
(R-2016-186) 

RESOLUTION NUMBER R- 3 1 0 0 7 7 

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE DEC 0 2 2015 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO CERTIFYING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT SCH. NO 2014051075 AND ADOPTING THE 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM, 
FINDINGS, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE COMPREHENSIVE UPDATE 
TO THE SOUTHEASTERN SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY PLAN 
AND ADOPTION OF A NEW COMMUNITY PLAN FOR THE 
ENCANTO NEIGHBORHOODS. 

WHEREAS, the City of San Diego undertook a comprehensive update to the 

Southeastern San Diego Community Plan, which project includes the adoption of a new and 

separate Encanto Neighborhoods Community Plan, amendments to the General Plan, 

amendments to the Land Development Code, adoption of Impact Fee Studies for Southeastern 

San Diego and the Encanto Neighborhoods, and associated actions (Project); and 

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

of the City of San Diego; and 

WHEREAS, the matter was heard by the City Council on November 16, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the issues discussed in the Final Program 

Environmental Impact Report Sch. No. 2014051075 (Report) prepared for this Project; NOW, 

THEREFORE, 

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

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

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

amended, and the State Guidelines thereto (California Code of Regulations, Titie 14, Chapter 3, 

Section 15000 et seq.), that the Report reflects the independent judgment of the City of San 

Diego as Lead Agency and that the information contained in said Report, together with any 
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comments received during the public review process, has been reviewed and considered by the 

City Council in connection with the approval of the Project. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to CEQA Section 21081.6, the City 

Council hereby adopts the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, or alterations to 

implement the changes to the Project as required by the City Council, in order to mitigate or 

avoid significant effects on the environment, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A hereto and 

incorporated herein by reference and is on file in the Office of the City Clerk as Document 

number RR- 3 1 0 0 7 / ^ 

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

Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, the City Council hereby adopts Findings and a Statement 

of Overriding Considerations with respect to the Project, copies of which are attached hereto as 

Exhibit B and Exhibit C, and incorporated herein by reference, which are on file in the Office of 

the City Clerk as Document numbers RR- 310077 ^ ^nd RR- 31Q077 ^ 

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

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

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

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Clerk is directed to file a Notice of 

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

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

APPROVED: JAN GOLDSMITH, CITY ATTORNEY 

By: Uff^ 
IngkB/Xintvedt 
Deputy City Attorney 

IBL:mm:jdf 
10/27/15 
Or. Dept: Planning 
Doc. No.: 1150028 

-PAGE 2 OF 3-



(R-2016-186) 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was passed by the Council of the City of 
San Diego, at this meeting of NOV 1 B W5 

Approved: 9 / / ^ / I ^ 
^(date)'̂  

ELIZABETH S. MALAND 
City Clerk 

W FAULCONER, Mayor 

Vetoed: 
(date) KEVIN FAULCONER, Mayor 
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Passed by the Council of The City of San Diego on NOV 1 6 2015 _, by the following vote: 

Councilmembers Yeas Nays Not Present Recused 

Sherri Lightner 0' • • • 

Lorie Zapf \z • • • 

Todd Gloria • • • 

Myrtle Cole • • • 

Mark Kersey • • • 

Chris Cate • • • 

Scott Sherman • • • 

David Alvarez • • • 

Marti Emerald 0 • • • 

Date of final passage. DEC 0 2 2015 

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

AUTHENTICATED BY: 
KEVIN L. FAULCONER 

Mayor of The City of San Diego, California. 

(Seal) 
ELIZABETH S. MALAND 

City Clerk of The City of San Diego, California. 

By ' ^ • k y / ^ X < V A • , Deputy 

Office of the City Clerk, San Diego, California 

Resolution Number R- 310077 



EXHIBIT A 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 

SOUTHEASTERN SAN DIEGO AND ENCANTO NEIGHBORHOODS 
COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATES 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT No. 386029 
SCH No. 2014051075 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is designed to ensure compliance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6 during implementation of mitigation measures. This program 
identifies at a minimum: the department responsible for the monitoring, what is to be monitored, 
how the monitoring shall be accomplished, the monitoring and reporting schedule, and 
completion requirements. A record of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be 
maintained at the offices of the Planning Department, 1010 Second Avenue, Suite 1400, San 
Diego, CA, 92101. A l l mitigation measures contained in the Environmental Impact Report No. 
386029, SCH No. 2014051075 are fiirther described below. 

LAND USE 

Mitigation Framework 

En vironmentally Sensitive Land Regulations 

M M - L U - l a : Future development project types that are consistent with the CPU and base zone 
regulations, can be processed ministerially and would not be subject to fiirther environmental 
review under CEQA. Future development proposals subject to discretionary review shall be 
reviewed in accordance with Mitigation Framework MM-LU-2 and MM-BIO 1-3 in Section 5.5, 
Biological Resources. 

Historical Reso urces Regula tions 

M M - L U - l b : Future development project types that are consistent with the CPU, base zone 
regulations, and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type A for the Sheiman Heights and 
Grant Hill Park Historic Districts and can demonstrate that there are no historical resources 
(Built Environment) present on the project site can be processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further enviromnental review under CEQA. Development proposals that do not 
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental regulations shall be subject to discretionary 
review in accordance with the Mitigation Framework MM-HIST-1 in Section 5.7 Historical 
Resources. 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

MHPA adjacency impacts would be addressed at the project-level. Projects adjacent to the 
MHPA would incoi-porate features into the project and/or pemiit conditions that demonstrate 
compliance with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. To ensure avoidance or reduction 
of potential MHPA mipacts resulting from new development adjacent to the MHPA, the 
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following Mitigation Framework measures shall be required for all future projects as part of the 
subsequent environmental review and development permit processing: 

M M - L U - 2 : A l l subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU 
that are within or adjacent to designated MHPA areas shall comply with the Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines of the MSCP in terms of land use, drainage, access, toxic substances in runoff, 
lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and brush management requirements. Mitigation 
measures include, but are not limited to: sufficient buffers and design features, barriers (rocks, 
boulders, signage, fencing, and appropriate vegetation) where necessary, lighting directed away 
from the MHPA, and berais or walls adjacent to commercial or industrial areas and any other use 
that may introduce construction noise or noise from future development that could impact or 
interfere with wildlife utilization of the MHPA. The project biologist for each proposed project 
would identify specific mitigation measures needed to reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance. Subsequent environmental review would be required to determine the significance 
of impacts from land use adjacency and compliance with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of 
the MSCP. Prior to approval of any subsequent development project in an area adjacent to a 
designated MHPA, the City of San Diego shall identify specific conditions of approval in order 
to avoid or to reduce potential impacts to adjacent the MHPA. Specific requirements shall 
include: 

• Drainage - A l l new and proposed parking lots and developed areas in and adjacent to the 
MHPA shall be designed so they do not drain directly into the MHPA. A l l developed 
and paved areas must prevent the release of toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic 
plant materials prior to release, by incoiporating the use of filtration devices, planted 
swales and/or planted detention/desiltation basins, or other approved permanent methods 
that are designed to minimize negative impacts, such as excessive water and toxins into 
the ecosystems of the MHPA. 

o Toxics/Project Staging Areas/Equipment Storage - Projects that use chemicals or 
generate by-products such as pesticides, herbicides, and animal waste, and other 
substances that are potentially toxic or impactive to native habitats/flora/fauna (including 
water) shall incoiporate measures to reduce impacts caused by the application and/or 
drainage of such materials into the MHPA. No trash, oil, parking, or other 
constmction/development-related material/activities shall be allowed outside any 
approved construction limits. Provide a note in/on the CD's that states: "All construction 
related activity that may have potential for leakage or intrusion shall be monitored by the 
Qualified Biologist/Owners Representative or Resident Engineer to ensure there is no 
impact to the MHPA. " 

» Lighting - Lighting within or adjacent to the MHPA shall be directed away/shielded 
from the MHPA and be subject to City Outdoor Lighting Regulations per LDC Section 
142.0740.D. Overhead lighting shall be shielded and either have a fixed downward-
aiming position or have a locking feature to fix the light in the downward position. 
Additionally, overhead lighting adjacent to the MHPA shall be placed on a timer to turn 
off fi-om 11 pm to sumise unless detemined by t the City of San Diego that overhead 
lighting is necessary for public safety. 

o Barriers - New development within or adjacent to the MHPA shall be required to 
provide bam ers (e.g., non-invasive vegetation; rocks/boulders; 6-foot high, vinyl-coated 
chain link or equivalent fences/walls; and/or signage) along the MHPA boundaries to 
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direct public access to appropriate locations, reduce domestic animal predation, protect 
wildlife in the presei-ve, and provide adequate noise reduction where needed. 

• Invasives - No invasive non-native plant species shall be introduced into areas within or 
adjacent to the MHPA. 

• Brush Management - New development adjacent to the MHPA shall be set back from 
the MHPA to provide required Brush Management Zone 1 area on the building pad 
outside of the MHPA. Zone 2 may be located within the MHPA provided the Zone 2 
management will be the responsibility of an HOA or other private entity except where 
naiTow wildHfe corridors require it to be located outside of the MHPA. Brush 
management zones will not be greater in size than currently required by the City's 
regulations, the amount of woody vegetation clearing shall not exceed 50 percent of the 
vegetation existing when the initial clearing is done and vegetation clearing shall be 
prohibited within native coastal sage scrub and chaparral habitats from March 1 - August 
15 except where the City ADD/MMC has documented the thinning would be consist with 
the City's MSCP Subarea Plan. Existing and approved projects are subject to cuiTent 
requirements of Municipal Code Section 142.0412. 

• Noise - New development adjacent to the MHPA must follow the protocol established 
under MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-3 with regard to Mitigation for Short-term Impacts on 
Sensitive Species from Project Constmction. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Mitigation Framework for Roadways 

MM-TRF-1 : At the program-level, impacts shall be reduced thi-ough the classifications of 
roadways and identification of necessary roadway, intersection and freeway improvements. 
Mitigation or constmction of these improvements shall be earned out at the project-level via the 
Infrastructure Fee Study (IFS), capital improvement projects, and fiature development projects. 
Funding shall be through constmction by individual development projects, collection of 
development impact fees (DIFs), fair share contributions to be deteimined at the project-level, 
and potentially other sources. 

There was no feasible mitigation identified for this impact. However, the CPU includes the 
following physical roadway improvements that would reduce the impact, though not to below a 
level of significance: 

Roadway Widening/Restriping 

e Market Street, between 1-805 and Pitta Street; 

e Euclid Avenue, between SR-94 and Market Street; and 

• Division Street, between Harbison Avenue and 58th Street, and between Valencia 
Parkway and 61st Street. 
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Road/Lane Diet: 

• Market Street, between 19th Street and 1-805; 

• Imperial Avenue, between 1-5 and 1-15; and 

• National Avenue/Logan Avenue, between 1-5 and the 1-805 overpass. 

• Imperial Avenue, between 1-805 to Community Boundary; 

• Logan Avenue, between the 47th Street and Euclid Avenue; 

• 47th Street, between SR-94 and Logan Avenue; 

• Euclid Avenue, between Imperial Avenue and Community Boundary; 

• Skyhne Drive, between 61st Street and Henson Street; 

• Woodman Street, between Skyline Drive and Community Boundary. 

Mitigation Framework for Intersections 

MM-TRF-2: There was no feasible mitigation identified for this impact. At the project-level, 
partial mitigation may be possible in the form of transportation demand management measures 
that encourage caipooling and other alternate modes of transportation. At the time future 
subsequent development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses would contain 
detailed recommendations. A l l project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be 
implemented prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide mitigation at 
the time of impact. 

Mitigation Framework for Freeway Traffic 

MM-TRF-3: 

1-5, between 17*'' Street and SR-94; 1-5, between SR-94 and Imperial Avenue; 1-5, between 
Imperial Avenue and SR-75; 1-5, betAveen SR-75 and 28* Street; 1-5, between 28* Street 
and 1-15; and 1-5, between 1-15 and Main Street - The SAND A G 2050 Revenue Constrained 
RTP includes operational improvements along 1-5 between 17* Street and Main Street. These 
improvements are expected to be built by Year 2050. There is some uncertainty related to the 
actual developments and associated traffic impacts that will materialize over time. Futui"e 
development projects' transportation studies would be able to more accurately identify individual 
project-level impacts and provide the mechanism to mitigate them thi'ough fair share 
contributions in addition to the funding planned by SAND A G and other funding sources 
consistent with SAND A G Revenue Constrained RTP. The SESD and Encanto Neighborhoods 
CPUs' significant traffic impact to this freeway segment would remain significant unmitigated at 
the programmatic level. 

MM-TRF-4: 
1-15, between 1-805 and SR-94; 1-15, between Market Street and Ocean View Boulevard -
The SAND A G 2050 Revenue Constrained RTP includes constmction of managed lanes along I-
15 between 1-805 and Ocean View Boulevard. These improvements are expected to be built by 
Year 2035. There is some uncertainty related to the actual developments and associated traffic 
impacts that will materialize over time. Future development projects' transportation studies 

Page 4 of 26 



would be able to more accurately identify individual project-level impacts and provide the 
mechanism to mitigate them tlirough fair share contributions in addition to the funding planned 
by SAND A G and other funding sources consistent with SAND A G Revenue Constrained RTP. 
The SESD and Encanto Neighborhoods CPUs significant traffic impact to this freeway segment 
would remain significant unmitigated at the programmatic level. 

MM-TRF-5: 
1-805, between Market Street and Imperial Avenue; and 1-805, between Imperial Avenue 
and 43''' Street - The SAND A G 2050 Revenue Constrained RTP includes constmction of 
managed lanes along 1-805 between Market Street and 43'̂ '' Street. These improvements are 
expected to be built by Year 2030. There is some uncertainty related to the actual developments 
and associated traffic impacts that will materialize over time. Future development projects' 
transportation studies would be able to more accurately identify individual project-level impacts 
and provide the mechanism to mitigate them through fair share contributions in addition to the 
funding planned by SAND A G and other funding sources consistent with SAND A G Revenue 
Constrained RTP. The SESD and Encanto Neighborhoods CPUs significant traffic impact to this 
freeway segment would remain significant unmitigated at the programmatic level. 

MM-TRF-6: 
SR-94, between 17* Street and 25* Street; SR-94, between 25* Street and 28* Street; SR-
94, between 28* Street and 30* Street; SR-94, between 30th Street and 1-15; SR-94, 
between 1-15 and Home Avenue; and SR-94, bet«'een Home Avenue and 1-805 - The 
SAND A G 2050 Revenue Constrained RTP includes constmction of managed lanes along SR-94 
between 17* Street and 1-805. These improvements are expected to be built by Year 2020. There 
is some uncertainty related to the actual developments and associated traffic impacts that will 
materialize over time. Future development projects' transportation studies would be able to more 
accurately identify individual project-level impacts and provide the mechanism to mitigate them 
through fair share contributions in addition to the funding planned by SAND A G and other 
funding sources consistent with SAND A G Revenue Constrained RTP. The SESD and Encanto 
Neighborhoods CPUs significant traffic impact to this freeway segment would remain significant 
unmitigated at the programmatic level. 

MM-TRF-7: 
SR-94, between 1-805 and 47th Street; SR-94, between 47* Street and Euclid Avenue; SR-
94, between Euclid Avenue and Kelton Road; SR-94, between Kelton Road and Federal 
Boulevard; SR-94, between Federal Boulevard and College Grove Way; and SR-94, 
between College Grove Way and College Avenue - The SAND A G 2050 Revenue Constrained 
RTP includes constmction of managed lanes along SR-94 between 1-805 and College Avenue. 
These improvements are expected to be built by Year 2040. There is some uncertainty related to 
the actual developments and associated traffic impacts that will materialize over time. Future 
development projects' transportation studies would be able to more accurately identify individual 
project-level impacts and provide the mechanism to mitigate them tlirough fair share 
contributions in addition to the funding planned by SAND A G and other fimding sources 
consistent with SAND A G Revenue Constrained RTP. The SESD and Encanto Neighborhoods 
CPUs significant traffic impact to this freeway segment would remain significant umnitigated at 
the programmatic level. 
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AIR QUALITY 

Mitigation Framework 

The goals, pohcies, and recommendations of the City combined with the federal, state, and local 
regulations provide a framework for developing project-level air quality protection measures for 
future discretionary projects. The City's process for the evaluation of discretionary projects 
includes environmental review and documentation pursuant to CEQA as well as an analysis of 
those projects for consistency with the goals, policies, and recommendations of the General Plan 
and CPUs. In general, implementation of the policies in the CPUs and General Plan would 
preclude or reduce air quality impacts. Compliance with the standards is requned of all projects 
and is not considered to be 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. 

Where mitigation is determined to be necessary and feasible, these measures shall be included in 
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project. 
Mitigation Framework measures MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2 shall be implemented to reduce 
project-level impacts. These measures shall be updated, expanded and refined when applied to 
specific future projects based on project-specific design and changes in existing conditions, and 
local, state, and federal laws. 

M M - A Q - 1 : Future projects that would exceed daily constmction emissions thi'esholds 
established by the City of San Diego shall incorporate best available control 
measures/technology to reduce constmction emissions to below daily emission standards 
established by the City of San Diego. Best available control measures/technology shall include: 

A. Minimizing simultaneous operation of multiple pieces of constmction equipment; 

B. Use of more efficient, or low pollutant emitting, equipment, e.g., Tier III or IV rated 
equipment; 

C. Use of altemative fueled constmction equipment; 
D. Minimizing idling time by constmction vehicles; 
E. Haul tmcks shall be covered when loaded with soil; 
F. Paved streets shall be swept at least once per day where there is evidence of dirt that 

has been earned on to the roadway; 
G. Active disturbed areas shall have water applied to them two times daily; 
H. Inactive disturbed areas shall be revegetated to prevent soil erosion; 

I. For disturbed surfaces to be left inactive for 4 or more days and that will not be 
revegetated, a chemical stabilizer shall be applied per manufacturer's instruction; 

J. Vehicle speed on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour (mph); 
K. For open storage piles that will remain on-site for 2 or more days, water shall be 

applied once per hour, or coverings shall be used; 
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L. For paved road track-out, all haul vehicles shall be covered, or shall comply with 

vehicle freeboard requirements of Section 23114 of the Califomia Vehicle Code for all 

public and private roads; 

M . During high wind conditions (sustained wind speeds in excess of 25 mph), all 

earthmoving activities shall cease or water shall be applied to soil not more than 15 

minutes prior to disturbing such soil. 

MM-AQ-2 : Development that would significantly impact air quality, either individually or 
cumulatively, shall receive entitlement only if it is conditioned with all reasonable mitigation to 
avoid, minimize, or offset the impact. As a part of this process, future projects shall be required 
to buffer sensitive receptors from air pollution sources through the use of landscaping, open 
space, and other separation techniques. 

MM-AQ-3 : Prior to the issuance of building permits for any new facility that would have the 
potential to emit toxic air contaminants, in accordance with AB 2588, an emissions inventoiy 
and health risk assessment shall be prepared. If adverse health impacts exceeding public 
notification levels (cancer risk equal to or greater than 10 in 1,000,000) are identified, the facility 
shall provide public notice to residents located within the public notification area and submit a 
risk reduction audit and plan to the APCD that demonstrates how the facility would reduce 
health risks to less than significant levels within five years of the date the plan. 

MM-AQ-4: Prior to the issuance of building permits for any project containing a facility 
identified in Table 5.3-3, or locating air quaUty sensitive receptors closer than the recommended 
buffer distances, future projects implemented in accordance with the CPUs shall be required to 
prepare a health risk assessment (HRA) with a Tier I analysis in accordance with APCD HRA 
Guidelines and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics 
"Hot Spots" Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (APCD 2006; OEHHA 2003). 
Al l HRAs shall include: 

1. The estimated maximum 70-year lifetime cancer risk, 

2. The estimated maximum non-cancer chi-onic health hazard index (HHI), and 
3. The estimated maximum non-cancer acute health hazard index (HHI). 

Risk estimates shall each be made for the off-site point of maximum health impact (PMI), the 
maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR), and the maximally exposed individual worker 
(MEIW). The location of each of these receptors shall be specified. The lifetime cancer risk, non-
cancer chi'onic and acute health hazard indexes for nearby sensitive receptors shall also be 
reported. Cancer and non-cancer chi-onic risk estimates shall be based on inhalation risks. HRAs 
shall include estimates of population exposure, including cancer burden, as well as cancer and 
non-cancer chronic and acute risk isopleths (contours). The HRA shall identify best available 
control teclinology (BACT) required to reduce risk to less than 10 in 1,000,000. 

Page 7 of 26 



NOISE 

Mitigation Framework 

MM-NOS-1: Site-specific exterior noise analyses demonstrating that the project would not place 
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 
environmental and discretionary review of fiiture development proposals. Effective noise 
reduction measures may include, but are not limited to, building noise barriers, increased 
building setbacks, speed reductions on suiTOunding roadways, altemative pavement surfaces, or 
other relevant noise attenuation measures. Exact noise mitigation measures and their 
effectiveness shall be deteiTnined by the site-specific exterior noise analyses. 

MM-NOS-2: When building plans are available and 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 receptors located in areas where 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 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units 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. 

Mitigation Framework for Stationary Noise 

MM-NOS-3: Prior to the issuance of a building pennit, a site-specific acoustical/noise analysis 
of any on-site generated noise sources, including generators, mechanical equipment, and tmcks, 
shall be prepared which identifies all noise-generating equipment, predicts noise levels at 
property lines from all identified equipment, and recommends mitigation to be implemented 
(e.g., enclosures, barriers, site orientation), to ensure compliance with the City's Noise 
Abatement and Control Ordinance. Noise reduction measures shall include building noise-
attenuating walls, reducing noise at the source by requiring quieter machinery or limiting the 
hours of operation, or other attenuation measures. Additionally, future projects shall be required 
to buffer sensitive receptors fi^om noise sources tlirough the use of open space and other 
separation techniques as recommended after thorough analysis by a qualified acoustical engineer. 
Exact noise mitigation measures and their effectiveness shall be determined by the site specific 
noise analyses. 

Mitigation Framework for Ambient Noise Levels 

Mitigation measures MM-NOS-1, MM-NOS-2 and MM-NOS-3 would apply to vehicular traffic 
noise for both CPU areas. 

Mitigation Framework for Construction Noise 

MM-NOS-4: For projects that exceed daily constmction noise thresholds established by the City 
of San Diego, best constmction management practices shall be used to reduce constmction noise 
levels to comply with standards established by the Municipal Code in Chapter 5, Ailicle 9.5, 
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Noise Abatement and Control. Project applicant shall prepare and implement a Constmction 
Noise Management Plan. Appropriate management practices shall be deteimined on a project-
by-project basis, and are specific to the location. Control measures shall include: 

A. Minimizing simultaneous operation of multiple constmction equipment units; 

B. Locating stationaiy equipment as far as reasonable from sensitive receptors; 

C. Requiring all intemal combustion-engine-driven equipment to be equipped with 

mufflers that are in good operating condition and appropriate for the equipment; and 

D. Constmction of temporary noise baniers around constmction sites that block the line-

of-sight to suiTOunding receptors. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Framework 

All impacts on sensitive biological resources shall be avoided to the maximum extent feasible 
and minimized when avoidance is not possible. Where impacts are not avoidable or cannot be 
minimized, mitigation shall be required to reduce significant impacts to levels that are less than 
significant. Mitigation measures typically employed include resource avoidance, restoration, or 
creation of habitat, dedication, or acquisition of habitat, or payment into the City of San Diego's 
Habitat Acquisition Fund or other City-approved mitigation bank. Adherence to the CPU 
policies and Mitigation Framework, as well as regulatory compliance, is anticipated to minimize 
impacts on sensitive biological resources to below a level of significance. 

MM-BIO-1: Prior to issuance of any discretionary permit for a future development project 
implemented in accordance with the CPUs, all projects which could have potentially significant 
impacts resulting in a reduction in the .jiuinber of unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or ftilly 
protected species of plants or animals shall be analyzed in accordance with the CEQA 
Significance Thresholds, which require that site-specific biological resources suî veys be 
conducted in accordance with City of San Diego Biology Guidelines (2012) and MSCP Subarea 
Plan. Where sensitive biological resources are known or suspected on or adjacent to a proposed 
project site, a biological assessment shall be perfoiTned for that project. Based on available 
habitat within the CPU areas, focused presence/absence sui-veys shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Biology Guidelines and applicable resource agency sui-vey protocols. 
Engineering design specifications based on project-level grading and site plans shall be 
incoiporated into the design of future projects to minimize or eliminate direct impacts on 
sensitive plant and wildlife species consistent with the FESA, MBTA, CESA, MSCP Subarea 
Plan, and ESL Regulations. 

Mitigation for Impacts to Sensitive Upland Habitats 

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPUs resulting in impacts on sensitive 
upland Tier I, II, IIIA, or IIIB habitats shall implement avoidance and minmiization measures 
consistent with the City Biology Guidehnes and MSCP Subarea Plan and provide suitable 
mitigation in accordance with Table 3 in the City's Biology Guidelines (see Table 5.5-4) and 
MSCP Subarea Plan. Future project-level grading and site plans shall incoiporate project design 
features to minimize direct impacts on sensitive vegetation coiiiniunities including but not 
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limited to riparian habitats, wetlands, maritime succulent scmb, coastal sage scmb, and 
grasslands consistent with federal, state, and City guidelines. Any required mitigation for 
impacts on sensitive vegetation communities shall be outlined in a conceptual mitigation plan 
following the outline provided in the City Biology Guidelines. 

Mitigation for impacts on sensitive vegetation communities shall be implemented at the time 
future development projects are proposed. Project-level analysis shall determine whether the 
impacts are within or outside the MHPA. Any MHPA boundary adjustments shall be processed 
by the individual project applicants through the City and Wildlife Agencies during the early 
project planning stage. 

Mitigation for impacts on sensitive upland habitats shall occur in accordance with the MSCP 
mitigation ratios as specified within the City's Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2012). 
These mitigation ratios are based on the tier level of the vegetation community, the location of 
the impact, and the location of the mitigation site(s). For example, impacts on lands inside the 
MHPA and mitigated outside the MHPA would have the highest mitigation ratio, whereas 
impacts on lands outside the MHPA and mitigated inside the MHPA would have the lowest 
mitigation ratio. 

Mitigation for Impacts to Wetlands 
Please refer to Mitigation Framework MM-BIO-2 below. 

Mitigation for Short-term Impacts on Sensitive Species from Project Construction 
Within the Encanto Neighborhoods CPU area, for proposed development adjacent to or within 
the MHPA, constmction noise that exceeds the maximum levels allowed shall be avoided during 
the breeding seasons for protected avian species such as: coastal Califomia gnatcatcher (March 
1-August 15); least Bell's vireo (March 15-September 15); and coastal cactus wren (Febmary 15-
August 15). If constmction is proposed during the breeding season for these species, USFWS 
protocol surveys shall be required in order to detemiine species presence/absence. When 
applicable, adequate noise reduction measures shall be incoiporated. 

Additional specific measures necessary for reducing potential indirect impacts on sensitive bird 
species, including coastal California gnatcatcher. least Bell's vireo, and coastal cactus wren, are 
fiirther detailed in Mitigation Framework MM-LU-2 and MM-BIO-3. 
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T A B L E 5.5-4 
M I T I G A T I O N RATIOS FOR IMPACTS TO U P L A N D V E G E T A T I O N C O M M U N I T I E S 

AND L A N D C O V E R TYPES 

Tier Habitat Type Mitigation Ratios 

TDERl 
(rare uplands) 

Southern Foredunes 
Torrey Pines Forest 
Coastal Bluff Scrub 
Maritime Succulent 
Scrub 
Maritime Chaparral 
Scrub Oak Chaparral 
Native Grassland 
Oak Woodlands 

Location of Preservation 
Inside Outside 

Location 
of Impact 

Inside* 2:1 3:1 Location 
of Impact Outside 1:1 2:1 

TIERH Location of Preservation 
(uncommon Coastal Sage Scrub/ Inside Outside 
uplands) Chaparral Location Inside* 1:1 2:1 

of Impact Outside 1:1 1.5:1 

TIER ni A Mixed Chaparral Location of Preservation 
(common Chamise Chaparral Inside Outside 
uplands) Location Inside* 1:1 1.5:1 

of Impact Outside 0.5:1 1:1 

TIER EI B Non-Native Location of Preservation 
(common Grasslands Inside Outside 
uplands) Location of Inside* 1:1 1.5:1 

Impact Outside 0.5:1 1:1 

Notes: 
For all Tier I impacts, the mitigation could (1) occur within the MHPA portion of Tier I or (2) occur outside of 
the MHPA within the affected habitat type (in-kind). 
For impacts on Tier II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats, the mitigation could (1) occur within the MHPA portion of 
Tiers I - III (out-of-kind) or (2) occur outside of the MHPA within the affected habitat type (in-kind). Project-
specific mitigation will be subject to applicable mitigation ratios at the time of project submittal. 

Mitigation Framework for Impacts to Wetlands 
Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPUs which cannot demonstrate avoidance 
of impacts on wetiands/jurisdictional resources shall be required to implement the following 
Mitigation Framework: 

MM-BIO-2: To reduce potential direct impacts on City, state, and federally regulated wetlands, 
all subsequent projects developed in accordance with the CPUs shall be required to comply with 
ACOE CWA Section 404 requirements and special conditions, RWQCB in accordance with 
Section 401 of the CWA, CDFW Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement requirements 
and special conditions, and the City of San Diego ESL Regulations for minimizing impacts on 
wetlands. Achieving consistency with these regulations for impacts on wetlands and special 
aquatic sites would reduce potential impacts on regulated wetlands and provide compensatory 
mitigation (as required) to ensure no net loss of weUand habitats. In addition, if federal listed 
species are present on a project site, the USFWS would be included in the consultation initiated 
by the ACOE during the 404 pemiit process in accordance with Section 7 of the FESA. If there 
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is no federal nexus to jurisdictional waters, then a Section 10(A) authorization from USFWS 
would be required to cover any potential effects on federal listed species. 

Prior to obtaining discretionary pemiits for future actions implemented in accordance with the 
CPUs that are subject to ESL, and/or where the CEQA review has determined that there may be 
a significant impact on other biological resources considered sensitive under CEQA, a site-
specific biological resources survey shall be completed in accordance with City of San Diego 
Biology Guidelines. In addition, a preliminary or final jurisdictional waters/wetiands delineation 
of the project site shall be completed following the methods outlined in the ACOE's 1987 
Wetlands Delineation Manual, the 2008 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers 
Delineation Manual for the Arid West Region, and any required updated or additional standards. 
A detennination of the presence/absence and boundaries of any waters of the U.S. and waters of 
the state shall also be completed following the appropriate ACOE guidance documents for 
determining the OHWM boundaries. The limits of any riparian habitats on-site under the sole 
jurisdiction of CDFW shall also be delineated, as well as any special aquatic sites (excluding 
vemal pools) that may not meet federal jurisdictional criteria but are regulated by the RWQCB. 
Engineering design specifications based on project-level grading and site plans shall be 
incorporated into the project design to minimize direct impacts to wetlands, jurisdictional waters, 
riparian habitats, and vemal pools consistent with federal, state, and City guidelines. Any 
required mitigation for proposed unpacts shall be outlined in a conceptual wetland mitigation 
plan prepared in accordance with the City's Biology Guidelines (2012). 

Additionally, any impacts on wetlands in the City of San Diego would require a deviation from 
the ESL wetland regulations. Under the wetland deviation process, development proposals that 
have wetland impacts shall be considered only pursuant to one of three options: Essential Public 
Project, Economic Viability Option, or Biologically Superior Option. ESL Regulations require 
that impacts on wetlands be avoided. Unavoidable impacts on wetlands shall be minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable and mitigated as follows: 

«> As part of the project-specific enviromnental review pursuant to CEQA, all unavoidable 
wetland impacts shall be analyzed, and mitigation shall be required in accordance with 
ratios shown in Tables 11.5-2a and 11.5-2b below. Mitigation shall be based on the 
impacted type of wetland and project design. Mitigation shall prevent any net loss of 
wetland fimctions and values of the impacted wetland. 

• For the Biologically Superior Option, the project shall include avoidance, minimization, 
and compensatory measures, which would result in a biologically superior net gain in 
overall function and values of (a) the type of wetland resource being impacted and/or (b) 
the biological resources to be consei-ved. The Biologically Superior Option mitigation 
shall include either (1) standard mitigation per Table 11.5-2a, including wetland creation 
or restoration of the same type of wetland resource that is being impacted that results in 
high quality wetlands; and a biologically superior project design whose avoided area(s) 
(i) is in a configuration or aligmiient that optimizes the potential long-temi biological 
viability of the on-site sensitive biological resources, and/or (ii) consen'es the rarest and 
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highest quality on-site biological resources; or (2) for a project not considered consistent 
with "1" above, extraordinary mitigation per Table 11.5-2b is required. 

Table I l.5-2a: City of San Diego Wetland Mitigation Ratios 

(With Biologicall/ Superior Design) 

Vegetation Community Mitigation Ratio 

Riparian 2:1 to 3 

Vernal pool' 2:1 to 4: 

Basin with fairy shrimp' 2:1 to 4: 

Freshwater marsh 2: 

Notes; 

'The City does not have "take" authority for vernal pool species. A draft vernal pool HCP 
is currently being prepared by the City in coordination with the Wildlife Agencies. If 
adopted, the City would have "take" authority for the vernal pool species occurring 
within the vernal pool HCP areas. 

Table I l.5-2b: City of San Diego Wetland Mitigation Ratios (Without 

Biologically Superior Design Outside the Coastal Zone) 

Vegetotion Community Mitigation Ratio 

Riparian 4:1 to 6 

Vernal pool' 4:1 to 8 

Basin with fairy shrimp' 4:1 to 8:1 

Freshwater marsh 4 

Notes: 

'The City does not have "take" authority for vernal pool species. A draft vernal pool HCP is 
currently being prepared by the City in coordination with the Wildlife Agencies. If adopted, the 
City would have "take" authority for the vernal pool species occurring within the vernal pool 
HCP areas. 

As part of any fiiture project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, all 
unavoidable wetlands impacts (both temporary and pennanent) shall be analyzed and 
mitigation required in accordance with the City Biology Guidelines; mitigation shall be 
based on the impacted type of wetland habitat. Mitigation shall prevent any net loss of 
wetland functions and values of the impacted wetland. Operational definitions of the four 
types of activities that constitute wetland mitigation under the ESL Regulations are as 
follows: 

Wetland creation is an activity that results in the fomiation of new wetlands in an 
upland area. An example is excavation of uplands adjacent to existing wetlands and the 
establishment of native wetland vegetation. 

Wetland restoration is an activity that re-establishes the habitat functions of a foniier 
wetland. An example is the excavation of agricultural fill from historic wetlands and the 
re-establishnient of native wetland vegetation. 
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• Wetland enhancement is an activity that improves the self-sustaining habitat fimctions 
of an existing wetland. An example is removal of exotic species from existing riparian 
habitat. 

• Wetland acquisition may be considered in combination with any of the three mitigation 
activities above. 

Wetland enhancement and wetland acquisition focus on the presei-vation or the 
improvement of existing wetland habitat and function and do not result in an increase in 
wetland area; therefore, a net loss of wetland may result. As such, acquisition and/or 
enhancement of existing wetlands shall be considered as partial mitigation only for any 
balance of the remaining mitigation requirement after restoration or creation if wetland 
acreage is provided at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio. 

For permanent wetland impacts that are unavoidable and minimized to the maximum 
extent feasible, mitigation shall consist of creation of new in-kind habitat to the fullest 
extent possible and at the appropriate ratios. If on-site mitigation is not feasible, then at 
least a portion of the mitigation must occur within the same watershed. The City's 
Biology Guidelines and MSCP Subarea Plan require that impacts on wetlands, including 
vemal pools, shall be avoided, and that a sufficient wetland buffer shall be maintained, as 
appropriate, to protect resource functions/values. The project specific biology report shall 
include an analysis of on-site wetlands (including City, state, and federal jurisdiction 
analysis) and, ilFpresent, include project alternatives that fully/substantially avoid wetland 
impacts. Detailed evidence supporting why there is no feasible less environmentally 
damaging location or altemative to avoid any impacts must be provided for City staff 
review, as well as a mitigation plan that specifically identifies how the project is to 
compensate for any unavoidable impacts. A conceptual wetland mitigation plan (which 
includes identification of the mitigation site) shall be approved by City staff prior to the 
release of the draft environmental document. Avoidance shall be the first requirement; 
mitigation shall only be used for impacts clearly demonstrated to be unavoidable. 

Prior to the commencement of any constraction-related activities on-site for projects 
impacting wetland habitat (including earthwork and fencing), the applicant shall provide 
evidence of the following to the Mayor-appointed Environmental Designee prior to any 
construction activity: 

• Compliance with ACOE Section 404 nationwide permit; 

o Compliance with the RWQCB Section 401 Water Quahty Certification; and 

o Compliance with the CDFW Section 1601/1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

Mitigation Framework for Impacts to Migratory Wildlife 

MM-BIO-3: Mitigation for future projects to reduce potentially significant impacts that would 
interfere with the nesting, foraging, or movement of wildlife species within the CPU areas shall 
be identified in site-specific biological resources report prepared in accordance with City of San 
Diego Biology Guidelines, as further detailed in MM-BIO-1 during the discretionary review 
process. The biology report shall include results of protocol sui-veys and recommendations for 
additional measures to be implemented during constmction-related activities; shall identify the 
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limits of any identified local-scale wildlife corridors or habitat linkages and analyze potential 
impacts in relation to local fauna, and the effects of conversion of vegetation communities to 
minimize direct impacts on sensitive wildlife species and to provide for continued wildlife 
movement thi-ough the corridor. 

Measures that shall be incorporated into project-level constmction documents to minimize direct 
impacts on wildlife movement, nesting, or foraging activities shall be addressed in the biology 
report and shall include recommendations for preconstmction protocol surveys to be conducted 
during established breeding seasons, constmction noise monitoring and implementation of any 
species-specific mitigation plans in order to comply with the FESA, MBTA, State Fish and 
Game Code, and/or the ESL Regulations. 

Mitigation Framework for impacts to MSCP/MHPA 

Implementation of MM-BIO-1 and MM-LU-2 shall apply. 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Mitigation Framework 

MM-HYD/WQ-1 : Prior to approval of development projects implemented in accordance with 
the CPUs, the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, based on the 
project application, that future projects are sited and designed to minimize impacts on absorption 
rates, drainage pattems, and surface mnoff rates and floodwaters in accordance with current City 
and San Diego RWQCB regulations identified below. Future design of projects shall incoiporate 
all applicable and practicable measures as further outlined below in accordance with the 
RWQCB, the City Stoim Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 2, 
Division 2 of the LDC), and the LDC, and shall be based on the recommendations of a detailed 
water quality and hydraulic analysis. 

A. San Diego RWQCB 

1. Comply with all NPDES peiTnit(s) requirements, including the development of a 
SWPPP if the disturbed soil area is one acre or more, or a Water Quality Control Plan 
if less than one acre, in accordance with the City's Storm Water Standards. 

2. If a future project includes in-water work, it shall require acquiring and adhering to a 
404 Permit (from USAGE) and a Streambed Alteration Agreement (from CDFW). 

3. Comply with the San Diego RWQCB water quality objectives and bacteria TMDL. 

B. City of San Diego 

To prevent flooding, future projects implemented in accordance with the CPUs shall be 
designed to incoiporate any applicable measures from the City of San Diego Land 
Development Code. Flood control measures that shall be incoiporated into future projects 
within an SFHA, or within a 100-year floodway, include but are not limited to the 
following: 

1. Prior to issuance of building pennits or approval of any project within or in the 
vicinity of a floodway or SFHA, all proposed development within a SFHA shall be 
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subject to the following requirements and all other applicable requirements and 
regulations of FEMA and those provided in Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1 of the 
LDC. 

2. In all floodways, any encroachment, including fill, new construction, significant 
modifications, and other development, is prohibited unless certification by a 
registered professional engineer is provided demonstrating that encroachments shall 
not result in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of the base flood 
discharge except as allowed under Code of Federal Regulations Title 44, Chapter 1, 
Part 60.3(c) (13). 

3. If the engineering analysis shows that development will alter the floodway or 
floodplain boundaries of the SFHA, the developer shall obtain a Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision from FEMA. 

4. Fill placed in the SFHA for the puipose of creating a building pad shall be compacted 
to 95 percent of the maximum density obtainable with the Standard Proctor Test Fill 
method issued by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM). Granular 
fill slopes shall have adequate protection for a minimum flood water velocity of five 
feet per second. 

5. Improvement plans shall note "Subject to Inundation" for all areas lower than the 
base elevation plus two feet. 

6. If stmctures will be elevated on fill such that the lowest adjacent grade is at or above 
the base flood elevation, a Letter of Map Revision based on Fill (LOMR-F) shall be 
obtained prior to occupancy. The developer or applicant shall provide all 
documentation, engineering calculations, and fees required by FEMA to process and 
approve the LOMR-F. 

7. In accordance with Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1 of the LDC channeHzation or 
other substantial alteration of rivers or streams shall be limited to essential public 
sei-vice projects, flood control projects, or projects where the primary function is the 
improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. The channel shall be designed to ensure that 
the following occur: 

a. Stream scour is minimized. 
b. Erosion protection is provided. 
c. Water flow velocities are maintained as specified by the City Engineer. 
d. There are no significant increases or contributions to downstream bank erosion 

and sedimentation of sensitive biological resources; acceptable techniques to 
control stream sediment shall include planting riparian vegetation in and near the 
stream and detention or retention basins. 

e. Wildlife habitat and conidors are maintained. 

f Groundwater recharge capability is maintained or improved. 

8. Within the flood fringe of an SFHA or floodway, pennanent stmctures and fill for 
pemianent structures, roads, and other development shall be allowed only if the 
following conditions are met: 
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a. The development or fill shall not significantly adversely affect existing sensitive 

biological resources on-site or off site. 

b. The development is capable of withstanding flooding and does not require or 

cause the constmction of off-site flood protective works including artificial flood 

channels, revetments, and levees nor shall it cause adverse impacts related to 

flooding of properties located upstream or downstream, nor shall it increase or 

expand a FIRM Zone A. 

c. Grading and filling shall be limited to the minimum amount necessary to 

accommodate the proposed development; harm to the environmental values of the 

floodplain shall be minimized including peak flow storage capacity; and wetlands 

hydrology shall be maintained. 

d. The development shall not significantly increase or contribute to downstream 

bank erosion and sedimentation nor cause an increase in flood flow velocities or 

volume. 

e. There shall be no significant adverse water quality impacts to downstream 

wetiands, lagoons, or other sensitive biological resources, and the development 

shall be in compliance with the requirements and regulations of the NPDES as 

implemented by the City of San Diego. 

Mitigation Framework for Runoff 

Implementation of MM-HYD/WQ-1 would apply. 

Mitigation Framework for Pollutant Discharges 

MM-HYD/WQ-2 : Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPUs shall be sited and 
designed to minimize impacts on receiving waters, in particular the discharge of identified 
pollutants to an already impaired water body. Prior to approval of any entitlements for any future 
project, the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City Engineer that measures to 
ensure that impacts to receiving waters are flally mitigated in accordance with the requirements 
of the City's Storm Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 of 
the LDC) and other appropriate agencies (e.g., San Diego RWQCB). To prevent erosion, 
siltation, and transport of urban pollutants, all fiiture projects shall be designed to incoiporate any 
applicable storm water improvement, both off- and on-site, in accordance with the City of San 
Diego Storm Water Standards Manual. These measures may be updated, expanded, or refined 
when applied to specific fiiture projects based on project-specific design and changes in existing 
conditions; as well as changes to local, state, and federal laws. 

Storm water improvements and water quality protection measures that shall be required for 
fiiture projects include: 

a. Increasing on-site filtration; 

b. Preserving, restoring, or incoiporating natural drainage systems into site design; 

c. Directing concentrated flows away from MHPA (Encanto Neighborhoods CPU area 
only) and open space areas. If not possible, drainage shall be directed into sediment 
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basins, grassy swales, or mechanical trapping devices prior to draining into the 
M H P A (Encanto Neighborhoods CPU area only) or open space areas; 

d. Reducing the amount of impei-vious surfaces thi'ough selection of materials, site 
planning, and narrowing of street widths where possible; 

e. Increasing the use of vegetation in drainage design; 

f Maintaining landscape design standards that minimize the use of pesticides and 
herbicides; and 

g. To the extent practicable, avoiding development of areas particularly susceptible to 
erosion and sediment loss. 

San Diego RWQCB and Municipal Code Compliance 

a. The requirements of the San Diego RWQCB for storm water quality are addressed by 
the City in accordance with the City NPDES requirements and the participation in the 
regional permit with the San Diego RWQCB. 

b. Prior to permit approval, the City shall ensure any impacts on receiving waters are 
precluded or mitigated in accordance with the City of San Diego Storm Water 
Regulations. 

c. In accordance with the City of San Diego Storm Water Standards Manual, 
development shall be designed to incorporate on-site storm water improvements 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and shall be based on the adequacy of downstream 
storm water conveyance. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Framework for Prehistoric or Historical Archaeological Resources 

The City of San Diego's General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local regulations, 
provide a regulatory framework for developing project-level historical resources mitigation 
measures for future discretionary projects. A l l development projects with the potential to affect 
historical resources—such as designated historical resources; historical buildings, districts, 
landscapes, objects, and stmctures; important archaeological sites; and traditional cultural 
properties—are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City's Historical Resources 
Regulations and Historical Resources Guidelines, thi-ough the discretionary process. The 
following Mitigation Framework measures (MM-HIST-1 and MM-HIST-2) would be required of 
all future development projects with the potential to impact significant historical resources which 
address archaeological resources and historic buildings, stmctures, and objects, respectively. 
This Mitigation Framework, combined with the Shemian Heights and Grant Hill Park Historic 
Districts CPIOZ (as described in MM-LU-lb) and CPU pohcies promoting the identification and 
presei-vation of historical resources in the CPU areas, reduces the program-level impact related to 
preliistoric or historical archaeological sites and historic resources of the built environment to 
below a level of significance. 
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MM-HIST-1: Prior to issuance of any pennit for a future development project implemented in 
accordance with the CPU area that could directly affect an archaeological resource, the City shall 
require the following steps be taken to determine: (1) the presence of archaeological resources 
and (2) the appropriate mitigation for any significant resources which may be impacted by a 
development activity. Sites may include, but are not limited to, residential and commercial 
properties, privies, trash pits, building foundations, and industrial features representing the 
contributions of people fi-om diverse socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds. Sites may also 
include resources associated with pre-historic Native American activities. 

INITIAL DETERMINATION 
The environmental analyst will detemiine the likelihood for the project site to contain historical 
resources by reviewing site photographs and existing historic information (e.g. Archaeological 
Sensitivity Maps, the Archaeological Map Book, and the City's "Historical Inventory of 
Important Architects, Structures, and People in San Diego") and conducting a site visit. If there 
is any evidence that the site contains archaeological resources, then a historic evaluation 
consistent with the City Guidelines would be required. A l l individuals conducting any phase of 
the archaeological evaluation program must meet professional qualifications in accordance with 
the City Guidelines. 

STEP 1: 
Based on the results of the Initial Detemination, if there is evidence that the site contains 
historical resources, preparation of a historic evaluation is required. The evaluation report would 
generally include background research, field survey, archaeological testing and analysis. Before 
actual field reconnaissance would occur, background research is required which includes a 
record search at the SCIC at San Diego State University and the San Diego Museum of Man. A 
review of the Sacred Lands File maintained by the NAHC must also be conducted at this time. 
Infoimation about existing archaeological collections should also be obtained fi-om the San 
Diego Archaeological Center and any tribal repositories or museums. 

In addition to the record searches mentioned above, background infoi-mation may include, but is 
not limited to: examining primary sources of historical infomiation (e.g., deeds and wills), 
secondary sources (e.g., local histories and genealogies), Sanbom Fire Maps, and historic 
cartographic and aerial photograph sources; reviewing previous archaeological research in 
similar areas, models that predict site distribution, and archaeological, architectural, and 
historical site inventory files; and conducting informant intemews. The results of the 
background information would be included in the evaluation report. 

Once the background research is complete, a field reconnaissance must be conducted by 
individuals whose qualifications meet the standards outlined in the City Guidelines. Consultants 
are encouraged to employ innovative sui-vey techniques when conducting enhanced 
reconnaissance, including, but not limited to, remote sensing, ground penetrating radar, and other 
soil resistivity techniques as deteniiined on a case-by-case basis. Native American participation 
is required for field surveys when there is likelihood that the project site contains prehistoric 
archaeological resources or traditional cultural properties. If thi-ough background research and 
field sui-veys historical resources are identified, then an evaluation of significance must be 
perfomied by a qualified archaeologist. 
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STEP 2: 
Once a historical resource has been identified, a significance detemination must be made. It 
should be noted that tribal representatives and/or Native American monitors will be involved in 
making recommendations regarding the significance of prehistoric archaeological sites during 
this phase of the process. The testing program may require reevaluation of the proposed project 
in consultation with the Native American representative which could result in a combination of 
project redesign to avoid and/or preserve significant resources as well as mitigation in the form 
of data recovery and monitoring (as recommended by the qualified archaeologist and Native 
American representative). An archaeological testing program will be required which includes 
evaluating the horizontal and vertical dimensions of a site, the chronological placement, site 
function, artifact/ecofact density and variability, presence/absence of subsurface features, and 
research potential. A thorough discussion of testing methodologies, including surface and 
subsurface investigations, can be found in the City Guidelines. 

The results from the testing program will be evaluated against the Significance Thresholds found 
in the Guidelines. If significant historical resources are identified within the Area of Potential 
Effect, the site may be eUgible for local designation. At this time, the final testing report must be 
submitted to Historical Resources Board staff for eligibility detei-mination and possible 
designation. An agreement on the appropriate form of mitigation is required prior to distribution 
of a draft environmental document. If no significant resources are found, and site conditions are 
such that there is no potential for further discoveries, then no fiirther action is required. 
Resources found to be non-significant as a result of a survey and/or assessment will require no 
further work beyond documentation of the resources on the appropriate Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) site forms and inclusion of results in the survey and/or assessment report. If no 
significant resources are found, but results of the initial evaluation and testing phase indicates 
there is still a potential for resources to be present in portions of the property that could not be 
tested, then mitigation monitoring is required. 

STEP 3: 
PrefeiTcd mitigation for historical resources is to avoid the resource thi-ough project redesign. If 
the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all pmdent and feasible measures to minimize harm 
shall be taken. For archaeological resources where preservation is not an option, a Research 
Design and Data Recovei-y Program is required, which includes a Collections Management Plan 
for review and approval. The data recovery program shall be based on a written research design 
and is subject to the provisions as outlined in CEQA, Section 21083.2. The data recovery 
program must be reviewed and approved by the City's Environmental Analyst prior to draft 
CEQA document distribution. Ai-chaeological monitoring may be required during building 
demolition and/or constmction grading when significant resources are known or suspected to be 
present on a site, but cannot be recovered prior to grading due to obstmctions such as, but not 
limited to, existing development or dense vegetation. 

A Native American observer must be retained for all subsurface investigations, including 
geotechnical testing and other ground-disturbing activities, whenever a Native American 
Traditional Cultural Property or any archaeological site located on City property or within the 
Area of Potential Effect of a City project would be impacted. In the event that human remains 
are encountered during data recovery and/or a monitoring program, the provisions of Public 
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Resources Code Section 5097 must be followed. These provisions are outlined in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) included in the environmental document. The 
Native American monitor shall be consulted during the preparation of the written report, at 
which time they may express concerns about the treatment of sensitive resources. If the Native 
American community requests participation of an observer for subsurface investigations on 
private property, the request shall be honored. 

STEP 4: 
Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared by qualified professionals as 
determined by the criteria set forth in Appendix B of the Guidelines. The discipline shall be 
tailored to the resource under evaluation. In cases involving complex resources, such as 
traditional cultural properties, mral landscape districts, sites involving a combination of 
prehistoric and historic archaeology, or historic districts, a team of experts will be necessai-y for a 
complete evaluation. 

Specific types of historical resource reports are required to document the methods (see Section 
III of the Guidelines) used to determine the presence or absence of historical resources; to 
identify the potential impacts from proposed development and evaluate the significance of any 
identified historical resources; to document the appropriate curation of archaeological collections 
(e.g. collected materials and the associated records); in the case of potentially significant impacts 
to historical resources, to recommend appropriate mitigation measures that would reduce the 
impacts to below a level of significance; and to document the results of mitigation and 
monitoring programs, if required. 

Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared in confomance with the 
Califomia Office of Historic Presei-vation "Archaeological Resource Management Reports: 
Recommended Contents and Foimat" (see Appendix C of the Guidelines), which will be used by 
Envu-onmental Analysis Section staff in the review of archaeological resource reports. 
Consultants must ensure that archaeological resource reports are prepared consistent with this 
checklist. This requirement will standardize the content and fomat of all archaeological 
technical reports submitted to the City. A confidential appendix must be submitted (under 
separate cover) along with historical resources reports for archaeological sites and traditional 
cultural properties containing the confidential resource maps and records search infoimation 
gathered during the background study. In addition, a Collections Management Plan shall be 
prepared for projects which result in a substantial collection of artifacts and must address the 
management and research goals of the project and the types of materials to be collected and 
curated based on a sampling strategy that is acceptable to the City. Appendix D (Historical 
Resources Report Fom) may be used when no archaeological resources were identified within 
the project boundaries. 

STEP 5: 
For Ai-chaeological Resources: Al l cultural materials, including original maps, field notes, non-
burial related artifacts, catalog infomiation, and final reports recovered during public and/or 
private development projects must be permanently curated with an appropriate institution, one 
which has the proper facilities and staffing for insuring research access to the collections 
consistent with state and federal standards, hi the event that a prehistoric and/or historic deposit 
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is encountered during constmction monitoring, a Collections Management Plan would be 
required in accordance with the project MMRP. The disposition of human remains and burial 
related artifacts that cannot be avoided or are inadvertently discovered is governed by state (i.e.. 
Assembly Bil l 2641 and Califomia Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 
2001) and federal (i.e., Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act) law, and must 
be treated in a dignified and culturally appropriate manner with respect for the deceased 
individual(s) and their descendants. Any human bones and associated grave goods of Native 
American origin shall be turned over to the appropriate Native American group for repatriation. 
Arrangements for long-term curation must be established between the applicant/property owner 
and the consultant prior to the initiation of the field reconnaissance, and must be included in the 
archaeological survey, testing, and/or data recovery report submitted to the City for review and 
approval. Curation must be accomplished in accordance with the Califomia State Historic 
Resources Commission's Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collection (dated May 
7, 1993) and, if federal funding is involved, 36 Code of Federal Regulations 79 of the Federal 
Register. Additional information regarding curation is provided in Section II of the Guidelines. 

Mitigation Framework for Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects 

MM-HIST-2: Prior to issuance of any peimit for a future development project implemented in 
accordance with the CPU that would directly or indirectly affect a building/stmcture in excess of 
45 years of age, the City shall detemiine whether the affected building/stmcture is historically 
significant. The evaluation of historic architectural resources shall be based on criteria such as: 
age, location, context, association with an important person or event, uniqueness, or stmctural 
integrity, as indicated in the Historical Resources Guidelines. 

Prefened mitigation for historic buildings or stmctures shall be to avoid the resource thi-ough 
project redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all pmdent and feasible measures to 
minimize harm to the resource shall be taken. Depending upon project impacts, measures shall 
include, but are not limited to: 

o Preparing a historic resource management plan; 

o Designing new constmction which is compatible in size, scale, materials, color and 
workmanship to the historic resource (such additions, whether portions of existing 
buildings or additions to historic districts, shall be clearly distinguishable from historic 
fabric); 

• Repairing damage according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation; 

o Screening incompatible new constmction from view through the use of beims, walls, and 
landscaping in keeping with the historic period and character of the resource; 

o Shielding historic properties from noise generators through the use of sound walls, 
double glazing, and air conditioning; and 

o Removing industrial pollution at the source of production. 
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o Specific types of historical resource reports, outlined in Section III of the HRG, are 
required to document the methods to be used to deteimine the presence or absence of 
historical resources, to identify potential impacts from a proposed project, and to evaluate 
the significance of any historical resources identified. If potentially significant impacts to 
an identified historical resource are identified these reports will also recommend 
appropriate mitigation to reduce the impacts to below a level of significance. If required, 
mitigation programs can also be included in the report. 

Mitigation Framework for Religious or Sacred Uses and Human Remains 

While it is not expected that religious or sacred places or human remains would be disturbed as a 
resuh of buildout of the CPUs, there is potential for these resources to be present. In the event 
that human remains are discovered during project grading, work shall halt in that area and the 
procedures set forth in the Califomia Public Resources Code (Section 50987.98) and State 
Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5), and in the federal, state, and local regulations 
described above shall be undertaken. Mitigation Measure MM-HIST-1 would apply. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Framework 
If subsurface disturbance activities occur, the recommended course of action is to minimize 
potential impacts through development of project-specific paleontological monitoring and a 
discovery treatment plan. If no subsurface disturbance is planned, then the paleontological 
resources would not be impacted and development of project-specific paleontological monitoring 
and discovery treatment plan would not be necessary. The following Mitigation Framework 
measure would be required to mitigate for Impact 5.8-1, when a project would result in 
excavation of over 1,000 cubic yards in high sensitivity or over 2,000 cubic yards in moderate 
sensitivity, with depth of cut at or greater than 10 feet. 

M M - P A L E O - 1 : Prior to the approval of subsequent development projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPUs, the City shall detemine the potential for impacts to paleontological 
resources based on review of the project application submitted, and recommendations of a 
project-level analysis completed in accordance with the steps presented below. Future projects 
shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts on paleontological resources in accordance with 
the City's Paleontological Resources Guidelines and CEQA Significance Thresholds. Monitoring 
for paleontological resources required during constmction activities shall be unplemented at the 
project-level and shall provide mitigation for the loss of important fossil remains with future 
subsequent development projects that are subject to environmental review. 

I. Prior to Project Approval 
A. The environmental analyst shall complete a project-level analysis of potential 

impacts on paleontological resources. The analysis shall include a review of the 
applicable USGS Quad maps to identify the underlying geologic fomiations, and 
shall detemiine if constmction of a project would: 

o Require over 1,000 cubic yards of excavation and/or a 10-foot, or greater, depth 
in a high resource potential geologic deposit/fomiation/rock unit. 
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• Require over 2,000 cubic yards of excavation and/or a 10-foot, or greater, depth 
in a moderate resource potential geologic deposit/fomation/rock unit. 

• Require constmction within a known fossil location or fossil recovery site. 
Resource potential within a formation is based on the Paleontological 
Monitoring Detennination Matrix. 

B. If constmction of a project would occur within a formation with a moderate to 
high resource potential, monitoring during constmction would be required. 

• Monitoring is always required when grading on a fossil recovei-y site or a 
known fossil location. 

• Monitoring may also be needed at shallower depths if fossil resources are 
present or likely to be present after review of source materials or consultation 
with an expert in fossil resources (e.g., the San Diego Natural History 
Museum). 

• Monitoring may be required for shallow grading (<10 feet) when a site has 
previously been graded and/or unweathered geologic deposits/foimations/ rock 
units are present at the surface. 

Monitoi-ing is not required when grading documented aitificial fill. When it has been 
determined that a fiiture project has the potential to impact a geologic formation with a high or 
moderate fossil sensitivity rating a Paleontological MMRP shall be implemented during 
constmction grading activities. 

GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Framework 

MM-GEO-1 : Impacts associated with geologic hazards shall be mitigated at the project-level 
through adherence to the City's Seismic Safety Study and recommendations of a site-specific 
geotechnical report prepared in accordance with the City's Geotechnical Report Guidelines. 
Impacts shall also be avoided or reduced through engineering design that meets or exceeds 
adherence to the City's Municipal Code and the California Building Code. 

More specifically, compressible soils impacts shall be mitigated through the removal of 
undocumented fi l l , colluvium/topsoil, and alluvium to fiim the ground. Future development 
shall also be required to clean up deleterious material and properly moisture, condition, and 
compact the soil in order to provide suitable foundation support. 

Regarding impacts related to expansive soils, fiiture development shall be required to implement 
typical remediation measures, which shall include placing a minimum 5-foot cap of low 
expansive (Expansion Index [EI] of 50 or less) over the clays; or design of foundations and 
surface improvements to account for expansive soil movement. 
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Mitigation Framework for Erosion 

MM-GEO-2: As part of the future development permitting process, the City shall require 
individual projects to adhere to the Grading Regulation and NPDES permit requirements. A l l 
subsequent projects developed in accordance with the CPUs shall also adhere to the Califomia 
Building Code to avoid or reduce geologic hazards to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
Submittal, review, and approval of site specific geotechnical investigations shall be completed in 
accordance with the City's Municipal Code requirements. Engineering design specifications 
based on future project-level grading and site plans shall be incorporated into all future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPUs to minimize hazards associated with site-level 
geologic and seismic conditions satisfactory to the City Engineer and shall include the following 
measures to control erosion during and after grading or constmction: 

• Desilting basins, improved surface drainage, or planting of ground covers installed early 
in the improvement process in areas that have been stripped of native vegetation or areas 
of fill material; 

• Short-term measui-es, such as sandbag placement and temporary detention basins; 

• Restrictions on grading during the rainy season (November through March), depending 
on the size of the grading operation, and on grading in proximity to sensitive wildlife 
habitat; and 

o Immediate post-grading slope revegetation or hydroseeding with erosion-resistant species 
to ensure coverage of the slopes prior to the next rainy season. 

Conformance to mandated City grading requirements shall ensure that future grading and 
constmction operations would avoid significant soil erosion impacts. Furtheimore, any 
development involving clearing, grading, or excavation that causes soil disturbance of one or 
more acres, or any project involving less than one acre that is part of a larger development plan, 
shall be subject to NPDES General Constmction Stoim Water Permit provisions. Additionally, 
any development of this significant size within the City shall be required to prepare and comply 
with an approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that shall consider the full 
range of erosion control BMPs such as, but not limited to, including any additional site-specific 
and seasonal conditions. Project compliance with NPDES requirements would significantly 
reduce the potential for substantial erosion or topsoil loss to occur in association with new 
development. 

Prior to obtaining grading pennits for future actions a site-specific geotechnical investigation 
shall be completed as necessary in accordance with the City of San Diego Guidelines for 
Preparing Geotechnical Reports. Engineering design specifications based on project-level 
grading and site plans shall be incoiporated into the project design to minimize hazards 
associated with site-level geologic and seismic conditions satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
Measures designed to reduce erosion at the project-level shall include the following: 

o Control erosion by minimizing the area of slope disturbance and coordinate the timing of 
grading, resurfacing, and landscaping where disturbance does occur. 
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• On sites for industrial activities require reclamation plans that control erosion, where 
feasible, in accordance with the LDC. 

• Control erosion caused by stom mnoff and other water sources. 

• Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes or geological 
instability in order to control urban fomi, insure public safety, provide aesthetic 
enjoyment, and protect biological resources. 

• Replant with native, drought-resistant plants to restore natural appearance and prevent 
erosion. 

• Practice erosion control techniques when grading or preparing building sites. 

• Utilize ground cover vegetation when landscaping a development in a drainage area to 
help control mnoff. 

• Incorporate sedimentation ponds as part of any flood control or mnoff control facility. 

• During constmction, take measures to control mnoff from constmction sites. Filter fabric 
fences, heavy plastic earth covers, gravel berms, or lines of straw bales are a few of the 
techniques to consider. 

• Phase grading so that prompt revegetation or constmction can control erosion. Only 
disturb those areas that will later be resurfaced, landscaped, or built on. Resurface 
parking lots and roadways as soon as possible, without waiting until completion of 
constmction. 

o Promptly revegetate graded slopes with groundcover or a combination of groundcover, 
shi-ubs, and trees. Hydroseeding may substitute for container plantings. Groundcovers 
shall have moderate to high erosion control qualities. 

» Where necessai-y, design drainage facilities to ensure adequate protection for the 
community while minimizing erosion and other adverse effects of stonn mnoff to the 
natural topography and open space areas. 

• Ensure that the timing and method of slope preparation protects natural areas from 
disturbance due to erosion or trampling. The final surface shall be compacted and 
spillovers into natural areas shall be avoided. 

• Plant and maintain natural groundcover on all created slopes. 

When required, the geologic technical report shall consist of a preliminary study, a geologic 
reconnaissance, or an in-depth geologic investigation report that includes field work and 
analysis. The geologic reconnaissance report and the geologic investigation report shall include 
all pertinent requirements as established by the Building Official. In addition, the Building 
Official shall require a geologic reconnaissance report or a geologic investigation report for any 
site if the Building Official has reason to beheve that a geologic hazard may exist at the site. 
Section 145.1803 of the San Diego Municipal Code discusses in more detail the requirements 
related to the geotechnical report outlined in the SDSSS (City of San Diego 2009). 
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L INTRODUCTION 

A. Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The following Candidate Findings are made for the Southeastern San Diego and Encanto 
Neighborhoods Community Plan Updates (hereinafter referred to as CPUs or the "Project"). The 
environmental impacts of the Project are addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
("FEIR") dated October 2015 (State Clearinghouse No. 2O14O5L075), which is incorporated by 
reference herein. Jm^ 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub | i i ^pde §§ 21000, et seq.) and the 
State CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines) (14 Cal. Code.Regs §§ IS&OÔ  et seq.) promulgated 
thereunder, require that the environmental impactssof a proposed project be examined before a 
project is approved. In addition, once sigmficaiitainpacts have been identified, CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines require that certain findings be;inade before project approval. It is the 
exclusive discretion of the decision maker certifymgrthe. EIMio determine the%dequacy of the 
proposed candidate findings. Specifiealiy, regarding findings; Guidelines Section" 15091 
provides: 

(a) No public agency shall approve OEscarry oufeayproject for "which an EIR has been certified 
which identifieSiOnetOEinore significant envLronrnental impacts of the project unless the 
public agencysmakes oneaoEmore written,findings fon«aeh of those significant impacts, 
accompanied bypa-brief explanation of thferationale for each finding. The possible 
findings are: 

.GKahges;.or alterations havê BeenTequired in, or incorporated into, the project 
•S|f" which avoid5>or sub^ntially lessei;ithe significant environmental impact as 

identified m the Final EIR 

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

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of emplo}ment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project altematives identified 
in the final EIR. 

(b) The findings required by subdivision (a) shall be supported by substantial evidence in the 
record. 
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(c) The fmding in subdivision (a)(2) shall not be made if the agency making the finding has 
concurrent jurisdiction with another agency to deal -with identified feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives.. The finding in subdivision (a)(3) shall describe the specific 
reasons for rejecting identified mitigation measures and project altematives. 

(d) When making the fmdihgs required in subdivision (a)'(l). the agency shall also adopt a 
pi-pgfam for reporting on of moriitormg the changes which it has either required in the 
projector made a condition of approval to avoid or substantially lessen significant 
ehvirohihentarimpacts. These measures must be fiill; ,̂enf0rceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other measures. .^fc^^ 

(e) The public agency shall" specify the location andicustodian^f the documents or other 
materials which constitute the record of theaprgceedings upon,.which its decision is based. 

(f) A statement made pursuant to ,Section.,̂ ^#3 does not substitut^f^ the findings required 
by this section. . , • 

These requirenients also exist in Section 21081 of ̂ ^EQA^stetute The "chaifes or 
alterations'' referred to in Section 15Q§l!(a|(ji) above, thatfare required m. or incorporated into, 
the project which avoid or substantiallwilessenAe^sienificanfeenvironmental impacts of the 
project, mayinclude awide variety of m'easures.orsMtions as.sefeforth m Guidelines Section 
15370, includmg .<^S^^ "^"r"^.- x^" 

. . ^ \ % « ^ > 
(a) Avoiding the--3mpact altogetffier by not fakmg'a'certam -aetion or parts of ah action. f\ 
(b) Minimizing impaetsiby limJmg.the degreesor magnitude of the action and its 

implementation. 

(c) ̂ '^ctifying thelmpact by repairing, reKalliiitating. or restoring the impacted environment. 

"tK • 
(d) Reducing or ehmmatmg the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 

operations during the IifHof the action. 
(e) CompensMng^for the iir^ct by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments ."̂  .*Sf 

^^g?^^ • 
Should "significant and'una^ knpactŝ 'remain"after̂ cha:nge's or alrerations a applied" to the 
project, a Statement of Overriding Considerations must be prepared. The statement provides the 
lead agency's views on whether the benefits of a project outv>-eigh its unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts. Regarding a Statement of Oveniding Considerations, Guidelines Section 
15093 provides: 

(a) CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region- wide or statewide 
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environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks 
when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental 
benefits, of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts, 
the adverse environmental impacts may be considered "acceptable." 

(b) When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of 
significant impacts which are identified in the final EIR but are not avoided or 
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writingjitn^specific reasons to support its 
action based on the final EIR and/or other infbrmatiOT|ui the record. The statement of 
overriding considerations shall be supported by suHsffintial evidence in the record. 

(c) If an agency makes a statement of oveniding;Gonsideratidn§5the statement should be 
included in the record of the project approv^al'and should be mentioned in the notice of 
determination. This statement does notssubstitute for, and shall Be in addition to. findings 
required pursuant to Section 15091. \ 

Having received, reviewed and considered the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Southeastern San Diego and Encanto-Neighborhoods Community Plan Update Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. 2014051075 (FEIR)p;as w"eliisas.all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter, the followmg^FsmdingssoiEact (Findings) are made by the City of 
San Diego (City) in its capacity as the CEQA Lead Agericy These Findings and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations (SOCs) set forth the environmental basis for current and subsequent 
discretionary actions toibe undertaken by the Ci^ahd responsible agencies for the 
implementation of the project - w-h-

The fono\ying Findings and Statement of OverridingsConsiderations have been submitted by the 
Planning;pepartment f'AppIicanf') as candidat^findmgs to be made by the decision-making 
body. The- l̂anning Department doesinot recommend that the discretionary body either adopt or 
reject these fiiidings. They areattached -to|allow readers of this EER an opportunity to review the 
applicant's position on this nial||l;. 

B. Record of Proceedings 

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

9 The Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft EIR, dated May 27,2014, and all other 
public notices issued by the City in conjunction with the proposed project; 

© The Final EIR for the proposed project; 

0 The Draft EIR, circulated for public review bet\veen July 9, 2015 and September 8, 2015; 
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© All written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the public 
review comment period on the Draft EIR; 

e All responses to vvTitten comments submitted by agencies or members of the public 
during the public review coinmeht period on the Draft EIR and included in the Final EIR; 

e The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); 

e The reports and technical memoranda included or referenced in Responses to Comments 
and/or in the Final EIR: . . - -

e All dociirnerits, stijdies, EIRsfor other materials meoBporated by reference in the Draft 
EIR and the Final EIR; 

Matters of common knowledge to the Citysmcludmg but nofciamited to federal, state and 
local laws and regulations: - a ^ ^ 'ft?-

Any documents expressly cited m these Fffldmgs and Statement of ^erriding 
Considerations; and «^ -

Any other relevant materials requiredto be mcludedjn the record of proceedings 
pursuant to Public Resources Code.. SeGtion .21167.6(e)*-

C. Custodian andpSacatiomof Records; 

The documents and olter«materialsi5vhich constitete the administrative record for the Citj'' s 
actions related to the proiecfeare loeated_;^at the City-of San Dieeo. Planning Department. 1222 
First Avenue. Fourth Floor. San' Diegor CA.92101.^ The City Planning Department is the 
custodianpf the administrative record for the%'^ect. Copies of these documents, which 
constitiifeithe record of proceedmgspare and at airrelevant times have been and will be available 
upon request.?at the offices ofi^the Cit\ Plarming Department. This information is provided in 
compliance with Public Resources Code Sdction 21081.6(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091(e). f 

n . - PROJECT S U I \ # ^ Y :̂ . . .... . 

A. Project Location 

The CPU areas are located within San Diego County, in the southern portion of the City of San 
Diego. Together, the CPU areas encompass approximately 6,740 acres, located east of 
Downtown and north of National City. 
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The Southeastern San Diego (SESD) Community Planning Area is located just east of 
Downtown San Diego, proximate to major employment and commercial centers in the South Bay 
and Downtown and linked to them by trolley and buses. Southeastern San Diego encompasses 
approximately 2,930 acres, excluding 121 acres of unincorporated San Diego County land 
(Greenwood Cemetery). Southeastern San Diego lies south of State Route 94 (SR-94), between 
Interstate 5 (1-5) and hiterstate 805 (1-805), and north of the city limits of National City, 
Neighborhoods contained in Southeastem San Diego include Sherman Heights, Grant Hill, 
Stockton, Mt. Hope, Logan Heights, Mountain View, Southcresti.and Shelltown. 

The Encanto Neighborhoods Community Planning Area encompasses approximately 3,810 
acres, and is located approximately five miles east of Downtown^The planning area is bounded 
by SR-94 to the north and 1-805 to the west, providing access to local and regional destinations. 
The Southeastem San Diego Community Planning^Area is immediately to the west. The City of 
Lemon Grove defines the northeast boundary of the Encanto Neighborhoods Planning Area 
roughly along 69th Street, while Woodman Street is the boundary with the"Skylme-Paradise 
Hills Community Planning Area to the east. The City of National City defines the western half of 
the planning area's south em boundary. Plaza Boulevardsmarks the southern boundary' to the east. 
Specific neighborhoods in the community include Chollas Vievv, Lincoln Park, Valencia Park, 
O'Farrell, Alta Vista, Encanto, Emerald Hills, and?Broadway Heights. 

B. Project Background 

The City has undertaken the CPUsto address changes m conditions since 1987, when the 
Southeastem,San=pjego Communi^ Planm'as adopted. As such, it is intended to defme new 
strategies.:foE-Iiow SoutheastermSan Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods could develop and 
functidngfer the next 20years. The analysis superimposed reasonably expected community 
buildout landuses into the SmDiego*Association of Governments (SANDAG) Series 12 2035 
regional transportation forecast̂ jmodel. Witli adoption of the City's General Plan in 2008, the 
CPUs carry out the,;Guiding Principles of the General Plan as they pertain to the Southeastem 
San Diego and Encanto.Neighborhoods communities. Thus, the CPUs would provide detailed 
policy direction needed'to ..implement the General Plan with respect to the distribution and 
arrangement of land uses (public and private), local street and transit network, prioritization and 
provision of public facilities, community and site specific urban design guidelines, and 
recommendations to preserve and enhance natural open space and cultural resources within the 
Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods communities. CPU implementation 
requires adoption of a rezone ordinance that would rescind the existing Southeastem San Diego 
Planned District Ordinance (SESDPDO) and the Mt. Hope Planned District Ordinance 
(MHPDO) zoning and replace it with citywide zones contained within the Land Development 
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Code (LDC) and create a new Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zorie (CPIOZ) to ' 
implement design standards which are also part of the Project studied by this EIR-. 

The upd'ate to the SESD Corhniunity Plan, creation of the Encanto Neighborhoods Community 
Plan, Impact Fee Study (IFS) for'each CPU, and zoning program is necessar}' to implement the 
goals and objectives of the City of San Diego's Gerieral Plan, y/hich provides direction to 
identify potential sinart gro\\th infill areas to support the City's forecasted housing needs. The 
1987 SESD'Cbriiihuhity Plm'a^^ either starid-alone coinifierci^ or residential uses along the 
majority of transit coiTidbrs. TKe l9§7 SESDPiaii also places nmch of the future housing 
capacity within established lower density.;Single-fa.mily areas&nd not along the transit corridors. 

. . . . . f~ •S' X ^ 

The City worked with the community to identify locati^nf that would support corhpact. 
pedestrian-friendly mixed-use village centers link^&y transit and developed commumt>'-
specific policies that support infill development̂ Iffie CPUs mcluded examining existing and 
future market coiiditiohs for land uses and housi^ttypes to make sure th&fhe community plans 
would encourage public and private investment intosthe community. The existmg public facilities 
and infrastmctufe were studied to de^nine the typerandl^^unt of additional investment that 
will be needed in order to support theafiiture'planned growtSiin a sustainable manner. For 
example, rather than increasing roadwajlcapffiiityfthe CPUs'-^aluated developing measures to 
reduce congestion throughjmprovmg alteSiative'nio^essof transgortation. Additionally, the 
proposed zoning usedanpi-bpriate citywide '̂zones bysfeplaepag the existing planned district 
ordinances (PDGs) v̂ i%cityv/ideb̂ e zones Yhicnrailow for'iMxed-use," higher density' j 
development, consistenlwith the proposed conimmity plan land-use designations. Furthermore, 
the proposed CEiOZ \Nould implement design standards that ensure new development is 
designe'̂  %HtkiHonentedto^romotewa&ability"m^ 

C. Project Description' and Objectives 

The Project analyzed in this PEIRds an update to the existing Southeastem San Diego 
Community Plan." The existing SESD Community Plan, which includes both the Southeastem 
San Diego and Encantp'Neighborhood planning areas, was originally adopted in 1969 and 
comprehensively updated in4987. As part of the update effort, the community plan area has 
been split into two planning-areas: the Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods 
communities. To enable greater focus on each community, separate community plans are being 
prepared for each community through the update process. The update will ensure consistency of 
the CPUs with and incorporate relevant policies from the Cit}' of San Diego General Plan 
(General Plan), as well as provide a long-range, comprehensive policy framework for gro\vth and 
development in the two communities through 2035. 
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Included in the CPUs are two village districts located within the community plan areas; 
amendments to the General Plan to incorporate the updated community plans, providing site-
specific policies; amendments to the Land Development Code for adoption of a rezone and 
Community Plan Implementation Overiay Zone (CPIOZ), rescission of two Planned District 
Ordinances (PDO's), and a comprehensive update to the existing Public Facilities Financing Plan 
resulting in new IPS for each plan area. These plans and actions together with the CPUs form the 
Project for this EIR. 

The CPUs would provide a mix of uses and development inteiisi^ that supports transit use 
within the designated Village Districts, while promotmg transit-oriented-development, 
identifying the provision of additional public services and-facilities in accordance with City 
standards, and maintaining and enhancing the character of smgle-farnily areas over the next 20 to 
30 years. The land use elements of the CPUs define Village Districts and key corridors where 
future growth is targeted within both communities m order to fiilfill the'General Plan's City of 
Villages strategy. 

While the CPUs set forth procedures for implementation, they do not on their own establish 
regulations or legislation, nor do theyjlDn their own, rezonesproperty. Controls on development 
and use of public and private property includingszomng, the'creation of a CPIOZ, design 
controls, and implementation.of transportation unprovements are included as part of the plan 
implementation program, and are considered part of the CPUs studied here. 

The CPUs are components of the City's GeneralMan, as they further complement the General 
Plan policies in the proposed̂ .CPUsareas through the.provision of more site-specific 
recommendations that implement goals and policies contained within the 10 elements of the 
General Plan. Each ofthe^proposed CPUs cbntainsmine elements and an implementation chapter. 
The elenien|s are as fbllov^sfLand Use; Mobility; Urban Design; Economic Prosperity; Public 
Facilities, Services, and Safety^^ecreation; Conservation and Sustainability; Historic 
Preservation; and- Arts and Cultee. 

A number of smdieii^e been cOTisidered in the development of the CPUs, including plarming 
and land use documents,.,master plans, and technical documents addressing a range of issues. The 
CPUs are also intended to eiislire consistency with the overall guiding principles, land use 
policies, and other goals found in the City's General Plan. 

Project Objectives 

The CEQA Guidelines §15124(b) require a description of project's purpose and objectives. The 
following specific objectives for the Project support the underlying purpose of the Project, assist 
the City as Lead Agency in developing a reasonable range of altematives to evaluate in this 
PEIR, and will ultimately aid the Lead Agency in preparing findings and overriding 
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considerations, if necessar}'. The following primar)' goals, recommendations, and objectives of 
the CPUs are to: 

e Multi-Mddal Transportation Strategy: Include walkable and bicycle friendly streets, 
accessible and enhanced transit options, and comprehensive parking strategies throughout 
both communities. 

e Economic Diversification: Broaden the economic profile to increase employment and 
growth opportunities. 

e Housing: Increase allowed, densitieŝ in close proximity to transit in order to provide more 
and varied housing and meet workforce needs close tO"employment centers. 

e Complete Places: Create balanced, mtegrMedanrx of uses'iniSputheastem San Diego and 
Encanto Neighborhoods while mimmizm^iollocation com.patibility issues. 

® Transit: Coordinate land use plannmg wittaJiigh frequency transit-seryice planning. '^•^^ 
e Open Space: Protect the canyon lands and sensitive biological resources while providing 

. . . . . . . . . . .i- . • • 
recreational opportunities - -> 

e Infrastructure: Include financing mechfiusms designed to secure infrastmcture 
impro.vements concurrent-.with largeideveloprnent ' '^ 

e Environmental Leadership and Sustainabilitv Follow en\-ironmentally sensitive 
design and siist&able devetopment pra&ees. 

e Streamline Permif ProcessiffgsaEnsure atess costly and time-intensive process witnm 
the identifieci Village Districts Incorporate specific incenti\es.in the Encanto 
Nelehborhoods YiUage District to achievptransit-supportive densities within a % mile of 
the transit stations'-^ ^Sih-

The above objectives are specific to the Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods 
planning areas, and are intended to implement the broader goals, policies, and Guiding Principles 
of the General Plan.-'Sueh as ^ 

.:::..e3..An:ppen:.:space network_form_edjb̂ ^ 
• ocean; 

» Diverse residential communities formed by the open space net\vork; 

s Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities; 

e Employment centers for a strong economy; 
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An integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit, roadways, 
and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each other and to 
employment centers; 

High-quality, affordable, and well-maintained public facilities to serŝ e the City's 

population, workers, and visitors; 

Historic districts and sites that respect our heritage; 

Balanced communities that offer opportunities for all SmiDiegans and share cit5wide 

responsibilities; 

A clean and sustainable environment; and "SSi. 

A high aesthetic standard. 

IIL S U M M A R Y OF EVIPACTS 

As described in Section 3.0 of the F;E|Qfthe;,Project is a'̂ coinprehensive update to the adopted 

1987 SESD Community Plan. The Project iŝ â|so„a componentjjof the City's General Plan as it 

provides more site-specific recommendations thatamplement the;igoals and policies of the 

General Plan in the CPU areas. As such, the CPUs set forth procedures for implementation and 

provide goals and policies for future development within the-portion of the CPU areas under the 

City's jurisdiction. 

Controls on development andmse^of public and private property including zoning, design 

controls,;:aMfiiipien^ta^ ofti-ansportatibmirnprovements are included as part of the CPU 

implementation programlii, 'Wk. 

The FEIR concludes that the^^Us will^iave no significant impacts and require no mitigation 
measures with'respect to the fbl||wing issiie areas: 

9 Land Use 

- Land Use PlM®qn|lict 

- Land Use Compatibility with Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

o Transportation 

- Circulation and Access 

- Altemative Transportation 
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® Air Qualit>' , ^ 

- Air Movement 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

- Regional Water Quality 

- Flooding 

9 Geology and Seismic Hazards 

- Unstable Geological Units or Soils 

e Hazardous Materials 

- Sensitive Receptors 

- Hazardous Materials Sites 

- Emergency Response or Evacuation Plan 

- Wildland Fires , - c • 

- Hazardous Emissions or Materials near ^i- lo ^ -'t^: 

- Airport Influence Area 

6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

- Greenhouse GaS'sEmissions ""CS*. 
- Consistency witfitAdopted Plans.iPolicies, and Regulations -̂-̂ ^ - ;• •-̂  ' •• •••"'-̂ V. • - ^ ̂  ' ' I 

e Energy " 

- Electrical Powegî . 

- Fuel 

e P-ublic Services andsFacilitiess.. 

- ^Eblice Parks and Recreation, Fu-e/Safety. Libraries, Schools, Pubhc Facilities 

e Public Utilities ' 1 

- NaturahGas. Water. Sewer. Communication Svstems. Solid Waste Management 

- Water Use 

- e"VisualEffects and "Neighborhood C h a r a c t e r " " " " 

- Alteration to Existing or Planned Character 

- Landform Alteration 

- Lisht or Glare 
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Potentially significant impacts of the CPUs will be mitigated to below a level of significance 
with respect to the following issue areas: 

e Land Use 

- Environmentally Sensitive Lands and Historical Resources Regulations 

- Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)/Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA) 

e Air Quality 

- Sensitive Receptors 

e Noise 

- • Noise Abatement and Control Ordinancelf * 'Wk̂  

9 Biological Resources 

- Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species'"Sgih 

- Wetlands 

- Migratory Wildlife 

- MSCP 

- MHPA 

s Hydrology and Water Quality 

- Water Quality 

- Runoff ....... 

- Pollutant DischargesssP 

« HEstbrical Resiources '̂ ''''Wit 

-'?Brehistoric/Historical Sites 

- Keligipus or Sacred Uses and Hiaman Remains 

• Paleontological Resources'-

- Paleontological Resources 

e Geolog3' and Seismic Hazards 

- Geologic Hazards 
- Erosion 
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No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts to below a level of significance , "'\ 
for the following issue areas: 

e Transportation 

- Capacit}'of the Street. System 

- Freeway Traffic 

- Existing or Planned Transportation System 

e A.ir Qualit)' 

- Air Quality Plan 

- Ozone 

« Noise 

- Transportation Noise 

- Ambient Noise 

rV. FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFIC AA T IMPACTS 

A. Findings Regarding Impacts That Will be Mitigated to Below a Level of Sigaificanee 
(CEQA §21081.(a)'(l). aDd CEQA^ Guideline §15091(a)(l) 

The City, havmg independently reviî wed and cMsir3ered the information contained in the FEIR i 1̂  I 
and the public record for tlie Projee^fmds. pursuant to Public Resource Code §21081(a)(l) and 
State CEQA-Guidelines §15D91(a)(l)v'that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated'rhfofthe^oject which would mitigate or"avoid the significant impacts on the 
environment related to "''̂ '̂  - ^ 

» Lan^JJse (Issues 2 and 3) 

9 Air Quality (Issue 3) \ ~ 

o Noise (Issue 3)'' ' 

v.:---:...;»::.I-BiolOgicaIReSOUrGeS-(iSSUeS 1-5^ r:..̂ :-;:: -- -.r - .rr - ; - - r - r - :-: T -r .V , ' . : ~ -V 

e Hydrology and Water Quality (Issues 1-3) 

© Historical Resources (Issues 1 and 2) 

e Paleontological Resources (Issue 1) 

® Geology and Seismic Hazards (Issues 1 and 2) 
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Land Use (Impact 5.1-2: Regulation Consistency - Environmentally Sensitive Lands [ESL] 
and Historical Resources Regulations) 

Significant Impact 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

A potentially significant impact could result from a conflict with the purpose and intent of the 
City's ESL Regulations, as the development footprint of the CPUs would encroach into sensitive 
ESL areas. 

Historical Resources Regulations 

A potentially significant impact could result from a conflict'wif|sthe purpose and intent of the 
City's Historical Resources Regulations. Given thespresence of historical resources distributed 
throughout the CPU areas, implementation of the CPUs has the potential to result in significant 
impacts to historical resources. 

Facts in Support of Finding , s 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

The potentially significant impact wouldabe mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework measuretErameworkiU-la identified in Section 
5.1 of the FEIR. Implementatiomof the Mitigation Framework would require that future 
development project types that arej;onsistent "with tlie""CPUs and base zone regulations can be 
processed ministeriallysand would not be subjeetffp further environmental review under CEQA. 
Future public and private development̂ proposals subject to discretionary review would be 
reviewed ineaccordance with Mitigation Franieworksmeasures LU-2 and BIO 1-3. Mitigation 
Frameworlsmeasure LUsi.requirekthat development projects within or adjacent to designated 
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) shall comply with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of 
the Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) in terms of land use, drainage, access, toxic 
substances in runoff, lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and brush management 
requirements. Mitigation Framework measure BIO-1 requires that where sensitive biological 
resources are known of suspected on or adjacent to a proposed project site, a biological 
assessment shall be conductedŷ and design specifications shall be incorporated to minimize or 
eliminate direct impacts on sensitive plant and wildlife species. Mitigation Framework measure 
BIO-2 requires that projects comply with ACOE Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 
requirements and special conditions, RWQCB in accordance with CWA and City of San Diego 
ESL Regulations for minimizing impacts on wetlands. Mitigation Framework measure BIO-3 
requires that any project that would interfere with the nesting, foraging, or movement of wildlife 
species shall be identified in a site-specific biological resources report prepared in accordance 
with City of San Diego Biology Guidelines. The CPUs also include several policies which aim to 
reduce impacts to sensitive and other resources covered under the ESL regulations. 
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Historical Resources Regulations 

Potentially significant impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation of Mitigation Framework measure LU-lb (Historical Resources - Built 
Envkonment) identified in Section 5.1 of the FEIR. Implementation of this Mitigation 
Framework measure would require that future development proposals.that dpnofcomply with, 
the CPIOZ Type A.for. Sherrnan Heights and Grant Hill Park Historic Districts shall be subject to 
discretionaryii-eyiew in;accordance with the Mitigation Framework-,MM-HIST-2 in Section 5.7 
Historical Resources. This measure.requires that any developmer^project that could directly 
affect historic built environment resources, the City shall reql&e the evaluation of buildings over 
45 years of age prior to permit issuance: determmation ii"suehife.uildmg is historically si^ificant 
and/or is eligible for local designation- and documentatifif m' a-ystoncal resources'repori: 
prepared in accordance with the Historical Resourcestjuidelmes Thê report shall include 
recommendations for redesign to avoid the reso'Se'̂ and/or other appropriate mitigation 
requirements. However, if a historically sigmficmtresource carmot be entirely avoided, all 
pmdent and feasible measures to minimize harm totthe resourc&shall be taSen,7including but not 
limited to: preparing a historic resourcesmanagement p l ^ ; cksignmg new construction which is 
compatible in size, scale, materials. cSforspd.,workmanshi;pto the historic-resource (such 
additions, .whether portions of existmg^uilding^or additions'tohistoric districts, shall be clearly 
distinguishable, from historic, fabric);,repairing daihage accordihglo the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation; screening incompatible new construction firom view through the 
use of berms, walls, fand-landscaping m keeping "With the historig period and., character of the- , | j 

resource; and shieldmg«33i|toric-properties-frorn^ise generators through the.use of sound v,'alls, 
double dazing., and air conditionuig/"^--

Future development̂ prqject typesethat are consistent-with the CPU, base zone regulations, and 
the supplemental regulationSjfor CPI0Z Type A for Sherman Heights and Grant Hill Park 
Historic Disfacts- and can ̂ eSonstraticompliance with the Sherman Heights and Grant Hill 
Park Historic®istricts Design'Criteria Guidelines and/or that no historical resources (Built 
Environment) are present on the project site or would not be adversely affected can be processed 
ministerially and would-not be subject to further environmental review under CEQA. Future 
development projects implemented in accordance with the CPUs have a potential to impact 
khow'^bnirik^^ in"'""" "" 
accordance with the Historical Resources Regulations and Guidelines as further described in 
Mitigation Framework measure MM-HIST-1. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

Mitigation Framework measure LU-1 a assures that future de\'elopment project types that are 
consistent with the CPUs, and base zone regulations, and can demonstrate that there are no 

f 
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biological resources present on the project site can be processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further environmental review under CEQA. Future development proposals subject to 
discretionary review shall be reviewed in accordance with Mitigation Framework measures LU-2 
and BIO 1 through BIO-3. This mitigation framework would reduce potentially significant land 
use (regulatory compliance) impacts to below a level of significance. 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP. 

Historical Resources Regulations 

Mitigation Framework measure LU-lb assures that futuredevclopment project types that are 
consistent with the CPUs, base zone regulations, and.the- suppleiriental regulations for CPIOZ 
Type A for Sherman Heights and Grant Hill ParksHistoric Districts-andiCan demonstrate 
compliance with the Sherman Heights and Grant-Hill Park Historic Districts Design Criteria 
Guidelines and/or that there are no historic builtenvironment resources present on the project 
site or would not be adversely affected, can be processed rnmisterially and would not be subject 
to further environmental review under CEQA Development proposals that do not comply with 
the CPIOZ Type A for Sherman Heights! andtGrant Hill ParisHistoric Districts shall be subject to 
discretionary review in accordance witbthe Mitigation Framework measure MM-HIST-2 in 
Section 5.7 Historical Resources. Future projects implemented insaecordance with the CPU's 
have a potential to impact known or unknown Historical Resources"(Archaeology) and would be 
subject to revie-w in accordance wifhithe Historical̂ Resources Regulations and Guidelines as 
further described in Mitigation Frainework measure MM-HIST-1. These mitigation framework 
measures would-reduce potentially significant land use (regulatory compliance) impacts to below 
a level ofi|i^licanccas„^ 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPUs'MMRP. 

Land Use (Impact5.1-3: MSCP/MHPA) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the CPUiiW)uld result in a conflict with the provision of the City's Multiple 
Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan and the MHPA or approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan. The MHPA is mapped within the Encanto Neighborhoods 
CPU and the plan contains specific policies that require future projects to implement the ESL 
Regulations, the City's Biology Guidelines, and the MSCP Subarea Plan, including the MHPA 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines to reduce impacts on biological resources, open space, land 
form, or other environmentally sensitive areas (P-CS-12. P-CS-14, P-CS-19). 
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Future development located within or adjacent to the MHPA has the potential to conflict with the 
MSCP Subarea in the Encanto Neighborhoods CPU area. No ISIHPA is mapped within the SESD 
CPU area; therefore, no conflicts with the MHPA are anticipated to occur in the SESD CPU area. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

The potentially significant irnpact would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
impleihenfatioh of the'Mitigation Frarhework measure LU-2ii3entified in Section 5.1 ;of tlie 
FEIR. Implementation of this Mitigation Framework measure J!&ld require that all subsequent 
development projects implemented m accordance with the flBI3s.that are .within or adjacent to , 
designated MHPA areas shall comply, with the -Land Use^djaemcy Guidelines of the MSCP in 

terms of land use, dramage, access,.toxic substances.ms=^noff,ii^tmg. noise, invasive plant 
species, gradmg, and.bmsh management requirements* MitigatioiSSe^^ures mclude, but are not 
limited to: sufficient buffers and design featurespSamers (rocks, boulii^s.^signage, fencing, and 
appropriate vegetation) where necessary, lightin^irected away irom theMpPA, and berms or 
walls adjacent to commercial or industrial areas ahdfeny otherfCfee that may. iiifeduce 
constmction noise or noise fi-om future*developmenttM.tee.®tid impact or.interfer̂ e:with wildlife 
Utilization of the MHPA. The project^ipiopst^for each pl^osed project would identify specific 
mitigation measures needed to reduceimpacts-ioib^low a lev^iof significance. Subsequent 
environmental review, would .be requiredtadetermileilhe sigmfiGance of unpacts. firom land use 
adiacenc\ and compliance with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines*of the MSCP. Prior to 
approval of any subseqHent develfpment projectnf^n area adjacent to a designated MHPA... the 
City of San Diego shal%dentifyr spcc-ific conditions of approval m order to avoid or to reduce 
potential impacts to adjacenfthe \fFrpA 

Rationale and Conclusion 

MitigationEramework measure LU-2tassures that future projects within or adjacent to the 
MHPA com|)^ jvith the Landflise Adjacency Guidelmes of the MSCP in terms of land use, 
drainage, accesf, toxic substances m mnoff, lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and 
bmsh management requirements'. This Mitigation Framework measure would reduce potentially 
significant land use (regulatory compliance) impacts to below a level of significance. 

" linplernentafioh of this mitigation fraine"\vork would be assWed through in info the" 
CPUs' MMRP. 
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Air Quality (Impact 5.3-3: Sensitive Receptors) 

Significant Impact 

Stationary Sources 

The SESD CPU includes light industrial uses which could generate air pollutants. Without 
appropriate controls, air emissions associated with planned industrial uses would represent a 
significant adverse air quality impact. 

Collocation 

The SESD CPU contains several areas where residential;and:.-other sensitive uses would be 
placed adjacent to light industrial or commercial uses. Kp'possiBle,.that industries that generate 
air pollutants would be developed at these locations. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

Stationaiy Sources 

The potentially significant impact wouidtbe mitigated toî below a level of significance with 
implementation of the Mitigation Frariie.work-measure AQ-3 identified in Section 5.3 of the 
FEIR. Implementation of this MitigationfEramework raeasureiwould require that prior to the 
issuance of building permitS:.for any new facility that would haveihe potential to emit toxic air 
contaminants, in accordance with AB 2588, an emissions inventory'and health risk assessment 

k_ shall be prepared. If adverse healtkimpacts exceeding public notification levels (cancer risk 
equal to or greater than 10 in 1,000,000) are identified, the facility shall provide public notice to 
residents locatedwithin the public notification areâ and submit a risk reduction audit and plan to 
the APCD that denibnstrates howe&e facility would reduce health risks to less than significant 
levels "within five years"of the date the plan 

Collocation 

The potentiall3iii|nificant impae&would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation ofiheMitigatiofr Framework measure AQ-4 identified in Section 5.3 of the 
FEIR. Implementation of this Mitigation Framework measure would require that prior to the 
issuance of building permits-for any project containing a facility identified in Table 5.3-3 of the 
FEIR, or locating air quality'sensitive receptors closer than the recommended buffer distances, 
future projects implemented in accordance with the CPUs shall be required to prepare a health 
risk assessment (HRA) with a Tier I analysis in accordance with APCD HRA Guidelines and the 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Program 
Risk Assessment Guidelines (APCD 2006; OEHHA 2003). 
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Rationale and Conclusion 

Stationary Sources 

Mitigation Framework measure AQ-3 assures that project-level review must demonstrate that 
health risks would be below a level of significance for all future projects. This Mitigation 
Framework measure "would reduce potentially significant air quality impacts, to belov/ a level of 
significance. - . 

Implementation of this mitigation firamework would be assuredsthrough incorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP. 

Collocation ' JT 

Mitigation Framework measure AQ-3 assures thatprciect-level revieB' must demonstrate that 
health risks would be below a level of significancetfor all future projects;.This Mitigation 
Framework measure would reduce potentially^ignificant air quality rmpaej:s,to below a level of 
significance. " - "*. 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would bemsslred through iacorporation into the 
CPUs' MIvlRP. 

Noise (Itnpact 5.4-3: Noise Abatement and eoatrol Ordmance)̂  

Significant Impact '• ' ^ r 

Implementation of the'SPUs "Vi ould result m th^exposure of people to noise levels which exceed ' ^ 
standards estaDlished m the MoisejAtijatement andtGontrol Ordinance. 

>l8ia^wi MiPWii (lilt 'a^MMy "'SSstSw •»«««, 

Facts m Support of Finding t 

The potentially significant«.pact would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation;,of the Mitigation Framew ôrk measures NOS-3 and NOS-4 identified in Section 
5.4 of the FEIR Implementation of these Mitigation Framework measures would require that 
prior to the issuance of a buildmg permit a site-specific acoustical/noise analysis of any on-site 
generated noise sources^mclud|ng generators, mechanical equipment, and trucks, shall be 
prepared,w:hich identifieWlli-noise-generatrng e_quipment;_predict.sjQise levels„at..pro.p.e.rtyJin.ej__ 
from all identified equipment, and recommends mitigation to be implemented (e.g., enclosures, 
barriers, site orientation), to ensure compliance with the City's Noise Abatement and Control 
Ordinance. Noise reduction measures shall include building noise-attenuating walls, reducing 
noise at the source by requiring quieter machinery or limiting the hours of operation, or other 
attenuation measures. Additionally, future projects shall be required to buffer sensiti"s'e receptors 
from noise sources through the use of open space and other separation techniques as 
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recommended after thorough analysis by a qualified acoustical engineer. Exact noise mitigation 
measures and their effectiveness shall be determined by the site specific noise analyses. 

It would also require that for projects that exceed daily constmction noise thresholds established 
by the City of San Diego, best construction management practices shall be used to reduce 
constmction noise levels to comply with standards established by the Municipal Code in Chapter 
5, Article 9.5, Noise Abatement and Control. The project appHcant shall prepare and implement 
a Constmction Noise Management Plan. Appropriate management practices shall be determined 
on a project-by-project basis, and are specific to the location.̂  

Rationale and Conclusion 

Mitigation Framework measures NOS-3 and N0S-r4,assures that fiitiare development proposals 
implemented in accordance with the CPUs would He required to incorporate feasible mitigation 
measures and altematives adopted in conjunctioHCwith the certification of the PEIR. With 
adherence to the mitigation measures NOS-3 and^M0.S-4, theprcgram-level iinpact related to 
stationary and constmction noise impacts to residentiafeusesjand sensitive receptors would be 
reduced to below a level of significance! 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would be assuredsthrough incorporation into the 
CPUs'MMRP. ^ \ ^ 

Biological Resources (Impact 5.5-1: Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the CPUs could ha.\e an adverse effect on sensitive plant and wildlife species. 

Facts in Support of Finding 
All impacts'̂ lmsensitive biological resources shall be avoided to the maximum extent feasible 
and minimized%§ien avoidancejismot possible. Where impacts are not avoidable or cannot be 
minimized, mitigation shall be required to reduce significant impacts to levels that are less than 
significant. Mitigatiommeasures typically employed include resource avoidance, restoration, or 
creation of habitat, dedication, or acquisition of habitat, or payment into the City of San Diego's 
Habitat Acquisition Fund or other City-approved mitigation bank. 

The potentially significant impact would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework measure BIO-1 identified in Section 5.5 of the 
FEIR. Implementation of this Mitigation Framework measure would require that any future 
project which could have a potentially significant impact resulting in a reduction in the number 
of unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of plants or animals, shall be 
analyzed in accordance with the CEQA Significance Thresholds, which require that site-specific 
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biological resources surveys be conducted in accordance with City of San Diego Biology 
Guidelines (2012) and MSCP Subarea Plan. Where sensitive biological resources are known or 
suspected on or adjacent to a proposed project site, a biological assessment shall be performed 
for that project: Based on' available habitat within the CPU areasv focused presence/absence 
surs'eys shall be conducted in abcordahce with the Biology Giiidelihes and applicable resource 
agency survey protocols. Engirieerihg' design specifications based on project-le"\'el grading and 
site plan's shall be incorporated kito the desigii of fiiture projects to miniinize or eliminate direct 
impacts-on sensitive plant-aiid wildlife"species consistent with^eJ'ESA, MBTA, CESA, MSCP 
Subarea Plan, and ESL Regulations. • ' 

Mitigation for Impacts on Sensitive Upland Habitats //f^- ' "^fe; 
• t , ^ . 

Future^proiects implemented in'accordance withAe^CPUs resultmgpMmpacts on sensitive 
^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 . -

upland Tier I, II, IIIA. or IIIB' habitats shall unplement avoidance andminimization measures 
' - • . . . . , -̂s, , . , , • 

consistent with the City Biology Guidelines andisiSep Subarea Plan and̂ -provide suitable 
. . .'. , ^fer 

mitigation in accordance with Table 3 m the City's^BiQlog}ii!iuidelines and MSCP Subarea Plan. 
• * \ , h . . . Future project-level grading and siteBlans" shall mcorpomtasproject design features to minimize 

direct impacts on sensitive vegetatiofflcommunities includmgs,but not limited to riparian habitats, 
wetlands, maritime succulent scmb. coastal saSscrub, and grasslands consistent with federal, 
State, and City guidelines^^^^y required matigation f̂o^mpacts onilgnsitive vegetation. 
communities shall be oMmedjrfa conceptual mitigation plan./ollowing the outiine provided in 
die City Biology Guidehnes ^ ^ 1 

Mitigation for impacts onKsensitive^esetation cdimnunities shall be implemented.at the time 
future de\eloprnent proiectŝ are proposed ̂ Project-level analysis shall determine whether the 
impacts'afewithm ort)utside the MHPA AhYMHPA boundary adjustments shall be processed 
by the individual project"appiicantŝ through the City and Wildlife Agencies during the early 
project plannmg stage 

Mitigation for iriipacts on sensitive upland habitats shall occur in accordance-with the MSCP 
mitigation ratios asl]^ified withm the Cit\''s Biology Guidelines (Cit\' of San Diego 2012). 
These mitigation ratiosf^e bas'ed̂ on the tier level of the vegetation communit}'. the location of 

_ .the:impact:-andthe:location-of the mitigation.site(s)...-Eor:example,-:impacts::on:lands inside-the -
MHPA and mitigated outside the MHPA would have the highest mitigation ratio, whereas 
impacts on lands outside the MHPA and mitigated inside the MHPA would have the lowest 
mitigation ratio. 

Mitigation for Impacts to Wetiands 

Potentially significant impacts to wetlands would be mitigated through implementation of the 
Mitigation Framework measure found in BIO-2. 
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Mitigation for Short-term Impacts on Sensitive Species from Project Constmction 

Additional specific measures necessary for reducing potential indirect impacts on sensitive bird 
species, including coastal Califomia gnatcatcher, least Bell's vireo, and coastal cacms wren, are 
further detailed m Mitigation Framework measures LU-2 and BIO-3. (The details pertaining to 
LU-2 are discussed above under Land Use (MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines). 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Mitigation Framework measure BIO-1 assures that future development requires site-specific 
environmental review, analysis of potential impacts on biological resources, and 
recommendations for mitigation. This Mitigation Frame"work measure would reduce potentially 
significant impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species to belowSdevel of significance. 

Implementation of this mitigation framework woulci be assured throughancorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP. 

Biological Resources (Impact 5.5-2: Wetlands) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the CPUs could have anviadverseieffect on wetlamds. Potential impacts on 
wetland vegetation cornirnmities would include the loss of southern cottonwood-willow riparian 
forest, southern riparianjscmb. mule, fat scmbysandmon-nativeaaganan. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

The potenti||pBsigmlGant impactswould-lDeamtigatedsto below a level of significance with 
implemeiiStion of the%[itigation«Eramework measure BIO-2 identified in Section 5.5 of the 
FEIR. Implementation of thisiMitigatioji Framework measure would require that all subsequent 
projects developed in accordance with theCPUs shall be required to comply with ACOE CWA 
Section 404 requirements and special conditions, RWQCB in accordance with Section 401 of the 
CWA, CDFW SeiStion 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement requirements and special 
conditions, and the City of San Diego ESL Regulations for minimizing impacts on wetiands. 

Prior to obtaining discretionary permits for future actions implemented in accordance with the 
CPUs that are subject to ESL, and/or where the CEQA review has determined that there may be 
a significant impact on other biological resources considered sensitive under CEQA, a site-
specific biological resources survey shall be completed in accordance with City of San Diego 
Biology Guidelines, hi addition, a preliminary or final jurisdictional waters/wetlands delineation 
of the project site shall be completed. A determination of the presence/absence and boundaries of 
any waters of the U.S. and waters of the state shall also be completed. The limits of any riparian 
habitats on-site under the sole jurisdiction of CDFW shall also be delineated, as well as any 
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special aquatic sites (excluding vemal pools) that may not meet federal jurisdictional criteria but 
are regulated by the RWQCB. Engineering design specifications based on project-level grading 
and site plans shall be incorporated into the project design to minirhize direct irripacts to 
wetlands, jurisdictional waters, riparian habitats, and vemal pools consistent with federal, state, 
and City: guidelines. ' " ' • 

Additionally, any impacts on wetlands in the City of San Diego would require a deviation from 
the ESL wetland regulations. Under the wetland deviation process, development proposals that 
have "v?v'etland.impacts shall be considered only pursuant to on6ftthree options: Essential Public 
Project, Economic Viability Option; of Biologically Superi£?©ption. ESL Regulations require 
that impiacts on wetlands be avoided^ Unavoidable im;^ets?6n'£^etlands shall be minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable and mitigated as follo.ws:. 

As part of the project-specific environmental review pursuant to.CEQA, all unavoidable 
wetland impacts shall be analyzed, and rnitigation shall be required'in accordance .with 
ratios shown m Tables 5.5-5a and 5.5-5b in''theiFEIR«»Miti2ation shallbe based on the 
impacted type of wetland andip^ject design. Mitigation shall prevent aiiyiiet loss of 
wetland functions and values ofiMeimpacted wetland. 

e For the Biologically Superior Option, the*pr|g.ect shallTn l̂ude avoidance, minimization, 
and compensato&yimiasures, whiclwculd r^uittmia biolbgically superior net gain in 
overall functio^and'^lues of (a) the€ype of-wetlandl^source being impacted and/or (b) 
the biological resources to be conserved -

•-" "• 
As part of any iiiture project-specific environmental re\ie"vs pursuant to CEQA, all unavoidable 
wetlands impacts (bcMi temporary.'and permanent) shall be analyzed and mitigation required in 
accordance with the CitpBiology*Guidelines: mitigation shall be based on the impacted t}pe of 
wetland habitat. Mitigatioiiis"%ll prevejit .any net loss of wetland functions and values of the 
impacted wetland. The four t^es of activities that constitute wetland mitigation under the ESL 
Regulations are-wetland creatioii/wetland restoration, wetland enhancement, and wetland 
acquisition. 
For permanent "ŵ etland impacts that are una\'oidable and minimized to the maximum extent 
feasible, mitigation shall consist of creation of new in-kind habitat to the fullest extent possible 
and at the appropriate ratios. If on-site mitigation is not feasible, then at least a portion of the 
mitigation must occur within the same watershed. 
Rationale and Conclusion 
Implementation of the Mitigation Framework measure detailed in BIO-2, which requires 
compliance with the ESL Regulations, MSCP Subarea Plan, and the City's Biology Guidelines, 

Paae 22 of 58 \ 



would serve to reduce impacts on wetlands, vemal pools, and other jurisdictional water resources 
at the program level. This Mitigation Framework measure would reduce potentially significant 
impacts to wetlands to below a level of significance. 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPUs'MMRP. 

Biological Resources (Impact 5.5-3: Migratory Wildlife) 

Significant Impact 

Buildout in accordance with the CPUs has the potentiaftdm active nests of raptors or 
migratory bird species. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

The potentially significant impact would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework measureyBIQ..-3adentified under Section 5.5 of the 
FEIR. Implementation of this MitigationfEramework measure would require that initigation for 
future projects to reduce potentially significantampacts thatiwould interfere witii the nesting, 
foraging, or movement of wildlife species withih-the CPU areassshall be identified in site-
specific biological resources-report prepared̂ m accordance with City of San Diego Biology 
Guidelines, as further detailed in BlO-1, during the;discretionary review process. The biology 
report shall include results of protocol surveysmndrecommendations for additional measures to 
be implemented during ccnstmctionrrelated activities; shall identify the limits of any identified 
local-scale wildlife corridorsior habitatlinkages aitidKanal3ze potential impacts in relation to local 
fauna, and|jp'€ff&tssGfconversip of vegetation coinrnunities to minimize direct impacts on 
sensiti"v||yildlife speciessand to provide for continued wildlife movement through the corridor. 

Measures tlil|shall be incorporated int0»prqject-level constmction documents to minimize direct 
impacts on wildfife movement̂ ||esting, or foraging activities shall be addressed in the biology 
report and shall include recomrriendations for preconstmction protocol surveys to be conducted 
during established breeding seasons, constmction noise monitoring and implementation of any 
species-specific mitigation plans in order to comply with the FESA, MBTA, State Fish and 
Game Code, and/or the ESEReguIations. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Mitigation Framework measure BIO-3 would assure that future development implemented in 
accordance with the CPUs would be able to mitigate impacts to migratory wildlife. This 
Mitigation Framework measure would reduce potentially significant impacts to biological 
resources (migratory wildlife) to below a level of significance. 
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hnplementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP, 

Biological Resources (Impact 5.5-4: MSCP) 

Significant impact 

Adoption of the CPUs will likely lead to subsequent projects that would have the potential to 
result in temporary and permanent impacts •oh' sensitive vegetation cominunities'as- identified by 
the MSCP. '^r^t^ 

Facts in Support of Finding; 

The potentially significant impact would be mitigatedto below a level of significance with 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework m"&sures BIO-1 and IM-Q. as described above. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Mitigation Framework measures BIO-1 and LU-2 would assure that futui-e development 
implehierLte:d in'accordance with the GPUs^would serv'e toireduce impacts on MSCP covered 
species to bel6"w a level of significanceiat-th^rogram level T , 

ft, Implementation of this mitigation'framew^lcwould be assured tliroueh incorporation, into the 

CPUs'MMRP!.:, € ^ ^ ^ ¥ 1 V-i. ^ 4 ^ ^ . 

BioIogicalResources (Impact 5.5,^5: MHPA) 5.f, i 

Significant Impact ^ -

Implementation of the-CPUs could mtroduce land uses within an area that could have a potential 
indirect eSect on the City'sJVfflPAinJ:he Encanto Neighborhoods CPU area. No KfflPA is 
mapped witiiinitiie SESD CPUjrea: therefore, no edge effects to MHPA are anticipated to occur 
in the SESD CPb,a,rea 

*" 
Facts in Support of Finding s 

The, potentially, significa^^ 
implementation of Mitigation Framework measure LU-2, detailed in Section 5.1 of the FEIR. 
Implementation of Mitigation Framework measure LU-2 would require that MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency impacts be addressed at the project-level. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Mitigation Framework measure LU-2 assures that future projects located adjacent to the MHPA 
would comply with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP in terms of land use, 
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drainage, access, toxic substances in runoff, lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and 
brush management requirements. This Mitigation Framework measure would reduce potentially 
significant land use (regulatory compliance) impacts to below a level of significance. 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 

CPUs' MMRP. 

Hydrology and Water Quality (Impact 5.6-1: Water Quality) 

Significant Impact ^ * 

Future projects constructed during buildout of the CPUgcoul(|result in impacts to water quality. 

Therefore, implementation of the CPUs has the potentialto resuftin significant direct and 

indirect impacts associated with water quality. j^Sfi'^ 

Facts in Support of Finding s 

The potentially significant impact would be mitigafedfto below a level of significance with 

implementation of the Mitigation Franiework measure HYD/WQ-1 identified in Section 5.6 of 

the FEIR. Implementation of this Mitigation'Eramework measure would require that prior to 

approval of development projects implemented*irimccordancecwith the CPUs, the applicant shall 

demonstrate to the satisfaction.pf the CitytEngmeeri based on the;project application, that future 

projects are sited and designed to minimize impacts on absorption rates, drainage pattems, and 

surface mnoff rates andifloodwatersan accordance^ith currehtlCity and San Diego RWQCB 

regulations. Future design'sof projectsishall incorporate all applicable and practicable measures in 

accordance with-r.the RWQCBj the Cify^Storm Water-Runoff and Drainage Regulations (Chapter 

14, Article 2,""Division!:2. of the^Earid Development Cole [LDC]), and the LDC, and shall be 

based dn|the recommendations of ajdetailed wateij^uality and hydraulic analysis. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Mitigation Frarnewprk measure|HYD-WQ-l assures that fiiture projects reduce potential impacts 
to downstream resouirces. This IvIi|igation Framework measure would reduce potentially 
significant impacts to water quality to below a level of significance. 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP. 

Hydrology and "water Quality (Impact 5.6-2: Runoff) 

Significant Impact 

Buildout in accordance with the CPUs would result in an increase in impervious surfaces and 

associated increased runoff, which could result in alterations to on- and off-site drainage. 
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Therefore, implementation of the CPUs has the potential to result -in significant direct and 
indirect impacts associated with increased mnoff and alterations to on-and off-site drainage . 
pattems. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

The potentially significant impact would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation of the l̂ lltigation.F.rarne•ŝ 'ork rneasure HYDAA'Q-1 as described above. 
Implementation of this Mitigation Framework measure would r̂cquire that applicants shall 
demonstrate that future projects are sited and designed to minipize unpacts on absorptioii rates, 
drainage patterns,,and surface mnoff rates and floodwatersiSaGCordance with current City and 
San Diego RWQCB regulations. , C i ^ ' * % 

\ -
,0-' 

Rationale and Conclusion r " X;- a,, 
Mitigation Framework measure HYD/WQ-1 w^ild. assure that potential "impacts to natural 
drainage .systems and associated downstream resoiirees -î 'nuldfe reduced to Ijele.w a level of 
significance. " "'V-

Implementation of this mitigation frarffeworMjvould be assuredsthrough incorporation into the 
: " ' ' S a S ? ' " " " s i f t , 

CPUs' MMRP. 1*%, 

Hydrology and Wate'r^Quati^^nipact 5.6^3: Pollutant Discharge) 

Significant Impact ^ ' ' 
, ^ , .- • w« 

There is a po.tentiaLfor impieiiientation'of the CPUs to result in increased pollutant discharges. 
Future proiects^dnsSiicted duriflt"buildout§f the CPU could result in impacts to water quality. 
including4discharges to surface or̂ sro.undwater. "̂The constmction of such facilities and. to a 
lesser degr̂ ", the operatioif<0i|hese facilities could impact water quality. Grading and exposed 
soil could resultrin sedimentatiaw "̂ *-s 

Facts in Support^bf Einding 

The potentially significanfeimp^f would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
-irnple"m"eMatioH=0f4h""e-Miî ioh-FfamewGrk--m in-'Seeti"o"n-5f6-of 
the FEIR. Implementation of this Mitigation Framework measure would require that subsequent 
projects be sited and designed to minimize impacts on receiving waters, in particular the 
discharge of identified pollutants to an already impaired water body. Prior to approval of any 
entitlements for any future project, the City shall ensure that any impacts on receiving waters be 
precluded and, if necessary, mitigated in accordance with the requirements of the City's Storm 
Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 of the LDC) and 
other appropriate agencies (e.g., RWQCB). To prevent erosion, siltation, and transport of urban 
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pollutants, all future projects shall be designed to incorporate any appticable storm water 
improvement, both off- and on-site, in accordance with the City of San Diego Stormwater 
Standards Manual. Future projects shall incorporate storm water improvements and water quality 
protection measures as determined by project-specific water quality reports 

Rationale and Conclusion 

These individual actions making up Mitigation Framework measure HYD/WQ-2 reiterate that 
future development implemented in accordance with the CPU-would be subject to the 
requirements of the Storm Water Standards, which includedesigh of new or improved systems to 
meet local and state regulatory requirements satisfactoryjo the City Engineer. Strict adherence to 
the Mitigation Framework measure detailed in HYp/W^-2, whichtalso requires regulatory 
compliance, would ensure that potential impacts reified to dischargesanto surface or 
groundwater, alterations to surface or groundwateff increases in pollutant discharges (erosion), 
and downstream sedimentation would be reducedto below a level of significance. 
Implementation of this mitigation framework would l̂je assuredithrough incorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP and through regulator|i=cpmpliance ' " 

Historical Resources (Impact 5.7-1: Prehistoric/Historical Sites) 

Significant Impact ^ - <̂ „ 

^' Implementation of theiCPUs could|result m anmltefation of a-iprehistoric or historic building, 
stmcture, object or site. ^ _ r^' 

Facts m Support of Finding » 

The potentially signifi^l|.impa]^vpuld be rhiti^ted to below a level of significance with 
implerrien|ation of the Mitigation Framework measure HIST-1 (Archaeological Resources) and 
HIST-2 (Historic Buildmgs,'l&ctures?&d Objects) identified in Section 5.7 of the FEIR. 
Implementation|Gf this MitigatipnPramework measure would require site-specific review for 
future projects according to the City of San Diego's Historical Resources Regulations and 
Historical Resources-GuidelinessPrior to issuance of any permit for a future development project 
implemented in accordanceswlth'the CPU area that could directly affect an archaeological 
resource, the City shall require the following determinations: (1) the presence of archaeological 
resources and (2) the appropriate mitigation for any significant resources which may be impacted 
by a development activity. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

HIST-1 and HIST-2 would require that future projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPUs conduct site-specific surveys to identify any significant on-site cultural resources, and if 
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such resources are found, that appropriate measures are taken in accordance with CEQA and the m f̂s/" 
City's Historical Resources Regulations and Guidelines. This Mitigation Framework,would \.^-^ 
reduce potentially significant impacts to historical resources (prehistoric/historic sites) to below a 
level of significance. 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPUs'miRP. 

Historical Resources (Impact 5.7-2: Religious or Sacred Uses or Human Remains) 

Significant Irnpact 

Implementation of the CPUs could result in impactS|Omexistmg«religious or sacred uses or the 
disturbance of human remains, including those interred outside offoiinal cemeteries. Although 
there are no known religious or sacred uses withanfthe CPU areas, huriianiremains have been 
encountered within the,CPU areas, specificallvrelated to the ethnohistoricfillage of Las Choyas, 
which has been identified as an area. of . concern for<the local Native Americamcornmunity. This 
area of cultural sensitivity overlaps ̂ bbtihi CPUs, and as^uch'̂ any impactsin this'larea from future 
development implemented in accordance wdth.̂ he CPUs w ôuld be considered significant. 

. \"^^"^^ ^ . 
'^^^ 

Facts in Support of Finding "v ^̂ '- % 

The Mitigation Framework-foXimpacts to religious ou-sacred uses o'fdisturbance of any human 
>::,-" N t j . - ^ . , - l y •• • -• - . .^ 

remains would be the|same as outlined for Archaeological Resources. Please refer to' Mitigation f f 
Framework measure HISi&J. discussed above andfdescribed m detail in Section 5.7.1 and 5.7.2 
oftheFEIR „.r"^ ^^ --^^ 

Rationalesand Conclusion 
" V * ^ p i - - «*' 

HIST-1 woMd require that'̂ 'sitejspecific surveys be conducted to identify any significant on-site 
cultural reso Aces for future projects implemented in accordance with the CPUs, and if such 
resources, including, sacred sitessare found, that appropriate measures are taken in accordance 
with CEQA, the CitylSiHistoriciResources Regulations, and the Historical Resources Guidelines, 
which requires compliance^athsthe Califomia Public Resources Code (Section 50987.98) and 
...StateHealthT.andrSafety-G0̂ e2(Section-.7G5-O.--5).-Tn:addition,.:subsequent=projects-w^̂ ^ - . 
potential to impact Tribal Cultural Resources associated with the village of Las Choyas would be 
subject to the provisions of AB 52 and CEQA which requires tribal notification and consultation. 
This Mitigation Framework measure in combination with the requirements of CEQA would 
reduce potentially significant impacts to historical resources (religious or sacred sites or 
disturbance of any human remains) to below a level of significance. 
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Implementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPU's MMRP. 

Paleontological Resources (Impact 5.8-1) 

Significant Impact 

Constmction-related grading or trenching activities associated with future projects implemented 
in accordance with the CPUs could have a potential impact on paleontological resources in a 
geologic deposit/formation/rock unit with a high or moderate=seiisitivity rating. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

The potentially significant impact would be mitigatedto below alelel of significance with 
implementation of the Mitigation Framework measure PALEO-1 identified in Section 5.8 of the 
FEIR. Implementation of this Mitigation Framework measure would requirê that prior to the 
approval of subsequent development projects implemented in;accordance wiffi,the CPUs, the 
City shall determine the potential for.impacts to paleontological resources based on review of the 
project application submitted, and recommendations of aproject-level analysis that would 
identify where fossil resources could be^affected during construction-related activities. Future 
projects shall be sited and designed to mihimize impacts on paleontological resources in 
accordance with the City's'Paleontological Resources Guidelines arid CEQA Significance 
Thresholds. Monitoringrfdr paleontological resources required during constmction activities shall 
be implemented at the project-levelsand shall provide mitigation for the loss of important fossil 
resources with future subsequent development projects that are subject to environmental review. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Future development implemented insaecordance with the CPUs, subject to discretionary review 
would be required to implement,Mitigation Framework measure PALEO-1. Therefore, the 
program-level'impact related tcSgaleontological resources would be reduced to below a level of 
significance. -

Implementation of thisrhitigatioff fr would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP. ' ' i i i ? ' 

Geology and Seismic Hazards (Impact 5.9-1: Geologic Hazards) 

Significant Impact 

Geologic hazards are present in the CPU areas. Implementation of the CPUs could expose people 
or structures to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, and ground failure. 
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Facts in Support of Finding 

The potentially significant impact would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation of Mitigation Framework measure GEO-1 identified in Section 5.9 of the FEIR. 
Implementation of this Mitigation Framework measure would require that impacts associated 
with geologic hazards shall be mitigated at the project-level through adherence to.the City's 
Seismic Safety Study and recommendations of a site-specific geotechnical report;, prepared in 
accordance with the City's Geotechnical Report Guidelines. Impacts shall also .be .avoided or 
reduced through engineering design that meets or exceeds adherence to the City's Municipal 
Code and the Califomia Building Code. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Future development implemented in accordance with the CPUs that "would potentially result in 
impacts related to geologic hazards would be required to implement GECĴ --!. This Mitigation 
Framework measure reduces this program-level impact to belo.w a level of significance. 

Implementation of this mitigation framework would belass®ed through incorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP <^ 

Geology and Seismic Hazards (Impacfe5i9-2: Ero'ia:') 

Significant Impact - , , „ •^'^ " - ' 
Implementation of tfreCpUs would allow for the mtensitication'of some land uses that could 
lead to constmction and ,pading activities that could expose topsoil and increase soil erosion 
from wateriSndiw-md 

Facts in Support of Finding 

The potentialy significant impact wouldibe mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementatioiî of Mitigation Frameworbmeasure GEO-2 identified in Section 5.9 of the FEIR. 
Implementation'of this MitigatibncFramework measure would require individual projects to 
adhere to the Gradmg.;RegulatiOTi and NPDES permit requirements. All subsequent projects 
developed in accordancfeT îth the CPUs shall also adhere to the Califomia Building Code to 
avoid" or redilcFgeoldg 

Submittal, review, and approval of site specific geotechnical investigations shall be completed in 
accordance with the City's Municipal Code requirements. Engineering design specifications 
based on future project-level grading and site plans shall be incorporated into all future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPUs to minimize hazards associated with site-level 
geologic and seismic conditions satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
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Conformance to mandated City grading requirements shall ensure that future grading and 
constmction operations would avoid significant soil erosion impacts. Furthermore, any 
development involving clearing, grading, or excavation that causes soil disturbance of one or 
more acres, or any project involving less than one acre that is part of a larger development plan, 
shall be subject to NPDES General Constmction Storm Water Permit provisions. Additionally, 
as noted above, any development of this size within the City shall be required to prepare and 
comply with an approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that shall consider the 
full range of erosion control BMPs such as, but not limited to, including any additional site-
specific and seasonal conditions. Project compliance with NEDES requirements would 
significantly reduce the potential for substantial erosion oritopsoil loss to occur in association 
with new development. 

Prior to obtaining grading permits for future actionssa site-specific geotechnical investigation 
shall be completed as necessary in accordanceLSvith the City of San Diego Guidelines for 
Preparing Geotechnical Reports. Engmeermg design ,̂specifications based oh project-level 
grading and site plans shall be incorporated into the projectdesign to minimize hazards 
associated with site-level geologic andsseismic conditionsssatisfactory to the City Engineer. 

When required, the geologic technical report shalfacpnsist of aspreliminary study, a geologic 
reconnaissance, or an in-dep.th geologic mvestigationtrepprt thatmeludes field work and 
analysis. The geologic reconnaissance report and the geologic investigation report shall include 
all pertinent requirements as established by the Building Official. 

In addition, the Building Official shallrequire a geologic reconnaissance report or a geologic 
investigation report for any site if the Building Official has reason to believe that a geologic 
hazard,may3exist at thSsite. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Future development implemented in accoflance with the CPUs that would potentially result in 
impacts related td*erpsion wouldbe required to implement GEO-2. This Mitigation Framework 
measure reduces this'ptogram-level impact to below a level of significance. 

hnplementation of this mitigation framework would be assured through incorporation into the 
CPUs' MMRP. 

B. Findings Regarding Mitigation Measures Which are the Responsibility of Another 
Agency (CEQA §21Q81(a)(2)) and CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(2)) 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR and the 
Record of Proceedings, finds pursuant to CEQA §21081(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines 
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§15091(a)(2) that there are changes or alterations which could reduce significant im.pacts that are -'"̂  ' 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency . 

Caltrans 

Significant Impact ' 

Transportation (Impact 5.2-2: Freew 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the CPUs would result in the additiomof a substantial amount of traffic to a 
congested freeway segment, interchange, or ramp. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

Implementation of the CPUs would potentiall̂ '̂ significantiy impact 22 freeŝ ay segments, 
including six segments;of 1-5 tv,o segments of I-15,'two segments of I-805Vafid. 12 segments of 

SR94. % ^""^-^ • ^"f • 
The SANDAG 2050 Revenue ConstrainedHegional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes the 
improvements'Hsted below on these se^&nts """̂  > ^ •̂ '̂ -̂  

e Interstate 5 (1-5), between l?**" Street and State Route 94 (SR-94): 1-5, bet^ een SR-
94 and Imperial A>enue; 1-5, between Impenal 4^ enue and SR-75; IrS, betf^een SR- , 'i 
75 and 2^"" Street; 1-5, between 28* Street and 1-15; and 1-5, bet^'een 1-15 and Main 
Street-Hie SAND AG 2050-Revenue Constramed RTP includes operational 
imp^fements^long I-5^tweenl7 jStreet and Mam Street. These improvements are 

spj^cted to be hudfcby Yeart2p50. ^•^'v^ 

e I-l 5, betÂ  een 1-805 and SR-94; 1-15, betw een Market Street and Ocean View 
Boulevard - The S-\NT)AG 2050 Revenue Constrained RTP mcludes constmction of 
managed-lanes along I-15̂ )et\̂ 'een 1-805 and Ocean View Boulevard. These 
improvementssare expected to be built by Year 2035. 

e . .I-805,-bet̂ 'een Market Street and.ImperiaLAvenue;-andJ^8J)5,-bety»!een.Imperial 

Avenue and 43'"" Street - The SANDAG 2050 Revenue Constrained RTP includes 
constmction of managed lanes along 1-805 between Market Street and 43'''̂  Street. These 
improvements are expected to be built by Year 2030. 

SR-94, betr̂ 'een 17* Street and 25* Street; SR-94, betî 'een 25* Street and 28* 
Street; SR-94, between 28* Street and 30* Street; SR-94, bet̂ -een 30th Street and I-
15; SR-94, bet̂ êen 1-15 and Home Avenue; and SR-94, betr̂ êen Home Avenue and 
1-805 - The SANT)AG 2050 Revenue Constrained RTP includes construction of 
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managed lanes along SR-94 between 17'"̂  Street and 1-805. These improvements are 
expected to be built by Year 2020. 

e SR-94, bet̂ '̂een 1-805 and 47th Street; SR-94, betvv'een 47* Street and Euclid 
Avenue; SR-94, heiM'een Euclid Avenue and Kelton Road; SR-94, between Kelton 
Road and Federal Boulevard; SR-94, bet̂ i een Federal Boulevard and College Grove 
Way; and SR-94, between College Grove Way and College Avenue - The SANDAG 
2050 Revenue Constrained RTP includes construction of managed lanes along SR-94 
between 1-805 and College Avenue. These improvementsfare expected to be built by 
Year 2040. 

Additional freeway widenings beyond those proposed injthe Regional Plan are not feasible due 
to conflicts with existing development, associatedincreases in noise and GHG emissions, 
undermined community character, negative effects;bn implementing transportation demand 
management strategies (by encouraging single'occupant vehicle trips), and exorbitant-costs. In 
addition, there is some uncertainty related to the actual developments and associated traffic 
impacts that will materialize over tim&Euture developmen%projects' transportation studies 
wouldbe able to more accurately identifyfiiidividual projectTlevel mipacts and provide the 
mechanism to mitigate them through fayssharecontributionsfinuaddition to the funding planned 
by SANT)AG and other funding sources consisten^wlth.SANDA&Revenue Constrained RTP. 
Implementation of the SESD'and Encanto Neighborhoods CPUs cduld significantly impact the 
freeway segments and fiiture potential mitigations-smeasures'andrfair share contribution should be 
further evaluated at fhesproject level. 

SANDAG 

Significant Impact 

Air Quality (Impact 5.3-1: Air Quality Plan) 

Implementationsif the CPUs would resuh in a substantial adverse impact on the implementation 
of the applicable aiKquality plan.-

Facts in Support of Finding 

As discussed in Section 5.3 of the FEIR, total emissions under the SESD CPU are projected to be 
greater than total emissions under the Adopted Community Plan for ROG. Thus, emissions of 
ROG would be greater than what is accounted for in adopted regional air qualit}' improvement 
plans. Therefore, the SESD CPU would conflict with implementation of the San Diego Regional 
Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) and would have a potentially significant impact on regional air 
quality without mitigation. 
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Total emissions under the Encanto Neighborhoods CPU are projected, to be greater than total ^ 
emissions under the Adopted Community Plan for ROG,NOx, .and CO. Thus, emissions of these 
pollutants would be greater than what is accounted for in adopted regional ak quality 
improvefhent plans-. Therefore;' the Ehclntb NeighbOrlibods CI^U "wduld conflict with 
irapletnentaticffl'of RiiQS 'arid'vMld have a pbtentially significa^ regional air 
quality iiiiless Mtigatibri "*̂'̂^̂^̂  ' ' • 

Because the":significant ;air;im an.iricohsistency,l3.etVv'e.en the SESD, GPU and the 
adopted land.ute,pl|ns|upon which the RAQS \Yas...based thepnly measure that can lessen this 
effect is the revision of the RAQS and SIP based on the reyised'CPUs This effort is the' 
responsibility of SANDAG and the SDAPCD and is outside th^urisdiction of the City. As such, 
no mitigation is available to the Cit}'. Impacts remkijasighificantmdmnavoidable. 

Fmdmgs Regardmg Infeasible Mitigation Measures and Aiteipatiyes (CEQA 
§21081(a)(3) and CEQA Guidehnes §15091(a)(3)) 

Potentially Significant Impacts thatl^mo.tbe Mitiga^dii:fliw a levelof Signifillnce (Public 
Resource Code §21081(a)(l) and (3 )^ -3#^^ 

The Project would have sigmficant-unmitigable impacts,m the f(|ll(^ing issue areas: 

^^3r#. ^^^^ 

An- Qual^(ozone)f^ \ 

© N0is#(transpoEtation noise, ambient̂ noise.) 

AlthouSpmitigation measureŝ are identified m the FEIR that could reduce significant impacts 
resulting fMS^mplementati^pf the prd^sed CPUs, implementation of mitigation .measures 
cannot be assutM^since the de^^of future impacts and applicability, feasibilit}', and success of 
future mitigation rn'easures cannoflbe adequately known for each specific future project at the 
program level. In adSilon, funding cannot be assured to implement the mitigation measures 
which w,ould,partially_relu%^tf significant program-level impacts arismgj&ojaj^ . 

J 

TransportationT^capacft^fehe streetssy t̂eni;jBfee f̂̂  ^kt̂ ^̂  existing or planned 
transportationi|system) - ^ 

CPUs, implementing progra;ins including zoning regulations, and the Impact Fee Studies 
associated with the stated issue areas. This findmg is appropriate because there are no feasible 
mitigation measures available that would reduce the identified impacts to below a level of 
significance. "Feasible" is defined in Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines to mean "capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into 
account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors." The CEQA statute 
(Section 21081) and Guidelines (Section 15019(a)(3)) also provide that "other" considerations 
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may form the basis for a finding of infeasibilit}'. Case law makes clear that a mitigation measure 
or altemative can be deemed infeasible on the basis of its failure to meet project objectives or on 
related public policy grounds. 

Transportation (Impact 5.2-1: Capacity of the Street System) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the CPUs would result in an increase in projected traffic which is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street'system. 

Facts in Support of Finding •^^^gP^'-

Roadway Segment Analysis 

Assuming the implementation of the proposedroadway diets (narrowiiiglOr; reduction of traffic 
lanes in order to provide better pedestrian and bicycle facilities) and wide;ningunder the CPUs, 
67 study area roadway segments are projected to operate at Js0.S' E or F under-itildout of the 
CPUs, including 38 roadway segmentsdocated withm Southeastern San Diego, 22'roadway 
segments within Encanto Neighborhoods",-three segments within both Southeastem San Diego 
and Encanto Neighborhoods, and four withm thessphere of influence. Based on the criteria 
documented previously. the^CPUs would have a sigmficant impactfto all but one of the segments 
(or 66 roadway segments); the exception is Division Street, bet̂  een Harbison Avenue and 5 8th 
Street. Potential improvements to"liese 66 segmentŝ fhat were-ldentified in the Traffic Impact 
Study (TIS) are as follo"wsa.Segments:; are numbered based on the TIS; only those segments that 
are projectedlckoperate at LOS E or F under buildout of the CPUs are identified here. . 

/ "^t-j: •••.i^^-t^:;, ^^.ir. 

SOUTHEASTERN SAN DIEGO 

5. Market Street, between 25*-;Street and 28* Street - Provide additional right-of-way and 
widentthe roadway tOi;ai4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

6. Market Strg.et, betv,'een-;̂ 8"̂  Street and 32"̂ ^ Sti-eet - Provide additional right-of-way and 
widen the roadway to aS4Hane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

10. Market Street between Boundary Street and 1-805 SB Ramps - Provide additional 
right-of-way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum 
lane. 

15. Imperial Avenue, between 17* Street and 19* Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen the roadway to a 3-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

16. Imperial Avenue, between 19* Street and 25* Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 
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17. hnperial Avenue, between 25* Street and 28* Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

18. Imperial Avenue, betv\'een 28th Street and 30th Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

20. frnperial Avenue, between 32nd Street & 36th Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

21. Imperial Avenue, between 3 6* Street and 40* Sfreet̂ ^Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a cohtihubus left-turn lane ^ 

37. Ocean Vievv' Boulevard, between 28* Street and30*Street - Provide'additional right-
of-way and widen to provide a continuousjeft-tum larie^i. 

39. Ocean View Boulevard, betvs'een 3 2 ' j ^ ^ t and I-l5 SB Mmm - Provide additional 
^ ^ ^ ^ 

right-of-way and widen the roadway't0M:.4-lane Collector witH â|Gontinuous left-tum 
• " • X'Jfe, 
lane. N % .,5. 

41. Ocean View Boulevard. beOeen I-l5 N'B Ramp"s and 36* Street - Provide additional 
right-of-way and widen the wadway to a 4-lane'Cc)llector with a continuous left-tum 
lane. % > 42 Ocean View Boulevard, betw een 36* Street aiid 40^ Sfrfeti.-Provide additional right-
of-way and.wid^fff^oadvv ay to aM,-lane CollMorrwith a-̂ cohtinuous left-tum lane. ^-.^ 

48 National A ^ ^ e , betweeiF27th S t r e ^ M 28th Street""- Provide additional right-of-way \ 
and widen the roMway t6M4alane Collect'or with a continuous left-tum lane. 

49 J^aticnaFAvenue, betweS 28*'Street and 1-5 N̂ B Ramps - Provide additional right-of-
Tway and widen t̂he roadway,to a 4-lan'ê #ollector with a continuous left-tum lane. 
i l k , • -̂ ?V-

50- National Avenue, Between I-SsNB Ramps and 32" Street - Provide additional right-of-
waŷ and widen the roadway tolll-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

51. Nationaf^,enue. bet\leen 32"'̂  Street and 43''' Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen tMiroadwaYto a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

• 
56. —-Alphâ Strcet. betwigĥ 3-8̂ '̂Streef and̂ 43—Street̂ ^̂ ^̂  

widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 
57. Division Street, between Main Street and Osbom Street - Provide additional right-of-

way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 
66. Cesar Chavez Parkway, between Commercial Street and 1-5 NB Ramps - Provide 

additional right-of-way and widen to provide a 2-lane Collector with a continuous left-
tum lane. 
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68. 25* Street, between SR-94 WB Off Ramp and SR-94 EB On-Ramp - Provide 
additional right-of-way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous 
left-tum lane. 

69. 25* Street, bet̂ veen SR-94 EB On-Ramp and Market Street - Provide additional right-
of-way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

70. 25* Street, betv»'een Market Street and Imperial Avenue - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

72. 28* Street, between SR-94 WB Ramps and SR-94 EB, Ramps - Provide additional 
right-of-way and widen to provide a contmuousdeft̂ tum lane. 

73. 28* Street, between SR-94 EB Ramps and._Market Street - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen to provide a continuoussieft-tum lane. 

74. 28* Sti-eet, betw een Market Street and hnperial Avenue - Provideiadditional right-of-
way and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lanê f,». ' - ••, 

th ' 

76. 28 Street, between Commercial Street and Ocean'View Boulevard - Provide additional 

• 
right-of-way and widen to provideia-commuous leftrtum lane. 

77. 28* Street, between Ocean ViewtBoulevard.and National Avenue - Provide additional 

right-of-way andawiden to providesa contmuousdeft-tum lane. 

79. 30* Street,nibetween E Street and ImperialsAvenue -Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous leftrtum lane. 

83. 32"lStreet, bet̂ veen SR-94 EB On-Ramp/F Street and Market Street - Provide 
...additional .right-of-wa5?iand widensto.tprovide'a continuous left-tum lane. 

84.1S§2"'' Street, between Market?Street and Imperial Avenue - Provide additional right-of 
•<A'ay:*and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

87. 32"̂  Street, between Ocean View Boulevard and National Avenue - Provide additional 
right-of-way.,and widenato provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

88. 32"'' Street, between«Mational Avenue and Boston Avenue - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

89. 35* / Rigel Street, between Ocean View Boulevard and Main Street - Provide 
additional right-of-way and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

99. 43'̂ '' Street, between Logan Avenue and Newton Avenue - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

100. 43'̂ '' Street, between Newton Avenue and Beta Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 
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101. 43'''' Street, between Beta Street and Delta Street - - Provide additional right-of-way and „;,./' ' \ 
widen the roadway to a 4-lane Major Arterial with a raised median. Ki.^^""' 

102. 43"' Street / Highland Av enue. betv̂ 'een Delta Street and Division Street - Provide 
additional right-of-way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous 
left-tum ,.lane. 

105. Mallard Stireet, between Federal Boulevard and 69* Street - Provide additional right-of-
, way and, widen to provide a continuous left-tum ' ane -̂y, 

ENCANTO NEIGHBORHOODS 

14. Market Stieet/Atkins Avenue, between EuclidiS'cnue^d 60* Street - Provide 
additional right-of-way and widen to provide; a contmuousdeft-tum lane. 

27. Imperial Avenue, between San JacintolDrive and Valencia Parkway - Proviae 
additional right-of-way and widen thê cOadway to a 4-lane Majorfekterial with a raised 

median. X - 't* "'"̂  

54. Logan Avenue, betŝ 'een 4ti5S;tr.e.et and EuclidteVienue - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen the roadway'toia-̂ lslane Gollector^feth a continuous left-tum lane. 

63. Division Street, between, 58 Street and^^lencia ParMway - Provide additional right-
of-way and Vviden thê roadway t6''aH-lane Gollector with ̂ continuous left-tum lane. 

;en5iperial AA 
oadwavto a 4-

114. Lisbon Str&fi6et\veenMfeerial A-venueiaiiti 71"-stfe^ /•^'"^ 
way and wideiSie roadvik^to a 4-laiMifibllector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

117 Stevliiie E)rive. berweerfVSenlcm'P^rkw'ay' and 61 Street - Provide additional right-of-
' * » = £ - ^ ^ " ^ • ' ' f j ^ ^ ' ^ * 

way and widenethe roadway to a 4-lam^oHector with a continuous left-tum lane. 
118§iSkyline Drive, be^een 61^ t̂reet and Omeara Street - Provide additional right-of-way 

andSviden the roadwaŷ  to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

121. 01vera"j5venue/58* Street, between Euclid Avenue and Skyline Drive - Provide 
• ^ - i ^ f"^ 

additional*risht-of-wayyahd widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 
123. Plaza Boulevard'between Division Street and Woodman Street - Provide additional 

"^i-JS^^ _̂  
right-of-way and widen to pro"vide a continuous 1 

124. 47* Street bet̂ ^ 'een SR-94 EB On-Ramp and Market Street - Provide additional right-
of-way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

125. 47* Street, between Market Street and Imperial Avenue - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

126. 47* Street, betw '"een Imperial Avenue and Logan Avenue - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 
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127. 47'" Street, betÂ  'een Logan Avenue and 1-805 NTB Ramps - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

137. Bayview Heights Way, between SR-94 WB Ramps and SR-94 EB Ramps - Provide 
additional right-of-way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous 
left-tum lane. 

138. Kelton Road, between SR-94 EB Ramps and Alvin Street - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

139. Alvin Street, between Kelton Road and Pitta Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous left-tum laner. 

140. Pitta Street, between Alvin Street and Market Street - Prpvide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous leftTtum^lane. " ' , 

'"'" 

146. 60'" Street, bet̂ ^ 'een Federal Boulevard«and Imperial Avenue - Provide additional right-
of-way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane?C,ollector."with a continuous, left-tum lane. 

147. 61̂ * Street, between ImperialsAvenue and Division-S"treet - Provide additional right-of-
way and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

152. Woodman Street, between Imperial Avenue,and Skyline Drive - Provide additional 
right-of-way and:s,widen to providesa contmuous l̂eft-tunf lane. 

SOUTHEASTERN SAN DIEGd& ENCANTO NEIGHBORHOODS 

11. Market Street, bet»'een 1̂ 8,0,5 SB Rampŝ fe 1-805 NB Ramps - Provide additional right-
ofswaviand widen thei-roadwayjo a 4-lane Gollector with a contmuous left-tum lane. 

43. Ocean View Boulevardfbetween 40* Street and 47* Street - Provide additional right-
.of̂ way and widenkaprovidem, continuous left-tum lane. 

53. Log||sAvenue, 45*'§|eet and-4^ Street - Provide additional right-of way and widen 
the roadway to a 4-larf||Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

31. Commercial Stre |̂|efv>'een 17* Street and 19* Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. 

45. National Avenue, between Beardsley Street and SR-75 Off-Ramp - Provide additional 
right-of-way and widen to provide a continuous left-tum lane. , 

47. National Avenue, beUveen 26* Street and 27* Street - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Collector with a continuous left-tum lane. 
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78. 28* Street, between National Avenue and Boston Avenue - Provide additional right-of- .^'k''\ 
way and widen the roadway to a 4-lane Major Arterial with a raised median. 

These additional potential imprdvernent measures are not feasible and are therefore not included 
as part of the Project or mitigation in the Draft EIR-; The, above roadway segments are currently 
built to the limits of the existing right-of-way. To widen these roadways, sidewalks or bicycle 
facilities would need to be removed pr reduced in ."vyidth, "which would result in impacts to non-
vehicular modes of travel (p̂ edestrians ̂ and ..bicyclists).. Plahningj.and. enyirpnrnental. laws 
recognize tHe importance of planning -for all modes of transfixion, which provide for the 
needs: of'all-users^iriclM trahsiCMlersT'ahd motorists' (See AB 1-358 
[20081 and SB 375 [2008]). As such, these mitigationaneasurSiideiitified'above are considered 
infeasible due to. policy;considerations. Another-o]^i^ for roadw^^idening would involve the 

expansion of current right-of-way through additienal'-property acquisition. Property acquisitions. 
however, are considered̂  environmentally, finanpally. and socially infeas^^. In many cases, 
property acquisitions "would require demolition ol^istmg b^dngs which^^uld generate 
additional eh"viro'mrientanihpacts associated with air^uakl^Sise. GHGs. so1id.waste. and 
traffic as well as continuing to promote^^cular usage ^%rtherrhore, a guiding strategy for 
street system planning for these Conimunity^PlaiiUpdates^was to provide a Complete Streets 
netv̂ 'ork (accommodating, all modes an^^sers^^^toted m the'^ESD Mobility Element Section 
3.3, on page 3-10 and IruthelrEncanto Neigh^BorhoodsJMobility Element Section 3.3, on page 3-9: 

"Due to the mrb^ized nature of the commimit\' mostljublic right-of-way is fully 
constmcted witllsteeets andSdewalks asi^l l as adjacent development. A guidmg 
strategyjEbr street s^fe'm.pia^^g^as to^'^vide a Complete Streets netv̂ 'ork 
(ac^mn^.^ms all modl^nd ufers|tehile4^gely limiting recommendations to 

Miiiaifications witHin the existmg nght"p0fsway..and to avoid extensive road widening in 
thellargely built outrurban community." 

For these reaŝ ns5,.mitigation i^^sures foflimpacted roadway segments are considered 
infeasible. Therejfore, because ndifeasible mitigation exists, the impacts to roadway segments 
identified would remainiSignifieant and avoidable. 

mj^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
-55=(*s?. . . . 

-Thê Conimumty-Plans4d4n(flude:improvements4hat-can-̂ bê aGconimodated̂ ^̂ ^̂  
rights-of way, which further the project Goals as identified on page 3-2 of the SESD CPU 
Mobility Element and page 3-2 of the Encanto Neighborhoods CPU Mobility Element: 

e A complete netŝ 'ork of pedestrian-friendly, multi-modal facilities throughout the 
community. 

e Pedestrian-friendly infrastmcture including sidewalks with parkv̂ 'ays, gridded 
streets and pedestrian-scale blocks. 
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e Safe, walkable neighborhoods which utilize new paseos, pedestrian connections, 
improved sidewalks, and make use of the alley network for vehicular access. 

« A complete, safe, and efficient bicycle network that connects community 
destinations and links to surrounding communities and the regional bicycle 
netiA'ork. 

Additionally, at the project-level, partial mitigation may be possible in the form of transportation 
demand management measures that encourage carpooling and other alternate modes of 
transportation. At the time future subsequent development projects are proposed, project-specific 
traffic analyses would contain detailed recommendations. Following existing City requirements, 
all project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall bejimplemented prior to the issuance of 
Certificate of Occupancy in order to provide mitigatiomat the time?of impact. 

Intersection Analysis 

Assuming the implementation of planned mtersection improvements, 10 study area intersections 
would operate at LOS E or F durmg the A M and/or PM peak l̂iour, mcludmg fiveantersections 
located within Southeastem San Diegopthree withm Encanto'Neighborhoods, and three within 
the sphere of influence area. Based omthe significant unpactfcriteria previously, the CPU would 
have a significant impact to all 10 mterseetionsf Potential improvements to these 10 intersections 
that were identified in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS')i-areias follows|Segments are numbered 

'̂" based on the TIS; onlyjhose segments that areiprojeeted toioperate at LOS E or F under buildout 
V. of the CPUs are identified here ~ 

SOUTHEASTERN SAN DIEGO*̂  

' th ~ ~ ^ " 

23. Jia28- Street / National Avenue - Provideiadditional right-of way and National Avenue in 
the westbound direction to-tadd a second westbound through lane. 

38. 1-1-5 NB Ramps / Ocean VieWiBoulevard - Provide additional right-of-way and widen 
Ocean View Boulevardsand/or reinove parking in the westbound direction to add a 
second westbound through lane. 

49. 40th Street / Imperial Avenue - Provide additional right-of-way and widen Imperial 
Avenue in the south-east bound direction to add an exclusive southeast-bound right-
turn lane. 

63. 47* Street /1-805 SB Ramps - Provide additional right-of-way and widen the 1-805 SB 
off-ramp to add a second southbound right-turn lane. 

ENCANTO 

68. Euclid Avenue / Imperial Avenue - Provide additional right-of-way and widen Imperial 
Avenue in the westbound direction to add a second westbound left-tum lane. 
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69. Euclid Avenue / Olvera Avenue - Convert the existing exclusive southbound right-turn / ""N, 
lane into a southbound through and right-tum shared lane and optimize the intersection '%,.-"' 
signal phasing tp.accomniodate northbound/southbound traffic. Provide additional 
right-of-'v '̂ay and widen the southern leg of this intersection to add̂  an additional 
through lane. 

79. - Woodman-Street / -Skyline Drive h- Provide additional right-of-way and widen 
Woodman Street in the northbound' direction to; add a.second left-tum. .lane and an 
exclusive, northbound right-turn la,pe„.with"dverlap,.."^emSkyhne Drive" hi the' 
westbound direction to,add.a second left-tum lane|anda- second.through lane. • 

r , . • . ..... ., • • .̂ ^^ 
These additionai potential iniprovement measures are .feMeasifeiand are therefore riot included 
as part of the Project or mitigation in the Draft"EJ^^ implementAitigation nieasures within 
the Study Area, sidewalks or bicycle facilities^^^Mdneed to be remS^^or reduced in width, 
which would result in impacts to non-vehiculal^odes of travel (pedestiiM,|̂ and bicyclists). In 
addition, this mitigation measure wouldalso mcre^pedestrian crossmg dis^Me at the 
intersection. Planning and environmentallaws recopSleth^^mortance of pll^pag for all 
modes -of transpdrtationf-which'proviieifo^he needs'ofai|msers mcludmg pedestrians, 
bicyclists, transit riders, andmotorists^|^e^^^l358 [2008]%nd SB 375 [2008]). As such, the 
mitigation measures identified above arefemsideted«iofeasibledue:to policy considerations: 
Another optionfor mtersectiOTi-widening w ôuld mvglv| the expansion of current right-of-way 
through adiditiorial property^quisition Prop&ty. acquisitions^ho\'i ê  er. a;re considered 
environmentally, fma^fehy, and s^ially mfeadM^^ hi many cases: prope'riy acquisitions would '̂ 
require demolition of e?asting buillifigs which woMd generate additional environmental impacts 
associated .with air quality, holse'̂  GHGsV solid v,aste. and traffic as well as continuing to 
promote vehicu ar usage?-. Furthermore, a guiding strategy for street system planning for these 
Coniniu|llfy Plan Updafe^^ to proMde a Complete Streets netiivork (accommodating all modes 
and usersfeidle largely liim&g rec^raiendations to modifications within the existing rights-of-
way, and to avoid extensive ro A '̂idenmg#in the largely built out urban community. For these 
reasons, mitigatiommeasures fo%this impacted mtersection are considered infeasible. Therefore, 
because no feasible'mltigation exists, the impacts to this intersection identified under the 
Preferred Plan would rem%m#gfiificant and avoidable at the program level. 

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

7. 1-5 SB Off-Ramp / Beardsley Street / Logan Avenue - Provide additional right-of-way 
and widen Logan Avenue in the eastbound direction and/or remove parking to add a 
second eastbound through lane. 
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This potential improvement measure is not feasible and is therefore not included as part of the 
Project or mitigation in the Draft EIR. To implement this mitigation measure, sidewalks or 
bicycle facilities would need to be removed or reduced in width, which would result in impacts 
to non-vehicular modes of travel (pedestrians and bicyclists). In addition, this mitigation 
measure would also increase pedestrian crossing distance at the intersection. Planning and 
environmental laws recognize the importance of planning for all modes of transportation, which 
provide for the needs of all users including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and motorists 
(See AB 1358 [2008] and SB 375 [2008]). As such, these mitigation measures identified above 
are considered infeasible due to policy considerations. AnothS'option for intersection widening 
would involve the expansion of current right-of-way throughiadditional property acquisition. 
Property acquisitions, however, are considered envirohmeiitariy,ifinancially, and socially 
infeasible. In many cases, property acquisitions would require demolition of existing buildings 
which would generate additional environmental impacts associated wiSi air quality, noise, 
GHGs,.soUd waste, and traffic as well as contihuing to promote vehicular usage. Furthermore, a 
guiding strategy for street system planning for these,Communitĵ  Plan Updates."was to provide a 
Complete Streets network (accommodating all modeseandmsers) while largely limiting 
recommendations to modifications withm the existing rightSrof-way, and to avoid extensive road 
widening in the largely built out urban communi^.. For theseireasons, mitigation measures for 
this impacted intersection are considered'infeasiblei|iI3ierefore, because no feasible mitigation 
exists, the impacts to this intersection identified under'thePreferredPlan would remain 
significant and avoidable at the program level* , 

40. 1-15 Ramps / Maiii,Street«ss3provide additional right-of-way and widen the southbound 
1-15 off-ramp to add;an?exeiusive;5SOUthbound right-tum lane, restripe the existing 

.- southbound shared lane;6into an exclusive southbound left-tum lane. 

43. Ir5 SB Off-Rampy®ama Street/Main Street - Provide additional right-of-way and 
widen the 1-5 SB Off-Ramp to?add a southbound right-through share lane, and widen 
Main^llreet in the eastbound direction to add an exclusive eastbound right-tum lane. 

These potential improvement measures are not feasible and are therefore not included as part of 
the Project or mitigatiomin the=Draft EIR. There is some uncertainty related to actual future 
developments and associatedstraffic impacts that will materialize over time. Future developm.ent 
projects' transportation studies would be able to more accurately identify individual project-level 
impacts to these facilities and provide the mechanism to mitigate them through fair share 
contributions in addition to other funding sources. Furthermore, Caltrans permits would be 
required to implement these improvements. 

Additionally, at the project-level, partial mitigation may be possible in the form of transportation 
demand management measures that encourage carpooling and other alternate modes of 
transportation. At the time future subsequent development projects are proposed, project-specific 

Pase 43 of 58 



traffic analyses would contain detailed recommendations. Following existing City requirements, J 
all project-specific mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented prior to the issuance of 
Certificate of Occupancy in order to prpvide mi"tiga"tion at the time of irnpact. 

The SESD and'Ericanto Neighborhoods CPUs' sighificarif traffic impact to these fireeway ramp 
intersection would rerhaih sighificaht uniriitigated a:t the program level. 

Rationale aiid Cohclusibh 

The City' snail implement all i)olicies identified in the Mpb^^^lement to reduce the demand for 
vehicles'on .the City's fransportation^ystem. However, asiidfeltified. above, even with 
implementation of these policies, the iriipacts would remain sigEMcant and unavoidable. 

Transportation (Impact 5.2-2: Freeway Traffic).^!-' 

Significant Impact "^^ii^ 

Implementation of the CPUs would result in the-addition o&alsiabstantial amouiifcof traffic to a 
congested freeway segment mterchangej-̂ or ramp. ".,'-'-

Facts in Support of Finding " ^ y f -

Under biiildbiit of the C^U7the.following'twent>'-fdur(24) freeway,segments within the project 
Study area are anticipatedHo'dpefate at less than desirable'EOStE or F: 

o 1-5. bet\̂ 'een 17tlSStreet andCSR-94 - (SB! -LOS F): 

e I-5,.betweeii SR-94"felh^riklAvcnue ̂ ^ : LOS F / SB: LOS E); 

e K,''between Im^rial Aveime and SR'S75f.̂  (NB; LOS E); 

o 1̂ 5, bet̂ ^ een S R - 7 5 « 28th'-Sieet - (NB: LOS E): 

" 1-5, b ^ e n 28th S t r e ^ d 1-15'%^: LOS F / SB: LOS E); 

e 1-5, bet̂ ^eenIiT5 and Main- Street - (NB: LOS F / SB: LOS F): 

e 1-15, betvv een 1̂ 805 andSR-94 - (SB: LOS E); 

o 1-15, between Market Street and Ocean View Boulevard - (NB: LOS E / SB: LOS F); 

9 1-805, bet̂ '̂een Home Avenue and SR-94 - (NB: LOS E / SB: LOS E); 

<» 1-805, between SR-94 and Market Street - (NB: LOS E / SB: LOS E); 

e 1-805, betv̂ 'een Market Street and hnperial Avenue - (NB: LOS E / SB: LOS E); 

o 1-805, bet\̂ 'een hnperial Avenue and 43rd Street - (NTB: LOS E / SB: LOS F); 
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8 SR-94, between 17th Street and 25th Street - (EB: LOS E / WB: LOS E) 

s SR-94, between 25th Street and 28th Street - (EB: LOS F / WB: LOS E) 

s SR-94, between 28th Stieet and 30th Street - (EB: LOS F / WB: LOS F) 

» SR-94, between 30th Street and I-I5-(EB: LOSE/WB: LOSE); 

e SR-94, bet̂ '̂een 1-15 and Home Avenue - (WB: LOS E); 

9 SR-94, between Home Avenue and 1-805 -(WB:LOS,.E); • 

9 SR-94, between 1-805 and 47th Street - (EB LOS F 7 WB LOS E); 

e SR-94, between 47th Street and Euclid A\ enue (EB LOS E / WB: LOS F); 

9 SR-94, between Euclid Avenue and K eltonRoad (EB LOS F 7 \ V B : LOS E); 

9 SR-94, bet̂ '̂"een Kelton Road and Federal Boulevard - (EB LOS E A WB: LOS E); 

• SR-94, between Federal Boulevard and College Groye Way - (EB: LOS F / WB: LOS 
E); and . • *, ^ ^ 

e SR-94, between College Grove Way and .College Avenue - (EB: LOS F / WB: LOS F). 
.':-•,?=;" "" " " " - ' . • • • ^ l i : -

Based on the criteria documented previousiy ,̂ the CP¥;slwould have.a significant impact to all 
freeway segments listed above witii the followmg exceptions: . 

• 1-805, bet\\'een'Home Avenue and SR-94'pand 

« 1-805; between SR-94 and Market Street 

The following regionally planned iimprovementsvhave been identified. However, completion of 
these improvements woul3mot reduce-the impact to freeway traffic to below a level of 
significance. , 

1-5, bet̂ ^ een 17th Street and SR-94:1-5, bet̂ s'een SR-94 and Imperial Avenue; 1-5, between 
Imperial Avenue and SR-75; ITS^ beto'een SR-75 and 28th Street; 1-5, bet '̂een 28th Street 
and 1-15; and 1-5, betvseen I-15'and Main Street-The SANDAG 2050 Revenue Constrained 
Regional Transportation Plan'(RTPj includes operational improvements along 1-5 between 17th 
Street and Main Street. These improvements are expected to be built by 2050. 

1-15, bet̂ 'een 1-805 and SR-94; 1-15, bet̂ 'een Market Street and Ocean View Boulevard -
The SANTDAG 2050 Revenue Constrained RTP includes constmction of managed lanes along I-
15 between 1-805 and Ocean View Boulevard. These improvements are expected to be built by 
2035. 
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1-805, betVT'een Market Street and Imperial Avenue; and 1-805, betî 'een Imperial Avenue 
and 43'"'̂ . Street - The SANDAG 2050 Revenue Constrained RTP mcludes constmction of 
managed lanes along 1-805 between Market Street and 43rd Street, these improvements are 
expected to be built by 2030. 

SR-94, bet̂ 'een 17th Street and 25th Street; SR-94, betw een 25th Street and 28th Street; 
SR-94, betiŝ  een 28th Street and 3.0th^Street;. SR-94, between 30th-Str̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
bet̂ '̂een 1-15 and Home Avenue; and SR-94, between Home,rAvenue and 1-805 - The 
SANDAG 2050 Revenue Consti"lined RTP includes ediistmoi^fejf managedlahes along SR-94 
between 17th Street and 1-805. These improvements are exfeejed to be built by 2020. 

SR-94, between 1-805 and 47tB Street; SR-94, be t syS^Tt l ^ f e t and Euclid Avenue; SR-
94, between Euclid Avenue and Kelton Road;vS!^4, betv̂  een ^Iton Road and Federal 
Boulevard; SR-94, beihveen Federal Boulev^^fed College Gro^'Way; and SR-94, 
between College Grove Way and College Avfeer- The SANTDAG 205b5Revenue Constrained 
RTP includes construction of managed lanes alonĝ SR .̂94 beteen 1-805 and>C,Gl|ege Avenue. 
These improvements are expected t0,|5f^ilt by 2040 ' ^fr' 

Additional fieeway widening beyond thos^roposed m thd;Segional Plan are not feasible due to 
conflicts with existing development associated'mireases m noisSand GHG emissions, 
undermined community-character, negative"'effects on implementmg.trahspOrtatioh demand 
management strateg^giy encouragmg smglfe ̂ ^gant vehicle|rips); these irnprovehients ^ 

would be cost p r o h i b i l ^ ^ additi^. there is^'s^e uncertamty,related to the actual 
developments and associSed-traffifipipacts thatwMl materialize over time. Future development 
projects" transj[30i1̂ tion studies wpuld be able to more accurately identify indi"vidual project-level 
impacts-^J provide'the mechanism, to mitigat̂ sthem'lhrough fair share contributions in addition 
to the filing planned by^SANDAG^d other fiindmg sources consistent with SANT)AG 
Revenue C-OTistrained RTP.'E^re pof^fial mitigation measures and fair share contribution 
should thus blliurther evaluatMlat the project level, though freeway traffic impacts from the 
CPUs would remainsunmitigatedlal the program level. 

Rationale and Conclusioii * 

The City shall implement albpolicies identified in the Mobility Element to reduce the demand for 
vehicles on the regional transportation system. However, as identified above, even with 
implementation of these policies, the impacts to 1-5,1-15,1-805, and SR-94 shall remain 
significant and unavoidable at the program level. 
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Transportation (Impact 5.2-3; Existing or Planned Transportation System) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the CPUs would result in a substantial impact upon existing or planned 
transportation system. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

As shown under Impact 5.2-1 and Impact 5.2-2 of the FEIR, andrin the discussion of impacts to 
the capacity of the street system and freeway system includedabove, adoption of the CPUs 
would result in a significant impact upon the existing transportation system. As discussed above, 
mitigation measures identified as part of the TIS for capacity ofthe. street system are not 
compatible with the mobility vision, goals, and policies of the CPUs, and completion of plarmed 
improvements to the fi-eeway system would not̂ reduce the impact to freeway traffic to below a 
level of significance. ^ ""* '-̂ '-̂  

Rationale and Conclusion - - , 

The City shall implement all policies -identified m the Mobility Element to reduce the demand for 
vehicles on the existing and planned transportatiomsystem. However, as identified above, even 
with implementation of these.policies, thefmpacts toiexistmg or^planned transportation system 
shall remain significant andunavoidable \ 

Air Quality (Impact 5.3-2: Ozone) 

Significant Impact ^ f ' . 

Implerrpilation of tHe-SCPUs would substantially contiibute to the existing violation of state and 
federal'ambient air qualityŝ standards-'for ozone. The San Diego Ah- Basin is not in attainment for 
O3, PMio, an||PM2,5. Constmction undervthe CPUs could potentially contribute to localized 
violations, andlo|5erational emissions couldpotentially contribute to regional violations. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

As discussed in Section'3S|OEme FEIR, future projects that conform to the CPUs could 
contribute to cumulatively coiisiderable emissions if multiple projects are implemented 
simultaneously. Although constmction is temporary and individual future projects are not likely 
to exceed the City's standards, the level, duration, and location of temporary construction is not 
known at this time. Therefore, if multiple projects are implemented simultaneously, constmction 
activities under the CPUs would have a potentially significant impact on local air quality without 
mitigation. In general, implementation of the policies in the CPUs and General Plan would 
preclude or reduce air quality impacts. However, it is possible that for certain projects, adherence 
to the regulations may not adequately avoid or minimize air quality impacts. As such, individual 
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projects would require additional measures to avoid or reduce potentially significant air quality ^J^ "-̂  
impacts that would be addressed during subsequent CEQA review. These additional measures 
would be considered mitigation. 

Additionally, operational emissions of land uses proposed under the SESD and Encanto 
Neighborhoods CPUs could potentially contribute to regional violations. As discussed under 
Impact 5.3-1 of the FEIR, total ROG, NOx, and CO emissions under the SESD. and Encanto 
Neighborhoods CPUs "would conflict with implementation of the,RAQS. Therefore, the CPUs 
would contribute: stib'stkntially tô  an existing'ku-quality violat^^nd would have a potentially 
significant impact on fegiOhai air quaU 

- . • ' ' „ , .• ' ":" • j ^ - S ^ * ^ ^ -

The goals, policies, and recommendations of the City combined-?with the federal, state, and local 
-^^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

regulations provide a framework for developmg'Moject-level air q u ^ ^ protection measures for 
futiire discretionary projects. The City's proce^of the evaluation of di^etionary projects 
includes environmental review and documentatiffiî ursuant to CEQA as w^as an analysis of 
those projects for consistency with the goals, poli^^and r^^imendation^^&e General Plan 
and CPUs hi general, implementatipSb^e policies im^CPUs and General Plan would 
preclude or reduce air quality impacFsjio^bels .̂a level oflignificance. Compliance with the 
Standards is required for-all proiects an#ianot%#nsidered mitigation. However, it is possible that 
for.certam nroiects, adherence to'the regulations wouldpiot adequately avoid or minhnize air 
quality impacts As sucn, mdiMdual projects would'requife additional measures to avoid or 
reduce potentially s i^&ant aiTqMity impaGtefthatnvould be^ddressed" during subsequent J J 
CEQA review. These^d^onal injures woull^ considered mitigation. %:p^ 

Mitigation FfSework measure^MM^AQ^fl and MM-AQ-2 shall be implemented to reduce 
projectrl^M^mpacS^iiese measures shall be|%dated, expanded and refmed when applied to 

r 'tef- ''̂ jw* ^̂ Sk . 'siS-̂ -, . . . ... J 
specificAture projects basedon project-specific design and changes m existing conditions, and 
local. stateSahd federal lawsi"v>. 

Rationale and Conclusion 

Identified mitigatioirwould reduce emissions and may preclude many potential impacts. As no 
project-specific data are^avaiiable atthis time, air„em.issions„fromJhe_future de>ielppî ^ 
the CPU areas cannot be adequately quantified. Mitigation Framework measures MM-AQ-1 and 
MM-AQ-2 would be implemented; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 
at the program level. 
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Noise (Impact 5.4-1: Transportation Noise) 

Significant Impact 

Implementation of the CPUs would result in the exposure of people to future transportation noise 
levels which exceed the land use compatibility standards established in the General Plan. 
Transportation noise impacts would resuh primarily from vehicle traffic. Impacts from rail- and 
airport-related traffic are considered less than significant. 

Facts in Support of Finding 

As discussed in Section 5.4 of the FEIR, the roads generatingithe greatest noise level in the CPU 
areas are 1-5,1-805,1-15, SR-94, Market Street, ImpenafeAvenuepOcean View Boulevard, 47th 
Street, Euclid Avenue, and National Avenue. Theddcai fi-eeways areithe dominant noise sources 
in the CPU areas and traffic noise levels at residential land uses nearesfethese freeways currently 
exceed the City's compatibility thresholds for residential land uses. Trafficmoise levels at 
existing and proposed residential use areas closestto'Jthe freeways and heavilyatraveled roadways 
would exceed the City's compatibilitykhresholds for residential land uses. Noisedevels greater 
than 75 CN^L are considered incompatiblesfor all land usestypes. Uses located adjacent to 1-5,1-
15,1-805, and SR-94 have the potentiaMo. be'e^osed to noisedevels greater than 75 CNEL. 

Existing noise levels at noisesensitive receptors exceed'apphcabletstandards due to noise from 
vehicular traffic. Tiaffic levels are forecasted to increase overtime, so future noise levels would 
increase with or without adoption ofethe CPUs'sffliis increase m noise levels may cause existing 
and proposed noise sensitive jeceptors to be exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable 
standards Thus, without mitigationf implementation "of the CPUs may result in significant 
impactSriby-allowing-sensitive receivers to be-located in areas where exterior noise levels exceed 
the compatibility standards?established by the General Plan. 

Rationale and;Conc!usion 

Implementation ofthe policies imthe CPUs and General Plan would preclude or reduce traffic 
noise impacts. In addition, the City's process for the evaluation of discretionary projects includes 
environmental review and-documentation pursuant to CEQA as well as an analysis of those 
projects for consistency withthe goals, policies, and recommendations of the General Plan. 
Compliance with the standards is required for all projects and is not considered to be mitigation. 
However, it is possible that for certain projects, adherence to the regulations may not adequately 
reduce noise levels, and as such, individual projects would require additional measures to 
comply with applicable standards. Adherence to the Mitigation Framework detailed in MM-
NOS-1 and MM-NOS-2, which requires regulatory compliance as noted above, would ensure 
that impacts related to exterior and interior noise for new development are reduced; however. 
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even with strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework, these impacts cannot be reduced to / * 
below a level of significance and therefore, the impacts remain significant and unavoidable. ' J 

Noise (Impact 5.4-2: Ambient Noise) 

Significant Impact 

hnplementation of the CPUs would result in a significant, increase in the existmg ambient noise 

levels. 

Fa:cts in Support of Finding 

As discussed m Section 5.4 of the FEIR; .a potentially sigmficantoimpact would occur along 14 
roadway segments in the SESD CPU area and K^o^way segment̂ m the Encanto 
Neighborhoods CPU area. There are existing sens-iti^ uses located^adjacent to these roadway 
segments, .and there could be also future sensitiv^ses located adjacent tosthem. 

^^^^ M 
Rationale aiid Conclusion N 'i 
Possible noise-reduction measures woultilinclude the coffitmction of barriers betv,'een heavily 
traveled roadways and noise-sensitive ^teri©r4use,areas:..as%vell as retrofitting older homes with 
new window and door components with%igher S*l!@iratings tonelp, reduce interior noise impacts. 

• However, implementation of iriitigation measures caiihotbe assured since the degree of future 
program:-level--irhpacts&iffl applicability, feasibility-and success^f future mitigation nieasures f % 
cannot be adequately ®wnTor-each? specific fiature project at the program level. ^ 

However, beeausfethe sigmfieantffl©.is^imp,acts-are.3b. existmg homes m an already urbanized 
area it cannot be-determmed whether the existmg t̂raetures contain adequate attenuation to 
reduce'jnterior noise to theri-.5 CNgffiistandard,'noFwhat measures would be required to retrofit 
these struefees to meet the^i^i^'s General Plan compatibility standards, and there is no 
mechanism'mpiace for implSentmg su&a retrofit program. The Mitigation Framework is 
intended to proviigiassurance th^subsequent projects implemented m accordance with the 
CPUs are designe3^d.sited to ensure compliance with all applicable noise standards. 

-Implementation of GenefahPrari-and GPU policies^requirements in-the-Municipal- Code, and- -._ 
compliance with applicable'regulations (Title 24) would reduce traffic noise exposure, because 
they set standards for the siting of sensitive land uses. Adherence to the Mitigation Framework 
detailed in MM-NOS-l, MM-NOS-2, requiring regulatory compliance would ensure that impacts 
related to exterior and interior noise for new development are reduced, and MM-NOS-3 which 
requires submittal of site-specific acoustical analyses prior to issuance of a building permit 
would further ensure compliance with the City's Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance. These 
site-specific noise analyses would be required to-demonstrate that the project would not place 
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sensitive receptors in locations where the exterior existing or future noise levels for future for 
multi-family development proposals would exceed the noise compatibility standards of the 
City's General Plan. With this framework, noise impacts to new multi-family development 
would be less than significant; however, even with strict adherence to the Mitigation Framework, 
these impacts cannot be reduced to below a level of significance and therefore, the impacts 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

Compliance with the standards is required for all projects and is.not considered to be mitigation. 
However, it is possible that for certain projects, adherence to,the;regulations may not adequately 
reduce noise levels, and as such individual projects wouldrequire additional measures to comply 
with applicable standards. Thus, without mitigation, implementation of the CPUs would result in 
a significant impact from traffic noise, because the CPUs would potentially allow sensitive 
receptors to be located in areas where exterior noise levels exceed the|Gompatibility standards 
established by the General Plan. Adherence tosthe'Mitigation Frameworksdetailed in ISfNi-NOS-
1, MM-NOS-2 and MM-NOS-3, which requires regulatory compliance as noted above, would 
ensure that impacts related to exterior and interior noise,.are;reduced, however, even with strict 
adherence to the Mitigation Framework,'these impacts cannot be reduced to below a level of 
significance. Therefore, the impacts "wquldremain significant-mnd unavoidable at the program 
level. ' l , ^ ''^"^^ 

D. Findings Regarding 4Iternati\ es (CEQA § 21081(a")(3) and CEQA Guidelines 
§15091(a)(3)) ^ ' 

Because the pro;go.sed projecty '̂iircausejone or more.iunavoidable significant environmental 
impacts, tlie City musfemake findings witffl^s^ept to^e altematives to the proposed project 
considere|% the FEIRy evaluatingvdiether thetemltematives could feasibly avoid or 
substantiallyJessen the proposed project's unavoidable significant environmental impacts while 
achieving mo||jQf its objectives (listed in |ection lI.E above and Section 3.3 of the PEER). 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the PEER and the Record 
of Proceedings, and pursuant to Public Resource Code §21081(a)(3) and State CEQA Guidelines 
§15091(a)(3), makes the followmg findings with respect to the altematives identified in the FEIR 
(Project No. 386029/SCHNO?2014051075): 

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations of the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the FEIR as 
described below. 
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"Feasible " is defined in Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines to mean "capable of 
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account economic, environmental, legal; social] and technological factors. " The 
CEQA statute (Section 21081) and Guidelines (Section 15019(a)(3)) also provide that 
"other]' considerations may. form the basis for.a finding, of infeasibility. Case law makes 
clear that a mitigation measure or alternative can be deemed infeasible on the basis of its 
failure to meet project objectives or on related public policy grounds. 

MB-Background, _ jT^-
.. ,. , „.,, ,.. . . . ... ^g^" 

The EIR for the proposed. CPUs conducted an analysis ofit&efeialtematives: 

No ..Project Alternative (Adopted Community Plan). 

e Higher-Densityf Alternative 

e Lower-Density Altemative 
J . J ' " f f ^ - S , 

These three project alternatives are suinmarized below-salongswith the fmdings relevant to each 
altemative. ' - •'• 

• î;'.'..:?i';;-:a.. 

No Proj ect Alternative (Adopted Co miminity Man)̂  : ̂ , 
, f}%S^ The No Project AltematiTO is%e continued implemehtaticn of the aclopted 1987 SESD 

CommunityrPJan, co^ipnt witlXEQA Guidelin^ Sf ctionll^ 126 6(:e)(3)(A).-.The- cun-ent f \ 
Community Plan addresses the following key issues m the community through its policies and ( \--
regulations: need for empiopnent/opportunities andcommercial shopping: concerns about 
density, comrnunity design and appearance jack of connects ely on fhe street systerh; adequate 
public i"^ilities inclu&irffi»for ree^ation and education; and the disproportionate number of 
assistedteusmg projects'̂ andv.sociaFsew îces m the community. 

Existing Cornmunit>' Plan landpse designations seek to promote a balance of land uses. The 
majority of both^lannmg areaslssdesignated as Skigle-Family Residential. In Southeastem San 

Diego, most of thiŝ Iand is designated for development at 10 to 14 units per acre, while in 
Encanto NeighborhoS^iost*l^S is designated at a lower density of 5 to 10 units per acre. 

In Southeastem San Diego, the Imperial Avenue corridor is designated as Multiple Use, along 
with 25th Street and the westem portion of Market Street. The General Commercial designation 
applies to Market Street between 25th and 32nd Streets and National Avenue bet\A'een 28th and 
33rd Streets as well as to segments of National Avenue east of Highway 15 that have existing 
commercial uses. Commercial Street and eastern portions of Market Street (e.g. Gateway Center) 
are designated as Industrial. Institutional and Schools/Public Facilities are used somewhat 
interchangeably to designate public/quasi-public facilities. 
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In Encanto Neighborhoods, much of the area west of Euclid Avenue and along Imperial Avenue 
is designated for Multi-Family Residential and, to a lesser extent, for commercial uses. 
Institutional and Schools/Public Facilities are designated for City-owned and other public/quasi-
public facilities. 

Potentially Significant Impacts 

Land uses maintained by the No Project Altemative would be consistent with those of the CPUs 
in much of both CPU areas. Proposed land use changes in the CPUs would be concentrated along 
Market Street, the Commercial/Imperial corridor, and NationaMvenue in Southeastem San 
Diego, and around the Euclid and Market area in Encanto-sNeighborhoods, where the proposed 
CPUs would generally facilitate more mixed-use and higher-intensity development compared to 
the existing Community Plan (No Project Alternative)? -f 

Implementation of the No Project Altemative would not avoid any of th'e significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the CPUs (transportation-fcapacity, freeway traffic7'-e|iisting or planned 
transportation system], air quality [ozone], and noise-sfteanspcptation noise, ambient noise]), 
though it may result in lesser impactllfpESome (transportation, ambient noise). 

The amount of preserved open space would be lesssunder the"*'$JOiProject Altemative than under 
the proposed CPUs. Thus,,dmplementation of this altemative wouldresult in greater impacts to 
biological resources and hydrology and water quality. Future development under the altemative 
would be required tomdhere to existing regulationspthus limitingthe potential for significant 
impacts. j 'fa. 

The alternatiye|a|^|ias potentiaisfbr greaterimpactssin the issue areas of land use, tiansportation 
(altematiyp r̂ansportation), noise (transportation), historical resources, geology and seismic 
hazardsKgreenhouse gas emissions, and energy (fuel). It lacks the CPUs' updated policies that 
would serve!fe,reduce impactSifrom futurgsdevelopment. The altemative lacks policies that 
support the General Plan's "Cityjof Villages" strategy, and would not implement the 
environmental goal^objectives^nd guidelines of the General Plan's various elements to the 
same extent as the CPUs. 

The altemative has potentialCfor lesser impacts in the issue areas of transportation (all except 
altemative transportation), air quality, noise (ambient noise), hazardous materials, energy 
(electrical power), public services and facilities, and public utilities. The altemative would 
generate fewer vehicular trips than the CPUs for both the Southeastern San Diego and Encanto 
Neighborhoods communities. However, the No Project (Adopted Community Plan) Altemative 
does not contain the proposed CPU policies intended to promote a robust multimodal netv\'ork 
that encourage walking, bicycling, and taking transit while continuing to provide for needed 
vehicular access in both communities. 
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The No Project Altemative meets several of the 10 project objectives, but none to the same 
extent as the CPUs. The No Project Altemative also does not include the tv,'o mixed-use villages 
as proposed by the CPUs; The Village Districts proposed under the CPUs implement both 
General Plan and CPU goals for compact communities, a wider range of housing types, 
affordability, greater transit opportunities, etc. The No Project Altemative would allow for some 
subui-ban-type development, which would be more auto-centric, and contribute to,- rather than 
reduce GHG impacts. 

Finding and Supporting Facts 

Adoption of the No Project (Adopted. Community Plan)#Altemative would not achieve important 
objectives of the Community Plan Updates; These include : 

Multi-Modal Transportation Strate^^Mciude alkable and bicycle friendly streets, 
accessible and enhanced transit optiorisfemd com,prehensive parM&ggStrategies throughout 
both commumties. "^fSi. ' "^fc^ 

ities in close prpxirr 

m 
% 

Complete Places: Create balan^d|vmtepi.ted.mix of usessin Southeastem San Diego and 
Ericahtb-Neighborhoods while minimizing collocation compatibility issues. 
Transit: Coordolate l ^ ^ e plarming«.it&M=5i fireqfefev transit service planning. (^'% 

InfrastructurerSciude fmancmg mechamsms designed to secure infrastructure 
improvements conciurent with large development. 

•.fEnvironmentaklaeadersh-ip and Sustainability: Follow environmentally sensitive 

Housing: Increase allowed densities m close pr̂ xunaiy' to transit m ordersto provide more 
and varied housing and meet "rofj^rce needs clo*sSt0 employment centers. 

""'"̂ Q.mix 01 usesi 

"design and sustamabie development practices. 

Streamline Permit ProEessIns '̂Ensure a less costly and time-intensive process within 
the identified Village Districts. Incorporate specific incentives in the Encanto 
NeighborhOtî S-Village District to achieve transit-supportive densities within a VA mile of 
the transit stafilh> r 

Therefore, because this altemative fails to meet multiple project objectives, and failure to meet 
even a single objective would be sufficient for rejection of the alternative, this altemative is 
considered infeasible. 

Further, the No Project Altemative is infeasible because it would not meet the General Plan 
policy regarding preparation of community plan updates. Specifically, Policy LU-C.l requires 
that the update process "estabUsh each community plan as an essential and integral component of 
the City's General Plan with clear implementation recommendations and links to General Plan 
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goals and policies." It further states that community plan updates are important to "maintain 
consistency between community plans and General Plan, as together they represent the City's 
comprehensive plan. The No Project Altemative would not allow for the update to proceed and 
achieve these General Plan policies. 

Higher-Density Alternative 

The Higher-Density Altemative focuses new higher-density, mixed-use development in the 
Village Districts to a greater degree than the proposed Community^ Plans. This Altemative goes 
further than the proposed Plans in supporting the goal of facilitating transit-oriented development 
and a range of housing tj'pes. 'f 

In Southeastem San Diego, the Commercial Street .corridor between 28th and 32nd streets would 
retain its current industrial designation in the proposed Cornmunity Plan. In contrast, this 
corridor would be designated Neighborhood Mixed Use-Medium, allo"wing mixed use 
development with ground-floor retail and 30 to 44?iunits per acre, in Altemative 1. 

In Encanto Neighborhoods, the core-#eâ of the Village Dis^cf would be designaied Community 
Mixed Use-Medium (30 to 44 units per acre) in the proposed Plan, while it would be designated 
Community Mixed Use-High, allowing-up to 74\units per acre, in Altemative 1. In addition, the 
Commercial Mixed Use designation on theswest sidejof Euclid Avenue north of Hilltop Drive 
would extend fiirther to the"Ŝ 'est jn Alternative 1 cqinp̂ aredito the proposed Plan. This would 
result in an increase inthe development capacity of this large, vacant site in Altemative 1 
compared to the CPUs^ -

Throughoutthe rest of both planning areas, designated land uses would be the same as in the 
CPUs, andthe Higher?Density Altemative wbuldalsafeature all the same policies as the CPUs. 
As with the CPU, with the exceptions;of significant and unavoidable impacts, strict adherence to 
the applicable^mitigation fi-arnework fiSrilach applicable issue area would reduce potential 
impacts to bclo\v„a level of significance. ' 

Potentially Significant Impacts :̂; 

Implementation of the Higher^Densitj' Altemative would not avoid any of the identified 
significant and unavoidablefimpacts of the CPUs (transportation [capacity of the street system, 
freeway traffic, existing or planned transportation system], air quality [ozone], and noise 
[transportation noise, ambient noise]). It may resuh in less impact in terms of altemative 
transportation, but potentially greater impacts to transportation (capacity of the street system, 
freeway traffic) and noise (transportation noise, ambient noise in Encanto). 

As discussed in Chapter 10 of the FEIR, this altemative would generate more vehicular ti-ips than 
the CPUs for both the Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods communities. Since 
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the High Density Altemative would have the same transportation network and policies as the 
CPUs, while generating a, higher number of trips, transportation related impact associated with 
the Higher Density Alternative, would be greater than,the CPUs. A mitigation frarnework is 
included in this altemative. The City shall implement all policies id.entified in the Mobility 
Element to reduce the demand for vehicles on the City's transportation system. However, as 
identified above, even with implementation of these policies, the transportation impacts for 
capacity ;of: the .street system,- freeway traffic, and.existing or planned transportation system 
would remainvsignificant andunavoidable. • • 

This altemati"ve has the potentialTor-greater impacts m theM%ue areas of transportation (capacity 
of the street system, freeway), air quality (air quality. p0,fatantsan Encanto Neighborhoods and 
overall), noise (transportation noise, ambient npisediî Ericanto Neighborhoods), paleontological 
resources, greenhouse gas,- energy, public servielsla^ facilities, publ^utilities, and visual 
impacts and neighborhood character. t& f̂;.'' 

The alternative has the potential for lesser impacts"milhe issu8areas of land'^eifobiectives of 
the General Plan), transportation (alternative transportat̂ n|'lmnd air quality (pollutants in 
Southeastern San Diego, though overaffl̂ poMutant levels would-be expected to increase due 
increased emissions m Encanto Neighborhoo^d^^^^ • 

Finding and Supporting Facts j ' , 

Although the Higher-rDensity Alternatn e generally meets alfthe CPUs' objectives, it would have 
potential for greater envi^nmentakmpacts m theiGPU areas than the proposed CPUs, and would 
also not avoidAe^significaSiimpacffefsthe propofed CPUs. Thus, this altemati"\'e is considered 
infeasibleC ^ ^ . . ' ^ ' ^ M / ^ -.^.^ -
T %Tr A I . \ ^ " 

Lower-iaensity Alternative ^ 
The Lower-Density Altemativesmaintain t̂he proposed CPUs' focus on creating walkable areas 
with mixed use'de'velopment aro.imd the Trolley stations and along transit corridors. However, 
the density of futur̂ developmentigA'ould be lower under this altemative, resulting in less overall 
development. ^ ? 

In Soiltheastem San DiegoSffie Community Mixed^U^ the 25th 
Street Trolley station would be reduced in size under Altemative 2 compared to the proposed 
Plan. In Altemative 2, the westem end of the Commercial/Imperial corridor and the Cesar 
Chavez Parkway corridor would be designated for lower density (15 to 29 units per acre) mixed 
use. Portions of L Street would be,designated for residential at 15 to 29 instead of 30 to 44 units 
per acre. Blocks in the southeast comer of the Logan Heights neighborhood would be designated 
for residential development at 15 to 29 as under the proposed Community Plan, but only 10 to 14 
units per acre in Altemative 2. Blocks along Market Street and National Avenue which the 
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Community Plan designates mixed use at 30 to 44 units per acre would be lowered to 15 to 29 
units per acre under Alternative 2. Existing shopping centers on National Avenue and 43rd Street 
would retain a commercial designation matching their current use. 

In Encanto Neighborhoods, the Community Mixed Use-Medium (30 to 44 units per acre) 
designation would be scaled back to a smaller core area around the Euclid and Market Trolley 
station in Altemative 2. The Market Street corridor to the west would be designated at 15 to 29 
units per acre (Community Mixed Use-Low), as would land to the south of the Village core. The 
Euclid Avenue corridor north of the Village core would be also be designated at 15 to 29 unitŝ ' 
per acre instead of 30 to 44 as under the proposed Plan. Snriilariy, the portion of the Imperial 
Avenue corridor in the Encanto Village District designated at 30ito 44 units per acre would 
become smaller, applying only on the blocks closesfcto tHe TrollemStation. 

Throughout the rest of both planning areas, designated land uses would fe.the same as in the 
proposed Plans, and the Lower-Density Altemative would also feature all-tbe.same policies as 
the proposed Plans. ''"-f-

Potentially Significant Impacts ' 

This ahemative would produce the least amount of developrriehtiand associated impacts. Its 
impacts are expected to be»smiilar to those" analj'zed for the CP Us,, for most of the environmental 

y impact categories analyzed-ih- thisiiEIR—landuse. transportation; air quality; greenhouse gases; 
noise; paleontologicateesources; Mological resoiarce; historicalifesources; geology and seismic 
hazards: hazardous materials; hydrology; public*services and facilities; public utilities; and visual 
impacts and neighborhood character. ^ 

Implementation of thet&o,jver-D'ensity Altemative^'ould not avoid any of the identified 
significantcand unavoidablejimpactŝ ^ofthe CPUs (transportation [capacity of the street system, 
freeway traffic ,̂ existing or planned traiisportation system], air quality [ozone], and noise 
[transportationmoise, ambient noise]), though it may result in lesser mipacts for some 
(transportation [capacity of the street system and freeway], air quality, noise [transportation 
noise, ambient noise]). , ^ ? 

The Lower-Density Alternative would generate less vehicular trips than the CPUs for both the 
Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods community. Since the Lower-Density 
Alternative would have the same transportation network and policies as the CPU, while 
generating less vehicular trips, transportation related impact associated with the Lower-Density 
Altemative would be less significant than the CPUs. 

The Lower-Density Altemative also lessens the intensity of residential development within both 
villages. Greater density within the Village Districts, such as that proposed under the CPU, better 
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implements General Plan and CPU goals for compact communities, a wider range of housing 
ty'pes, affordability, greater .transit oppoitunities, etc. The Lower-Density alternative would allow 
for more suburban-type development, which would be more auto-centric, and contribute to, 
rather than reduce GHG impacts. 

Although this alternatiye would reduce density, the developnient footprmt. withm the CPU .would 
remain generally, the same, and therefore,, result in sirnilar areas requiring grading and. ground . 
disturbance as,"with the CPU. Therefore, this altemative would^^je;similar, or in some.pases less 
tmp -̂fs to bio logical,reso.urc.es,;:histori cal resources, hycirq|^^^^ter quality, human-
health/public safe0/Tiazardous-matOTalsyutilities..(î ^^ 
resources depending on the location and development^^^f m ^ ^ with the GPU, ^̂ 'ith the 
exceptions of significant and unavoidable impact̂ s%ict;:.adherene t̂o the applicable mitigation 
framework for each applicable issue area wouldfceS^e potential impacts to below a level of 
significance. \ V 

Finding and Supporting Facts ' "x 

Although the Lower-Density' Altemat^fe%gerall)' niccts^he CPUs'- objectives, it would be less 
effective in implementmg the GeneraMiar^f^Sity of Villagl's-L; strategy, as well as the following 
objectives: W% ^^"v ^ 

e Housing Increase'alloweddensitiessintclose proximity'rto transit in order to provide more 
" " • (f I, ^^-^ \ ^ 
and varied housing and meetsworkforceikeSf close to^iployment centers. 

s Complete PIaces:-ii(Sreate b'Manced. integrated mix of uses in Southeastem San Diego and 
Encanto'-Nfeighborhoods wliileTmnunizmg collocation compatibility issues. 

• |ftivironmenta'h#;eadershipi;and Sustainabilitv: follow environmentally sensitive 
de,s^i and sustainablê develo^ment practices. 

Because this^temative would^ot avoid"the significant impacts of the proposed CPUs, and 
would not attar^mportant objectives as discussed above, with failure to meet even a single 
objective sufficientTGEcejections0|the alternative, this altemative is considered infeasible. 

•- • "̂ '̂̂  - -
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STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

(PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21081(B)) 

Pursuant to Section 21081(b) of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines §15093 and 15043, CEQA 
requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against'its unavoidable environmental risks 
when determining whether to approve the project. 

If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or <.ilhcr bcnclits, including considerations 
for the provision of employment opporl unities for luglily trained workers outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered 
acceptable pursuant to Public Resources Code;'§21081. CEQA further ̂ requires that when the 
lead agency approves a project which will result in the occuijence of significant effects which 
are identified in the FEIR but are not avoided or^sufetantiallyflessened, thê agency shall state in 
writing the specific reasons to support its action basedpn'the FEIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Pursuant to the Public Resources Code §21081(b) and Guiddines § 15093, the City Council, 
having considered all of the-foregoing, 'finds that''the^fo]lowing."sgecific overriding economic, 
legal, social, technologicalpor^fether benefits associated2,with thie proposed Project outweigh 
unavoidable adverse-direct impacts'related to, transp'brtation';'air quality and noise. Each of the 
separate benefits of the proposed Project, as stated herein, is detemiined to be, unto itself and 
independent of the otlier project benefits, a\basis for overriding all unavoidable adverse 
environmental imi-iacts identified in the Findings. 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 ^ ^ W 
" ^ s \ 

The City-Council also hâ  examinedaltematixos ,lo the Project, and finds that the proposed CPU 
altematiVesMiscussed in the FEIR'should not be adopted because while each altemative meets 
some of thCsbasic objectiveŝ .ofsthe CPU, they do not meet them to the same extent as with the 
CPU, and do not meet the General Plan policies as further documented below; specifically, that 
economic, legal,'''S0cial, technological, or other considerations make the altematives infeasible. 
The City also findŝ  tj^t the ec()n6mic, legal, social, and technological benefits of the proposed 
CPU that the City has^feund to override the alternatives' environmental benefits would be 
negated by the proposed fePU;s'alternatives. 

The City finds that the Project most fully implements the City's desire to incorporate the General 
Plan's goals and policies into its neighborhoods as part of the long-term community plan update 
process. 

The City Council declares that it has adopted all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
proposed CPU's environmental impacts to an insignificant level; considered the entire 
administrative record, including the FEIR; and weighed the proposed CPU's benefits against its 
environmental impacts. After doing so, the City Council has detemiined that the proposed CPU's 
benefits outweigh its environmental impacts, and deem them acceptable. 
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The City Council identified the following public benefits in making this determination. Each of 
these public benefits serves as an independent basis for overriding all unavoidable adverse 
enviromnental impacts identified in these Findings and the FEIR. The City Council considers 
these impacts to be acceptable, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15093. 

The California Supreme Court has stated that, "[t]he wisdom of approving...any development 
project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound 
discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. 
The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that. thOse decisions be informed, and 
therefore balanced." Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supers i (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576. 

Courts have upheld overriding considerations that were based on policy considerations including, 
but not limited to, new jobs, stronger tax bas,e, -hnplementation of an agency's economic 
development goals, growth management policiesf redevelopment plans, the need for housing and 
employment, confoimity to community plans _and general plans, and'-provision of constmction 
jobs. See Towards Responsibility in Planning'y,, City Council (1988)„200 Cal. App.3d 671; 
Dusek V. Redevelopment Agency (1985) 173 CaLlApp.3(1^1029; City ofPoway v. City of San 
Diego (1984) 155 Cal.App.3d mi; ,Markley v. Ci'n> eoun'cib(\9%2) 131 Cal.'Api3;3d 656. • ' 
Therefore, the City expressly finds thaftin.accordance with Public Resources Code §21081(b) 
and 21081.5, and CEQA Guidehnes'J § 1509.3' and 15043, based on the followmg specific 
considerations, the following benefits b.f ihe Project outweigh ilie unavoidable significant 
environmental impacts of the Project: 

1. The CPUs will provide coniprehensi\c. yuides for growth and development in the 
Southeastern San Diegb-and*Encanto Neighborhoods Communities. 

- - . ^ - \ 
The CPUs provide a" comprefiehsive guide Tor future growth and development within the 
Southeastern San Die'go and Encanto Neighborhoods. The overarching guiding principal includes 
focusingv^ture growth ^and de"velopment into distinct village areas thereby preserving the 
surroundinglestablished low\density residential neighborhoods, designated historic districts and 
designated open.space areas. This strategy-jjrovides a blueprint for development that strengthens 
Southeastern San Diego's and the Encanto Neighborhoods established character as diverse urban 
neighborhoods through the creation of appropriate land uses, sufficient public facilities and 
development pohcies as a i-omponent of the City of San Diego's General Plan. 

The CPUs provide strategies and specific implementing actions to ensure that each vision 
developed by community stakeholders as part of the CPUs are accomplished. Detailed policies 
that are based on these visions and guiding principles are incorporated in each Community Plan 
that provide the basis for evaluating whether specific development proposals and public projects 
ai-e consistent with the plan. As cited in the FEIR's 5.1 Land Use section, the CPUs provide 
strategies and specific implementing actions to help ensure that each vision developed by the 
respective stakeholders is accomplished and that it is in conformance with the General Plan. 
Accompanying the approval of the CPUs are related detailed implementing programs, including 
zoning regulations and Impact Fee Studies (IFS). The IFS's identify a variety of funding sources 
for financing improvements to public facilities within each community planning area. 
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The CPUs provide guidance that facilitates the ability of the City of San Diego, other public 
agencies, and private developers to design projects that enhance the character of the community, 
taking advantage of its setting and amenities. The respective CPU Land Use Elements encompass 
a broad range of land use designations defined in the General Plan, supplemented with a more 
detailed description and distribution of land uses for Southeastem San Diego and the Encanto 
Neighborhoods. The CPUs land use designations include: residential with a variety of density 
ranges, village centers, commercial, industrial, open space, parks, and institutional uses. These 
diverse land uses provide the foundation to create balanced communities that incorporate and 
promote a multi-modal transportation strategy, enviromnental leadership and sustainability, 
sufficient infrastmcture improvements to meet the future population demands, protection of 
valuable open space and creeks, economic diversification, 'and complete places that create a 
balanced integrated mixture of uses while minimizing the collocation of uses. 

Both CPUs provide goals and policies that will facilitate^the^fohowing: the development of a 
variety of uses, facilities, and services needed to servî the Soutlmstem San Diego and Encanto 
Neighborhoods; two distinct villages that include places to live, work and recreate; the 
enhancement of the estabUshed historic distri6ts,|,a variety of housing types including workforce 
housing in close proximity to jobs; diversified commercial and industrialfeuses that seive local, 
community and regional needs; and adequate pubhc facjlities and institutional resources that 
serve the needs of the communily.; Therefore, the.goals, and pohcies contained in the CPUs 
ensure a balance of land uses tĥ at respect sensitive,.uses, provide workforce housing near 
employment opportunities such as the "working waterfront ̂ and Downtown San Diego, and 

th 

enhance multi-modal transportation optioiis by promoting growth în close proximity to the 25 
Street, 32°̂  Street, 47* Sh-eet.--Euclid Avenue and 62"'' Sti-eet transit stations. 
To accommodate both the existingpopulatio%andti-ie anticipated new growth, the IFSs identify a 
variety of funding souses for fihameing imprô vements to the pubhc facilities and infi"astmcture 
described in the CPUŝ -Tfe'e, Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods CPU Public 
Facilities, Safety; and Seivices EleraentPolicies include policies that support the development of 
infrastinc'ture'̂ *6*suppo"'i"t̂ fiiture,gi--owth. As-,such,̂ tlie*CPUs provide a consistent, comprehensive 
approach to developing, â •̂ lulti'̂ modal infraltiaVcture framework to support fiature housing and 
new employment oppoituriities as Veil as promoting new higher density mixed use development 
around thê  transit coiridors '̂and stations;'These specific factors support the decision to approve 
the CPUs despite the significant unavoidable impacts identified in the FEIR. 

2. The CPUs iniplenient Uic General Plan's City of Villages Strategy by providing 
balanced land use plans,.that'meet the needs of the Southeastern San Diego and Encanto 
Neighborhoods Cominuriities 

The General Plan incoiporates the City of Villages strategy, and aims to direct new development 
projects into aheady urbanized areas and areas with conditions allowing the integration of 
housing, employment, civic, and transit uses. It is a development strategy that mirrors regional 
planning and smart growth principles intended to preserve remaining open space and natural 
habitat, reduce gi-een house gas emissions, and focus development in areas with available public 
infrastmcture. The CPUs incoiporate the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) Smart Growth 
strategy thi-ough the designation of high-density mixed-use "villages" along transit corridors. 
These villages provide for the coordination of land use and transportation planning to create 
compact, connected pedestrian-friendly activity centers. Complementing the RCP's regional 
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approach to smart growth, the CPUs provide local incentives to implement transit-oriented 
development at the community level thi-ough parking reductions, density transfers, and FAR 
bonuses for publicly-accessible open space. 

The CPUs are consistent with the General Plan's City of Villages Strategy, which was designed 
to sustain the long-teim environmental health of the City and its many communities. As with the 
General Plan, the CPUs place an emphasis on directing population growth into mixed-use 
activity centers that are pedestrian-fiiendly and linked to an improved regional transit system. 
The Land Use Elements of the CPUs incoiporate the City of Villages Strategy by designating 
two transit-oriented (village) centers: the Southeastem Village District in Southeastem San 
Diego, and the combined Euclid and Market Village and hiiperiaL Avenue Village Districts in the 
Encanto Neighborhoods. Each CPU has a set of village-specific land use policies intended to 
concentrate development along key corridors in close proximity to high frequency mass transit 
(trolley stops). Multiple pohcies in the CPUs promote mixed uses and walkability along 
corridors by requiring or encouraging ground floor cohmierciakspaces and by detailing street-
level design elements that activate storefronts^nd/create an attractive^ public realm. The CPUs 
use two designations "Active Frontage Required'" and "Active Frontage,Permitted" to promote 
pedestrian-oriented development along appropriate streets. These designations work m 
conjunction with the CPUs' land use frameworks "To define-activities and capacities. The CPUs 
also contain standards and incenti\cs to support iransil-oriented development,*such as parking 
reductions and density transfers. 

The Southeastem Village include^ the. .Cunmis.Tcial/ImperiaU corridor from Interstate 5 to 
Interstatel5, and is centered?on,the trolley stops at 2§th'Street andr32nd Street. This Village will 
build upon the existing character ""of this highly, urban;̂ c6iiirnmnity and will contain a mix of uses, 
with higher density '̂̂ Eowed near'.'the high fi-equency 25* Strcet and 32°'* Street transit stops as 
well as along ImperiaL^ALyenue, preser\'e industrial lands along Commercial Street, as well as 
promote new commerciah^resideritialrand mixe\i-use development throughout the Village area, 
sensitively:'designed'to integrate into'thcexisting corrununity character. The Historic Disfricts of 
Shermaii Heights and^^rant Hill-wall be respected and preserved while allowing planned infill 
development that is sensitive to thbsexisting and "evolving community character. 

The Village at Market Creek^and hnperi'd" Avenue Village is envisioned as the mixed-use center 
of Encanto Neighborhoods and the center of the community. This Village includes the Euclid 
Avenue, 47th Street; 'and 62nd Street trolley stations. It is planned to gi'ow into a dynamic higher 
density mixed-use hubMiat caters to the needs of the existing and evolving community. The 
integration of commercial and residential uses is emphasized in the Villages, including uses such 
as retail, professional/admimsfrative offices, commercial, entertainment, recreation facilities, and 
service industries. The Community Plan envisions that the Village will draw on the existing 
cluster of activities and the high level of transit access at the 47* Street, Euclid Avenue and 62°'* 
transit stations. It will include a diversity of housing types, employment and retail uses, and 
public realm enhancements. Furthermore, a specific strategy for preserving and enhancing 
Chollas Creek will be realized. 

As stated in the CPUs, the majority of growth and development will occur within the three 
designated Village areas that are located along the established transit/ti-olley infrastmcture. 
Thereby focusing gi-owth and development away from the established lower density 
neighborhoods and instead along the transit conidors and nodes. However, there are policies 
contained in each CPU that support diverse housing oppoitunities for Southeastem San Diego 
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and Encanto Neighborhoods residents, including affordable housing oppoitunities within the two 
Villages. "Within each new Village, the CPUs encourage quality neighborhood- and community-
serving commercial uses that will provide needed services in the futore. 

By providing a balanced land use plan that incoiporates a variety of land uses to promote vibrant 
compact and walkable villages that are less reliant on automobiles thereby reducing GHG 
emissions, the CPU is consistent with the General Plan's land use, housing, conseivation and 
economic prosperity goals and policies. These specific factors support the decision to approve 
the CPUs despite the significant unavoidable impacts identified'iii.the PEIR. 

3. Plan adoption and implementation will support the'''Gi% of Villages strategj' through 
the implementation of additional housing and mixed uses<ncar job/employment centers 

The CPUs support an increase in the number of 'potential residentiul units, within each of the new 
villages. This will contribute to the City oL^San Diego's ability to accommodate projected 
housing demand adequately served by publie'" transit. /As a result,^the goals, policies and 
objectives of the General Plan and the CPUs with respect lo-Housing and Transportation would 
be adequately met. 

The proposed CPUs provide affordable single "and multi-farriily housing throughout the proposed 
CPU areas, thus enabling a wide range^df ccdhomic, levels\ndage gi"oups to live within these 
communities. By facilitatingjthis diversity,-multiple;|^generati6ns.of families can live together 
throughout their lifetime.}^Spccifically, the ̂ Encanto Neighborhoods Land Use Element includes 
Affordable Housing'Pblicies LU^2"2, LU-23;\Llf25,''LU-26^ LU-30, andLU-59 through LU-63 
that do the following:- promote and encourage' the development of very low and low income 
affordable housing in alKresidentiaLand multi-use neighborhood designations; create affordable 
home oumership dppprturuties'foivmoderate income, buyers; and use land use, regulatory, and 
financial, tools' to facilitate thê  development of housing affordable to all income levels. The 
SESD' Land Use Element contains "policies LU-21 through LU-27 relate to the production of 
affordable housing units 

The CPUs pi-ovide a consistent;' comprehensive approach to balancing new housing with the 
retention of non-residential land,,and building supply in the Southeastern San Diego and Encanto 
Neighborhoods. The 'CPUs provide for new housing, including affordable housing, in the 
designated Village arcas.'which would also accommodate neighborhood-sei-ving commercial uses 
and services. The CPU''s designation of the villages would allow denser, more transit-oriented 
neighborhoods, than cuirently exists in Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods. 
Within Southeastem San Diego, the adopted land use designations do not allow for mixed-use 
development and also limit densities to low to medium density. The CPU focuses the new 
housing and job gi'owth in areas that are transit-oriented and promote multi-modal opportunities. 
Consequently, the CPU would reduce reliance on private automobile use. 

For all of these reasons, the CPUs provide a comprehensive means of implementing the City of 
Villages strategy with workforce housing located in transit oriented villages and supported by 
commercial and industrial uses to provide employment oppoitunities, while enhancing multi­
modal choices and reducing GHG emissions. 
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4. The CPUs provides more effective means to protect and enhance character and 
function than existing land use controls. 

The CPU areas are largely ui"banized and built out with pockets of open space contained within 
canyons and along Chollas Creek. The CPUs build upon the adopted Community Plan's goal for 
respecting the existing character of the communities while strengthening linkages and 
connectivity, improving the built environment, creating mixed-use walkable neighborhoods and 
preserving open space. The CPUs seek to encourage an urbamform that reflects the existing and 
evolving character of both communities and provides an^atfractive built environment while 
simultaneously protecting the canyons and creek areas. >. . 

Development completed in accordance with the CPUs \\:ould occur in an existing m-banized area 
with established public transportation infrastructure^ which may r̂educe vehicle trips and miles 
traveled and support walking as a transportation choice. In addition,, implementation of the 
policies contained in the Land Use, Mobility,̂ 5R.ecrcation, and Conservation Elements of the 
proposed plans would improve mobility witliin 4he plan-areas, including open space and 
recreation areas tln'ough the development of a balancedjgmulti-modal transportation network. 
Implementation of proposed Land Use Pohcies 3 through IJ- (Encanto) and Land-Use Policies 3-
10 (Southeastem San Diego) supports the integration of Vansit within mixed use residential and 
employment areas and encourages the. creation of safe '̂ahd direct bicycle and pedestrian 
connections to provided multi-modal access. 

The Land Use Elements defme Village District areas arid key comdors where future growth is 
targeted within botli;c6mniunities -̂ih order t6;-fulfill the Gehera^Plan's City of Villages strategy. 
As part of these Villages, both land use elements provide for density incentives for transit-
oriented development. These incentives can be found in Tables 2-6 (both Community Plans) and 
include sha'red .palking and reduced"* parking requnements, a transfer of development rights 
transfer prograin within the Eiicarito Village'-̂ atMai-ket Creek and Imperial Avenue Village areas 
which arc intended tbrspur dev̂ clopment flexibility, and new transit-oriented mixed use 
developinent suiTOunding the existing trolley stops. 

The Recreatioi>and Conservation^Elenieiits contain policies aimed at improving public access to 
local and regional passive and ̂ active recreational oppoitunities through the creation of bicycle 
and pedestrian pathw'ays linkages' to such areas as Las Chollas Creek and the existing park 
system in both cominunities^^W^le the intent of the Mobility Elements is to provide a more 
cohesive transportation network, policies MO-10 through MO-14 in both CPUs specifically 
address transit seivices and facilities, including highlighting the presence of trolley stations, 
improving the environment surrounding bus and trolley stops, and working with MTS to 
incorporate measures to improve personal safety at bus and trolley stops. Urban Design Element 
Policies 4.2-1 through 4.2-10 encourage pedestrian-oriented design, multi-modal connections, 
and streetscaping that will promote walkability and support both the village concepts. 

The CPU provides for growth and development through the assumed buildout year of 2035 by 
providing a foundation for development that builds on Southeastem San Diego and Encanto 
Neighborhoods's established character as urbanized areas that ai'e close to major employment 

Page 7 of 11 



r 

centers. These specific factors support the decision to approve the project despite the significant 
unavoidable impacts identified in the FEIR. 

5. The CPU promotes the City's Complete Streets policy by restoring a more balanced 
street environment that prioritizes public transit, walking, and bicycling over private 
vehicle movement. 

Effective January 1, 2011, state law requires that cities address complete streets upon revisions to 
their general plan circulation elements. The specific requirement is to "plan for a balanced, 
multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and 
highways for safe and convenient travel in a manner that is^suitable to the mral, suburban, or 
urban context of the general plan." The City's General P}an Mobility Element as adopted in 
2008 meets this requirement. In fact, the Mobility Element is cited as an example of a general 
plan that has multi-modal goals and policies, and the City-'s Street Design Manual is listed as an 
example of a multi-modal transportation implementation''document in the "Update to the General 
Plan Guidelines: Complete Streets and the Circulation Element," published by the State Office of 
Planning & Research (December 2010). 

The proposed CPUs include several policies^aimed at improving the e'xisting transportation 
network, as well as encouraging alternative modeŝ 'pf transpoitation to redube'impacts related to 
traffic/circulation and air quality. (Fhe Mobility Elen^hts' in both CPUs support and help to 
implement the General Plan at the cpfniminity plan level'̂ by including specific goals, policies, 
and recommendations that will improv;e mobility through the' development of a balanced, multi­
modal transportation network. Specifically, the"*Mobility Eleinents include "Walkability Policies 
MO-1 thi-ough MO-6 in" K)th community^ plans/ which promote and encourage the new 
constmction of, and ̂ upgrades*-to. existing pedesU-iaii path"\yays; Transit Policies MO-10 thi-ough 
MO-14 in both plans '̂which improve accesŝ lo public transit^acilities (i.e., San Diego trolley); 
Transportation Demand -̂lanageracnt Policies \MO-24 tiirough MO-26 (Encanto) and MO-23 
through MO-25„(SESD),^which/pi-omote4ise ofHransit services by encouraging employers and 
new resideiitia] jdevelopmcnttp provide transitpasses to employees and/or residents; and Bicycle 
Policies MO-7 through •MO-9""in both plaiis;. wliich" promotes a continuous network of bicycle 
facilities connecting the proposed Ĉ ^U âreas to the citywide bicycle network and bicycle parking 
facilities." In̂ ŝupport of General Plan"Policies UD-D-1 through D-3, the SESD Land Use Element 
Policy LU-3''focuses the highest intensity ĵdevelopment (residential and non-residential) on both 
Commercial Slreet\ and hnperiak Avenue around the trolley stops to capitalize on access to 
transit, boost transit ridership, aind-reduce reliance on driving. The Encanto Neighborhoods LU-3 
policy encourages implenientiiig-the City of Villages concept for mixed-use transit oriented 
development as a way to^mirdniize the need to drive by increasing opportunities for individuals 
to live near work, offering ̂ convenient mix of local goods and services, and providing access to 
high quality transit. 

The CPU will encourage altemative transportation and aim to reduce vehicle miles traveled (and 
gi-eenhouse gas emissions) throughout Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods 
through a variety of transportation, pedestrian safety, and open space improvements that are 
included in the Urban Design, Mobility, Recreation, and Conser\'ation elements. The two 
proposed villages are consistent with the smart gi-owth land use pattern called for in SANDAG's 
Regional Comprehensive Plan and the multi-modal approach is also consistent with the dnection 
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provided by SB 375 to reduce GHG emissions associated with vehicle miles traveled fi-om cars 
and light tmcks while also addressing housing needs. 

As part of the CPU's Mobility Element, an enhanced transit system is envisioned. The CPUs 
support, refine, and implement the City's Bicycle Master Plan within the Southeastern San Diego 
and Encanto Neighborhoods area. This includes the provision of a Class IV Cycle-track along 
Market Street. Class II bikeways would be provided along all new classified streets in 
Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods. The CPU also encourages bikeways 
within the village areas to connect to trail heads with access to the canyon and creek system trails 
and pathways. 

The proposed CPU's serve to reduce parking related unpads b\ reducing the parking footpi-int 
within the plan areas and encouraging altemative modest of̂ "transpoitation. In addition to the 
reduction in visual impacts associated with parking surfaces, by limiting surface parking in the 
plan areas, the associated adverse environmental effects (e.g.̂ .* gi-ease and oil from leaking 
J. ^ 

vehicles) would be decreased while at the^sanie time reducing^ microclimate temperature 
associated with large expanses of paved surface area. In support'̂ of this goal, the proposed 
Mobility and Urban Design Elements include policies related to parking 

Specifically, Mobility Element Parking Policy MO-26 (S'ESJ)) and MO-28^ (Encanto) permits 
constmction of public parking garages tiiat include shared|parking arrangements that efficiently 
use space, are appropriately designed, and i"educe the o"verali number of off-street parking spaces 
required for development. Mobility''Element-'Pojicy MO;27. (SESD) and MO-29 (Encanto) 
encourages that parking spaces be rented, lease^ "or sold separately from new residential or 
commercial space in order to increase their'use withm the^ommunity Mobility Element Policy 
MO-29 (SESD) and MOr3 l'̂ (Encanto) identifies tlie^possibility^of estabhshing a parking in-Heu 
fee for new development that would contribute'to implemeiilation of parking demand reduction 
strategies, as well as potentially #fiahd parkii^' stmctures within the community. In addition. 
Urban DesignElement Poh^ ̂ ^ ' ^ 12'(Encanto)Narid UD-113 (SESD) aims to minimize the land 
area dedicated to parking, and Policy UDi-.l'1*3 encourages the wrapping of at-grade parking with 
activê uses, leaving building frontages and sfreetscapes free of parking facilities. 

The CPUs 'provide for the%se of street design and traffic calming/management solutions to 
improve pedestrian safety ahd̂ âlso includes an Urban Design Element, which encourages the 
village design'to be both pedestrian and" transit-oriented with goals and policies for activating 
vibrant village cores'-with attractiv'e streetscaping, public art, architecture, and public facilities. 

These specific factorŝ  ̂ upporl the decision to approve the project despite the significant 
unavoidable impacts identified in the PEIR. 

6. The CPU implements the City's goal to incorporate its General Plan policies and goals 
into its neighborhoods as part of its long term community plan update process. 

The CPUs are superior in meeting the General Plan's Guiding Principles and the goals generated 
by the community planning gi-oup and stakeholders because it maintains established low density 
neighborhoods and the designated historic districts, provides employment lands, and increases 
residential development oppoi-tunities along the existing transit comdors to densities that support 
transit. Future gi-owth and development will be focused witliin the two new transit/pedestrian-
oriented compact mixed-use villages that will afford a wide variety of housing types and 
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densities that increase the overall residential density of the planning areas. The CPUs implement 
the major goals of the City's Housing Element with the provision of sufficient housing for all 
income groups and providing affordable housing opportunities consistent with a land use pattern 
which promotes infill development and socioeconomic equity, while facilitating compliance with 
all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 

The altematives considered include the No Project Altemative, the Reduced Density Altemative, 
and the Increased Density Alternative. Based on a comparison of the altematives' overall 
environmental impacts and their compatibility with the CPUs' goals and objectives, the No 
Project Altemative is the environmental superior altemative for this Program EIR, since overall 
development would be less than any of the other altematives. However, the No Project 
Altemative does not meet the purpose and objectives of either C P U , including identifying land 
use and mobility strategies to cohesively guide growth \and|-development in Southeastem San 
Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods, foster walkable and -transit-oriented communities, and 
address a range of long-range planning topics. Other key goals, ificlude meeting the vision and 
guiding principles for Southeastem San Diego of a diverse, inclusive, and vibrant place to live 
and work, and for Encanto Neighborhoods or a scenic, vibrant and'-healthy community. These 
puiposes and objectives are described in further in Chapter 2 (Project"Description) and are 
supported by specific objectives, CPU land use changes, and:,GPIJ policies. 

Of the remaining altematives, the' enviromnentally superior altemative is the Lower-Density 
Altemative. This altemative would'produce,, the least amount of development, and associated 
impacts. Its impacts are expected to Be similar to-those aria'l>'zed for the CPUs for most of the 
envfronmental impact categories analyzed^ in this^EjlR—land;;tise; transportation; air quality; 
greenhouse gases; iioise;.„paleontological- resourqes;'<biological resource; historical resources; 
geology and seismid,.hazards]-hazardous materials;-'hydrology; public services and facilities; 
public utilities; and visual effects and neighborhdod character. As with the CPUs, the Lower-
Density Altemative would hayê  significant^^ and unavoidable impacts in the areas of 
transpon;.lion. airqu:ilil\. anil nois 

The increased residential' d^ensi'ty .̂included in the prefeired land use plans will assist in meeting 
the City^s.,;affordable housing needs,jnd implefnent the CPU's housing policies, found in the 
Land Use Element's Section 2.2 and"̂ tlie General Plan's Land Use Element policies in Section H, 
Balanced Communities and \^Equitable'^evelopment, for a mix of housing types and the 
integration of 'a-ffordable housing\within village areas. Both villages are consistent with the 
General Plan's guidiiig principles,|the City of Villages strategy, and the CPU policies for diverse, 
balanced, compact, *'and>.walkable mixed-use villages that are linked to public facilities, to 
recreation opportunities,v^rid 19,-employment centers by walkways, bikeways, transit, roadways, 
and freeways. The CPUs Urban Design Elements and the General Plan's Urban Design Element 
policies U D - A . l - UD-A.17 contained in Section A General Urban Design, policies UD-B. l -
UD-B.8 in Section B Distinctive Neighborhoods and Residential Design, and policies U B - C . l -
UD-C.8 in Section C Mixed-Use Villages and Commercial Areas provide policy direction for 
village areas, streetscape improvements, building character, street trees, and sustainability 
features, gateways, and view conidors that respect the community's natural setting, strengthens 
linkages and connectivity, improves the built enviromnent, and creates mixed-use walkable 
villages. 
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These fundamental recommendations that are based on the General Plan policies cited not only 
will create diverse new housing near job/employment centers with transit oppoitunities; but will 
maintain the existing low density neighborhoods and historic districts, preser\'e open space 
resources while intensifying the nodes surrounding the transit stations and along the transit 
conidors in Southeastem San Diego and Encanto Neighborhoods. Therefore, the CPUs are 
consistent with the General Plan's Guiding Principles and each Community Plans land use goals 
that were generated with the community during the update process. These specific factors 
support the decision to approve the project despite the significant unavoidable impacts identified 
in the PEIR. 

I. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the City fmds that the Projects ad\crse, unavoidable environmental 
impacts are outweighed by the above-referenced benefitŝ  an\' one of which individually would 
be sufficient to outweigh the adverse environmental effects of the«projcct. Therefore, the City has 
adopted this Statement of Ovemding Considerations. 
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