzene, Gasoline, MTBE / TBA / 
Other Fuel Oxygenates, Toluene, 

Xylene 

Fairfield Kearny Mesa, LLC SL0607341984 3540 Aero Court Dr. Open – Site Assessment Other Solvent or Non-Petroleum 
Hydrocarbon 

Frame Marital Trust T10000003014 8655 Commerce Ave. Open – Site Assessment Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 

Genesee Shell T0607302627 4303 Genesee Ave. Open – Site Assessment Waste Oil / Motor / Hydraulic / 
Lubricating 

Governor Drive Exxon T0607300146 3918 Governor Dr. Open – Site Assessment Gasoline 
Health Center Texaco T0607361960 2777 Health Center Dr. Open – Site Assessment Gasoline 
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Site 
Name 

Global 
ID Location Cleanup 

Status 
Contaminants 

of Concern 

John Sandoval – Meth Case T10000002479 3337 McGraw Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – Bldg. 8483 T10000005610 Bldg. 8483 Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 16– 

K212 Boiler Plant Mercury Spill 
DOD100302800 Building K-212 Mitscher 

Way Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 1c – 
Future Fuel Facility Operations 

Area 

DOD100320500 Miramar Way Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 2 – 

Rose Canyon 
DOD100320600 Po Box 452001 Bldg. 6317 Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Miramar (MCAS) – San 

Clemente Canyon Disposal 
Area, Installation Restoration 

Site 20 

T10000008410 Johnson Rd. Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Meadowood 2 Property T10000008492 13855 Rancho Santa Fe 
Farms Rd. Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Miramar Shell T06019732802 9840 Miramar Rd. Open – Site Assessment Gasoline 
Mission Bay Property T10000007241 4606 Mission Bay Drive Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Mobil 18-EPY T0607391724 8380 Clairemont Mesa Blvd. Open – Site Assessment Diesel, Gasoline 
Pacific Beach – Guy Hill 

Cadillac Site T10000007656 12250 El Camino Real, Suite 
380 Open – Site Assessment None Specified 

Pacific Beach Spirit T10000006503 1885 Garnet Ave. Open – Site Assessment 
Ethylbenzene, Napthalene, 

Tetrachloroethylene (PCE), Total 
Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) 

Precision Engine Controls Corp. T10000000445 11661 Sorrento Valley Rd. Open – Site Assessment None Specified 
Propel Biofuels 76 T10000004590 3860 Kearny Mesa Rd. Open – Site Assessment Diesel, Gasoline 

Science Park Facility T10000003746 3013 Science Park Rd. Open – Site Assessment 

Other Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, 
Other Solvent or Non-Petroleum 

Hydrocarbon, Tetrachloroethylene 
(PCE) 
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Site 
Name 

Global 
ID Location Cleanup 

Status 
Contaminants 

of Concern 
Shell T0607378338 7647 Balboa Ave. Open – Site Assessment Gasoline 

UCSD UC San Diego Camp 
Matthews (J09ca1110) – UCSD 
UC San Diego Camp Matthews 

– HTRW-13 (Ex-UST Soil 
Remediation) 

T10000004407 Gilman Dr. Open – Site Assessment Munitions Debris (MD), Other 
Petroleum 

Bob Bond Gas T0607302008 3377 Sandrock Rd. Open – Verification Monitoring Gasoline 
Marine Corps Air Station, 

Miramar (MCAS) – IR Site 18 
(Bldg. K-214) 

T0607301833 Intersection of Miramar 
Court and Maxam Way Open – Verification Monitoring None Specified 

Source: SWRCB 2016 
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Wildland Fires 
 
Several factors influence the likelihood of wildland fires, such as climate, precipitation levels, 
topography, and native vegetation. The extended droughts in Southern California can result in 
large areas of dry vegetation that provide fuel for wildland fires. Wildfires can occur in both 
undeveloped, rural areas and urbanized areas of the San Diego region. While urban areas are 
highly developed with buildings, streets, and hardscape, to the north and south of the UCP Area 
are canyons and other areas of native vegetation that could be susceptible to wildland fires. 
 
Wildland fire protection in California is the responsibility of the state, local government, or the 
federal government. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 
adopted Fire Hazard Severity Zone maps for State Responsibility Areas in 2007, as well as 
recommended maps for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Areas. 
Local Responsibility Areas include incorporated cities, cultivated agriculture lands, and portions 
of the desert. The CAL FIRE recommendations are not the same as actual zones, which do not 
go into effect unless adopted by local agencies (CAL FIRE 2012). In San Diego County, CAL 
FIRE has made recommendations on 13 cities, including the City of San Diego. The County of 
San Diego Wildland Hazard Map tool provides local designations based on CAL FIRE’s 
recommendations (SDFRD 2009). Fire Hazard Severity Zones are based on increasing fire 
hazard and are designated as “No Designation,” “Moderate,” “High,” or “Very High.” The 
northern portion of the UCP Area is designated “Very High.” In addition, the eastern portions of 
the UCP contain areas designated as “High” to “Very High” (Figure 4.15-1). Rose Canyon and 
Marian Bear Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon are designated as “Very High.” Areas 
designated as “Very High” aid in proper vegetation management and implementation of building 
standards to minimize the loss of life, resources, and property (SDFRD 2009). 
 
Airports 
 
SDCRAA serves as the ALUC, which creates and updates ALUCPs for the San Diego region 
airports. The San Diego region has 14 adopted ALUCPs for local public use and military 
airports. The basic function of ALUCPs is to promote compatibility between airports and the 
land uses that surround them “to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to 
incompatible uses” (Pub. Util. Code Section 21674(a)). With limited exception, California law 
requires preparation of ALUCPs for each public-use and military airport in the state. The UCP 
Area is in proximity to two airports with ALUCPs: MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field. 
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The MCAS Miramar is located approximately one mile to the east of the UCP Area. Portions of 
the UCP are within both Review Areas 1 and 2 of the AIA for MCAS Miramar. Review Area 1 
encompasses locations exposed to noise levels of CNEL 60 dB or greater, the safety zones, air 
space protection, and overflight. Review Area 2 encompasses the portions of the overflight and 
airspace protection factors/layers not encompassed within Review Area 1. Limits on the heights 
of structures, particularly in areas of high terrain, are the only restrictions on land uses within 
Review Area 2. The additional function of this area is to define where various mechanisms to 
alert prospective property owners about the nearby airport are appropriate. The MCAS Miramar 
ALUCP designates APZs, which are sets of safety-related zones beyond the ends of military 
airport runways. The UCP Area is not located within an APZ (Figure 4.1-4, Airport Safety 
Zones). The MCAS Miramar ALUCP also identifies the FAA Height Notification Boundary and 
Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77 Airspace Surfaces (Part 77 Surfaces). The Project is located 
within the FAA Height Notification Boundary and the Part 77 Surfaces for MCAS Miramar. 
 
The 2010 Montgomery Field ALUCP addresses four types of airport land use compatibility 
factors, including noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight. Each factor represents a 
separate “layer” for the purpose of assessing the compatibility of proposed land use actions, and 
the combination of the four layers determines the boundaries of the AIA. The southeastern 
corner of the UCP Area is within the Montgomery Field AIA (ALUC 2010). 
 
4.15.1.2 Genesee Avenue Corridor 
 
Pedestrian Safety 
 
Within the Genesee Avenue Corridor, Genesee Avenue is classified as a Four-Lane Prime 
Arterial. On both outside edges of Genesee Avenue for the length of the corridor, there is a 10-
foot-wide parkway that includes 5.5 feet of curb, gutter, and sidewalk, and 4.5 feet of 
landscaping. The sidewalk, which is utilized by pedestrians, is located between the curb and the 
landscaping. The parkway landscaping occurs on the outside edge of the street right-of-way and 
does not provide a buffer between the sidewalk and the road. However, the sidewalk is separated 
from automobile traffic by the curb and gutter and a 6-foot-wide bike lane. The speed limit along 
Genesee Avenue is 45 mph and is reduced to 25 mph near University City High School. 
 
Hazardous Materials 
 
A review of regulatory databases was performed to evaluate past and existing environmental 
conditions within 1 mile of the Genesee Avenue Corridor, including the storage, release, or 
disposal of hazardous substances. The following summarizes the results of the review of 
regulatory databases. 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor Database 
 
An online search on the DTSC EnviroStor site shows no cleanup sites on or adjacent to the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor (DTSC 2007). The nearest listed site is approximately 1 mile south of 
the southern end of the Genesee Avenue Corridor in the Clairemont Town Square at 4180 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. The site is the former location of Regan Recyclers Site, and is 
categorized as an “Evaluation” site. The site was a former service station, which was demolished 
in the 1980s and became Regan Recyclers. During geotechnical work to build a Krispy Kreme 
doughnut shop on the site, petroleum odors were detected. Soil samples were analyzed, and it 
was concluded that there was no risk to human health or the environment and no further action 
was required (County of San Diego 2001). 
 
State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker Database 
 
An online search of the Genesee Avenue Corridor displays seven LUST sites, five of which are 
closed sites (SWRCB 2016). Chevron #94339 (Global ID T0607301543) and Governor Drive 
Exxon (Global ID T0607300146) are open cases. The LUST sites are described in Table 4.15-3: 
 

Table 4.15-3 
GeoTracker Sites within 1 Mile of the Genesee Avenue Corridor 

Site Name Global ID Location Category Cleanup Status 
Contaminants of 

Concern 

Chevron #94339 T0607301543 3860 Governor 
Drive 

LUST Cleanup 
Site 

Open - Site 
Assessment as of 

6/11/2015 
Gasoline 

Governor Drive 
Exxon T0607300146 3918 Governor 

Drive 
LUST Cleanup 

Site 

Open – Site 
assessment as of 

6/1/091 
Gasoline 

Mobil 18-F8W T0607301663 3861 Governor 
Drive 

LUST Cleanup 
Site Case Closed Gasoline 

Unocal SVC STA 
#5858-31002 

T0607303170; 
T0607302437 

3901 Governor 
Drive 

LUST Cleanup 
Site Case Closed Gasoline 

Distinctive 
Cleaners T06019778726 4049 Governor 

Drive 
Cleanup 

Program Site Case Closed Chlorinated 
Hydrocarbons 

Marine Aviation 
Mishap Site T10000000795 4406 Cather 

Avenue 
Cleanup 

Program Site Case Closed None Specified 

University City 
Arco 

T0607300731; 
T0608117316 

3179 Governor 
Drive 

LUST Cleanup 
Site; also a 

Cleanup Site 
Case Closed Gasoline 

Wally’s Mobile 
Service 

T0607301516; 
T0607301151; 
T0608187985 

3209 Governor 
Drive 

LUST Cleanup 
Site Case Closed Gasoline 

Costa Verde Car 
Wash and 
Chevron 

T0608198901 
8505 Costa 

Verde 
Boulevard 

LUST Cleanup 
Site; also a 

Permitted UST 
Case Closed Gasoline 

Northcoast 
Cleaners T0608136642 8915 Towne 

Center Drive 
Cleanup 

Program Site Case Closed Chlorinated 
Hydrocarbons 
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Site Name Global ID Location Category Cleanup Status 
Contaminants of 

Concern 

AAA Able Inc. none 3861 Governor 
Drive Permitted UST n/a n/a 

Unocal Service 
Station #5853-

31002  
none 3901 Governor 

Drive  Permitted UST n/a n/a 

n/a = not applicable 
1 Site characterization, investigation, risk evaluation, and/or site conceptual model development are occurring at the 
site. Examples of site assessment activities include, but are not limited to, the following: (1) identification of the 
contaminants and the investigation of their potential impacts; (2) determination of the threats/impacts to water quality; 
(3) evaluation of the risk to humans and ecology; (4) delineation of the nature and extent of contamination; 
(5) delineation of the contaminant plume(s); and (6) development of the Site Conceptual Model. 
Source: SWRCB 2016 
 
The GeoTracker database also identified three Cleanup Program sites in the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor. Distinctive Cleaners (Global ID T06019778726), located at 4049 Governor Drive, 
included the leaking of chlorinated hydrocarbons into the soil below a dry cleaning machine. 
Potential risks were eliminated and the case was closed in 2005 (County of San Diego 2005). 
Northcoast Cleaners (Global ID T0608136642), located at 8915 Towne Center Drive, was 
reported to leak chlorinated hydrocarbons into the soil. The case was closed as of 1999. The 
Marine Aviation Mishap Site (Global ID T10000000795), located at 4406 Cather Avenue, is also 
listed as a Cleanup Program site. This case was closed in 2009 (SWRCB 2016). 
 
Four Permitted UST facilities exist on the northeast side of Genesee Avenue and Governor 
Drive. The four UST sites include AAA Able Inc. (3861 Governor Drive), Chevron #94339 
(3860 Governor Drive), Governor Drive Exxon (3918 Governor Drive), and Unocal Service 
Station #5853-31002 (3901 Governor Drive). All four facilities are permitted by the County of 
San Diego (SWRCB 2016). 
 
Schools 
 
Areas within the Genesee Avenue Corridor that are subject to a higher risk of hazardous 
materials incidents include schools near roadways that are frequently used for transporting 
hazardous materials. University High School is located directly on the Genesee Avenue Corridor, 
on the northeast side of Genesee Avenue at 6949 Genesee Avenue. Marie Curie Elementary 
School is also adjacent to the eastern side of the Genesee Avenue Corridor, located at 4080 
Governor Drive. Standley Middle School is on the western side of the Genesee Avenue Corridor, 
approximately 500 feet from Genesee Avenue at 6298 Radcliffe Drive. Spreckels Elementary 
School is located outside of the Genesee Avenue Corridor boundaries, approximately 0.5 mile to 
the west of the Genesee Avenue Corridor at 6033 Stadium Street. 
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Emergency Response Plans/Evacuation Routes 
 
I-805 and SR 52 are the closest primary transportation routes to the east and southern ends of the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor, respectively. 
 
Wildland Fires 
 
The majority of the Genesee Avenue Corridor area is located in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
with “No Designation.” However, the portions of the Genesee Avenue Corridor that interface 
with Rose Canyon and Marian Bear Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon are designated as 
“Very High” (SDFRD 2009). 
 
Airports 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor is in proximity to two airports with ALUCPs. MCAS Miramar is 
located approximately 1 mile northeast of the Genesee Avenue Corridor. The Genesee Avenue 
Corridor is located within the FAA Height Notification Boundary and Federal Aviation 
Regulation Part 77 Airspace Surfaces. Within the boundary, Part 77 requires that the FAA be 
notified of any proposed construction or alteration having a height greater than an imaginary 
surface extending 100 feet outward and 1 foot upward (slope of 100:1) from the runway. Outside 
the boundary, projects that include construction or alteration exceeding 200 feet in height above 
ground level are required to notify the FAA. In addition, the Genesee Avenue Corridor is within 
the AIA in Review Area 2. Based on the ALUCP for MCAS Miramar, the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor area is not located within an APZ. 
 
According to the maps in the Montgomery Field ALUCP, the southeastern corner of the UCP 
Area is within the Montgomery Field AIA (ALUC 2010). 
 
4.15.1.3 Regents Road Corridor 
 
Pedestrian Safety 
 
At its south terminus, Regents Road is a two-lane roadway with a posted speed limit of 25 mph. 
It has a sidewalk on the east side of the street for pedestrian use. At the north terminus, Regents 
Road is classified as a Four-Lane Prime Arterial, which includes a sidewalk on both sides. The 
speed limit near the north terminus of Regents Road Corridor ranges from 25 to 40 mph. 
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Hazardous Materials 
 
A review of regulatory databases was performed to evaluate past and existing environmental 
conditions within 1 mile of the Regents Road Corridor, including the storage, release, or disposal 
of hazardous substances. The following summarizes the results of the review of regulatory 
databases. 
 
Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor Database 
 
An online search on the DTSC EnviroStor site shows no cleanup sites on or adjacent to the 
Regents Road Corridor (DTSC 2007). The nearest listed site is approximately 1.5 miles south of 
the southern end of the Regents Road Corridor in the Clairemont Town Square at 4180 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. As described above, the site is the former location of Regan 
Recyclers Site, and is categorized as an “Evaluation” site. 
 
State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker Database 
 
A GeoTracker database search of the Regents Road Corridor displays seven LUST sites, five of 
which are closed sites (SWRCB 2016). Chevron #94339 (Global ID T0607301543) and 
Governor Drive Exxon (Global ID T0607300146) are open cases. The LUST sites are described 
in Table 4.15-4. 
 
The GeoTracker database also identified two Cleanup Program sites in the Regents Road 
Corridor. Distinctive Cleaners (Global ID T06019778726), located at 4049 Governor Drive, 
included the leaking of chlorinated hydrocarbons into the soil below a dry cleaning machine. 
Potential risks were eliminated and the case was closed in 2005 (County of San Diego 2005). 
Northcoast Cleaners (Global ID T0608136642), located at 8915 Towne Center Drive, was 
reported to leak chlorinated hydrocarbons into the soil. The case was closed as of 1999 (SWRCB 
2016). 
 
Four Permitted UST facilities exist on the northeast side of Genesee Avenue and Governor 
Drive. The four UST sites are AAA Able Inc. (3861 Governor Drive), Chevron #94339 (3860 
Governor Drive), Governor Drive Exxon (3918 Governor Drive), and Unocal Service Station 
#5853-31002 (3901 Governor Drive). All four facilities are permitted by the County of San 
Diego (SWRCB 2016). 
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Table 4.15-4 
GeoTracker Facilities within One Mile of the Regents Road Corridor 

Site Name Global ID Location Category Cleanup Status 
Contaminants of 

Concern 

University City 
Arco 

T0607300731; 
T0608117316 

3179 Governor 
Drive 

LUST 
Cleanup Site; 
also a 
Cleanup Site 

Case Closed Gasoline 

Wally’s Mobile 
Service 

T0607301516; 
T0607301151; 
T0608187985 

3209 Governor 
Drive 

LUST 
Cleanup Site Case Closed Gasoline 

Costa Verde 
Car Wash and 
Chevron 

T0608198901 
8505 Costa 
Verde 
Boulevard 

LUST 
Cleanup Site; 
also a 
Permitted 
UST 

Case Closed Gasoline 

Chevron 
#94339 T0607301543 3860 Governor 

Drive 
LUST 
Cleanup Site 

Open - Site 
Assessment as 
of 6/11/2015 

Gasoline 

Governor Drive 
Exxon T0607300146 3918 Governor 

Drive 
LUST 
Cleanup Site 

Open – Site 
Assessment as 
of 6/1/091 

Gasoline 

Mobil 18-F8W T0607301663 3861 Governor 
Drive 

LUST 
Cleanup Site Case Closed Gasoline 

Unocal SVC 
STA #5858-
31002 

T0607303170; 
T0607302437 

3901 Governor 
Drive 

LUST 
Cleanup Site Case Closed Gasoline 

Distinctive 
Cleaners T06019778726 4049 Governor 

Drive 
Cleanup 
Program Site Case Closed Chlorinated 

Hydrocarbons 
Northcoast 
Cleaners T0608136642 8915 Towne 

Center Drive 
Cleanup 
Program Site Case Closed Chlorinated 

Hydrocarbons 

AAA Able Inc. none 3861 Governor 
Drive 

Permitted 
UST n/a n/a 

Unocal Service 
Station #5853-
31002 

none 3901 Governor 
Drive 

Permitted 
UST n/a n/a 

n/a = not applicable 
1Site characterization, investigation, risk evaluation, and/or site conceptual model development are occurring at the 
site. Examples of site assessment activities include, but are not limited to, the following: (1) identification of the 
contaminants and the investigation of their potential impacts; (2) determination of the threats/impacts to water 
quality; (3) evaluation of the risk to humans and ecology; (4) delineation of the nature and extent of contamination; 
(5) delineation of the contaminant plume(s); and (6) development of the Site Conceptual Model. 
Source: SWRCB 2016 

 
Schools 
 
Hazardous materials pass through the City of San Diego via the freeway, rail, and surface street 
systems. Areas within the Regents Road Corridor that are subject to a higher risk of hazardous 
materials incidents include schools near roadways that are frequently used for transporting 
hazardous materials. Doyle Elementary School at 3950 Berino Court and Doyle Park Kidz Kamp 
at 8175 Regents Road lie directly east of the Regents Road Corridor. Spreckels Elementary 
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School lies between the two corridors and is located 0.32 mile east of Regents Road at 6033 
Stadium Street. 
 

Emergency Response Plans/Evacuation Routes 
 

The 2014 Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization and Emergency Plan, as 
described above, respond to emergency and disaster situations. I-5 and SR 52 are the closest 
primary transportation routes to the west and southern end of the Regents Road Corridor, 
respectively. 
 

Wildland Fires 
 

As with the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the Regents Road Corridor is located in a Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone with “No Designation.” However, the portions of Genesee Avenue Corridor that 
interface with Rose Canyon and Marian Bear Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon are 
designated as “Very High” (SDFRD 2009). 
 

Airports 
 

MCAS Miramar is located approximately 3 miles northeast of the Regents Road Corridor. As 
with the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the Regents Road Corridor is located within the FAA Height 
Notification Area and is within the AIA in Review Area 2, subject to applicable compatibility 
policies in the ALUCP. 
 

Montgomery Field is approximately 5 miles southeast of the Regents Road Corridor and, as with 
the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the Regents Road Corridor is located outside of the AIA for 
Montgomery Field (ALUC 2010). 
 

4.15.2 Regulatory Framework 
 

Several federal, state, and local plans, policies, and regulations exist to control the storage, use, 
handling, disposal, and transport of hazardous materials and waste, as well as frame emergency 
and evacuation procedures. 
 

4.15.2.1  Federal 
 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Title 40 USC, Chapter 1, Subchapter I, Parts 260-265 – 
Solid Waste Disposal Act/ Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
 

The Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended and revised by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), establishes requirements for the management of solid wastes (including 
hazardous wastes), landfills, USTs, and certain medical wastes. The statute also addresses 



4.15  Health and Safety 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 4.15-17 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

program administration; implementation and delegation to the states; enforcement provisions and 
responsibilities; and research, training, and grant funding. Provisions are established for the 
generation, storage, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste, including requirements 
addressing generator record keeping, labeling, shipping paper management, placarding, 
emergency response information, training, and security plans. 
 
Title 40 USC, Chapter 1, Subchapter I, Part 273 – Universal Waste 
 
This regulation governs the collection and management of widely generated waste, including 
batteries, pesticides, mercury-containing equipment, and bulbs. This regulation streamlines the 
hazardous waste management standards and ensures that such waste is diverted to the 
appropriate treatment or recycling facility. 
 
Title 40 USC, Chapter 1, Subchapter D, Part 112 – Oil Pollution Prevention 
 
Oil Pollution Prevention regulations require the preparation of a Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan if oil is stored in excess of 1,320 gallons in aboveground storage 
(or has a buried capacity of 42,000 gallons). SPCC regulations place restrictions on the 
management of petroleum materials and, therefore, have some bearing on hazardous materials 
management. 
 
Title 40 USC, Chapter 1, Subchapter C, Part 61 – National Emission Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants, Subpart M – National Emission Standard for Asbestos 
 
This regulation established National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) and names asbestos containing material (ACM) as one of these materials. ACM use, 
removal, and disposal are regulated by USEPA under this law. 
 
Title 42 USC, Chapter 116 – Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act 
 
The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) provides for public 
access to information about chemical hazards. The EPCRA and its regulations included in Title 
40 USC. Parts 350–372 establish four types of reporting obligations for facilities storing or 
managing specified chemicals: emergency planning, emergency release notification, hazardous 
chemical storage reporting requirements, and toxic chemical release inventory. USEPA 
maintains a database, termed the Toxic Release Inventory, which includes information on 
reportable releases to the environment. 
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Title 15 USC, Chapter 53, Subchapter I, Section 2601 et seq. Toxic Substances Control Act of 
1976 
 
The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976 empowers USEPA to require reporting, 
record-keeping, and testing, as well as place restrictions on the use and handling of chemical 
substances and mixtures. This regulation phased out the use of asbestos and ACM in new 
building materials, and it also sets requirements for the use, handling, and disposal of ACM as 
well as for lead-based paint (LBP) waste. USEPA has also established NESHAP, which governs 
the use, removal, and disposal of ACM as a hazardous air pollutant; mandates the removal of 
friable ACM before a building is demolished; and requires notification before demolition. In 
addition to asbestos, ACM, and LBP requirements, this regulation also banned the manufacturing 
of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and sets standards for the use and disposal of existing PCB-
containing equipment or materials. 
 
U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
 
Title 29 USC, Part 1926 et seq. Safety and Health Regulations for Construction. These standards 
require employee training; personal protective equipment; safety equipment; and written 
procedures, programs, and plans for ensuring worker safety when working with hazardous 
materials or in hazardous work environments during construction activities, including 
renovations and demolition projects and the handling, storage, and use of explosives. These 
standards also provide rules for the removal and disposal of asbestos, lead, LBP, and other lead 
materials. Although intended primarily to protect worker health and safety, these requirements 
also guide general facility safety. This regulation also requires that an engineering survey is 
prepared prior to demolition. 
 
Title 29 USC, Part 1910 et seq. Occupational Safety and Health Standards. Under this 
regulation, facilities that use, store, manufacture, handle, process, or move hazardous materials 
are required to conduct employee safety training; inventory safety equipment relevant to 
potential hazards; have knowledge on safety equipment use; prepare an illness prevention 
program; provide hazardous substance exposure warnings; and prepare an emergency response 
plan, and fire prevention plan. 
 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
 
Title 49 USC, Part 172, Subchapter C – Shipping Papers. The DOT established standards for the 
transport of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. The standards include requirements for 
labeling, packaging, and shipping hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, as well as training 
requirements for personnel completing shipping papers and manifests. 
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Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Title 14 USC, Chapter 1, Subchapter E, Part 77 – Aeronautics and Space – Safe, Efficient Use, 
and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. This regulation establishes requirements for 
notifying the FAA of certain construction activities and alterations to existing structures, in order 
to ensure there are no obstructions to navigable airspace. For example, projects that include 
construction or alteration exceeding 200 feet in height above ground level are required to notify 
the FAA. 
 
4.15.2.2  State 
 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
 
California Health and Safety Code (HSC), Division 20, Chapter 6.11, Sections 25404- 25404.9 
Sections– Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory 
Program. Under the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), the DTSC and 
Enforcement and Emergency Response Program administer the technical implementation of 
California’s Unified Program, which consolidates the administration, permit, inspection, and 
enforcement activities of several environmental and emergency management programs at the 
local level (CalEPA 2015a). Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPAs) implement the 
hazardous waste and materials standards (CalEPA 2015b). This program was established under 
the amendments to the California HSC made by SB 1082 in 1994. The programs that make up 
the Unified Program are: 
 

• Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act Program 

• Area Plans for Hazardous Materials Emergencies 

• California Accidental Release Prevention Program 

• Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventories (Hazardous Materials 
Business Plans, or HMBPs) 

• Hazardous Material Management Plan and Hazardous Material Inventory Statements  

• Hazardous Waste Generator and On-site Hazardous Waste Treatment (Tiered Permitting) 
Program 

• Underground Storage Tank Program 
 
The CUPA for the City of San Diego is the County of San Diego Department of Environmental 
Health (DEH), Hazardous Materials Division. 
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Title 19 CCR, Chapter 2, Subchapter 3, Sections 2729-2734/California HSC Division 20, 
Chapter 6.95, Sections 25500–25520. This regulation requires the preparation of an HMBP by 
facility operators. The HMBP identifies the hazards, storage locations, and storage quantities for 
each hazardous chemical stored on-site. The HMBP is submitted to the CUPA for emergency 
planning purposes. 
 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
 
Title 22 CCR, Division 4.5 – Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous 
Waste. These regulations establish requirements for the management and disposal of hazardous 
waste in accordance with the provisions of the California Hazardous Waste Control Act and 
federal RCRA. As with federal requirements, waste generators must determine if their wastes are 
hazardous according to specified characteristics or lists of wastes. Hazardous waste generators 
must obtain identification numbers; prepare manifests before transporting waste off-site; and use 
only permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. Standards also include requirements for 
record keeping, reporting, packaging, and labeling. Additionally, while not a federal 
requirement, California requires that hazardous waste be transported by registered hazardous 
waste transporters. In addition, Chapter 31 – Waste Minimization, Article 1 – Pollution 
Prevention and the Hazardous Waste Source Reduction and Management Review of these 
regulations require that generators of 12,000 kilograms/year of typical, operational hazardous 
waste evaluate their waste streams every 4 years and, as applicable, select and implement viable 
source reduction alternatives. This does not apply to nontypical hazardous waste, including ACM 
and PCBs, among others. 
 
Title 22 California HSC, Division 20, Chapter 6.5 – California Hazardous Waste Control Act of 
1972. This legislation created the framework under which hazardous wastes must be managed in 
California. It provides for the development of a state hazardous waste program that administers 
and implements the provisions of the federal RCRA program. It also provides for the designation 
of California-only hazardous wastes and development of standards that are equal to or, in some 
cases, more stringent than, federal requirements. The CUPA is responsible for implementing 
some elements of the law at the local level. 
 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region 
 
Title 22 California HSC, Division 20, Chapter 6.67, Sections 25270 to 25270.13 – Aboveground 
Petroleum Storage Act. This law applies if a facility is subject to SPCC regulations under Title 
40 USC Part 112, or if the facility has 10,000 gallons or more of petroleum in any combination 
of aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) and connecting pipes. If a facility exceeds these criteria, it 
must prepare a SPCC plan. 
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California Department of Transportation/California Highway Patrol 
 
Title 13 CCR, Division 2, Chapter 6. California regulates the transportation of hazardous waste 
originating or passing through the state. The California Highway Patrol (CHP) and Caltrans have 
primary responsibility for enforcing federal and state regulations and responding to hazardous 
materials transportation emergencies. CHP enforces materials and hazardous waste labeling and 
packing regulations that prevent leakage and spills of material in transit and provides detailed 
information to cleanup crews in the event of an incident. Vehicle and equipment inspection, 
shipment preparation, container identification, and shipping documentation are all part of the 
responsibility of CHP. CHP conducts regular inspections of licensed transporters to ensure 
regulatory compliance. Caltrans has emergency chemical spill identification teams at locations 
throughout the state. Hazardous waste must be regularly removed from generating sites by 
licensed hazardous waste transporters. Transported materials must be accompanied by hazardous 
waste manifests. 

California Division of Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
 
Title 8 CCR – Safety Orders Under the California Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1973, 
the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration. The California Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA) is responsible for ensuring safe and healthful 
working conditions for California workers. CalOSHA assumes primary responsibility for 
developing and enforcing workplace safety regulations in Title 8 of the CCR. CalOSHA 
hazardous substances regulations include requirements for safety training, availability of safety 
equipment, hazardous substance exposure warnings, and emergency action and fire prevention 
plan preparation. CalOSHA also enforces hazard communication program regulations, which 
contain training and information requirements, including procedures for identifying and labeling 
hazardous substances. The hazard communication program also requires that Material Safety 
Data Sheets be available to employees and that employee information and training programs be 
documented. In Division 1, Chapter 4, Subchapter 4 – Construction Safety Orders of Title 8, 
construction safety orders are listed and include rules for demolition, excavation, explosives 
work, working around fumes and vapors, pile driving, vehicle and traffic control, crane 
operation, scaffolding, fall protection, and fire protection and prevention, among others. 
 
California Building Standards Commission 
 
Title 24 of the CCR – California Building Standards Code. The California Building Standards 
Code is a compilation of three types of building standards from three different sources: 
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• Building standards that have been adopted by state agencies without change from 
building standards contained in national model codes; 

• Building standards that have been adopted and adapted from the national model code 
standards to meet California conditions; and 

• Building standards, authorized by the California legislature, that constitute extensive 
additions not covered by the model codes that have been adopted to address particular 
California concerns. 

 
Among other rules, the Code contains requirements regarding the storage and handling of 
hazardous materials. 
 
California State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection/California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection 
 
Public Resources Code Sections 4114 and 4130. This authorizes the State Board of Forestry to 
establish a fire plan that establishes the levels of statewide fire protection services for State 
Responsibility Area (SRA) lands. These levels of service recognize other fire protection 
resources at the federal and local levels that collectively provide a regional and statewide 
emergency response capability. In addition, California’s integrated mutual aid fire protection 
system provides fire protection services through automatic and mutual aid agreements for fire 
incidents across all ownerships. The California Fire Plan is the state’s road map for reducing the 
risk of wildfire through planning and prevention to reduce firefighting costs and property losses, 
increase firefighter safety, and to contribute to ecosystem health. 
 
4.15.2.3 Local 
 
San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission 
 
The Project site is located within an ALUCP. The ALUCP safeguards the general welfare of the 
inhabitants within the vicinity of SDIA and the public in general. The ALUCP provides policies 
and criteria for the City of San Diego to implement and for the San Diego County ALUC to use 
when reviewing development proposals that require rezones and/or plan amendments. The City 
of San Diego implements the ALUCP policies and criteria with the Supplemental Development 
Regulations contained in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone (Chapter 13, Article 
2, Division 15 of the City’s Municipal Code). 
 
In San Diego County, the ALUC function rests with the Board of the SDCRAA, in accordance 
with Section 21670.3 of the California Public Utilities Code. As established by state law (Pub. 
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Util. Code, Section 21670), the ALUC has the responsibility both “to provide for the orderly 
development of airports” and “to prevent the creation of new noise and safety problems.” ALUC 
policies thus have the dual objective of protecting against constraints on airport expansion and 
operations that can result from encroachment of incompatible land uses and minimizing the 
public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards. To meet these objectives, the ALUCPs 
address potential compatibility impacts related to four specific airport-related factors/layers: (1) 
Noise—Exposure to aircraft noise; (2) Safety—Land use factors that affect safety both for 
people on the ground and the occupants of aircraft; (3) Airspace Protection—Protection of 
Airport airspace; and (4) Overflight—Annoyance and other general concerns related to aircraft 
overflights. 
 
Compatibility policies concerning each of these factors/layers are described in the ALUCP. Each 
factor/layer is addressed separately. Proposed land use development actions must comply with 
the compatibility policies and maps for each compatibility factor/layer. The ALUCP has 
designated AIAs for areas that may be significantly influenced by airport-related activities. The 
AIA services as the plan boundaries for the ALUCP. To facilitate implementation and reduce 
unnecessary referrals of projects to the ALUC, the AIA is divided into Review Area 1 and 
Review Area 2, and consists of locations where noise and/or safety concerns may necessitate 
limitations on the types of land uses. Specifically, Review Area 1 encompasses locations 
exposed to noise levels of CNEL 60 dB or greater, the safety zones, air space protection, and 
overflight. Review Area 2 encompasses the portions of the overflight and airspace protection 
factors/layers not encompassed within Review Area 1. Limits on the heights of structures, 
particularly in areas of high terrain, are the only restrictions on land uses within Review Area 2. 
The additional function of this area is to define where various mechanisms to alert prospective 
property owners about the nearby airport are appropriate. 
 
Montgomery Field ALUCP 
 
The Montgomery Field ALUCP is the fundamental tool used by the SDCRAA, acting in its 
capacity as the San Diego County ALUC, in fulfilling its purpose of promoting airport land use 
compatibility. Specifically, this ALUCP (1) provides for the orderly growth of the airport and the 
area surrounding the airport; and (2) safeguards the general welfare of the inhabitants within the 
vicinity of the airport and the public in general (Pub. Util. Code Section 21675(a)). In essence, 
this Compatibility Plan serves as a tool for the ALUC to use in fulfilling its duty to review land 
use plans and development proposals within the AIA at Montgomery Field. The ALUCP 
provides compatibility policies and criteria applicable to local agencies in their preparation or 
amendment of general plans and to landowners in their design of new development. 
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MCAS Miramar ALUCP 
 
The MCAS Miramar is located approximately 1 mile to the east of the UCP Area. The Project is 
within the ALUCP boundaries for MCAS Miramar. The MCAS Miramar AIA is defined as “the 
area in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, or airspace protection 
factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses (County of San 
Diego 2011).” Portions of the UCP are within both Review Areas 1 and 2 of the AIA for MCAS 
Miramar. 
 
The MCAS Miramar ALUCP designates APZs, which are sets of safety-related zones beyond the 
ends of military airport runways. Typically, three types of zones are established: a clear zone 
closest to the runway end, then APZ I and APZ II. The potential for aircraft accidents and the 
corresponding need for land use restrictions are greatest with the clear zone and diminish with 
increased distance from the runway. The UCP Area is not located within an APZ (Figure 4.1-4, 
Airport Safety Zones). 
 
The MCAS Miramar ALUCP also identifies the FAA Height Notification Boundary and Federal 
Aviation Regulation Part 77 Airspace Surfaces. The Project is located within the FAA Height 
Notification Boundary and the Part 77 Surfaces for MCAS Miramar. Title 14 USC, Chapter 1, 
Subchapter E, Part 77 – Aeronautics and Space – Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the 
Navigable Airspace, establishes requirements for notifying the FAA of certain construction 
activities and alterations to existing structures, in order to ensure there are no obstructions to 
navigable airspace. The boundary extends 20,000 feet from the runway. Within the boundary, 
Part 77 requires that the FAA be notified of any proposed construction or alteration having a 
height greater than an imaginary surface extending 100 feet outward and 1 foot upward (slope of 
100:1) from the runway. Outside the boundary, projects that include construction or alteration 
exceeding 200 feet in height above ground level are required to notify the FAA. 
 
San Diego County Office of Emergency Services 
 
The County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services (OES) coordinates the overall county 
response to disasters. OES is responsible for notifying appropriate agencies when a disaster 
occurs; coordinating all responding agencies; ensuring that resources are available and 
mobilized; developing plans and procedures for response to and recovery from disasters; and 
developing and providing preparedness materials for the public. 

OES staffs the OA EOC, a central facility that provides regional coordinated emergency 
response, and also acts as staff to the Unified Disaster Council (UDC), its governing body. The 
UDC, established through a joint powers agreement among all 18 incorporated cities and the 



4.15  Health and Safety 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 4.15-25 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

County of San Diego, provides for coordination of plans and programs countywide to ensure 
protection of life and property. 
 
In 2010, the County and 18 local jurisdictions, including the City of San Diego, adopted the 
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (MHMP). The MHMP is a countywide plan that identifies risks 
and ways to minimize damage by natural and manmade disasters. The plan is a comprehensive 
document that serves many purposes, including creating a decision tool for management, 
promoting compliance with state and federal program requirements, enhancing local policies for 
hazard mitigation capability, and providing interjurisdictional coordination (County of San 
Diego 2010). 
 
The City of San Diego’s disaster prevention and response activities are conducted in accordance 
with U.S. Department of Homeland Security Office of Domestic Preparedness requirements and 
incorporate the functions of planning, training, exercising, and execution. The City’s disaster 
preparedness efforts include oversight of the City’s EOC, including being responsible for 
maintaining the EOC in a continued state of readiness, training City staff and outside agency 
representatives in their roles and responsibilities, and coordinating EOC operations when 
activated in response to an emergency or major event/incident (City of San Diego 2008a). 
 
2014 Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization and Emergency Plan. The 
Emergency Plan includes a comprehensive emergency management system that provides 
planned response in disaster situations associated with natural disasters, technological incidents, 
terrorism, and nuclear-related incidents. The Plan also describes tasks and overall responsibilities 
for protecting life and property and identifies sources of outside support. The Plan is for use by 
the County and its cities to respond to major emergencies and disasters. 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
2008 City of San Diego General Plan – Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element. The 
General Plan includes goals and policies related to the City’s disaster preparedness program, 
which focuses on the prevention of, response to, and recovery from natural, technological, and 
manmade disasters. The City’s disaster preparedness efforts include oversight of the City’s EOC, 
and the City participates in San Diego County’s Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan, 
which identifies risks posed by both natural and manmade disasters. 
 
City of San Diego Land Development Code 
 
2015 City of San Diego Land Development Manual, Project Submittal Requirements, Section 3 – 
Construction Permits – Grading and Public Right-of-Way. This section of the City’s Land 
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Development Manual applies to construction permit applications for grading on private property, 
as well as to the construction, reconstruction, or repair of improvements within the public right-
of-way. City guidelines for obtaining grading permits and public right-of-way permits are 
incorporated into the Land Development Manual; depending on the characteristics of the Project 
and Project site, the permittee may be required to provide a grading plan, construction plan, 
geotechnical study, drainage study, water quality study, traffic control plan, and structural 
calculations. 

City of San Diego Municipal Code 
 
San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 5: Public Safety, Morals, and Welfare, Article 5: Fire 
Protection and Prevention. Chapter 5, Article 5 of the City of San Diego Municipal Code 
(referred to as the “Fire Code”) includes portions of the California Fire Code and International 
Fire Code (. As of January 1, 2014, the City of San Diego adopted the 2013 California Codes and 
its referenced standards. 
 
San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 5: Public Safety, Morals, and Welfare, Article 3: Firearms, 
Dangerous Weapons, Explosives, and Hazardous Trades, Sections 53.01 and 53.01.1. According 
to this regulation, blasting is only permissible within the City of San Diego following receipt of 
an explosives permit from the City of San Diego Fire Chief, which is also required under 
California HSC, Section 12101. 
 
San Diego Municipal Code Section 142.0412, Brush Management Requirements. The City of 
San Diego Brush Management Regulations state that any property containing a habitable 
structure and native or naturalized vegetation is required to provide 100 feet of brush 
management in two distinct zones, Zone 1 and Zone 2, and special requirements may apply (i.e. 
pre-1989 development). Brush Management Zone 1 typically extends 35 feet out from the 
habitable structure toward flammable vegetation, and occurs on the level portion of a property. 
Zone 1 regulations include: 
 

• Maintenance on a regular basis by thinning and pruning trees and plants, controlling 
weeds, and maintaining irrigation systems. 

• No habitable structures are permitted. New construction (i.e., fences, walls, palapas, play 
structures, gazebos, and decks) must be non-combustible and/or have a minimum 1-hour 
fire resistance rating. Previously conforming structures (legally constructed prior to 
ordinance) may remain unless they constitute a distinct danger to life or property. 

• Plants should be primarily low-growing (less than 4 feet in height), low-fuel, and fire-
resistive. 
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• All portions of trees, other than the trunk, which extend within 10 feet of a structure or 
the outlet of any chimney, must be cut back. 

• Trees adjacent to or overhanging any building must be free of dead wood. 

• Roof and rain gutters must be free of leaves, needles, or other dead vegetative growth. 

Brush Management Zone 2 is the remaining 65 feet that extends beyond Zone 1, typically 
composed of undisturbed vegetation on a slope subject to sensitive biological resource 
protections. Zone 2 regulations include: 
 

• Maintenance on a regular basis by controlling weeds and removing invasive species. 

• Selective thinning and pruning of native and non-native plants is required to reduce the 
fuel-load. Native plants, soils, or habitats may not be graded or grubbed. Non-native 
plants must be pruned before native plants. 

• Brush management activity is not allowed March 1 through August 15 in coastal sage 
scrub, maritime succulent scrub, or coastal sage-chaparral habitats, unless an exception is 
specifically granted. 

• No structures or permanent irrigation are allowed in Zone 2. 

• A permit is required to re-vegetate or reconfigure Brush Management Zone 2. 
 
University Community Plan 
 
The following policies contained in the Safety Element of the UCP are applicable to the Project: 
 

• Protect the public health and safety by guiding future development so that land use is 
compatible with identified geologic risks, including seismic and landslide hazards; and 

• Ensure that proposed development does not create or increase geologic hazards either on- 
or off-site. 

 
4.15.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, which have been adapted to guide a 
programmatic analysis of the Project, a significant health and safety impact would occur if 
implementation of the Project would:  
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1. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires, including when wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands; 

2. Result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school; 

3. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan; 

4. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a 
significant hazard to the public or environment; or 

5. Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a designated airport 
influence area. 

 
4.15.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving wildland fires, including when wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
 
4.15.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Genesee Avenue Corridor area is located in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone with “No 
Designation.” However, the portions of Genesee Avenue Corridor that interface with Rose 
Canyon and Marian Bear Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon are designated as “Very 
High” (SDFRD 2009). As such, an urban interface susceptible to wildfire exists in the northern 
and southern portions of the Genesee Avenue Corridor due to the large expanses of open space, 
interspersed with single and multi-family residential development. However, the Project would 
remove the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and would not entail construction 
activities in the vicinity of dry brush and other dense vegetation vulnerable to ignition, which 
could result in a temporary increase in the potential for accidental wildfires. Further, the Project 
would not introduce new or permanent structures that would be fire prone or would create 
substantial new fire hazards. 
 
Additionally, the intent of the City of San Diego Brush Management Regulations is to reduce the 
risk of wildfire hazards, as discussed in Section 4.15.2.3. The City’s Municipal Code Section 
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142.0412 would enforce Brush Management Regulations in vacant areas in order to reduce the 
risk of fire-related emergencies. Pursuant to LDC Section 142.0412 et seq., brush management is 
required in all base zones on publicly or privately owned premises that are within 100 feet of a 
structure and contain native or naturalized vegetation. The City requires submittal of Brush 
Management Plans for all new development, which are intended to reduce the risk of significant 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires (City of San Diego 2010b). 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The analysis presented above for the Genesee Avenue Corridor is applicable to the Regents Road 
Corridor. As with the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the Regents Road Corridor is located in a Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone with “No Designation.” As with Genesee Avenue, the portions of the 
Regents Road Corridor that interface with Rose Canyon and Marian Bear Memorial Park in San 
Clemente Canyon are designated as “Very High” (SDFRD 2009). As such, an urban interface 
susceptible to wildfire exists in the northern and southern portions of the Regents Road Corridor 
due to the large expanses of open space, interspersed with single and multi-family residential 
development. However, the Project would remove the planned Regents Road Bridge from the 
UCP and would not entail construction activities in the vicinity of dry brush and other dense 
vegetation vulnerable to ignition, which could result in a temporary increase in the potential for 
accidental wildfires. Further, the Project would not introduce new or permanent structures that 
would be fire prone or would create substantial new fire hazards. 
 
4.15.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not involve construction or 
modification of the existing roadway. The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening 
would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands. In addition, continued monitoring and updating of existing 
development regulations and plans also would assist in creating defensible spaces and reduce the 
threat of wildfires. Public education, firefighter training, and emergency operations efforts would 
reduce the potential program-level impacts associated with wildfire hazards. Additionally, 
development along the Genesee Avenue Corridor would be subject to conditions of approval that 
require adherence to the City’s Brush Management Regulations and requirements of the 
California Fire Code. Adherence to brush management requirements would minimize any 
potential for increased wildfire risk due to development in the area. For the reasons provided 
above, a less than significant impact would result. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not involve construction 
or modification of the existing roadway and would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. In addition, 
continued monitoring and updating of existing development regulations and plans also would 
assist in creating defensible spaces and reduce the threat of wildfires. Public education, 
firefighter training, and emergency operations efforts would reduce the potential program-level 
impacts associated with wildfire hazards. Additionally, development along the Regents Road 
Corridor would be subject to conditions of approval that require adherence to the City’s Brush 
Management Regulations and requirements of the California Fire Code. Adherence to brush 
management requirements would minimize any potential for increased wildfire risk due to 
development in the area. For the reasons provided above, a less than significant impact would 
result. 
 
4.15.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
4.15.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would the Project result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 
 
4.15.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
School facilities are located throughout the UCP Area as described in Section 4.13.1.1. Three 
schools are within 0.25 mile of the Genesee Avenue Corridor. The entrance to University City 
Senior High School is accessed directly by Genesee Avenue. Curie Elementary School is located 
at the northeast corner of the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. Standley 
Middle School is located to the southwest of the Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive 
intersection. Genesee Avenue extends for approximately 2 miles and currently has four lanes of 
traffic (two in each direction). As currently included in the UCP, the planned Genesee Avenue 
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Widening would have involved adding a travel lane in each direction between SR 52 and Nobel 
Drive. 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted in support of the 2006 EIR 
prepared for the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study, which analyzed 
three basic transportation projects within University City (Genesee Avenue Widening, Regents 
Road Bridge, and Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive Grade Separation). The Phase I ESA 
identified four gas stations at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive that were 
associated with the release of hazardous materials through LUSTs. Of the four gas stations, two 
have remained active (Chevron #94339 and Governor Drive Exxon) since the preparation of the 
2006 EIR, as shown in Table 4.15-2. The cases for the other two gas stations are closed (Mobil 
18-F8W and Unocal Service Station #5858-31002). In addition, the Costa Verde Car Wash and 
Chevron (Global ID T0608198901), located 0.03 mile outside the Genesee Avenue Corridor, 
was identified as a LUST Cleanup Site. However, since the preparation of the 2006 EIR, that 
case was also closed. Furthermore, groundwater monitoring wells were identified at the Chevron 
and Mobil gas stations at the Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive intersection as described in the 
2006 EIR. One monitoring well was located on Genesee Avenue, approximately 15 feet east of 
the Regency Villas Apartments property boundary, immediately south of the Mobil gas station. 
The 2006 EIR determined that widening Genesee Avenue would result in significant impacts due 
to the proximity of the gas stations and one LUST site and the removal or relocation of 
groundwater monitoring wells during construction. Mitigation measures provided reduced the 
impacts to a level below significance. 
 
The Project would remove the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and would not 
entail construction activities in the vicinity of school sites. As such, the removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening would not result in transporting of hazardous construction materials, 
contact with contaminated soil and/or groundwater, or disturbance of existing groundwater 
monitoring wells. Any transport of hazardous material would be in compliance with regulatory 
requirements. Therefore, the Project would not result in hazardous emissions or the handling of 
hazardous emissions or substances within 0.25 mile of a school. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
No school facilities are located immediately off of Regents Road. Spreckels Elementary School 
is located approximately 0.2 mile east of the Regents Road/Governor Drive intersection. The 
Regents Road Corridor extends for approximately 1.6 miles and currently has four lanes of 
traffic (two in each direction), except over Rose Canyon where there is no roadway. The Regents 
Road Corridor generally traverses through an urbanized setting composed of single- and multi-
family residential development. 
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As currently included in the UCP, the planned Regents Road Bridge design consists of two 
separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures to be constructed across Rose Canyon, connecting 
the south and north ends of Regents Road that currently terminate near Lahitte Court on the 
south and Caminito Cassis on the north. This bridge design would have accommodated two 
travel lanes in each direction, a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane and 10-foot-wide parkway along 
each edge, and a 14-foot-wide center median. The Phase I ESA conducted in the 2006 EIR 
determined that potential sources of hazardous materials were located at the intersection of 
Regents Road and Governor Drive. The 2006 EIR determined that the planned Regents Road 
Bridge would result in significant impacts. Mitigation measures provided would have reduced 
the impacts to a level below significance. 
 
The Project would remove the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP and would not entail 
construction activities in the vicinity of school sites. As such, the removal of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge would not result in transporting of hazardous construction materials, contact with 
contaminated soil and/or groundwater, or disturbance of existing groundwater monitoring wells. 
Any transport of hazardous material would be in compliance with regulatory requirements. 
Therefore, the Project would not result in hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous 
emissions or substances within 0.25 mile of a school. 
 
4.15.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not involve 
construction or modification of the existing roadway that would emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an 
existing or proposed school. No impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not involve construction 
or modification of the existing roadway that would emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or 
proposed school. No impacts would occur. 
 
4.15.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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4.15.6 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 3: Would the Project impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
 
4.15.6.1 Impact Analysis 
 
The Project would not interfere with or impair the implementation of an adopted emergency 
response or evacuation plan. The Emergency Plan describes a comprehensive emergency 
management system that provides for the planned response to disaster situations associated with 
natural disasters, technological incidents, terrorism, and nuclear-related incidents. The 
Emergency Plan identifies a broad range of potential hazards and a response plan. Primary 
evacuation routes identified in the Emergency Plan nearest to the Project site include I-5, I-805, 
and SR 52; however, as noted in the Emergency Plan, specific evacuation routes will be 
determined based on the location and extent of the incident and will include as many 
predesignated transportation routes as possible (UDC 2014). The Project would not impede or 
impair these evacuation routes. 
 
4.15.6.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not impair 
implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response or evacuation 
plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not impair 
implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response or evacuation 
plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
4.15.6.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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4.15.7 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 4: Would the Project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment? 

4.15.7.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Government Code Section 65962.5 (commonly referred to as the “Cortese List” after its 
legislator) requires reporting to the Secretary of Environmental Protection by the DTSC and 
SWRCB, as follows: 
 

• The DTSC must compile lists of the hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective 
action, all land designated as a hazardous waste property, all information received 
pursuant to Section 25242 of the HSC on hazardous waste disposals on public land, all 
sites listed pursuant to Section 25356 of the HSC, and all sites included in the Abandoned 
Site Assessment Program. 

• The SWRCB must compile lists of all USTs for which an unauthorized release report is 
filed pursuant to Section 25295 of the HSC, all solid waste disposal facilities from which 
there is a migration of hazardous waste and for which a California regional water quality 
control board has notified the DTSC, all cease and desist orders issued after January 1, 
1986, pursuant to Section 13301 of the Water Code, and all cleanup or abatement orders 
issued after January 1, 1986 that concern the discharge of wastes that are hazardous 
materials. 

 
DTSC listings can be found in the EnviroStor database, which lists the hazardous waste and 
substances sites throughout California. The SWRCB listings can be found in the GeoTracker® 
database. 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Genesee Avenue extends for approximately two miles and currently has four lanes of traffic (two 
in each direction). The Genesee Avenue Corridor generally traverses through a highly urbanized 
setting. As currently included in the UCP, the widening of Genesee Avenue would entail adding 
an additional 26 feet of width that would allow a 13-foot-wide travel lane to be added in each 
direction. Construction activities associated with the widening of Genesee Avenue would have 
involved transporting of standard construction materials, which may contain lubricants, solvents, 
and similar items, along Project haul routes in which the aforementioned schools are located. As 
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discussed in Section 4.15.4.1, a Phase I ESA conducted in support of the 2006 EIR identified 
four gas stations at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive that were associated 
with the release of hazardous materials through LUSTs. In addition, the Phase I ESA identified 
the Costa Verde Car Wash and Chevron (Global ID T0608198901), located outside the Genesee 
Avenue Corridor as a LUST Cleanup Site. As previously discussed, only two of the four gas 
stations have remained active (Chevron #94339 and Governor Drive Exxon). The Costa Verde 
Car Wash and Chevron (Global ID T0608198901) case was also closed. The Phase I ESA also 
identified groundwater monitoring wells at the Chevron and Mobil gas stations at the Genesee 
Avenue/Governor Drive intersection. The 2006 EIR determined that widening Genesee Avenue 
would result in significant impacts due to the proximity of the gas stations and one LUST site 
and the removal or relocation of groundwater monitoring wells during construction. Mitigation 
measures provided reduced the impacts to a level below significance. 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in 
construction activities that would entail transporting of hazardous construction materials, contact 
with contaminated soil and/or groundwater, or disturbance of groundwater monitoring wells. 
Therefore, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous material into the environment. Genesee Avenue 
would be maintained in its existing condition. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
As discussed in Section 4.15.4.1, the Phase I ESA conducted in the 2006 EIR determined that 
potential sources of hazardous materials were located at the intersection of Regents Road and 
Governor Drive. The 2006 EIR determined that the planned Regents Road Bridge would result in 
significant impacts. Mitigation measures provided would have reduced the impacts to a level 
below significance. 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in construction 
activities that would entail transporting of hazardous construction materials, contact with 
contaminated soil and/or groundwater, or disturbance of groundwater monitoring wells. 
Therefore, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge would not create a significant hazard 
to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous material into the environment. Regents Road would be 
maintained in its existing condition. 
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4.15.7.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not result in significant impacts 
associated with the location of known contamination sites. Adherence to applicable federal, state, 
and local regulations would ensure impacts are less than significant.  
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge would not result in significant impacts 
associated with the location of known contamination sites. Adherence to applicable federal, state, 
and local regulations would ensure impacts are less than significant. 
 
4.15.7.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
4.15.8 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 5: Would the Project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a 
designated airport influence area? 
 
4.15.8.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
As previously discussed in Section 4.15.1.1, the Genesee Avenue Corridor is in proximity to two 
airports with ALUCPs. MCAS Miramar is located approximately 1 mile northeast of the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor. The Genesee Avenue Corridor is located within the FAA Height 
Notification Boundary and Part 77 Surfaces. In addition, the Genesee Avenue Corridor is within 
the AIA in Review Area 2. According to the maps in the Montgomery Field ALUCP, the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor is located outside of the AIA for Montgomery Field (ALUC 2010). 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not result in 
structures that would impair heliport or private airstrip operations. Any helicopter operations 
would be undertaken in accordance with FAA safety and flight regulations. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
MCAS Miramar is located approximately three miles northeast of the Regents Road Corridor. As 
with the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the Regents Road Corridor is located within the FAA Height 
Notification Area and is within the AIA in Review Area 2, subject to applicable compatibility 
policies in the ALUCP. Montgomery Field is approximately five miles southeast of the Regents 
Road Corridor and, as with the Genesee Avenue Corridor, the Regents Road Corridor is located 
outside of the AIA for Montgomery Field (ALUC 2010). 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in structures 
that would impair heliport or private airstrip operations. Any helicopter operations would be 
undertaken in accordance with FAA safety and flight regulations. 
 
4.15.8.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would have no impact on 
people residing or working within 2 miles of a private airstrip or heliport facility. There would be 
no structures that would impair heliport or private airstrip operations and all helicopter 
operations would be undertaken in accordance with FAA regulations. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would have no impact on people 
residing or working within 2 miles of a private airstrip or heliport facility. There would be no 
structures that would impair heliport or private airstrip operations and all helicopter operations 
would be undertaken in accordance with FAA regulations. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
4.15.8.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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4.16 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
This section evaluates the population and housing impacts of the Project. 
 
4.16.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Existing population and housing in the San Diego region are largely concentrated in the western 
third of the region, which includes lands in the coastal zone. Many incorporated cities, both large 
and small in size and population, are located along the coast and tend to have fairly high density 
relative to other portions of the region. Historically, development has centered along the coastal 
areas due to desirability of the location, access to infrastructure and transportation options, and 
access to employment and commercial centers, among other factors. 
 
On October 15, 2013, the Series 13: 2050 Regional Growth Forecast was accepted by the 
SANDAG Board of Directors for planning purposes. The forecast serves as the foundation 
planning documents across the region. 
 
4.16.1.1 Existing Population, Housing Units, and Jobs 
 
The existing (2012) population for the City of San Diego is 1,321,315 people. There are 518,137 
existing housing units, and 742,718 existing jobs (SANDAG 2014b). The City has the largest 
population in the San Diego region at 42 percent of the regional total, as well as being home to 
66 percent of the region’s existing housing units and 55 percent of regional jobs. Table 4.16-1 
summarizes the City of San Diego’s population, housing, and employment forecasts from 2010 
through 2050. 
 

Table 4.16-1 
Regional Forecast: Population, Housing, and Employment 2010-2050 

 2010 
(Actual) 

2020 
(Projections) 

2035 
(Projections) 

2050 
(Projections) 

Total Population 1,301,617 1,454,150 1,664,684 1,766,700 
Total Housing Units 515,426 559,197 540,194 591,629 
Total Jobs 1,450,913 1,624,124 1,769,938 1,911,405 

 Source: SANDAG 2014b 
 
University Community Plan Area 
 
SANDAG demographic and socioeconomic estimates for the UCP Area in 2015 show that the 
total population of the UCP Area is 71,093 people with an average of 2.19 persons per 
household. The area has 26,412 existing housing units (SANDAG 2015b). The UCP Area was 
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forecasted to have 89,637 total jobs in 2012 (SANDAG 2013). Table 4.16-2 summarizes 
population, housing, and employment forecasts for the UCP Area from 2012 through 2050. 
 

Table 4.16-2 
UCP Forecast: Population, Housing, and Employment 2012-2050 

 2012 
(Actual) 

2020 
(Projections) 

2035 
(Projections) 

2050 
(Projections) 

Total Population 68,092 74,186 75,842 75,926 
Total Housing Units 26,412 28,495 28,855 29,053 
Total Jobs 89,637 98,165 105,636 116,117 

 Source: SANDAG 2013 
 
4.16.2 Regulatory Framework 
 
4.16.2.1 Federal 
 
Federal Uniform Act 
 
The Uniform Act (42 USC Sections 4601 et seq.) is a federal law that establishes minimum 
standards for federally funded programs and projects that require the acquisition of real property 
(real estate) or displacement of persons from their homes, businesses, or farms. The Uniform 
Act’s protections and assistance apply to the acquisition, rehabilitation, or demolition of real 
property for federal or federally funded projects. FHWA regulations implementing the Uniform 
Act are found at 49 CFR Part 24. 
 
4.16.2.2 State 
 
State Housing Element Law 
 
State law requires that each city and county prepare and adopt a general plan for its jurisdiction 
that contains certain mandatory elements, including a housing element. The housing element is a 
comprehensive assessment of current and forecasted housing needs for all economic segments of 
the community. Among other things, housing elements (Government Code Sections 65580 et 
seq.) must assess the jurisdiction’s existing and forecasted housing needed, including the 
jurisdiction’s fair share of regional housing needs identified in the Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA). Housing elements also must identify adequate sites to meet the needs of 
households at all income levels. 
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The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375) 
 
The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375, Chapter 728, 
Statutes of 2008) requires, in part, the preparation of an SCS as part of an RTP. Among other 
things, the SCS must identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the 
region, including all economic segments of the population over the course of the planning period 
of the RTP, taking into account net migration into the region, population growth, household 
formation, and employment growth (Government Code Section 65080). 
 
4.16.2.3 Local 
 
University Community Plan 
 
The UCP was approved in December 1986 and has had various amendments through 2014. The 
UCP Area encompasses approximately 8,500 acres and contains two state-controlled properties – 
UCSD UC San Diego and Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve. Overall Community Goals listed 
in the UCP include development of the UCP Area as a self-sufficient community offering a 
balance of housing, employment, business, cultural, educational, and recreational opportunities 
(City of San Diego 2014b). Housing Goals included in the plan include the following: 
 

1. Provide a broad range of housing types and costs to accommodate various age groups, 
household sizes and compositions, tenure patterns (renter/owner-occupied), and income 
levels. 
 

2. Encourage housing for students and employees of the University and life-sciences 
research facilities. 
 

3. Locate higher density housing nearest the University, the Towne Centre core and La Jolla 
Village Square. 
 

4. Provide affordable housing for low- and moderate-income households by encouraging the 
following efforts of the City of San Diego: 

a. Utilization of selected City-owned properties for housing development; 

b. Utilization of federal rental subsidy programs and state mortgage assistance 
programs; and 

c. Stimulation of greater use of modular and other innovative cost-saving building 
techniques. 
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5. Encourage religious and other nonprofit organizations to develop and operate rental and 
cooperative housing for low- and moderate-income households. 
 

6. Encourage a mixture of residential, commercial, and professional office uses. 
 

7. Encourage the provision of non-structured recreation areas such as open grassed playing 
fields. 

 
In accordance with the Housing Element of the City of San Diego General Plan, proposals in the 
UCP call for the development of affordable housing within the community and recommend the 
use of City-owned properties for this purpose. The General Plan also identifies density bonuses 
as a means of encouraging developers to provide moderate-income housing (City of San Diego 
2008a). 
 
The Housing/Residential Element of the UCP indicates the appropriate locations and density of 
residential development within the community and addresses social and economic concerns 
associated with housing, consistent with the policies of the City of San Diego General Plan. 
Additionally, the UCP includes Employment Goals, which include promoting job opportunities 
within the community and encouraging the development of life-sciences research facilities which 
maximize the resources of UCSD UC San Diego (City of San Diego 2014b). 
 
Housing Elements of General Plan 
 
Each local jurisdiction in the San Diego region has developed and must periodically update a 
Housing Element as part of its general plan per requirements of the state Housing Element Law. 
It sets forth local housing policies and programs to implement those policies. The Housing 
Element was last updated March 2013. 
 
Land Use Elements of General Plan 
 
Each local jurisdiction in the San Diego region has developed a Land Use Element as part of its 
general plan per requirements of State Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code Sections 
65000 et seq.). The land use element designates the general location and intensity of housing, 
business, industry, open space, education, public buildings and grounds, waste disposal facilities, 
and other land uses. The Land Use Element was last updated June 2015. 
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North City Local Coastal Program 
 
Local jurisdictions within the coastal zone may prepare an LCP for approval by the Coastal 
Commission. LCPs implement the goals, policies, and requirements of the Coastal Act, including 
those pertaining to housing, within a local jurisdiction. The coastal zone portions of the UCP 
Area have been incorporated into the North City LCP segment. The area within the coastal zone 
and subject to the LCP is the northern portion of the plan area, which does not include the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor or the Regents Road Corridor. The coastal zone boundary bifurcates 
UCSD UC San Diego and generally includes the area north of Gilman Drive, east of I-5, and 
extends to the northern boundary of the community plan. The North City LCP also encompasses 
portions of the community plan areas for Torrey Pines, North City West, Mira Mesa, Sorrento 
Hills, La Jolla, and the adjacent open space and urban reserve areas identified in the General 
Plan. 
 
4.16.3 Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
As the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds do not establish specific significance 
thresholds for population and housing, the following analysis relies on Appendix F of the CEQA 
Guidelines, which call for an evaluation of whether the Project would: 
 

1. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere; or 

2. Induce substantial population growth in the area, either directly or indirectly. 
 
4.16.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 1: Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 
4.16.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP and 
would not include the construction of retaining walls or addition of travel lanes as originally 
planned, and current parking spaces would remain intact. The absence of construction and 
demolition activities would not displace existing housing or people within the UCP Area, and 
replacement housing would not need to be constructed elsewhere. 
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Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Construction of new roadway, expansion and resurfacing of existing roadway, construction of a 
small parking lot, and displacement of an existing trailhead would not occur with the 
implementation of the Project within the Regents Road Corridor. The lack of construction 
activities associated with the Project would not displace existing housing or people. Replacement 
housing would not need to be constructed. The Regents Road Corridor would continue to exist as 
it does under current conditions. 
 
4.16.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not displace people or existing 
housing, nor would it require the construction of replacement housing. Therefore, no significant 
impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
Removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not displace existing housing 
or people. There would be no need for replacement housing. Therefore, no significant impact 
would occur. 
 
4.16.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
 
4.16.5 Impact Analysis 
 
Issue 2: Would implementation of the Project induce substantial population growth in the 
area, either directly or indirectly? 
 
4.16.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The proposed removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not 
induce population growth in the UCP Area beyond what is projected in the Adopted UCP. The 
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Project does not propose any new homes, businesses, or facilities. Removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening would not induce growth in the UCP Area. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The Project would remove the construction of planned Regents Road Bridge and associated 
construction activities from the UCP. This would not induce population growth in the Regents 
Road Corridor, UCP Area, or surrounding areas. No new housing, businesses, or facilities are 
proposed to be built, and land use density/intensity would not exceed what is envisioned in the 
Adopted UCP. 
 
4.16.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening 
 
The proposed removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would not induce substantial 
population growth, either directly or indirectly, and therefore no significant impacts would occur. 
 
Removal of Regents Road Bridge 
 
The proposed removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge construction would not induce 
substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly, and therefore no significant impacts 
would occur. 
 
4.16.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
There would be no significant impacts. No mitigation is required.  
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CHAPTER 5.0 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 
 
CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of cumulative impacts of a project “when the project’s 
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130). As defined 
by Section 15065 (a)(3), “cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15065 (a)(3)). These cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects 
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). 
 
According to Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative 
effects “…need not provide as great a detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the 
project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards of practicality and 
reasonableness….” The evaluation of cumulative impacts is to be based on either (A) “a list of 
past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if 
necessary, those impacts outside the control of the agency,” or (B) “a summary of projections 
contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan or related planning document, that 
describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect…Any such planning 
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the Lead 
Agency” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)). 
 
Pursuant to Section 15130(d), cumulative impact discussions may rely on previously approved 
land use documents such as general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans, which may be 
incorporated by reference. In addition, no further cumulative impact analysis is required when a 
project is consistent with such plans, and the lead agency determines that the regional or area- 
wide cumulative impacts of the Project have already been adequately addressed in a certified 
EIR for that plan. In addition, Section 15130(e) states that “if a cumulative impact was 
adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community plan, zoning action, or general plan, and 
the project is consistent with that plan or action, then an EIR for such a project should not further 
analyze that cumulative impact as provided in Section 15183(j).” 
 
This cumulative impacts analysis relies primarily on the cumulative impact analysis of the City 
of San Diego General Plan PEIR, which concluded that implementation of the General Plan 
would result in significant and unmitigated cumulative impacts to the following environmental 
issue areas: 
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agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, geological conditions, health and safety, 
historical resources, hydrologic resources, land use, mineral resources, noise, paleontological 
resources, population and housing, public facilities, public services and utilities, 
transportation/traffic/circulation/parking, visual effects and community character, water quality 
and global warming. 
 
5.1 CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS SETTING AND METHODOLOGY 
 
A broad examination of cumulative impacts involves considering the Project together with 
growth of the City and the region. Development pursuant to the General Plan would occur in 
accordance with the land use designations and development intensities identified in the Land Use 
and Community Planning Element. The land uses and the associated potential development 
designated in the General Plan correlate to regional growth estimates made by SANDAG. 
SANDAG estimates anticipated growth for the 18 cities and the unincorporated areas within San 
Diego County for the purpose of allocating growth to specific areas and identifying regional 
transportation infrastructure needed to support regional growth. 
 
Section 5 of the PEIR for the City’s General Plan discusses the cumulative impacts that result 
from its implementation and is, therefore, incorporated by reference. The analysis in the General 
Plan PEIR relied on the regional growth projections provided by the SANDAG 2030 Regional 
Growth Forecast Update (Regional Growth Forecast) estimates for employment, population, and 
housing for the period between 2004 and 2030. Cumulative impacts were analyzed in light of the 
significance thresholds presented in Sections 3.1 through 3.17 of the General Plan PEIR. 
 
The General Plan strategy anticipated the cumulative effects of growth and planned for it in a 
manner that would be balanced in its approach. The focused growth strategy addresses future 
growth as a whole, and includes policies to avoid or reduce impacts on a cumulative basis. 
 
5.1.1 Plans and Programs Evaluated for Cumulative Impacts 
 
The City of San Diego General Plan; the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan; the City of San 
Diego LDC, the City of San Diego CAP, and the San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan were 
used to evaluate cumulative impacts and are briefly described below. These documents are on 
file at the City of San Diego Development Services Department, 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, 
California 92101. A summary of for the status of these plans is included in Table 5-1. 
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Table 5-1 
Planning Documents Used for Cumulative Analysis 

Planning 
Documents Location Status 

City of San Diego General Plan City of San Diego Final EIR certified and plan adopted in 
March 2008. 

City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan City of San Diego Final EIR certified and plan adopted in 
March 1997. 

City of San Diego Land Development 
Code 

San Diego Region Final EIR certified and plan adopted in 
1999. 

City of San Diego Climate Action Plan City of San Diego Approved on December 15, 2015. 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan City of San Diego Final EIR adopted by the SANDAG 

Board of Directors on October 9, 2015. 
 
City of San Diego General Plan 
 
The City’s General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a) sets forth a comprehensive, long-term plan 
that prescribes overall goals and policies for development within the City of San Diego. 
According to the General Plan, the UCP Area, which includes the Genesee Avenue and Regents 
Road Corridors, is located within the Urbanized Lands designation. Urbanized Lands are 
characterized by older, recently developed, and developing communities at urban and suburban 
levels of density and intensity. 
 
The City of Villages strategy focuses growth into mixed-use activity centers designed to be 
pedestrian-friendly districts linked to an improved regional transit system. It is a development 
strategy that mirrors regional planning and smart growth principles intended to preserve 
remaining open space and natural habitat and focus development in areas with available public 
infrastructure.  
 
City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program/Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
 
The City of San Diego adopted an MSCP Subarea plan in 1997. The goal of the City of San 
Diego’s MSCP was to create a habitat preserve system known as the MHPA in order to 
coordinate conservation efforts on a regional scale while allowing development projects to occur. 
 
The City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 1997) was prepared pursuant to 
the general outline for NCCP/ HCP documents developed by USFWS and CDFW to meet the 
requirements of the California NHHP Act and the FESA. The City’s NCCP/HCP fulfilled the 
requirements for issuance of incidental take authorization under Section 2835 of the NCCP Act 
and an incidental take permit under Section 10 of the FESA. The MSCP identifies certain species 
as “covered,” that are adequately conserved, within the MHPA. The Subarea plan specifies 
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conditions of coverage for each covered species that must be applied when those species occur in 
a project area. 
 
In addition, through the City’s Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2012a), the City regulates 
development activities in ESLs according to project location, within or outside of the MHPA. 
The City’s Municipal Code established ESL regulations to ensure protection of resources 
consistent with CEQA and the City of San Diego’s MSCP. ESLs include lands within the 
MHPA, wetlands, sensitive vegetation communities, habitat for listed species, lands supporting 
narrow endemics, and steep slopes. The regulations encourage avoidance and minimization of 
impacts to ESLs. The City’s Biology Guidelines define the survey and impact assessment 
methodologies and mitigation requirements for unavoidable impacts (City of San Diego 2012a). 
 
Sensitive biological resources are defined by the City’s Municipal Code (City of San Diego 
2012a) as: 
 

• Lands that have been included in the MHPA as identified in the City of San Diego’s 
MSCP Subarea Plan; 

• Wetlands (as defined by the Municipal Code, Section 113.0103); 

• Lands outside of the MHPA that contain Tier I habitats, Tier II habitats, Tier IIIA 
habitats, or Tier IIIB habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines; 

• Lands supporting species or subspecies listed as rare, endangered, or threatened; 

• Lands containing habitats with narrow endemic species as listed in the Biology 
Guidelines; and 

• Lands containing habitats of covered species as listed in the Biology Guidelines. 
 
Upon compliance with the MSCP Subarea Plan and the Biology Guidelines, the City is able to 
issue “take” authorization for covered species. Prior to the adoption of the MSCP, this “take” 
authorization would have required project-by-project review with the regulatory agencies. Thus, 
the MSCP provides for the preservation of a network of habitat and open space, protecting 
biodiversity, and enhancing the region’s quality of life. The plan is designed to preserve native 
vegetation and meet the habitat needs of multiple species, rather than focusing preservation 
efforts on one species at a time. By identifying priority areas for conservation and other areas for 
future development, the MSCP streamlined permit procedures for development projects that 
impact habitat. It also provides an economic benefit by reducing constraints on future 
development and decreasing the costs of compliance with federal and state laws that protect 
biological resources. 
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Land Development Code 
 
Chapters 11 through 15 of the City’s Municipal Code are referred to as the LDC, as they contain 
the City’s land development regulations that dictate how land is to be developed and used within 
the City. The LDC contains citywide base zones and the planned district ordinances that specify 
permitted land use; development standards, such as density, FAR, and other requirements for 
given zoning classifications; overlay zones; and other supplemental regulations that provide 
additional development requirements. 
 
City of San Diego Climate Action Plan 
 
The City of San Diego CAP includes a quantitative inventory of GHG emissions for the baseline 
year of 2010 and a projection of emissions for 2020 and 2035. The most recent GHG inventory 
for the year 2010 estimated the total emissions at 13.0 MMT CO2e per year (City of San Diego 
2015a). Transportation is the largest emissions sector, accounting for approximately 55 percent 
of total emissions. Energy consumption is the next largest source of emissions, at 40 percent of 
the total. Accounting for future population and economic growth, the City estimates that GHG 
emissions will increase to approximately 14.1 MMT CO2e in 2020 and 16.7 MMT CO2e in 2035. 
 
The CAP includes City-specific targets to reduce GHGs by 2020 and 2035, helping to achieve 
statewide 2020 and 2030 targets, and putting the City on the trajectory of meeting its share of the 
2050 statewide target. The City’s reduction targets are 11.0 MMT CO2e in 2020, 7.8 MMT of 
CO2e in 2030, and 6.5 MMT of CO2e in 2035. 
 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan 
 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan is an update of the Regional Comprehensive Plan for the 
RCP and the 2050 RTP/SCS, combined into one document. The Regional Plan provides a 
blueprint for San Diego’s regional transportation system in order to effectively serve existing and 
projected workers and residents within the San Diego region. In addition to the 2050 RTP, the 
Regional Plan includes an SCS, in compliance with SB 375. The SCS aims to create sustainable, 
mixed-use communities conducive to public transit, walking, and biking by focusing future 
growth in the previously developed, western portion of the region along the major existing transit 
and transportation corridors. The purpose of the SCS is to help the region meet the GHG 
emissions reductions set by ARB. The Regional Plan has a horizon year of 2050 and projects 
regional growth and the construction of transportation projects over this time period. The 
Regional Plan was adopted by the SANDAG Board on October 9, 2015. 
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5.2 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 
 
5.2.1 Geographic Scope for Cumulative Impact Analysis 
 
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts is dependent on the nature of the 
issue and the project and varies depending upon the environmental issue being analyzed. Often, 
cumulative impacts are not limited by jurisdictional boundaries. For example, the project’s 
contribution to localized impacts, such as those associated with traffic or noise, would affect the 
local neighborhood and traffic study area. Other topic areas, such as biological resources, 
historical resources, or water quality, could extend to areas beyond the local vicinity to include 
geographic areas that share similar conditions and the potential for similar adverse effects to 
these resources. Further, the impacts associated with regional topics, such as air quality and 
GHG emissions, could extend throughout the entire air basin. 
 
5.2.2 Cumulative Impacts Found to be Significant 
 
As required by CEQA, the discussion below identifies the potential for significant cumulative 
impacts and discusses the project’s contribution on these impacts. In the discussion below, 
“Project” is used to refer to the project analyzed in this PEIR, to differentiate between 
cumulative projects. Based on the analyses contained in Chapter 4.0 of this PEIR and through the 
analysis presented here, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts associated with 
transportation/circulation, air quality, GHGs, noise, and public services and facilities would be 
cumulatively considerable. 
 
5.2.2.1 Transportation/Circulation  
 
The geographic scope of consideration for the cumulative traffic analysis is considered the same 
as the study area defined for the traffic analysis prepared for the Project. The study area 
encompasses the roadways, intersections, and freeway segments and ramps that could be affected 
by the Project traffic and could have the potential to combine with other local traffic to create 
degraded traffic conditions. As described in Section 4.2, the primary study area encompasses the 
UCP Area and up to one segment and key intersection beyond. A total of 68 roadway segments 
were included within the traffic study area. The roadway segments selected for analysis are 
shown in Figure 4.2-1. Three freeways, I-5, I-805, and SR 52, provide regional access to the 
UCP Area and access is provided to these freeways by local arterial roadways. There were 80 
intersections selected for inclusion in the traffic study. Figure 4.2-2 shows intersections selected 
for analysis in the traffic study. 
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5.2.2.1.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Because the UCP would not result directly in the development of new or expanded uses, the 
analysis of potential impacts to transportation/circulation detailed within Section 4.2 is 
conducted at a program level and reflects potential cumulative (i.e., future year) impacts. The 
traffic analysis is based on the inclusion of San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, which 
identified improvements to the regional transportation system including regional projects such as 
the Mid-Coast Corridor Transit Project, the Caltrans North Coast Corridor Project, and UCSD 
UC San Diego Circulation Improvements (i.e., SuperLoop). Additionally, the PEIR analysis is 
based on the amendments to the North University City PFFP (City of San Diego 2014a). 
 
Traffic thresholds for the Project are presented in Section 4.2. If the Project exceeds these 
thresholds, then the Project would be considered to have a significant cumulative impact. A 
significant cumulative impact would also occur if the Project would cause LOS to degrade from 
D to E, even if the allowable increases are not exceeded. 
 
Roadway Segments 
 
With implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway segments within the traffic study 
area would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions which exceed the significance 
thresholds. Under Future Year with Project, the fourthree roadway segments listed below would 
be characterized by LOS E or F. These unacceptable operating conditions would not occur with 
implementation of the Adopted UCP transportation improvements. Thus, the impacts at these 
segments can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E) 
• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 
• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS E) 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-9, 1413 of the segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in 
the future year would be significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to 
the Adopted UCP. These 1413 segments are considered to have a significant decrease in 
operation due to an exceedance of the V/C ratio thresholds (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the 
Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP. Implementation of the Project would eliminate two 
significant impacts associated with the Adopted UCP that would occur in the future year along 
two segments of Regents Road: 
 

• SR 52 WB Ramps to SR 52 EB Ramps 
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• SR 52 EB Ramps to Luna Avenue 
 
Intersections 
 
With implementation of the Project, 3130 intersections would degrade to unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions by future year. ThirtyTwenty-eight of the 3130 intersections exceed the 
significance thresholds. Some of those intersections currently operate at LOS E or F, but would 
continue to experience significantly worsened conditions. Some of the intersections would be 
characterized by significant impacts during both the AM and PM peak hours, while others would 
experience a significant impact during only one of the peak periods. Under Future Year with 
Project, the nineseven following intersections would be characterized by unacceptable operating 
conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. However, in Future Year with 
Adopted UCP, these intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS. Thus, the 
impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-10, 2119 of the intersections operating at unacceptable LOS in the future 
year would be significantly worse during one or both of the peak hours with implementation of 
the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP. These 2119 intersections are 
considered to have a significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time 
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to Future Year with 
Adopted UCP. Implementation of the Project would eliminate significant impacts associated 
with Future Year with Adopted UCP that would occur in the future year at three intersections 
along Regents Road: 

• Regents Road/Arriba Street (AM and PM) 
• Regents Road/Governor Drive (AM and PM) 
• Regents Road/Luna Avenue (AM) 

 
Freeway Segments 
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As detailed in Table 4.2-16, eight of the 16 freeway segments included in the analysis would be 
characterized by significant impacts in the future year (the same eight segments identified for 
Future Year with Adopted UCP). These impacts are a result of operating conditions worsening to 
unacceptable levels and also the continued deterioration in speed within segments already 
experiencing poor operating conditions. The eight freeway segments are the following: 
 

• I-5: SR 52 to Gilman Drive 
• I-805: SR 52 to Governor Drive 
• I-805: Governor Drive to Nobel Drive 
• I-805: Nobel Drive to La Jolla Village Drive 
• I-805: La Jolla Village Drive to Mira Mesa Boulevard 
• SR 52: I-5 to Regents Road 
• SR 52: Regents Road to Genesee Ave 
• SR 52: Genesee Avenue to I-805 

 
Freeway Ramp Metering 
 
As shown in Table 4.2-17, eight freeway ramps would experience significant increases in delay 
in the future year (same as those identified for Future Year with Adopted UCP). The table 
provides the excess demand at the ramps and the resulting delay in minutes. As indicated in the 
table, all impacts would occur in the PM peak hour with the longest delay extending almost 2.5 
hours. The eight freeway ramps are the following:  
 

• I-5 SB and Gilman Drive 
• I-5 SB and Nobel Drive 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive WB to NB 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive EB to NB 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive WB to SB 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive EB to SB 
• I-5 NB and Genesee Avenue 
• I-805 SB and Nobel Drive 
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5.2.2.1.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Roadway Segments 
 
Deteriorated traffic conditions would result in significant impacts at 2120 roadway segments 
with implementation of the Project in the future year. Of the 2120 roadway segments within the 
traffic study area that would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions, nine segments have 
feasible measures available to reduce impacts (Table 4.12-11). EightSix of the nine segments 
would be improved to operate better than existing conditions and the impact would be mitigated 
to less than significant (Table 4.12-13). The remaining segment would be improved by the 
improvement measures; however, while the measures would improve the segment operations, the 
LOS would not be improved to operations better than existing. Two segments operating at 
unacceptable conditions would not trigger an impact. Thus, impacts along 1314 roadway 
segments would remain significant. 
 
Intersections 
 
With implementation of the Project, 3130 intersections would degrade to unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions by future year during one or both of the peak periods. ThirtyTwenty-eight 
of these 3130 intersections exceed the significance thresholds. Twenty-oneNineteen of the 
intersections operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse 
during one or both of the peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to Future 
Year with Adopted UCP. These 2119 intersections are considered to have a significant decrease 
in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) 
when comparing the Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP. Of these 3028 intersections that 
exceed the significance thresholds, 18 intersections operating at LOS E or F in the future year do 
not have feasible measures available to reduce impacts (Table 4.2-14). Two intersections, 
Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street and La Jolla Village Drive/Villa La Jolla Drive, have mitigation 
measures proposed. However, while the proposed mitigation measures would improve the 
intersection operations, the delay time would not be reduced to below a level of significance. The 
impacts at the remaining 1110 intersections would be improved to operate at an LOS D or better 
and the significant impact would be mitigated in both the AM and PM peak hours. Table 4.2-12 
summarizes the level of significance for intersections after implementation of mitigation 
measures. The impacts at the 2018 study area intersections would remain significant and 
unmitigated even after incorporation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 specified in 
Section 4.2.4.3. Thus, the Project would result in an increase in projected traffic congestion that 
is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system and the 
impact would be significant. 
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Freeway Segments 
 
Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur along 
study area freeway segments in the future year. Thus, impacts at the eight aforementioned 
freeway segments would remain significant and unmitigated. These would be considered 
significant cumulative impacts. 
 
Freeway Ramp Metering 
 
Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur at freeway 
ramps in the future year. Thus, impacts at the eight aforementioned freeway ramps would remain 
significant and unmitigated. These would be considered significant cumulative impacts. 
 
5.2.2.1.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project, if implemented, and 
will be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project 
as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. 
 
5.2.2.1.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic conditions would 
result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, including implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures, tiering off this PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. 
As discussed, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. Development Impact 
Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-
2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community 
plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San 
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with 
implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, 
and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project 
would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. As such, the Project’s 
contribution to the aforementioned impacts when considered in conjunction with past, present, 
and future projects would be cumulatively considerable. 
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5.2.2.2 Air Quality 
 
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative air quality impacts is considered SDAB. It 
is appropriate to consider the entire air basin as air emissions can travel substantial distances and 
are not confined by jurisdictional boundaries; rather, they are influenced by large-scale climatic 
and topographical features. While some air quality emissions can be localized, such as a CO2 hot 
spot or odor, the overall consideration of cumulative air quality is typically more regional. By its 
very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. 
 
5.2.2.2.1 Impact Analysis 
 
Air quality in the SDAB has generally improved over recent decades due to auto emissions and 
other emissions restrictions and improved technologies. The SDAB currently meets NAAQS for 
all criteria air pollutants except ozone (8-hour), and meets the CAAQS for all criteria air 
pollutants except ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. The SDAB currently falls under a federal maintenance 
plan for 8-hour ozone. The SDAB is currently classified as a state nonattainment area for ozone, 
PM10, and PM2.5. 
 
The cumulative assessment of air quality impacts to the SDAB relies on assessment of the 
Project’s consistency with the adopted RAQS and SIP. The RAQS and SIP are based on growth 
forecasts for the region, which are in turn based on maximum buildout of land uses as allowed in 
the adopted community and general plans. Potential cumulative air quality impacts would thus be 
reduced through achievement of emission levels and reduction strategies identified in the RAQS. 
As discussed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, the Project would remove the planned widening of 
Genesee Avenue and construction of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Therefore, 
construction-related emissions associated with those activities would not occur. 
 
The Project does not include the construction of new residential or commercial buildings; 
therefore, it would not directly increase population or regional employment that would cause a 
net increase in regional VMT. The CO concentrations resulting from the Project would not 
violate the CAAQS for either the 1-hour period (20 ppm) or the 8-hour period (9.0 ppm). The 
Project would not exceed 100 pounds per day of PM dust. The Project would not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. These impacts would be less than 
significant. However, the transportation network changes as a result of the Project have not been 
included in the regional emissions analysis of the RAQS. The Project requires an amendment to 
the General Plan and as determined in this analysis (see Issue 2 and in Section 4.2, 
Transportation/Circulation), would increase the total regional VMT compared to the Adopted 
UCP. SANDAG is currently developing an update to the RAQS and an ozone attainment plan for 
the 8-hour ozone NAAQS. Any changes to the transportation network and the General Plan as a 
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result of the Project would be incorporated in the updates to future air quality attainment plans. 
However, the increase in VMT and change in the roadway network as a result of the Project have 
not been accounted for in the current RAQS. Because the Project would result in a significant 
increase in criteria pollutant and precursor emissions compared to the current assumptions in the 
RAQS, the Project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan and could violate an ambient air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 
violation. In addition, the net increase in emissions of for NOX (i.e., ozone precursor in an ozone 
nonattainment area) and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area) for the total Project area VMT would 
exceed the applicable annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego.  

5.2.2.2.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
Impacts related to criteria pollutant and precursor emissions compared to the current assumptions 
in the RAQS would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 
and would be significant and unmitigated at the program-level. Operational emissions resulting 
from the Project would, therefore, result in a significant cumulative air quality impact.  
 
5.2.2.2.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provide a regulatory framework for developing project-level air quality mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant impacts 
related to air quality are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General 
Plan; the UCP; the City’s Municipal Code; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds, through the discretionary process. In general, implementation of these policies 
would preclude or reduce air quality impacts. Compliance with all applicable local, state, and 
federal standards are required of all projects and is not considered mitigation. However, it is 
possible that, for certain projects, adherence to the regulations would not adequately protect air 
quality, and such projects would require additional measures to avoid or reduce significant air 
quality impacts. These additional measures would be considered mitigation. If implemented, 
Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred to the City Council for consideration 
during review and approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. However, these improvements to the transportation network would also affect criteria 
air pollutant emissions. No additional feasible mitigation is available to reduce impacts 
associated with the Project.  
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5.2.2.2.4 Significance After Mitigation 
 
The Project’s impact on air quality emissions would be significant and unmitigated at the 
program level. As such, the Project’s contribution to the aforementioned impacts when 
considered in conjunction with past, present, and future projects would be cumulatively 
considerable. 
 
5.2.2.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
The geographic scope of consideration for GHG emissions is on a global scale as such emissions 
contribute, on a cumulative basis, to global climate change. Given the nature of environmental 
consequences from GHGs and global climate change, CEQA requires that lead agencies evaluate 
the cumulative impacts of GHGs, even relatively small additions, on a global basis. By nature, 
GHG evaluations are a cumulative study. The cumulative analysis considers both global and 
regional projections of GHG emissions as well as local projects that may contribute to GHG 
emission impacts. The Project’s impacts when viewed together with the environmental impacts 
from past, present, and future projects may be viewed as cumulatively considerable as a result of 
a substantial increase in the emission of GHGs from construction activities, generation of vehicle 
traffic, energy use, and fuel consumption associated with on-road motor vehicles. 
 
5.2.2.3.1 Impact Analysis 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge from the 
UCP would not involve construction or modification of the existing roadway. Therefore, 
construction-related GHG emissions associated with those activities would not occur. Projects, 
including implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this PEIR would be 
subject to subsequent environmental review to evaluate construction-related GHG emissions. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the changes in VMT and average speed 
associated with the Project result in a net increase of 4,466 MT CO2e per year on freeways and a 
net decrease of approximately 1,874 MT CO2e per year on arterials. The decrease in arterial-
related GHG emissions is primarily associated with changes to Regents Road (i.e., deletion of 
the bridge and associated roadway segment). Although the Project would reduce GHG emissions 
on Regents Road without the Regents Road Bridge, other affected arterials and freeway 
segments would experience increases in GHG emissions as a result of rerouted vehicle trips and 
increased volumes on those segments. Overall, the Project results in a net increase of 2,593 MT 
CO2e per year. Based on the analysis of the change in VMT and speeds on freeway and arterial 
segments in the Project area, the Project would not improve overall traffic operations and would 
result in a net increase in overall GHG emissions in the Project area. 
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5.2.2.3.2 Significance of Impacts 
 

The total GHG emissions for the Project would increase compared to the Adopted UCP. In 
addition, the analysis does not include all vehicle travel and operations in the area as a result of 
the Project, and additional vehicle travel and congestion, similar to the overall trend identified in 
this analysis, could further increase the Project’s estimated change in GHG emissions. These 
changes would be analyzed during the next update to the 2015 RTP/SCS for consistency with the 
long-term GHG reduction goals in AB 32 and SB 375. There are no additional measures that 
could reduce emissions in the Project area. Since the Project increases emissions compared to the 
Adopted UCP and the regional GHG impacts have not yet been analyzed in the 2015 RTP/SCS, 
the Project would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment. 
 

5.2.2.3.3 Mitigation Framework 
 

There are no mitigation measures available that could reduce this impact at the program level. 
 

5.2.2.3.4 Significance After Mitigation  
 

Discretionary pProjects implemented in accordance with the UPC shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts related to long-term GHG emissions The 
Project’s impact on GHG emissions would be significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
As such, the Project’s contribution to the aforementioned impacts when considered in 
conjunction with past, present, and future projects would be cumulatively considerable. 
 

5.2.2.4 Noise 
 

The geographic scope for the consideration of cumulative noise impacts is the areas immediately 
surrounding the Project site. Generally, noise impacts are limited to the area directly surrounding 
the noise generator as noise attenuates with distance and only has the potential to combine with 
other noise sources in the immediate vicinity. The Project’s impacts when viewed together with 
the environmental impacts from past, present, and future projects may be viewed as cumulatively 
considerable if ambient noise increases above the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds. 
 

5.2.2.4.1 Impact Analysis 
 

Construction 
 

The Project would remove the planned widening of Genesee Avenue and the construction of the 
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. As such, construction activities would not occur in 
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proximity to nearby residences. Therefore, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening from the UCP would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity. As such, the 
Project would not contribute to a cumulative noise impact associated with construction activities. 
 
Operation 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to 
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise 
Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). As discussed in Section 4.7.1.6, noise 
measurements conducted were used to determine the site-specific distances between the TNM-
predicted hourly noise level and the 24-hour CNEL level. TNM was utilized to develop 
conceptual distances (in feet, from the center of the roadway centerline) of various CNEL 
threshold contours (i.e., 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL) along the Genesee Avenue and Regents 
Road Corridors, and SR 52, with and without the Project, and their net change, as shown in 
Table 4.7-4. As shown in Table 4.7-4, With Project compared to With Adopted UCP, the 
distances of the CNEL contours increase away from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor, decrease along the Regents Road Corridor, and essentially remain unchanged along the 
SR 52 corridor. The changes in CNEL distances identify where potential noise impacts would 
occur with respect to exceeding the City’s residential exterior CNEL noise standards with the 
Project. The distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue 
Corridor to the residences along the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases under the Project. 
Therefore, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose 
people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the 
Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Noise impacts would be 
significant with the removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP. As such, the 
Project may contribute to a cumulative noise impact during operations. 
 
5.2.2.4.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to 
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise 
Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008s). This is a potentially significant impact. 
As such, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is provided in order to address the significant impacts 
related to operational noise along the Genesee Avenue Corridor. As such, the Project may 
contribute to a cumulative operational noise impact when considered together with other past, 
present, and future projects. 
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The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not expose people to 
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise 
Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Operational noise impacts would be less 
than significant. Therefore, no cumulative operational noise impacts associated with the removal 
of the planned Regents Road Bridge would result when considered together with other past, 
present, and future projects. 

5.2.2.4.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level noise mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. All discretionary projects with the potential to result in significant noise 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Noise 
Element, including the City’s 2015 General Plan Amendments; the UCP, Noise Element; the 
City’s Municipal Code, Noise Ordinance; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011), through the discretionary process. The Mitigation 
Framework (Mitigation Measure NOI-1) shall be required of all discretionary projects with the 
potential to result in significant noise impacts. 
 
5.2.2.4.4 Significance After Mitigation  
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
relating to noise would result in significant impacts. Discretionary pProjects, including 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this PEIR would be subject to 
subsequent environmental review. In addition, discretionary projects implemented in accordance 
with the UCP would be required to implement the Mitigation Framework specified in Section 
4.7.6.3. However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, the noise impacts 
associated with the Project, in conjunction with other past, present, or future projects, would 
result in a significant cumulative impact during operational activities. The Project’s contribution 
to the aforementioned impacts would be cumulatively considerable. 
 
5.2.2.5 Public Services and Facilities 
 
The geographic scope for the public services and facilities cumulative analysis is the UCP Area 
within the City of San Diego. The provision of public services and facilities is often specific to 
jurisdictional providers or confined by set service boundaries. Public services and facilities 
generally serve residents on a community-wide basis. Typically, changes in development 
influence the demand for public services and facilities to be provided within a local City, county, 
or service district. The Project’s impacts on public services and facilities when viewed together 
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with the environmental impacts from past, present, and future projects may be viewed as 
cumulatively considerable. 
 
5.2.2.5.1 Impact Analysis 
 
The anticipated population growth within the UCP Area would increase the demand for fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks and recreation, and libraries. This demand, together 
with the demand from other development in the surrounding area, would result in a need for new 
or modified facilities. As stated in Section 4.13, Public Services and Facilities, there are no 
residential components included with the Project that could directly increase population and 
result in an increase in student enrollment levels. The Project would not have an impact on 
existing school facilities in the area and would not require construction of new facilities. In 
addition, there would be no increased wear on the existing libraries in the UCP Area as the 
Project would not directly increase populations residing in the area. The Project would not create 
the need for new public parks or facilities as it is not introducing new housing or population to 
the community. However, the Project would result in an increase in projected traffic in the future 
year, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. 
The impact on police and fire and emergency service response times would be significant.  
 
5.2.2.5.2 Significance of Impacts 
 
With implementation of the Project, traffic conditions would degrade to unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions by future year. The impact on emergency service response times would be 
significant. 
 
The Project would not result in any significant impacts to schools, libraries, parks, and 
recreational facilities. 
 
5.2.2.5.3 Mitigation Framework 
 
Under the Project, the traffic conditions would deteriorate significantly with removal of the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP; impacts to 
emergency service providers would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
5.2.2.5.4 Significance After Mitigation  
 
As discussed, the traffic conditions under the Project would deteriorate significantly with 
removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP; 
impacts to emergency service providers would remain significant and unmitigated at the program 
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level. As such, the Project’s contribution to the aforementioned impacts when considered in 
conjunction with past, present, and future projects would be cumulatively considerable. 
 
5.2.3 Cumulative Impacts Found Not to be Significant 
 
Based on the analyses contained in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Analysis, of this PEIR, the 
Project’s contribution to cumulative land use, visual effects and neighborhood character, energy, 
historical resources, biological resources, geological conditions, paleontological resources, 
hydrology/water quality, public utilities, health and safety, and population and housing would 
not be cumulatively considerable, as analyzed below. 
 

5.2.3.1 Land Use 
 

The geographic scope for land use cumulative analysis includes the UCP Area and immediately 
surrounding lands. Land uses and development patterns are typically established in local land use 
planning documents specific to jurisdictions, but can have implications on surrounding areas. 
The Project’s impacts when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, 
and future projects may be viewed as cumulatively considerable if continuous development 
changes existing land use patterns and intensity. Cumulative incompatible uses can also be seen 
as a significant impact but are typically mitigated on a project-by-project basis. 
 

As stated in Section 4.1, Land Use, the Project would not conflict with any goals, objectives, and 
recommendations of the City of San Diego General Plan, the North City LCP, or any coastal 
regulations. The Project would result in a community plan amendment, as such; the Project 
would no longer be inconsistent with the UCP and UCP Transportation Element. Therefore, 
when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future 
projects, no cumulative impacts to land use would occur. 
 

5.2.3.2 Visual Effects and Neighborhood 
 

The geographic scope of consideration for the visual analysis is the UCP Area. Throughout the 
UCP Area, long east-west views are available, while short north-south views are also available. 
The Project’s impacts when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, 
and future projects may be viewed as cumulatively considerable with the alteration of visual 
character of the area resulting in a change to public views, as well as increased nighttime light 
and daytime glare levels. 
 

The Project would not create any impacts to visual resources. The removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not change the UCP 
Area from existing conditions, as no new structures would be constructed. Therefore, when 
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viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future projects, 
no cumulative impacts to visual resources would occur. 
 

5.2.3.3 Energy 
 

The geographic scope of consideration for the cumulative analysis of energy is the UCP Area 
within the City of San Diego. The provision of power and energy is often specific to 
jurisdictional providers or confined by set service boundaries. Energy utilities generally serve 
residents on a community-wide basis. Typically, changes in development influence the demand 
for power and energy to be provided within a local city, county, or service district. 
 
As stated in Section 4.6, Energy, the removal of planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the 
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would cause no increased demand for energy or power. 
Therefore, when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and 
probable future projects, no cumulative impacts to energy would occur. 
 
5.2.3.4 Historical Resources 
 
The geographic scope of consideration for the cumulative analysis of historical resources 
includes the UCP Area. The UCP Area presents a unique prehistoric and historic context within 
the region. The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge 
from the UCP would not have an impact on historical resources. Therefore, when viewed 
together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future projects, no 
cumulative impacts to historical resources would occur. 
 
5.2.3.5 Biological Resources 
 
The cumulative analysis geographic scope for biological resources is the UCP Area. Biological 
resources can have commonalities across a large regional area, while also having very unique 
and specific characteristics in certain locations. In the UCP Area, the dense urbanized setting 
creates limited habitat opportunities, and biological resources tend to be fairly isolated with areas 
of connectivity restricted to a few linear features such as Rose Canyon and Marian Bear 
Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon. 
 
The removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge from the 
UCP would have no impact on biological resources. Therefore, when viewed together with the 
environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future projects, no cumulative impacts to 
biological resources would occur. 
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5.2.3.6 Geological Conditions 
 
The geographic scope for cumulative impacts for geological resources is the UCP Area and 
immediately surrounding lands. Geology and soil features can be very specific to certain 
locations and sites, but can also have broad reaching elements, such as faults and underlying 
bedrock formations. However, potential geologic or soil hazards resulting from development are 
generally localized to the site and immediate surrounding lands rather than a broad reaching area. 
In this way, potential cumulative impacts resulting from seismic and geologic hazards would be 
minimized on a site-by-site basis to the extent that modern construction methods and code 
requirements provide. Throughout the UCP Area, cumulative projects would also be susceptible 
to similar geologic hazards caused by unstable geologic conditions or soils, including seismic 
activity, liquefaction, settlement, and land sliding. The specific geologic conditions of each 
individual project site, soil type, and project excavation requirements would dictate the severity 
of the potential geologic risks. Cumulative projects would be subject to the same regulations and 
engineering requirements as the Project, such as the City’s grading ordinance, a SWPPP and 
associated BMPs, and building codes. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.10, Geologic Conditions, removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in construction activities 
or changes to the Project area from existing conditions. Therefore, when viewed together with 
the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future projects, no cumulative 
impacts to geological conditions would occur. 
 
5.2.3.7 Paleontological Resources 
 
The general geographic scope for cumulative impacts to paleontological resources includes the 
overall Southern California region as interrelated paleontological resources are known to occur 
throughout the region in various locations and a variety of rock formations. However, the 
specific locations known to produce paleontological resources are typically quite limited based 
upon the sensitivity of the underlying bedrock formations. The Project’s impacts related to 
paleontological resources when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, 
present, and future projects may be viewed as cumulatively considerable if ongoing development 
results in the loss and/or degradation of paleontological resources. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.11, Paleontological Resources, the removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not result in any ground 
disturbance, and would have no impact on paleontological resources. Therefore, when viewed 
together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future projects, no 
cumulative impacts to paleontological resources would occur. 
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5.2.3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
The cumulative analysis geographic scope includes the San Diego River hydrologic unit as water 
bodies within the watershed area are part of an interrelated hydrologic system that can span 
community and jurisdictional boundaries. Modifications to a portion of a watershed area or water 
pollution produced by development in one location may result in hydrology and water quality 
impacts that affect other water bodies or the entire region. The Project’s impacts when viewed 
together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future projects may be 
viewed as cumulatively considerable if the impacts contribute to the cumulative effects of 
degradation of water quality, changes to runoff patterns, and the potential for increased flooding. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, the removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not lead to new 
development and no construction or change in existing conditions to those areas. Therefore, 
when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future 
projects, no cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality would occur. 
 
5.2.3.9 Public Utilities 
 
The geographic scope for the public utilities cumulative analysis is the UCP Area within the City 
of San Diego. The provision of public utilities is often specific to jurisdictional providers or 
confined by set service boundaries. Public utilities generally serve residents on a community-
wide basis. Typically, changes in development influence the demand for public utilities to be 
provided within a local city, county, or service district. The Project’s impacts on public utilities 
when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and future projects 
may be viewed as cumulatively considerable. 
 
Water 
 
The UCP Area is served by the City of San Diego’s Public Utilities Department. The City 
receives the majority of its water from the SDCWA, who is a member of the MWD. The Project 
would not directly or indirectly contribute to population growth. Removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not require additional 
use of water above existing conditions, and would not cause a need for new or expanded water 
facilities. Therefore, when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, 
and probable future projects, no cumulative impacts to water would occur. 
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Wastewater/Sewer 
 
Wastewater collection and treatment services for the UCP Area are provided by the Wastewater 
Branch of the City of San Diego Public Utilities Department. Removal of the planned Genesee 
Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not generate wastewater above 
existing conditions, as no construction would occur at, and no changes would be made to, the 
UCP Area under those project components. Therefore, when viewed together with the 
environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future projects, no cumulative impacts to 
wastewater/sewer would occur. 

Natural Gas 
 
As discussed in Section 4.6, Energy, removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and 
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not increase demand or consumption of natural gas. 
Therefore, when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and 
probable future projects, no cumulative impacts to natural gas would occur. 
 
Communication Systems 
 
Communications facilities are provided through private utility companies that have the capacity 
to serve the UCP Area. The Project would not impair the ability of these companies to provide 
services to the constituents of the UCP Area and would not require the construction of new 
communications facilities. Therefore, when viewed together with the environmental impacts 
from past, present, and probable future projects, no cumulative impacts to communication 
systems would occur. 
 
Solid Waste Disposal 
 
Solid waste disposal is provided by the City of San Diego ESD and private collectors such as 
Allied Waste/Republic Services. As discussed in Section 4.14, several active solid waste 
facilities in the San Diego area could receive waste from the project site. Many of these landfills 
are projected to reach capacity and close between 2025 and 2050. The ESD developed the 
Source Reduction and Recycling program and the Recycling Ordinance in order to comply with 
state law. Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the 
UCP would not cause an increase in solid waste generation. Therefore, no additional solid waste 
would be generated by the Project and no additional strain would be placed on landfills that serve 
the UCP Area. No new facilities would need to be constructed as a result of the Project from the 
UCP. Therefore, when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and 
probable future projects, no cumulative impacts to solid waste disposal would occur. 
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5.2.3.10 Health and Safety 
 
For cumulative analysis, the geographic scope for health and safety, which includes wildland 
fires, hazardous materials, and safety, is the City of San Diego because these issues cover a much 
broader scope that does not follow the boundaries of the UCP Area. The Project’s impacts when 
viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and future projects may be 
viewed as cumulatively considerable if the Project, along with other development in the Project 
area, creates an ongoing risk to public health. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.15, Health and Safety, the two Project components are located in a Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone with “No Designation.” However, the portions of the Project that interface 
with Rose Canyon and Marian bear Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon are designated as 
“Very High.” However, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents 
Road Bridge from the UCP would not involve construction modification of the existing roadway. 
This would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
fire. The Project would not result in the transportation of hazardous construction materials, 
contact with contaminated soil and/or groundwater, or disturbance of existing groundwater 
monitoring wells. The Project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, 
an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. The Project would not result in construction 
activities that would entail transporting of hazardous construction materials, contact with 
contaminated soil and/or groundwater, or disturbance of groundwater monitoring wells. The 
Project would have no impact on people residing or working within two miles of a private 
airstrip or heliport facility. There would be no structures that would impair heliport or private 
airstrip operations and all helicopter operations would be undertaken in accordance with FAA 
regulations. Therefore, when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, 
and probable future projects, no cumulative impacts to health and safety would occur. 
 
5.2.3.11 Population and Housing 
 
The geographical scope considered for the population and housing cumulative impact analysis is 
defined as the region. The Project would not lead to the construction of new housing, or induce 
population growth, either directly or indirectly. The Project would not displace any housing units 
or hinder the future construction of additional housing units in the UCP Area. Therefore, when 
viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable future projects, 
no cumulative impacts to population and housing would occur. 
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CHAPTER 6.0 
GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

 
 
As required by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(d), an EIR must include analysis of ways in 
which a project could foster economic or population growth, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding area. Growth should not be assumed beneficial, detrimental, or of little consequence 
of the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)). The analysis includes the ways in 
which a project could foster the construction of housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment, as well as the potential for a project to encourage and facilitate other 
activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. 
This includes the potential for a project to induce further growth or remove obstacles to growth 
by the expansion or extension of existing services, utilities, or infrastructure. 
 
Short-Term Growth Inducement 
 
The Project proposes to remove the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road 
Bridge from the UCP. The Project would not entail construction that would require a temporary 
or permanent increase in the need for labor and materials. Therefore, there would not be an 
increase in demand for local temporary or permanent housing for workers. Additionally, there 
would not be a demand for goods, services, products, and materials associated with construction 
projects that would require new supply services. No associated substantial short-term growth-
inducing effects would result.  
 
Long-Term Growth Inducement 
 
The Project includes the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road 
Bridge from the UCP. The Project is not expected to increase traffic capacity above and beyond 
the needs of the future planned population and their needs. The Project does not involve 
residential or commercial development. No residences within the study area would be 
permanently impacted by the Project. The Project would not induce substantial population 
growth in an area. Project implementation would not foster additional development that would 
lead to population growth, either directly or indirectly. Therefore, long-term activities associated 
with the Project would not be considered growth inducing. 
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CHAPTER 7.0 
EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

 
 
Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to contain a statement briefly indicating 
the reasons that various possible significant impacts of a project were determined not to be 
significant and therefore were not discussed in detail in this PEIR. Pursuant to Section 15128 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, the following issue areas were determined by the City of San Diego, as 
the lead agency, not to have the potential to cause adverse impacts, and therefore have not been 
addressed in detail in this PEIR. 
 
7.1 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
 
The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2011a) state that a significant impact 
on agricultural resources may result if the Project would: 
 

• Result in conversion of a substantial amount of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared pursuant 
to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to non-agricultural use; 

• Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or Williamson Act contract; or 

• Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

 
There are no City CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds related to forestry resources. 
However, CEQA Guidelines Appendix G states that a significant impact on forestry resources 
may result if the Project would: 
 

• Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g)); 

• Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or 

• Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
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The Project site is located in an urbanized area and does not contain land that is designated as 
prime agricultural soils by the Soils Conservation Service, nor does it contain prime farmlands 
designed by the California Department of Conservation. The site is not subject to, nor is it near, a 
Williamson Act contract site pursuant to Sections 51200–51207 of the California Government 
Code. The Project site is urban and is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. No agricultural lands are located on or adjacent to the Project 
site. The site is designated as developed land and is not designated as farmland under the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Department of Conservation or the 
City of San Diego’s Progress Guide and General Plan. The Project is not located on land that 
would be in conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
PRC Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by PRC Section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g)). Because the Project 
is located in an urbanized area, it would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, there would be no impacts to agricultural and forestry 
resources due to implementation of the Project. 
 
7.2 MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2011a) state that a significant impact 
on mineral resources may result if the Project would result in: 
 

• The loss of availability of a significant mineral resource (e.g., sand or gravel) as 
identified by the Open File Report 96-04, Update of Mineral Land Classification: 
Aggregate Materials in the Western San Diego County Production – Consumption 
Region, 1996, Department of Conservation, California Department of Geological Survey 
(located in the EAS library). 

 
The Department of Conservation – California Department of Geological Survey and City of San 
Diego General Plan, Conservation Element designate Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs), which 
are the established zones based on the presence or absence of significant sand and gravel 
deposits and crushed rock resource areas. There zones are described below: 
 

• MRZ-1. Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits 
are present or where it is judged that there is little likelihood for their presence. 

• MRZ-2. Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are 
present or where it is judged that there is a high likelihood for their presence. 

• MRZ-3. Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated 
from available data. 
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• MRZ-4. Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other 
MRZ. 

 
The UCP Area is primarily designated as MRZ-3. Areas designated as MRZ-1 were identified 
along the eastern and northern portions of the UCP Area. There are also areas designated as 
MRZ-4 located in the northern portion of the UCP Area. The Torrey Pines Subarea, forming the 
western border of the UCP Area, consists of parks and recreation areas. Torrey Pines State 
Natural Reserve occupies most of the land north of Genesee Avenue and west of North Torrey 
Pines Road. The Miramar Subarea, located in the eastern portion of the UCP Area, is primarily 
industrial uses, including warehouses, distribution centers, storage facilities, and automotive-
related commercial uses in a typical strip commercial pattern. MCAS Miramar lies east of the 
UCP Area. Both the Central Subarea and South University Subarea are defined as urbanized 
areas in the General Plan. General land uses within these subareas consist of research parks, 
business parks, office, visitor commercial, and residential development (both single-family and 
multi-family development). The Project does not involve an operating mine, sampling, or 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of 
California per the City of San Diego’s General Plan. Therefore, no impacts to mineral resources 
would occur due to implementation of the Project. 
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CHAPTER 8.0 
MANDATORY DISCUSSION AREAS 

 
 
8.1 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

IF THE PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED 
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b), any significant unavoidable impacts 
of a project, including those impacts that can be mitigated but not reduced to below a level of 
significance despite the applicant’s willingness to implement all feasible mitigation measures, 
must be identified in an EIR. Based upon the environmental analyses within this PEIR, the City 
has determined that the Project would result in significant and unmitigated impacts associated 
with the following issue areas: 
 

• Transportation/Circulation: 
o Increase in projected traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 

load and capacity of the street system 
o Result in the addition of a substantial amount of traffic to a congested freeway 

segment, interchange, or ramp 
o Result in a substantial impact upon existing or planned transportation systems 
o Result in substantial alterations to present circulation movements, including 

effects on existing public access areas to beaches, parks, or other open space areas 
o Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 

transportation modes 
 

• Air Quality: 
o Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 
o Cause a violation of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation 
 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 
o Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment 
o Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of GHG 

• Noise: 
o Expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed 

standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan 
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• Public Services and Facilities: 
o Result in an impact to police service and fire and emergency service response 

times  
 

Transportation/Circulation 
 

Increase in Projected Traffic Which Is Substantial in Relation to the Existing Traffic Load and 
Capacity of the Street System 
 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, deteriorated traffic conditions would 
result in significant impacts at 2120 roadway segments under Future Year with Project. Four of 
these significantly impacted roadway segments under the Project would continue to operate at 
acceptable LOS with implementation of the Adopted UCP. Also, 13 of the roadway segments 
that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse 
with implementation of the Project as compared to the Adopted UCP. 
 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, with implementation of the Project, 
3028 intersections would degrade to unacceptable LOS operating conditions which exceed the 
significance thresholds during one or both of the peak periods by future year. Eight of these 
significantly impacted intersections under the Project would operate at acceptable LOS with 
implementation of the Adopted UCP. Also, 2119 of the intersections operating at unacceptable 
LOS in Future Year with Project would be significantly worse during one or both of the peak 
hours with implementation of the Project as compared to the Adopted UCP. Thus, the Project 
would result in an increase in projected traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system. The impact would be significant. 
 

All discretionary projects with the potential to result in significant traffic impacts are subject to 
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Transportation Mobility 
Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the 
discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred 
to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project as part of the 
amendment to the Transportation Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result 
at the program level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP 
would be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP 
(City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be 
fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. Therefore, 
traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level. 
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Result in the Addition of a Substantial Amount of Traffic to a Congested Freeway Segment, 
Interchange, or Ramp 
 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, deteriorated traffic conditions would result 
in significant impacts at eight freeway segments by future year with implementation of the Project, 
and all of these impacts would also be anticipated to occur by future year under the Adopted UCP. 
However, five of the freeway segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS by future 
year would be significantly worse during at least one of the peak periods with implementation of 
the Project as compared to the Adopted UCP. As shown in Table 4.2-13 (which is presented for 
informational purposes), eight freeway ramps would experience significant increases in delay in 
the future year (same as those identified for future year with Adopted UCP). However, six of the 
freeway ramps that would be operating at unacceptable LOS by future year would be significantly 
worse with implementation of the Project as compared to the Adopted UCP. 
 

Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic impacts are subject to 
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Transportation Mobility Element 
(City of San Diego 2008); the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011), through the discretionary process. If implemented, 
Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred to the City Council for consideration 
during review and approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program level. 
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure 
improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be 
adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of 
San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully 
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the 
proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in 
any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts 
associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 

Result in a Substantial Impact upon Existing or Planned Transportation Systems 
 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, implementation of the Project, including 
the amendment to the UCP, would not result in the construction of a roadway that is inconsistent 
with the General Plan and/or the UCP or that would misalign with existing or planned roadways. 
However, the Project would result in significant traffic impacts to roadway segments, 
intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway segments by future year. Thus, the Project would 
result in a substantial impact upon existing or planned transportation systems. The impact would 
be significant. 
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Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic impacts are subject to 
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Transportation Mobility 
Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the 
discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred 
to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project as part of the 
amendment to the Transportation Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result 
at the program level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP 
would be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP 
(City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be 
fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, 
the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included 
in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts 
associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
Result in Substantial Alterations to Present Circulation Movements, Including Effects on 
Existing Public Access Areas 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, implementation of the Project, including 
the amendment to the UCP, would not modify the existing transportation network in a way that 
would include substantial alterations to present circulation movements. However, the Project 
would result in significant traffic impacts to roadway segments, intersections, freeway ramps, 
and freeway segments by future year, which would present increased difficulty in accessing areas 
within the community and traveling through the local area during peak periods. Thus, the Project 
would result in a substantial impact to present circulation movements, including effects on 
existing public access areas. The impact would be significant. 
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic impacts are subject to 
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Transportation Mobility 
Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the 
discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred 
to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project as part of the 
amendment to the Transportation Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result 
at the program level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP 
would be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP 
(City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be 
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fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, 
the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included 
in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts 
associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
Conflict with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs Supporting Alternative Transportation 
Modes 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, the removal of the planned Regents 
Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the planned crossing of Rose Canyon that would 
have been designed to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists. This connection was identified in 
the Bicycle Master Plan. Because this future linkage would no longer occur with implementation 
of the Project, the loss of this multimodal connection would conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs supporting alternative transportation modes. The impact would be significant. 
 
Discretionary pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic impacts are subject to 
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Transportation Mobility 
Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the 
discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred 
to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project as part of the 
amendment to the Transportation Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result 
at the program level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP 
would be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP 
(City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be 
fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, 
the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included 
in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts 
associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Result in a Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of the Applicable Air Quality Plan 
 
The Project requires an amendment to the General Plan and, as determined in this analysis (see 
Issue 2 and Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation), would increase the total regional VMT 
compared to the Adopted UCP. SANDAG is currently developing an update to the RAQS and an 
ozone attainment plan for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS. Any changes to the transportation network 
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and the General Plan as a result of the Project would be incorporated in the updates to future air 
quality attainment plans. However, the increase in VMT and change in the roadway network as a 
result of the Project would not have been accounted for in the current RAQS. Because the 
Project would be not consistent with the assumptions for roadway design and VMT in the 
General Plan and the RAQS, the Project could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan. No additional feasible mitigation is available to reduce impacts 
associated with the Project. The impact would be significant and unmitigated at the program 
level. 
 
Cause a Violation of Any Air Quality Standard or Contribute Substantially to an Existing or 
Projected Air Quality Violation 
 
The net increase in emissions of ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 would not exceed applicable daily or 
annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego (Table 4.4-6,). However, the net increase 
in emissions of (i.e., ozone precursor in an ozone nonattainment area) and CO (i.e., CO 
maintenance area) for the total Project area VMT would exceed the applicable annual thresholds 
established by the City of San Diego. Considering that the Project’s long-term operations would 
exceed annual thresholds of significance for NOX and CO, operation of the Project could violate 
an ambient air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing violation. Discretionary 
pProjects with the potential to result in significant impacts related to air quality are subject to 
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan; the UCP; the City’s Municipal 
Code; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary 
process. Further, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 through TRA-2 provided in Section 4.2.4.3 would 
reduce significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections. However, significant 
traffic impacts would still result at the program level. Development Impact Fees provide partial 
funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to 
the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow 
for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-
level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at 
this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and 
unmitigated at the program level. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Generate GHG Emissions, Either Directly or Indirectly, That May Have a Significant Impact on 
the Environment 
 



8.0  Mandatory Discussion Areas 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 8-7 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

As discussed in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the total GHG emissions for the Project 
would increase compared to the Adopted UCP. In addition, the analysis does not include all 
vehicle travel and operations in the area as a result of the Project, and additional vehicle travel 
and congestion, similar to the overall trend identified in this analysis, could further increase the 
Project’s estimated change in GHG emissions. These changes would be analyzed during the next 
update to the SANDAG Regional Plan for consistency with the long-term GHG reduction goals 
in AB 32 and SB 375. There are no additional measures that could reduce emissions in the 
Project area. Since the Project increases emissions compared to the Adopted UCP and the 
regional GHG impacts have not yet been analyzed in the Regional Plan, the Project would 
generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment. 
 
Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing the 
Emissions of GHG 
 
Given the increase in VMT and GHG emissions from mobile sources, the Project would not be 
consistent with the goals of the 2015 RTP/SCS, Climate Action Strategy, and City of San Diego 
CAP. Therefore, the Project could conflict with the applicable plan, policy, or regulation for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. There are no mitigation measures available that could 
reduce this impact. The impact would be significant and unmitigated. 
 
Noise 
 
Expose People to Current or Future Transportation Noise Levels That Exceed Standards 
Established in the Noise Element of the General Plan 
 
As discussed in Section 4.7, Noise, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from 
the UCP would expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed 
standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (i.e., exterior standard of 65 dBA 
CNEL residential; interior standard of 45 dBA CNEL residential) (City of San Diego 2008a). 
This is a potentially significant impact. 
 
All discretionary projects with the potential to result in significant noise impacts are subject to 
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Noise, including the City’s 2015 
General Plan Amendments; the UCP, Noise Element; the City’s Municipal Code, Noise 
Ordinance; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the 
discretionary process. The Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measure NOI-1) provided in 
Section 4.7.6.3 shall be required of all discretionary projects with the potential to result in 
significant noise impacts. Noise impacts would be significant with the removal of the widening 
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of Genesee Avenue. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would address the significant impacts related to 
operational noise along the Genesee Avenue Corridor and reduce impacts to a level below 
significance. However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, where effective 
noise measures cannot be implemented, operational noise impacts would be significant and 
unmitigated at the program level. 
 
Public Services and Facilities 
 
Result in an Impact to Police Service and Fire and Emergency Service Response Times  
 
With implementation of the Project, traffic conditions would degrade to unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions by the future year, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load 
and capacity of the street system. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and 
would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project 
as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. However, significant traffic impacts 
would still result at the program level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for 
proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North 
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for 
implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level 
improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-
1 and TRA-2. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are 
not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. 
Therefore, impacts to emergency service providers associated with the Project would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
8.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 
 
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address “significant irreversible 
environmental changes which would be involved in the project, should it be implemented 
[Section 158126(c)].” Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an evaluation of 
significant irreversible environmental changes, which would occur should the Project be 
implemented. 
 
Irreversible changes typically fall into three categories: 
 

• Primary impacts such as the use of nonrenewable resources (i.e.’ biological habitat, 
agricultural land, mineral deposits, water bodies, energy resources and cultural 
resources); 



8.0  Mandatory Discussion Areas 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 8-9 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

• Primary and secondary impacts, such as highway improvements, that provide access to 
previously inaccessible areas; and 

• Environmental accidents potentially associated with the Project. 
 
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that irretrievable commitments of resources 
should be evaluated to ensure that current consumption of such resources is justified. 
 
Nonrenewable Resources 
 
The Project would not involve the use of nonrenewable resources, as it does not include any 
construction. Therefore, the Project would not have a significant irreversible commitment to 
biological resources. 
 
The Project site is urban and is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. No agricultural lands are located on or adjacent to the Project 
site. The site is designated as developed land and is not designated as farmland under the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Department of Conservation or the 
City of San Diego’s Progress Guide and General Plan. Therefore, the Project would not have a 
significant irreversible commitment to agricultural resources. 
 
The Project does not involve an operating mine, sampling, or availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of California per the City of San 
Diego’s General Plan. Therefore, there would be no impacts associated with mineral resources 
due to implementation of the Project. 
 
The Project would not represent a long-term commitment to a more intensive land use. 
Therefore, implementation of the Project would not involve an irreversible commitment to the 
use of nonrenewable resources in the form of water. 
 
The Project would not involve significant consumption of energy or petroleum-based fuels that 
deplete supplies of nonrenewable resources. The Project would not consume energy and water; 
therefore, the Project would not represent a significant irreversible use of resources. 
 
Removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening or the construction of the Regents Road 
Bridge from the UCP would not result in the alteration and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic building, including an architecturally significant building or site. Therefore, the Project 
would not have a significant irreversible commitment to cultural resources. 
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Primary and Secondary Impacts 
 
Implementation of the Project would remove the planned widening of Genesee Avenue and the 
construction of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. With implementation of the Project, 
future traffic conditions would worsen on certain roadway segments, intersections, freeway 
ramps, and freeway segments by future year. While some significant transportation impacts 
would occur regardless of implementation of the Project, some operational deterioration would 
be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge 
from the UCP. Even with implementation of the Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 
provided in Section 4.2.4.3, significant traffic impacts would result and present increased 
difficulty in accessing areas due to poor traffic conditions including long queue lengths, crowded 
maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related delays. Further, Mitigation 
Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, 
cannot be guaranteed at this time. The Project would not provide access to areas that were 
previously inaccessible. Therefore, the Project would not have primary and secondary impacts 
related to access to previously inaccessible areas. 
 
Potential Environmental Accidents 
 
The Project would not result in construction activities that would entail transporting of hazardous 
construction materials, contact with contaminated soil and/or groundwater, or disturbance of 
groundwater monitoring wells. Therefore, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous material into the environment.  
 
Within the UCP Area, the risk for wildfires is highest in areas of natural, unmaintained open 
space, and as development occurs adjacent to these areas the risk increases. The Project would 
not entail construction activities in the vicinity of dry brush and other dense vegetation 
vulnerable to ignition, which could result in a temporary increase in the potential for accidental 
wildfires. Further, the Project would not introduce new or permanent structures that would be 
fire prone or would create substantial new fire hazards.  
 
The Project would not result in structures that would impair heliport or private airstrip 
operations. Any helicopter operations would be undertaken in accordance with FAA safety and 
flight regulations. 
 
Based on the analysis provided in Section 4.15, Health and Safety, although conditions exist 
within the Project site associated with hazardous materials, risk of wildfires, and aircraft 
operations, the Project would not have the potential for environmental accidents. 
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CHAPTER 9.0 
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

 
 
9.1 RATIONALE FOR ALTERNATIVE SELECTION 
 
In an effort to inform decision making concerning a project, CEQA requires that a discussion of 
alternatives to the project be provided. Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 
states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.” Section 15126.6(f) further states, “The range of 
alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth 
only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” This is defined in the same 
section of the CEQA Guidelines as not meaning every conceivable alternative to the project, but 
only a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. 
 
Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid significant impacts, the discussion of 
alternatives should focus on alternatives “to the project or its location” that will substantially 
lessen or avoid the significant effects of the project, even if the alternatives might impede the 
attainment of the project objectives or be more expensive (Section 15126.6(b)). 
 
The three critical factors to consider in selecting and evaluating alternatives are: 
 

1) Significant impacts from the Project which should be reduced or avoided by an 
alternative. 

2) Project objectives. 

3) Feasibility of the alternatives available. 
 
The alternatives identified in this analysis are intended to further reduce or avoid significant 
environmental impacts associated with the Project. In accordance with Section 15126.6(c) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the following analysis of alternatives is preceded by a brief description of the 
rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. In developing the alternatives to be 
addressed in this chapter, consideration was given to each alternative’s ability to meet the basic 
objectives of the Project and to eliminate or reduce potentially significant environmental 
impacts. In addition, this PEIR also provides a discussion on alternatives that were considered 
but rejected. 
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9.1.1 Significant Impacts of the Project 
 

As discussed throughout the document and summarized in Chapter 8.0, Mandatory Discussion 
Areas, of this document, the significant and unmitigated impacts of the Project include: 
 

• Transportation/Circulation 
• Air Quality 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Noise 
• Public Services and Facilities 

 

The first question to be addressed in evaluating any alternative is whether it could reduce or 
avoid any or all of these significant impacts that would result from the Project as proposed. 
 

9.1.2 Project Objectives 
 

The following specific objectives support the underlying purpose of the Project, assist the City as 
lead agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in this PEIR, and will 
ultimately aid the lead agency in preparing findings and overriding considerations, if necessary. 
Per CEQA, the Project has been developed to meet the following primary objectives: 
 

• Evaluate the environmental impacts of the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and the Regents Road Bridge projects. 

• Minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon. 

• Identify transportation improvements and accommodations for multiple modes of travel 
(i.e., transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicle), as part of a balanced transportation 
network. 

• Consider the effects of the Project on the General Plan City of Villages strategies related 
to emergency access and multi-modal transportation.  

 

9.1.3 Feasibility of Alternatives 
 

CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and case law have found that feasibility can include a wide range 
of factors and influences. The Guidelines advise that such factors can include (but are not 
necessarily limited to) the following: (1) suitability of an alternate site; (2) economic viability; 
(3) availability of infrastructure; (4) consistency with a general plan; (5) consistency with other 
plans or regulatory limitations; (6) jurisdictional boundaries; and (7) whether the project 
proponent can “reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site.” 
(Section 15126.6(f)(1)) 
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9.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 

Alternatives to the Project are considered and discussed in this section. These include the “No 
Project” alternative that is mandated by CEQA and other alternatives that were developed in the 
course of project planning and environmental review for the Project. Relative to the requirement 
to address a “No Project” alternative, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that: 
 

When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy 
or ongoing operation, the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the 
existing plan, policy, or operation into the future. 

If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a 
development project on identifiable property, the “no project” alternative is the 
circumstance under which the project does not proceed. 

 
Specifically, the following project alternatives are addressed in this PEIR: 
 

• No Project Alternative – Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of 
Genesee Avenue. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that an EIR evaluate a 
“no project” alternative along with its impacts. The purpose of describing and analyzing a 
no project alternative is to allow a lead agency to compare the impacts of approving the 
project to the impacts of not approving it. Specifically, Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) requires 
that an EIR for a development project on an identifiable property address the no project 
alternative as “circumstances under which the project does not proceed.” 
 
The No Project Alternative would result in the planned widening of Genesee Avenue and 
the construction of the Regents Road Bridge. Genesee Avenue is currently a four-lane 
road. The No Project Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue from four to six lanes 

between SR 52 and Nobel Drive. This would involve adding a travel lane in each 
direction between SR 52 and Nobel Drive in an effort to increase the capacity of this 
roadway to carry anticipated traffic volumes. The No Project Alternative would involve 
widening of the bridge crossing Rose Canyon, construction of retaining walls and 
temporary construction easements, which may result in property acquisition. This 
alternative would also include a new traffic signal at the Genesee Avenue intersection 
with SR 52 westbound ramps. 

 
The No Project Alternative would involve construction of two separate parallel two-lane 
bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the present north and south Regents 
Road termini on either side of the canyon. The bridge/roadway would extend north from 
the present end of Regents Road on the south side of Rose Canyon just north of Lahitte 
Court, over a tributary drainage to Rose Canyon (which would be filled, not spanned), 
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and through a small ridge adjacent to Rose Canyon. The bridge portion spanning Rose 
Canyon would be approximately 870 feet long. 

 
The No Project Alternative would include construction of surface-level improvements at 
the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. These improvements would be 
the addition of a northbound and a southbound through lane, maintaining exclusive right-
turn lanes in each direction. This requires some modifications to the existing curb to 
accommodate the right-turn pockets. 

 
• Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 

Alternative. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would involve construction of two separate parallel two-lane bridge 
structures across Rose Canyon as described in the No Project Alternative. This alternative 
would not result in the widening of Genesee Avenue. The Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would include repurposing the 
existing footprint of Genesee Avenue to have three through lanes in each direction by 
reducing median width, adjusting lane utilizations at intersections, and narrowing lanes. 
The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would construct surface-level improvements at the intersection of Genesee 
Avenue and Governor Drive. These improvements would be the addition of a northbound 
and a southbound through lane, maintaining exclusive right-turn lanes in each direction. 
The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would require modifications to the existing curb to accommodate the right-
turn pockets. This alternative would include a new traffic signal at the Genesee Avenue 
intersection with SR 52 westbound ramps. 

 
• No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 

Avenue Alternative. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not involve construction of the 
bridge structures spanning Regents Road. This alternative would result in the widening 
reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue, which would consist of restriping the existing four-
lane roadway to a six-lane roadway within the existing right-of-way. This alternative would 
not involve improvements outside of the existing Genesee Avenue right-of-way. It would 
potentially involve modification of the existing median. The No Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive, removing 
northbound and southbound through-movements at the existing intersection and replacing 
them with two northbound and southbound through-lanes in an undercrossing along 
Genesee Avenue. The topography of Genesee Avenue approaching this intersection allows 
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for the intersection to remain at its current elevation and an undercrossing to be constructed 
beneath it. Separating the through traffic on Genesee Avenue would significantly increase 
flow between the north and south areas of the UCP Area. All proposed roadway 
improvements would be within the existing right-of-way. Under the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, 
businesses at the intersection would still have access and provide services to the adjacent 
community, but would experience less traffic on their adjacent roads. This alternative 
would include a new traffic signal at the Genesee Avenue intersection with SR 52 
westbound ramps. 

• Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would involve construction of a single bridge structure 
across Rose Canyon to connect the present north and south termini on either side of 
Regents Road. The pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access would extend north 
from the present end of Regents Road on the south side of Rose Canyon just north of 
Lahitte Court, over a tributary drainage to Rose Canyon (which would be filled, not 
spanned), and through a small ridge adjacent to Rose Canyon. The bridge portion 
spanning Rose Canyon would be approximately 870 feet long. The bridge structure 
would provide emergency access that would improve access times for emergency service 
providers. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in the widening of Genesee Avenue and would 
include all the features as described in the No Project Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike 
Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
also construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive as 
described in the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 

 
• Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 

Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would involve construction of the single-lane bridge 
structure spanning Regents Road as described in the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. The bridge 
structure would provide emergency access that would improve access times for 
emergency service providers. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and 
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would include repurposing the existing 
footprint of Genesee Avenue to have three through lanes in each direction by reducing 
median width, adjusting lane utilizations at intersections, and narrowing lanes, as 
described in the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
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Avenue Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection 
at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive as described in the No Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 

The environmental analysis of the alternatives presented above is summarized in Table 9-1, 
which compares the project elements and level of environmental impact within each 
environmental issue area for each alternative, including the Project. Simulations are provided to 
graphically display the Alternatives discussed above. Figure 9-1 displays the existing conditions 
at Rose Canyon, Figure 9-2 displays the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access 
Alternative, and Figure 9-3 displays the Regents Road Bridge. The analysis presented in this 
discussion is addressed qualitatively in this PEIR as this is a program-level document. 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify an environmentally 
superior alternative. In instances when a No Project Alternative represents the environmentally 
superior alternative, the above-referenced section of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the PEIR 
also identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives 
considered. Based on the evaluation presented below, it was determined that the Project No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is the 
environmentally superior “build” alternative among the alternatives considered. The No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative was 
determined to be the environmentally superior “build” alternative. 

9.2.1 No Project Alternative – Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of 
Genesee Avenue 

9.2.1.1 Land Use 

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result in greater impacts 
related to land use policies when compared to the Project. The proposed Rose CanyonRegents 
Road Bridge under the No Project Alternative would result in a loss of habitat. In addition, the 
widening of Genesee Avenue over Rose Canyon would result in impacts to vegetation 
communities as well as fringes of habitat that occur along the existing Genesee Avenue 
alignment. As a result, the No Project Alternative would have greater MHPA impacts when 
compared to the Project. However, the No Project Alternative would connect the present north 
and south termini on either side of Regents Road with a bridge across Rose Canyon, and, 
therefore, open up an area previously inaccessible. In this regard, the No Project Alternative 
would provide a greater community benefit by improving access within the UCP Area when 
compared to the Project. However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the No Project 
Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the Project. 



9.0  Alternatives Analysis 
 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 9-7 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

Table 9-1 
Comparison of Project Alternatives – Proposed Elements 

Environmental 
Issue Area Project 

No Project Alternative – 
Construction of Regents Road 

Bridge and Widening of Genesee 
Avenue 

Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative 

No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening 

Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative 

Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the 

Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative 

Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No 

Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative 

Land Use Less than Significant (LS) Greater than Project. Significant but 
mitigable (SM) 

Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM 

Transportation/ 
Circulation 

Significant and Unmitigated 
(SU) 

Less than Project (roadways segments, 
intersections, freeway segments, and 
freeway ramp metering).  
SU (roadway segments, intersections, 
freeway segments, and freeway ramp 
metering - reduced significant impacts 
compared to Project) 

Less than Project (intersections, 
freeway segments, and freeway ramp 
metering). 
SU (roadway segments – similar 
significant impacts compared to 
Project; intersections, freeway 
segments, and freeway ramp 
metering – reduced significant 
impacts compared to Project) 

Less than Project (roadways 
segments, intersections, freeway 
segments, and freeway ramp 
metering). 
SU (roadway segments, freeway 
segments, and freeway ramp 
metering - reduced significant 
impacts compared to Project; 
intersections – more significant 
impacts than Project) 

Less than Project (roadways 
segments, intersections, freeway 
segments, and freeway ramp 
metering). 
SU (roadway segments, 
intersections, freeway segments, 
and freeway ramp metering – 
slightly reduced significant 
impacts compared to Project) 

Less than Project (intersections). 
SU (roadway segments, freeway 
segments, and freeway ramp 
metering - similar significant 
impacts compared to Project; 
intersections - slightly reduced 
significant impacts compared to 
Project) 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood 
Character 

LS Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM 

Air Quality No Significant Impacts (NS) 
(construction) 
 
SU (Air Quality Plans, Criteria 
Pollutants) 

Greater construction impacts to Project. 
Less than Project (air quality plans and 
criteria pollutants). 
SM (construction)  
 
LS (air quality plans, criteria 
pollutants) 
 

Greater construction impacts to 
Project. 
Similar to Project (air quality plans), 
but slightly reduced (criteria 
pollutants). 
SM (construction)  
 
SU (air quality plans) 
 
SU (criteria pollutants slightly 
reduced compared to Project) 

Greater construction impacts to 
Project. 
Similar to Project (air quality 
plans), but reduced (criteria 
pollutants would not exceed 
thresholds). 
SM (construction)  
 
SU (air quality plans)  
 
LS (criteria pollutants would not 
exceed thresholds) 

Greater construction impacts to 
Project. 
Similar to Project (air quality 
plans), but slightly reduced 
(criteria pollutants). 
SM (construction)  
 
SU (air quality plans)  
 
LS (criteria pollutants would not 
exceed thresholds) 

Greater construction impacts to 
Project. 
Similar to Project (air quality 
plans), but less than significant 
impacts (criteria pollutants). 
SM (construction)  
 
SU (air quality plans)  
 
LS (criteria pollutants would not 
exceed thresholds)  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions SU (Plan Consistency; GHG 
Emissions) 

Less than Project.  
SU, but slightly reduced GHG 
emissions than Project 

Less than Project. 
SU, but slightly reduced GHG 
emissions than Project 

Less than Project. 
SU, but slightly reduced GHG 
emissions than Project 

Less than Project. 
SU, but slightly reduced GHG 
emissions than Project 

Less than Project. 
SU, but slightly reduced GHG 
emissions than Project 

Energy No Significant Impacts (NS) Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS 
Noise SU (Established Standards) 

NS (construction) 
 
SU (Established 
Standards/operation – removal 
of Genesee Avenue Widening) 
 
LS (Established 
Standards/operation – removal 
of Regents Road Bridge) 

Greater construction impacts to Project. 
Greater than Project with construction 
of Regents Road Bridge.  
SM (construction)  
 
LS (Established Standards/operation – 
construction of Genesee Avenue 
Widening) 
 
SM (Established Standards/operation - 
construction of Regents Road Bridge) 

Greater construction impacts to 
Project. 
Greater than Project with Regents 
Road Bridge and removal of Genesee 
Avenue Widening.  
SM (construction)  
 
SU (Established Standards/operation 
- removal of Genesee Avenue 
Widening) 
 
SM (Established Standards/operation 
– construction of Regents Road 
Bridge) 

Greater construction impacts to 
Project. 
Less than Project with construction 
of Genesee Avenue Widening.  
SM (construction)  
 
LS (Established 
Standards/operation – removal of 
Regents Road Bridge and 
construction of Genesee Avenue 
Reconfiguration) 

Greater construction impacts to 
Project. 
Less than Project with 
construction of Genesee Avenue 
Widening.  
SM (construction)  
 
LS (Established 
Standards/operation – 
construction of Genesee Avenue 
Widening)  
 
SM (Established 
Standards/operation – 
construction of pedestrian bike 
bridge 

Greater construction impacts to 
Project. 
Greater than Project with removal 
of Genesee Avenue Widening.  
SM (construction)  
 
SU (Established 
Standards/operation – removal of 
Genesee Avenue Widening)  
 
SM (Established 
Standards/operation – construction 
of pedestrian bike bridge 
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Environmental 
Issue Area Project 

No Project Alternative – 
Construction of Regents Road 

Bridge and Widening of Genesee 
Avenue 

Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative 

No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening 

Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative 

Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the 

Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative 

Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No 

Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative 

Historical Resources NS Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM 
Biological Resources NS Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM 
Geological Conditions NS Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. NS  Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM 
Paleontological Resources NS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS 
Hydrology and Water Quality NS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS Greater than Project. LS 
Public Services and Facilities SU (Emergency Service 

Response Times) 
 
NS (schools, libraries, parks, 
recreational facilities)  

Less than Project, but SU (Emergency 
Service Response Times) 
SU (Emergency Service Response 
Times - but less significant impacts 
compared to Project) 
 
NS (schools, libraries, parks, 
recreational facilities) 

Less than Project, but SU 
(Emergency Service Response 
Times) 
SU (Emergency Service Response 
Times - but less significant impacts 
compared to Project) 
 
NS (schools, libraries, parks, 
recreational facilities) 

Similar to Project. 
SU (Emergency Service Response 
Times) 
 
NS (schools, libraries, parks, 
recreational facilities) 

Similar to Project. 
SU (Emergency Service 
Response Times) 
 
NS (schools, libraries, parks, 
recreational facilities) 

Similar to Project. 
SU (Emergency Service Response 
Times) 
 
NS (schools, libraries, parks, 
recreational facilities) 

Public Utilities NS Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM Greater than Project. SM 
Health and Safety LS Greater than Project. 

LS (wildland fires, emergency plans, 
AIAs) 
 
SM (hazardous materials) 

Greater than Project. 
LS (wildland fires, emergency plans, 
AIAs) 
 
SM (hazardous materials) 

Greater than Project. 
LS (wildland fires, emergency 
plans, AIAs) 
 
SM (hazardous materials) 

Greater than Project. 
LS (wildland fires, emergency 
plans, AIAs) 
 
SM (hazardous materials) 

Greater than Project. 
LS (wildland fires, emergency 
plans, AIAs) 
 
SM (hazardous materials) 

Population and Housing NS Similar to Project. NS Similar to Project. NS Similar to Project. NS Similar to Project. NS Similar to Project. NS 
 LS = less than significant; NS = No Significant Impacts; SU = significant and unmitigated; SM = Significant but mitigable; 
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Figure 9-1
Rose Canyon (Existing)
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Figure 9-2
Simulation of Pedestrian Bridge with Emergency Access
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Figure 9-3
Simulation of Regents Road Bridge
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9.2.1.2 Transportation/Circulation 
 
Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are addressed in the Transportation Impact 
Study provided as Appendix C. Implementation of the No Project Alternative would have 
potentially reduced impacts to roadway segments and intersections compared to those of the 
Project. Under the No Project Alternative in future year, there would be a total of 19 roadway 
segments operating at an unacceptable LOS in exceedance of the significance thresholds. With 
implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway segments within the traffic study area 
would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds. 
Under the Project, 1413 of the segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in future 
year would be significantly worse as compared to the No Project Alternative. In addition, under 
the Project in future year, the fourthree following roadway segments would result in LOS E or F 
and these unacceptable operating conditions would not occur with implementation of the No 
Project Alternative. Thus, the impact at these segments can be specifically attributed to the 
Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E) 
• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 
• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS E) 

 
The No Project Alternative would result in reduced traffic impacts related to intersections when 
compared to the Project. Under the No Project Alternative in future year, there would be 28 
significantly impacted intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS E or F during at least one 
of the peak hours. With implementation of the Project, 3028 intersections would degrade to 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds. Under the 
Project, 2119 of the intersections operating at unacceptable LOS in future year would be 
significantly worse during one or both of the peak hours as compared to the No Project 
Alternative. These 2119 intersections are considered to have a significant decrease in operations 
due to an exceedance of the delay time thresholds for LOS E and F when comparing the Project 
to the No Project Alternative in future year. In addition, under the Project in future year, the 
nineseven following intersections would result in unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or 
F during the peak period indicated. However, in future year with implementation of the No 
Project Alternative, these intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS. Thus, 
the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
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• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

 
The No Project Alternative would result in reduced traffic/circulation impacts related to freeway 
segments when compared to the Project. Table 4.2-16 outlines the significant impacts anticipated 
along study area freeway segments that would occur in the future year. Under the No Project 
Alternative in the future year, there would be a total of eight freeway segments operating at an 
unacceptable LOS E or F, which is similar to the Project. However, under the Project, five of the 
freeway segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be 
significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to the No Project Alternative 
during at least one of the peak periods. Under the Project and the No Project Alternative, feasible 
mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur along study area 
freeway segments in the future year. Thus, impacts to freeway segments would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level under both the Project and the No Project 
Alternative.  
 
The No Project Alternative would result in reduced traffic/circulation impacts related to freeway 
ramp metering when compared to the Project. Table 4.2-17 outlines the significant impacts 
anticipated at study area freeway ramps that would occur in the future year. Deteriorated 
operating conditions would result in significant impacts at eight freeway ramps with 
implementation of the Project in the future year. All of these impacts would also be anticipated 
to occur in the future year under the No Project Alternative. However, six of the freeway ramps 
that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse 
with implementation of the Project as compared to the No Project Alternative. Under the Project 
and the No Project Alternative, feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant 
impacts that would occur along study area freeway ramps in the future year. Thus, impacts to 
freeway ramps would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level under the Project 
and the No Project Alternative. 
 
The Transportation Impact Study (see Appendix C) identifies mitigation measures for the No 
Project Alternative. Despite the operational improvements on roadway segments and 
intersections, the traffic/circulation impacts would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level under the No Project Alternative similar to the Project.  
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9.2.1.3 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result in greater visual 
impacts related to obstruction of a vista or scenic view from public viewing when compared to 
the Project. The widening of Genesee Avenue would introduce a new structure that would 
dominate previously unobstructed views. The primary structural/architectural features created by 
the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would be the retaining walls and crib walls that would be 
constructed along both sides of the widened roadway. Due to the height and length of the 
retaining walls and the extreme contrast to the existing neighborhood character, impacts would 
be considered significant. The construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge would also 
result in significant aesthetic impacts (Figure 9-3). In the short term, construction would result in 
significant grading and the exposed fill would look unnatural. However, in the long term, 
vegetation would mature and blend in with the canyon vegetation. In the immediate vicinity of 
the planned Regents Road Bridge, Rose Canyon is uninterrupted by structures with the exception 
of the railroad tracks. The introduction of a bridge spanning the canyon would significantly 
impact the aesthetic character of this portion of Rose Canyon by introducing a structure that 
would dominate the aesthetic character. The aesthetic impact would be related to persons 
walking, hiking, or riding through this portion of the canyon. Therefore, the No Project 
Alternative impacts related to alteration of public views and visual character would be significant 
but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.1.4 Air Quality 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result in greater 
construction emissions compared to the Project. The No Project Alternative would widen 
Genesee Avenue and construct of the Regents Road Bridge. As such, a substantial number of 
trips associated with construction activities would result. Operation of construction equipment 
would also generate air pollutants from the combustion of diesel fuel or gasoline. Emissions 
from earthwork associated with soil import/export and grading would occur. The major potential 
impact would be from settling dust, which could be a temporary nuisance to local residents near 
any of the construction zones. Therefore, the No Project Alternative impacts related to 
construction would be significant and mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Operational impacts for the No Project Alternative would result in reduced air quality impacts 
related to air quality plans when compared to the Project. The construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue in the No Project Alternative are in the UCP 
Transportation Element and are, therefore, included in the 2050 RTP/SCS. The No Project 
Alternative impacts related to air quality plans and criteria pollutants are less than significant 
when compared to the Project. 
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9.2.1.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result in slightly reduced 
GHG emissions compared to the Project. As discussed in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, the total GHG emissions for the Project would increase compared to the No Project 
Alternative. The No Project Alternative would experience increased GHG emissions specifically 
along Regents Road with the construction of the bridge. Although the Project would reduce 
GHG emissions on Regents Road without the planned Regents Road Bridge, other affected 
arterials and freeway segments would experience increases in GHG emissions as a result of 
rerouted vehicle trips and increased volumes on those segments when compared to the No 
Project Alternative. Despite the slight reduction in GHG emissions when compared to the 
Project, both the No Project Alternative and the Project would result in impacts associated with 
the contribution of GHG emissions to cumulative statewide emissions that would be considered 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 

9.2.1.6 Energy 
 

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result in greater energy 
demand than the Project. The No Project Alternative would consume energy through the use of 
construction equipment and the operation of the new transportation facilities. Electricity would 
be used for temporary structures, lighting, and electricity-driven equipment, such as pumps and 
other tools. While the construction activities associated with the No Project Alternative would 
require the use of electrical power, this use would be temporary, and would not be excessive, 
wasteful, or require the unnecessary consumption of resources. Usage is not anticipated to cause 
the need for new electrical systems, or require substantial alterations to existing energy systems. 
Specific impacts associated with the use of electrical power would be analyzed at the project 
level. Therefore, it is anticipated that the construction phase would not result in wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy. 
 

Operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would result in greater energy demand as the 
Project as the No Project Alternative would modify or construct new transportation facilities. 
The No Project Alternative is anticipated to reduce VMT and reliance on fossil fuels. The No 
Project Alternative would require additional electrical power to accommodate traffic signal 
modifications and street lighting. The No Project Alternative would have less than significant 
impacts. 
 

9.2.1.7 Noise 
 

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result in greater noise 
impacts related to construction when compared to the Project. The No Project Alternative could 
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potentially result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels 
at noise-sensitive receptors during construction activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving). 
Unlike the Project, the No Project Alternative would also result in construction noise impacts to 
sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the No Project Alternative impacts related to 
construction would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the widening of Genesee Avenue in the No Project 
Alternative would result in reduced operational noise impacts when compared to the Project. As 
discussed in Section 4.7.1.6, noise measurements conducted were used to determine the site-
specific distances between the TNM-predicted hourly noise level and the 24-hour CNEL level. 
TNM was utilized to develop conceptual distances (in feet, from the center of the roadway 
centerline) of various CNEL threshold contours (i.e., 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL) along the 
Genesee Avenue and Regents Road Corridors, and SR 52, with and without the Project, and their 
net change, as shown in Table 4.7-4. As shown in Table 4.7-4, With Project compared to 
Without Project, the distances of the CNEL contours increase away from the centerline of the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor, decrease along the Regents Road Corridor, and essentially remain 
unchanged along the SR 52 corridor. The changes in CNEL distances identify where potential 
noise impacts would occur with respect to exceeding the City’s residential exterior CNEL noise 
standards with the Project. Under the Project, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the 
centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases within the residences. Therefore, the 
removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to 
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise 
Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Unlike the No Project Alternative, this 
is a potentially significant impact under the Project. Discretionary pProjects implemented in 
accordance with the Project with the potential to result in significant operational noise impacts 
shall be required to implement the Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measure NOI-1). 
However, impacts to operational noise would remain significant and unmitigated at the program 
level under the Project. The construction of Genesee Avenue Widening in the No Project 
Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to established standards/operation 
when compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge in the 
No Project Alternative would result in greater operational noise impacts when compared to the 
Project. As shown in Table 4.7-2 in Section 4.7, Noise, Future Year with Project in comparison 
to Future Year with Adopted UCP, ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road 
Corridor would substantially decrease by more than half. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance 
of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Regents Road Corridor decreases by 43 
to 69 feet to the residences With Project compared to With Adopted UCP. Therefore, the 
removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not expose people to current 
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or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the 
General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Impacts under the Project would be less than 
significant. However, impacts under the No Project Alternative are anticipated to expose people 
to noise levels that exceed City standards. As such, the No Project Alternative would require 
mitigation measures to be determined at the project level. The No Project Alternative would have 
significant but mitigable impacts related to established standards/operation with the construction 
of Regents Road Bridge when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.1.8 Historical Resources 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to historical resources resulting from 
implementation of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those identified for the 
Project. Historical and prehistoric resources are known to exist within the UCP Area, specifically 
within the Genesee Avenue and Regents Road Corridors. Therefore, the No Project Alternative 
has the potential to result in significant direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources. The 
Project would not result in construction or excavation activities that would result in the alteration 
and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic building, including an architecturally significant 
building or site. Therefore, no impacts to prehistoric or historic buildings or sites would result 
from the Project in contrast to the No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative would have 
significant but mitigable impacts related to historical resources when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.1.9 Biological Resources 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to biological resources resulting from 
implementation of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those identified for the 
Project because less land would be preserved in open space under this alternative. Genesee 
Avenue and Regents Road would remain as they are today under the Project. The No Project 
Alternative would result in greater MHPA compatibility impacts when compared to the Project. 
The proposed changes at Rose Canyon under the No Project Alternative would result in a loss of 
habitat. The planned widening of Genesee Avenue and the construction of Regents Road Bridge 
in the No Project Alternative would result in greater impacts related to Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB 
habitats when compared to the Project. The No Project Alternative would result in greater 
impacts related to aquatic resources, including vernal pools and wetlands. Both the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge construction projects are expected to 
involve removal of vegetation (clearing, brushing, and trimming) and grading (filling, 
backfilling, compacting, leveling, etc.). The widening of Genesee Avenue over Rose Canyon 
would result in significant permanent and temporary impacts to jurisdictional habitats. As such, 
the No Project Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts related to biological 
resources when compared to the Project. 
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9.2.1.10 Geologic Conditions 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to geological conditions resulting 
from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those identified for the 
Project. Implementation of the No Project Alternative has the potential to result in significant 
impacts related to geologic hazards. The UCP Area contains geologic conditions that would pose 
significant risks for discretionary development if not properly addressed at the project level. 
Unstable conditions relating to compressible soils, landslides, seismicity (faults), and expansive 
soils represent a potentially significant impact for discretionary development. Construction of the 
planned Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee Avenue Widening would be exposed to 
geological hazards associated with unstable conditions related to compressible soils, landslides, 
seismicity (faults), and expansive soils. The construction of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and Regents Road Bridge would expose people or structures to additional geologic 
hazards beyond existing conditions; therefore, significant but mitigable impacts would occur 
under the No Project Alternative when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.1.11 Paleontological Resources  
 
In the UCP Area, the most abundant geologic formations containing fossils include the Scripps 
Formation and Ardath Shale. The Scripps Formation includes marine sediments and has a 
“medium” resource potential. The Ardath Shale contains some important marine invertebrate 
fossils and the resource potential is considered “medium to high.” Based on the program-level 
analysis, the extent of impacts to paleontological resources resulting from implementation of the 
No Project Alternative would be greater than those identified for the Project. Construction and 
grading activities would occur under the No Project Alternative, which would not occur under 
the Project. As such, the No Project Alternative may result in adverse impacts to paleontological 
resources. However, even though these geologic units have a recognized resource potential, no 
specific areas within the UCP Area are known to have produced significant paleontological 
resources. The planning area has been almost entirely developed; thus the potential for finding 
new resources is limited under the No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative would 
have less than significant impacts related to paleontological resources when compared to the 
Project. 
 
9.2.1.12 Hydrology and Water Quality  
 

Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to hydrology and water quality 
resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those 
identified for the Project. The No Project Alternative would increase impervious surfaces 
resulting from the construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee 
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Avenue Widening. Runoff during storm events and non-storm water flows (such as over 
irrigation) would transport these pollutants via storm drain systems and would negatively affect 
surface water quality if not properly managed. Any increases in pollutant concentrations from 
new development would impact the water quality of aquatic ecosystems, particularly for 
impaired waterbodies listed under CWA Section 303(d) (i.e., Rose Canyon Creek, Mission Bay). 
The No Project Alternative would be developed in compliance with applicable regulations, 
including the Municipal Permit (Order R9-2013-0001), Construction General Permit (2009-
0009-DWQ), the City Storm Water Standards, and the Model BMP Design Manual (County of 
San Diego 2015). The No Project Alternative would be required to maintain predevelopment 
hydrology and incorporate LID site design and/or treatment control BMPs. As such, hydrology 
and water quality impacts would be greater under the No Project Alternative when compared to 
the Project; however, overall impacts under the No Project Alternative would be less than 
significant when compared to the Project. 
 

9.2.1.13 Public Services and Facilities  
 

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are addressed in the Transportation Impact 
Study provided in Appendix C. Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to 
emergency service providers resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would 
be less than that identified for the Project. The No Project Alternative would improve operational 
capacity with the construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee Avenue 
Widening. Subsequently, emergency service response times under the No Project Alternative are 
anticipated to improve when compared to the Project. Table 9-2 provides the target response 
times for years 2014 and 2015 and the projected response times for the No Project Alternative 
compared to the Project during the future year. As shown in the table, the response times for all 
stations under the No Project Alternative were improved compared to the Project in the future 
year. Fire Station 35’s average response times in the future year under the No Project Alternative 
results in a 0.5-minute decrease compared to the Project in the future year. Fire Station 27’s 
average response times in the future year under the No Project Alternative results in a 0.05-
minute decrease compared to the Project in the future year. Fire Station 9’s average response 
times in the future year under the No Project Alternative results in a 0.37-minute decrease 
compared to the Project in the future year. Based on the program-level analysis, impacts 
associated with emergency service providers under the No Project Alternative would experience 
a slight improvement compared to the Project.  
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Table 9-2 
No Project Alternative Fire and Emergency Service Response Times in Future Year 

Responding Vehicle 

Years 2014 and 2015 
Target Response Time 

(90th Fractile) Station 

Project 
Future Year 

Average 
Response Time 

No Project 
Alternative 
Future Year 

Average 
Response Time 

Battalion 5, Engine 
35, Truck 35, Chem 
Rig 35, Brush 35 

The goal response time is 7.5 
minutes, which includes 2.5 

minutes of turn-out time and 5 
minutes of drive time. 

Station 35 9.38 minutes 8.88 minutes 

Engine 27 Station 27 8.76 minutes 8.71 minutes 
Engine 9, Medic 9 Station 9 11.75 minutes 11.38 minutes 
Source: SDFRD 2016a, 2016b, Kimley-Horn 2016 

 
Despite a slight improvement in emergency response times when compared to the Project, the 
No Project Alternative would result in an operational deterioration as shown in Table 9-2 when 
compared to the City’s target average response times of 7.5 minutes (Citygate 2011). As shown 
in Table 9-2, the response times for both Station 35 and Station 27 would be greater than the 
City’s target average response times in the future year. Under the No Project Alternative, Fire 
Station 35’s average response times in the future year results in a 1.38-minute increase from 
years 2014 and 2015 average response times. Fire Station 27’s average response times in the 
future year With Project results in a 1.21-minute increase from years 2014 and 2015 average 
response times. Fire Station 9’s average response times in the future year With Project results in 
a 3.88-minute increase from years 2014 and 2015 average response times. 
 

Impacts to emergency services under the No Project Alternative would be slightly improved 
when compared to the Project in the future year. However, as with the Project, the No Project 
Alternative would result in operational deterioration as shown in Table 9-2 when compared to 
the City’s target average response times. Based on the program-level analysis, impacts associated 
with emergency service response times under the Project and the No Project Alternative would 
remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 

As with the Project, the demand for police services, fire protection, educational services, 
libraries, and parks resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be similar 
to those identified for the Project. Both the Project and the No Project Alternative would not 
include residential components that could directly increase population and result in an increase in 
new facilities. Impacts related to construction of new facilities under the No Project Alternative 
would not result in a significant impact at the program level, similar to the Project. 
 

9.2.1.14 Public Utilities 
 

Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to public utilities resulting from 
implementation of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those identified for the 
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Project. Implementation of the No Project Alternative would require public utilities (water, 
sewer, storm drain, electric, gas, communications, and solid waste management) installation, 
extension, and some relocation of onsite utilities, which would not be required under the Project. 
Overall impacts to public utilities under the No Project Alternative would be significant but 
mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.1.15 Health and Safety 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure to wildland fires 
from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those identified for the 
Project. The No Project Alternative would entail construction activities in the vicinity of dry 
brush and other dense vegetation vulnerable to ignition, which could result in a temporary 
increase in the potential for accidental wildfires. Implementation of the No Project Alternative 
would be required to adhere to brush management regulations, specifically the City’s Fire 
Prevention Bureau Policy B-08-1, Clarification of Brush Management Regulations and 
Landscape Standards and required preparation of a Brush Management Plan and Program in 
order to obtain discretionary, grading, and/or building permits (City of San Diego 2010b). The 
No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to wildland fires similar 
to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure of hazardous 
materials under the No Project Alternative would be greater than those identified for the Project. 
Implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in the exposure of hazards that could 
be encountered during grading and/or construction-related activities. Construction activities 
under the No Project Alternative are short term and would be subject to federal, state, and local 
health and safety requirements. The No Project Alternative would have significant but mitigable 
impacts related to hazardous materials when compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to impairment of an adopted 
emergency response plan under the No Project Alternative would be similar to those identified 
for the Project. Both the Project and the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation 
of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. The No 
Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to emergency response plans 
similar to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure of people to AIAs 
would be similar to those identified for the Project. MCAS Miramar is approximately 1 mile to 
the east of the UCP Area. Montgomery Field is approximately 5 miles southeast of Regents 
Road. Implementation of both the Project and the No Project Alternative would not result in 
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structures that would impair heliport or private airstrip operations. Any helicopter operations 
would be undertaken in accordance with FAA safety and flight regulations. As with the Project, 
the No Project Alternative would also require adherence to applicable regulations imposed by 
federal, state, and local agencies. The No Project Alternative would have less than significant 
impacts related to AIAs similar to the Project. 
 
9.2.1.16 Population and Housing 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to population and housing 
from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be similar to those identified for the 
Project. As with the Project, the No Project Alternative does not include residential components 
that could directly increase population. No existing housing or people would be displaced as a 
result of the Project and the No Project Alternative. Impacts related to population and housing 
under the No Project Alternative would not result in a significant impact at the program level, 
similar to the Project. 
 
9.2.2 Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 

Alternative 
 
9.2.2.1 Land Use 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater impacts related to land use policies when 
compared to the Project. The proposed construction of planned Regents Road Bridge would 
result in a loss of habitat that would result in impacts to MHPA lands. However, the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would connect the 
present north and south termini on either side of Regents Road with a bridge across Rose 
Canyon, and, therefore, open up an area previously inaccessible. In this regard, the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would provide a 
greater community benefit by improving access within the UCP Area when compared to the 
Project. However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have significant but mitigable 
impacts when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.2.2 Transportation/Circulation 
 
Impacts associated with the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative are addressed in the Transportation Impact Study provided in Appendix C. 
As provided in Appendix C, traffic/circulation impacts associated with implementation of the 
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Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
result in similar traffic impacts related to roadway segments when compared to the Project. 
There would be a total of 21 roadway segments operating at an unacceptable LOS with a 
significant impact under the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. With implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway segments 
within the traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions in exceedance 
of the significance thresholds 
 
The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would result in reduced traffic impacts related to intersections when compared to the Project. 
There would be a total of 29 intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS with significant 
impact under the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. With implementation of the Project, 3028 intersections would degrade to 
unacceptable LOS operating conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds. Under the 
Project, 20 of the intersections operating at unacceptable LOS in future year would be 
significantly worse during one or both of the peak hours as compared to the Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. These 2120 
intersections are considered to have a significant decrease in operations due to an exceedance of 
the delay time thresholds for LOS E and F when comparing the Project to the Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative in future year. In 
addition, under the Project in future year, the three following intersections would result in 
unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. However, in 
future year with implementation of the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative, these intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable 
LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 

 
The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would result in reduced traffic/circulation impacts related to freeway segments when compared 
to the Project. Table 4.2-16 outlines the significant impacts anticipated along study area freeway 
segments that would occur in the future year. Under the Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative in the future year, there would be a total eight 
freeway segments operating at an unacceptable LOS E or F, which is similar to the Project. 
However, five of the freeway segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in future 
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year would be significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative during 
at least one of the peak periods. Under the Project and the Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative, feasible mitigation is not available to reduce 
the significant impacts that would occur along study area freeway segments in the future year. 
Thus, impacts to freeway segments would remain significant and unmitigated at the program 
level under the Project and the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 
The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would result in reduced traffic/circulation impacts related to freeway ramp metering when 
compared to the Project. Table 4.2-17 outlines the significant impacts anticipated at study area 
freeway ramps that would occur in the future year. Deteriorated operating conditions would 
result in significant impacts at eight freeway ramps with implementation of the Project in the 
future year and all of these impacts would also be anticipated to occur in the future year under 
the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
However, six of the freeway ramps that would be operating at unacceptable LOS future year 
would be significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. Under the Project 
and the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative, 
feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur along study 
area freeway ramps in the future year. Thus, impacts to freeway ramps would remain significant 
and unmitigated at the program level under the Project and the Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
The Transportation Impact Study (see Appendix C) identifies mitigation measures for the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. Despite 
the operational improvements on roadway segments and intersections, the traffic/circulation 
impacts would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level under the Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative similar to the Project.  
 
9.2.2.3 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater visual impacts related to obstruction of a 
vista or scenic view from public viewing when compared to the Project. Unlike the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative, the Project would 
remove construction elements from the UCP, which would not result in any visual impacts. The 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
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introduce a new structure that would dominate previously unobstructed views. The construction 
of the Regents Road Bridge would result in significant aesthetic impacts. In the short term, 
construction would result in significant grading and the exposed fill would look unnatural. 
However, in the long term, vegetation would mature and blend in with the canyon vegetation. In 
the immediate vicinity of the Regents Road Bridge, Rose Canyon is uninterrupted by structures 
with the exception of the railroad tracks. The introduction of a bridge spanning the canyon would 
significantly impact the aesthetic character of this portion of Rose Canyon by introducing a 
structure that would dominate the aesthetic character. The aesthetic impact would be related to 
persons walking, hiking, or riding through this portion of the canyon. Therefore, the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts 
related to alteration of public views and visual character would be greater than the Project. 
Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be significant but mitigable when compared to 
the Project. 
 
9.2.2.4 Air Quality 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater construction emissions compared to the 
Project. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would construct the planned Regents Road Bridge, but not widen Genesee Avenue. 
As such, a substantial number of trips associated with construction activities would result. 
Operation of construction equipment would also generate air pollutants from the combustion of 
diesel fuel or gasoline. Emissions from earthwork associated with soil import/export and grading 
would occur. The major potential impact would be from settling dust, which could be a 
temporary nuisance to local residents near any of the construction zones. These impacts would 
not occur under the Project. Therefore, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction would be significant 
but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Operational impacts for the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would result in similar air quality impacts related to air quality plans when 
compared to the Project. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would be partially consistent with the adopted community plan land use 
designations upon which the RAQS and SIP were based. The construction of the planned 
Regents Road Bridge is included in the 2050 RTP/SCS, and there would be no significant 
regional air quality impacts associated with its implementation. However, the Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not widen 
Genesee Avenue, similar to the Project. As such, the Project and the Construction of Regents 
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Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not be consistent with the 
assumptions for roadway design and VMT in the General Plan and the RAQS. As such, both 
could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. The Project’s 
and the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative’s impact to air quality plans would be significant and unmitigated.  
 

The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would result similar criteria pollutant emissions when compared to the Project, but slightly 
reduced. The construction of planned Regents Road Bridge is anticipated to result in VMT and 
speed change that would result in a reduction in operational emissions, however, the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative is 
anticipated to exceed criteria pollutant emissions thresholds similar to the Project. Long-term 
operations associated with the Project would exceed annual thresholds of significance for NOX 

(i.e., ozone precursor in an ozone nonattainment area) and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area). 
Despite the reduction in air quality emission under the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative, operational impacts associated with the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative is 
anticipated to be significant and unmitigated as with the Project.  
 

9.2.2.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to result in slightly reduced GHG emissions 
compared to the Project. However, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in GHG emissions resulting from the widening 
of Genesee Avenue. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would experience increased GHG emissions specifically along Regents Road 
with the construction of the bridge. The Project would result in a decrease in arterial-related 
GHG emissions is primarily associated with changes to Regents Road (i.e., deletion of the bridge 
and associated roadway segment). Although the Project would reduce GHG emissions on 
Regents Road without the planned Regents Road Bridge, other affected arterials and freeway 
segments would experience increases in GHG emissions as a result of rerouted vehicle trips and 
increased volumes on those segments when compared to the Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. Despite the slight reduction in GHG 
emissions when compared to the Project, both the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative and the Project would result in impacts associated 
with the contribution of GHG emissions to cumulative statewide emissions that would be 
considered significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
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9.2.2.6 Energy 
 

The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  

9.2.2.7 Noise 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater noise impacts related to construction 
when compared to the Project. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would potentially result in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors during construction 
activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. Unlike 
the Project, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would also result in construction noise impacts to sensitive biological resources 
habitat. Therefore, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction would be significant but mitigable when 
compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge would 
result in greater operational noise impacts when compared to the Project. ADT and peak hour 
traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor are anticipated to increase with construction of 
the planned Regents Road Bridge. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL 
contour from the centerline of the Regents Road Corridor is anticipated to decrease by 43 to 69 
feet to the residences With Project. Therefore, the construction of the planned Regents Road 
Bridge would expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards 
established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). In addition, the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
remove of the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP. As discussed in Section 9.2, Noise, 
the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to 
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise 
Element of the General Plan because the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the 
centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases to the residences (see Table 4.7-4). The 
construction of planned Regents Road Bridge and the removal of the widening of Genesee 
Avenue from the UCP would combine for greater operational noise impacts under the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative when 
compared to the Project. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts related to the construction of 
the Regents Road Bridge. However, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
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of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have significant but unmitigable impacts related to the 
removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue similar to the Project.  
 
9.2.2.8 Historical Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 
9.2.2.9 Biological Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  

9.2.2.10 Geologic Conditions  
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to Alternative the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue.  
 
9.2.2.11 Paleontological Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to Alternative the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue.  
 
9.2.2.12 Hydrology and Water Quality  
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to Alternative the Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue.  
 
9.2.2.13 Public Services and Facilities  
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to emergency service providers 
resulting from implementation of the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would be less than those compared to the Project. The Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would improve 
operational capacity with the construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge. Subsequently, 
emergency service response times under the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative are anticipated to improve when compared to the 
Project. Table 9-3 provides the target response times for years 2014 and 2015 and the projected 
response times for the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
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Avenue Alternative compared to the Project in the future year. As shown in the table, the 
response times for both Station 35 and Station 27 under the Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative were improved compared to the Project 
in the future year. Fire Station 35’s average response times in the future year under the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative results 
in a 0.49-minute decrease compared to the Project in the future year. Fire Station 27’s average 
response times in the future year under the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative results in a 0.01-minute decrease compared to the 
Project in the future year. However, the response times for Station 9 slightly worsened under the 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative when 
compared to the Project in the future year, resulting in a 0.04-minute increase. Based on the 
program-level analysis, Station 35 and Station 27 under the Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would experience a slight improvement 
when compared to the Project. 
 

Table 9-3 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative 

Fire and Emergency Service Response Times in Future Year 

Responding Vehicle 

Years 2014 and 2015 
Target Response Time 

(90th Fractile) Station 

Project 
Future Year 

Average 
Response Time 

Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge 
and No Widening of 

Genesee Avenue 
Alternative Future 

Year Average 
Response Time 

Battalion 5, Engine 
35, Truck 35, Chem 
Rig 35, Brush 35 

The goal response time is 7.5 
minutes, which includes 2.5 
minutes of turn-out time and 

5 minutes of drive time. 

Station 35 9.38 minutes 8.89 minutes 

Engine 27 Station 27 8.76 minutes 8.75 minutes 
Engine 9, Medic 9 Station 9 11.75 minutes 11.79 minutes 
Source: SDFRD 2016a, 2016b, Kimley-Horn 2016 

 
Planned Genesee Avenue Widening Despite a slight improvement in emergency response times 
when compared to the Project, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in an operational deterioration as shown in Table 9-3 
when compared to the City’s target average response times of 7.5 minutes (Citygate 2011). As 
shown in Table 9-3, the response times for both Station 35 and Station 27 would be greater than 
the City’s target average response times in the future year. Under the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative, Fire Station 35’s average 
response times in the future year results in a 1.39-minute increase from years 2014 and 2015 
average response times. Fire Station 27’s average response times in the future year With Project 
results in a 1.25-minute increase from years 2014 and 2015 average response times. Fire Station 
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9’s average response times in the future year With Project results in a 4.29-minute increase from 
years 2014 and 2015 average response times. 
 
Impacts to emergency services under the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be slightly improved when compared to the Project in the 
future year. However, as with the Project, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in reduced operational deterioration as 
shown in Table 9-3 when compared to the City’s target average response times. Based on the 
program-level analysis, impacts associated with emergency service response times under the 
Project and the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
As with the Project, the demand for police services, fire protection, educational services, 
libraries, and parks resulting from implementation of the Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be similar to those identified for the 
Project. Both the Project and the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would not include residential components that could directly 
increase population and result in an increase in new facilities. Impacts related to construction of 
new facilities under the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would not result in a significant impact at the program level, similar to the 
Project. 
 
9.2.2.14 Public Utilities 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 
9.2.2.15 Health and Safety 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 
9.2.2.16 Population and Housing 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
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9.2.3 No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative 

 
9.2.3.1 Land Use 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater similar impacts related to 
land use policies when compared to the Project. This alternative would result in the 
reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue which would consist of restriping the existing four-lane 
roadway to a six-lane roadway. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue 
and Governor Drive. All proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-of-
way, therefore impacts to vegetation communities in Rose Canyon and fringe habitat that occur 
along the existing Genesee Avenue alignment would not result. As a result, the No Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would 
have greater similar MHPA impacts when compared to the Project. As such, the No Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have less 
than significant impacts as with the Project. 
 
9.2.3.2 Transportation/Circulation 
 
Impacts associated with the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative are addressed in the Transportation Impact 
Study provided in Appendix C. As provided in Appendix C, traffic/circulation impacts 
associated with implementation of No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have the potential to reduce impacts to 
roadway segments and intersections compared to those of the Project. Under the No Construction 
of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, the 
number of roadway segments locations that would operate at poor LOS (E or F) is a total of 22 
roadway segments, 20 of which are a significant impact. Under the No Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, the number of 
intersection locations that would operate at poor LOS (E or F) during at least one peak period are 
3129 intersections, 2927 of which are a significant impact. 
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would result in reduced traffic/circulation impacts related to freeway 
segments when compared to the Project. As outlined in Table 4.2-16, deteriorated traffic 
conditions would result in significant impacts at eight freeway segments with implementation of 
the Project in future year and all of these impacts would be anticipated to occur in future year 
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under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative. However, five of the freeway segments that would be operating at 
unacceptable LOS in future year would be significantly worse with implementation of the 
Project as compared to the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative during at least one of the peak periods. Under 
the Project and the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative, feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant 
impacts that would occur along study area freeway segments in the future year. Thus, impacts to 
freeway segments would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level under the 
Project and the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would result in reduced traffic/circulation impacts related to freeway ramp 
metering when compared to the Project. Table 4.2-17 outlines the significant impacts anticipated 
at study area freeway ramps that would occur in future year under the Project. Deteriorated 
operating conditions would result in significant impacts at eight freeway ramp segments with 
implementation of the Project in future year and all of these impacts would also be anticipated to 
occur in future year under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative. However, two of the freeway ramp segments 
that would be operating at unacceptable LOS future year would be significantly worse with 
implementation of the Project as compared to the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative. Under the Project and the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative, feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur 
along study area freeway ramps in the future year. Thus, impacts to freeway ramps would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level under the Project and the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
The Transportation Impact Study (see Appendix C) identifies mitigation measures for the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. Despite the operational improvements on roadway segments and intersections, the 
traffic/circulation impacts would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level under 
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative similar to the Project.  
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9.2.3.3 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater visual impacts related to 
obstruction of a vista or scenic view from public viewing when compared to the Project. Unlike 
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative, the Project would remove construction elements from the UCP, which would not 
result in any visual impacts. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would introduce a new structure that would 
dominate previously unobstructed views. The primary structural/architectural features created by 
the planned Genesee Avenue Widening would be the retaining walls and crib walls that would be 
constructed along both sides of the widened roadway. Due to tThe height and length of the 
grade-separated intersection retaining walls and the extreme would be in contrast to the existing 
neighborhood character; impacts would be considered significant. Therefore, the impacts of the 
No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative impacts related to alteration of public views and visual character would be greater 
than the Project. Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be significant but mitigable 
when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.3.4 Air Quality 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater construction emissions 
compared to the Project. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue. As such, a 
substantial number of trips associated with construction activities would result. Operation of 
construction equipment would also generate air pollutants from the combustion of diesel fuel or 
gasoline. Emissions from earthwork associated with soil import/export and grading would occur. 
The major potential impact would be from settling dust, which could be a temporary nuisance to 
local residents near any of the construction zones. These impacts would not occur under the 
Project. Therefore, impacts related to construction would be significant but mitigable when 
compared to the Project. 
 
Operational impacts for the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in similar air quality impacts 
related to air quality plans when compared to the Project. The No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be partially 
consistent with the adopted community plan land use designations upon which the RAQS and 
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SIP were based. The widening of Reconfiguring Genesee Avenue from an existing four-lane 
roadway to a six-lane roadway is included in the 2050 RTP/SCS, and there would be no 
significant regional air quality impacts associated with its implementation. However, the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would not construct Regents Road Bridge, similar to the Project. As such, the Project 
and the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would not be consistent with the assumptions for roadway design and VMT 
in the General Plan and the RAQS. As such, both could conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan. The Project’s and the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative’s impact to air quality plans 
would be significant and unmitigated.  
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would result in reduced criteria pollutant emissions when compared to the 
Project and is not anticipated to exceed the thresholds. The widening reconfiguring of Genesee 
Avenue is anticipated to result in VMT and speed change that would result in a reduction in 
overall operational emissions. Long-term operations associated with the Project would exceed 
annual thresholds of significance for NOX (i.e., ozone precursor in an ozone nonattainment area) 
and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area). Air quality emission under the No Construction of Regents 
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not exceed 
criteria pollutant emissions thresholds and would result in less than significant impacts, in 
contrast to the Project.  
 
9.2.3.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to result in slightly reduced GHG 
emissions compared to the Project. As with the Project, the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in GHG 
emissions resulting from the Regents Road Bridge. Under the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, the widening 
reconfiguring of Genesee Avenue is anticipated to result in a decrease in GHG emissions to 
Genesee Avenue and other affected arterials and freeway segments. In contrast, the changes in 
VMT and average speed associated with the Project results in a net increase of CO2e per year on 
freeways. Despite the slight reduction in GHG emissions when compared to the Project, both the 

No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative and the Project would result in impacts associated with the contribution of GHG 
emissions to cumulative statewide emissions that would be considered significant and 
unmitigated at the program level. 
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9.2.3.6 Energy 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 
9.2.3.7 Noise 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater noise impacts related to 
construction when compared to the Project. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in substantial temporary 
or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors in proximity to 
the grade separation construction activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee 
Avenue and Governor Drive. Unlike the Project, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge 
and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also result in construction 
noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to 
construction would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in reduced operational noise 
impacts when compared to the Project. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in noise impacts 
related to the construction of Regents Road Bridge. In addition, the widening reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue would further reduce noise impacts. As discussed in Section 4.7.1.6, noise 
measurements conducted were used to determine the site-specific distances between the TNM-
predicted hourly noise level and the 24-hour CNEL level. TNM was utilized to develop 
conceptual distances (in feet, from the center of the roadway centerline) of various CNEL 
threshold contours (i.e., 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL) along the Genesee Avenue and Regents 
Road Corridors, and SR 52, with and without the Project, and their net change, as shown in 
Table 4.7-4. As shown in Table 4.7-4, With Project compared to Without Project, the distances 
of the CNEL contours increase away from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor, 
decrease along the Regents Road Corridor, and essentially remain unchanged along the SR 52 
corridor. The changes in CNEL distances identify where potential noise impacts would occur 
with respect to exceeding the City’s residential exterior CNEL noise standards with the Project. 
Under the Project, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Genesee 
Avenue Corridor increases within the residences under the Project. Therefore, the removal of the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to current or future 
transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General 
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Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Unlike the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, this is a potentially significant 
impact under the Project. Under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, operational noise impacts would be less than 
significant when compared to the Project. 
 

9.2.3.8 Historical Resources 
 

The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. No impacts to prehistoric 
sites, historic buildings, religious or sacred sites, or disturbance to human remains would result 
from the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative because all proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-of-
way. As such, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would have less than significant impacts. 
 

9.2.3.9 Biological Resources 
 

The analysis provided in Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. The No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in similar impacts 
related to land use policies when compared to the Project. All proposed roadway improvements 
would be within the existing right-of-way, therefore impacts to vegetation communities in Rose 
Canyon and fringe habitat that occur along the existing Genesee Avenue alignment would not 
result. As a result, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would have similar MHPA impacts to the Project. As such, the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would have less than significant impacts. 
 

9.2.3.10 Geologic Conditions 
 

The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. The No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have no 
significant impact related to geologic conditions as with the Project. 
 

9.2.3.11 Paleontological Resources 
 

The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. The No Construction of 
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Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative woud have less than 
significant related to paleontological resources. 
 

9.2.3.12 Hydrology and Water Quality  
 

The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 

9.2.3.13 Public Services and Facilities  
 

Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to emergency service providers 
resulting from implementation of the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be similar to the Project. The No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would improve operational capacity with the widening reconfiguring of Genesee 
Avenue; however, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not construct Regents Road Bridge. Subsequently, 
emergency service response times under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be similar to the Project for 
Station 35 and Station 27. Table 9-4 provides the target response times for years 2014 and 2015 
and the projected response times for the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative compared to the Project during the future year. 
As shown in the table, the response times for both Station 35 and Station 27 under the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative were unchanged from the Project in the future year. However, response times for 
Station 9 showed a slight improvement for the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative compared to the Project during future 
year. 
 

As with the Project, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in similar operational deteriorations as shown in 
Table 9-4 when compared to the City’s target average response times of 7.5 minutes (Citygate 
2011). As shown in Table 9-4, the response times for all stations would be greater than the City’s 
target average response times in the future year. Under the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, Fire Station 35’s average 
response times in the future year results in a 1.88-minute increase from years 2014 and 2015 
average response times. Fire Station 27’s average response times in the future year With Project 
results in a 1.26-minute increase from years 2014 and 2015 average response times. Fire Station 
9’s average response times in the future year With Project results in a 3.88-minute increase from 
years 2014 and 2015 average response times. 
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Table 9-4 
No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 

Avenue Alternative Fire and Emergency Service Response Times in Future Year 

Responding Vehicle 

Years 2014 and 2015 
Target Response Time 

(90th Fractile) Station 

Project 
Future Year 

Average 
Response Time 

No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge 

and Widening 
Reconfiguration of 

Genesee Avenue 
Alternative Future 

Year Average 
Response Time 

Battalion 5, Engine 
35, Truck 35, Chem 
Rig 35, Brush 35 

The goal response time is 7.5 
minutes, which includes 2.5 
minutes of turn-out time and 

5 minutes of drive time. 

Station 35 9.38 minutes 9.38 minutes 

Engine 27 Station 27 8.76 minutes 8.76 minutes 
Engine 9, Medic 9 Station 9 11.75 minutes 11.38 minutes 
Source: SDFRD 2016a, 2016b, Kimley-Horn 2016 

 
Impacts to emergency services under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be similar when compared to the Project 
in the future year. As with the Project, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in similar operational 
deterioration as shown in Table 9-4 when compared to the City’s target average response times. 
Based on the program-level analysis, impacts associated with emergency service response times 
under the Project and the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level under the Project. 

As with the Project, the demand for police services, fire protection, educational services, 
libraries, and parks resulting from implementation of the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be similar to those 
identified for the Project. Both the Project and the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not include residential 
components that could directly increase population and result in an increase in new facilities. 
Impacts related to construction of new facilities under the No Construction of Regents Road 
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in a 
significant impact at the program level, similar to the Project. 
 
9.2.3.14 Public Utilities 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
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9.2.3.15 Health and Safety 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 
9.2.3.16 Population and Housing 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative.  
 
9.2.4 Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee 

Avenue Alternative 
 
9.2.4.1 Land Use 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater impacts related to land use 
policies when compared to the Project. The proposed pedestrian bike bridge with emergency 
access under the No Project Alternative would result in a loss of habitat. In addition, the 
widening of Genesee Avenue over Rose Canyon would result in impacts to vegetation 
communities as well as fringes of habitat that occur along the existing Genesee Avenue 
alignment. As a result, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would have greater MHPA impacts when compared to the Project. 
However, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would connect the present north and south termini on either side of Regents 
Road with a bridge across Rose Canyon, and, therefore, opening up an area previously 
inaccessible. In this regard, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would provide a greater community benefit by 
improving access within the UCP Area when compared to the Project. However, because of the 
greater MHPA impacts, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the 
Project. 
 
9.2.4.2 Transportation/Circulation 
 
With implementation of the Project, the total number of affected roadway segments, 
intersections, freeway segments, and freeway ramp meterings that would experience operational 
degradation is expected to exceed those of the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access 
and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
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Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a single-lane 
pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access structure over Rose Canyon, which would 
facilitate alternative transportation modes. Therefore, traffic/circulation impacts would be 
slightly greater than under the Project when compared to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. Impacts associated with 
the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative related to roadway segments, intersections, freeway segments, and freeway ramp 
metering would be significant and unmitigated; however, these impacts would be reduced when 
compared to the Project.  
 

9.2.4.3 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
 

Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater visual impacts related to 
obstruction of a vista or scenic view from public viewing compared to the Project. Unlike the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative, the Project would remove construction elements from the UCP, which would not 
result in any visual impacts. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would introduce a new structure that would dominate 
previously unobstructed views. The primary structural/architectural features created by the 
planned Genesee Avenue Widening would be the retaining walls and crib walls that would be 
constructed along both sides of the widened roadway. Due to the height and length of the 
retaining walls and the extreme contrast to the existing neighborhood character, impacts would 
be considered significant.  
 

The implementation of the pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access would result in short-
term construction impacts that would result in significant grading and exposed fill that would 
look unnatural. In the long-term, the introduction of a pedestrian bike bridge with emergency 
access spanning the canyon would significantly impact the aesthetic character of this portion of 
Rose Canyon by introducing a structure that would visually dominate the canyon. Therefore, the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative impacts related to alteration of public views and visual character would be greater 
than the Project. Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be significant but 
mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 

9.2.4.4 Air Quality 
 

Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater construction emissions 
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compared to the Project. Construction activities under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in a 
substantial number of trips. Operation of construction equipment would also generate air 
pollutants from the combustion of diesel fuel or gasoline. Emissions from earthwork associated 
with soil import/export and grading would occur. The major potential impact would be from 
settling dust, which could be a temporary nuisance to local residents near any of the construction 
zones. These impacts would not occur under the Project. Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to 
construction would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Operational impacts for the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in similar air quality impacts related to air quality 
plans when compared to the Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be partially consistent with the adopted 
community plan land use designations upon which the RAQS and SIP were based. The widening 
of Genesee Avenue is included in the 2050 RTP/SCS, and there would be no significant regional 
air quality impacts associated with its implementation. However, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not construct 
Regents Road Bridge, similar to the Project. This alternative would, instead, construct a 
pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access. As such, the Project and the Pedestrian Bike 
Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not be 
consistent with the assumptions for roadway design and VMT in the General Plan and the 
RAQS. As such, both could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan. The Project’s and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative’s impact to air quality plans would be significant and unmitigated.  
 
The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would result in reduced criteria pollutant emissions when compared to the Project 
and is not anticipated to exceed the thresholds. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to result in VMT and 
speed change that would result in a reduction in overall operational emissions. Neither of the 
major components of the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to generate CO hot spots or cause significant 
operational air quality impacts. Long-term operations associated with the Project would exceed 
annual thresholds of significance for NOX (i.e., ozone precursor in an ozone nonattainment area) 
and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area). Air quality emission under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not exceed criteria 
pollutant emissions thresholds and would result in less than significant impacts, in contrast to the 
Project.  
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9.2.4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to result in slightly reduced GHG 
emissions compared to the Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would improve operational capacity with the 
construction of a pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access and the widening of Genesee 
Avenue. In addition, a grade-separated intersection would be constructed at the intersection of 
Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and 
the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would experience increased GHG emissions 
specifically along Regents Road with the construction of the bridge. The Project would reduce 
GHG emissions on Regents Road without the Regents Road Bridge. However, other affected 
arterials and freeway segments under the Project would experience increases in GHG emissions 
as a result of rerouted vehicle trips and increased volumes on those segments when compared to 
the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. Despite the slight reduction in GHG emissions when compared to the Project, the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would result in impacts associated with the contribution of GHG emissions to 
cumulative statewide emissions that would be considered significant and unmitigated at the 
program level. 
 
9.2.4.6 Energy 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.4.7 Noise 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater noise impacts related to 
construction when compared to the Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access 
and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors in proximity to the 
grade separation construction activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue 
and Governor Drive. Unlike the Project, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and 
the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also result in construction noise impacts to 
sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the impacts under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative related to 
construction would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
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The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue. Under the Project, it was determined that the removal 
of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to current or 
future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the 
General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a), as shown in Table 4.7-4 where the distance of the 65 
dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases to the 
residences. This is a potentially significant impact under the Project in contrast to the Pedestrian 
Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would have reduced operational noise impacts than the Project. The 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to established standards/operation 
with the construction of Genesee Avenue Widening, but would have significant but mitigable 
impacts related to established standards/operation with the construction of the pedestrian bike 
bridge. 
 
9.2.4.8 Historical Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.4.9 Biological Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.4.10 Geological Conditions 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.4.11 Paleontological Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
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9.2.4.12 Hydrology and Water Quality  
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.4.13 Public Services and Facilities  
 
Impacts to emergency service response times under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative are anticipated to be similar to the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. As such, emergency service response times were calculated only for the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. As such, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would improve operational capacity with the construction of a 
pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access and the widening of Genesee Avenue when 
compared to the Project. In addition, a grade-separated intersection would be constructed at the 
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive, which is anticipated to improve operations. 
 
Despite the slight improvement in emergency response times when compared to the Project, the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative is anticipated to experience operational deterioration when compared to the City’s 
target average response times of 7.5 minutes. Response times for all fire stations under the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative are anticipated to increase from years 2014 and 2015 average response times. Based 
on the program-level analysis, impacts associated with emergency service response times under 
the Project and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level under the 
Project. 
 
As with the Project, the demand for police services, fire protection, educational services, 
libraries, and parks resulting from implementation of the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be similar to those 
identified for the Project. Both the Project and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not include residential 
components that could directly increase population and result in an increase in new facilities. 
Impacts related to construction of new facilities under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in a 
significant impact at the program level, similar to the Project. 
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9.2.4.14 Public Utilities 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.4.15 Health and Safety 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.4.16 Population and Housing 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.5 Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 

Avenue Alternative 
 
9.2.5.1 Land Use 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater impacts related to land use 
policies when compared to the Project. The proposed pedestrian bridge with emergency access 
would result in a loss of habitat that would result in impacts to MHPA lands. However, the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would connect the present north and south termini on either side of Regents Road 
with a bridge across Rose Canyon, and, therefore, opening up an area previously inaccessible. In 
this regard, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would provide a greater community benefit by improving access within the 
UCP Area when compared to the Project. However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.5.2 Transportation/Circulation 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in similar traffic impacts related to 
roadways when compared to the Project. Similar to the Project, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not experience any 
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impacts and traffic benefits associated with the widening of Genesee Avenue. With 
implementation of the Project, the total number of affected roadway segments that would 
experience operational degradation is expected to be similar to the number of roadway segments 
under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. 
 
The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would result in reduced traffic impacts related to intersections when compared to the 
Project. With implementation of the Project, the total number of affected intersections that would 
experience operational degradation is expected to be similar to the number of affected 
intersections under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would result in similar traffic impacts related to freeway segments and freeway ramp 
metering when compared to the Project. 
 
Overall, impacts associated with the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative related to roadway segments, freeway segments, and 
freeway ramp metering would be significant and unmitigated; these impacts would be similar to 
the Project. Impacts to intersections under this alternative are anticipated to be significant and 
unmitigated, but slightly reduced impacts when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.5.3 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater visual impacts related to 
obstruction of a vista or scenic view from public viewing compared to the Project. Unlike the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative, the Project would remove construction elements from the UCP, which would not 
result in any visual impacts. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would introduce a new structure that would dominate 
previously unobstructed views. The implementation of the pedestrian bike bridge with 
emergency access would result in short-term construction impacts that would result in significant 
grading and exposed fill that would look unnatural. In the long-term, the introduction of a 
pedestrian bridge with emergency access spanning the canyon would significantly impact the 
aesthetic character of this portion of Rose Canyon by introducing a structure that would visually 
dominate the canyon. Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to alteration of public views and visual 
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character would be greater than the Project. Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
9.2.5.4 Air Quality 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater construction emissions 
compared to the Project. Construction activities under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in a 
substantial number of trips. Operation of construction equipment would also generate air 
pollutants from the combustion of diesel fuel or gasoline. Emissions from earthwork associated 
with soil import/export and grading would occur. The major potential impact would be from 
settling dust, which could be a temporary nuisance to local residents near any of the construction 
zones. These impacts would not occur under the Project. Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to 
construction would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Operational impacts for the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in similar air quality impacts when compared to the 
Project. Both the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative and the Project would include elements not included in the 2050 RTP/SCS. 
As such, the Project and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not be consistent with the assumptions for roadway design 
and VMT in the General Plan and the RAQS. As such, both could conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. The Project’s and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative’s impact to air quality 
plans would be significant and unmitigated.  
 
The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would result in reduced criteria pollutant emissions when compared to the Project 
and is not anticipated to exceed the thresholds. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to result in VMT and 
speed change that would result in a reduction in overall operational emissions. Neither of the 
major components of the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to generate CO hot spots or cause significant 
operational air quality impacts. Long-term operations associated with the Project would exceed 
annual thresholds of significance for NOX (i.e., ozone precursor in an ozone nonattainment area) 
and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area). Air quality emission under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
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Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not exceed criteria 
pollutant emissions thresholds and would result in less than significant impacts, in contrast to the 
Project.  
  
9.2.5.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to result in slightly reduced GHG 
emissions compared to the Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would improve operational capacity with the 
construction of a pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access. In addition, a grade-separated 
intersection would be constructed at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. 
However, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would not result in GHG emissions resulting from the widening of Genesee 
Avenue. The Project would reduce GHG emissions on Regents Road without the planned 
Regents Road Bridge. However, other affected arterials and freeway segments under the Project 
would experience increases in GHG emissions as a result of rerouted vehicle trips and increased 
volumes on those segments when compared to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. Despite the slight reduction in GHG 
emissions when compared to the Project, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and 
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in impacts associated with the 
contribution of GHG emissions to cumulative statewide emissions that would be considered 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
9.2.5.6 Energy 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.5.7 Noise 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in similar noise impacts related to 
construction when compared to the Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access 
and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors in proximity to the 
grade separation construction activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue 
and Governor Drive. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative may result in construction noise impacts to sensitive biological 
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resources habitat. Therefore, the impacts under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative related to construction would be 
significant and mitigable when compared to the Project. 
 
Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No 
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater operational noise impacts when 
compared to the Project with the construction of the pedestrian bike bridge with emergency 
access. ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor are anticipated to 
increase with the construction of the pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access. Under the 
Project and as shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the 
centerline of the Regents Road Corridor decreases by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With Project 
compared to With Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge 
from the UCP would not expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that 
exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 
2008a). Impacts under the Project would be less than significant. However, impacts under the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative are anticipated to expose people to noise levels that exceed City standards. The 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative would have significant and unmitigated impacts related to established 
standards/operation with the construction of Genesee Avenue Widening, but would have 
significant but mitigable impacts related to established standards/operation with the construction 
of the pedestrian bike bridge. 
 
9.2.5.8 Historical Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.5.9 Biological Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.5.10 Geological Conditions 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
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9.2.5.11 Paleontological Resources  
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.5.12 Hydrology and Water Quality  
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.5.13 Public Services and Facilities  
 
Given that impacts to emergency service response times under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and the No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative are anticipated to be 
similar to the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative, emergency service response times were calculated only for the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would improve operational capacity with the construction of a pedestrian 
bike bridge with emergency access. In addition, a grade-separated intersection would be 
constructed at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive, which is anticipated to 
improve operations. 
 
Despite the slight improvement in emergency response times when compared to the Project, the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 

Alternative is anticipated to experience operational deterioration when compared to the City’s 
target average response times of 7.5 minutes. Response times for all fire stations under the 
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue 
Alternative are anticipated to increase from years 2014 and 2015 average response times. Based 
on the program-level analysis, impacts associated with emergency service response times under 
the Project and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would remain significant and unmitigated at the program-level under the 
Project. 
 
As with the Project, the demand for police services, fire protection, educational services, 
libraries, and parks resulting from implementation of the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be similar to those 
identified for the Project. Both the Project and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency 
Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not include residential 



9.0  Alternatives Analysis 
 
 

 
University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page 9-51 
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc   10/11/2016 

components that could directly increase population and result in an increase in new facilities. 
Impacts related to construction of new facilities under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with 
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in a 
significant impact at the program level, similar to the Project. 
 
9.2.5.14 Public Utilities 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.5.15 Health and Safety 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.2.5.16 Population and Housing 
 
The analysis provided in the No Project Alternative is applicable to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge 
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. 
 
9.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify which alternative is 
the environmentally superior alternative among other alternatives considered. If the No Project 
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the PEIR must also identify which of the 
other alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and the analysis 
further detailed in Section 9.0 of the PEIR, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be considered environmentally 
superior because it would reduce impacts compared to the other proposed alternatives that 
preserve more open space as it would not construct a bridge structure. This alternative would not 
involve widening of Genesee Avenue. Instead, the alternative would restripe the existing four-lane 
roadway to a six-lane roadway. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration 
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue 
and Governor Drive. All proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-of-
way. As such, therefore, resulting this alternative would result in fewer impacts to 
transportation/circulation (roadway segments, freeway segments, and ramps), air quality 
(operation criteria pollutants), and GHGs, and noise (operation). Implementation of the No 
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative 
would eliminate one of the significant impacts associated with the Project. The No Construction 
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of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in 
a significant impact related to noise (Issue 3). 
 
Further, in contrast to other alternatives the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in reduced impacts to land use, 
historical resources, biological resources, and geological conditions. 
 
However, as with the other alternatives, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater impacts to 
land use, visual effects and neighborhood character, air quality (construction), energy, noise 
(construction), historical resources, biological resources, geological conditions, paleontological 
resources, hydrology and water quality, public utilities, and health and safety, when compared to 
the Project.  
 
The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in terms of impacts to public 
services and facilities and population and housing.  
 
Additionally, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project Objectives. The No Construction of 
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative evaluates 
the impacts of the removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP and would 
minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to the other 
alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new structure over Rose Canyon, 
would not widen Genesee Avenue, and would perform all proposed roadway improvements 
within the existing right-of-way. Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide transportation 
improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts related to roadways, 
intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due to greater capacity when compared to 
the Project. Further, the other proposed alternatives, which would result in the construction of 
either Regents Road Bridge or a Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve 
less open space and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on the discussion 
provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee 
Avenue Alternative is selected as the environmentally superior alternative. 
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CHAPTER 10.0 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 
 
Section 21081.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program be adopted upon certification of an EIR to ensure that the mitigation measures are 
implemented. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program specifies what the mitigation is, 
the entity responsible for monitoring the program, and when in the process it should be 
accomplished. 
 
The UCP PEIR, incorporated herein as referenced, focused on issues determined to be 
potentially significant by the City. The issues addressed in the PEIR include land use; 
transportation/circulation; visual effects and neighborhood character; air quality; greenhouse gas 
emissions; energy; noise; historical resources; biological resources; geologic conditions; 
paleontological resources; hydrology and water quality; public services and facilities; public 
utilities; health and safety; and population and housing. 
 
PRC Section 21081.6 requires monitoring of only those impacts identified as significant or 
potentially significant. After analysis, potentially significant impacts requiring mitigation were 
identified for transportation/circulation; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions; noise; and public 
services and facilities. 
 
The environmental analysis resulted in the identification of a mitigation framework that would 
reduce potentially significant impacts. In some cases, the mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts to below a level of significance. For some of the environmental issue areas noted above, 
the mitigation measures would reduce the impact, but not to below a level of significance. 
Specifically, mitigation measures for significant impacts related to transportation/circulation, air 
quality; greenhouse gas emissions; noise, and public services and facilities were identified, but 
impacts remain significant and unmitigated, even with adherence to the mitigation framework. 
No feasible mitigation is available for greenhouse gas emissions; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are included for this issue area. 
 
The mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the UCP PEIR is under the jurisdiction of 
the City and other agencies as specified below. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
addresses only the issue areas identified above as significant. The following is an overview of the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program to be completed as part of the UCP PEIR. 
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10.1 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
 
10.1.1 Roadway and Intersection Capacity 
 
Impact 
 
Roadways 
 
With implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway segments within the traffic study 
area would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions which exceed the significance 
thresholds.  
 
Under the Future Year with Project, the four following roadway segments would result in LOS E 
or F and these unacceptable operating conditions would not occur under Future Year with 
Adopted UCP. Thus, the impact at these segments can be specifically attributed to the Project. 
 

• Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E) 
• Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 
• Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F) 
• La Jolla Village Drive: Revelle College Drive to Villa La Jolla (LOS E) 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-9, 14 of the segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in the 
future year would be significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to 
Future Year with Adopted UCP. These 14 segments are considered to have a significant decrease 
in operation due to an exceedance of the V/C ratio thresholds (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the 
Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP.  
 
Implementation of the Project would eliminate two significant impacts along two segments of 
Regents Road: 
 

• SR 52 WB Ramps to SR 52 EB Ramps 
• SR 52 EB Ramps to Luna Avenue 

 
Intersections 
 
With implementation of the Project, 30 intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS 
operating conditions which exceed the significance thresholds by future year. Some of those 
intersections currently operate at LOS E or F, but would continue to experience significantly 
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worsened conditions. Some of the intersections would have significant impacts during both the 
AM and PM peak hours, while others would experience a significant impact during only one of 
the peak periods.  
 
Under the Future Year with Project, the following intersections would result in unacceptable 
operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. However, under Future 
Year with Adopted UCP, these intersections would operate at acceptable LOS. Thus, the impact 
at these intersections can be specifically attributed to the Project.  
 

• Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM) 
• Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 WB Ramps (AM) 
• Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM and PM) 
• La Jolla Village Drive/I-5 SB Off Ramp (PM) 
• Gilman Drive/I-5 SB Ramps (PM) 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-10, 21 of the intersections operating at unacceptable LOS in the future 
year would be significantly worse during one or both of the peak hours with implementation of 
the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP. These 21 intersections are 
considered to have a significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time 
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to Future Year with 
Adopted UCP.  
 
Implementation of the Project would eliminate significant impacts that would occur under Future 
Year with Adopted UCP at three intersections along Regents Road: 
 

• Regents Road/Arriba Street (AM and PM) 
• Regents Road/Governor Drive (AM and PM) 
• Regents Road/Luna Avenue (AM) 

 
Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level traffic mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary Projects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, 
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Transportation Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, 
through the discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and 
would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project 
as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. Project-level analysis of the potential 
impacts of the proposed mitigation measures would be completed at such a time the 
improvements are implemented. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements 
(TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be 
guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE TRA-1: Roadway segments shall be enhanced with the 
following: 

 
• TRA-1.1: Regents Road from Executive Drive to Genesee Avenue: Widen the 

roadway to a four-lane Major Arterial with bicycle lanes, including relocation of the 
Genesee Avenue and Regents Road intersection to the east. 
 

• TRA-1.2: Miramar Road from 1-805 Ramps to 300 feet east of Eastgate Mall: 
Widen the roadway to an eight-lane Prime Arterial. 
 

• TRA-1.3: Eastgate Mall from Judicial Drive to Eastgate Drive: Widen roadway to 
a four-lane Collector with a continuous left-turn lane and additional right-of way to 
accommodate bicycle facilities, excluding widening the bridge over I-805.  

 
• TRA-1.4: Eastgate Mall from Eastgate Drive to Miramar Road: Widen roadway 

to a four-lane Collector with a continuous left-turn lane and additional right-of way to 
accommodate protected bicycle facilities.  
 

• TRA-1.5: Genesee Avenue from La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court: 
Repurpose the right-of-way to provide for a six-lane Prime Arterial with Class II bike 
facility with buffers. 
 

• TRA-1.6: Genesee Avenue from Nobel Drive to SR 52 WB Ramps: Repurpose the 
right-of-way to provide for a modified six-lane Major Arterial from Nobel Drive to 
Decoro Street, modified six-lane Prime Arterial from Decoro Street to Centurion 
Square, and modified six-lane Major Arterial from Centurion Square to SR 52 WB 
Ramps with bicycle facilities that include a shared pedestrian-bicycle facility 
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accommodated on widened sidewalks or Class II bike facility with buffers as right-of-
way permits. 
 

• TRA-1.7: La Jolla Village Drive from I-5 Northbound Ramps to Towne Centre 
Drive: Repurpose the right-of-way to a 6-lane Prime Arterial. This entails removal of 
on-street parking and provides acceleration and deceleration lanes at existing 
driveways. 
 

• TRA-1.8: Genesee Avenue between SR 52 and North Torrey Pines Road: 
Implement adaptive traffic control and transit signal priority measures. 

 
• TRA-1.9: La Jolla Village Drive between Torrey Pines Road and I-805: 

Implement adaptive traffic control and transit signal priority measures. 
 
• TRA-1.10: Nobel Drive between La Jolla Village Square and Miramar Road: 

Implement adaptive traffic control and transit signal priority measures. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURE TRA-2: Intersections shall be enhanced with the following: 

 
• TRA-2.1: Genesee Avenue and John Hopkins Drive (Intersection 2): Repurpose 

one of the five westbound through lanes on Genesee Avenue to become a second 
right-turn lane. 
 

• TRA-2.2: Genesee Avenue and Decoro Street (Intersection 15): Stripe eastbound 
and westbound right-turn lanes on Decoro Street. On-street parking would need to be 
removed to add the right-turn pockets. 

 
• TRA-2.3: Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive (Intersection 17): Construct of a 

grade-separated intersection (removing northbound and southbound through-
movements), and construct two northbound and southbound through-lanes in the 
undercrossing. 

 
• TRA-2.4: Genesee Avenue and SR 52 Westbound Ramps (Intersection 18): 

Signalize the intersection and square up ramps, adding a protected phase for 
northbound left-turns from Genesee Avenue to the SR 52 ramp, and add a second 
right-turn lane on the exit ramp. 
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• TRA-2.5: La Jolla Village Drive and Torrey Pines Road (Intersection 21): 
Relocate the pedestrian crossing from the east leg to the west leg of the intersection 
and implement signal phasing modification to improve operation. 
 

• TRA-2.6: La Jolla Village Drive Eastbound Ramps and Gilman Drive 
(Intersection 23b): Signalize the intersection, install a protected southbound left-turn 
phase, and restripe eastbound ramp approach to have a shared left-right lane and an 
exclusive right-turn lane. 

 

• TRA-2.7: La Jolla Village Drive and Villa La Jolla Drive (Intersection 24): 
Construct a second westbound right-turn lane from La Jolla Village Drive to Villa La 
Jolla Drive. 

 

• TRA-2.8: Miramar Road and Eastgate Mall (Intersection 34): Modify the 
southbound Eastgate Mall approach to have two left-turn lanes and one right-turn 
lane. 

 

• TRA-2.9: Gilman Drive and I-5 Southbound Ramps (Intersection 69): Convert 
one of the westbound through lanes to a second left-turn lane. 

 

• TRA-2.10: Towne Center Drive and Eastgate Mall (Intersection 73): Construct a 
second westbound left-turn lane from Eastgate Mall to Towne Centre Drive. 

 

• TRA-2.11: Executive Way and Executive Drive (Intersection 76): Traffic signal 
modification for eastbound and westbound left-turns to be “protected-permissive” 
instead of “permissive.” 

 

• TRA-2.12: Judicial Drive and Eastgate Mall (Intersection 77): Traffic signal 
modification for northbound and southbound approach of Judicial Drive to be “split-
phased” in the traffic signal, and restripe the northbound approach to have a left-turn 
lane, shared left-through-right lane, and right-turn lane. 

 

• TRA-2.13: Governor Drive and I-805 Northbound Ramps (Intersection 79): 
Install roundabout control at this roadway intersection. 

 
Mitigation Funding, Timing, and Responsibility 
 
The overall responsibility for mitigation monitoring, enforcement, and reporting would be with 
the City of San Diego. As discussed in Section 4.2 of the PEIR and the Findings, Mitigation 
Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 would reduce impacts to the local roadways and intersections of 
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the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce 
the significant impacts that would occur along study area freeway segments and freeway ramps 
in the future year. Projects, including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering 
off this PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. The proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee; 
therefore, full funding for the construction of improvements cannot be assured at the time the 
improvement is needed. Second, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in the CIP; therefore, they have neither been designated as 
priority projects nor have funding sources been identified. Therefore, traffic impacts associated 
with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level.  

 
10.1.2 Freeway Capacity 
 

Impact 
 

Freeway Segments 
 

Deteriorated traffic conditions would result in significant impacts at eight freeway segments with 
implementation of the Project in the future year and all of these impacts would also be 
anticipated to occur in the future year under the Adopted UCP. 
 

• I-5: SR 52 to Gilman Drive 
• I-805: SR 52 to Governor Drive 
• I-805: Governor Drive to Nobel Drive 
• I-805: Nobel Drive to La Jolla Village Drive 
• I-805: La Jolla Village Drive to Mira Mesa Boulevard 
• SR 52: I-5 to Regents Road 
• SR 52: Regents Road to Genesee Ave 
• SR 52: Genesee Avenue to I-805 

 
Freeway Ramps 
 
Deteriorated operating conditions would result in significant impacts eight freeway ramps with 
implementation of the Project in the future year and all of these impacts would also be 
anticipated to occur in the future year under the Adopted UCP. 
 

• I-5 SB and Gilman Drive 
• I-5 SB and Nobel Drive 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive WB to NB 
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• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive EB to NB 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive WB to SB 
• I-5 NB and La Jolla Village Drive EB to SB 
• I-5 NB and Genesee Avenue 
• I-805 SB and Nobel Drive 

 
Thus, the Project would result in the addition of a substantial amount of traffic to a congested 
freeway segment, interchange, or ramp and the impact would be significant. 
 
Mitigation Framework 
 
Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur along 
study area freeway segments and freeway ramps in the future year. Thus, impacts at eight 
freeway segments and eight freeway ramps would remain significant and unmitigated at the 
program level. 
 
Mitigation Funding, Timing, and Responsibility 
 
Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the significant impacts that would occur along 
study area freeway segments and freeway ramps in the future year.  
 
10.1.3 Existing or Planned Transportation System 
 
Impact 
 
There would be significant traffic impacts to roadway segments, intersections, freeway ramps, 
and freeway segments by future year with implementation of the Project. As described in the 
analysis above, some transportation impacts would occur regardless of implementation of the 
Project, and some operational deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned 
Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Even with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, significant traffic impacts would still result. 
 
Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level traffic mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary Projects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, 
Transportation Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, 
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through the discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to and would be referred to the City Council for 
consideration during review and approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the 
Transportation Element. Project-level analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed 
mitigation measures would be completed at such a time the improvements are implemented. 
However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently 
included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic 
impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program 
level. 
 
10.1.4 Circulation Movements 
 
Impact 
 
With implementation of the Project, future traffic conditions would worsen on certain roadway 
segments, intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway segments by the future year. While some 
significant transportation impacts would occur regardless of implementation of the Project, some 
operational deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue 
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. 

The Project proposes Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, described in Section 4.2.4.3, that 
would make alterations to the existing roadway network in an effort to improve areas of poor 
operation. None of the mitigation measures would substantially change the existing roadway 
network or circulation movements, but would make adjustments to the existing roadways to 
improve traffic operations. Even with implementation of the mitigation measures, significant 
traffic impacts would still result and would present increased difficulty in accessing areas due to 
poor traffic conditions, including long queues, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, 
and other traffic-related delays. While these traffic-related delays would be significant, all public 
or private locations would still be accessible via the transportation network with implementation 
of the Project. 
 
Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level traffic mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary Projects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, 
Transportation Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, 
through the discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures 
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TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and 
would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project 
as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. Project-level analysis of the potential 
impacts of the proposed mitigation measures would be completed at such a time the 
improvements are implemented. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements 
(TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be 
guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
 
10.1.5 Alternative Transportation 
 
Impact 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the planned 
crossing of Rose Canyon that would have been designed to accommodate pedestrians and 
bicyclists. This connection was identified in the Bicycle Master Plan. Because this future linkage 
would no longer occur with implementation of the Project, the loss of this planned pedestrian and 
bicycle modes of transit would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation modes and the impact would be significant. 
 
Mitigation Framework 
 
The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level traffic mitigation measures for 
discretionary projects. Discretionary projects with the potential to result in significant traffic 
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, 
Transportation Element; the UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, 
through the discretionary process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures 
TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and 
would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the Project 
as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. Project-level analysis of the potential 
impacts of the proposed mitigation measures would be completed at such a time the 
improvements are implemented. However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements 
(TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be 
guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level.  
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10.2 AIR QUALITY 
 
10.2.1 Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Contribute Substantially to an Existing or 

Projected Air Quality Violation 
 
Impact 
 
The Project would remove planned changes to the physical roadway network that would affect 
future vehicle circulation on local roadways and freeways. As on-road vehicles would need to 
reroute their trips without the planned Regents Road Bridge, it is anticipated that the Project 
would affect the ADT volumes on various local roadway segments. Rerouted trips would cause 
changes to ADT volumes on roadways that would affect the V/C ratios, LOS, and ultimately 
average vehicle speeds on those roadway segments in the Project area. As shown in Table 4.4-6, 
the net increase in emissions of ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 would not exceed applicable daily or 
annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego. However, the net increase in emissions 
of NOX and CO for the total Project area VMT would exceed the applicable annual thresholds 
established by the City of San Diego. The impact would be significant. 
 
Mitigation Framework 
 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the circulation 
network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. However, the proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, 
and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation 
Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area 
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the 
Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. However, these improvements 
to the transportation network would also affect criteria air pollutant emissions. Project-level 
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed mitigation measures will be completed at such a 
time the improvements are implemented. No additional feasible mitigation is available to reduce 
impacts associated with the Project. Air quality impacts associated with the Project would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the program level. 
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10.3 NOISE 
 
10.3.1 Transportation Noise 
 
Impact 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee Avenue Widening from the 
UCP would increase the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor to the residences along the Genesee Avenue Corridor and therefore 
would expose people along the Genesee Avenue Corridor to future transportation noise levels 
that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 
2008a). This is a potentially significant impact. Therefore, mitigation is required. 
 
Mitigation Framework 
 
The removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee Avenue Widening from the 
UCP, would increase the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the 
Genesee Avenue Corridor to the residences along the Genesee Avenue Corridor and, therefore, 
would expose people along the Genesee Avenue Corridor to future transportation noise levels 
that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 
2008a). Mitigation Measure NOI-1 shall be implemented in order to reduce the operational noise 
impacts to a level below significance. However, where effective noise measures cannot be 
implemented, operational noise impacts would be significant and unmitigated at the program 
level. 

NOI-1  Implement Noise Control Measures: Prior to the issuance of construction 
permits, site-specific interior noise analyses demonstrating compliance with the 
interior noise compatibility standards of the City’s General Plan and other 
applicable regulations shall be prepared for noise sensitive land uses located in 
areas where the exterior noise levels exceed the noise compatibility standards of 
the City’s General Plan. Noise control measures, including but not limited to 
increasing roof, wall, window, and door sound attenuation ratings; placing HVAC 
in noise-reducing enclosures; or designing buildings so that no windows face 
freeways or major roadways may be used to achieve the noise compatibility 
standards. Exact noise mitigation measures and their effectiveness shall be 
determined by the site-specific exterior noise analyses. 

 
  Prior to the issuance of construction permits, site-specific exterior noise analyses 

that demonstrate that the Project would not place future residential receptors in 
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locations where the exterior existing or future noise levels would exceed the noise 
compatibility standards of the City’s General Plan shall be required as part of the 
review of future residential development proposals. Noise reduction measures, 
including but not limited to building noise barriers, increased building setbacks, 
speed reductions on surrounding roadways, alternative pavement surfaces, or 
other relevant noise attenuation measures, may be used to achieve the noise 
compatibility standards. Exact noise mitigation measures and their effectiveness 
shall be determined by the site-specific exterior noise analyses. 

 
Mitigation Funding, Timing, and Responsibility 
 
Development implemented in accordance with the Project that would potentially result in 
significant noise impacts are provided Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which addresses the 
significant impacts related to operational noise along the Genesee Avenue Corridor.  
 
10.4 PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 
 
10.4.1 Police Protection and Fire/Emergency Services 
 
Impact 
 
The Project would result in an increase in projected traffic in the future year, which is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. The impact on police 
service response times and fire and emergency response times would be significant.  
 
Mitigation Framework 
 
The Project would result in an increase in projected traffic in the future year, which is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. If implemented, 
Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the 
circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred to the City Council for consideration 
during review and approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation 
Element. Project-level analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed mitigation measures 
would be completed at such a time the improvements are implemented. However, the proposed 
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact 
fee or CIP, and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. No additional feasible mitigation is 
available to reduce impacts associated with the Project. Thus, impacts to emergency service 
providers would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level.  
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Mitigation Funding, Timing, and Responsibility 
 
The overall responsibility for mitigation monitoring, enforcement, and reporting would be with 
the City of San Diego. As discussed in Section 4.13 of the PEIR and the Findings, Mitigation 
Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 would reduce impacts to the local roadways and intersections of 
the UCP Area that are associated with the Project. Feasible mitigation is not available to reduce 
the significant impacts that would occur along study area freeway segments and freeway ramps 
in the future year. Projects, including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering 
off this PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. The proposed mitigation 
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any impact fee; 
therefore, full funding for the construction of improvements cannot be assured at the time the 
improvement is needed. Second, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and 
TRA-2) are not currently included in CIP; therefore, they have neither been designated as 
priority projects nor have funding sources been identified.  
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